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LOCAL IMPACT STATEMENT REQUIRED: Yes

CONTENTS: Appliesthe Sex Offender Registration and Notification Law to per sons adjudicated

delinquent children for committing a sexually oriented offense while 14 year s of age or
older and clarifiesthat sex offender registration information held by the county sheriff
isapublicrecord

State Fiscal Highlights

STATE FUND FY 2002 FY 2003 FUTURE YEARS
General Revenue Fund
Revenues Negligible gan Negligible gan Negligible gan
Expenditures Up to $370,000 increase Up to $300,000 increase Up to $300,000 increase
Victims of Crime/Repar ations Fund (Fund 402)
Revenues Negligible gan Negligible gan Negligible gan
Expenditures -0- -0- -0-

Note: The statefiscal year is July 1 through June 30. For example, FY 2002 is July 1, 2001 — June 30, 2002.

By applying the state' s sex offender regigtration and notification law to certain juveniles, the Sze of the sex offender
regisry currently maintained by the Office of the Attorney Generd would increase gppreciably and add up to
$200,000 to that system’s annual operating costs. If start-up expenses pardld those incurred for the existing
registration system for adut sex offenders, then the Office of the Attorney Generd will need to cover up to $70,000
in one-time expenses to get the juvenile component of the sex registry up-and-running.

The Department of Youth Services will take on a role in collecting and disseminating information on juvenile sex
offenders it releases from custody. The annua cost of those tasks is likely to be minima, which means less than
$100,000 annually.

There will be & most a negligible annua gain in locally collected state court costs thet are generated for the GRF
and the Victims of Crime/Reparations Fund (Fund 402) because some juveniles or their parents or lega guardian
will be found by a juvenile or adult crimind court to have faled to comply with the juvenile€s regidration
requirements.




Local Fiscal Highlights

LOCAL GOVERNMENT FY 2001* FY 2002 FUTURE YEARS
Counties
Revenues -0- Gan, minimd a most Gain, minimd a most
Expenditures -0- Increase, mogt likely sgnificant : Increase, mogt likely significant
in the more populous counties :  in the more populous counties
Municipalities
Revenues -0- Gan, minimd a most Gan, minimd & most
Expenditures -0- Increase, minima at most Increase, minimal at most

Note: For most local governments, the fiscal year isthe calendar year. The school district fiscal year is July 1 through June 30.
*Thisanalysis assumes that local governmentswill not begin to experience any noticeable fiscal effects resulting from the bill until the

start of FY 2002.

County sheriff departments will incur additiond personnd expenditures for administration of the sex offender
registration and naotification system at the loca level. These increases will depend upon county size and the number
of juvenile sex offenders resding in exch county. LSC fiscd daff beieve that some jurisdictions will, as a reault,
require additiona gtaff or the devation of part-time s&ff to full-time status at an annual cost of $10,000-to-$20,000
or more.

The additiond fiscd burdens that many of the hill’s provisons will place on county juvenile justice systems, in
particular juvenile courts, will be greater in more populous jurisdictions where there are likely to be a larger number
of juvenile sex offenders. While it is difficult to edimate what the magnitude of those additiond fisca burdens
gemming from these provisons will be for juvenile courts around the sate, LSC fiscd gaff believe that the annua
cods of those new fisca burdens could be significant in many urban aress.

Itislikely that additional caseswill be adjudicated in juvenile court and additional cases prosecuted in crimina court
because juveniles or their parents or lega guardian fal to comply with the juvenil€ s registration requirements. These
new cases will increase annual county and municipa expenditures related to investigating, prosecuting, adjudicating,
defending (if indigent), and sanctioning these juveniles and their parents or legd guardian. LSC fiscd dtaff believe,
however, that on an annud basis the number of new adjudications or criminad prosecutions in a given jurisdiction will
be rdaively smdl. Thus, any such increasesin county and municipa expenditures related to these new adjudications
and criminal prosecutions would likely be no more than minimal.

Court cogt and fine revenue generated for counties and municipaities will be affected by the bill as a result of the
provisons that crimindize the falure of juvenile sex offenders and their parents or legd guardian to comply with the
juvenile s regidration requirements. At thistime, LSC fiscd gaff bdieve that a rdatively smal number of cases will
actudly be adjudicated in juvenile court or prosecuted in adult crimina court, and thus, a most, aminima amount of
additional court cost and fine revenue will be collected by counties and municipdities annualy.




Detailed Fiscal Analysis

Sex Offender Registration & Notification

In Ohio, three classes of offenders currently are required to register upon release: sexud
predators, habitual sex offenders, and sexudly oriented offenders. All are required to provide
fingerprints, photographs, crimind histories, and vehicle regidration information.

Registration & Verification. Sex offenders mus regiser with the county sheriff within seven
days of entering/establishing resdence in any county, and within seven days of an address change.
These requirements dso goply to out-of-dtate sex offenders establishing residence in Ohio. The
pendties for falure to register in Ohio are dependent upon the sexudly oriented offense the offender
committed. Offenders who are required to register as the result of committing a misdemeanor sex
offense would be charged with a firs-degree misdemeanor for falure to regidter. A fird-degree
misdemeanant may be sentenced up to six months in jail and fined up to $1,000. Offenders who are
required to register as the result of committing afelony sex offense would be charged with afifth-degree
fdony for falure to regider. A fifth-degree felon may be sentenced to a prison term of between six and
twelve months and may be fined up to $2,500.

Notification. Current law relative to adult sex offenders requires county sheriffs to provide
written notices containing specified information, and within a specified period of time, to victims,
neighbors, and certain members of the public. The people and entities that have to be notified depend
upon whether the individud in question is a sexudly oriented offender, a habitud sex offender, or a
sexual predator. Sexua predators and a sdect number of habitud sex offenders are subject to
community notification. Most habitud sex offenders and no sexudly oriented offenders are subject to
natification. The bill does not use the term “sexudly oriented offender” in relaionship to juvenile
offenders, ingead the term “juvenile sex offender registrant” is used to desgnate the lowest levd of
juvenile sex offenders required by the court to register as a sex offender.

Sex Offender Registration & Natification System Duties

According to information provided by the Office of the Attorney Generd, there are roughly
3,200 adult sex offenders registered in Ohio. The operation of the Ohio sex offender regidry is
dependent upon interagency cooperation among many state and loca governmental agencies, including
the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction (DRC), the Bureau of Crimind Identification and
Investigation (BCII), and county sheriff departments. All of these agencies carry afiscd burden for their
legally mandated involvement in the registry program.

DRC. At the time of a sex offender’s rdease from prison, DRC reviews the registry
requirements, obtains background information on the offender, including the offender’ s intended place of
resdence, and forwards this information to the county sheriff’'s department in the intended area of
resdence and to BCII. The hill would require the Department of Youth Services (DY'S) to function
gmilarly to DRC. Because, however, DY Sis amdler than DRC, the annua fiscd burden fdling on DY S
should be less.




County Sheriffs. County sheriffs currently bear the mgor fiscal burden of the sex offender
registration and notification system. Offenders are required to register with the county sheriff, who isin
turn respongble, in the case of some offenders, for notifying certain individuas and entities. County
sheriffs are aso required to forward address verifications and related offender information to BCII.

Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investigation. Pursuant to current law, the Office of
the Attorney Generd has established and maintains the State Registry of Sex Offenders, which is
housed a BCII. This regidry contains dl of the sex offender information forwarded from locd officias
and DRC. BCIl dso forwards this information to the FBI for incluson in its National Sex Offender
Database.

Operation of the Bill and Fiscal Effects

Number of Juvenile Sex Offender Registrants. The hill establishes the term “juvenile sex
offender regidtrant” to digtinguish juvenile from adult sex offenders. From information provided by DY'S,
LSC fiscd daff have ascertained that roughly one-third of the department’s approximately 2,000
juveniles in custody, or around 660, have been adjudicated delinquent due to a sex offense. The
department has further estimated that, in any given year, the number of juveniles that would be
registering as a result the bill could easily gpproach 700 or more, many of whom are sanctioned localy
and not sentenced into the custody of DYS. Some number of those 700 or more youth will not be
required to register, because, unlike adult sex offenders who register for al felonies and certain
misdemeanors, the hill requires that the underlying offense committed by a juvenile must be a fdony of
the fourth degree or higher.

Two things need be noted about the age of the juveniles to whom the bill would apply. Firg, the
bill requires that juveniles must be a least 14 years old for the requirements of registration and
notification to be gpplied to them. Second, juveniles who are 16 or 17 years of age who commit serious
sex offenses may dready be subject to the existing registration and notification law because they are
being bound-over and prosecuted in adult court. As a result of the hill, as well as the sa€'s existing
bind-over law, the juveniles mogt likely to be subject to the bill will be 14 or 15 years of age. By setting
the minimum age for regidration a 14, afew juvenile offenders younger than 14 will likely be exempted
from regigration and possible notification requirements. This is not likely to dgnificantly reduce the
overdl number of juvenile sex offender registrants because of the rdatively smal number of juveniles
younger than 14 who commit gpplicable offenses.

An additiond group of juveniles to whom the bill would apply are those adjudicated delinquent
for a sex crime in another state and then move into Ohio. Within seven days of becoming a resident of
Ohio, any juvenile who was required to obey a regidration law by the gate in which they were
adjudicated ddinquent must register with the county sheriff in their county of residence. In addition, even
if not required to register by the state in which they were adjudicated delinquent for a sex crime, a
juvenile must register with the county sheriff in their county of resdence if they would be a mandatory
“juvenile sexua offender regidrant” under Ohio law. At this time, LSC fiscad does not beieve that a
large number of juveniles will be coming into Ohio from other dates that would be subject to
registration. Thus the cogt to county sheriffs due to this provison of the bill should be minima a most.




Under the hill, juvenile courts are charged with informing juvenile sex offender regidrants of ther
regigration requirements, county sheriffs are given information collection and dissemination duties, and
the State Registry of Sex Offenders maintained by BCII will grow with the addition of juvenile sex
offender regigrants. In addition, DY S will be required to forward to BCII information on juvenile sex
offendersit releases, and, dthough the bill gppears to be slent on the matter, will likely fed compelled to
disseminate information to the affected juveniles and their parents or lega guardian, juvenile courts, and
county sheriffs.

DYS Aswas just mentioned, DY S will assume additiond information dissemination duties that
will be triggered each and every time it releases a juvenile sex offender. Our best edtimate at thistimeis
that the number of juveniles being rdeased by DY S annually that would be affected by the bill could be
in the range of 100-to-200. A conversation with the department on this matter led us to believe that the
additiond adminigrative burden associated with reeasing these juveniles will cregte a most a minima
increese in its annua operating expenditures.

The bill dso specifies that sex offenders committed to DY S be given trestment to decrease the
likelihood that these juveniles would commit future sex offenses. This should not creste additiond codsts
for DYS, as the department dready provides rehabilitative treatments to al sex offenders sent to its
inditutions.

BCII. Based upon information provided by the Office of the Attorney Generd, LSC fiscd dtaff
have estimated that BCII’s current annua operating codsts in relaion to maintaining the Stete Registry of
Sex Offenders can be detailed asfollows:

Sdaries and fringe benefits totd approximately $143,000 annudly for two full-time
adminidrative and support postions, two part-time trainers, and one part-time Automeated
Fingerprint |dentification System (AFIS) operator;

An additiona 18% of the sdlary cost for equipment and space ($25,740); and

Forms to be ditributed to law enforcement tota gpproximately $5,000 annually.

From these numbers, LSC fiscd gtaff have been able to ascertain that BCII's annua operating
cost for the State Registry of Sex Offenders currently totals close to $200,000. In addition, LSC fisca
gaff have learned that the one-timeinitid set-up costs for this state registry totaed around $70,000.

The addition of 700 or more juvenile offenders annudly to the existing State Registry of Sex
Offenders will increase BCII's operationd costs. Drawing again from a conversation with the Office of
the Attorney Generd, LSC fiscd Staff beieve that the additional annua operating cost for BClI as a
result of the bill will tota less than $200,000, which includes up to two additiond saff and related
maintenance and equipment expenses. It is dso likely that BCII will incur a one-time gtart-up cost
gmilar to that for the exising State Registry of Sex Offenders containing adult sex offenders. Whet is
unknown is whether the Office of the Attorney Generd will wish to integrate the State Registry of Sex
Offenders into AFIS. If they plan to do so, it could markedly ater the projected cost of system
integration.




County Sheriffs. County sheriffs dready have an assortment of information collection and
dissemination duties under the state's existing adult sex offender registration and notification law. Under
the bill, these duties will be expanded to be generdly gpplicable to juvenile sex offenders. Internet
disssmination of information on juvenile sex offender registrants would be redtricted to only the most
serious of felony sex-related offenses; however, the number of those juveniles that would be digible for
internet posting should be very smal, as many are probably aready being prosecuted and registered as
adult sex offenders. County sheriffs are dso, under the bill, required to give notice to the principal where
the juvenile sex offender attends schoal.

LSC fisca daff are unable to precisdy estimate the fiscal consequences of this additiona duty
that would be placed on county sheriff departments. LSC fiscd staff do believe, however, that in certain
aress of the date the cumulative effects of having to keep track of an increasng number of juvenile sex
offenders will increase a county sheriff’s operating requirements to the point that an additiond part- or
full-time person has to be assgned or hired to handle these sex offender regigtration and notification
tasks. The annua cost of adding another part- or full-time person could easily hit $10,000-to-$20,000
or more,

Courts. The hill dso contains the following four provisons that will increase the burdens on
county juvenile justice systems, in particular juvenile courts. Firg, juvenile courts are required to: (1)
determine if a juvenile is an offender subject to regidration, which would mogt likdy include a
psychologica examination, and (2) notify juveniles of their regidration requirements. These hearings
would be held before disposition if the juvenile, regardiess of age, has a prior record for a sexud
offense. However, for juveniles with no previous adjudication for a sexud offense, the regigtration
determination is made after the juvenile completes the sanction handed down by the court (if that
sanction involves sentencing to a secure facility, otherwise the hearing would be held a the time of

disposgition).

For juvenileswho are 16 or 17 years of age, this hearing is mandatory. If the juvenile in question
is 14 or 15 years of age, the hearing is up to the discretion of the judge, and the judge may decide
based a number of factors whether the juvenile should be subject to juvenile sex offender registrant
requirements. This means that a single hearing will be needed to determine regidration satus. It is
unclear what kind of fisca impact this requirement will have on juvenile courts. Because of the likely
number of cases involved and the difficult nature of the decisions being made, regigtration determinations
in many juridictions will likely creete annual codts for juvenile courts that exceed minimd.

Second, the bill requires juvenile courts to be respongble for notifying the ollowing parties
about the regidration requirements of a particular juvenile: the juvenile, the juvenile s parents or legd
guardian, BCII, and the county sheriff of the juvenile' s county of residence. The hill is silent on how that
notification is to be made. LSC fiscd dtaff believe that the method used will most likely involve some
kind of form letter that will be ddivered or mailed to the gppropriate parties (except the juvenile and
their parents or legd guardian who will receive copiesin court).

Third, juvenile courts are dso given authority over reclassfication and declassfication of juvenile
sex offender registrants. A juvenile sex offender registrant has the option of appeding their status to the
juvenile court that hed origind jurisdiction over their case. The first of these gppedal's can be made three
years after the post-sanction hearing. The second apped can be made three years after the first apped,
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and then every five years after that gpped as long as the registration requirements gpply. This means
that, even after a person passes their age of mgority, they would return to juvenile court to have their
registration requirements modified or removed. A juvenile required to register as a sexud predator
(which compes lifetime compliance with regidration requirements) could file for a modification to be
made every five years until they die. However, in asingle hearing, the lowest leve of classfication that a
sexud predator would ever declassfy to is juvenile sex offender registrant datus. The declassfication
out of sex offender registrant status would have to be done in a separate hearing.

Habitua sex offenders would be permitted in a sSingle hearing to have the burden of registering
as a sex offender removed entirdly, thus skipping the level of juvenile sex offender regidrant. When
looking at adult data, it is obvious that there are relaively few sexud predators, therefore, the more
costly mandatory multiple hearing declassification process will be fewer in number. Because it is a the
judge s discretion whether to grant atotal declassification at the first hearing, it is extremely unclear what
the ultimate cogt of this provison would be. One thing is certain, however, sexud predators will dways
have at least one more hearing in their declassification process than will habitud sex offenders.

Fourth, the bill extends adult rights to juveniles subject to the juvenile sexud offender regigtration
and notification provisons contained in the bill. Those rights include the opportunity to testify, present
evidence, cal and examine witnesses and expert witnesses, cross-examination of witnesses and expert
witnesses, and the right to counsel and appointed counsd if indigent.

The additionad annua fiscal burdens that these four provisons of the bill will place on county
juvenile justice systems will be greater in more populous jurisdictions where there are likely to be a
larger number of juvenile sex offenders. While it is difficult to estimate what the magnitude of those
additional fiscd burdens semming from these provisons will be for juvenile courts around the dete,
LSC fiscal gaff believe that those annud cogts could be significant in many urban aress.

It should dso be noted that the hill includes language clarifying thet a magidrate in the juvenile
judtice system can perform the same duties as a juvenile judge with regard to these regidration and
classfication determinations. This clarification may in effect decrease some of the adjudicatory codts for
the juvenile jugtice system, as a magidrate’s time is going to be less expendve than that of a juvenile
judge.

Failure to Comply. It is likely that additiona cases will be adjudicated in juvenile court and
additiona cases prosecuted in crimina court because juveniles or their parents or legd guardian fail to
comply with the juvenil€ s registration requirements. These new cases will increase annua county and
municipa expenditures rdated to investigating, prosecuting, adjudicating, defending (if indigent), and
sanctioning these juveniles and their parents or legd guardian. LSC fiscd dtaff believe, however, that on
an annud basis the number of new adjudications or crimind prosecutions in a given jurisdiction will be
rdaively smdl. Thus any such increases in county and municipa expenditures related to these new
adjudications and crimina prosecutions would likely be no more than minima.




Sate & Local Revenue. Court cost and fine revenue generated for counties, municipaities, and
the state will be affected by the bill as aresult of the provisons that crimindize the falure of juvenile sex
offenders and their parents or legal guardian to comply with the juvenil€ s regidtration requirements. At
this time, LSC fiscd daff bdieve that a rdaivedy smdl number of these cases will actudly be
adjudicated in juvenile court or prosecuted in adult crimina court, and thus, a most, a minima amount
of additiona court cost and fine revenue will be collected by counties and municipdities annudly. The
amount of additiond locally collected state court cost revenue that would be collected and deposited to
the credit of the state GRF and the Victims of Crime/Reparations Fund (Fund 402) will be negligible.

LSC fiscal staff: Laura A. Potts, Budget Analyst
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