>> --- On Wed, 8/27/08, wrote:

>> From: 

>> Subject: craiglsist -- cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

>> To: cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

>> Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2008, 7:48 AM

>>

>>

>> Unfortunately, your link goes to a dead page.

>>

>> But I agree with your assessment.

>>

>> Note, by law in Calif, mere lewd conduct does not require that you

> register as

>> a sex offender, since that law was eliminated in the latter 1970s

after a

> court

>> ruling saying that it constituted unconstitutional cruel and unusual

> punishment

>> (the current state supreme court a couple years ago overturned that

prior

>> supreme court ruling, instead holding that it not only is not cruel

and

> unusual

>> punishment but that it is not punishment of any sort!) .

>>

>> However, lewd conduct combined with any nudity -- which is called

indecent

>> exposure -- does require that you register for life, until the day you

> die, even

>> if you are in a nursing home, with the only way to get out from under

it

> being

>> to seek a pardon from the governor.

>>

>>

>>

>>>> Date: Thu, 28 Aug 2008 15:36:38 -0700
>> From: cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

>> Subject: Re: craiglsist -- cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

>> To:.com

>>

>> The removal of registration requirments for any crime such as 647(a)

is

> irrelivant because of

>> p.c. 290 2(a)(E) which allows a judge at his discretion to make you

> register if he thinks

>> the conduct was sexually motivated. The judge thought so in my case,

to a

> certain degree

>> I would agree but not the extent that one would find as in indecent

> exposure. We were

>> taking photo-graphs similar to ones on my webpage. I started making up

> pamphlets protesting the sex registration requirment and included pictures

just

> like the ones we were takeing as illustrations. There is no nudity in any

of my

> pictures or exposure of "private parts" but the D.A. charged me

with

> the distribution of obscene matter. I plead guilty out of ignorance at

first and

> the judge wanted to make me register as a sex offender for that too

>> under 290 2(a)(E)!   When I finally realized what obscene matter was I

got

> a lawyer to file a motion to have my guilty plea set aside as a

> "mistake" and ineffective assistance of council

>> wich was granted.  Now I am going to trail in Riverside for that.  Its

> been a big mess. Nevertheless I am trying to protest all the time.     I

also

> disagree with that Alva decision declaring sex registration not

punishment. Just

> look at the sentances they give people for failure to register, sometimes

25 to

> life for mere technical failures.  I think it should be assessed in the

same way

> as the Reed court but with a more inclusive consideration of the practical

> reailities of the registration requirments and what accompanies

registration.

>>

>> Cops talk down to you and treat you like you are a crimminal, I went

to

> register at the college the other day and I told him I didn't have to

tell

> the civilian dispatcher why I wanted

>> an officer to come to the office and he told me to "sit down and

shut

> up" another time

>> the officer took me to my car and in front of a bunch of students

watching

> took my picture in front of my car.  Its all just a bunch of bullshit to

say it

> is not punishment.  One day I may even get so sick of this punishment that

I

> will just start shooting the bastards!

>>

> --- On Thu, 8/28/08, wrote:

> From: 

> Subject: RE: craiglsist -- cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

> To: cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

> Date: Thursday, August 28, 2008, 4:04 PM

> 

> 

> Its nice to hear from someone else who knows of the various rulings and

> statutes.

> 

> It is refreshing to finally hear someone who agrees with me on the topic.

> 

> Yes, 290 does allow registration to be ordered in any case where they

decide

> sexual, purient interest involved.

> 

> Now, in your case, if your conviction has been lifted and you are now

facing

> trial again, then you should not have to register for now -- as you have

not yet

> been convicted. So, don't go to the campus police or other and

register.

> 

> Also, you don't want those records started, as you will find you

won't

> be able to get rid of them later even if you win your trial. It will still

be

> some time before you can get "delisted," although that will

happen.

> But the records will remain, and they will even show your picture in their

book

> to people who are coming in to identify suspects -- maybe to your

neighbors or

> friends or job associates.

> 

> Re indecent exposure, it can be all kinds of levels. If you have any

nudity and

> merely touch a finger to a private area -- not masturbate or anything --

that is

> all it takes to establish "lewd" conduct required to make nudity

into

> indecent exposure.

> 

> I disagree with registration altogether. But if it must be, at least roll

it

> back to where it was before the whole Megan's law thing came about.

Before

> then, only three states required registration, Calif being the first. But

then,

> you only had to register once a year, at one location only, and all

registration

> records were closed to the public. You didn't even have to register

> immediately after your conviction, because the court just passed along the

info.

> 

> 

> That is, it wasn't set up for maximum harassment of registrants, was

just

> getting the info where they wanted it to be. And not nearly as much info

as they

> now demand. And you had 60 days in which to do your registration, not 5.

> 

> Talk about technical. In one case, a guy actually registered. He lived at

home

> with his mother. About two nights a week, he would stay over at his

> girlfriend's house. They busted him for not registering at his

> girlfriend's house as well! And the court upheld that! That has now

been

> specifically written into the law, too. He went to prison even though no

one

> realized before that that you had to register at anyplace other than your

> primary residence!

> 

> And yes, they get jailed for long times -- because it will almost always

be

> either a second or third strike since the original case would probably

have been

> a felony.

> 

> But even mere misdemeanants (such as one-time indecent exposure) are being

> required to register FOR LIFE, with the only way out from under

registration to

> be to apply for a pardon from the governor, for which there are no

standards you

> can meet to be sure of getting the relief. For a misdemeanant, getting the

> Certificate of Rehabilitation from the court in the pardon process will

stop

> your registration requirement, even if you don't finally get the

pardon,

> which you will not ever because of politics. But felons must get the

pardon.

> 

> Also, prior to Megan's Law, people sentenced to probation could have

their

> registration requirement lifted once they completed probation. That is

related

> to the idea that after a certain amount of time without a new offense,

people

> should be allowed to rejoin society completely -- as a benefit not only to

those

> people but also to society as a whole. Five years was a typical time frame

for

> that, not life!

> 

> Anyway, good to hear from you.

>________________________________

> Date: Thu, 28 Aug 2008 17:30:20 -0700

> From: cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

> Subject: cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

> To:.com

> 

> Nice to hear from you too. Actually I was made to register for a bench

trial conviction for 647(a),  I can't say that in the purely machanical

sense I am innocent, in fact I have probably broken that law well over several

thousand times! What bothers me is the notion that what I do is crimminal and in

some way "sinister" or "threatening" to society and all of

this is implied by the registration label. In my opinion the law takes up for

bigots and hypocrits who are just as likely to beat someone to death for

insulting them with a harmless sexually suggestive gesture as they are to just

call the police.

> 

> By the way, there is one state, I think Iowa that mandates a life sentance

for a second failure to register conviction regardless as to the type or

severity of the underlying crime.

> 

> As you know the trend, now that it is not considered punishment, I think

it is only a matter of time untill even I will have my picture on the internet,

maybe not my address but my picture yes.  On my web page I recently added a very

candid statement about how I was becoming homocidal over this issue. It is true

but I had to world it very carefullly to avoid anyone accusing me of makeing a

terrorist threat.

> 

> I suppose you have read In Re Lynch and how that poor guy spent five years

most of it in maximum security prison for a very passive instance of indecent

exposure. What really bothers me is the notion that socieyt needs to be

protected from sexual offenders more than other crimminals. Sexual crimes are of

such a broad range of severity yet the label "registered sex offender"

bottlenecks all of that stigma to everyone so obligated and puts the onor of

presumtive threat upon people who I know first hand never even thought of

possing a threat to anyone. In fact in my case I realized always that there are

people out there who don't like cross dressers and even less one who would

make "lewd gestures" etc... but I always assumed that they were a

threat to me not the other way around.

> I have been attacked by them, and I have been warned by law enforcment

that I could be beaten up or even shot by them, yet the law seems intent upon

codifying their hostile attitudes and fails to recognize that I also have had

the opportunity to meet lots of people and have compliments and other

encouraging overtures from strangers while ingaged in the same conduct and so

forth.  I just hate this law, and think at it root it is both a violation of

> my right to express myself, and to be free from religious influences in

government, because the only rational for laws that merely "offend" or

"annoy" the sensibilities are religious in nature.

> 

> Usually when I discuss these crimes I am refering to Indecent Exposure and

lewd conduct

> as a form of passive more or less targetless behavior, but I am also

concerned with those instances that accure in places such as public restrooms

and adult book stores where this conduct is very natural and normal.  The best

thing to do would be to put up signs informing patrons that this conduct is

frequent in these places and that they should call police if they feel they have

been threatened or something, well, at least they should make another element to

the crime to include something more aggressive than just doing something in view

of the public.  At any rate,  if you come accross any interestnig stories

anectdotes or

> legislation e-mail me.   I am also by the way against the posting of

pictures and adresses for many other 290 enumerated crimes since I think this

ruins people ability to move on with their life and also subjects them to the

threat of violence. I think a man who commits strong armed robbery is more of a

threat to society than a man who has concentual sex with a girl 14 and over. I

have so many friends who all through their 20's were having sexual

relationships with 15-17 year olds and these girls new it was against the law,

they knew everything about my freinds lives and age etc... They just wanted

older guys, not teenagers to have sex with.  Well, I'll end this now before

I go on and on.  Bye!

> 

--- On Thu, 8/28/08, < @hotmail.com> wrote:

From:.com>
Subject: RE: cowleyrobin@yahoo.com
To: cowleyrobin@yahoo.com
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2008, 7:09 PM

Yes to all.

Regarding In Re Lynch, actually, that was not indecent exposure, that was lewd

conduct. Indecent exposure is lewd conduct plus some sort of nudity.

The case known as King (was that In Re King? I would have to check. There are

two different cases known as King) extended that theory to indecent exposure.

Also, note, indecent exposure is a mere misdemeanor on first offense, but a

felony on second offense. But even the mere misdemeanor indecent exposure gets

life registration. 

Also note, listing on the Web is not all you have to worry about. LA Mayor

Antonio Villaraigoisa wanted to run a TV show of all the registered sex

offenders on the city TV channel, featuring their pics, etc.! The ACLU -- which

he once was involved with -- had to tell him that was wrong. In fact, much of

the state's Megan's Law was enacted under Villaraigosa when he was the

leader of the state Assembly. He now wants to be governor.

I also note, they always talk about the high recidivism rate of sex offenders.

In fact, if you take out the 1,000 worst offenders out of the couple hundred

thousand registered offenders, the rest, about 99 percent of them, have a

dramatically LESS recidivism rate than other "criminals."

Also, some time back, I came across a study Kansas had done that showed that

routine therapy for sex offenders reduced the recidivism rate to 5% -- as

compared to something like 70 percent for all "criminals." And they

were talking about routine therapy, not the horrendous stuff they are doing in

places like Atascadero. So, you see, the whole justification for this

registration is false. But nobody wants to actually solve thee problem, they

just want to hurt people, punish them -- and forever, unending, eternity.

Also, the public generally thinks of registered sex offenders as ALL being

child molesters. I don't think anyone in the public has any idea that

misdemeanants are being required to register, and for life! Try to find that

stated in ANY news story you come across. I have even written to the LA Times

telling them this and complaining that they indicate otherwise in their stories.

It would be nice if everyone wrote to them about that, not just me -- they might

make a change.

I'm against all registration. Heck, murderers who get out after maybe 25

years don't have to register! They can move in next door to you and you

won't know. But someone convicted of misdemeanor indecent exposure from 30

years ago has to register.

BTW, the bit about it not being punishment was so that they could make it all

retroactive. If it were classified as punishment, they could still do it to

newly convicted people, but not to previous convictions. They cannot increase

your punishment after the fact -- that is prohibited by the US Constitution. But

if it is not punishment, they can make it retroactive.

Consider this in light of what I wrote earlier: Back in the 1980s and earlier,

after you finished probation, you could use 1203.4 PC to have your conviction

set aside and a not guilty plea entered and the case dismissed (you can still do

this), with only certain specified things still restricted (gun possession,

revealing the 'former" conviction when applying for employment in

public office, etc.) With the conviction dismissed, you no longer would have to

register. But they have now changed that so that you will have to register

despite getting the relief offered by 1203.4 PC. 

And making 290 retroactive, does this mean that even though someone years ago

had met the standard for relief from 290 PC by completing probation and getting

the relief under 1203.4 PC will now, years later, have to start registering

again?! They already met the standard and got the relief years ago. Now you

change the law and make them start registering again!!! And what if they now, as

a misdemeanant, meet the standard of a Certificate of Rehabilitation and get

relief. Will you then change the law again so that that doesn't count, they

have to start registering again anyway -- unless they get the full pardon, which

will never happen for anyone?!!!

How can a law in the Penal Code (290) not be a penal law? This has been argued

in court, to no avail.
RE: cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

Friday, August 29, 2008 10:42 AM

From: 

"Robin cowley" <cowleyrobin@yahoo.com>
View contact details 

To: 

"" <.com>

I see we have been reading similar material. As for ricidivist rates I am appalled at how much emphasis is placed upon this rational behind 290's intent. Since the laws

inception in 1947 it was appearant that the law was intended to data base sexual "deviants." including homosexuals.  As for the more serious crimes most of those are commited by family members or friends of the family and are not repeated. The truth is

that murderers are easier to catch because they invest a great deal of money and energy into catching them, theives hurt alot of people I would argue probably to a greater extent than most sex crimes other than perhaps violents ones, yet these people do not have to register. Burglers in particular, I would really like to know if a burgler was living close by and to know what he looked like etc...But of course the real difficulty in pointing out the 'unequal' treatment of those whos crimes involved sex is that they have been made to look exceptional.  I read that people who have spent time in prison for non-sexual crimes are more likely to commit a sex crime than those already convicted of a sex crime.  

 

I fear there is no hope to roll back sex offender laws, Reed, King, those rulings were dismissed as errors in analysis because they had the nerve to consider more or less purely

psycological effects of a sentance, but when it comes to sex offenders nothing is too harsh or mean spirited. 

 

Your point about all these crimminals who actually hurt people being able to regain their anonymity, get on with their lives, reinvent themselves etc... it exactly what even 'misdemeanant' "sex offenderers" are denied.  We must bare the weight of virtually every sex crime ever commited. Nobody advances the theory that crimminals in general are repeat offenders, they just wait until an individual crimminal has offended repeatedly to do that. In that way they single out the so called "sex offender" as if he is some genetically

mutated breed of human being.  

 

I don't know what your interest is in these laws, maybe you have a loved one who is affected or yourself, or maybe you are an attorney, but I will say something candid now that 

I avoided saying earlier although I say it on my web page. Since I have been forced to register as a sex offender, I have been thinking about killing people. First the prosecutor and judge, then cops, and lately even the idea of killing a mass of people indescriminanlty have been going through my mind.  

 

I resent having to contemplate all these negative thoughts day in and day out. I am not a crimminal, I have never thought to hurt others, my sexual "indescretions" as they say have been with only those in mind that are receptive to them and all others, those that might be "offended or annoyed"  as the law describes them I have long ago put out of my consideration because I realized long ago that if I were to live my life considereing those "types" of haters etc.. then I would not be able to live openly and ever meet other people like myself or with similar interests. 

 

Now, since society seems to just want to hurt people like me and live contently in self-rightous bigotry, I can't help but imagine from time to time when I get really angry that Opening up on them with a machine gun would teach society an important lesson about the psycological torment that sex offender laws inflict on people.

 

Thugs of all sort run about, often with tatoos that show they are ex-cons and they are not discriminated against even though they may have killed someone or injured them, ruined someones live in some way or just really hurt someone financially. They are selfish, their concuct served the traditional goals of crime, but someone who wanted to show off their penis, or make a sexually lewd gesture or various other harmless sexually related things will never be able to live it down. I believe one day all sexual registrants will be on the net no matter what their crime.  

> 
RE: cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

Friday, August 29, 2008 11:04 AM

From: 

" <@hotmail.com>
Add sender to Contacts 

To: 

cowleyrobin@yahoo.com

YES TO ALL.

BTW, we both have forgotten to mention how the latest is to bar registrants (at least those for felonies) from living within 1000 feet of a school, child center, park or wherever else that law states. That effectively means nearly no where near a population.

And even though the ballot initiative that instituted this said it was meant as punishment as well as to protect the public, the state attorney general's office bitterly fought to make it retroactive!

Rest assured, they are not done with this law, more is to come. The same handful of attorneys in the state attorney general's office has been building on this for decades now. You will see it is pretty much the same names throughout the years. And they will state opening that they are looking for more to do. One name I recall is Robert Anderson.

I note, some states are now coming out with the death penalty for sex offenders, even when no one was killed!

I understand your anger. However, talk of killing anyone will only get them to say that shows they are right about the danger of sex offenders. If you say that on your Web site or elsewhere, it will work against all sex offenders. 

One thing: sex offenders are probably the easiest, weakest target to hit. And that is why it has gone on like this -- politics will always exploit the weak. And sex sells -- is the most hypeable of all things, can readily be used to divert the public's attention from other things. NO sex offender dare go public and speak up against this -- and there needs to be a mass movement to stop it, like when gays came out with a mass movement in the early 1960s and started marches to be accepted. Someone needs to start such a organization and marches, and it needs to go national. Of course, those sex offenders who are misdemeanants only are not likely since they are not now on the Web site (for the time being) so have some hope of a minimal amount of privacy, don't want to go public. But felons basically have little to lose since they have their pics and info on the Internet anyway. They need to organize and march -- peacefully, no talk of murder.

This sex offender push was started under Bill Clinton and his attorney general, Janet Reno. And they forced it upon the states, requiring the registration or the state would lose a major loss of federal funding. From there, registration has taken on a life of its own, getting more and more punishing.
