
Municipality of Anchorage

Analysis of Police Action
and Characteristics of

Reported Domestic Violence
in Anchorage, Alaska

Ten Year Study
1989-1998

George P. Wuerch
Mayor

Jewel Jones Duane Udland
Director Chief of Police

Department of Health Anchorage Police
and Human Services Department

October 30, 2000



Research Teams

Anchorage Police Department Team

Captain Bill Miller, APD Domestic Violence Coordinator

Captain Tom Katkus, Resource Division

Lieutenant Ken Cole, Commander, Technical Services

Gloria Coney, Supervisor, Record Section

Jeff Wood, Supervisor, Information Systems

Anna Herzberger, Information System

Municipal Department of Health and Human Services Team

Ken Takakuwa, Social Services Division Manager

Carrie Longoria, SAFE City Program Manager, Research Coordinator

Renee Aguilar, Interpersonal Violence Prevention Coordinator

Madeline Holdorf, Interpersonal Violence Prevention,
Cultural Family Resource Specialist

Jackie Dees, Administrative Assistant

Ed Brandt, Municipal Management Information Systems, Reprographics

Paal et al, Statistician (municipal contractor)

Anchorage Police Department

P.O. Box 196650

Anchorage, AK 99519-6650

Department of Health and Human Services

P.O. Box 196650

Anchorage, AK 99519-6650



Table of Contents

Acknowledgments .......................................................................................................................... i
Executive Summary ...................................................................................................................... ii

I. History .............................................................................................................................. Page 1
II. Methodology ..................................................................................................................... Page 2
III. Reported Domestic Violence Cases In Anchorage .............................................................. Page 5

Definition of Domestic Violence ...................................................................................... Page 5
Rate of Domestic Violence in Anchorage .......................................................................... Page 5

IV. Analysis of Reported Cases................................................................................................. Page 7
Police Determination of the Incident ................................................................................ Page 7
Arrest Action Over Time ................................................................................................... Page 8
Female Arrests ................................................................................................................... Page 9
Arrest, Warrant, Investigation Pending and Closed/Suspended Cases ................................ Page 9
Principal Physical Aggressor .............................................................................................. Page 9
Victim and Suspect Ethnicity .......................................................................................... Page 13
Ethnicity of Dual Principal Physical Aggressor Cases ...................................................... Page 14

V. Arrest and Situational Factors .......................................................................................... Page 14
Age of Victim and Suspect .............................................................................................. Page 14
Victim Cooperation ........................................................................................................ Page 15
Gender of Suspect ........................................................................................................... Page 15
Presence of Intoxicants .................................................................................................... Page 16
Relationship Between Victim and Suspect ....................................................................... Page 16
Ethnicity of Suspect ........................................................................................................ Page 16
Injury to Victim .............................................................................................................. Page 17
Assessment of Factors with Injury ................................................................................... Page 17

VI. Police Information on Domestic Violence ........................................................................ Page 20
Police Provision of Domestic Violence Information ........................................................ Page 20
Ensuring Victim Safety ................................................................................................... Page 21

VII. Characteristics of Reported Incidence .............................................................................. Page 21
Temporal Information .................................................................................................... Page 21
Month and Day .............................................................................................................. Page 21
Location of Incident ....................................................................................................... Page 22
Age of Victim and Suspect .............................................................................................. Page 23
Ethnicity ......................................................................................................................... Page 23
Employment ................................................................................................................... Page 24
Relationship of Victim and Suspect ................................................................................. Page 25
Injury to Victim .............................................................................................................. Page 26
Location of Incident by APD District ............................................................................. Page 28

VIII. Children........................................................................................................................... Page 29
Officer Action ................................................................................................................. Page 29
Relationship between Victim and Suspect ....................................................................... Page 29
Child as Witness, Victim and Suspect ............................................................................. Page 30

IX. Action by the Magistrate .................................................................................................. Page 31
Bail and Release Restrictions with One Suspect and One Victim .................................... Page 31
Bail and Other Restrictions in Cases with Dual Principal Physical Aggressors ................. Page 32

Appendix A   Determination of the Incident by Responding Patrol Officers .................................. Page 33



Acknowledgments

The research teams would like to acknowledge Anchorage Police Chief Duane Udland and Jewel Jones,
Director, Municipal Department of Health and Human Services, both of whom made this study a possi-
bility. With a study of this nature, Anchorage citizens can assess factors of domestic violence and develop
prevention and intervention strategies uniquely tailored to fit the community’s needs. Other individuals in
the Anchorage Police Department who gave their time and ideas to help shape this study include: Deputy
Chief Mark Mew, Captain Bruce Richter, Lieutenant Walter Monegan, Lieutenant Tom Nelson, Gina Angelone
and Lew Reed. It is also important to thank Katie TePas, Program Coordinator, Alaska State Troopers,
whose training information helped identify aspects of arrest under probable cause for purposes of analyz-
ing police action in this study. Several local executive directors also contributed their time and ideas to
develop recommendations for this study. These directors include: Jan MacClarence; Abused Women’s Aid
in Crisis (AWAIC); Karen Bitzer, Standing Together Against Rape (STAR); Cathryn Wells, Victims For
Justice (VFJ); and Debra Vo, Alaska Inter-Tribal Council. New ideas for analyses of the data were intro-
duced in this study and contributed by: Viann Nations, Cook Inlet Tribal Council; and, Nancy Edtl and
Karen Lee Schamber, Southcentral Foundation. Wendy Lyford, Regional Coordinator, Alaska Court System
also identified areas of information that are included in the section for “Magistrate Action”, she also
recommended a future study to evaluate the outcome of domestic violence cases from beginning to end.
John M. Richards, Prosecutor, Municipal Attorney’s Office, provided a study completed by the University
of Alaska, for comparison of female offenders. The research leaders also acknowledge Cindy Pennington,
Chair, Alaska Native Women Sexual Assault Committee, whose interest in the study’s findings resulted in
a recommendation to work together as a community, and with a larger body of concerned citizens. Diane
Heard, Chair, and Debra Gomez, Vice-Chair, Anchorage Women’s Commission, for their encouragement
and dedication to reduce violence against women and their interest to assess this study’s findings to that
end. Judge Sigurd Murphy, is recognized for his part in this report for the inclusion of methods of “confi-
dentiality” to assure readers that names and information of reported cases would be protected by federal
and state laws. Master William Hitchcock, Children’s Court Judge, reviewed the data and directed the
research team to other officials in the Alaska Court System so that preliminary findings could be reviewed
and assessed for future studies. Cindy Cooper, Assistant Attorney General, and Chair, State Council on
Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault (CDVSA) whose interest in this study will result in sharing meth-
odology to help build a state wide data collection system of domestic violence. Special thanks from the
research teams to: Sandra Pearson, Alaska Native Health Board representative, who shared her insight and
interest in working together to reduce domestic violence as a “community”; and, to Diane LoRusso, Valley
Women’s Resource Center, for her part in requesting analysis of data on “types of relationships” between
principal physical aggressors and dual principal physical aggressors, for example spousal, familial, and
courtship. Diane Disanto, State of Alaska, Health and Social Services, for her support and encouragement
to apply this study’s information to families impacted by domestic violence across the state. David Morris,
with GCI, who gave his time and ideas on presentation of the final findings, and helpful comments to
improve the narrative. Fennisha Gardner, Alaska Women’s Resource Center, Domestic Violence Supervis-
ing Counselor, who has contributed her energy, dedication, and her willingness to participate in any
follow-up initiatives that spring from this study. Both research teams would like to acknowledge victims
and survivors of domestic violence whose lives have been forever affected by this crime. Their stories,
experiences and challenges compel us to place a human face and spirit on the numbers in this study, and
encourage others to remember the same.

 – i –



Executive Summary

This report is an analysis of domestic violence reports made to the Anchorage Police Department from 1989
to 1998. During that time, a total of 29,408 incidents of domestic violence were reported to the police. A
twenty-percent sample of this total, estimated at 5,940 cases, was used to assess police response, victim and
suspect characteristics, and other findings of the incident. The data of information was analyzed through the
Statistical Program for Social Sciences (SPSS).

This analysis was designed by local and state domestic violence service providers, police officers, policy
makers, health and human service providers, officials from the court system, municipal attorneys, and other
professionals and private citizens in the interpersonal violence prevention field.

Initial discussion of this study’s findings with various community leaders has resulted in a strong recommen-
dation for the Anchorage Women’s Commission to take a leadership role that will address violence against
women in our community.

Below are significant findings and recommendations of the analysis.

Police Action

• From 1989 to 1998, reported cases of domestic violence to the Anchorage Police Department increased
by 120%.

• From 1989 to 1998, police officers’ determination that assault occurred in domestic violence incidents
rose by 235%.

• Overall, Anchorage Police Department arrest action for domestic violence cases increased by 389% from
1989 to 1998.

• Although ethnic minority groups were arrested or cited disproportionately, a statistical review of factors
point to injury of the victim as the basis for arrest, not ethnicity.

• There are two factors that determine the outcome of arrest action: injury to the victim and victim
cooperation to provide information of the incident.

• In 74% of the cases, a female victim and male principal physical aggressor were identified.

• In cases where there was a female victim and male suspect, the female was more likely to sustain more
serious physical injury.

• According to the police report narrative, domestic violence information cards were provided in 49% of
the incidents.

Characteristics of the Incident

• In 84% of the reported cases a female victim and male suspect were involved, and in 14% of the cases a
male victim and female suspect was involved.

• In the majority of cases (78%) the victim and principal physical aggressor were cohabitating or had a
previous cohabitating relationship.

• Cohabitant victims were more likely to suffer moderate and major injury by the suspect.

• Alaskan Native and American Indian victims were much more likely to suffer moderate or major physi-
cal injury than the other population groups in the survey.

• Alcohol was identified as a factor in 48% of the cases, not present in 29% of the cases and not recorded
as present or not in the incident in 23% of the cases.
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• Serious injury was more likely when alcohol was a factor.

• Ethnic groups are disproportionately represented as under the influence more often than other popula-
tion groups.

• In 1,215 cases identifying children, infants and children up to 4 years old were identified 32% of the
time.

• In the majority of cases handled by a police officer, minor physical injury (35%) was noted the most
often, followed closely by moderate physical injury cases (17%).

• The Central and East Districts of APD account for the greatest number of reported cases where an
officer is dispatched.

Alaska Court System

• When a police officer brought a principal physical aggressor before a magistrate, the aggressor was jailed
81% of the time.

• In dual principal physical aggressor cases, both parties were jailed 36% of the time, and one party of the
two was jailed 20% of the time.

• The median bail for cases with one principal physical aggressor was approximately $400.

Recommendations

• Request the Anchorage Women’s Commission assess this report’s findings and determine what, if any,
action should be taken to recommend new municipal policies, laws or system changes.

• Conduct a statistical analysis that follows the sampling of APD cases through prosecution and the court
system, and assess case outcomes from beginning to end of the criminal justice system.

• Analyze cases brought before the magistrate to evaluate changes over the ten year span, rather than an
aggregate of data as presented in this report.

• Complete an analysis of serial victims and serial principal physical aggressors who enter the criminal justice
system repeatedly.

• Conduct a National Crime Victimization Survey to determine incidence and perception of crime in the
community.

• Evaluate the feasibility, expansion, or support for a Safe House for victims of domestic violence, with a
special focus on Alaska Native women.

• Create domestic violence materials and develop prevention campaigns with a special emphasis on cultural
and ethnic diversity issues.
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I. History

In July 1985, the Anchorage Women’s Commission released a report from their Special Committee on
Domestic Violence. This Committee, comprised of seventeen policy makers representing municipal, state,
and health and human service agencies, convened to formulate recommendations for a municipal-wide
response to domestic violence.

The Commission’s report, Domestic Violence Policies, outlined 39 recommendations. The recommendations
addressed changes for Law Enforcement, Prosecution, Offender Treatment/Victim Assistance, and Preven-
tion. In a cooperative spirit between law enforcement, social service agencies and victim support advocates,
all thirty nine recommendations were adopted into municipal policy or ordinance.

Among the various changes, Anchorage municipal code AMC 8.05.030 was amended November 26, 1985
to allow for probable cause arrests in domestic violence cases. In 1986, the Anchorage Police Department
(APD) developed new standardized police forms to include fuller narrative reports in domestic violence
cases.  Fuller narrative reports were intended to increase the chances for successful prosecution. In addition,
APD added a check-off box on police reports that identified all incidents related to domestic violence. This
change was the groundwork for a database on police action and the characteristics of victims and suspects in
these cases.  This database has become an important source of information to guide police policy and preven-
tion strategies by the community.

With a National Institute of Justice grant award and municipal dollars, the Municipal Department of Health
and Human Services (DHHS) released its first statistical analysis of domestic violence in September 1988.
This first study, Statistical Study of Domestic Violence Cases, 1986-1988, utilized information gleaned from
APD reports and court records and victim interviews of prior domestic violence experiences, post-incident
trauma and perceptions of police responses.

A second study, Analysis of Anchorage Police Department Policy and Characteristics of Reported Domestic Vio-
lence: 1989-1992, completed by DHHS in 1994 analyzed APD data in terms of policy implementation.
Policies that were evaluated in this 1994 publication included:

(1) arrest action for domestic violence cases;

(2) collection of information on report forms; and,

(3) distribution of information to victims of local resources and available legal options.

In addition to policy analysis, demographic and incident information was collected to gain further insight
into the characteristics of domestic violence in Anchorage.

This third study spans a ten year period, from 1989 through 1998, and is a follow-up to the domestic
violence study released by the DHHS in 1994. This current study is intended to capture significant trends
and changes over the last ten years, as well as determine whether or not legislative changes within the time
frame have impacted police action in these cases. The data analyzed in this study is also consistent with other
major studies such as the National Violence Against Women (NVAW) Survey (2000), and the Bureau of Justice
Statistics factbook, Violence by Intimates, (1988).
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II. Methodology

Source of the data and sampling methods

Data collected from APD includes all reports related to domestic violence, and covers the time period from
January 1, 1989 through December 31, 1998. Collected reports that were analyzed include incidents of
assault, burglary, sexual assault, trespassing and kidnapping. Domestic violence related homicide is not a
part of this report.  Since 1986, copies of domestic violence police reports have been furnished monthly by
APD to the DHHS SAFE City Program. Beginning April 2000, APD and DHHS formalized an agreement
for DHHS to access police reports through APD’s Tiburon software program and the APD Intranet. Access
to these records requires appropriate confidential and security measures that are established by APD.

All APD reports were available for the sampling. If it was determined that the report was unusable due to
missing pages, or if the report was not domestic violence related, the report was returned to the collection of
reports and the next pulled in its place.  A coding menu and coding form, with definitions, was developed for
the express purpose of consistent coding and analysis. Variables that were selected for coding were based on
prior research of domestic violence literature and studies in the field.

Sample size and confidence level.

From 1989 to 1998, a total of 29,408 domestic violence reports were made to APD. A 20% sample of this
total, which equals approximately 5,940, was pulled for this report. For the majority of tables and figures,
the entire sample of 5,940 was used. However, for analysis in this report, subsets for police action were
developed. One subset is cases handled by an on-site police officer, and the other subset is reports called into
the APD records section. In tables, a subset of data was used for statistical analysis.  The statistical signifi-
cance of relationships between variables such as arrest, injury, victim cooperation, age, victim and suspect
intoxication, and ethnicity was assessed with a chi-square test. The alpha value of p<.05 is used to reflect
significant findings with a 95% confidence interval.  The odds are 95 out of 100 that if all cases had been
examined, the results would not be different from the study findings by more than one percentage point.
This is the “margin of error” for the entire sample and for the sample of 4,271 cases with identifiable sus-
pects. The margin of error for the 1,002 “records cases” and for the “dual suspect” cases is plus or minus 3
percentage points and for each year, the error rate is approximately 4 percentage points.

Factors which might affect the validity of the study

Every effort was made to ensure each report fitting the criteria for review was as likely to be chosen as any
other.  Other factors that might affect the validity of the study were addressed or identified as follows:

• After all of the samples were read and coded, coding for officer action was spot checked.

• The data were double typed, with the two copies compared for data entry error. This method limits
typing errors to fewer than 1%. The data were then checked for incongruity and discrepancies were
reviewed.

• Errors in age and race may also have been made by the officers themselves in filling out the reports. If all
such errors occurred at random, they would cause no appreciable differences in the measured percent-
ages.

• Errors may have been made by file clerks in classifying reports or in copying all parts of a file.
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Method of analysis

The data was analyzed using the Statistical Program for Social Sciences, Version 4, or abbreviated known as
SPSS/PC+4.  The data were analyzed using cross-tabulation and frequency tables. Frequency tables provide
information on percentages with totals equalling 100 percent. Cross-tabulation provides an analysis of rela-
tionships between variables, such as arrest action and demographic factors.

Confidentiality

All data collected from police reports were maintained in locked cabinets with keys available only to desig-
nated municipal staff members. All staff members followed a strict confidentiality agreement that did not
allow for individual names, characteristics of a case or personal information related to a victim or suspect to
be shared with anyone outside the research group.  Likewise, the statistician Paal et al,  entered into a
Municipal contract that required all data be maintained in a highly strict and confidential manner. This
analysis is presented in aggregate form and does not provide specific information related to a person or
persons, a specific case or an officer and his or her action in each case.

Introduction to the Data

The data was collected from reports made by on-scene officers shortly after the incidents and from call-in
reports made to the Records Section of APD. These reports provide information about the immediate re-
sponse of the police officer or Records staff to the incident, and action taken by a magistrate of the court.
Data coding sheets were revised in March 1993 to collect specific information about children identified at
the scene. This specific information included age and relationship to suspect.

It should be emphasized that data collected from police reports also carry inherent limitations:

• Reported cases do not include incidents that are not brought to the attention of the Anchorage
Police Department.

• Police reports are constructed for use in the prosecution and apprehension of a crime, not as a tool
for data analysis.

• These reports do not include prosecution screening or action, or judgements and orders by the
Alaska Court System.

• An assessment of changes to an offense would require another analysis that is not included in this
report.

In this analysis, qualitative information collected on the victim and suspect is included in the coding to
provide further insight on the nature and circumstances of these incidents. For purposes of this report,
suspect and principal physical aggressors will be used interchangeably. The analysis pertains to four areas:

(1) Police determination of incident

(2) Factors that affect arrest

(3) Police provision of domestic violence information to the victim

(4) Characteristics of reported incidents

The actual report form is an APD Report that is completed by a police officer who was on the scene or APD
Records Section staff who provided telephonic assistance or response. The report itself consists of boxes that
can be checked off and a narrative section for more detailed description of the account.
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How Information Was Recorded

Domestic violence police reports studied were collected from two sources at APD: patrol officers recorded
information at the scene, and records clerks recorded information over the telephone.  Most of the informa-
tion reported to Records related to allegations for a violation of a Domestic Violence Writ, also known as a
Restraining Order.  Approximately 83% of reports were recorded by patrol officers, and 17% of the reports
were completed by the Records Section.

Designation of Reported Cases To Anchorage Police Department by Year

 Year of Source of report:
  report Patrol officer Records TOTAL

1989 259 86.9% 39 13.1% 298 100%
1990 295 86.0% 48 14.0% 343 100%
1991 325 81.3% 75 18.8% 400 100%
1992 443 80.0% 111 20.0% 554 100%
1993 548 82.5% 116 17.5% 664 100%
1994 615 86.4% 97 13.6% 712 100%
1995 578 82.5% 123 17.5% 701 100%
1996 597 81.9% 132 18.1% 729 100%
1997 641 84.9% 114 15.1% 755 100%
1998 637 81.3% 147 18.8% 784 100%
TOTAL 4938 83.1% 1002 16.9% 5940 100%
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III. Reported Domestic Violence Cases in Anchorage

Definition of Domestic Violence

Understanding the definition of domestic violence is important for assessing police action in reported do-
mestic violence cases.  For purposes of this study, reported cases to APD include incidents that meet Alaska
statutes: AS 25.35.060 for a Domestic Violence Writ; AS 11.41 series for Crimes Against the Person; AS
18.66.990 definitions for domestic violence and household member.  Household member includes:

(A) adults or minors who are current or former spouses;

(B) adults or minors who live together or who have lived together;

(C) adults or minors who are dating or who have dated;

(D) adults or minors who are engaged in or who have engaged in a sexual relationship;

(E) adults or minors who are related to each other up to the 4th degree of consanguinity, whether of the
whole or half blood or by adoption, computed under the rules of civil law;

(F) adults or minors who are related or formerly related by marriage;

(G) persons who have a child of the relationship;

(H) minor children of a person in a relationship that is described in (A) – (G) of this section.

A protective order, referred to as a domestic violence writ, is also a component of this study. Under AS
18.66.100, a person who is a victim of domestic violence may file a petition for a protective order against a
household member. As the “petitioner” the victim’s protective order may prohibit the household member,
identified as the respondent, from:

(1) threatening to commit or committing domestic violence, stalking, or harassment; and,

(2) telephoning, contacting, or communicating directly with the petitioner.

The protective order can establish a provision for:

(1) removing and excluding the respondent from the residence of the petitioner;

(2) directing the respondent to stay away from the residence, school or place of employment of the  peti-
tioner; and,

(3) requesting a peace officer to accompany the petitioner to the petitioner’s residence to ensure their safety.

This study also includes crimes involving domestic violence under AS 11.41 for assault, stalking, sexual
assault, sexual abuse of a minor, robbery, reckless endangerment, kidnapping, criminal trespass, harassment
and stalking. Burglary as defined under AS 11.46 is also included in this analysis.

Rate of Domestic Violence in Anchorage

The per capita number for reported domestic violence, reflected in the table on the following page, includes
only those incidents reported to APD. The table reflects reported cases made each year, as well as a per capita
number that adjusts for changes in Anchorage’s population. Overall, the percentage of change for reported
cases from 1989 to 1998 shows a 120% increase of reported domestic violence per capita.
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Domestic Violence Reports Made to APD
by Year Per Capita, 1989-1998

Year Anchorage Domestic Violence Rate Per Capita Percent
Population Reports Change

1989 221,870 1,491 672 / 100,000

1990 226,338 1,760 778 / 100,000 16%+

1991 235,626 2,027 860 / 100,000 11%+

1992 244,111 2,803 1,148 / 100,000 34%+

1993 249,440 3,241 1,299 / 100,000 14%+

1994 253,503 3,494 1,378 / 100,000 6%+

1995 252,729 3,482 1,377 / 100,000 0%

1996 253,234 3,483 1,375 / 100,000 0%

1997 254,752 3,824 1,501 / 100,000 10%+

1998 257,260 3,803 1,478 / 100,000   2% -

Per capita is based on reported domestic violence cases made to the Anchorage Police Department.
Population figures were provided by the Municipal Community Planning & Development Department.

This overall increase of 120% has been reviewed by local professionals and law enforcement officials who work
in the field of domestic violence. Thus far, most field experts believe the reason for the increase of reports is
threefold:

1. Increased public awareness that domestic violence is a crime;

2. Community-wide awareness campaigns that advocate for reporting; and,

3. Increased public confidence to call police officers and request intervention.

There is also community speculation that an increase in reporting may be related to federal financial  support
to Alaskans, as provided by the 1994 Violence Against Women Act (VAWA). VAWA encourages Alaska law
enforcement, social service and victim agencies, prosecution, and court officials to enhance collaborative inter-
vention measures and mutual training interests.  This collaborative measure may help service providers and
other professionals increase access to community shelters, police, and the justice system. Increased access may
result in a greater number of those served throughout all systems. Although this study does not measure the
impact to other systems, it is reasonable to believe that an increase in police reports will result in more cases
presented for prosecution.

Aside from reported domestic violence cases, other studies point toward an estimate of unreported incidents
involving a female. According to Findings from the National Violence Against Women Survey (2000), an esti-
mated 25% of the female population, aged 18 and older, experienced domestic violence. The violence included
rape, physical assault, and stalking in the 12 months prior to the survey. In applying this estimate, it can be
determined that of the approximate 1996 female population of Anchorage (123,254), 66.2% (81,594) were
aged 18 and older. Of  the Anchorage women aged 18 and older, an estimated 25% (20,399) of these women
may have experienced domestic violence in one year’s time.

In comparison, the estimated number (20,399) of domestic violence incidents involving females only, out-
weighs the number of reported cases in 1996 (3,483) involving females and males.  This would indicate the
possibility of at least a five times greater incident of domestic violence than reported to Anchorage Police.
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IV. Analysis of Reported Cases

Of the 5,940 APD reports, 4,938 (83%) involved
an on-site officer, and 1,002 (17%) were called to
the Records Section. This section of the report will
begin the analysis of the reported cases with an
on-site officer.

Police Determination of the Incident

Under Alaska law, assault in the fourth degree is a class A misdemeanor, and covers incidents where, to
paraphrase related statutes;

… one person recklessly causes physical injury to another person, with or without a dangerous instrument, or, by
words or conduct, places another person in fear of imminent physical injury.

Assault in the first, second or third degree are felony offenses and include more serious physical injury, and/
or physical injury to a child under ten years of age, and/or conduct that manifests extreme indifference to
human life.

In the majority of cases (65%), assault was identified as the type of crime most often committed in domestic
violence cases. Approximately 17% of the incidents were determined to be disturbances, which means the
officer determined that a crime was not committed as defined under the laws of the State of Alaska. Seventy-
seven percent of the cases telephoned to Records involved violations of domestic violence restraining orders
(DV Writs). See Appendix A for a detailed account of the types of offenses.

Police Determination of the Incident

   Source of report:
Patrol officer
Assault, etc. 3220 65.2%
Stalking 24 .5%
Violation of DV writ 479 9.7%
Threats, harassment, etc. 232 4.7%
Property offenses 113 2.3%
Disturbances 842 17.1%
Other 28 .5%
Subtotal, Patrol Officer 4938 100.0%

   Records
Violation of DV writ 767 76.5%
Threats or harassment 235 23.5%

Subtotal, Records 1002 100.0%

   Total incidents 5940 100.0%

Exhibit 1: Response to Domestic Violence Calls
by Anchorage Police Department
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Arrest Action Over Time

Under Alaska law, AS 18.65.530, Anchorage police officers must make an arrest if there is probable cause to
believe the person has committed domestic violence, either in, or outside the presence of the officer.

Overall, arrest action in Anchorage for domestic violence cases increased by 389% from 1989 to 1998.
The graph below provides the annual percentage of change for arrest action over the ten year period. There
appears to be very little data available from other cities. However, figures from Report on Arrests for Domestic
Violence in California, 1998, indicate a 50% increase during the same time period as this study.

During the construct of this analysis, community discussion focused on the implementation of arrest action
as related to the 1996 Alaska Domestic Violence Prevention and Victim Protection Act. There was specula-
tion the 1996 Act would significantly increase the number of arrests in Alaska, including Anchorage.  A
review of Anchorage police reports reflect a minimal increase from 1996 to 1997. This may be due to the fact
that, since 1986, Anchorage police officers have been following a municipal ordinance and police policy to
make a probable cause arrest in all domestic violence cases. There is increased speculation that the Alaska
1996 Act has increased the number of arrests in other areas of the state. Unfortunately, that arrest informa-
tion was not available for comparison in this analysis.

Exhibit 2: Incidents Determined to be Assault Cases, 1989 - 1998

Exhibit 2  shows the increase of
incidents determined to be assaults
over the ten year span. From 1989 to
1998, officer determination of assault
in domestic violence cases increased
by 235%.

Exhibit 3: Police Arrest Action, 1989 - 1998
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Arrest, Warrant, Investigation Pending and Closed/Suspended Cases
A warrant is issued when the suspect is not present or on the scene. Investigation pending means the officer
has forwarded the report for further investigation and the report is still open. Closed and suspended cases
indicate insufficient evidence to determine a domestic violence incident occurred, and the case is closed.

In 1989, the ratio of arrest and warrant action compared to closed or suspended cases was 3:4. This means
there were three arrest/warrant actions to four closed/suspended cases. Over the ten year period of analysis,
the ratio of arrest/warrant action to closed/suspended action changed 2:1. This means there were two arrests
or warrant actions to every one closed or suspended action.

Principal Physical Aggressor
It is important to note that for eight of the ten years of the cases analyzed, arrest action was based on the
municipal ordinance and state law for probable cause.  In 1996, Alaska statute was revised to allow for the
arrest of a “principal physical aggressor.” According to the amended AS 11.56.740, Alaska peace officers shall
evaluate the conduct of each person to determine who was the principal physical aggressor. In determining
whether a person is a principal physical aggressor, the officer shall consider:

(1) prior complaints of domestic violence;
(2) the relative severity of the injuries inflicted on each person;
(3) the likelihood of future injury from domestic violence to each person; and,
(4) whether one of the persons acted in defense of self or others.

Female Arrests

Over the course of the ten year study, there was an increase in female arrests. Data shows 7% female arrests
in 1989, gradually increasing to 16% in 1998 (See bar graph below for this trend). This trend is consistent
with arrest information provided by the State of California and the State of Connecticut. According to the
Report on Arrests for Domestic Violence in California, 1998, since 1988, the percentage of women arrested
increased from 6% of the total to 17% in 1998. The State of Connecticut, Department of Public Safety’s
Family Violence Series of publications, show an increase of 15% for female arrests in 1994 to 19% female
arrests in 1998.

Exhibit 4: Female Arrests, 1989 - 1998
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One Victim/One Principal
Physical Aggressor

Dual Principal Physical Aggressor

Domestic Violence Writ Violation

Multiple Victims/Multiple Suspects

When completing the police report in response to a domestic violence complaint, an officer must indicate
why an arrest was not made. The officer must also explain why more than one person was arrested for the
same incident. To capture similar information for the amended law in 1996, the use of the term principal
physical aggressor and suspect are used interchangeably.

Using the same reports (4,938) involving an on-site officer, 70% of these incidents identified one victim and
one principal physical aggressor and 13% of these cases identified dual principal physical aggressors. Dual
aggressors indicate the officer determined both parties met the statutory definition for principal physical
aggressor.

Exhibit 5: Officer Determination of Victims, Suspects, and DV Writ Violations

N=4,938

 – 10 –



In those cases where the alleged principal physical ag-
gressor was not present or could not be located, there
was roughly an equal chance for a warrant, investiga-
tion or closed/suspended action.

N = 1,620

Principal Physical Aggressor

The suspect was present or located 62% of the time
in cases where an officer was at the scene.

N = 4,259

In the cases where the suspect was present
or could be located, arrest action occurred in 84%
of the cases.

N = 2,639

Exhibit 6: Percentage of Cases When
Suspect on the Scene.

Exhibit 7: Police Action When Suspect Present

Exhibit 8: Police Action When Suspect Not On Scene
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Principal Physical Aggressor

In the majority of cases, the victim was female
and the principal physical aggressor was male.

N = 4,264

In the majority of dual principal
physical aggressor cases, a male
and female were involved in 84%
of the incidents, two males were
involved 8% of the time and two
females were involved 8% of the
time.

N = 667

Exhibit 9: Gender of Parties

Dual Principal Physical Aggressor

Exhibit 10: Gender of Dual Principal Physical Aggressors
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Victim and Suspect Ethnicity

Most research indicates a disproportionate number of reporting between various racial and ethnic back-
grounds.  For example, the National Violence Against Women Survey (2000) found that American Indian/
Alaska Native women report significantly more intimate partner rapes than do women from other racial
backgrounds, and Asian/Pacific Islander women report significantly fewer intimate partner physical assaults.
However, the Survey went on to explain that these reporting differences between the minority groups disap-
pear when certain demographic and relationship variables are controlled. The Survey does not offer informa-
tion as to what variables were controlled to indicate little or no significant differences in reporting domestic
violence among the different ethnic groups.

This study reflects similar findings in regard to the disproportionate percentage of minority groups that are
represented in reported cases.

Ethnicity of Suspect
The table below shows the percentage of population groups identified as the principal physical aggressor and
the percentage of the group in the Anchorage population.

Principal Physical Anchorage
Aggressor Ethnicity Total Percentage Population

White 2151 53% 79%

Black  788 20% 7%

AK Native/
American Indian  862 21% 8%

Asian  95  2%  6%

*Hispanic  123  4%

TOTAL 4,019 100% 100%
Source: Population figures provided by the Anchorage Municipal Community Planning and

Development Department, Anchorage Social and Economic Indicators, July 2000.

*Since Hispanics are an ethnic rather than racial group, they are included in other groups.

Ethnicity of Victim

The table below shows the percentage of population groups identified as the victim and the percentage of
each group in the Anchorage population.

Victim Anchorage
Ethnicity Total Percentage Population

White 2412 58% 79%

Black 537 13% 7%

AK Native/
American Indian 977 24% 8%

Asian 120  3%  6%

*Hispanic  94  2%

TOTAL 4,140 100% 100%
Source: Population figures provided by the Anchorage Municipal Community Planning and

Development Department, Anchorage Social and Economic Indicators, July 2000.

*Since Hispanics are an ethnic rather than racial group, they are included in other groups.
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Ethnicity of Dual Principal Physical Aggressor Cases

The table below shows the percentage of population groups identified as the victim and the percentage of
each group in the Anchorage population.

V. ARREST AND SITUATIONAL FACTORS
This section of the report uses SPSS to determine if there is a statistical relationship between arrest action
and variables such as age, victim cooperation, gender, intoxication, relationship between the victim and the
suspect, ethnicity of suspect and injury. These variables are assessed based on earlier research that indicates
these variables may have an effect on the outcome of police action to make an arrest.

Age of Victim and Suspect
There was no significant relationship in arrest action dependent on age, except that the very few suspects who
were cited and released were slightly younger than average, as were their victims. The median age for those
who were arrested was 32. This median age is consistent with Anchorage’s 1998 median age of 32*.

Dual Principal Physical Aggressor
Ethnicity Total  Cases Percentage
Both White 282 46%
Both Black 75 12%
Both AK Native/
American Indian 84 14%
One White,
One AK Native/Am Indian 83 14%
One White, One Black 49 8%
One AK Native/
American Indian/Black 16 2%
Asian, Hispanic 23 4%

TOTAL 612 100%

Age of Age of
Disposition: victim: suspect:

Arrested, warrant issued 31.8 31.9

Pending investigation 31.0 32.2

Cited & released 29.9 30.7

No action at request of victim 32.8 31.5

Closed or suspended 31.3 31.8

TOTAL 31.6 31.9
* (Source of Median Age: Anchorage Social & Economic Indicators, July 2000,
Municipality of Anchorage Community Planning & Development Department)
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Gender of Suspect

There was no statistical relation-
ship between arrest action and
gender. The incident involved a
male suspect and a female vic-
tim in almost three-quarters
(74%) of the cases. A male
victim with a female suspect
occurred in 15% of the cases in-
volving an on-site patrol officer.
In cases, where both parties were
identified as principal physical
aggressors, the pair was male and
female 84% of the time.

Dual Principal
Physical Aggressor

N = 667

Exhibit 11: Arrest Action
and Gender
N = 4,264

Victim  Cooperated
Victim Uncooperative/ or Didn’t Object

Unable to cooperate to Police Action Total

Arrest, warrant, cite 7% 58% 65%

Investigation 3% 11% 14%

Closed or Suspended 6% 15% 21%

TOTAL 699 3572 100%

Victim Cooperation

There was a significant statistical relationship between arrest and victim cooperation. In cases where there
was a lack of victim cooperation, or the ability of the victim to provide information, there was only a 7%
chance for arrest action compared to 58% arrest action in cases with victim cooperation.
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Presence of Intoxicants

There was not a statistical relationship between ar-
rest and intoxication when controlling for injury. Al-
though 82.3% of the time, there was arrest action
when intoxicants were identified as a factor in the
incident, as opposed to closing or suspending the case
in 11.4% of the incidents. There is no statistical rela-
tionship when controlling for injury.

These include only cases in which the intoxicants were
known to be involved.

Relationship Between Victim and Suspect

Police action resulting in an arrest or a warrant was highest when victims and suspects currently cohabitate.
Arrest and warrant action is lowest in situations where the two parties no longer cohabitate or when the
parties are roommates.  However, the percentage of cases designated for “further investigation” was higher in
incidents where the parties no longer cohabitate or were roommates. Although there is a disproportionate
number of arrest 74% for current cohabitating couples, there is no statistical relationship when controlling
for injury.

Ethnicity of Suspect

The percentage of ethnic mi-
nority suspects who were
arrested was disproportionate
to the percentage in the An-
chorage population. However,
when injury is controlled as a
factor in the arrest action, there
is no significant relationship
between arrest action and
ethnicity.

Exhibit 12: Police Action With
Presence of Intoxicants

Exhibit 13: Ethnicity of Suspect

Cohabitating Formerly Courtship Other Roommates TOTAL
Disposition Cohabitating Familial

Arrested, warrant issued 74.2% 45.9% 63.5% 61.6% 44.9% 62.7%

Pending investigation 6.4% 26.6% 14.8% 9.6% 21.2% 13.6%

Cited 1.8% 2.8% 3.8% 4.9% 7.1% 2.8%

Closed or suspended 17.6% 24.8% 17.8% 23.9% 26.9% 20.9%

TOTAL 1983 1175 263 591 156 4168

 – 16 –



Gender of Parties
Female Victim, Male Victim,

Victim Injury Male Suspect Female Suspect Same Sex Total

None, None Visible 8.5% 19.1% 17.8% 18.5%

Non-Physical 24.6% 22.7% 22.2% 24.1%

Minor Physical 33.3% 42.8% 35.0% 34.9%

Moderate & Major Physical 23.6% 15.4% 25.0% 22.6%

Number 3134 598 500 4232

Assessment of Factors with Injury

Gender and Victim Injury

Both female (33.3%) and male (42.8%) victims were likely to suffer minor physical injury in the incidents
reported. However, 23.6% of female victims of male suspects were more likely than male victims of female
suspects (15.4%) to sustain a greater percentage of moderate and major physical injury.

VICTIM INJURY
None, Minor Moderate & No injury

  Disposition None visible physical Major physical claimed TOTAL

Arrested, warrant issued 32.5% 80.0% 85.1% 39.6% 62.7%

Forwarded to investigation 12.1% 6.9% 10.4% 28.3% 13.8%

Cited 2.7% 3.8% 2.2% 2.1% 2.8%

Closed or suspended 52.7% 9.3% 2.3% 27.1% 20.7%

TOTAL 782 1477 958 1022 4239

Injury to Victim
The severity of injury to the victim had the most significant effect on whether or not there was arrest action.
The table below shows that an arrest was made 80% of time for minor physical injury and 85% of the time
for moderate and major physical injury. In fact, when injury was reviewed with the other factors such as age,
gender, ethnicity and relationship between the parties, the only statistical relationship was between arrest
and injury.

The Effect of Severity of Injury to the Victim on the Disposition of Cases
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Relationship of Victim and Suspect

The one factor that explains the disproportionate arrests when parties cohabitate is the degree of injury to
the victim, which is more likely to be more severe in cohabitant cases. In the cases reviewed, 30.1% of parties
who were cohabitants were identified with moderate or major physical injury.

Cohabitating, Formerly Familial Roommates/
Victim Injury Married or not Cohabitated Courtship Relation Other TOTAL

None, None visible 19.6% 8.7% 20.5% 21.5% 13.0% 15.4%

Non-physical 6.8% 73.0% 13.3% 25.1% 41.7% 36.6%

Minor physical 43.5% 11.9% 42.0% 33.1% 26.0% 29.1%

Moderate & Major physical 30.1% 6.3% 24.2% 20.4% 19.3% 18.9%

NUMBER 1974 1958 264 638 192 5026

Intoxicants and Injury

An intricate set of relationships between degree of intoxication and severity of injury to the victim affects the
disposition of cases. A statistical procedure called Manova (short for multiple anova) indicates that the most
statistically significant variable in whether an arrest is made is the presence and severity of physical injury to
the victim. As shown in the table below, injury is more likely to be physical and severe when the suspect is
intoxicated.

Intoxicant Status of Suspect

          Known Status of Suspect

Intoxicants Not
Under May Have Not Under

Victim Injury Influence Been Mentioned Influence   Total

None, None Visible   14.5%   15.4%   21.2%   25.0%   17.5%

No Injury Claimed   13.1%   12.9%   26.7%   11.0%   17.8%

Minor Physical   41.2%   42.5%   35.2%   37.8%   39.0%

Moderate &
Major Physical   31.3%   29.2%   16.9%   26.2%   25.7%

NUMBER   1577    240   1094    164   3075
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Intoxicants and Suspect Ethnicity

Minority and ethnic groups were identified as under the influence more often than other identified suspects.

Alaska Native/ Hispanic/
Known Status of Suspect White Black American Indian Asian* Total

Under Influence 48.9% 36.2% 72.3% 40.6% 52.0%

May Have Been 6.6% 11.2% 7.8% 6.7% 7.7%

Intoxicants Not Mentioned 38.8% 47.7% 16.0% 45.5% 35.1%

Not Under Influence 5.7% 5.0% 4.0% 7.3% 5.2%

NUMBER 1528 520 733 165 2946

* Because the case numbers were low, these numbers were combined for this table.

Victim Ethnicity and Injury

At 31%, Alaska Native and American Indian victims were much more likely to be identified with more serious
injury defined as moderate or major physical injury than other population groups in the analysis.

White Black Alaska Native/ Asian Hispanic Total
Victim Injury American Indian

Not Visible 15.9% 22.8% 15.5%  9.4% 15.0% 16.7%

Not Claimed 36.3% 28.6% 18.0% 15.9% 30.2% 30.8%

Minor Physical 30.6% 31.2% 35.4% 18.8% 34.6% 31.9%

Moderate & Major 17.2% 17.4% 31.1% 12.04% 21.8% 20.6%

NUMBER 2713 580 1029 131 102 4555
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VI. Police Information on Domestic Violence

Excerpts from the Domestic Violence Prevention and Victim Protection Act of 1996, AS 18.65.515 are
paraphrased as follows:

(a) A peace officer investigating a crime involving domestic violence shall protect the victim and any
member of the victim’s family and prevent further violence by:

(1) transporting an adult victim and any member of the victim’s family from the place of the
offense to a shelter, safe home, or another location requested by the victim;

(2) assisting the victim in removing from the residence essential items

(3) assisting the victim and any member of the family by obtaining medical treatment,

(4) providing notice of the rights of victims and services.

In addition, AS 18.65.520(b) reads:

(a) A peace officer investigating a crime involving domestic violence shall orally and in writing inform
the victim of the rights of victims of domestic violence and the services available to them.

Police Provision of Domestic Violence Information

This section of analysis reviews police officer action to provide information and officer action taken to
ensure victim safety.  In the police report narrative, approximately 49% of the cases described information
provided to victims of domestic violence. In another 16% of cases, officers were unable to advise the victim
because he or she was absent or incapacitated or uncooperative. In 36.2% of the reports, it was not recorded
what information was provided to the victim.

Exhibit 14:
Police Provision of Domestic Violence Information

N=4,271
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Police Officer Action # of cases

Suspect gone on arrival, Warrant obtained 603

Victim sent to or in hospital 29

Suspect sent to or in hospital 10

Victim is at AWAIC 10

Officer ensures that Victim has DV Writ 89

Extra patrol ordered  5

Suspect arrested, victim driven to safety 49

Suspect arrested, victim driven to magistrate for RO 50

Suspect jailed 1641

Suspect cited 193

Suspect arrested, not known if jailed 74

Suspect taken to API/Turned over to DFYS  7

Police Officer Action # of cases

Victim taken to AWAIC  9

Victim taken to Covenant House  6

Suspect taken to Covenant House  1

Victim driven to safe place other than AWAIC 47

Suspect taken to AWAIC  1

Victim driven to magistrates to get RO 40

Special steps taken to protect victim 10

Civil standby performed  9

Suspect served with restraining order 15

Victim advised to get restraining order 127

Extra or special counseling given to victim or both 25

Ensuring safety of the victim

Below are examples of police action that was taken to ensure victim safety. There is no percentile, as these are
only examples of police action in various cases and do not represent a measure of police action.

VII. Characteristics of
Reported Incidents

Temporal Information

Nearly half (48%) of all the do-
mestic violence calls answered by
patrol officers occur in the eight
hours between 8PM and 4AM.

Month and Day

The numbers of cases per month
vary little, with small drops in No-
vember and December.

Saturday and Sunday are the busi-
est days for patrol officers. Exhibit 15: Hours of Reported Domestic Violence

N= 5,505
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Location of the Incident

Nearly all of the incidents occurred in private homes, usually the victim’s, whether or not it was shared with
the suspect. Sometimes the offenses occurred in public areas; on the streets, in yards or in bars and restau-
rants. The incidents that involved only telephone calls were threats, harassment or violations of DV Writs
that forbade contact between the victim and the suspect.

Exhibit 16: One Victim and
One Principal Physical Aggressor
N=3,225

Exhibit 17: One Victim and
One Principal Physical Aggressor
N=391

Exhibit 18: Calls to Records
N=729
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Exhibit 19: Ethnicity of Victim
N = 4,140

Exhibit 20: Ethnicity of Suspect
N = 4,019

Exhibit 21: Ethnicity of Relationship
N = 3,917

Age of Victim and Suspect

The average age for victims, principal physical aggressors and dual principal physical aggressors is 32 years.
Comparatively, in 1998, the median age for Anchorage was determined to be 32 years of age.

Ethnicity

For incidents involving an on-site officer, the following bar graph and pie charts show the percentage of
Black (13%) and Alaska Native/American Indian (23.6%) victims are disproportionately represented in the
Anchorage population of 7% and 8% respectively. Likewise in the Anchorage population, Black and Alaska
Native/American Indian suspects are disproportionately represented at 19.6% and 21.4% respectively.
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Employment

The employment status of both parties was documented in nearly one-third of the cases assessed. Approxi-
mately  2,570 cases identified victim employment and 2,408 identified suspect employment. The majority
of victims (51.1%) and suspects (57.2%) are employed. In dual principal physical aggressor cases, almost
40% of the cases indicate one of the aggressors is employed.

Exhibit 22: Victim Employment
N=2,570

Exhibit 23: Suspect Employment
N = 2,408

Exhibit 24: Dual Principal Physical
Aggressor Employment   N = 271
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Relationship of Victim and Suspect

In the majority of cases, the victim and principal physical aggressor were cohabitating (42.4%) or had a
cohabitating relationship (35.6%). Also, 12.8% of the cases involved a familial relationship.

Exhibit 25: Victim and Suspect Relationships
N=5,716

 Female Victim,   Male  Victim,
Relationships Male Suspect  Female Suspect Both Male Both Female Total

Cohabitating, Married or Not 43.4%   44.7%    6.0%    8.5%   39.4%

Formerly Cohabitated 41.9%   44.0%   13.2%   10.8%   38.8%

Courtship 6.2%    4.1%    .3%    1.2%    5.2%

Familial Relationships 7.2%    5.5%   58.9%   56.5%   12.7%

Roommates and Others 1.4%    1.7%   21.6%   23.1%    3.8%

NUMBER 3719    752    319    260    5050

The table below displays information collected from 5,050 cases that recorded both gender and relationship
of parties. In cases involving a female and male, it can be determined that regardless of the gender of the
victim or suspect, a cohabitating relationship was identified approximately 44 to 45% of the time. In inci-
dents involving both males or both females, the majority of these cases at 58.9% and 56.5% respectively,
were of a familial nature.

The relationship was missing in 224 cases.
* Includes step-parents and in-loco parentis
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Injury to Victim
For purposes of this study, minor, moderate and major injuries are outlined as follows:

Minor Physical Injury
• Scratches
• Minor Bruising
• Redness or Abrasion on The Skin
• Minor Cuts

In the majority of cases handled by a police officer, minor physical injury (35%) was noted the most often,
followed by moderate physical injury cases (17%). Most injuries were inflicted by slapping, punching, drag-
ging, kicking and throwing.

For this report, non-physical injuries include threats to the victim or other family members, harassment with
threats to harm, property damage, burglary and robbery. Major non-physical injuries reported to APD
Records include threatening with a weapon, kidnapping, stalking, and domestic violence writ violation with
actions to harm the victim or their family. In this study, the majority of calls made to APD records are for
major non-physical injury, including domestic violence writ violations with intention or acts to harm the
other party.

Major Physical Injury
• Broken Bones
• Multiple Injuries
• Sexual Assault
• Sexual Abuse of a Minor
• Threats With a Weapon
• Kidnapping

             Source of Report
 Patrol

Injury to Victim  Officer Records Total

No Injury of Any Kind Claimed 6.9% .6% 5.7%

Physical Injury Claimed But Not Visible 11.4% 9.3%

Minor Physical Injury 34.6% 28.0%

Moderate Physical Injury 17.0% 13.8%

Major Physical Injury 5.4% .1% 4.4%

Minor Non-Physical Injury 12.5% 36.3% 17.0%

Major Non-Physical Injury 11.4% 63.0% 21.2%

Injury Unknown, Report Incomplete .7 % .06%

NUMBER 4271 1002 5273

Summary table of injury to the victim when there is an identifiable victim and suspect

Moderate Physical Injury
• Major Cuts or Gashes
• Bloody Nose
• Bites That Break the Skin
• Blackened Eyes
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Injuries to dual principal physical aggressors

In the majority of dual aggressor cases (29%), both parties incurred minor injury. However, there were 14
instances of major injuries to each party in dual principal physical aggressor cases. The percentage of cases
with no visible injuries is higher in dual cases than in cases with identifiable victims.

Count Percent

No Injury to Either 77 11.5%

None or None Visible to Either 121 18.1%

None/None Visible to One,
Minor to the Other 127   19.0%

Minor to Both 190   28.5%

None/None Visible to One,
Moderate to the Other 11 1.6%

Minor to One, Moderate to the Other 53  7.9%

Moderate to Both 17 2.5%

Moderate or Less to One,
Major to Other 13 1.9%

Major to Both 1 .1%

Minor or Moderate to One,
Non-Physical to Other 18 2.7%

None/None Visible to One,
Non-Physical to Other 16 2.4%

Non-Physical to Both 22 3.3%

Injury Unknown 1 .1%

Total 667 100.0%
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District Patrol Officer Records TOTAL

West 1661 33.6%  113 11.3%  1774 29.9%
Central 1545 31.3%  107 10.7%  1652 27.8%
East 1162 23.5%   90 9.0%  1252 21.1%
South * 215 4.4%   13 1.3%  228 3.8%
North 213 4.3%   17 1.7%  230 3.9%

Troopers 1 .0% 1 .0%

Military 5 .1%   2 .2%   7 .1%

Unknown 136 2.8% 660 65.9% 796 13.4%

TOTAL 4938 100% 1002 100% 5940 100%

*Some areas of the South District were not policed until 1994.

Source of Report:

Location of Incident by APD District

Community Policing

Community policing, instituted by the APD  in 1997, is a philosophical and organizational strategy based
on the premise that police augment their responsive role by working with the community to solve problems
and to prevent reoccurrence of problems. The organizational strategy includes the assignment of District
Commanders and patrol officers to specific community areas on an ongoing basis, which promotes and
fosters interactions with members of each neighborhood.

Domestic violence prevention and awareness efforts can be specialized to make an impact in specific areas of
Anchorage. A comprehensive analysis of domestic violence reports in police districts is expected to be com-
pleted and results available by the end of 2000.

Two-thirds (67%) of the reported incidents
were made from the West and Central Districts.
Central has a higher rate  per capita of reports
involving an on-site police officer than does the
West District.

Officer
APD District  Response %

West .....................   1661 ..........  34.6%
Central .................   1545 ........... 32.2%
East ......................   1162 ........... 24.2%
South .....................   215 ............. 4.5%
North .....................   213 ............. 4.4%
Military .....................    5 ............... .1%
Troopers ....................    1 ............... .0%
TOTAL.................. 4802 ......... 100.0%

 Includes only cases where the area was identified.

The Central and East Districts account for the
highest rate per capita of reported domestic vio-
lence. In Central and East, approximately 5 out of
1,000 persons in the population are identified in
reported domestic violence cases to APD.

Incident
Per Capita

APD District in 1996

Central ........................ 4.8/1,000
East ............................. 4.6/1,000
West ............................ 2.9/1,000
North .......................... 1.6/1,000
South ........................... .88/1,000
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VIII. Children

This report collected data on children beginning in
1993, consequently this section of the study assesses
police reports from January 1993 to December,
1998. A total of 3,616 police reports were assessed
for this section, and does not include reports made
to APD records. For this report, children’s age cov-
ers from birth/infancy to 18 years of age. Out of
the 3,616 cases, 38% recorded children present, 9%
reported no children, and 53% did not record the
presence of children one way or the other. The pie
chart show that in cases that document children’s
presence, 67% reflect officer assistance for child care.

Exhibit 26: Police Action
in Presence of Children
N = 1,358

In a few cases (346), the report identified the relation-
ship between the children as a victim or principal
physical aggressor. In most of these cases (69%) the
relationship was familial parents and children or sib-
lings, and in 20% the relationship was as cohabitants
or former cohabitants, 6% were involved in a court-
ship and 5% were roommates.

Exhibit 27: Children’s Relationship
to Suspect
N = 346
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Many reports identified the ages of children, including infants and youth. The table below is a breakdown of
the age groups from infancy to eighteen years of age. Some reports identified children without noting the
age. Consequently, this number was listed under the category of “Age Unknown”. Approximately 1,398
children were identified in reported cases from 1993 to 1998. Reports refer to “children” without a figurative
amount, the table below is an estimate of the number of children reported but not counted.  This estimate
was calculated by tabulating those cases where “children” were mentioned as a minimum of two in the
category defined as “Age Unknown”.

Age
Children’s Age Infant to 4 5 to 9 10 to 14 15 to 17 Unknown Total

Children
& age reported 390 212 293 320 1,215

Percentage 32% 18% 24% 26% 100%

Children /
no age known 183* 1,398

* Assuming at least two children per case

In 37% (1,347) of the reports, the officer documented the role of the children in the incident.  In many of
these reports, children were listed as witnesses, were present at the time of the incident or were in the house
but not necessarily a witness to the incident. In a few cases, the report says, specifically, that the children
didn’t see anything or were asleep. In addition to cases where a child was the primary victim, there were 89
cases in which a child was identified as a secondary victim. In this table, the cases may overlap, for example,
two child victims, and a child witness in the same case. The table shows that children were identified as
witnesses almost 48% of the time, and determined to be victims 14% of the time.

Children’s Role Total Cases %
Identified as Witnesses 640 47.5%
Identified and May Have Witnessed 288 21.4%
Mentioned as Non-Witnesses 129 9.6%
Secondary Victims 89 6.6%
Primary Victims 188 14.0%
Suspects 187 13.9%
Total Cases That Identify Role 1347 100.0%

*Percentages add to more than 100% because many incidents had more than one child.
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IX. Action by the Magistrate

The magistrate jailed the suspect in 81% of the cases brought before the court, and jailed dual principal
physical aggressors in 36% of the cases brought before the court.

Court Action:
Jailed 1552 81.1% 62.3%
Released on Bail 2 .1% .1%
Released to Third Party 15 .8% .6%
Released on Own Recognizance 343 17.9% 13.8%
Cite and Released 1 .1% .0%

   Subtotal, Arrests 1913 100% 76.7%

Warrant Granted 580 23.3%

TOTAL 2493  100.0%  100.0%

* In thirty-six cases where the suspect was identified and in two dual-suspect cases, the action of the court was unknown.

Court Action in Dual Cases:
Both Jailed or Warrant Issued 61 36.3%
One Jailed or Warrant Issued 33 19.6%
One Jailed, One Released O.R. 16 9.5%
One Jailed, One Unknown 2 1.2%
One Released O.R. 24 14.3%
Both Released O.R. or Cited. 32 19.0%
TOTAL 168 100.0%

Percent Percent
of of

Count Arrests  Total

Percent
of

Count Total*

Bail and Release Restrictions with One Suspect and One Victim.

In most cases bail did not exceed $500 and release was restricted in fewer than half the cases. In some of the
cases with higher bail amounts, other charges were included in the bail, such as resisting arrest or warrants for
earlier offenses. A slightly different scale was used before 1993 as shown, and release restrictions were not
tallied until 1993.

Bail:

None ..................................................... 410 16.2%

$1 to $250 ............................................. 337 13.3%

$251 to $500 ......................................... 528 20.9%

$501 to $750 ........................................... 71 2.8%

$751 to $1,000 ...................................... 232 9.2%

$1,001 to $2,500 ................................... 161 6.4%

$2,500 to $5000 .................................... 111 4.4%

More than $5000 .................................. 156 6.2%

$501 to $1,000 (89-92) ........................... 84 3.3%

$1,001 to $5,000 (98-92) ........................ 51 2.0%

Unknown .............................................. 388 15.3%

TOTAL ............................................... 2529 100.0%

Release restrictions:

Third party release (TPR ....................... 348 17.4%

Cash or Corporate bond (CPB) ............... 46 2.3%

CPB & no contact with victim ............... 91 4.6%

TPR & CPB ............................................ 96 4.8%

No contact with victim .......................... 103 5.2%

Sober ..................................................... 119 6.0%

TPR & no contact with victim ...............  12 6%

None of the above ................................. 797 39.9%

Unknown .............................................. 387 19.4%

TOTAL ............................................... 1999 100.0%

In 388 cases the bail terms were unknown and the
terms of release were unknown in 387 cases.
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Bail One Dual Principal Physical Aggressor
None 54 43.2%
$1 to $250 31 24.8%
$251 to $500 18 14.4%
$501 to $750 3 2.4%
$751 to $1,000 7 5.6%
$2,500 to $5000 4 3.2%
More than $5000 2 1.6%
$501 to $1,000 (89-92) 2 1.6%
$1,001 to $5,000 (89-92) 2 1.6%
Unknown 2 1.6%
TOTAL 125 100.0%

Release Restrictions Person One:
Third Party Release (TPR) 9 8.0%
Cash or Corporate Bond (CPB) 1  .9%
CPB & No Contact With Victim 2 1.8%
TPR & CPB 1 .9%
No Contact With Victim 5 4.5%
Sober 9 8.0%
None of the Above 85 75.9%
TOTAL 112 100.0%

Bail Person Two:
None 62 39.5%
$1 to $250 38 24.2%
$251 to $500 25 15.9%
$501 to $750 2 1.3%
$751 to $1,000 12  7.6%
$1,001 to $2,500 4 2.5%
$2,500 to $5000 1 .6%
More Than $5000 2 1.3%
$501 to $1,000 (89-92) 2 1.3%
$1,001 to $5,000(89-92) 3 1.9%
Unknown 6 3.8%
TOTAL 157 100.0%

Release Restrictions Person Two:
Third Party Release (TPR) 13 9.6%
Cash or Corporate Bond (CPB) 1 .7%
CPB & No Contact with Victim 6 4.4%
TPR & CPB 1 .7%
No Contact with Victim 6 4.4%
Sober 9 6.7%
None of the Above 95 70.4%
Unknown 4 3.0%
TOTAL 135 100.0%

Bail and Other Restrictions in Cases with Dual Principal Physical Aggressors

The median bail for cases with one principal physical aggressor was $403. In cases with dual principal
physical aggressors, median bail was close to $0 because most of the parties were released on their own
recognizance. Threats (a category which includes threats with a weapon) and property damage were the
methods of injury which drew the highest median bail. Major non-physical injury drew a median bail of
$840, but in the few cases in which the victim received major physical injury, the median bail was $3,452,
well above any other category. Cases involving two principal physical aggressors were lower than cases with
an identifiable victim and suspect.
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Patrol officer determination:
Assault, etc.
Assault 4th degree 2956 59.9%
Assault 3rd degree 175  3.5%
Sexual assault  29 .6%
Assault 2nd degree  28 .6%
Assault 1st degree  11 .2%
Disorderly conduct  10 .2%
Kidnap 5 .1%
Sexual offense 3 .1%
Weapons offense 2 .0%
Reckless endangerment 1 .0%

________________________________
Subtotal, Assault  3220 65.2%

Stalking
Stalking 2  16 .3%
Stalking 1 8 .2%

________________________________
Subtotal, Stalking  24 .5%

Violation of DV writ
Violation of DV writ, with officer
response: 479  9.7%

Threats, harassment
Threats or harassment, with officer
response: 232  4.7%

Property offenses
Vandalism 77  1.6%
Burglary 13 .3%
Theft 13 .3%
Robbery 5 .1%
Trespass 5 .1%

________________________________
Subtotal, Property offenses 113  2.3%

Disturbances, etc.
Disturbance 842 17.1%
Information 15 .3%
Suspicious circumstances 7 .1%
Juveniles 3 .1%
Civil problem 3 .1%

________________________________
Subtotal, Disturbances 870 17.6%

Total incidents   4938 100.0%

Appendix A
Determination of the incident by responding patrol officers
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Captain Bill Miller
Anchorage Police Department

Headquarters Division
P.O. Box 196650

Anchorage, AK 99519-6650
(907) 786-8558

Carrie D. Longoria
Department of

Health and Human Services
Social Services Division

SAFE City Program
P.O. Box 196650

Anchorage, AK 99519-6650
(907) 343-4876

For questions or comments,
please contact:

11/02/00


