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SUMMARY

The Iowa Supreme Court affirmed the revocation of Jeffrey Anderson’s release-with-supervision status
and his placement in the transitional release program at the Civil Commitment Unit for Sexual
Offenders. The court held that the placement did not violate substantive due process, addressing the
applicable Iowa Sexually Violent Predators Act provisions and Anderson’s liberty interest. The court

also concluded that Anderson preserved his constitutional challenge for appellate review.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Anderson preserved his substantive and procedural due process challenges to revocation of

release with supervision and placement in the transitional release program.

2. Whether Towa Code section 229A.9B permits a court, after finding a violation of release with
supervision, to place the committed person in a transitional release program without again finding that

the person is more likely than not to sexually reoffend.

3. Whether the district court's transfer of Anderson to the transitional release program violated substantive

due process.

4. Whether the procedures used to revoke release with supervision and select a new placement violated

procedural due process.

HOLDINGS

1. Anderson preserved his due process claims because the constitutional issue was raised during the district

court proceedings and the district court's ruling implicitly rejected the argument.

2. Under Iowa Code section 229A.9B, when a committed person released with supervision violates the
release plan, the district court may return the person to release with or without supervision, place the
person in transitional release, or confine the person in a secure facility; the statute does not require a
renewed finding that the person is more likely than not to sexually reoffend before placement in
transitional release.

3. Placement in CCUSO's transitional release program after Anderson violated release with supervision did

not violate substantive due process.

4. The revocation procedures under Iowa Code section 229A.9B provided Anderson procedural due
process.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There is nothing in the statute that requires the State, as part of the revocation of the release with
supervision status, to again prove that a person is more likely to sexually reoffend before they can be subject

to greater supervision or placed in the transitional release program.” (895 N.W.2d at 148)

“Under the facts here, we find that the district court order did not violate Anderson’s substantive due process
rights.” (895 N.W.2d at 150)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Anderson was civilly committed under Iowa's Sexually Violent Predators Act after a jury found beyond a
reasonable doubt that he was a sexually violent predator. He was later released with supervision to the Fort Des
Moines Residential Facility under conditions prohibiting unapproved sexual contact and requiring approval of
potential romantic relationships. After Anderson engaged in sexual activity with an eighteen-year-old resident
without permission, the district court found that he violated his release plan and that the conduct reflected his
offending cycle and need for additional treatment. The court revoked release with supervision and placed him in

CCUSQO's transitional release program rather than returning him to secure confinement.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury previously found Anderson to be a sexually violent predator. After an annual review and final hearing, the
district court released him with supervision to a residential facility. Following an unauthorized sexual encounter
with another resident, the district court found that Anderson violated his release plan, revoked release with
supervision, and transferred him to the transitional release program at CCUSO. The Iowa Supreme Court
retained the appeal and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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