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Michigan 46,533 95% 
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Increase public awareness? 
Assist Law enforcement?  
Reduce recidivism? 
 





“Online registries are not a tool to reduce repeat 
offenses.” Linda Baldwin to CNN, 7/28/11. 
 
“… many people are focusing on registration 
notification programs as tools to reduce 
recidivism, which really is not a major goal of 
these laws.“ 
 
She stressed that the registries are "primarily a 
law enforcement tool, an ability to allow the 
public to take measures to protect themselves." 
 







Assumptions: 
People will access registries. 

The information available to them will provide 
relevant and informative indication of risk. 

Individuals will then take some protective action. 

 



Most citizens are aware that sex offender 
registries exist. 

Most believe that communities are safer when 
people know where sex offenders live. 

Most agree that they FEEL safer knowing where 
sex offenders live. 

About 37% of people surveyed have accessed a 
sex offender registry. 



No significant relationship between 
notification and self-protective 
behaviors Bandy (2011), Anderson 
and Sample (2008), Beck et al. 
(2004) or Caputo and Brodsky 
(2004).   

 

Beck et al. and Bandy both found 
that notified residents undertake 
more protective behaviors on behalf 
of their children than do non-
notified residents. 

Bandy: perceived risk of sexual 
assault for children is relatively 
minimal (3 on a 10-point scale).  

 

Many of the protective behaviors 
used related to general crime 
prevention rather than child sexual 
abuse prevention.  

 

With regard to the one tactic that 
specifically addressed sexual abuse 
(warn children to be aware of sex 
offenders in the neighborhood), 
only 18% of respondents reported 
that they took this precaution. 



  

N = 643 







2011 hearing to re-authorize the Adam 
Walsh Act:  
 "…The mobility of offenders and inconsistencies 

among state registration laws have resulted in as 
many as 100,000 missing sex offenders. Law 
enforcement does not know where these missing 
sex offenders are, yet they are living in our 
communities…The offenders who take advantage 
of these loopholes are attempting to evade their 
registration duties – which could present a threat 
to the safety of our communities" (Reauthorization 
of the Adam Walsh Act, 2011, pp. 5-6).  
 



Missing sex offenders:  
Levenson & Harris, 2011 
 Rates vary significantly across jurisdictions, ranging 

from less than 1% to just over 13% 
 

 median rate of 2.7% 
 

 many states (including those with the highest rates 
such as California and Wisconsin) include any form 
of registry non-compliance in their 
missing/absconded status 
 

 States using more refined definitions (e.g. 
unsuccessful attempts to locate the offender) 
produce more moderate estimates. 
 

Levenson, J. S., & Harris, A. J. (2011). 100,000 Sex Offenders Missing … Or Are They? 
Deconstruction of an Urban Legend. Criminal Justice Policy Review.  
 



Official designations of "missing" sex offenders, using 
data downloaded from public Internet registries. 

 

n = 445,127 
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Best Estimate 

Absconded,  
In violation,  

or whereabouts 
unknown 

• 3% 
• 21,840 

+ 
Homeless and 

Transient 

• 2%  
• 14,560 

= 

• 5% 
• 36,400 



Levenson, 2011 21 

FTR - - - - - - -             NON FTR    





Group comparisons 
Pre/post 

Intervention/control 

Trend Analyses 
Tracking rates over time 

Sex crime rates 

Sex recidivism 

Comparison crimes 

Intervention date 
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• Significant differences reflect changes 

beyond what would be expected by chance 





  

Results indicated that the AWA did not do a good job of 
classifying risk in NY.  

In fact, registered sex offenders classified by AWA as Tier 1 
(lowest risk) were rearrested for both nonsexual and sexual 
offenses more than sex offenders in Tier 2 (moderate risk) 
or Tier 3 (highest risk). 
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Tier 1 Tier 3 Tier 2 



SORN may help increase public awareness but does 
not seem to reliably change protective behavior. 

May be a useful tool to help track and monitor sex 
offenders, but non-compliance is not a significant 
problem. 

Failure to register is not associated with increased 
sexual recidivism. 

Little research to support that SORN prevents 
reoffending.  

States that have found an effect (MN & WA) have risk 
assessment schemes. 
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 1995 – First statewide law in Florida 

 

 In 2004, 14 states had residence restrictions, most 
commonly 500 – 1000 feet. 

 

 By 2007, 30 states had residence restrictions 

 

 Thousands of local jurisdictions (cities, towns, and 
counties) nationwide have passed zoning laws, often 
2500 feet (about one-half mile). 
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*Passed, Repealed, Passed (PRP) 

Orange—Registered 

Gray—Convicted 

Blue—Community-Based Sanctions 

Yellow—Mobility Restrictions 



Minnesota DOC  analyzed 224 recidivistic sex offenses and concluded that  
 
“not one of the 224 sex offenses would likely have been deterred by a 
residency restriction law” (p. 2).  
 
The majority of the sex offenders (79%) victimized someone known to 
them, and half of the assaults against strangers occurred more than one 
mile from the offenders’ homes.  
 
Of the 16 unknown juvenile victims with whom contact was established 
within one mile of the offender’s home, none of these relationships were 
cultivated near a school, park or playground.  
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Duwe, G., Donnay, W., & Tewksbury, R. (2008). Does residential 
proximity matter? A geographic analysis of sex offense recidivism. 
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 35(4), 484-504. 



Findings suggest that sex offenders do not meet victims or perpetrate offenses 
in public or semi-public locations with great frequency. 

Results indicated that a minority (6.8%) of extrafamilial offenders first came into 
contact with their victim in one of several locations often statutorily defined as 
residentially off limits for sex offenders, including schools, parks, churches, and 
bus stops. 
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 No statistically significant 
differences between recidivists and 
non-recidivists in terms of their 
average residential proximity to 
schools and daycare centers.  

 

In other words, sex offenders who 
lived within closer proximity to 
schools and daycare centers were 
no more likely to reoffend than 
those who lived farther away. 
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Comparison of # of recidivists vs. non 
recidivists living within 2500 feet 



There is no research indicating that sex offenders’ 
proximity to schools increases their likelihood of 
recidivism, or that residence restrictions are 
successful in preventing sexual abuse or 
protecting children. 
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When considering all 4 restrictions combined, the 
number  of available residential properties in the 
county drops to 37 dwellings within the 2,500-feet 
buffer zones.  
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(Global Positioning) 

First Used in New Mexico in 1984 
 

1990 – 60,000 Supervisees in     
approximately three dozen states 

Rondinelli (1997) 
 

No Statistically Significant  
    Reduction in Recidivism Rates  
   Bonta, Wallace-Capretta, and Rooney (2000) 

 

Ineffective If Not Combined with 
Rehabilitative Interventions  

Aos, Phipps, Barnoski, and Lieb (2001) 
 

©2007 English & Lobanov-Rostovsky 



(Florida) 

N=705 Including 15% (N=73) Sex Offenders 

70% (N=500) Were Diversion Clients 

30% (N=205) Were Habitual or Sex Offenders 

Results: Those on GPS Had Fewer New Felony and Technical 
Violations Than Those Not on GPS 

Disclaimer: Primarily Low Risk Offenders in Study 
 

OPPAGA (2005) 
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GPS Research (Tennessee) 

N=493 GPS Sex Offenders 

Comparison=370 Non-GPS Sex Offenders 

Measures: Sexual and Non-Sexual Recidivism, and 
Technical Violations  

Follow-Up Period: 1 Year 

Results: No Statistically Significant Difference  

Officers Felt GPS Enhanced Containment 

Problem: Lack of Adequate Staffing  

Use of GPS Takes Time to Address Technological 
Difficulties 

 
Tennessee Board of Probation and Parole (2007) 
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GPS Research (California) 

N=94 GPS High Risk Sex Offenders 

Comparison=91 Non-GPS High Risk Sex Offenders 

Measures: Criminal and Technical Violations  

Results: No Statistically Significant Difference  

GPS Rate=39.6% 

Non-GPS Rate=37.2% 

GPS Statistically Significant In Terms of Less Likely to 
Abscond than Non-GPS Group 

 
California (2008) 
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GPS Research (California) 

Process Evaluation Results 
Equipment Problems 

Drift 

Blocked Signal 

Need for Lower Caseloads 

 

 

 
California (2008) 
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jsljwm@bellsouth.net 
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