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Executive Summary 

Key words: sex offenders, sex offences, population trends, offender profile, release outcomes.   
 
The Correctional Service of Canada (CSC) last profiled the federally sentenced sex offender 
population over twenty years ago (Porporino & Motiuk, 1991). Recent changes to Canadian 
legislation will affect sentencing of sex offenders. It is, therefore, important for CSC to be 
prepared to respond to such legislative changes as they may increase the federal sex offender 
population and place corresponding pressure on the management and programming of these 
individuals. In addition to legislative pressures, further development of the Integrated 
Correctional Program Model (ICPM) requires information on the profile of sex offenders in the 
community and in custody and of Aboriginal offenders with sex offences to inform further 
planning and program revisions. The purpose of the present study, therefore, was to: (1) examine 
recent trends in CSC’s sex offender population by comparing the profile of sex offenders over 
two time periods - 2010 and 2014, (2) provide an updated descriptive profile of the sex offender 
population as of February 2014, and (3) compare a 2010 cohort of sex offenders to non-sex 
offenders in their profiles and release outcomes.   
 
Population Trends and Current Profile 
Examination of population trends indicated that there has not been an increase in the proportion 
of the CSC offender population with a sex offence on their criminal record over the past several 
years. In 2013, 13% of offenders had a sex offence on their criminal record. Results did, 
however, reveal a slight increase (14%) in the proportion of sex offenders supervised in the 
community from August 2010 to February 2014.  
 
The profile of sex offenders as of February 2014 indicated that 67% were over 40 years of age, 
and 25% identified as being of Aboriginal ancestry. Offenders were also found to have 
substantial criminal records, with 71% having had a previous adult conviction and 26% having 
had a previous federal sentence. The majority were found to have moderate or high criminal 
history risk and need ratings, as well as multiple criminogenic needs. Over 47% had a substance 
abuse problem - high rates of serious substance abuse problems were particularly notable among 
sex offenders of Aboriginal ancestry. In addition, more than half of the population of sex 
offenders had unstable employment histories and only 28% had earned a high school diploma. In 
terms of the victim profile, 81% of federal sex offenders had a female victim and 19% had a 
male victim. Aboriginal sex offenders had more victims who were adult female and fewer male 
child victims compared to their non-Aboriginal counterparts.    
 
Release Outcomes  
In comparing a 2010 cohort of all (incarcerated and released) CSC sex offenders to non-sex 
offenders, results indicated that the sex offenders were older, had higher rates of learning 
disability and mental health problems, lower educational attainment, and more problems with 
alcohol dependence. Despite this, one-year fixed follow-up analyses revealed that the sex 
offenders had lower rates of return to custody than the non-sex offenders. This was dependent, 
however, on whether they were incarcerated or released into the community as of August 15, 
2010. Specifically, non-sex offenders who were in custody on this date and subsequently 
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released were more than twice as likely as sex offenders to return to custody within the first year 
of their release. Further analyses of recidivism outcomes demonstrated that sex offenders who 
had only adult victims were twice as likely to return to custody within a year as those with child 
victims. 
 
Overall, the results of this research demonstrate that many sex offenders may benefit from 
participation in interventions that address substance abuse problems and employment needs in 
addition to focused intervention for their sex offending. Program material may need to be 
adapted to a low educational level. Furthermore, developers of culture-specific programming for 
Aboriginal sex offenders need to consider that these offenders are less likely to have a history of 
child molestation (particularly male child victims), to have more serious substance abuse 
problems, and lower levels of educational attainment than their non-Aboriginal counterparts. 
Given there was an increase in the proportion of sex offenders under community supervision 
from 2010 to 2014, community sex offender programs and community maintenance programs 
should continue to be a key component of community case management.   
 
This research provides an update to the federally sentenced sex offender profile completed over 
20 years ago. These findings may help program developers and administrators to build on the 
solid framework already in place by identifying relevant intervention strategies for the sex 
offender population.  
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Introduction 

The management of sex offenders is a priority in all correctional jurisdictions. Of all 

offences, sex offences are arguably one of the most damaging to the social contract, making the 

reintegration of these offenders into the community a sensitive issue. The Correctional Service of 

Canada (CSC) last profiled the federally sentenced sex offender population over twenty years 

ago (Motiuk & Porporino, 1993; Porporino & Motiuk, 1991). At that time, the research was 

driven by a need to have accurate data that would inform the development and implementation of 

a comprehensive treatment approach to address the risk of sexual reoffending. Today, there is 

now a well-developed sex offender management strategy in place that systematically assesses 

and treats sex offenders meeting the program criteria (Yates et al., 2000).   

Despite the public perception of sex offenders as dangerous and unredeemable, the sexual 

reoffending rate is low relative to other types of offenders. Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2005) 

found a 14% recidivism rate in a 6 year follow-up, making it challenging to demonstrate 

significant treatment effects. Nevertheless, an established body of research examining the 

outcomes of well-designed sex offender programs (i.e., those that use cognitive behavioural 

methods and adhere to the Risk-Need-Responsivity principles) now allows the conclusion that 

participation in such programs reduces criminal recidivism (Hanson, Bourgon, Helmus, & 

Hodgson, 2009).  

The number of sex offenders under the jurisdiction of CSC has fluctuated over recent 

decades. One of the possible reasons for this is that sex offences developed a more public profile 

in the 1980s and early 1990s, as institutional sexual abuse cases were uncovered in the media. 

This exposure, combined with a more sensitive response to victims reporting sexual assault, may 

have contributed to the increase in the 1990s in the proportion of the CSC’s population admitted 

with a conviction for a sex offence on their criminal record. As illustrated in Figure 1, the 

percentage of incoming offenders to CSC with a sex offence on their criminal record grew 

steadily from a low of 8% in 1978 to a peak of 19% in 1994. From that point, the percentage of 

offenders in CSC with a sex offence on their record decreased to a low of 11% in 2006. In 2013, 

13% had a sex offence on their criminal record.   
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Figure 1. Percentage of offender admissions to CSC with a sex offence 1978 – 2013 

 
The decline in the number of sex offenders in CSC from the peak in the 1990s is 

consistent with reported international trends in the rates of sexual crimes. Over the last 20 years 

there has been a decrease in the per capita rates of sexual crimes in Canada and in many 

jurisdictions around the world (Dauvergne & Turner, 2010; Finkelhor & Jones, 2006; Helmus, 

2009). While the rate of sexual victimisation appears to be declining, CSC may actually face 

increasing admissions of offenders with sex offences on their records due to recent and proposed 

legislative changes to the Criminal Code of Canada.   

One legislative change that has had a significant impact on CSC’s population of sex 

offenders is Bill C-55, which was enacted in 1997 to amend the Dangerous Offender (DO)1 

section of the Criminal Code to include a Long Term Offender (LTO) designation and a 

corresponding community supervision tool called the Long Term Supervision Order (LTSO). An 

LTSO designation is intended to allow Corrections to monitor violent and/or dangerous 

offenders who do not meet the criteria for a DO designation for a period of up to 10 years 

following an offender’s warrant expiry date. In 2008, the Tackling Violent Crime Act introduced 

a LTSO option for DOs serving determinate sentences. Axford (2009) found that the number of 

                                                 
1 A DO is an offender who is subject to a designation by the court under Section 753 of the Criminal Code of 
Canada (see Criminal Code, 1985). Individuals can be designated as DO during sentencing if a sentencing court is 
satisfied that the offender constitutes a threat to the life, safety or physical or mental well-being of the public (Public 
Safety Canada, 2014).  
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offenders admitted to CSC with a LTSO increased 28% from 2004 to 2008, while the total 

offender population increased by 8%. Axford also found that sex offences consistently 

represented the highest proportion of major offences on sentencing for LTOs.          

As of February 2014, the Tougher Penalties for Child Predators Act was introduced by 

the Minister of Justice (Bill C-26, 2013). Such legislative changes amend the Criminal Code of 

Canada to increase mandatory minimum penalties and maximum penalties for certain sex 

offences against children; increase maximum penalties for violations of prohibition orders, 

probation orders, and peace bonds; clarify and codify the rules regarding the imposition of 

consecutive and concurrent sentences; require courts to impose, in certain cases, consecutive 

sentences on offenders who commit sex offences against children; and ensure that a court that 

imposes a sentence must take into consideration evidence that the offence in question was 

committed while the offender was subject to a conditional sentence order or released on parole, 

statutory release or unescorted temporary absence. It also amends the Sex Offender Information 

Registration Act to increase the reporting obligations of sex offenders who travel outside of 

Canada. This legislative change includes the High Risk Child Sex Offender Database Act to 

establish a publicly accessible database, allowing for easier access to publicly available 

information with respect to persons who are found guilty of sex offences against children and 

who pose a high risk of committing crimes of a sexual nature (Bill C-26, 2013). 

These legislative changes may have an impact on the numbers of sex offenders in custody 

or under community supervision of CSC. It is, therefore, important for CSC to be prepared to 

appropriately respond to potential population and program management pressures. It is 

reasonable to assume that as a result of the legislation, along with general trends in population 

growth, CSC will face increased pressure to provide services and programs for sex offenders. 

In addition to these anticipated population growth pressures, work is presently being 

conducted to refine and fully implement the Integrated Correctional Program Model-(ICPM)-Sex 

Offender programs and the culture specific program within the ICPM menu for Aboriginal sex 

offenders. The ICPM applies cognitive behavioural content and approaches to address problems 

across a number of key criminogenic domains. In order to support plans to move ahead with the 

national implementation of the ICPM-Sex Offender menu, this report provides an update to the 

sex offender profile that had been conducted more than 20 years previously (Porporino & 

Motiuk, 1991). As well, a comparison of sex offenders with non-sex offenders will allow 
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program developers to determine if there are differences in the characteristics and needs of sex 

offenders and their outcomes on release that would justify an emphasis that is distinct from that 

of the generic ICPM given to non-sex offenders. 

The purpose of the present study was to: (1) examine recent trends in CSC’s sex offender 

population by comparing the profile of sex offenders over two time periods - 2010 and 2014; (2) 

provide an updated profile and identify treatment needs of the current sex offender population as 

of 2014 and, where appropriate, disaggregate these results by Aboriginal ancestry; and, (3) 

compare sex offenders to non-sex offenders in their profiles and release outcomes. The report is 

divided into two sections: Section I provides the descriptive profile of CSC’s sex offender 

population as of February 2014, and presents the trends in CSC’s sex offender population by 

comparing the time periods of (August) 2010 and (February) 2014. Section II compares the 

profiles and release outcomes of sex offenders to that of non-sex offenders using a cohort of 

offenders who were under the responsibility of CSC in (August) 2010.   
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Method 

Participants 

 Section I: Population trends and current profile. For Section I, all offenders under 

CSC supervision on February 23, 2014 who ever had a sex offence on their record2 were 

identified through the Offender Management System (OMS; described below). Offenders no 

longer under CSC custody were not included in the dataset (i.e., they had passed their Warrant 

Expiry Date [WED], had been deported, or were deceased). The resulting dataset consisted of a 

total of 3,755 sex offenders who were either incarcerated within a CSC institution or supervised 

in the community on conditional release. Ninety-nine percent (n = 3,715) were men and 75% (n 

= 2,797) identified as being of non-Aboriginal ancestry. These numbers indicate that a 

disproportionate percentage of sex offenders are men3 and of Aboriginal ancestry4. For the 2010 

comparison sample, the same criteria were used to identity all offenders who had ever had a sex 

offence and were under the responsibility of CSC on August 15, 2010 (N = 3,519). 

 All offences classified as a sex offence are listed in Appendix A under three broad 

categories: Sexual Assault, Sexual Abuse, and Sexual Morals. Examples of Sexual Assault 

include Sexual Assault, Rape, Attempted Rape, and Sexual Assault with a Firearm. Examples of 

Sexual Abuse include Invitation to Sexual Touching, Sexual Interference, and Sexual 

Exploitation, while Sexual Morals includes such offences as Child Pornography, Buggery, 

Bestiality, Indecent Exposure, and Child Luring. Note that these classifications do not include 

offenders whose crimes may have been sexually motivated, but did not result in a sexual offence 

conviction. 

Section II: Profile and release outcomes of sex offenders vs. non-sex offenders. For 

Section II, in addition to including all offenders who had ever had a sex offence and were under 

the responsibility of CSC on August 15, 2010 (N=3,510), the dataset included all offenders who 

did not have a sex offence on their criminal record under CSC custody on August 15, 2010. This 

resulted in a sample of 18,765 offenders.  

                                                 
2 Sex offenders were identified by using the sex offender flag in OMS. These data were cross-referenced with the 
static risk indicator pertaining to having a history of sex offence (current or past). There was a 93% agreement 
between the flag and statistic risk indicator.   
3 In 2012-13, 5% of CSC admissions were women (Public Safety, 2013).         
4 As of February 23, 2013, 21% of the total CSC population identified as being of Aboriginal ancestry.   
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Outcomes for released sex offenders and non-sex offenders were assessed through a 

follow-up examination of returns to federal custody. Release and return to custody information 

was obtained on March 31, 2014, providing a follow-up period of approximately three-and-a-half 

years. Following the application of exclusion criteria5, 3,018 sex offenders remained in the 

sample. Of this subset, 2,316 had been released (i.e., they were already in the community on 

August 15, 2010 or they had been released from an institution since that date). Hence, follow-up 

examinations began from the time the offender was first released to the community (i.e., prior to 

August 15, 2010 for those already in the community and after August 15, 2010 for those in 

custody). Applying the same criteria to the non-sex offender sample, 12,640 offenders remained 

in the sample and 10,110 had been released. 

Measures 

 All information was extracted from components of OMS, a comprehensive electronic 

record that CSC maintains of all federally-sentenced offenders.   

Criminal history risk and dynamic need variables. These were drawn from the 

Offender Intake Assessment (OIA), which is a comprehensive evaluation conducted on all 

incoming offenders to the CSC. The Dynamic Factors Identification and Analysis (DFIA; Brown 

& Motiuk, 2005) component of the OIA assesses a wide variety of dynamic criminogenic need 

factors grouped into seven domains: Employment, Personal/Emotional, Attitudes, Associates, 

Family/Marital, Substance Abuse, and Community Functioning. The DFIA yields categorical 

ratings of need levels for each domain, as well as an overall categorical level of dynamic need 

(low, medium, high). The DFIA was revised and a new version was implemented in 2009 

(known as the DFIA-R; CSC, 2007). For the purpose of the present study, we used the ratings 

from an offender’s last assessment on their current sentence. Because the DFIA and the DFIA-R 

domain assessments have different categorical ratings, results for the seven need domains were 

presented separately depending on which an offender had as their last assessment. For the 

purpose of the present study, DFIA ratings of “some difficulty” and “considerable difficulty” 
                                                 
5 To ensure that return to incarceration information represented a relevant subset of the 3,519 offenders, the 
following exclusion criteria were set:   

• Offenders were only included if they had a revocation with an offence, revocation without an offence, a 
warrant of committal or no return.   

• Only those released on day parole, full parole, statutory release, long-term supervision, an expiration of 
sentence, warrant expiry or not released were included.  

• Only offenders released from their first term were examined. 
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were collapsed to indicate a need, and the DFIA-R ratings of “moderate need for improvement” 

and “high need for improvement” were collapsed to indicate a need.     

The Static Factor Assessment (SFA; CSC, 2007). This is a measure used within the 

CSC to determine a category of criminal history risk (i.e., low, medium, high) based upon past 

criminal history and offence characteristics. Limited information on the Revised Statistical 

Information on Recidivism (SIR-R) measure, an actuarial tool that assesses risk for general 

reoffending, is also provided. The SIR-R is the principal tool used for assessing criminal risk 

level in non-Aboriginal male offenders in CSC (Nafekh & Motiuk, 2002). The final score 

provides an estimate of risk of recidivism from very good to very poor. Given that its use is 

generally limited to non-Aboriginal males, limited analyses using the SIR-R is provided. It 

should be noted that the OIA static risk rating is not used to determine correctional program 

referral, and evidence suggests that it may overestimate the risk of reoffending among sex 

offenders.  

Victim profile. The OIA also provides information on the (current and past) victims of 

the offenders’ offences. This includes incidents of incest offences and child molestation 

offences6, the number of victims7, and a breakdown of the age of the victim for each gender (i.e., 

under 12 years, 12 to 17 years, 18 to 64 years, and 65 years or older). For the purpose of the 

present study, the indicators of “under 12 years” and “12 to 17 years” were combined to form a 

child victim category, and the indicators of “18 to 64 years” and “65 years or older” were 

combined to form an adult victim category. For some analyses, this was done for each gender 

separately. It should be noted that not all sex offenders are assessed as having a victim. There are 

offences that would be considered sexual for the purposes of this analysis, but that may not have 

had identifiable victims. Examples of these offences might include: Accessing Child 

Pornography, Bestiality, Possess, Distribute, or Sell Child Pornography, Keeping a Common 

Bawdy House, Mailing Obscene Matter, and offences of this nature (see Appendix A for further 

examples). 

The Spousal Assault Risk Assessment (SARA; Kropp, Hart, Webster, & Eaves, 

                                                 
6 There is an overlap between these two indicators, as an offender who offended against his/her underage child is 
counted as both an incident of incest and of child molestation.  
7 Number of victims is structured in a cumulative manner such that an offender with two victims would also be 
counted in the one victim category, and an offender with three or more victims would also be counted in the “one 
victim” and “two victim” categories. 
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1995). The SARA is a twenty-item checklist that is used to assess and monitor the risk of future 

domestic violence among men suspected of, or with a history of, domestic assaults. It provides 

the assessor with an overall risk estimate based upon the scores of four sub-scales, spousal 

assault history, criminal history, alleged/most recent offence of domestic abuse, and psychosocial 

adjustment.  

 Learning disability and mental health indicators. In addition to the scales and 

instruments described above, the OIA collects a number of individual indicators based upon file 

review information and upon offender self-report during initial intake interviews of the offender. 

Three examples of indicators of this nature include suspected learning disability and a history of, 

or current, mental health concerns. Indicators of a learning disability include: “received special 

testing while in school”, “used devices to help you learn”, and “failed several grades at school”.  

A current or history of mental health concerns was tapped through general interview questions 

asking about diagnosis, psychiatric care and psychiatric medications. Information on mental 

health based on these indicators had not been available for a period of time during the study. As 

a result, data for the learning disability and mental health items are only presented for 

assessments that were completed before September, 2009. 

The Computerized Substance Abuse Assessment (CASA). The CASA evaluates the 

extent of substance use and misuse and its relationship to offending. This assessment includes 

the results of two well-validated measures of substance misuse, the 20-item Drug Abuse 

Screening Test (DAST; Skinner, 1982) and the Alcohol Dependency Scale (ADS; Skinner & 

Horn, 1984). 

 Release outcomes. For follow-up analyses, data on returns to custody that occurred prior 

to warrant expiry, date of return and type of return (e.g., revocation with, or without, an offence) 

and the type of reoffence (e.g., violent, sexual) were extracted from OMS.      

Procedure/Analytic Approach 

Section I: Population trends and current profile. To examine population trends, 

descriptive comparisons were made between the August 2010 population of sex offenders and 

the February 2014 population by custody status (i.e., incarcerated or under community 

supervision), demographic profile information (i.e., gender, age, and race), and by the nature of 

the sentence type (i.e., designation as Dangerous Offender/Dangerous Sex offender [DO/DSO], 
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LTO, or other).         

In examining the current (February 2014) profile, simple descriptive statistics were 

presented on the following information: offence history, overall criminal history risk and 

criminogenic need levels, specific criminogenic needs, substance abuse needs, educational and 

employment history, and sex offence victims.     

Given that the data collection involved a population of sex offenders, rather than a 

sample, inferential statistics were not appropriate for comparisons. Thus, results disaggregated 

by Aboriginal ancestry were interpreted where practical differences existed and insight into the 

magnitude of these differences was assessed using effect sizes (i.e., Cramer’s Phi; denoted φc). 

Cramer’s Phi ranges from 0 to 1.0 and is interpreted as such that values between .10 and .20 are 

generally considered to be a weak association, values between 0.20 and 0.40 a moderate 

association, values between .40 and .60 a strong association, and values above 0.60 indicate a 

very strong association (Rea & Parker, 2005). For the purpose of the present study, values of .10 

or greater will be considered meaningful effect sizes. Because women represented only one 

percent of the sex offender population, there were insufficient numbers of women sex offenders 

to allow for meaningful comparisons between men and women. As a result, analyses were not 

disaggregated by sex8.    

Section II: Profile and release outcomes of sex offenders vs. non-sex offenders. 

Simple descriptive statistics were presented to examine the differences between sex offenders 

and non-sex offenders using the 2010 dataset. The 2010 data was used to ensure sufficient 

follow-up time to allow comparisons of longer-term outcomes. Comparisons between sex 

offenders and non-sex offenders and among types of sex offenders were conducted using chi-

square procedures. Comparisons were also made where possible between Aboriginal and non-

Aboriginal sex offenders using chi-square procedures. Both men and women offenders were 

included; however, only 45 of the 3,519 sex offenders in the study were women, representing 

less than 1.3% of the sex offender sample. Therefore, there were insufficient numbers of women 

sex offenders to allow for meaningful comparisons.  

Offenders were followed for at least one year, allowing a comparison of outcomes for sex 

offenders and non-sex offenders. These analyses were conducted using a combination of 

                                                 
8 Readers who are interested specifically in women sex offenders are referred to the CSC Research Branch 
publication, A profile of women who sexually offend (Allenby, Taylor, Cossette, & Fortin, 2012). 
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bivariate analyses, fixed follow-up logistic regression9, and survival analyses.   

                                                 
9 Offenders were followed for an equivalent length of time (365 days). This length of time is determined based on 
examining the distribution of possible days available for a return to custody among those who have been released.  
This requirement removed a portion of the sex offender (40.67%; n = 942) and non-sex offender (23.15%; n=2340) 
sample. Of the remaining 1,374 sex offenders and 7,770 non-sex offenders who were available for 365 or more 
days, 295 and 2,474 had experienced a return to custody before their warrant expired, respectively. 
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Results 

Section I: Population Trends and Current Profile 

Population Trends (2010 – 2014)    

As of August 2010, 71% of sex offenders within CSC were incarcerated and 29% were 

supervised in the community. In February 2014, 67% of sex offenders were incarcerated and 

33% were supervised in the community. Thus, there was a slight (14%) increase in the 

proportion of sex offenders within CSC being supervised in the community between these two 

time periods.10  

The demographic profile of sex offenders, broken down by custody status (i.e., 

incarcerated or supervised in the community) for the time periods of 2010 and 2014, is presented 

in Table 1. In the sex offender population as of February 2014, almost all sex offenders were 

men, and the greatest proportion fell within the age category of 41-60 years (49%)11. Aboriginal 

offenders were disproportionately represented among sex offenders relative to their presence in 

the general population of CSC. Inuit offenders, in particular, were disproportionately represented 

among sex offenders relative to their numbers in the CSC population. Comparisons between the 

2010 and 2014 time periods revealed that the proportion of offenders by gender and Aboriginal 

ancestry remained relatively consistent. The sole age group that saw an increase was offenders 

61 years of age and older.  

 

                                                 
10 Percentage increase was calculated by subtracting the 2010 percentage of sex offenders who were under 
community supervision from the 2014 percentage of sex offenders who were under community supervision, dividing 
by the 2010 percentage of offenders who were community supervised, and then multiplying by 100  [((33% - 29%) / 
29%) x 100].   
11 Aboriginal ancestry includes First Nations, Inuit, and Métis.   
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Table 1 

Demographic Profile of Sex Offenders by Custody Status, 2010 and 2014 

 2010  2014 
 Incarcerated Community Total  Incarcerated Community Total 
 n = 2,515 n = 1,004  N = 3,519  n = 2,515 n = 1,240 N = 3,755 
 % % %  % % % 
Sex         

Male 99 98 99  99 99 99 
Female  1 2 1  1 1 1 

        
Age (current)          

<25 4 3 4  5 2 4 
25-40 33 25 30  29 25 28 
41-60 49 51 49  49 49 49 
61+ 14 21 16  18 24 20 

        
Race         

Caucasian 64 74 67  63 69 65 
First Nations 17 14 16  17 17 17 
Inuit 3 2 3  3 2 3 
Métis 4 5 5  6 4 5 
Black 7 4 6  6 3 5 
Othera 5 3 4  5 4 5 

Note: Percentages were calculated using the total N available (excluding missing values). 
a Other includes: Arab/West Asian, Asiatic, East Indian, Hispanic, Other, Unknown, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, 
Korean, Latin American, South Asian, South East Asian, Sub-Saharan Africa, Arab, Asian-East and Southeast, 
Asian-South, Asian-West, Caribbean, European-Eastern, European-Southern, Multiracial/Ethnic, and unable to 
specify. 

 

Table 2 compares the sentence type by custody status for the time periods of 2010 and 

2014. The proportion of all sex offenders with a LTO designation increased from 10% in 2010 to 

12% in 2014. Results also showed a slight increase in the proportion of sex offenders under 

community supervision who were LTOs, from 17% in 2010 to 21% in 2014. 

Overall, about 15% of the incarcerated population were found to have a DO/DSO and 7% 

had an LTO designation. In the community, about 3% of offenders were found to have a 

DO/DSO designation, whereas about 20% were designated as LTOs. 
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Table 2 

Sex Offenders’ Sentence Types by Custody Status, 2010 and 2014  

 2010 (N = 3,519)  2014 (N = 3,755) 
Incarcerated Community Total  Incarcerated Community Total 

n = 2,515 n = 1,004 n = 3,519  n = 2,515 n = 1,240 n = 3,755  
% % %  % % % 

DO/DSO 14 3 11  16 2 12 
LTO 7 17 10  7 21 12 
Other 79 80 79  77 77 77 
Note: Percentages were calculated using the total N available (excluding missing values). DO/DSO = Dangerous 
Offender/Dangerous Sex offender. LTO = Long Term Offender. The Other category includes offenders with 
determinate sentences and offenders with life sentences. 

 

The majority of all sex offenders had high ratings for both criminal history risk and 

criminogenic need (see Table 3). DO/DSO and LTOs had greater proportions of offenders with 

high risk and need ratings than “other” sex offenders. Overall, there appears to have been an 

increase in the proportion of all sex offenders rated high risk and high need from 2010 to 2014, 

although this period saw the revision of the OIA and this, rather than actual increases in risk and 

need, may account for the apparent increase.   

The SIR scores for non-Aboriginal sex offenders and the DO/DSO and the LTO groups 

(from 2010 only) are presented in Appendix B. The results indicated that sex offenders were 

more likely to receive a high overall risk rating on the SFA measure of risk than on the SIR-R 

measure. In 2010, 27% of those in custody, and only 15% of those in the community were rated 

as poor, or very poor, risk on the SIR, while 59% were rated high risk on the SFA. The reason 

for this difference could be that the parole officers, who derive the overall risk rating on the SFA 

based on structured professional judgement, may place a greater emphasis on the harm caused by 

the offence; the SIR-R is an actuarial prediction tool weighted by factors such as age and volume 

of offending. Within the SFA measure, however, the component linked to criminal history risk 

has been found to be a good predictor for both sex offenders and non-sex offenders (Helmus, 

2014).  
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Table 3 

Overall Risk and Need Profile of DO/DSO, LTSO, and Other Sex Offenders, 2010 and 2014  

 2010  (N = 3,519)  2014 (N = 3,755) 
 DO/DSO LTO Other  DO/DSO LTO Other 
 n = 388 n = 344 n = 2,787  n = 431 n = 433 n = 

2,891 
 % % %  % % % 
Criminal History Risk          

Low 6 3 9  3 0 4 
Medium 8 17 32  2 6 28 
High 86 80 59  95 94 68 

        
Criminogenic Need         

Low 6 4 7.8  3 0 5 
Medium 13 18 32  3 5 29 
High 81 79 60  94 95 66 

Note: Percentages were calculated using the total N available (excluding missing values). DO/DSO = Dangerous 
Offender/Dangerous Sex Offender. LTO = Long-Term Offender. The Other category includes offenders with 
determinate sentences and offenders with life sentences. 
 

Current Profile (2014)  

Not surprisingly, the most serious offence of sex offenders was most likely to be a sex 

offence (see Table 4). CSC sex offenders have substantial criminal records, with the majority 

having had a previous adult offence and about one-quarter having had a previous federal 

sentence. A greater proportion of Aboriginal offenders had a previous adult offence and/or a 

previous youth offence than non-Aboriginal offenders.    

Overall, the majority of offenders were rated high on criminal history risk and dynamic 

need (see Table 5). Ratings of criminal history risk did not differ based on Aboriginal ancestry; 

however, a greater proportion of Aboriginal offenders had high criminogenic need ratings in 

comparison to non-Aboriginal offenders (83% vs. 70%, respectively).  
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Table 4 

Offence History of Sex Offenders, Total and by Aboriginal Ancestry, 2014  

 Total  Aboriginal Ancestrya   
  Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal  
 N = 3,755  n = 935 n = 2,797  
 %  % % φc 
Current Offence       
     Sex offence 78  73 79 .05 
     Homicide 8  8 9 .00 
     Assault 4  7 3 .08 
     Other property offence 3  4 2 .07 
     Robbery 3  3 3 .00 
     Other non-violent 2  2 2 .00 
     Other violent 2  2 2 .01 
     Drugs related 1  1 1 .02 
      
Previous Offence History        

Previous adult offence  71  86 67 .19 
Previous young offender  28  46 22 .23 
Previous federal sentence  26  32 24 .08 

Note: Percentages were calculated using the total N available (excluding missing values).  
aAboriginal ancestry was unknown for 23 individuals.  
 
 

Table 5 

Overall Risk and Need Profile of Sex Offenders: Total and by Aboriginal Ancestry (2014) 

 Total  Aboriginal Ancestrya   
  Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal  
 N = 3,755  n = 935 n = 2,797  
 %  % % φc 
Criminal History Risk      .06 

Low 3  2 4  
Moderate  22  20 23  
High  74  78 73  

      
Criminogenic Need        .13 

Low 4  2 5  
Moderate  23  15 25  
High  73  83 70  

Note: Percentages were calculated using the total N available (excluding missing values).  
aAboriginal ancestry was unknown for 23 individuals.  
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 For both the DFIA and the DFIA-R assessments, almost all offenders had a need in the 

personal/emotional domain (see Table 6). The other most commonly indicated need domains 

were substance abuse, attitude, employment, and marital/family with at least 50% of offenders 

having a moderate or high need in these areas. A greater proportion of Aboriginal offenders had 

moderate/high needs than non-Aboriginal offenders. In particular, Aboriginal offenders had 

higher needs in the domains of substance abuse, employment, associates and community 

functioning.      

 

Table 6 

Moderate or High Need Ratings of Sex Offenders: Total and by Aboriginal Ancestry (2014) 

 Total  Aboriginal Ancestrya   
  Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal  
 %  % % φc 
DFIAb  N = 1,269  n = 307 n = 962  

Personal/Emotional 97  98 97 .04 
Attitudinal 68  73 66 .06 
Marital/Family 66  75 63 .11 
Substance abuse 66  87 59 .25 
Employment 55  78 48 .26 
Associates 49  64 44 .17 
Community Functioning 43  57 38 .16 
      

DFIA-Rc N = 2,297  n = 579 n = 1,703  
Personal/Emotional 97  99 96 .06 
Attitudinal 61  68 59 .08 
Marital/Family 57  63 55 .07 
Substance abuse 47  78 36 .36 
Employment 44  66 36 .26 
Associates 30  44 25 .18 
Community Functioning 21  31 18 .13 

Note: Percentages were calculated using the total N available (excluding missing values). DFIA = Dynamic Factor 
Identification and Analysis; DFIA-R = Dynamic Factor Identification and Analysis Revised. 
a Aboriginal ancestry was unknown for 23 individuals.  
b Ratings of “some difficulty” and “considerable difficulty” were collapsed to indicate a need.  
c Ratings of “moderate need for improvement” and “high need for improvement” were collapsed to indicate a need.   
 
 

Almost three-quarters of sex offenders had less than a high school diploma or equivalent, 

while half had less than grade 10 (see Table 7). A greater proportion of Aboriginal offenders had 

low educational levels than non-Aboriginal offenders. Approximately half of all offenders had an 

unstable job history and/or were unemployed at the time of arrest. The proportion of Aboriginal 
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sex offenders with employment problems on all indicators was greater than that of non-

Aboriginal offenders.    
 

Table 7 

Educational and Employment Profile of Sex Offenders, Total and by Aboriginal Ancestry 

 
Total 

 Aboriginal Ancestrya   
  Aboriginal Non-

Aboriginal 
 

 N = 3,755  n = 935 n = 2,797  
 %  % % φc 
Less than Grade 10  52  64 48 .14 
Less than high school diploma or equivalent   72  84 68 .15 
Unstable job history 56  73 50 .20 
Unemployed at arrest 50  64 45 .17 
Employment history absent  12  20 9 .15 
Note: Percentages were calculated using the total N available (excluding missing values). 
aAboriginal ancestry was unknown for 23 individuals.  
 
 

Overall, 20% of sex offenders were rated moderate to severe on alcohol dependence as 

measured by the ADS, while 27% had ratings of moderate to severe on the DAST (a measure of 

drug abuse (see Table 8). There were marked differences based on Aboriginal ancestry whereby 

a much greater proportion of Aboriginal offenders had serious substance abuse problems, 

particularly alcohol dependence. 
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Table 8 

Substance Abuse Needs among Sex Offenders: Total and by Aboriginal Ancestry (2014)  

 Total  Aboriginal Ancestrya   
  Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal  
 N = 3,755  n = 935 n = 2,797  
 %  % % φc 
Alcohol Dependenceb      .35 

None 49  24 57  
Low 31  34 29  
Moderate 10  20 7  
Substantial  7  16 4  
Severe  3  6 2  

      
Drugsc      .26 

None 53  32 61  
Low 20  27 17  
Moderate 12  20 10  
Substantial  10  15 9  
Severe  5  7 4  

Note: Percentages were calculated using the total N available (excluding missing values).  
aAboriginal ancestry was unknown for 23 individuals. bBased on the Alcohol Dependency Scale (ADS) results. 
cBased on the  Drug Abuse Screening Test (DAST) results.  
 
 

The manner in which victim information is collected does not allow for mutual exclusive 

categories to be developed. At least 35% of sex offenders had child victims of sexual molestation 

and 20% had victims of incest (see Table 9). Aboriginal sex offenders had proportionately fewer 

offences involving child molestation. Over half of sex offenders had at least two victims; one-

third had at least three victims. Most frequently, sex offenders’ victims were female, but one-in-

five had at least one victim who was male. This pattern held when considering age of the victim 

as well as gender. Aboriginal sex offenders had more victims who were adult female victims and 

fewer male child victims compared to their non-Aboriginal counterparts.   
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Table 9 

Sex Offence Victims (Current and Past): Total and by Aboriginal Ancestry (2014) 

 Total  Aboriginal Ancestrya   
  Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal  
 N = 3,755b  n = 935 n = 2,797  
 %  % % φc 
Type       

Incest 20  15 22 .08 
Child molestation  35  27 38 .11 

Number of victims      
1 90  94 88 .08 
2 54  50 55 .05 
3+ 36  31 37 .06 

      
Female victim  81  90 78 .13 
Male victim  19  12 21 .09 
Child Victimsc       

Female child victim 59  57 59 .02 
Male child victim 18  11 20 .10 

Adult Victims       
Adult female victim 37  55 32 .21 
Adult male victim 2  2 3 .01 

Note: Percentages were calculated using the total N available (excluding missing values).  
aAboriginal ancestry was unknown for 23 individuals. 
bApproximately 22% of the sex offender files were missing victim information.  
c Child victims includes individuals aged 17 years and younger.  
d Adult victims includes individuals aged 18 years and older.       
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Section II: Profile and Release Outcomes of Sex Offenders vs. Non-sex Offenders 

Comparison of Sex Offenders to Non-Sex Offenders 

    Tables 10 and 11 compare the 2010 cohort of sex offenders to non-sex offenders on 

demographic data and offence histories. Relative to sex offenders, non-sex offenders were 

younger; for example, there were fewer men over the age of 40. In addition, a much higher 

proportion of women were non-sex offenders. The average age at admission of the sex offenders 

(41.5 years) was 7 years older than the average age at admission for the non-sex offender 

population (34.1 years). The majority of sex offenders and non-sex offenders described 

themselves as single; non-sex offenders were more likely to describe themselves as being 

married or in common-law relationships.  

With respect to offence histories, results show that while the majority of sex offenders in 

CSC in 2010 were serving a current sentence for a sex offence (76%), the remaining sex 

offenders were serving sentences for a variety of crimes, most frequently property offences 

(18%). Overall, sex offenders were less likely to have been serving a current sentence for 

homicides, robberies, drug related offences, assaults, other violent, and other non-violent 

offences than the comparison non-sex offender group. Nevertheless, the sex offender group was 

a highly criminalized sample, with more than three out of four sex offenders having a previous 

adult offence, similar to the rates for non-sex offenders. Sex offenders, however, were less like to 

have had a conviction as a young offender. 
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Table 10 

Demographic Profile of Sex Offenders Compared to Non-Sex Offenders by Custody Status (2010) 

 Sex offenders  Non-Sex offenders 
 Custody Community Total  Custody Community Total 
 n = 2,515 n = 1,004 N = 3,519  n = 11,226 n = 7,538 N = 18,764 
 %  %  %   %  %  %  
Age        

<25 4 3 4  13 7 10 
25-40 33 25 30  49 40 46 
41-60 49 51 50  33 40 36 
>60 14 21 16  5 13 8 

        
Race n = 2,506 n = 990 N = 3,496  n = 11,194 n = 7,486 N = 18,680 

Caucasian 64 74 67  62 69 65 
First Nations 17 14 16  15 9 13 
Inuit 3 2 3  1 0 0 
Métis 4 5 5  6 4 5 
Black 7 4 6  10 7 9 
Other 5 3 4  7 10 9 

        
 n = 2,469 n = 1,004 N = 3,473  n = 11,226 n = 7,538 N = 18,764 

Gender        
Female 1 2 1  4 7.5 5.6 
Male 99 98 99  96 92.5 94.4 

        
Marital Status        

Single 48 43 47  50 45 48 
Common Law                21 18 20  32 30 31 
Married 12 15 13  8 13 10 
Other 19 24 20  10 13 11 

Note: N varies for the different profile variables. 
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Table 11 

Comparison of Offence History of Sex Offenders and Non-Sex Offenders (2010) 

 Sex offender 
N = 3,519 

 Non-sex offender 
N = 18,765 

Non-
Aboriginal 

 
Aboriginal 

 Non-
Aboriginal 

 
Aboriginal 

% %  % % 
Current Offence (Major)  n = 2,710 n = 809  n = 15,529 n = 3,236 
     Homicide 7 8  29 34 
     Sex offence 77 72  0 0 
     Robbery 4 2  18 19 
     Drugs Related 1 1  18 7 
     Assault 3 7  8 16 
     Other Violent 2 2  6 5 
     Other Non-Violent 12 11  90 92 
     Other Property Offence 18 17  12 11 
      
Offence Historya  n = 1,728 n = 527  n = 8,256 n = 1,933 
    Previous Adult Offence 74 92  78 86 
     Previous Federal Sentence 31 48  28 29 
     Previous Young Offender 26 47  41 66 
      
Offence History “Ever” (%) n = 2,710 n = 809  n = 15,529 n = 3,236 
     Ever a Property Offence 28 38  45 47 
     Ever a Violent Offence 47 57  71 84 
     Ever a Drug/Alcohol   12 17  40 28 

a N varies due to missing data. 

 

 The risk and need profile of the two groups are presented in Table 12. Sex offenders were 

much more likely to be rated as high static risk than non-sexual offenders. The results of the 

SARA also showed that a higher proportion of sex offenders were assessed as moderate or high 

risk for domestic violence than non-sex offenders12. A greater proportion of Aboriginal sex 

offenders were rated moderate or high risk on the SARA than non-Aboriginal sex offenders13. 

Sex offenders, on the whole, were rated higher need on six of the seven need domains 

than non-sex offenders. The one exception is on the Associates domain, where non-sex offenders 

were rated as higher need. Most sex offenders were rated as overall high need. The proportion of 

                                                 
12 χ2 (2) = 25.4, p < .001 
13 χ2 (2) = 10.1, p = .006 
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Aboriginal sex offenders rated as high need was significantly greater than the proportion of non-

Aboriginal sex offenders14. Low education attainment was common to both sex offenders and 

non-sex offenders, although sex offenders were more likely to have learning disabilities15 and 

more than a quarter of sex offenders had less than a Grade 8 level, suggesting literacy issues that 

could have an impact on program participation. 

 

                                                 
14 χ2 (2) = 39.8, p < .001 
15 χ2 (1) = 46.2, p < .001 
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Table 12 

Risk and Need Profiles of Sex Offenders and Non-Sex Offenders by Custody Status and Aboriginal Identity (2010) 

 Sex offenders  Non-Sex offenders 
Custody Community  Custody Community 

Non-
Aboriginal 

 
Aboriginal 

Non- 
Aboriginal 

 
Aboriginal 

 Non-
Aboriginal 

 
Aboriginal 

Non-
Aboriginal 

 
Aboriginal 

% % % %  % % % % 
Criminal Risk (SFA)                     n = 1,832 n = 596 n = 800 n = 201  n = 8,124 n = 2,056 n = 6,024 n = 918 

Low 5 2 18 13  10 4 48 31 
Moderate 25 18 42 34  38 31 37 43 
High 70 80 40 53  52 66 15 27 
          

SARA  n = 665 n = 334 n = 207 n = 101  n = 2,511 n = 888 n = 1,208 n = 320 
Low 32 23 43 38  40 34 53 42 
Moderate 35 36 27 35  35 38 34 41 
High 33 42 31 28  25 28 14 18 
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Table 12 (Continued)         

Risk and Need Profiles of Sex Offenders and Non-Sex Offenders by Custody Status and Aboriginal Identity (2010)  
 Sex offenders  Non-Sex offenders 

Custody Community  Custody Community 
Non-

Aboriginal 
 

Aboriginal 
Non- 

Aboriginal 
 

Aboriginal 
 Non-

Aboriginal 
 

Aboriginal 
Non- 

Aboriginal 
 

Aboriginal 
% % % %  % % % % 

Needs Domain n = 1,755 n = 578 n = 705 n = 192  n = 7,774 n = 2,032 n = 5,238 n = 882 
Employment 46 73 39 68  35 56 22 23 
Personal 98 99 99 98  51 64 30 26 
Attitudinal 63 69 42 63  45 51 25 19 
Associates 38 55 25 57  42 56 29 23 
Family/Marital 60 71 57 70  22 39 13 16 
Substance Abuse  54 87 45 84  40 63 24 26 
Community 27 38 19 43  18 30 11 12 
          

Overall Need           
Low 4 1 20 14  7 4 42 28 
Moderate 26 18 39 33  36 32 36 39 
High 70 80 41 53  57 65 23 33 
Note: N varies because of missing values. 
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Specific need areas that would additionally inform the treatment needs of sex offenders 

relative to the non-offender population are presented in Table 13. Sex offenders were 

significantly more likely to have a history of mental health problems than non-sex offenders16 

and also to have a current mental health problem17. They were also more likely to have problems 

with alcohol dependence as assessed by the Alcohol Dependency Scale18, but they had fewer 

drug related problems as rated using the Drug Abuse Screening Test19. Of note, Aboriginal sex 

offenders had much higher rates of serious alcohol dependence as measured by the ADS (45% of 

Aboriginal offenders and 15% of non-Aboriginal offenders had a moderate to severe levels of 

alcohol dependence). While at least 50% of both sex offenders and non-sex offender were 

unemployed at the time of arrest, sex offenders were less likely than non-sex offenders to have 

employment problems.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
16 χ2 (1) = 57.6, p < .001 
17 χ2 (1) = 106.4, p < .001 
18 χ2 (4) = 98.2, p < .001 
19 χ2 (4) = 344.0 , p < .001 
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Table 13 

Differences in Need Areas between Sex Offenders and Non-Sex Offenders by Aboriginal Identity  

 Sex Offenders  Non-Sex offenders 
Non-

Aboriginal 
 

Aboriginal 
 Non-

Aboriginal 
 

Aboriginal 
% %  % % 

Learning Disability Flag  n = 1,476 n = 469  n = 7,949 n = 1,786 
 23 20  15 17 
      
Education Level Admission n = 1,659 n = 527  n = 9,035 n = 1,987 
     Less than Grade 8  26 29  19 22 
     Less than Grade 10  47 64  43 58 
      
Employment History      

Unstable Job History 48 74  63 82 
Unemployed at Arrest 50 64  62 76 
      

Mental Health Problems n ≈ 1,703 n ≈ 523  n ≈ 9,204 n ≈ 1,966 
Historical 22 25  16 17 
Current 18 21  11 12 
      

Substance Abuse –Alcohola n = 2,127 n = 679  n = 11,638 n = 2,629 
None 55 23  55 26 
Low 30 32  34 41 
Moderate 8 23  6 16 
Substantial 4 17  3 11 
Severe 2 6  2 6 
      

Substance Abuse – Drugsb      
None 58 33  37 20 
Low 17 25  22 24 
Moderate 11 19  15 23 
Substantial 10 16  17 21 
Severe 4 8  9 12 

Note:  ≈ - this symbol indicates that cell n’s vary slightly by cell due to missing data. 
a ADS results.  b DAST results. 
 

Table 14 provides an estimate of the extent to which the sex offender population would 

meet the referral criteria for correctional programs other than sex offender treatment. These 

results provide further evidence that the sex offender population in CSC has diverse 

criminogenic needs. Commonly, over one-third of sex offenders in CSC in 2010 met the criteria 
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for a general violence program and one-quarter met the criteria for a substance abuse program.20  

 

Table 14 

Proportion of Sex Offenders Meeting the Criteria for Correctional Programs 

 Custody 
n = 2,515 

Community 
n = 1,004 

Total 
N = 3,519            

% n % n % n 
General Violence program        

Yes 
 

43 1,074 29 293 39 1,367 
Substance Abuse Program       

Yes 
 

27 
 

680 
 

20 
 

196 
 

25 
 

876 
 Family Violence Programs       

Yes 
 

19 476 12 115 17 591 
AAA Programa       

Yes 7 185 5 47 7 232 
Note: Referral guidelines based on the correctional program referral guidelines (CSC, 2009). 
a AAA Program = Attitudes, Associates, and Alternatives. 

 

Release Outcomes  

 Returns to custody for sex offenders and the non-sex offender group were examined and 

compared. Among those who returned to custody before warrant expiry, a greater percentage of 

non-sex offenders’ returns (18%) involved a new offence than sex offenders (8%). It was not 

possible to examine returns with an offence further due to the low number of returns with an 

offence for sex offenders (33 returns). As well, there were too few (less than five in each 

offender group) violent or sex reoffences21 to permit further analyses. 

The remaining outcome analyses examined offenders using a fixed follow-up approach.   

Approximately 75% of the sample had at least one year available for observation (i.e., the 

amount of time available between their release and warrant expiry date or the end of the data 

collection period). The rates of return within the first year of release were examined for all 

offenders who had the possibility of being supervised during the entire year before reaching 

                                                 
20 Note that the rates reflect those who qualify for a substance abuse program and not the absolute percentage of 
offenders who have a substance abuse problem. The referral criteria require offenders to meet both the risk and need 
thresholds. 
21 This may be due to both low levels of violent and sexual reoffences or missing data within the OMS.   
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warrant expiry. This approach allows for a comparison of offenders who are available for 

equivalent amounts of time, therefore, eliminating group differences that could be caused by 

non-equivalent amounts of time available to return to custody.   

Among these offenders, less than 20% returned to custody within a year of their release 

and before their warrant expiry (Table 15). However, this trend differs between those in the 

community and those in custody. Specifically, non-sex offenders who were in custody on August 

15, 2010 were more than twice22 as likely as sex offenders to return to custody within the first 

year of release. These differences, however, were not evident among those who were already in 

the community. Further interpretation of this result is presented in the discussion section.    

 

Table 15 

Relative Rates of Return to Custody Prior to Warrant Expiry (One Year Fixed Follow-up) 

 Return to Custody Within 
One Year 

Before Warrant Expiry 

Strength of 
Association 

 
 % (n) Φ 

Overall   
Sex Offenders 14 (187) -0.04 Non-Sex Offenders 18 (1405) 

In Custody   
Sex Offenders 18 (149) 

- 0.15 Non-Sex Offenders 35 (1068) 
In Community   

Sex Offenders 7 (38) -0.004 Non-Sex Offenders  7 (337) 
 

 

Among sex offenders, we examined23 whether returns to custody varied by gender (male, 

female or both) or age (child, adult or both) of the sex offenders’ victims.24 Gender of the victim 

was not associated with the rate of return to custody25, but age of the victim was. More 

                                                 
22 Odds Ratio – 2.39 from logistic regression examining group differences. 
23 Both logistic regression and survival analyses were conducted. However, given redundancies in their findings, 
results for survival analysis are not presented.  
24 884 of the 1,374 offenders available for 365 or more days had information pertaining to victim type.   
25 The low prevalence of male victims, victims of both gender and those with both child and adult victims makes it 
difficult to assess victim type differences with certainty as individual cases can have large impacts on odds ratios. 
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specifically, sex offenders who had only adult victims were twice as likely to return to custody 

within a year as those with victims who were children (Table 16).   

 

Table 16 

Rates of Return to Custody by Child or Adult Victim (One Year Fixed Follow-up)                                               

 Return to Custody Relative to child victims % 
Child (n = 547) 9 -- 
Adult (n = 223) 17 2 times more likely 
Both (n = 114) 15 1.8 times more likely 
Note: The relative likelihood of returning is not provided for those with child victims as this group forms the 
comparison group. This cell is marked as “—“. 
  

                                                                                                                                                             
Due to large amount of missing data and low prevalence rates of certain victim types, it was not possible to conduct 
a further breakdown by the status of the offender on August 15, 2010 (i.e., in custody vs. in community). 
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Discussion 

Over 20 years have elapsed since the last profile of Canadian federal sex offenders 

(Porporino & Motiuk, 1991). In response to legislative changes and the need for current 

information to guide future interventions and revisions, the present study provided an updated 

profile of CSC’s sex offender population, analyzed recent trends and changes to the sex offender 

profile, and compared sex offenders to non-sex offenders on release outcomes.  

 In terms of overall population trends, from 2010 to 2013, findings revealed no increase 

in the proportion of the CSC offender population with a sex offence on their criminal record. 

Indeed, the proportion in 2013 was slightly lower than the two previous years. Similarly, 

findings revealed no increase in the proportion of sex offenders who were incarcerated when 

comparing the time periods of August 2010 to February 2014. There was, however, a slight 

increase in the proportion of the sex offender population who were supervised in the community, 

from 29% in August 2010 to 33% in February 2014. This change may be related to an increasing 

use of the LTSO designation. Since offenders are subject to an LTSO for a maximum of 10 

years, and most LTSOs are for a 10-year period (Public Safety Canada, 2012), their numbers 

under community supervision accumulate in the population over time. Indeed, results showed a 

slight increase in the proportion of sex offenders under community supervision who were long 

term offenders.  

The results of this research also highlight several key differences between Canadian 

federally sentenced sex offenders and non-sex offenders. For instance, in examining the 2010 

cohort of offenders under the responsibility of CSC, findings revealed that sex offenders were 

seven years older on average than non-sex offenders. Aboriginal sex offenders were over-

represented relative to their presence in the general population of CSC. Sex offenders, on the 

whole, had a lesser history of juvenile delinquency and fewer convictions for non-sexual 

violence, property offences, and drug/alcohol offences than non-sex offenders. Nevertheless, the 

sex offender group was also found to have diverse criminal histories, with at least three out of 

four sex offenders convicted of one or more previous adult offences and one out of three having 

a previous federal sentence. The majority of sex offenders were also found to have moderate or 

high criminal history risk and criminogenic need ratings. Moreover, it appears that the risk and 

need ratings increased slightly from the time periods of 2010 to 2014. It is possible, however, 
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that this increase may be an artifact of the revisions to the DFIA since 2009.   

In comparing sex offenders and non-sex offenders, results revealed that a greater 

proportion of sex offenders were rated as high overall risk (on the SFA), were rated as having a 

higher need on six out of seven dynamic risk domains, and were also higher risk on the 

assessment of spousal assault risk (i.e., SARA), than non-sex offenders. In addition, sex 

offenders were more likely to have learning disabilities flags, had more mental health concerns 

(past or current), and lower levels of educational attainment than non-sex offenders.    

Sex offenders were also found to have multiple criminogenic needs. For instance, at least 

47% had either a serious alcohol or drug abuse problem and substance abuse needs were 

particularly notable among sex offenders of Aboriginal ancestry. In addition, over half of sex 

offenders reported having unstable employment histories and only about a quarter have earned a 

high school diploma. While the education level is not lower than among non-sex offenders, this 

still remains an important program target for offenders who are hoping to reenter the job market, 

and a consideration for program developers who would need to pitch the literacy level of the 

program material accordingly. Again, these needs were found to be higher among the sex 

offenders of Aboriginal ancestry than non-Aboriginal sex offenders. These results are consistent 

with previous research that had also noted these differences between Aboriginal sex offenders 

and non-Aboriginal sex offenders (Helmus, Babchishin, & Blais, 2011).   

Aboriginal sex offenders in this study had proportionately fewer offences involving child 

molestation than non-Aboriginal sex offenders. Moreover, when examining the gender of the 

child victim, they had proportionately fewer male child victims than non-Aboriginal sex 

offenders. This is consistent with previous research which also noted that Aboriginal sex 

offenders were more likely to have female victims (Ellerby & MacPherson, 2002; Nahanee, 

1996; Rojas & Gretton, 2007), less likely to target younger victims (e.g., pre-pubescent), had 

lower levels of coercive sexual fantasies and paraphilias, and to have a history of sex offences in 

which substance abuse was a contributing factor (Ellerby & MacPherson, 2002). Taken together, 

these findings are important to the consideration of program development in that they suggest 

that federally-sentenced Aboriginal sex offenders may differ from non-Aboriginal sex offenders 

in their victim selection, and may have lower levels of sexual paraphilias involving pre-

pubescent children compared to non-Aboriginal sex offenders.   

 With regard to programming needs, it could be argued that a substantial percentage of 
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federally sentenced sex offenders may benefit from interventions that address need areas other 

than sex offending. For example, a significant number of the offenders with sex offences in their 

histories would meet the criteria for a violence prevention program, a substance abuse program, 

and a family violence program. Drug abuse and alcohol abuse were frequent problems for both 

non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal sex offenders, but were particularly notable for Aboriginal 

offenders. These combined findings suggest that a comprehensive program to address sex 

offender needs and risks should contain other intervention components besides those directly 

targeting sex offending behaviour as is the case in the ICPM Menu currently being implemented 

nationally at CSC. Further, adaptations to program curricula and program delivery may be 

required for a significant number of program participants who had a learning disability (almost 

20%), low level of education (25% had not completed Grade 8) and current mental health 

problems (over 20%).  

In comparing a 2010 cohort of all (incarcerated and released) CSC sex offenders to non-

sex offenders using a one-year fixed follow-up, analyses revealed that the sex offenders had 

lower rates of return to custody than the non-sex offenders. This was dependent, however, on 

whether they were incarcerated or released into the community as of August 15, 2010. 

Specifically, non-sex offenders who were in custody on this date and subsequently released were 

more than twice as likely as sex offenders to return to custody within their first year of their 

release. Such a difference was not evident among those offenders who were already released into 

the community. The lack of significant findings among those released into the community is 

likely a result of the way in which we captured the cohort data. More specifically, offenders who 

were released into the community on their first term and subsequently returned to custody prior 

to the cohort identification date of August 15, 2010, would have been excluded from our dataset. 

This was not the case for the offenders who were incarcerated on their first term on the cohort 

identification date of August 15, 2010 – these individuals would not have had the same 

opportunity to be excluded from the dataset. Thus, we may have restricted our community 

analyses to lower risk offenders. In contrast, the incarcerated group of offenders would be of 

higher-risk status since it would include, for instance, those who had been denied release and 

those who were serving longer sentences because of the volume or severity of their offences.  

Further analyses of recidivism outcomes demonstrated that sex offenders who had only 

adult victims were twice as likely to return to custody within a year as those with child victims. 
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This may reflect a finding noted in the literature of a more general antisocial orientation for 

rapists than for child molesters (Olver & Wong, 2006). Research indicates that factors that best 

predict non-sexual recidivism among sex offenders are similar to those associated with 

reoffending for offenders in general: namely, young age and a history of antisocial behavior as 

juveniles and adults (Hanson & Bussière, 1998). In this federal group of offenders, it may be that 

there was a higher proportion of child molesters who are incest perpetrators, a group with very 

low rates of recidivism (Bartosh, Garby, Lewis, & Gray, 2003), thus attenuating the risk for 

sexual or general reoffending among the sex offender sample. It should also be noted that incest 

perpetrators are typically older (Hanson, 2002), and their reoffences are more likely to occur 

later, than offenders who perpetrate sex offences against adult women (Hanson, Steffy, & 

Gauthier, 1993). It is also possible that the one year fixed follow-up period for this study was not 

long enough to adequately detect reoffending for this subgroup26.  

Conclusions       

From a programming point of view, sex offenders have significant needs in multiple 

domains. Many sex offenders in CSC may benefit from participation in programs that address 

general violence, family violence, and substance abuse in addition to requiring focused treatment 

for their sex offending. Furthermore, program material may need to be adapted to lower 

educational levels, and many sex offenders likely require assistance to meet their employment 

needs. Over the last four years, the slight increase in the proportion of sex offenders over the age 

of 60 years also demonstrates that consideration may need to be made for adapted programming 

venues or other assistance for older individuals. Additionally, developers of specialized 

programming for Aboriginal sex offenders need to consider that these individuals are less likely 

to have an offence of child molestation (particularly involving male child victims), and more 

likely to have more serious substance abuse problems, more domestic violence, and lower levels 

of educational attainment than their non-Aboriginal counterparts. Finally, given the slight 

increase in the proportion of sex offenders under community supervision from August 2010 to 

February 2014, community sex offender programs and community maintenance programs for 

those who have already participated in sex offender programming should continue to be a key 

component of community case management.   
                                                 
26 Among sex offenders who reoffended, approximately 57% did so within a year of their release. 
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Since the last sex offender census was completed over 20 years ago, CSC has 

implemented a comprehensive risk management strategy that involves the systematic assessment 

and treatment of sex offenders. Moving forward, this update will allow program developers and 

administrators to identify relevant intervention strategies for this population, recognizing that 

programming needs may differ from that of non-sex offenders, and that there are unique needs to 

consider based on ancestry and custody status. 

  



36 

 

References 

Allenby, K., Taylor, K., Cossette, M., & Fortin, D. (2012). A profile of women who sexually 
offend (Research Report R-274). Ottawa, ON: Correctional Service of Canada.  

 
Axford, M. (2009). Long Term Supervision Orders: A five-year offence profile (Research 

Snippet RS-09-04). Ottawa, ON: Correctional Service of Canada. 
 
Bartosh, D. L., Garby, T., Lewis, D., & Gray, S. (2003). Differences in the predictive validity of 

actuarial risk assessments in relation to sex offender type. International Journal of 
Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 47, 422-438. 
doi:10.1177/0306624X03253850 
 

Bill C-26: Tougher Penalties for Child Predators Act. (2013). 1st Reading, February 26, 2014, 
41st Parliament, 2nd Session. Ottawa, ON: Parliament of Canada. Retrieved from 
http://www.parl.gc.ca/LegisInfo/BillDetails.aspx?Language=E&Mode=1&billId=643429
1   

 
Brown, S. L., & Motiuk, L. L. (2005). The Dynamic Factors Identification and Analysis (DFIA) 

component of the Offender Intake Assessment (OIA) process: A meta-analytic, 
psychometric and consultative review (Research Report R-164). Ottawa, ON: Correctional 
Service of Canada. 

 
Correctional Service of Canada (2007). Correctional planning and criminal profile:  

Commissioner’s Directive 705-6. Ottawa, ON: Author.  
 
Correctional Service of Canada (2009). National correctional program referral guidelines: 

Guidelines 726-2. Ottawa, ON: Author.   
 
Criminal Code, R.S.C., 1985, c. C-46, s.753.  
 
Dauvergne, M., & Turner, J. (2010). Police-reported crime statistics in Canada, 2009 

(Catalogue no. 85-002). Ottawa, ON: Statistics Canada.  
 
Ellerby, L. A., & MacPherson, P. (2002). Exploring the profiles of Aboriginal sex offenders: 

Contrasting Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal sex offenders to determine unique client 
characteristics and potential implications for sex offender assessment and treatment 
strategies (Research Report R-122). Ottawa, ON: Correctional Service of Canada. 

 
Finkelhor, D., & Jones, L. (2006). Why have child maltreatment and child victimization 

declined? Journal of Social Issues, 62, 685-716. doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.2006.00483.x 
 
Hanson, R. K. (2002). Age and sexual recidivism: A comparison of rapists and child molesters 

2001 – 01. Ottawa, ON: Solicitor General Canada.   
 



37 

 

Hanson, R. K., Bourgon, G., Helmus, L., & Hodgson, S. (2009). The principles of effective 
correctional treatment also apply to sexual Offenders: A meta-analysis. Criminal Justice 
and Behavior, 36, 865-891. doi:10.1177/0093854809338545 

 
Hanson, R. K., & Morton-Bourgon, K. E. (2005). The characteristics of persistent sexual 

offenders: A meta-analysis of recidivism studies. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 73, 1154–1163. doi:10.1037/0022-006X.73.6.1154  

 
Hanson, R. K., & Bussière, M. T. (1998). Predicting relapse: A meta-analysis of sex offender 

recidivism studies. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 66, 348-362. 
 
Hanson, R. K., Steffy, R. A., & Gauthier, R. (1993). Long-term recidivism of child molesters. 

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 61, 646-652. 
 
Helmus, L. (2014). The Static Factors Assessment (SFA) of the intake assessment process and 

returns to custody for sex offenders (RS-14-27). Ottawa, ON: Correctional Service of 
Canada. 

 
Helmus, L. (2009). Re-norming Static-99 recidivism estimates: Exploring base rate variability 

across sex offender samples (Master’s thesis). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations and 
Theses database. (UMI No. MR58443).  

 
Helmus, L., Babchishin, K. M., & Blais, J. (2011). Predictive accuracy of dynamic risk factors 

for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal sex offenders: A comparison using STABLE-2007. 
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology. Advance online 
publication. doi:10.1177/0306624X11414693 

 
Kropp, P. R., Hart, S. D., Webster, C. D., & Eaves, D. (1995). Manual for the Spousal Assault 

Risk Assessment Guide (2nd ed.). British Columbia: The British Columbia Institute on 
Family Violence. 

 
Motiuk, L. L. & Porporino, F. (1993). An examination of sex offender case histories in federal 

corrections. (Research Report R-30). Ottawa, ON: Correctional Service Canada. 
 
Nahanee, T. A. (1996). A profile of Aboriginal sex offenders in Canadian federal custody. 

Forum on Corrections Research, 8(2). Ottawa, ON: Correctional Service of Canada. 
Retrieved from http://www.csc-scc.gc.ca/text/pblct/forum/e082/082b_e.pdf 

 
Nafekh, M., & Motiuk, L. L. (2002). The Statistical Information on Recidivism - Revised 1 (SIR- 

R1) Scale: A Psychometric (Research report R-126). Ottawa, ON: Correctional Service of 
Canada. 

 
Olver, M. E., Nicholaichuk T. P., Gu D., & Wong S. C. (2013). Sex offender treatment outcome, 

actuarial risk, and the aging sex offender in Canadian corrections: A long-term follow-up. 
Sex Abuse. 25, 396-422. doi:10.1177/1079063212464399. 

. 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23136142?dopt=Abstract


38 

 

Olver, M. E., & Wong, S. C. (2006). Psychopathy, sexual deviance, and recidivism among sex  
offenders. Sexual Abuse, 18, 65-82. doi:10.1007/s11194-006-9006-3 
 

Porporino, F. J., & Motiuk, L. L. (1991). Preliminary results of the national sex offender census  
(Research Report R-29). Ottawa, ON: Correctional Service of Canada.  

 
Public Safety Canada (2012). 2012 Corrections and conditional release statistical overview. 

Ottawa, ON: Author.  
 
Public Safety Canada (2013). Corrections and conditional release statistical overview. Ottawa, 

ON: Author.  
 
Public Safety Canada (2014). Dangerous offender designation. Retrieved from 

http://www.publicsafety.gc.ca/cnt/cntrng-crm/crrctns/protctn-gnst-hgh-rsk-ffndrs/dngrs-
ffndr-dsgntn-eng.aspx 

 
Rea, L. M., & Parker, R. A. (2005). Designing and conducting survey research: A 

comprehensive guide (3rd ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.    
 
Rojas, E. Y., & Gretton, M. (2007). Background, offence characteristics, and criminal outcomes 

of Aboriginal youth who sexually offend: A closer look at Aboriginal youth intervention 
needs. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 19, 257-283. 
doi:10.1177/107906320701900306 

 
SAS Institute Inc. (2008). SAS/STAT® 9.2 User’s Guide. Cary, NC: SAS Institute Inc. 

 
Skinner, H. A. (1982). The Drug Abuse Screening Test. Addictive Behaviors, 7, 363-371.  

 
Skinner, H. A., & Horn, J. L. (1984). Alcohol Dependence Scale (ADS): User’s guide. Toronto, 

ON: Addiction Research Foundation.  
 
Yates, P. M., Goguen, B. C., Nicholaichuk, T. P., Williams, S. M., Long, C. A., Jeglic, E., & 

Martin, G. (2000). National Sex Offender Programs (Moderate, Low, and Maintenance 
Intensity Levels Manuals). Ottawa, ON: Correctional Service of Canada. 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Olver%20ME%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16763759
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Wong%20SC%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16763759
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16763759


39 

 

Appendix A: List of Criminal Offences Considered Sex Offences 

Sexual Assault 
 Aggravated Sexual Assault – All Others 
 Aggravated Sexual Assault 
 Aggravated Sexual Assault – Firearm 
 Attempt Rape 

Rape 
 Indecent Assault – Female 

Indecent Assault – Male 
Sex Assault with Threats to Cause Bodily Harm – Firearm 
Sex Assault with Weapon – Restricted or Prohibited Weapon 
Sex Assault with Weapon – Firearm All Others 
Sexual Assault 
Sexual Assault – Party to Offence 
Sexual Assault Causing Bodily Harm 
Sexual Assault Causing Bodily Harm – All Others 
Sexual Assault Causing Bodily Harm – Firearm 
Sexual Assault Causing Bodily Harm – Restricted or Prohibited Firearm 
Sexual Assault with Threats to Cause Bodily Harm 
Sexual Assault with Threats to Cause Bodily Harm- All Others 
Sexual Assault with Threats to Cause Bodily Harm – Firearm 
Sexual Assault with Weapon – All Others 
Sexual Assault with Weapon – Firearm 
Sexual Assault with Weapon 
Sexual Assault – Party to Offence – Others 
Sexual Assault – Party to Offences – Firearm 
 

Sexual Abuse 
Incest 
Invite Sexual Touching 
Sexual Exploitation 
Sexual Exploitation – Invite 
Sexual Exploitation – Touch 
Sexual Interference 

Sexual Morals 
Accessing Child Pornography 
Acts of Gross Indecency 
Anal Intercourse 
Avails of Prostitution – Under 18 – Use of Violence 
Bestiality 
Buggery or Bestiality 
Commit or Incite Bestiality Under 14 
Compel Bestiality 
Conceal Person in Bawdy House 
Control Movement Compel Prostitution 
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Corrupt Morals 
Corrupting Children 
Distribute or Sell Child Pornography 
Distribution of Child Pornography 
Entice for Illicit Sexual Intercourse 
Found In Common Bawdy House 
Householder Permitting Sex Act under 14 
Householder Permitting Sex Act under 18 
Indecent Act in Public 
Indecent Act in Public Place 
Indecent Act with Intent to Insult 
Indecent Exposure 
Keep Common Bawdy House 
Living on the Avails of Prostitution 
Living on the Avails of Prostitution – Under 18 
Luring a Child 
Luring a child Under 14, Luring a child Under 16, Luring a child Under 18 
Mailing Obscene Matter 
Nudity in Public Place 
Nudity on Private Property 
Obtaining Sexual Services of Person Under 18 
Parent or Guardian Procuring Sex Act 15 to 18 
Parent or Guardian Procuring Sex Act Under 14 
Parent or Guardian Procuring Sex Act Under 18 
Permit Place to be Common Bawdy House 
Possess Child Pornography 
Print or Distribute Obscene Material 
Print or Publish Child Pornography 
 

Sexual Morals - Continued 
Procuring or Attempting to Procure as Prostitute 
Procure Entry/Departure for Prostitution 
Procure Illicit Sexual Intercourse 
Procuring 
Prostitution of Person Under 18 
Public Exhibit of Indecent Show 
Seduction of Female Between 16 and 18 
Sell of Expose Obscene Material 
Sexual Exploitation of Person with Disability 
Sexual Interference with Feeble Minded 
Sexual Interference with Female Employee 
Sexual Interference with Female Under 14 
Sexual Interference with Female under 16 
Sexual Interference with Step Daughter 
Soliciting 
Soliciting – Impede Traffic 
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Soliciting – Stop Motor Vehicle 
Soliciting – Stop Person 
Use Intoxicants to Enable Illicit Sexual Intimacy 
Voyeur – Place Reason – Expect Nudity 
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Appendix B: SIR-R Ratings for CSC Sex Offenders 

Table 17 

Actuarial Risk Level (SIR) of Non-Aboriginal Sex Offenders by Custody Status (2010) 

 In Custody Community 
 % % 

SIR Level n = 1,716 n = 728 
   Very Good 45 60 
   Good 15 13 
   Fair 12 12 
   Poor 12 8 
   Very Poor 16 7 

 
 

Table 18 

SIR Scores for Dangerous Offenders and Offenders with Long Term Supervision Orders (2010) 

 DO/DSO LTSO 
 % % 
SIR Level n = 305 n = 135 
   Very Good  27 13 
   Good  20 14 
   Fair  20 15 
   Poor  16 20 
  Very Poor  17 38 
Note: The SIR scores are for non-Aboriginal offenders only. 
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