
 
 

States Policy Exchange 7/15/25 Notes 
 

Jetta Bernier, E.D. of ENOUGH ABUSE®, welcomed the group to the 15th meeting of 
the States Policy Exchange. These meetings started in 2021 after the release of our 
Call to Action report, which analyzed CSA prevention legislation in each state, as a way 
for advocates to network and share information about our efforts to pass child sexual 
abuse prevention laws in our states, including prevention education requirements, 
school employee screening, and criminalization of educator sexual misconduct. This 
meeting focused on implementing grooming legislation throughout the country and 
covering the potential gaps in policy and language.  
 
For more information, refer to the Grooming Legislation as of 2025: 
https://enoughabuse.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Grooming-Legislation-as-of-June-
2025.pdf  
 
Grooming Legislation, Research, and Issues:  
Jetta starts the meeting off by going through a 2023 study by Elizabeth Jeglic. The 
study concluded that 12% (1 in 8 children) of children reported some kind of 
inappropriate sexual contact with an adult in their school. Jetta emphasizes that these 
statistics need to be clarified and effectively defined as grooming behavior.  
 
Jetta goes into a deeper explanation of the study’s stats. Around 11% of the reports 
were focused on inappropriate verbal communications between teachers and students, 
which could include sexual comments or jokes. Reports showed that 0.6% involved 
teachers or students sharing visual exposure of genitals or inappropriate/explicit photos. 
Another 0.9% of reports described physical grooming behaviors, such as kissing, 
touching, and fondling. In 0.4% of cases, the study found that sexual intercourse or oral 
sex had occurred. Overall, the majority of perpetrators were male teachers. Jetta 
emphasizes the importance of recognizing these warning signs before sexual abuse 
and grooming escalate further. 
 
Jetta goes into the 10 states that have passed laws that address grooming. Grooming, 
she explains, is defined as “the process of manipulating a child or even a family, to gain 
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their trust and sexually abuse them.” Currently, 8 of those states criminalize grooming 
as a felony. In 2020, Nebraska was one of the first states to pass grooming laws. 
Nebraskan law defines grooming, and it requires a policy that prohibits student-teacher 
sexual relations. Jetta points out that Nebraska’s policy only results in the teacher's 
dismissal, and does not make grooming a crime. She points out that many states might 
not have grooming criminalized, as it is often difficult to prove intent; however, it is still 
imperative that this offense should have some kind of consequence. Indiana passed a 
law similar to Nebraska’s in 2023 that requires schools to limit hiring employees with 
past grooming behavior or similar conduct.  
 
The states that have criminalized grooming include Illinois (criminalized in 2021), Texas 
(criminalized in 2023), Wisconsin and Vermont (both criminalized in 2024, Ohio, 
Montana, and Mississippi, and Louisiana (all criminalized in 2025).  
 
Discussion of the Definition of Grooming:  
Lindsay goes through the highlights of the Grooming Children for Sexual Abuse Map 
and document. The specific definition of grooming is emphasized, and Lindsay brings 
attention to the way the term has been politicized to refer to sexual orientation/gender 
identity, but grooming refers to offenders “manipulating a child and gaining the trust of 
the child and their caregivers in order to sexually abuse them.”  
 
A more in-depth definition of grooming from an article by Elizabeth Jeglic is included: 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0145213422005324     
 
“Grooming” is the process through which an offender manipulates a minor to gain their 
trust in order to sexually abuse them. Grooming can occur in person or online, and 
involves these steps by the offender. 

1. Selecting a vulnerable child to abuse, such as those with low self-esteem or 
troubled home lives; 

2. Gaining access to the child, finding reasons to be alone with them and isolating 
the child from others; 

3. Deceptively developing trust with the child and those around the child; 
4.  Gradually desensitizing the child to sexual content, such as through 

pornography and physical touch; 
5. After the abuse occurs, convincing the child they are to blame and that they 

should not tell anyone. 
 
Lindsay opens up the floor for a discussion on potential feedback and comments 
regarding the definition of grooming: 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0145213422005324


Faith Colson brings up defining the child as ‘vulnerable” and suggests emphasizing that 
all children can be groomed, regardless of apparent “vulnerability” or not. She highlights 
that these factors can vary depending on the abuser, who the abuser targets, and which 
vulnerabilities they prey upon.  
 
Carol Neal Rossi suggests including the age of children in the definition. She brings up 
how many states set an arbitrary age. For example, states like Louisiana only define 
grooming with children who are 13 or younger, as opposed to the age of consent. 
Adding in a clearer age could aid in developing a more recommended definition.  
 
Jetta then emphasizes that Enough Abuse wants to focus on individual states and 
speak with advocates, legislators, and survivors to understand how grooming laws are 
implemented. After that information is gathered, legislative language should then be 
suggested and potentially improved.  
 
David Finkelhor cautions against relying heavily on laws and legislation, like 
criminalization, as solutions to grooming. He stresses that abuse is not just solely 
carried out by adult predators, and is often more varied. He explains that prevention in 
education programs for parents and children can offer a strong impact. 
 
Glenn Lipson responds to David's research and emphasizes that positive experiences 
and healthy connections are significant resiliency factors. He mentions legislation that 
supports positive connections, like the Kansas Boundary Act, which looks more in-depth 
into boundaries. Glenn explains that grooming often occurs between two individuals 
who are very broken and connect or get involved with one another inappropriately. He 
stresses that the adult is always responsible and that often they push the guilt on the 
child, making them feel like it was the child’s idea, that they are alone, and will be 
blamed. This brings up fears of ostracization and embarrassment. Glenn also draws 
attention to the fact that “secrets are really central to grooming where they can't tell 
anyone anything”. He explains that speaking about boundaries can help prosecutors 
provide a broader framework than solely focusing on a predator intentionally targeting a 
child, as many of these cases stem from deeper issues like loneliness.  
 
Jetta and Lindsay follow Glenn’s response by bringing up the issue of state laws not 
specifying who is responsible for conducting investigations regarding grooming, whether 
that is law enforcement or child protective services.  
 
Faith Colson adds some additional information regarding Jetta and Lindsay’s question: 
Under Faith’s Law in Illinois, there are school administrative rules and definitions on 
sexual misconduct with penalties at the school level, and there are also criminal 



penalties with grooming prosecutions. She adds that grooming is subject to mandated 
reporting. However, depending on the report, police might not decide to pursue the 
report, and DCFS’s investigations and criteria are often very slow. When cases don’t 
meet certain thresholds to be investigated, the employee’s punishment decision falls 
back onto the school. This causes a lot of inconsistencies in how reports are handled, 
despite having grooming laws present.   
 
Glenn also adds that when schools go to investigate these reports, they are prohibited 
from interfering with law enforcement investigations. Schools, for example, are not 
allowed to email parents telling them there is a teacher being investigated, which could 
potentially harm and put students at risk.  
 
 
Grooming Legislation as of June 2025 Sheet from Enough Abuse: 
 
Nebraska:  
Lindsay H. explained that she researched each state’s statutes on Grooming.  
Nebraska is introduced as the first state to enact grooming laws in 2020.  
 
Nebraska defines grooming as: “Grooming means building trust with a student and 
individuals close to the student in an effort to gain access to and time alone with the 
student, with the ultimate goal of engaging in 3 sexual contact or sexual penetration with 
the student, regardless of when in the student's life the sexual contact or sexual 
penetration would take place.” 
 
For additional information: Refer to the Grooming Legislation Document or  
Link to LB1080: https://nebraskalegislature.gov/FloorDocs/106/PDF/Final/LB1080.pdf   
 
Lindsay notes that the Nebraska Grooming statute has a more disciplinary and 
educational administrative focus, not criminal. This makes it more difficult for schools to 
hire offenders who have engaged in grooming behavior, schools must prohibit 
inappropriate relationships, and require schools to have codes of conduct that relate to 
grooming. However, these conducts are not specifically laid out in the law, creating 
inconsistency in what behaviors are considered “appropriate” or not. She also adds that 
referrals to law enforcement would most likely be for child abuse charges, since 
grooming isn't criminal.  
 
Jetta adds that although Nebraska’s law requires schools to define boundaries in their 
codes of conduct for inappropriate behavior from employees, this is not the case for 
Massachusetts. Many schools lack comprehensive codes of conduct. Enough Abuse 
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has addressed this by creating a model code of conduct, and they are working with 
various school districts to adopt these model codes. Lindsay adds that the Prevention 
Education Bill would include requiring schools to have a code of conduct defining 
boundary-violating behaviors, however, that bill does not address the word grooming 
specifically.  
 
Texas: 
Texas enacted laws that criminalize grooming as a felony in 2023.  
 
For additional information: Refer to the Grooming Legislation Document or 
 Link to SB1527: 
https://capitol.texas.gov/tlodocs/88R/billtext/pdf/SB01527F.pdf#navpanes=0 
 
 
Lindsay points out that child marriage is still legal in Texas and is considered a valid 
defense to grooming. She mentions that the group Unchained at Last is doing work to 
try and change this. https://www.unchainedatlast.org/  
 
Todd Latiolas adds that in the Texas 2025 legislative session, grooming was elevated to 
a sex offender registerable offense. He emphasizes the significance of this, as it does 
not require “hands-on” sexual contact to cause a placement on the sex offender 
registry. He notes that there are a lot of grooming behaviors identified in Texas' broader 
civil educator misconduct provisions, however, that is not found in statutes, as it's not 
criminal and it's part of the civil investigation by our educator certification. 
 
David Finkelhor and Lindsay add that it's important to ensure that these statutes are not 
able to be misconstrued for situations where the grooming definition is misused or 
weaponized against LGBTQ+ people, for example. Lindsay mentions that Rebecca 
Surrendorf had shared Ohio’s bill, House Bill. 322, where they worked with the LGBTQ+ 
advocacy group, Equality Ohio, and Child USA to guarantee that the bill could not be 
misused, and that it specifically defined the process of grooming as manipulating a child 
in order to sexually abuse them. 
 
Rebecca also adds that the law in Ohio tiered up if there were prior sex offenses or if 
there was drug/alcohol usage by the minor.  
 
Indiana: 
Lindsay goes over the statutes from Indiana that were enacted in 2023.  
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Indiana does not criminalize grooming and has instead administrative rules that create 
restrictions to prevent schools from hiring offenders. Indiana law prohibits schools from 
hiring people: 

● (1) who is required to wear an ankle monitor as the result of a criminal conviction;  
● (2) who entered into an agreement to settle an allegation of misconduct relating 

to the health, safety, or well-being of a student at a school corporation, charter 
school, or state accredited nonpublic school, if the agreement included a 
nondisclosure agreement covering the alleged misconduct; or  

● (3) who, in an academic environment, engaged in a course of conduct involving 
repeated or continuing contact with a child that is intended to prepare or 
condition the child for sexual activity 

 
Lindsay points out the weakness in this statute, where even if someone fits the 
categories mentioned above, schools can still hire them if the school board votes to 
approve. She mentions that this provision was necessary to get the law passed and that 
lawmakers are hoping that public shame will sway schools away from hiring these 
offenders.  
 
For additional information: Refer to the Grooming Legislation Document or 
Link to SB 342: 
https://iga.in.gov/pdfdocuments/123/2023/senate/bills/SB0342/SB0342.05.ENRH.pdf  
 
Wisconsin: 
This law was initially passed when a survivor or teacher grooming highlighted the gap in 
legislation, where there were no provisions for teachers harassing students. Wisconsin 
code criminalizes grooming by school employees and volunteers as a Class 1 felony. It 
also mentions that Law enforcement must notify the Department of Public Instruction 
when grooming allegations are reported. Lindsay points out the issue of proving intent, 
where prosecutors still have to prove that the adult intended sexual abuse.  
 
For additional information: Refer to the Grooming Legislation Document or 
Link to Act 200: https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/2023/related/acts/200  
 
Vermont: 
Lindsay points out that Vermont purposely avoided using the word grooming because of 
its politicization. Vermont instead defines it as: 
 
 H173, “An act relating to prohibiting manipulating a child for the purpose of sexual 
contact. “Statement of purpose of bill as introduced: This bill proposes to expand the 
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statute prohibiting luring a child to also prohibit manipulating behaviors intended to 
facilitate sexual contact with a child. 
 
It adds a number of provisions that include luring and enticement, as well as provisions 
that highlight inappropriate behaviors such as gifts, compliments, attention, privileges, 
etc. It also includes a provision if the offender provides the child with drugs and alcohol.   
 
For additional information: Refer to the Grooming Legislation Document or 
Link to H173 (Act 172): https://legislature.vermont.gov/bill/status/2024/H.173  
 
Ohio: 
Ohio defines grooming and criminalizes it stating that: “ No person who is eighteen 
years of age or older shall engage in a pattern of conduct with a minor if the person and 
the minor are in any of the relationships described in divisions (A)(5) to 9 (13) of section 
2907.03 of the Revised Code, when the pattern of conduct would cause a reasonable 
adult person to believe that the person is communicating with the minor with purpose to 
do either of the following:  
(1) Entice, coerce, or solicit the minor to engage in sexual activity, and when the 
person's purpose in engaging in the pattern of conduct is to entice, coerce, or solicit the 
minor to engage in sexual activity with the person or a third person;  
(2) Prepare the minor to engage in sexual activity, and when the person's purpose in 
engaging in the pattern of conduct is to prepare the minor to engage in sexual activity 
with the person or a third person that would be a violation of section 2907.02, 2907.03, 
2907.04, 2907.05, 2907.06, or 2907.07 of the Revised Code. (D) Whoever violates this 
section is guilty of grooming.” 
 
For additional information: Refer to the Grooming Legislation Document or 
Link to bill: https://www.legislature.ohio.gov/legislation/135/hb322  
 
Rebecca Surrendorf emphasizes the word “prepare” in the bill, and explains that it was 
added to not impact sex education in any way. She explains that the bill refers to a 
pattern of behavior to knowingly groom for the purpose of abuse. This would have 
nothing to do with lawful sexual behavior. 
 
Montana: 
Lindsay introduces Montana’s 2025 law ( House Bill 82), which expands its crimes 
against children statute to include AI-generated CSAM and grooming. Montana explicitly 
defines grooming as a sexual offense and carries criminal penalties. However, while 
Montana has more explicit criminal penalties, clear grooming behaviors/definitions, its 
law is very narrow as it only applies to children under 16.  
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David points out that the law is potentially too vague, as it could be misused against 
educators in sexual education. He stresses that a deeper legal review should be done 
to see how this law is being applied in cases. 
 
Rebecca brings up how countries like Australia, South Africa, and the UK have had 
grooming laws in place longer than many US states. She explained how advocates in 
Ohio looked at these statutes to help fill loopholes/gaps, such as Ohio’s past prevention 
that allowed religious schools to not be subject to mandated reporting, as teachers were 
considered ministers. She recommends using this same tactic on the issue David has 
brought up.  
 
For additional information: Refer to the Grooming Legislation Document or 
Link to bill text: 
https://bills.legmt.gov/?utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery#/laws/bill/2/LC023
2?open _tab=bill     
 
Mississippi:  
With House Bill 1308, Mississippi criminalizes grooming as: “a felony, with increased 
penalties for adults in positions of authority or trust who groom minors in their care. This 
bill also criminalizes computer-generated or altered CSAM involving the image of an 
actual child.”  
 
The bill also adds provisions for offenders who are in positions of trust such as 
teachers, ministers, parents, etc.  
For additional information: Refer to the Grooming Legislation Document or 
HB1308: https://billstatus.ls.state.ms.us/2025/pdf/history/HB/HB1308.xml  or 
News:https://magnoliatribune.com/2025/04/08/lawmakers-make-grooming-of-a-child-a-
felonyin-mississippi/   
 
Louisiana: 
According to the recent bill enacted in June 2025:  
A person commits the crime of child grooming by taking any action to persuade, induce, 
entice, seduce, or coerce any child under the age of thirteen years to engage in any 
conduct undertaken with the intent to facilitate the offender committing any lewd or 
lascivious act upon the child or in the presence of any child under the age of thirteen 
years. 
 
For additional information: Refer to the Grooming Legislation Document or 
Link to law: https://www.legis.la.gov/legis/BillInfo.aspx?i=248214    
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Stacie Leblanc, a Louisiana attorney, shares her thoughts. She explains that this new 
grooming law is confusing for prosecutors and lawyers, as it was initially intended to 
cover all minors under 17 and required the offender to be at least 2 years older. 
However, the final bill removed those provisions, and the law only applies to minors 
under 13, as they were worried that the law would be misused and harm legitimate sex 
education/counseling. Stacie emphasizes that this law should not be used as an 
example for other state statutes. 
 
Lindsay brings up a model policy from NASDTEC (National Association of State 
Directors of Teacher Education) that does not criminalize grooming but recommends 
that states adopt a policy to define what grooming is.   
 
Additional Updates and Shared Resources: 
 
National Grooming Prevention Hotline was shared as a support tool: 
https://www.ngph.org/  
 
Additionally, Rebecca Surrendorf provided updates that advocates in Ohio were 
attempting to reclaim the word grooming. They had met and engaged with conservative 
organizations, clubs, and radio shows to successfully explain why keeping the true 
meaning is so important and to avoid misuse.  
 
Kentucky recently passed Senate Bill 181 that requires student-educator electronic 
communication to be parent-approved and traceable. 
 
Texas passed House Bill 4623, which allowed lawsuits against public school educators 
in sexual misconduct cases. This bill also fixed mandated reporting requirements that 
ensure that teachers can’t just report to school police but have to contact outside 
authorities. The bill also shortened reporting timelines from 48-24 hours.  
 
Texas also passed Senate Bill 835, which is also known as Trey’s law, which prohibits 
nondisclosure agreements (NDAs) in sexual abuse cases and voids previous NDAs, 
allowing survivors to speak out.  
 
Stacie and Jetta also plan for Enough Abuse’s attendance for a committee call in 
February of 2026.  
 
Closing:  

https://www.ngph.org/


Jetta thanks the participants for their hard work and advocacy and reminds participants 
that updates and resources (like interactive maps and documents) are always available 
between meetings. The next meeting will likely be in September, and if members have 
developments before then, they are encouraged to share them rather than waiting for 
scheduled sessions.  


