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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Colorado Division of Criminal Justice, Office of Domestic Violence and Sex Offender
Management, conducted research on the safety issues raised by living arrangements of sex
offenders in the community. This research primarily focused on two questions:
(1) Do the living arrangements of sex offenders, including Shared Living
Arrangements, have an impact on community safety?
(2) Do the location of sex offender residences, specifically in proximity to schools and
childcare centers, have an impact on community safety?
To answer these questions, probation files were reviewed on both a random sample of sex
offenders under probation supervision in the Denver metropolitan area and an all-inclusive
sample of sex offenders under probation supervision in the Denver metropolitan area living in a
Shared Living Arrangement (n = 130 for the combined sample). Data were extracted from the
first 15 months of supervision for the sex offenders selected for this study.

The findings and subsequent recommendations are presented below.

(1) High-risk sex offenders living in Shared Living Arrangements had significantly fewer
violations than those living in other living arrangements. In addition, the average
overall number of violations was low in Shared Living Arrangements, which is
surprising, given that this was the only residence type that had significantly more highrisk sex offenders. Shared Living Arrangements also had one of the shortest amounts
of time between when a sex offender committed a violation and when the probation
officer or treatment provider found out about the violation. In addition, the roommates
3

of sex offenders living in Shared Living Arrangements called in violations of probation
and treatment requirements to the sex offender’s treatment provider and probation
officer more times than roommates in any other living arrangement. This leads back to
the conclusion that a positive support system, which 100% of the Shared Living
Arrangements provided, is an important component of being successful in treatment.
Recommendation: Shared Living Arrangements appear to be a frequently successful
mode of containment and treatment for higher risk sex offenders and should be
considered a viable living situation for higher risk sex offenders living in the
community.

(2) Although residences’ proximity to schools and childcare centers was not specifically
analyzed; two things could be inferred from maps created for this project. One, in urban
areas, a large number of schools and childcare centers are located within various
neighborhoods, leaving extremely limited areas for sex offenders to reside if restrictions
were implemented. Second, sex offenders who have committed a criminal offense (both
sexual and non-sexual) while under criminal justice supervision appear to be randomly
scattered throughout the study areas -- there does not seem to be a greater number of
these offenders living within proximity to schools and childcare centers than other types
of offenders. In addition to the maps, the state of Iowa’s legal challenge to their law
provides some insight into the constitutionality of restricting sex offender residences.
Recommendation: Placing restrictions on the location of correctionaly supervised sex
offender residences may not deter the sex offender from re-offending and should not
be considered as a method to control sexual offending recidivism.
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(3) The research findings indicated that sex offenders on probation living with their families
in the Denver metropolitan area were more likely to have a criminal and technical
violation than those living in other types of residences. Support was another component
related to the number of criminal and technical violations. Those who had support in
their lives had significantly lower numbers of violations than those who had negative or
no support. When support was examined for high-risk offenders, those with no support
and living with a family member or friends had the highest numbers of violations
(criminal, technical, and total). These findings suggest that although a high-risk sex
offender may be living with a family member or friends, it does not necessarily mean
that he or she is living in a supportive or healthy environment.
Recommendation: Efforts should be made to ensure that the sex offender’s support
in the home is positive in order to aid in his or her treatment.
Recommendation: While the findings in this report suggest a link between a sex
offender’s support in the home and performance in the community, more research in
this area should be conducted to further inform this important finding.

(4) General Recommendation: The Sex Offender Management Board should consider
the findings from this report when revising the Standards and Guidelines for the
Assessment, Evaluation, Treatment and Behavioral Monitoring of Adult Sex
Offenders.
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INTRODUCTION
The Office of Domestic Violence and Sex Offender Management, Division of Criminal Justice,
Colorado Department of Public Safety, on behalf of the Sex Offender Management Board submit
this report pursuant to section 16-11.7-103(4)(j), C.R.S.:
“The board shall research and analyze the safety issues raised by living arrangements for and the
location of sex offenders within the community, including but not limited to shared or structured
living arrangements. At a minimum, the board shall consider the issues raised by the location of
sex offender residences, especially in proximity to public or private schools and childcare facilities,
and public notification of the location of sex offender residences. On or before March 15, 2004 the
board shall prepare and submit a report concerning the research and analysis conducted pursuant
to this paragraph (j) and any related legislative recommendations.”
Presented in this report are findings from a study of issues related to public safety among
probationers convicted of a sex offense who reside in a range of living situations. The study was
designed to review and analyze the various types of housing in which supervised sex offenders in
the community reside and whether or not there is a correlation between housing type and number
and types of violations. The following findings may be utilized by the Colorado Sex Offender
Management Board to create guidelines regarding the living arrangements for persons convicted of
offenses involving unlawful sexual behavior.
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BACKGROUND
Sexual offending behavior and the management of sexual offenders has been an issue of
concern for the state of Colorado and across the country for many years. During the past decade,
legislation and policy development directed at the management and treatment of these offenders has
proliferated. Federal mandates, such as Megan’s Law, The Jacob Wetterling Act, The Campus Sex
Crimes Act, and The Pam Lychner Act were passed with the expectation that these would make it
easier for law enforcement agencies across the country to identify and track convicted sex
offenders. In Colorado, the creation of the Sex Offender Management Board allowed for the
establishment of standards and guidelines for working with sex offenders. In addition, the passage
of laws such as sex offender registration, genetic testing of sex offenders, lifetime supervision for
certain sexual offenders and the creation of the Sex Offender Intensive Supervision Probation help
illustrate policy makers’ concerns regarding this population.
Despite these and other efforts to decrease the risk sex offenders pose to public safety,
concerns remain. Approximately 60% of convicted sex offenders in Colorado are sentenced to
community placement with the remainder being sentenced to incarceration at the Department of
Corrections or the county jail (Colorado State Court Administrator’s Office, 2003). Most of those
incarcerated offenders will eventually be returned to their communities of origin, with or without
the benefit of parole supervision. In short, most convicted sex offenders either will never leave the
community upon conviction or will return to the community at a later date.
The question arises, since convicted sex offenders in Colorado are managed with a
combination of supervision, treatment and incarceration, does this population still pose an undue
risk to the public? Studies show that persons who are convicted of offenses involving unlawful
sexual behavior demonstrate a high likelihood of recidivism, thereby representing a risk to the
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public. A meta-analysis of 61 research studies conducted by Hanson and Bussiere1 in 1998
indicated that sexual recidivism was 18.9% for rapists and 12.7% for child molesters over a four to
five year period. Study results comparing recidivism among sex offenders who have participated in
specialized treatment with those who have not vary, but generally indicate that offenders who
participate in offense specific treatment are less likely to recidivate than those who do not2.
In Colorado, limitations are imposed on convicted sex offenders who are under criminal
justice supervision in the community. These include limits regarding contact with victims and
potential victims and the requirement to reside in a location that has been approved by the
supervising probation or parole officer. If the offender is living in a halfway house, the residence is,
by definition, monitored (Colorado Sex Offender Management Board Standards and Guidelines for
the Assessment, Evaluation, Treatment and Behavioral Monitoring of Adult Sex Offenders, 2002).
In many cases, convicted sex offenders are required to move away from their families to limit their
contact with potential child victims3. Living options available to these offenders include, but are
not limited to, homeless shelters, motels, apartments, residential homes, and therapeutic
communities. The officer ultimately decides where the offender lives, taking into consideration the
offender’s finances, travel needs and recommendations from treatment providers4. Any one of these
options available to the offender may be located within close proximity to schools, day care centers,

1

Hanson, R.K. & Bussiere. (1998). Predictors of Sexual Offender Recidivism: A Meta-Analysis. Department of the
Solicitor General Canada.
2
Schweitzer & Dwyer, 2003; Hanson, Gordon, Harris, Marques, Murphy, Quinsey, et al., 2002; Nicholaicuk, Gordon,
Gu and Wong, 2000.
3
Research has indicated that sex offenders crossover in the types of offenses they had committed, the age of victims,
and the gender of the victims (English, K. 1998).
4
Colorado Probation’s Guidelines for Adult Sex Offender Management (SOISP, Non-SOISP and Presentence) clearly
state that the supervising officer has the final authority to approve residence, employment or school (p. 17).
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and playgrounds, however, supervising officers work hard to prohibit these situations5. However, in
urban areas, there are numerous schools and childcare centers spread throughout various
neighborhoods, making it difficult to find areas that are not near a school or childcare center. Please
see Maps 1a-1h and Maps 2a – 2h for pictorial descriptions of the livable areas in several cities and
counties in Colorado that remain after 1000-foot and 2000-foot buffers around schools and licensed
childcare centers are blocked off. These maps clearly depict the difficulty of finding safe residences
that do not fall within predefined distances of places where children reside in densely populated
areas.
Currently, there are no state statutory restrictions that apply to the living arrangements and
locations for persons convicted of offenses involving unlawful sexual behavior. Some
municipalities and counties throughout the state have implemented local ordinances that prohibit
more than one registered sex offender from living in a household, family, or group home (please
See Map 3). While such ordinances are designed to limit options available to sexual offenders, in
many cases, it is nearly impossible for these offenders to find appropriate housing away from
schools, parks and/or childcare centers throughout metropolitan areas. Ironically, this situation may
increase their risk of re-offending by forcing them to live in communities where safe support
systems6 may not exist or in remote areas providing them with high degrees of anonymity. This

5

Childcare centers can be especially difficult to identify in a residential neighborhood, given that they are frequently
located inside a home, with no apparent indication of their presence. Additionally, childcare centers may be opened
after an offender has taken up residence and their presence may go unnoticed by all parties involved. While officers are
diligent in their attempts to ensure that offenders do not reside in locations where children are present, sometimes this
proves to be impossible.
6
Sex offender treatment providers and supervising officers encourage sex offenders to utilize or identify people in their
lives that will act in the capacity of a support system. These people are asked to hold offenders accountable for
behaving in compliance with the terms and conditions of their community placement and to abide by their pro-social
treatment contracts. These “support systems” are an important component of sexual offenders’ community management
process.
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may also require more travel to and from work, treatment and other necessary appointments.
Some housing options provide little to no supervision outside of regular community
monitoring, while others are designed to provide relatively high levels of monitoring and
supervision (please see Continuum of Housing on Page 39). Several factors contribute to an
offender’s risk of re-offending while living in the community. These include, but are not limited to,
their assessed level of risk based on individual factors, the amount of free time available to the
offender, the degree to which they are progressing in their treatment program and the amount of
monitoring and supervision that they are subject to. For example, a high-risk sex offender on
probation or parole might be monitored via global positioning satellite (GPS) technology or an
electronic monitoring device (EHM). This allows the supervising officer to either closely monitor
the offender’s whereabouts (with GPS) or to ensure that the offender is at home (with EHM). These
technologies are used in conjunction with regular home visits and curfew checks. Lower risk
offenders may only be subject to random home visits or curfew checks as a method of community
monitoring. Offenders residing in a shared living environment might be subject to regular and
multiple daily call-ins to the treatment provider as well as being accountable to house-mates in
addition to the random home visits and curfew checks conducted by the supervising officer.

SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION/COMMUNITY NOTIFICATION
The sex offender registry provides the public with certain information on the whereabouts of sex
offenders so that members of local communities may better protect themselves and their children
from these known sex offenders. Law enforcement agencies are required to release the following
information regarding registered sex offenders: name, address, aliases of the registrant, photograph
(if available), and a history of the convictions resulting in the registrant being required to register,
and any other convictions he or she may have.
10

Registry information can be accessed by either visiting the local law enforcement agency and
requesting the sex offender registry list or by checking the Colorado Bureau of Investigation
website which contains a statewide list of only certain high-risk registered sex offenders. All
citizens have the right to request registry information from their local law enforcement agency.
In certain cases, if a convicted sex offender meets the criteria in the Sexual Predator Risk
Assessment and is found by the court to be a Sexually Violent Predator (SVP), the court may also
find that the SVP is subject to Community Notification. The law enforcement agency would
conduct a local community notification through a community meeting, in accordance with the
Colorado Sex Offender Management Board's Criteria, Protocols and Procedures for Community
Notification Regarding Sexually Violent Predators. Specific groups, such as schools, senior
centers, and recreation facilities, would be invited to the meeting, as well as residents of the SVP's
immediate neighborhood, as determined by the law enforcement agency. The meeting would
consist of an educational presentation followed by the SVP notification. Residents who do not
attend the meeting may request the SVP information at the law enforcement agency. All residents
who receive the SVP information may report their name and address, so that the law enforcement
agency may contact them if the SVP changes residences or leaves the community.

NATIONAL INFORMATION
Currently, eleven states in the United States have laws that address sex offenders’ residences
in regard to proximity to schools or childcare centers; however, none of these address the living
arrangement type (please see Map 4). In 1992, the Iowa legislature passed a law that prohibited
offenders convicted of a sex offense against a minor or a sexually violent offense from living within
2000 feet of a school or childcare center, but the law was deemed unconstitutional by the Iowa
11

Supreme Court (February, 2004). The judge who ruled on this case cited several ways in which this
law violated the rights of sex offenders: it was wrongly applied retroactively to those convicted
before July 1, 2002; it required sex offenders to provide incriminating testimony against
themselves; and it infringed on their due process rights. In addition, there was no research study to
empirically support whether proximity to schools is a factor in recidivism rates of sex offenders7.
Seven of the eleven states with such laws were contacted to obtain a better understanding of
their statute and to ascertain whether their statutes were based on research conducted specifically
regarding the issue8. Of the four states that responded to the inquiry, none of the laws were based
on research specifically done on sex offender residences’ proximity to schools or childcare centers9.
During the inquiry, a representative from one state expanded on the issue, stating that enforcing the
residency restriction law was very challenging to enforce and, in fact, were having trouble doing so.

SHARED LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
Shared Living Arrangements (SLAs) are a modality of treatment utilized by three sex
offender treatment programs in the state of Colorado10. There are slight variations in the
philosophies that drive the use of the SLAs among these programs; however, all contribute to the
desire to improve sex offenders’ social skills, their accountability to self and others, and the need
for both treatment providers and the criminal justice system to share the task of monitoring sex
offenders in the community. Shared Living Arrangements are loosely defined as either two or three
sex offenders living together in a house that they either rent or own. The residence is the sex

7

Doe v. Miller, United States District Court for the Southern District of Iowa Davenport Division, February 9, 2004.
The seven states that were contacted are: Alabama, Florida, Iowa, Illinois, Oregon, Louisiana, and Kentucky.
9
The four states that responded to the inquiry were: Illinois, Alabama, Florida, and Oregon.
10
An inquiry was sent to the ATSA listserv requesting information on other treatment agencies who utilize shared
living arrangements. The inquiry resulted in feedback that Colorado was the only state that had agencies who utilize
Share Living Arrangements.
8
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offenders’ responsibility, not the treatment provider’s. The residence location and housemates are
approved in advance by the treatment provider and supervising officer. Typically, the SLA would
not be located within sight of a school, playground, or next-door to a residence that has “child-type”
items (for example, a swing set). The general SLA philosophy is an extension of the Therapeutic
Community treatment modality in which offenders’ living environments can be seen as an extension
of both treatment and monitoring. Offenders hold each other accountable for their actions and
responsibilities and notify the appropriate authorities when a roommate commits certain behaviors,
such as returning home late or having contact with children. This type of accountability and support
is different in an SLA than in other types of living arrangements in that the treatment provider
makes holding each other accountable for their actions a requirement of living in the SLA.
Typically, in other living arrangements, the probation officers or treatment providers do not have
any jurisdiction over the other members of the household that the offender lives therefore there are
no consequences if a roommate in a different type of living arrangement does not report a violation
committed by the sex offender. In addition, all of these treatment programs conduct residence
checks as a component of the treatment. These residence checks supplement those conducted by
probation officers.
Research has found that recidivism among sexual offenders is related to several factors,
including lack of social skills (personality disorders), chaotic lifestyle, and being disengaged from
treatment11. Shared Living Arrangements allow for a controlled opportunity for a therapist to work
with an offender’s cognitive and behavioral levels because the offender is influenced throughout the
day by not only his or her peers, but by his or her therapist as well. In addition, because an offender

11

Hanson, R.K. & Bussiere. (1998). Predictors of Sexual Offender Recidivism: A Meta-Analysis. Department of the
Solicitor General Canada.
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living in an SLA has to account for all of his or her time; SLAs become an approach that enables
behavioral monitoring outside of the therapist’s office12. While not all sex offenders in treatment
with these providers are required to live in an SLA, those who have been assessed as posing the
greatest risk to the community are typically recommended for such living conditions. This
recommendation may occur for varying reasons, including the increased monitoring it allows and
more socialization for the offender. The ultimate goal would be to create a continuum of progress
in treatment with the goal of stabilizing at a level of reduced risk to re-offend.
Treatment providers have found several benefits to Shared Living Arrangements, including
more knowledge of offenders’ involvement in high-risk behaviors (both through the offender
accounting for his or her time and the other residents informing the treatment provider of conflicts
or violations). Possibly one of the most important benefits to SLAs is that treatment providers are
able to contact the offender’s probation officer very quickly if there is a violation or if the offender
is missing13. Finally, many offenders who are sentenced to the community have limited resources
with which to obtain housing that meets the ideal placement criteria, leaving many living in
potentially dangerous situations, such as a motel, living with friends who are not sufficiently
supportive, or homeless. An SLA allows for the offender to live on his own, with informed
roommates, in a controlled environment, and with close contact with his or her treatment provider
and supervising officer.

12

Many sex offender treatment providers who do not utilize SLAs require offenders to keep a time log outlining their
activites for each day. Time logs kept by sex offenders in SLAs have the added benefit of verification by housemates
who are also being held accountable for the same behaviors and responsibilities.
13
The ability to contact the supervising officer immediately is also an element of GPS and EHM monitoring. The
difference between these two technologies and the SLA, however, is that GPS and EHM violation notifications are
based solely on location, while violations detected in an SLA can also be behavioral.
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RESEARCH STUDY
A review of probation files was conducted to gather information on risk levels, types of
residences, surveillance methods, number of violations, how quickly violations were discovered,
and the method by which violations were identified on a sample of adult sex offenders under
supervision, living in the Denver metropolitan area. Offenders under Parole and Community
Corrections supervision were not included in the study for the following reasons: 1) Parole and
Community Corrections has a significantly smaller population of sex offenders in the community,
and 2) Parolees and those under Community Corrections supervision are typically not candidates for
Shared Living Arrangements due to their limited time in the community14. Please see Table 1 for a
snapshot of the number of sex offenders who were under criminal justice supervision living in the
community on January 31, 2003 in Colorado.

Table 1 – Statewide Population Data
Census of Sex Offenders Under Community Correctional Status on January 31, 2003
Residential
Parole*
Probation
Non-Residential
Community
Community
Corrections
Corrections
417
2,023
14
81
*as of June 11, 2003
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Although most convicted sex offenders who have been sentenced to the Department of Corrections (DOC) since July
of 1993 have received a mandatory period of parole, and those convicted since July 1996 have received a 5-year
mandatory period of parole, many offenders currently being released from the DOC were sentenced prior to the
imposition of mandatory parole provisions and are serving relatively short parole periods. Offenders sentenced to
community corrections typically serve a six to nine month residential term and complete the sentence on non-residential
status.
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Sample
The sample for this study was selected from the following judicial districts: 1st (Jefferson
and Gilpin Counties), 2nd (Denver County), 18th (Arapahoe, Douglas, Elbert, and Lincoln Counties),
and the 20th (Boulder County). These districts were selected for three reasons. First, treatment
providers who utilize SLAs provide services within these districts. Second, the majority of the
Colorado convicted sex offender population is in the Denver metropolitan area, which is largely
comprised of these four districts. Finally, given that this study was conducted using existing
resources, a relatively small sample and data collection effort was necessary.
A total of 318 adult offenders in the 1st, 2nd, 18th, and 20th judicial districts received a
probation sentence for a sexual offense between January 1, 2001 and June 30, 2002. Approximately
50% of these offenders were randomly selected for inclusion in this study (n=148). In addition, an
over-sample of 100% of adult sex offenders who were placed on probation between January 1, 2001
and June 30, 2002 in the same four districts as the random sample and were living in an SLA during
their first 15 months of supervision were selected (n=17) for inclusion in this study. The oversampling of this population was done to ensure an adequate sample of offenders living under this
unique arrangement.
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Table 2 – Random Sample

Judicial District
1st
2nd
18th
20th
TOTAL

Random Sample
Received Probation between
January 1, 2001 and June 30,
2002
71
28
160
59
318

Selected for
Study

Completed
File Review

29
15
82
22
148*

22
11
64
16
113*

Thirty-five (35) of those files that were initially selected for inclusion in the study could not be reviewed. These cases
were dropped from the sample and were not replaced. Files were not reviewed for the following reasons: the offender
1) moved out of the district, 2) was deported out of the country, 3) absconded from supervision, 4) was serving a
concurrent sentence in jail or DOC, or 5) had died in the first 15 months of supervision.
* Five people from the Random Sample (3%) met the specifications of the Shared Living Arrangement Sample and are
included in the total combined sample.

Table 3 – Over-sample Population

Judicial District

1st
2nd
18th
20th
TOTAL

Shared Living Arrangement Sample
Received Probation between
Selected for
January 1, 2001 and June 30,
Study
2002 and lived in a SLA
during the 1st 15 months
0
0
3
3
6
6
8
8
17*
17*

Completed
File Review

0
3
6
8
17*

*The 5 people in the Random Sample who met the specifications for the Shared Living Arrangement Sample brought
the total Shared Living Arrangement Sample to 23 people.

Data were collected from case files for the first 15 months of probation supervision.
Allowing for 15 months of supervision ensured that at least one or two polygraph examinations
would occur for each individual and would allow time for offenders to be referred to SLAs. In
addition, the risk level for this population is typically higher during the initial stages of supervision;
therefore, this timeframe allows for a conservative look at safety issues within the community
during the time when they are likely to pose the greatest risk. Finally, the 15-month review period
17

allowed for a uniform time at risk, providing a comparable study period for each case. However,
ten sex offenders in the sample (7.7% of the combined sample) were placed on supervision for a sex
offense at an earlier date, revoked, and their sentence reinstated during the selection timeframe for
this sample (between January, 2001 and June, 2002).
Demographic Information
A total of 130 sex offender probation files were reviewed for this study—113 cases in the initial
sample and 17 SLA cases. The majority of offenders in the study were male (98.5%) with an
average age of 36 years. Forty-three percent (n=55) had never been married and 51% (n=67) had at
least one child. The majority of the sample was working at least part-time (81%) and 8% were
attending school (GED, college or technical school).
Table 4 – Demographic Information
Average = 36 years
19 years-67 years

Age
Age Range
Marital Status
Married, living together
Married, not living together
Separated or Divorced
Single, Never Married
Widowed
Last Grade Completed
< High School
GED
High School Diploma
Some College
College Diploma
Graduate School
Attending School
Employment Status
Working full-time
Working part-time
Unemployed
AFDC/SSI/Disability
Retired

16 (12.8%)
14 (11.2%)
39 (31.2%)
55 (44.0%)
1 (0.8%)
26 (22.2%)
15 (12.8%)
25 (21.4%)
34 (29.1%)
12 (10.3%)
5 (4.3%)
10 (7.7%)
87 (73.1%)
8 (6.7%)
18 (15.1%)
4 (3.4%)
2 (1.7%)
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The types and number of residences represented in this sample are illustrated in Table 5. The
majority of the sex offenders in this sample resided in only one residence during the first 15 months
of supervision. However, 29% of the sex offenders in this sample moved two times, 11% moved
three times, 3% moved four times, and 1% moved 5 times during the timeframe examined for this
study. Please see Table 5 for the number and types of residences the combined sample lived in
during the first 15 months of supervision.
Table 5 - Residence Information
SLA
Lives Alone
Lives with Family
Lives with Friends
Homeless/Shelter
Jail/Work Release
TOTAL NUMBER OF RESIDENCES

32 (14.7%)
41 (18.9%)
65 (30.0%)
49 (22.6%)
5 (2.3%)
25 (11.5%)
217 (100%)

Figures 1 – 3 illustrate demographic data by residence type.
Figure 1: Marital Status by Residence Type
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Figure 2 – Employment Status by Residence Type
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Figure 3 – Education Level by Residence Type
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Over half of the sample (54%) were assessed as “high risk” by the Probation Department.
Thirty-four percent were medium risk and 9% were low risk. Over three-quarters of the offenders
living in SLAs were classified as high risk. Pearson chi-square tests were used to determine
whether a significant relationship between risk levels and residences existed for this sample. Sex
offenders living in Shared Living Arrangements were significantly** more likely to be high-risk sex
offenders. Sex offenders living alone were significantly*** more likely to be low or medium-risk
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sex offenders. Statistically significant relationships between risk level and residence were not
found for the other living arrangement types. See Table 6 for the breakdown of residence type by
risk level.
Table 6 – Residence Type by Risk Level

SLA
Lives Alone
Lives with
Family
Lives with
Friends
Homeless/
Shelter
Jail/Work
Release
TOTAL

High Risk
25 (78%)** (19%)
17 (40%) (13%)
42 (65%) (32%)

Medium Risk
6 (19%)
(9%)
19 (46%)*** (28%)
21 (32%)
(31%)

26 (53%)

(20%)

14 (29%)

(21%) 8 (16%)

4 (80%)

(3%)

1 (20%)

(2%)

16 (64%)

(12%)

7 (28%)

(10%) 2 (8%)

130 (60%) (100%)

68 (32%)

(100%)

Low Risk
1 (3%)
(6%)
5 (12%)*** (28%)
2 (3%)
(11%)
(44%)

0

18 (8%)

TOTAL
32 (100%)
41 (100%)
65 (100%)
49 (100%)
5 (100%)

(11%)
(100%)

25 (100%)
217 (100%)

**p < .025
***p < .01

Sex offenders sentenced to probation may be sentenced to one of two programs: Sex
Offender Intensive Supervision Probation (SOISP) or “regular” probation. Offenders within the
SOISP receive the highest levels of supervision that is provided to probationers. Offenders on
SOISP have severely restricted activities, daily contact with the probation officer, monitored
curfew, home visitation, employment visitation and monitoring, and drug and alcohol screening.
Also, they are required to actively participate in treatment and undergo regular physiological
monitoring. SOISP is comprised of three phases, and movement between the phases is dependent
upon the offender meeting specific behavioral benchmarks. Supervision levels are commensurate
with the phases of SOISP, with Phase I being equivalent to a maximum supervision level, Phase II,
medium and Phase III minimum. The supervision levels in the SOISP program relate primarily to
type and frequency of probationer-probation officer contact and monitoring. Offenders on regular
probation, or non-SOISP sex offender supervision, are classified according to supervision levels:
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maximum, medium or minimum. These supervision levels are determined by the offender’s score
on the Oregon Risk Assessment instrument, which is completed within the first 30 days of
probation supervision. Supervision plans are developed to meet the specific risks and needs of each
offender. These plans are based upon information contained in the risk assessment instrument, the
sex offense specific mental health evaluation report and any other relevant information. Offenders
classified as high risk are subject to more contact and oversight by the probation officer than those
classified as low risk. While there are no standards dictating the number of contacts or other
activities in which an officer must engage based on supervision level, there are some guidelines set
out by the Division of Probation Services. These are presented in Table 7 below.
Table 7 - Guidelines for Probation Officer’s Contact with Probationers by Supervision Level
ADULT SUPERVISION General Reference
Maximum Level

Medium Level

Minimum Level

2 face-to-face contacts with
the offender per month.

1 face-to-face contact with the
offender per month.

1 face-to-face contact with
the offender every 60 days.

1 home visit within the first
90 days of supervision, unless
transitioning from ISP.
Thereafter, by supervision
plan. Home visits shall be
conducted in accordance with
local policy.

1 verification of residence
every 60 days.

No residency verification
required.

From Standards for Probation, Colorado Judicial Branch, July 2003, p. 29

RESULTS
Living Arrangements
Fifteen new sexual offenses were reported among all 130 offenders in the sample during the first
15 months of data collection. One hundred percent of those offenses were “hands off” offenses—
peeping, voyeurism, or exposure. Of the new sexual offenses reported, 27% occurred while the
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offender was living with a family member, 27% while living with friends, 13% while living alone,
20% while living in an SLA, and 13% while in jail or work release. The 15 new sexual offenses
were committed by 13 sex offenders (10% of the sample).
A total of 52 non-sexual criminal violations were reported for the entire sample. See Table 8 for
the description of non-sexual criminal violations by residence type.
Table 8 – Non-sexual criminal violations
Jail/Work
Release

SLA

Family

Friends

Alone

Shelter

N
Column %
Row %

N
Column %
Row %

N
Column %
Row %

N
Column %
Row %

N
Column %
Row %

N
Column %
Row %

0

0

0

0

2
(6%)
(20%)

Threatened or
Assaulted
another person

0

0

3
(6%)
(30%)
2
(4%)
(33%)
0

0

4 (100%)

Drug Use

0

0

2
(40%)
(10%)
0

20 (100%)

Other nonsexual crime

2
(6%)
(10%)
1
(3%)
(33%)
27
(85%)
(16%)
32
(100%)

3
(5%)
(30%)
3
(5%)
(50%)
3
(5%)
(75%)
8
(12%)
(40%)
1
(2%)
(33%)
47
(72%)
(27%)
65
(100%)

1
(20%)
(50%)
1
(20%)
(10%)
0

2 (100%)

1
(4%)
(10%)
0

1
(2%)
(50%)
0

1
(20%)
(1%)
5
(100%)

172
(100%)

Failed to
register as a
sex offender
Driving Crime

Contact with
the victim

Did NOT
commit a nonsexual crime

TOTAL

24
(96%)
(14%)
25
(100%)

7
(14%)
(35%)
1
(2%)
(33%)
36
(73%)
(21%)
49
(100%)

1
(2%)
(17%)
1
(2%)
(25%)
1
(2%)
(5%)
0

37
(90%)
(22%)
41
(100%)

TOTAL

10 (100%)

6 (100%)

3 (100%)

217
(100%)

Comparison of means tests (ANOVAs) were run to see if there were significant relationships
between residence types and non-sexual criminal violations (sexual and non-sexual violations
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combined). Sex offenders living with a family member averaged significantly***15 more criminal
violations (0.68 criminal violations) than those not living with a family member (0.36 criminal
violations). Sex offenders sent to jail had significantly** less criminal violations in jail (0.12
criminal violations) than those not living in jail (0.49 criminal violations). No significant
relationships were found between the other types of residences and criminal violations.
A technical violation is a violation of either the probation requirements or the treatment
requirements of the offender. These types of violations include, but are not limited to: staying out
past curfew, going out without a safety plan, viewing or possessing pornography, missing a
probation or treatment appointment, not paying treatment or court fees in a timely manner, drinking
alcohol, not disclosing his or her crime to a roommate or employer, having unapproved contact with
a minor (for example, not immediately leaving a residence if a minor comes to the residence),
having a sexual relationship with a vulnerable person (for example, dating a woman who has small
children), hostile behavior, or living in an unapproved residence. A total of 443 technical
violations, committed by 103 sex offenders (79% of the sample), were reported during the first 15
months of supervision. The majority, thirty-four percent (n=152), of those technical violations was
for failing to appear for a probation or treatment appointment.
Comparison of means tests (ANOVAs) were also run to see if there were significant
relationships between residence type and technical violations. As with criminal violations, sex
offenders living with a family member had significantly*** higher numbers of technical violations
(2.55 technical violations) than sex offenders not living with a family member (1.47 technical
violations). And, sex offenders in jail had significantly*** lower numbers of technical violations
(0.52 technical violations) than those not in jail (1.96 technical violations). No significant

15

For the purpose of this report, * = p < .05; ** = p < .025; *** = p < .01
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relationships were found between the other types of living arrangements and technical violations.
Figure 4 illustrates the average number of total violations, criminal violations, and technical
violations in each residence type. To be expected, jail and work release had the lowest number of
criminal violations, presumably due to their highly supervised, restrictive environment. The type of
residence with the second lowest number of criminal violations was living alone, and sex offenders
living in SLAs accrued just slightly more criminal violations than those living alone. It is important
to remember when considering this finding that sex offenders living alone were significantly more
likely to be classified as low or medium risk, and those living in a Shared Living Arrangement were
more likely to be classified as high risk. Sex offenders living with friends, family, or in shelters,
where there were no significant differences between these living arrangements and risk levels, had
the highest numbers of criminal violations. While the lower rate of criminal violations for those
living alone may be attributable to risk; it is likely that the lower re-offense rate among those living
in SLAs may be attributable to the level of surveillance associated with an SLA and the sex
offenders’ extensive involvement in treatment which is a requirement of living in an SLA.
When looking at the highest number of total violations (technical and criminal combined),
sex offenders living with a family member had the most violations. As expected, sex offenders in
jail or work release had the lowest number of violations, followed by the group of sex offenders
living in SLAs who had the second lowest number of total violations.
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Figure 4: Average Number of Violations in Each Residence Type
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Figure 5 illustrates the average number of total violations, criminal violations, and technical
violations in each residence type for HGH RISK sex offenders. When controlling for risk, sex
offenders living in SLAs had the second lowest number of criminal, technical, and total violations
(high risk offenders in jail had the lowest number of violations). Sex offenders living with a family
member continued to have the highest number of criminal, technical, and total violations.
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Figure 5: Average Number of Violations for HIGH RISK Sex Offenders

4

Criminal Violations
3.5

Technical Violations
TOTAL Violations

3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0
SLA

Alone

Family

Friends

Homeless/Shelter Jail/Work Release

Comparison of means tests (ANOVAs) were run to determine if there were significant relationships
between residence type and number of violations for sex offenders classified as high risk. High-risk
sex offenders living in SLAs had a significantly*** fewer number of total violations (1.16
High-risk sex offenders
living in an SLA had a
significantly lower
number of violations
while high-risk sex
offenders living with a
family member had
significantly more
violations.
16

violations) and technical violations (0.84 technical violations) than
high risk sex offenders not living in SLAs (2.70 total violations and
2.03 technical violations). In addition, high-risk sex offenders living
in an SLA had significantly16 fewer criminal violations (0.32 criminal
violations) than those not living in SLAs (0.68 criminal violations).

This p-value for this finding was .07.
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High-risk sex offenders living with a family member had significantly*** more total violations
(3.62 violations) and technical violations (2.79 technical violations) than high-risk sex offenders not
living with a family member (1.83 total violations and 1.33 technical violations). High-risk sex
offenders living with a family member also had significantly* more criminal violations (0.83
criminal violations) than high risk sex offenders not living with a family member (0.50 criminal
violations). As expected, high-risk sex offenders in jail or work release had significantly*** less
total violations (0.43 violations) and technical violations (0.31 technical violations) than high risk
sex offenders not living in jail (2.68 total violations and 2.00 technical violations). High-risk sex
offenders living in jail or work release had significantly** less criminal violations (0.13 criminal
violations) than high-risk sex offenders not in jail (0.68 criminal violations).
Information was also obtained on how the violations were discovered among the different types of
residences (please see Table 9). Understanding how violations are discovered is important because
it speaks to the degree of support and community safety provided in each living arrangement. We
are quite certain that if an offender is late checking in from work to a halfway house, the delay will
be reported to the appropriate authorities and action will be taken. We are not
so certain that the same tardiness would be reported if the offender were living with a friend or
family member. The data below illustrates the differences in violation
detection found among the various situations. Information from
polygraph testing was the number one way violations were detected.
Followed by that, the rates of how violations were found varied by

In SLAs, roommates
calling in to a probation
officer or treatment
provider was the most
effective tool in detecting
violations.

residence. For example, in SLAs, roommates calling in to a probation officer or treatment provider
was the most effective tool in detecting violations and home visits conducted by probation officers
was a common way to detect violations for sex offenders living with friends.
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Table 9 – How Violations Were Discovered
How violation was discovered
Probation Officer (PO) found
out (including self-report)
Treatment Provider found out
(including self-report)
Both PO & Treatment Provider
found out (including selfreport)
PO did home visit
Polygraph
Fail to appear for treatment
Fail to appear for PO appt.
Roommate called PO or
Treatment provider
PO called or visited employer
Employer called PO
Lab Result (UA)
PO called residence
Victim Advocated called PO
PO called non-resident family
member
Law Enforcement
Group member called
Treatment provider or PO
Sex Offender’s friend called PO
GPS/EHM
Computer Surveillance
TOTAL

Jail/Wor
k-release
0

SLA

Friends

Family

Alone

Shelter

10% (5)

9% (11)

16% (33)

20% (18)

22% (2)

25% (4)

14% (7)

12% (14)

8% (18)

17% (15)

22% (2)

0

2% (1)

3% (4)

1% (2)

3% (3)

0

0
50% (8)
0
0
0

8% (4)
16% (8)
4% (2)
2% (1)
16% (8)

12% (14)
12% (14)
7% (8)
10% (12)
7% (8)

7% (14)
14% (29)
17% (35)
7% (15)
2% (5)

8% (7)
20% (18)
3% (3)
7% (6)
0

11% (1)
0
0
22% (2)
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
14% (7)
2% (1)
0
0

2% (2)
0
11% (13)
1% (1)
2% (2)
2% (2)

2% (4)
1% (2)
13% (27)
0.5% (1)
1% (2)
0

0
0
10% (9)
1% (1)
1% (1)
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

19% (3)
0

0
4% (2)

9% (10)
1% (1)

5% (11)
5% (10)

1% (1)
1% (1)

22% (2)
0

6% (1)
0
0
100%
(16)

2% (1)
4% (2)
4% (2)
100%
(51)

0
0
0
100%
(116)

1% (3)
0
0.5% (1)
100%
(212)

1% (1)
6% (5)
1% (1)
100%
(90)

0
0
0
100%
(9)

In addition to how the violations were found, the number of days between the day of the
violation and when the violation was found by the probation officer or treatment provider were
examined by residence types. The time between a violation and when the offender is “caught” is an
extremely important factor when considering public safety. If an offender is committing violations,
it is critical to act quickly to protect potential victims. The data indicated that sex offenders living
in shelters had the shortest time period from when he or she committed a violation and when he or
she was caught. However, the size of the sample living in a shelter in this analysis was extremely
low. The second shortest time period between a sex offender committing a violation and getting
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caught was with sex offenders living in SLAs. The longest period of time between violations and
violations getting detected was with sex offenders living alone. However, there were no statistically
significant differences among the types of residences and the number of days between the violation
and when the violation was discovered. Please see Table 10 for the average number of days
between a sex offender’s violation and when the violation was found, broken out by residence.
Table 10 – Days between violation and when the violation was discovered

Living in a Shelter
SLA
Living with Family
Living with Friends
Living Alone

Average number of days between
violation and when the violation
was discovered
0.1
2.4
6.2
7.4
10.6

Range of days between violation
and when the violation was
discovered
0-1
0-31
0-184
0-258
0-113

Proximity to Schools and Childcare Centers
Although getting exact measurements of residences’ proximity to schools and childcare centers
could not be done for this study, due to limited resources, an illustration of the sex offender
Very few of the sex
offenders in this study
engaged in criminal
behavior during the study
period, suggesting that a
tight web of supervision,
treatment and surveillance
may be more important in
maintaining community
safety than where a sex
offender resides.

residences that had at least one criminal offense during the first 15
months of supervision and their proximity to schools and childcare
centers were plotted using a mapping software program. These
maps illustrated that these offenders seemed to be randomly
located, and were, in fact, not usually within 1000 feet of a school
or child care center. In addition, the maps illustrated (as said
before) that in a densely populated area it is nearly impossible for

anyone to find a residence that is not relatively close to a school or childcare center. However, sex
offenders under criminal justice supervision usually have to abide by guidelines that restrict their
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residence’s proximity to schools or childcare centers and the residence would have to get approved
by their criminal justice authority figure. While it is not ideal for sex offenders to live in areas
where children are frequently present, the data indicated that very few of the sex offenders in this
study engaged in criminal behavior during the study period, suggesting that a tight web of
supervision, treatment and surveillance may be more important in maintaining community safety
than where a sex offender resides.
Support Systems
As with most behavioral health treatment, a positive support system is emphasized as a component
of being successful in treatment. This component seemed to hold especially true with this
population. For this report, support was defined as having someone significant to the offender
and/or a roommate who attends treatment with the offender, has a positive relationship with the
probation officer and treatment provider, and is well versed in the offender’s probation and
treatment requirements. Please see Table 11 for an illustration of the amount of support by the
various resident types.

Table 11 – Support by Residence Type

Living in a Shelter
SLA
Living with
Family
Living with
Friends
Living Alone
Jail/Work Release
TOTAL

Have Negative or
No Support
1 (20%) (2%)
0
23 (35%) (44%)

Have Support
0
32 (100%) (46%)
18 (28%) (26%)

Support system is
unclear
4 (80%) (4%)
0
24 (37%) (25%)

5 (100%)
32 (100%)
65 (100%)

14 (29%) (27%)

11 (22%) (16%)

24 (49%) (25%)

49 (100%)

11 (27%) (21%)
3 (12%) (6%)
52 (24%) (100%)

7 (17%) (10%)
1 (4%) (1%)
69 (32%) (100%)

23 (56%) (24%)
21 (84%) (22%)
96 (44%) (100%)

41 (100%)
25 (100%)
217
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TOTAL

Comparison of means tests (ANOVAs) were run to determine whether positive support was
significantly related to the number of violations incurred. Sex offenders who had support had
significantly*** lower violations (1.86 violations) than sex offenders who had negative or no
support (3.85 violations). The positive nature of support systems also held true for technical
violations (1.45 technical violations for offenders with positive support vs. 3.13 technical violations
for those with negative or no support). Those with support also had significantly* lower criminal
violations (0.41 criminal violations) than sex offenders with negative or no support (0.71 criminal
violations).
Figure 6 illustrates the average number of total violations, criminal
violations, and technical violations in each residence type for sex
offenders who have POSITIVE support. When controlling for
positive support, sex offenders living in SLAs had one of the lowest

Sex offenders with positive
support living in SLAs had
one of the lowest numbers of
violations. Sex offenders
with positive support living
with a family member
continued to have the highest
number of violations.

numbers of criminal, technical, and total violations. Sex offenders living with a family member
continued to have the highest number of criminal, technical, and total violations.
Figure 6: Average Number of Violations for Sex Offenders with POSTIVE support
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Figures 7 – 9 illustrate the average number of total violations, criminal violations, and technical
violations in each residence type for HIGH RISK sex offenders controlling for support. Because of
the high number of missing information regarding support (this variable was not easily obtainable
from the files reviewed) missing data is included in the figure. When controlling for these two
variables (risk and support), sex offenders living in SLAs had the
second lowest number of criminal, technical, and total violations
(sex offenders in jail or work release had the lowest). Sex
offenders with negative or no support living with either a family

High-risk sex offenders
with negative or no
support living with either
a family member or
friends had the highest
number of violations.

member or friends had the highest number of criminal, technical, and total violations. In fact, highrisk sex offenders living with a family member or friends had very similar outcomes when
controlling for support.
Figure 7: Average Number of Total Violations for High Risk Sex Offenders
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Figure 8: Average Number of Criminal Violations for High Risk Sex Offenders
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Figure 9: Average Number of Technical Violations for High Risk Sex Offenders
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Risk Levels
Comparison of means tests (ANOVAs) were run to see if offenders’ risk levels were significantly
related to the number of violations incurred during this study period. Sex offenders classified as
high risk had significantly** more total violations (0.93 violations) than sex offenders classified as
medium or low risk (0.60 violations). High-risk sex offenders also had significantly*** more
criminal violations (0.72 criminal violations) than medium or low risk sex offenders (0.51 criminal
violations). This finding is expected, given that higher risk levels are typically associated with
higher rates of violations and/or failure. In addition, when controlling for high-risk sex offenders,
those with support had significantly*** fewer total and technical violations (1.65 total and 1.21
technical violations) than high risk sex offenders with negative or no support (4.6 total and 3.6
technical violations). High-risk sex offenders with support also had significantly** fewer criminal
violations (0.45 criminal violations) than high risk sex offenders with negative or no support (1.00
criminal violations).
A logistic regression was run to determine whether risk level, support, and living with a
family member17 act independently of one another or if they work as a cluster to predict violation
Risk level does not
independently contribute
to total number of
violations. Yet, risk level
is the only variable of the
three that independently
contributes to the number
of criminal violations.

behavior. Support and living with a family member were found to be
independent of one another, but risk level lost its significance when
clustered with these two variables. This means that risk level does not
independently contribute to total number of violations. Yet, risk level
is the only variable of the three that independently contributes to the

number of criminal violations. This suggests that higher risk sex offenders need higher levels of
supervision, which may be afforded by SLAs.

17

These variables (support, risk level, and living with a family member) were selected for this analysis because they
were found to be significantly related to number of violations.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Persons convicted of offenses involving unlawful sexual behavior demonstrate a high likelihood
of recidivism due to many factors. This study explored whether various types of living
arrangements impacted sex offenders’ risk to community safety.
Several limitations to this study existed. First, this report focused on sex offenders under
criminal justice supervision and cannot speak to sex offenders not receiving criminal justice
supervision. Second, only data from the Denver metropolitan area were used. Therefore, these
findings should not be generalized to Colorado’s non-metropolitan areas. Third, data were collected
from sex offenders who received a probation sentence; parolees were not included in this study.
Fourth, data were only collected for the first 15 months of supervision. The time allowed for reoffending was relatively short18. And finally, the sample was only comprised of adult sex
offenders; juveniles were not represented in the study. However, strengths of the data set include
using both a random sample of probationers, who make up the majority of sex offenders receiving
criminal justice supervision in the community, and an all-inclusive sample of sex offenders living in
SLAs.
High-risk sex offenders living in Shared Living Arrangements had significantly fewer
violations than those living in other living arrangements. This finding is similar to Hanson and
Harris’ 1998 study19 in which they found no overall difference in the frequency with which
recidivists and non-recidivists were known to associate with other sexual offenders.
In addition, the average overall number of violations was low in Shared Living Arrangements,
which is surprising, given that this was the only residence type that had significantly more high-risk

18

Typical studies on recidivism occur over a 4 to 5 year period.
Hanson, R.K. & Harris, A. (1998). Dynamic Predictors of Sexual Recidivism. Department of the Solicitor General
Canada.

19
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sex offenders. Shared Living Arrangements also had one of the shortest amounts of time between
when a sex offender committed a violation and when the probation officer or treatment provider
found out about the violation. In addition, the roommates of sex offenders living in Shared Living
Arrangements called in violations of probation and treatment requirements to the sex offender’s
treatment provider and probation officer more times than roommates in any other living
arrangement. This leads back to the conclusion that a positive support system, which 100% of the
Shared Living Arrangements provided, is an important component of being successful in treatment.
Recommendation 1: Shared Living Arrangements appear to be a frequently successful mode of
containment and treatment for higher risk sex offenders and should be considered a viable living
situation for higher risk sex offenders living in the community.

Although residences’ proximity to schools and childcare centers was not specifically
analyzed; two things could be inferred from the maps. One, in urban areas, a large number of
schools and childcare centers are located within various neighborhoods, leaving extremely limited
areas for sex offenders to reside if restrictions were implemented. Second, sex offenders who have
committed a criminal offense (both sexual and non-sexual) while under criminal justice supervision
appear to be randomly scattered throughout the study areas -- there does not seem to be a greater
number of these offenders living within proximity to schools and childcare centers than other types
of offenders. In addition to the maps, the state of Iowa’s legal challenge to their law provides some
insight into the constitutionality of restricting sex offender residences.
Recommendation 2: Placing restrictions on the location of correctionaly supervised sex offender
residences may not deter the sex offender from re-offending and should not be considered as a
method to control sexual offending recidivism.

37

The research findings indicated that sex offenders on probation living with their families in
the Denver metropolitan area were more likely to have a criminal and technical violation than those
living in other types of residences. Support was another component related to the number of
criminal and technical violations. Those who had support in their lives had significantly lower
numbers of violations than those who had negative or no support. When support was examined for
high-risk offenders, those with no support and living with a family member or friends had the
highest numbers of violations (criminal, technical, and total). These findings suggest that although
a high-risk sex offender may be living with a family member or friends, it does not necessarily
mean that he or she is living in a supportive or healthy environment.
Recommendation 3a: Efforts should be made to ensure that the sex offender’s support in the
home is positive in order to aid in his or her treatment.
Recommendation 3b: While the findings in this report suggest a link between a sex offender’s
support in the home and performance in the community, more research in this area should be
conducted to further inform this important finding.

General Recommendation 4: The Sex Offender Management Board should consider the findings
from this report when revising the Standards and Guidelines for the Assessment, Evaluation,
Treatment and Behavioral Monitoring of Adult Sex Offenders.
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Continuum of Housing Options for Convicted Sex Offenders under the Criminal Justice System
Place of Residence (level of
monitoring provided by
residence indicated by
shade of box: dark=high,
light = low)

DOC







State Hospital (Pueblo)







Jail





Work Release/Jail after
hours
Work Release/Community
Corrections after hours
Residential Community
Corrections
Non-Residential
Community Corrections
Group Home

Alcohol/Drug Treatment
Center
SHORT-TERM
Unlocked Psychiatric
Hospital
SHORT-TERM
Shared Living
Arrangement
Host Home

Supervision Levels Available – NonResidential Facilities
Supervision provided by probation/parole
officer and treatment team

Supervision Levels Available Residential Facilities
Supervision provided by facility
officers/guards and treatment team. In
some cases, probation/parole officers
provide supervision.
HIGH
MEDIUM
LOW

HIGH

MEDIUM

LOW


*
*

*
*

*

*

*

*

*

*
*

Population

*

Adult sex
offenders
Mentally ill sex
offenders
Adult sex
offenders
Adult sex
offenders
Adult sex
offenders
Adult sex
offenders
Adult sex
offenders
Developmentally
disabled sex
offenders
Adult sex
offender
Mentally ill sex
offenders

Residential Home -- living
with friends/family
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Adult sex
offenders
Developmentally
disabled sex
offenders
Adult sex
offenders

Supervision Levels Available – NonResidential Facilities
Supervision provided by probation/parole
officer and treatment team

Population

Motel – living with
friends/family
Residential Home – living
alone













Adult sex
offenders
Adult sex
offenders

Motel – living alone







Place of Residence (level of
monitoring provided by
residence indicated by
shade of box: dark=high,
light = low)

Supervision Levels Available Residential Facilities
Supervision provided by facility
officers/guards and treatment team. In
some cases, probation/parole officers
provide supervision.

Rooming House

*

Homeless Shelter

*
*

Homeless
*case manager may also be part of supervision team
NOTE:
Low supervision may include any of the following:
Contact with a supervisory officer on a regular, but minimum basis
Contact with a treatment provider on a regular, but minimum basis

Medium supervision may include any of the following:
Contact with a supervisory officer on a regular basis
Contact with a treatment provider on a regular basis
Some restrictions put on offender by supervisory team

High supervision may include any of the following:
Contact with a supervisory officer on a regular and frequent basis
Contact with a treatment provider on a regular and frequent basis
Increased restrictions put on offender by supervisory team
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*

*

Adult sex
offenders
Adult sex
offenders
Adult sex
offenders
Adult sex
offenders
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