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given case. P a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  the intake o f f i c e r s  are s k i l l ­
f u l  in se lec t ing the panels which hear each d ispute, the 
persona l i t i e s  and biases of the hearing o f f i c e r s  w i l l  tend 
to balance each other out; Vhe sett lement or award which, 
together, they cata lyze or impose may be f a i r e r  than the 
decision any one of them would make alone.

In th i s  context, i t  should be emphasized that the 
d i f ference in the lega l  expert ise of the three members of 
each panel w i l l  not r e f l e c t  or produce any d i f ference in 
the i r  s ta tus  or power. Each member of the panel w i l l  have 
equal author i ty and w i l l  contr ibute equa l ly .  I f  the panel 
i s  forced to a rb i t r a te  a dispute,  the award w i l l  be de te r ­
mined by majori ty vote. Thus, i f  the system is working 
properly, the three members of each group w i l l  work together 
and w i l l  t r u l y  balance each other out. The persona l i ty and 
opinions of the lawyer ought to control nei ther the develop­
ment of the hearing nor the content of the decis ion.

F in a l l y ,  we recommend that a l l  hearing o f f i c e r s  be 
volunteers . Mediators would be ,xovided with expense money 
for each hearing session (approximately 4 hours) they attended 
which would cover the cost of the i r  t ransportat ion,  ch i ld  
care, and re la ted expenses. They would receive no other 
compensation.

A few interviewees thought we would have d i f f i ­
c u l t y  re c ru i t ing  and maintaining a pool of volunteer hearing 
o f f i c e r s .  Most of our research, however, indicated that we 
should not have any problem. Five of the nine centers we



examined are operating succe s s fu l l y  with volunteer s t a f f s .  
One hundred and th i r t y- f i v e  or 61% of the respondents to the 
quest ionnaire we sent to members of the Anchorage business 
community indicated that they or a membeT of the i r  organiza­
t ions would be w i l l i n g  to volunteer. And the Anchorage Bar 
Associat ion has submitted an i n i t i a l  l i s t  of about 20 a t t o r ­
neys who are interes ted in volunteer ing the i r  e f f o r t s .  I f  
the members of other sectors of the community are equal ly 
en thus ias t i c ,  we should have plenty of hearing o f f i c e r s  for 
years to come.

We recommend that each hearing o f f i c e r  receive 
t ra in ing in three areas: The nature and ob ject ives  of the
Ci t i zen Dispute Center; the techniques of mediation and 
a rb i t ra t ion ;  and the s ta tu tory and common law rules relevant 
to the types of controversies they w i l l  be handl ing. The 
In s t i t u t e  for Mediation and Conf l ict  Resolut ion, a profes­
s ional educational and consul t ing organizat ion, has designed 
and implement-d the i n i t i a l  t ra in ing programs for several 
es tab l i shed dispute resolut ion pro jects .  Unt i l  such profes­
s ional expert ise i s  ava i l ab le  e i the r  from a member of the 
s t a f f  of the Ci t izen Dispute Center or from some other 
agency in Anchorage, we recommend that the I n s t i t u t e  be 
employed to t ra in  our mediators/arbi trators .

While most of the d e t a i l s  of the t ra in ing program 
must be l e f t  to the d isc re t ion of the I n s t i t u t e ,  we can and 
should out l ine the es sen t ia l  elements of the education we 
envis ion. The most important and extensive aspect of the



program should be the t ra in ing in mediation and a rb i t ra t ion  
s k i l l s .  Prospective hearing o f f i c e r s  should be provided 
with extensive reading mater ial  on those techniques, should 
observe f i lms of hearings conducted by other pro jec t s ,  and 
should par t ic ipa te in several  pract ice sessions themselves. 
Once the center i s  operat ional , new mediators/arbi trators 
should be given the opportunity to observe and then co- 
mediate sessions with more experienced s t a f f .  The of f icers* 
exposure to the nature and purpose of the center should 
include reading th i s  report and engaging in an open d i s cu s ­
sion with members of the fu l l- t ime s t a f f .  F in a l l y ,  the 
mediators' t ra in ing in the relevant aspects of substant ive 
law should involve a b r i e f  review of important "black l e t t e r "  
ru les  and then some pract ice in the appl icat ion of pr inc ip les 
to sets of fac t s .  The duration of the to ta l  program should 
be approximately four f u l l  days (two weekends) for the lay 
volunteers and three days for the attorneys; the d i f ference 
r e f l e c t s  the fac t  that lawvers could forego the s»* s tant ive 
law portion of the program.
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PART III: IMPLEMENTATION

The implementation of a c i t i z en  dispute center in 
Anchorage i s  dependent on three major fac tors :  cooperative
support from the courts and pol ice ,  volunteered support from 
attorneys and concerned c i t i z en s  who are to serve as hearing 
o f f i c e r s ,  and s u f f i c i e n t  funding to enable the program to 
become e f f e c t i v e l y  es tab l i shed .

Members of Alaska's criminal j u s t i c e  system, i n ­
cluding po l ice ,  d i s t r i c t  court judges, d i s t r i c t  attorneys 
nd members of the cr iminal  defense bar have indicated the 

need for and the i r  support of a system that would al low for 
the divers ion of cer ta in cases now being processed through 
the d i s t r i c t  court . Some members of the Anchorage Police 
Department have indicated that often times s i tua t ions ar i se 
in which prosecution i s  an ine f fec tua l  or inappropriate 
remeay but occurs nevertheless because i t  i s  the only a l t e r ­
nat ive ava i lab le .  In such cases the pol ice have indicated a 
desi re and wi l l ingness to d i re c t  disputants to a c i t i z en s '  
center. The cooperation of the Alaska Court System w i l l  be 
required to ensure the smooth flow of court-referred cases 
in cr iminal matters and to inform disputants in c i v i l  matters 
of th i s  new option.

Concrete ind icat ions of volunteered support from 
both the bar and he Chamber of Commerce have been encouraging. 
Over twenty at tc neys signed a volunteer l i s t  when the idea 
was introduced in the Spring of 1977, and an increased
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commitment i s  expected as procedures and requirements become 
more c l e a r l y  defined. In respons- to a questic .in l i r e , over 
601 of the Chamber of Commerce members indicated that they 
would be w i l l i n g  to serve as hearing o f f i c e r s  i f  a c i t i z en  
dispute center were es tab l i shed .

Obviously, funding i s  the c r i t i c a l  va r iab le .  The 
estimated cost of such a center for one year, based on case­
load of 1000 cases, breaks down as fol lows:

Operational Costs
1) F a c i l i t i e s : A s torefront o f f i ce  near the c i t y  center-1200 sq. feet (includes hearingrooms and three o f f i c e s ) .............................................$38,000.00
2) Suppl ies : Basic operating mater ia l s ,copying, and telephone............................................ 9 000. 0$47,000.GO

Sta f f
1) Project Coordinator: A qua l i f i e d  personto manage the program and assume super­v i so ry  re spons ib i l i t y  for planning, moni­toring and evaluat ing the project ................  $32,000.00
2) Adminis t ra t ive A s s i s t a n t : A fu l l t imec le rk/ typ is t  to handle d^i ly o f f i ce  pro­cesses including follow-up contacts and record-keeping.............................................................  11 , 500.00
3) Two S ta f f  O f f i c e r s : Two fu l l-t ime s t a f f  pos it ions are required to share respons i­b i l i t y  for drop-in cases, to screen r e ­ferred cases, to a s s i s t  hearing o f f i c e r s  and coordinate caseload and mediatorschedules ......................................................................  34,500.00

Mediators
1) Expense st ipends for hearing o f f i c e r s(approximately $10 per case per mediator)based on an estimate of 1,000 cases .....................$10,000.00
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2) Training of mediators by the I n s t i t u t efor Mediation and C o n c i l i a t i o n ..........................  15,000.(
$25 ,0 <5TT (

Total Cost
Operational $ 47,000.00Sta f f  78,000.00Hearing Off icers 25,000.00

$ 1 5 0 ,  0 0 0 . 0 0  j

Cost per hearing based on an estimated annual tcsseload of 1000 c a s e s .....................................................................$15 per c

Timetable for Implementation 
I t  i s  suggested that the sponsoring agency prepare 

a grant appl icat ion for implementation to be presented at 
the January 1978 meeting of the Governor's Commission on the 
Administrat ion of J u s t i c e .1*5 I f  funding i s  secured a board 
of d i recto rs could be appointed in the f i r s t  quarter of 
1978. The board could then begin the process of h i r ing a 
s t a f f ,  s o l i c i t i n g  and t ra in ing hearing o f f i c e r s  and locat ing 
a su i t ab le  f a c i l i t y .  The s t a f f  would es tab l i sh  d a i l y  proce­
dures and devise a record-keeping system. I t  would be 
advisable to have several cases "run through" the system to 
ascer ta in that the program i s  procedurely sound. Widespread 
publ ic advertisement of the Center should begin and informa­
t iona l  sessions with potent ia l  r e fe r ra l  source personnel

The foregoing minimum estimate*: of program costs are in no way meant to be binding on subsequent grant appl icants.  For example, as indicated e a r l i e r  in the repcr t , the recommended s t a f f  s i ze i s  smal ler than that u t i l i z e d  in centers of comparable caseload. Estimated implementation costs r e a l i s t i c a l l y  could range from $150,000 to $200,000.
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A P P E N D I X  A

S m a l l  C l a i m s  C o u r t

Status of Plaintiff(s)

1. 26.7% male individual
2. 8.31 female individual
3. 4.3% two or more individuals
4. 60.8% corporation or association

Status of Defendant(s)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

45.8%
17.2%
16.5%
20.3%
0.3%

Representation 

P l a i n t i f f .

D e f e n d a n t :

Type of Action

1. 16.0%
24.1%

Z. 21.3%
4. 3.8%
5. 10.0%
6. 3.0%
7. 6.8%
8. 3.1%
9. 8.4%
10. 1.1%
11. 2.4%

male individual 
female individual 
two or more individuals 
corporation or association 
state or municipality

1. 4.5% had a lawyer
2. 95.4% did not have a lawyer

1. 1.7% had a lawyer
2. 98.2% did not have a lawyer

promissory note 
debt--for purchase of goods 
debt--for services rendered 
bad check
damages--auto accident
damages--other than auto accident
action by landlord
action by tenant
breach of contract
warranty
other

Disposition

1. 9.21 dismissal--by plaintiff prior to answer
2. 3.9% dismissal--upon stipulation of parties

a. 0.9% with prejudice
b. 2.7% without prejudice
c. 0.3% unknown

3. 15.2% dismissal--failure to prosecute
a. 0.5% with prejudice
b. 14.4% without prejudice
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c . 0.3% unknown
0.6% judgment on the merits for defendant 
1.2% defendant recovered on counterclaim 

$214.00 (mean)
>267.00 (median)
19.9% default judgment for plaintiff 
$550.00 (mean)
$484.00 (median)
7.6% judgment on the pleadings for plaintiff 

$532.00 (mean)
$482.00 (median)
8.6% judgment on the merits for plaintiff 

$408.00 (mean)
$328.00 (median)
4.9% defendant opted for formal piocedure 

23.6% pending
0.4% change of venue or dismissal for lack of 

jurisdiction

of Process

Elapsed time: 99 days (mean), 68 days (median)
Time pending: 133 days (mean), 134 days (median)



APPENDIX B
Vi'I"

- \ ■
1976 POLICE REPORTS OF ASSAULT AND BATTERY, 

DISORDERLY CONDUCT; AND FAMILY DISTURBANCE INCIDENTS

General Information

Living arrangement - (Victim and suspect or primary participants)

1. 53.1% cohabitation
2. 6.5% married but living apart
3. 6.7% neighbors
4. 37.7% separate residences
5. 0.3% other
6. 1.1% unknown

Place of occurrence

79.8% residence
stablishment open to public (bar/restaurant) 
ommercial facility (retain store, gas station, etc.)

1. 79.8%
2. 6.5%
3. 2.4%
4. 6.2%
5. 5.7%
6. 1.1%

Type of dispute

1. 15.4%
2. 26.7%
3. 10.0%
4. 7.8%
5. 49.9%
6. 0.8%
7. 3.2%
8. 6.5%
9. 2.2%

Dispute Issue (

1. 11.6%
2. 10.8%
3. 5.9%
4. 1.9%
5. 12.91
6. 5.1%
7. 1.1%
8. 3.0%
9. 30.5%
10. 0.8%
11. 10.5%
12. 0.8%
13. 1.1%
14. 30.7%
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P o l i c e  o b s e r v a t i o n  o r  i n d e p e n d e n t  k n o w l e d g e  o f  i n c i d e n t

1. 8.1% verbal abuse
2. 5.1% threatened physical harm
3. 1.9% attempted physical harm

Physical harm:
4. 3.8% actual battery but no evident harm
5. 17.8% evident harm but no medical treatment required 

(or treatment refused)
6. 10.0% single trip to doctor/hospital or first aid 

rendered
7. 1.1% hospitalization
8. 7.0% property damage or loss
9. 7.2% none
10 1.3% other
11 . 57.4% no observation or independent knowledge

Weapon involved (UCR definitions)

1. ] 3.2% firearm
2. 5.7% knife or cutting instrument
3. 1.9% other dangerous weapon
4. 79.5% none
5. 1.9% other

Was weapon used (s' v fired, stabbing, etc.)?

1. 4.6% yes
2. 16.4% no
3. 78.7% not applicable
4. 0.3% unknown

Dispositions

1. 11.6% no action
2. 22.4% police unable to act because vie im refused

to press charges
3. 4.9% victim wanted to press charges but police

refused to act
4. 16.7% defendant/suspect couldn't be located
5. 17.0% no action at present--pending further inves­

tigation or review by prosecutor
6. 8.9% weapon secured for safekeeping

V S
P 1 P 2

7. 1.3% 3.0% 0.3% 0%

8. 8.4% 12.9% 2.7% 0.5%

Police talked to party--told 
him to "cool down"

Police removed party or ordered 
him to leave
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9. 3.0% e .5% 1.6%

C
O•

o

P olice warned party against 
similar future conduct

10. 4.3% 1.6% 0.5% 0% Police referred party to 
another agency

11. 3.8% 1.6% 1.1% 0.5% Police referred party to 
private attorney

12. 0% 0% 0.3% 0.3% Citation

13. 1.1% 28.8% 1.1% 0.3% Arrest

14. 0.3% 2 . 2 % 0.3% 0% Arrest planned

Total number of parties involved 2.191% (mean)

Had two or more of the participants been previously involved 
together in similar disturbances?

1. 41.5% yes
2. 3.8% no
3. 59.41 unknown

Was there a statement or definite indication that this situa 
tion was likely to reoccur?

1. 46.1% yes
2. 53.4% no

Victim

1. Age: 37.98 (mean)
2. S e x :

25.6% male 
70.6% female

3. Race
65.51 Caucasian 
9.21 African-American 

18.3% Native
0.5% Mexican-American 
1.3% Other
1.3% Unknown
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V ic t im 's  r e la t io n s h ip  to  o th e r  p a r t ie s .

( I s  v ic t im 's

W ife

Husband

E x-W ife

Ex-Husband

Parent

C h ild

Sibling

Other Family

Boyfriend

Girlfriend
t

Friend

Acquaintance 

Employer 

Employee 

Landlord 

Tenant

A-6

23. 2% 0. 8% 0

8. 6% 0. 8% 0

3. 2% 0 0

1 . 1 % 0. 3% 0

2. 7% 2. 4% 0. 3%

2. 2% 1 . 6 % 0. 3%

1 . 6 % 0. 5% 0

3. 5% 0 0. 5%

2. 7% 0. 5% 0

1 1 . 1 % 0. 5% 0

1 8 . 1 % 4. 9% 1 . 9 %

1 1 . 3 % 2. 2% 0. 5%

0. 5% 0 0

0. 3% 0 0

1 . 3 % 0. 3% 0

0. 5% 0 0



s P x P 2

0.3% 0.3% 0.3%

1.3% 0 0

2.4% 1.1% 0

1.1% 0 0

(Is victim's:)

Policeman

Stranger

Other

Unknown

Attacks on wives, ex-wives, and girlfriends = 37.5' 
= 139 O  log cards)

Victim's story conflicted substantially with the story of:

1. 01 police
2. 15.1% suspect
3. 2.2% participant #1
4. 0% participant #2
5. 4.6% victim did not give a statement
6. 51 .5% no other party gave a statement
7. 24.8% stories of all parties coincided

Victim's description of incident (injury claimed).

1. 52.8% verbal abuse
2. 30.5% threatened physical he .
3. 8.6% attempted physical harm

Physical harm:
4. 33.4% actual battery but no evident harm
5. 28.6% evident harm but no medical treatment

required (or treatment refused)
6. 9.7% single trip to doctor/hospital or first

aid rendered 
7 1.1% hospitalization
8. 14.6% property damage or loss
9. 0.5% none
10. 2.4% other
11. 4.6% unknown

State of mind.

1. Was victim intoxicated?

a. 11.1% yes
b. 76.0% not indicated and circumstances don't

suggest it.
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involved

Had victim previously been involved in similar disturbances?

1. 37.7% yes
2. 2.4% no
3. 56.1% unknown
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A P P E N D IX  B - l

1. 73.05 cohabitation
2. 17.55 married but living apart
3. 05 neighbors
4. 6.35 separate residences
5. 05 other
6. 1.65 unknown

Place of occurrence

1. 92.15 residence
2. Ol establishment open to public (bar/restaviant)
3. 1.65 commercial facility (retail store, gas station,

e t c . )
4. 6.35 "on the street"
5. 1.65 other
6. 05 unknown

Type of dispute

1. 17.55 o n e -s id e d  v e rb a l abuse
2. 12.75 unprovoked physical attack
3. 17.55 a rgu r.en t
4. 9.55 argum ent r e s u l t in g  in  p ro p e r ty  damage
5. 42.95 argument resulting in physical contact
6. 1.65 public disturbance
7. 05 theft
8. 6.35 o th e r
9. 1.65 unknown

Dispute issue (Source of dissension)

1. 11.15 money or property between family or friends
2. 7.95 jealousy and infidelity
3. 9.55 control of offspring
4. 3.25 in-law conflicts
5. 22.25 dissolve relationship
6. 05 mo ney or property between non-family or

strangers
7. 05 short term violence to person/property
8. 3.25 long term or recurring violence
9. 23.85 drinking behavior
10. 05 employment problems
11. 4.85 other
12. 05 authority conflicts (confrontations with

police, etc.)
13. 05 sex-related
14. 33.35 unknown

F a m i l y  D i s p u t e

L i v i n g  a r r a n g e m e n t  - ( V i c t i m  a n d  s u s p e c t  o r  p r i m a r y  p a r t i c i p a n t s )



P o l i c e  o b s e r v a t i o n  o r  i n d e p e n d e n t  k n o w l e d g e  o f  i n c i d e n t

1. 3.2% verbal abuse
2. 0% threatened physical harm
3. 0% attempted physical harm

Physical Harm:
4. 3.2% actual battery but no evident harm
5. 11.1% evident harm but no medical treatment

required (or treatment refused)
6. 6.3% single trip to doctor/hospital or first

aid rendered
7. 0% hospitalization
8. 9.5% property damage or loss
9. 3.2% none
10 0% other
11. 66.7% no ooservation or independent

Weapon involved (UCR definitions)

1. 33.3% firearm
2. 15.9% knife or cutting instrument
3. 4.8% other dangerous weapon
4. 57.4% none
5. 3.2% other

Was weapon used (shots fired, stabbing, etc.)?

1. 12.7% yes
2. 34.9% no
3. SO.8% not applicable
4. 1.6% unknown

Dispositions

1. z5.4% no action
2. 33.3% police unable to act because victim refused

to press charges
3. 4.8% victim wanted to press charges but police

refused to act
4. 6.3% defendant/suspect couldn't be located
5. 6.3% no action at present--pending further in­

vestigation or review by prosecutor
6. 25.4% weapon secured for safekeeping

V S P 1 P 2

7. 4.8% 3.2% 0 0

8. 7.9% 23.8% 6.3% 0

Police talked to party-- 
told him to "cool down"

Police removed party or 
ordered him to leave



9.

10. 

11. 

12.

13.

14.

6.3% 9.5% 6.7%

OO•

dPOO 3.2% 0 0

6.31 3.2% 1.6% 1.6%

0 0 0 0

1.6% 4 . 6 % 0 0

0 0 0 0

Police warned party against 
similar future conduct

Police referred party to 
another agency

Police referred p a r t y  to 
private attorney

Citation

Arrest

Arrest planned

Total number of parties involved

1. 2.127% mean
2. 2.075% median

Had two or more of the participants been previously involved 
together in similar disturbances?

1. 38.1% yes
2. 1. 6% no
3. 60.3% unknown

Was there a statement or definite indication that this s i t u a­
tion was likely to reoccur?

1. 36.5% yes
2. 63.5% no
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A P P E N D I X  B-2

1. 51.8% cohabitation
2. 6.0% married but living apart
3. 10.8% neighbors
4. 43.4% separate residences
5. 0% other
6. 2.4% unknown

Place of occurrence

D i s o r d e r l y  C o n d u c t

L i v i n g  a r r a n g e m e n t  - ( V i c t i m  a n d  s u s p e c t  o r  p r i m a r y  p a r t i c i p a n t s )

1. 77.1%
2. 7.2%
3. 1.2%

4. 10.8%
5. 7.2%
6. 0%

Type of dispute

1. 31.3%
2. 12.0%
3. 26.5%
4. 12.0%
5. 30.1%
6. 1.2%
7. 2.4%
8. 14.5%
9. 2.4%

Dispute issue (

1. 2.4%
2. 13.3%
3. 4.8%
4. 1.2%
5. 13.3%
6 12.0%

7. 1.2%
8. 1.2%
9. 30.11
10. 0%
11. 14.5%
12. 0%

13. 2.4%
14. 31.3%

etc.)

strangers

police, etc.)
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P o l i c e  o b s e r v a t i o n  o r  i n d e p e n d e n t  k n o w l e d g e  o f  i n c i d e n t

1,
2,
3

4,
5

7.
8.
9.
10. 
11.

24.1% verbal abuse 
10.8% threatened physical harm 
4.8% attempted physical harm 

Physical Harm:
6.0% actual batter but no evident harm 
6.0% evident harm but no medical treatment 

required (or treatment refused)
6.0% single trip to doctor/hospital or first 

aid rendered 
1.2% hospitalization 

7.2% property damage or loss 
0% none 

6.0% other
60.2% no observation or independent knowledge

Weapon involved (UCR definitions)

1. 22.9% firearm
2. 7.2% knife or cutting instrument
3. 1.2% other dangerous weapon
4. 67.5% none
5. 3.6% other

Was weapon used (shots fired, stabbing, etc.)?

1. 4.8% yes
2. 31.3% no
3. 63.9% not applicable

Dispositions

1. 13.3% no action
2. 25.3% police unable to act because victim refused

to press charges
3. 1.2% victim wanted to press charges but police

refused to act
4. 10.8% defendant/suspect couldn't be located
5. 7.2% no action at present--pending further in­

vestigation or review by prosecutor
6. 13.3% weapon secured for safekeeping

V S
P1 P 2

7. 2.4% 10.8% 1.2% 0

8. 12.0% 31.3%

OO• 1.2%

Police talked to party-' 
told him to "cool down"

Police removed party or 
ordered him to leave
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9. 7.2% 20.5%

<*P•
CM 0 Police warned party against 

similar future conduct

10. 2.4% 1.2% 0 0 Police referred ->arty to 
another agency

11. 4.8% 2.4% 2.4% 1.2% Police referred party to 
private attorney

12. 0 0 0 0 Citation

13. 2.4% 36.1% 1.2% 0 Arrest

14. 0 1.2% 0 0 Arrest planned

Total number of parties involved

1. 2.361 % mean
2. 2.180% median

Had two or more of the participants oeen previously involved 
together in similar disturbances?

1. 44.6% yes
2. 4.8% no
3. 50.6% unknown

Was there a statement or definite indication that this situa­
tion was likely to reoccur?

1. 54.2% yes
2. 44.6% no
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A P P E N D I X  B-3

1. 47.6% cohabitation
2. 3.5% married but living apart
3. 7.0% neighbors
4. 45.5% separate residences
5. 0.4% other
6. 0.4% unknown

Place of occurrence

1. 76.4% residence
2. 9.2% establishment open to public (bar/restaurant)
3. 3.1% commercial facility (retail store, gas station,

e t c . )
4. 4.4% "on the street"
5. 6.1% other
6. 1.7% unknown

Type of dispute

1. 8.7% one-sided verbal abuse
2. 36.2% unprovoked physical attack
3. 1.7% argument
4. 5.7% argument resulting in property damage
5. 59.0% argument resulting in physical contact
6. 0.4% public disturbance
7. 4.4% theft
8. 3.5% other
9. 2.2% unknovn

Dispute issue (Source of Dissension-'

1. 15.3% money or property between family or friends
2. 10.5% jealousy and infidelity
3. 5.2% control of offspring
4. 1.7% in-law conflicts
5. 10.0% dissolve relationship
6. 3.9% money or property between non-family or

strangers
7. 1.3% short term violence to person/property
8. 3.5% long term or recurring violence
9. 32.3% drinking behavior
10. 1.3% employment problems
11. 10.9% other
12. 1.3% authority conflicts (confrontations with

police, etc.)
13. 1.3% sex-related
14. 29.3% unknown

A s s a u l t  a n d  B a t t e r y

L i v i n g  a r r a n g e m e n t  - ( V i c t i m  a n d  s u s p e c t  o r  p r i m a r y  p a r t i c i p a n t s )
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P o l i c e  o b s e r v a t i o n  o r  i n d e p e n d e n t  k n o w l e d g e  o f  i n c i d e n t

1. 3.5% verbal abuse
2. 4.4% threatened physical harm
3. 1.3% attempted physical harm

Physical Harm:
4. 3.1% actual battery but no evident harm
5. 23.6% evident harm but no medical treatment

required (or treatment refused)
6. 12.2% single trip to doctor/hospital or first

aid rendered
7. 1.3% hospitaliza* o:i
8. 6.1% property damage or loss
9. 2.6% none
10 0% other
11 . 54.6% no observation or independent knowledge

Weapon involved (UCR definitions)

1. 3.9% firearm
2. 2.2% knife or cutting instrument
3. 1.7% other dangerous weapon
4. 91.3% none
5. 0.9% other

Was weapon used (shots fired, stabbing, etc.)?

1. 2.6% yes
2. 5.7% no
3. 91.7% not applicable

Dispositions

1. 7.0% no action
2. 18.3% police unable to act because victim refused

to press charges
3. 6.6% victim wanted to press charges but police

refused to act
4. 21.8% defendant/suspect couldn't be located
5. 24.0% no action at present--pending further i n­

vestigation or review by prosecutor
6. 2.6% weapon secured for safekeeping

7.

8.

0 0 0 0

7.0% 3.1% 0.9% 0.4%

Police talked to party- 
told him to "cool down"

Police removed party or 
ordered him to leave

A - 16
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9.

10. 

11. 

12.

13.

14.

0.4% 0.4% 0 0

OO• 1.3% 0.9% 0

2.6% 0.9% 0.4% 0

0 0 0.4% 0.4%

0.4% 32.3‘1.3% 0.4%

0.4% 3.1% 0.4% 0

Police warned party against 
similar future conduct

Police referred party to 
another agency

Police referred party to 
private attorney

Citation

Arrest

Arrest planned

Total number of parties involved

1. 2.166% mean
2. 2.061% median

Had two or more of the participants been previously involved 
together in similar disturbances

1. 41.0% yes
2. 3.9% no
3. 55.0% unknown

Was there a statement or definite indication that this s i t u a­
tion was likely to reoccur?

1. 45.9% yes
2. 53.7% no
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D I S T R I C T  C O U R T  D I S P O S I T I O N S  

O F  A R R E S T E D 1  S U S P E C T S

D i s o r d e r l y  A s s a u l t  a n d  

C o n d u c t  B a t t e r y  T o t a l

1 . 9 % 3 0 . 1 % 3 2 . 0 %

0 3 . 8 3 . 8

1 . 9 1 . 9 3 . 8

1 . 9 7 1 . 9

0 1 5 . 1 1 5 . 1

1 . 9 1 1 . 3 1 3 . 2

3 . 8 1 . 9 5 . 7

1 5 . 1 9 . 4 2 4 . 5

3 . 8 1 . 9 5 . 7

3 . 8 1 . 9 5 . 7

0 3 . 8 3 . 8

0 1 5 . 1 1 5 . 1

1 . 9 1 . 9 3 . 8

3 2 . 0 6 4 . 3 6 9 6 . 2

1 5 . 1 3 . 8 8 . 9

9 . 4 0 9 . 4

1 1 . 3 1 3 . 2 2 4 . 5

3 . 8 1 3 . 2

2 8 . 3 4 1 . 5

1 5 . 1 1 5 . 1 3 0 . 2

1 3 . 7 2 8 . 2 2 1

R e p r e s e n t a t i o n

1 .  D e f e n d a n t  h a d  a  l a w y e r

D i s p o s i t i o n

1 .  D i s m i s s e d  b y  p r o s e c u t o r  a t  a r r a i g n m e n t

2 .  D i s s m i r s e d  b y  c o u r t  a t  a r r a i g n m e n t

3 .  D i s m i s s e d  b y  p r o s e c u t o r  a t  c h a n g e  o f  p l e a

4 .  D i s m i s s e d  b y  p r o s e c u t o r  a f t e r  a r r a i g n m e n t

o n  C r i m i n a l  R u l e  4 3 ( a )

5 .  D e f e r r e d  p r o s e c u t i o n

6 .  B a i l  f o r f e i t e d

7 .  G u i l t y  p l e a  a t  a r r a i g n m e n t

8 .  G u i l t y  p l e a  a t  c h a n g e  o f  p l e a  hr a r i n g

9 .  N o  c o n t e s t  p l e a  a t  a r r a i g n m e n t

10. Not guilty plea
1 1 .  C o m p l a i n a n t  r e q u e s t e d  c h a r g e s  b e  d r o p p e d  

F i n d i n g

1. Finding by court: guilty
2. Not applicable

S e n t e n c e

1 .  F i n e  -  $ 2 5  ( 3 )

$ 5 0  ( 2 )

$ 1 0 0  ( 3 )

$200 (2)
2 .  F i n e  s u s p e n d e d

3 .  J a i l  t i a u j  i m p o s e d  2  d a y s  ( 4 )

3 - 5  d a y s  ( 5 )

1 0 - 1 5  d a y s  ( 2 )

3 0  d a y s  ( 2 )

4 .  J a i l  t i m e  s u s p e n d e d  1 - 1 5  d a y s  ( 7 )

1 5 - 3 0  d a y s  ( 1 )

9 0  d a y s  ( 1 )

5 .  J a i l  t i m e  s e r v e d  1  d a y  ( 2 3 )

2  d a y s  ( 7 )

5  d a y s  ( 3 )

6 - 1 5  d a y s  ( 3 )

3 6  d a y s  ( 1 )

6 .  C o n d i t i o n s  i m p o s e d

Average d i s p o s i t i o n  t i m e  ( i n  d a y s )

T h e r e  w e r e  1 0 7  a r r e s t s  n o t e d  o n  t h e  p o l i c e  r e p o r t s ,  b u t  o n l y  5 3  c o u l d  b e  l o c a t e d  , 

i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  c o u r t  f i l e s .  S e e  f o o t n o t e  5  i n  t h e  t e x t .
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55 57 53
0 17 7

144 26 38

77 92 78
6 6 7

11 0 6
- 4

44 6 15
17 37 27
.7 _ 3 10
22 3 a
22 57 50
11 0 7

6 9 12
17 6 11
6 3 6
6 11 13

18 39 31
17 q 11

46 11

61 8
17 9 5
11 6 2

11 .4 4
0 23 18

6 9 . 11
11 3 7
33 54 57

L i v i n g  A r r a n g e m e n t

C o h a b i t a t i o n

N e i g h b o r s

S e p a r a t e  r e s i d e n c e s

P l a c e  o f  O c c u r r e n c e  

R e s i d e n c e

E s t a b l i s h m e n t  o p e n  t o  p u b l i c  ( b a r / r e s t a u r a n t )

" C > n  t h e  s t r e e t "

T y p e  o f  D i s p u t e  

O r e - s i d e d  v e r b a l  a b u s e  

U n p r o v o k e d  p h y s i c a l  a b u s e  

A r g u m e n t

A r g u m e n t  r e s u l t i n g  i n  p r o p e r t y  d a - a g e  

A r g u m e n t  r e s u l t i n g  i n  p h y s i c a l  c o n t a c t  

O t h e r

D i s p u t e  I s s u e

M o n e y  o r  p r o p e r t y  b e t w e e n  f a m i l y  o r  f r i e n d s

J e i l o u s y  a n d  i n f i d e l i t y

C o n t r o l  o f  o f f s p r i n g

D i s s o l v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p

D r i n k i n g  b e h a v i o r

Other
U n k n o w n

P o l i c e  O b s e r v a t i o n  o r  I n d e p e n d e n t  K n o w l e d g e  

o f  I n c i d e n t  

V e r b a l  a b u s e

T h r e a t e n e d  p h y s i c a l  h a r m  

A t t e m p t e d  p h y s i c a l  h a r m  

P h y s i c a l  H a r m

A c t u a l  b a t t e r y  b u t  n o  e v i d e n t  h a r m  

E v i d e n t  h a r m  b u t  n o  m e d i c a l  t r e a t m e n t  r e q u i r e d  

( o r  t r e a t m e n t  r e f u s e d )

. . i . n g l e  t r i p  t o  d o c t o r / h o s p i t a l  o r  f i r s t  a i d  r e n d e r e d  

P r o p e r t y  d a m a g e  o r  l o s s  

N o  o b s e r v a t i o n  o r  i n d e p e n d e n t  k n o w l e d g e
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W e a p o n  I n v o l v e d  

F i r e a r m

K n i f e  o r  c u t t i n g  i n s t r u m e n t  

N o n e

W a s  W e a p o n  U s e d

Y e s

N c

N o t  a p p l i c a b l e

T o t a l  N u m b e r  o f  P a r t i e s  I n v o l v e d

T w o - p a r t y

T h r e e - p a r t y

H a d  T w o  o r  M o r e  o f  t h e  P a r t i c i p a n t s  B e e n  P r e v i o u s l y

6 0 1 3

6 9 6

8 3 8 9 - 0

6 3 5

1 7 9 1 6

7 8 8 9 7 9

7 2 8 8

2 7 9

I n v o l v e d  T o g e t h e r  i n  S i m i l a r  D i s t u r b a n c e s ?

4 4 3 4 4 2 Y e s

C 3 4 N o

5 6 6 3 5 9 U n k n o w n

W a s  T h e r e  a  S t a t e m e n t  o r  D e f i n i t e  I n d i c a t i o n  T h a t

T h i s  S i t u a t i o n  W a s  L i k e l y  t o  R e o c c u r ?

3 1 4 4 4 6 Y e s

6 9 5 0 5 3 N o

6 U n k n o w n

V i c t i m

3 3  y r 3 0  y r 3 8  y : A g e

4 4 2 0 2 6 M a l e

5 6 8 0 7 1 F e m a l e

R a c e

6 1 6 9 6 6 C a u c a s i a n

0 9 9 A f r i c a n - A m e r i c a n

3 3 2 0 1 8 N a t i v e
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6 3 2 2

6 0 1

1 1 1 1 8

6 0 3

6 0 4

6 3 1

1 1 0 3

5 0 3 1 3

2 2 0 7

0 0 2

9 4 9 7 2 9

1 1 2 3 2 3

6 2 0 9

6 3 3

0 3 1

6 0 3

6 6 4

1 1 1 4 1 1

3 3 9 1 8

1 7 1 4 1 1

1 1 1 7 1 5

1 7 0 5

3 3 5 7 5 2

3 9 2 6 2 5

D i s p o s i t i o r . s

P o l i c e  u n a b l e  t o  a c t  b e c a u s e  v i c t i m  r e f u s e d  t o  

p r e s s  c h a r g e s  

V i c t i m

P o l i c e  t a l k e d  t o  p a r t y — t o l d  h i m  t o  " c o o l  d o w n "

P o l i c e  r e m o v s d  p a r t y  o r  t o l d  t o  l e a v e

P o l i c e  w a r n e d  p a r t y  a g a i n s t  s i m i l a r  f u t u r e  c o n d u c t

P o l i c e  r e f e r r e d  p a r t y  t o  a n o t h e r  a g e n c y

A r r e s t

S u s p e c t

P o l i c e  t a l k e d  t c  p a r t y — t o l d  h i m  t o  " c o o l  d o w n "

P o l i c e  r e m o v e d  p a r t y  o r  t o l d  t o  l e a v e

P o l i c e  v . ' a r / e d  :  a r t y  a g a i n s t  s i m i l a r  f u t u r e  c o n d u c t

P o l i c e  r e f e r r e d  p a r t y  t o  a n o t h e r  a g e n c y

A r r e s t

T h e  V i c t i m  i s  R e l a t e d  t o  t h e  S u s p e c t  i n  t h e

F o l l o w i n g  M a n n e r

W i f e

H u s b a n d

E x - W i f e

E x - H u s b a n d

P a r e n t

O t h e r  f a m i l y  

G i r l f r i e n d  

F r i e n d  

A c q u a i n t a n c e

V i c t i m ' s  S t o r y  C o n f l i c t e d  S u b s t a n t i a l l y  w i t h  t h e  

S t o r y  o f ;

S u s p e c t

V i c t i m  d i d  n o t  g i v e  a  s t a t e m e n t  

N o  o t h e r  p a r t y  g a v e  a  s t a t e m e n t  

S t o r i e s  o f  a l l  p a r t i e s  c o i n c i d e d

A- 21



% 
o
f
 

t
h
o
s
e
 

a
r
r
e
 

t
e

d
 

f
o
r
 

d
i

s
o

r
d

e
r

l
y

 
c

o
n

­

d
u

c
t

% 
o
f
 

t
h
o
s
e
 

a
r

r
e

s
t

e
d

 

f
o
r
 

a
s

s
a

u
l

t
 

a
n

d
 

b
a

t
t

e
r

y

% 
o
f
 

a
l
l
 

i
n

c
i

d
e

n
t

s
 

r
e

p
o

r
t

e
d

,
 

w
h

e
t

h
e

r
 

o
r

 

n
o
t
 

a
r

r
e

s
t

 
o

c
c

u
r

r
e

d

5 0 6 0 5 3

3 3 2 6 3 1

1 1 6 9

1 1 4 0 3 3

0 4 6 is

2 2 1 7 1 5

17 —0 5

6 3 1 1

7 2 8 3 7 6

2 2 1 4 9

1 0 0 1 0 0 9 6

3 3 3 4 3 8

L 61, 56

V i c t i m ' s  D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  I n c i d e n t  ( I n j u r y  C l a i m e d )

V e r b a l  a b u s e

T h r e a t e n e d  p h y s i c a l  h a r m  

A t t e n p t e d  p h y s i c a l  h a r m  

P h y s i c a l  H a r m

A c t u a l  b a t t e r y  b u t  n o  e v i d e n t  h a r m  

E v i d e n t  h a r m  b u t  n o  m e d i c a l  t r e a t m e n t  r e q u i r e d  

( o r  t r e a t m e n t  r e f u s e d )

P r o p e r t y  d a m a g e  o r  l o s s  

U n k n o w n

W a s  V i c t i m  I n t o x i c a t e d ?

Y e s

N o t  i n d i c a t e d  a n d  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  d o n ' t  s u g g e s t  i t  

N o t  i n d i c a t e d  b u t  l i k e l y  t h a t  d r i n k i n g  w a s  i n v o l v e d

W a s  V i c t i m  o n  D r u g s ?

N o t  i n d i c a t e d  a n d  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  d o n ' t  s u g g e s t  i t .

H a d  V i c t i m  P r e v i o u s l y  B e e n  I n v o l v e d  i n  S i m i l a r  D i s t u r b a n c e ?  

Y e s

U n k n o w n
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A P P E N D IX  D

Attorney General - Consumer Protection Division 
Statistical Summary January-April 1977

There were 528 complaints processed by the agency during this
four-month period.

I. 15% Dismissed Complaints (79)

44% no basis (35)
22% factual dispute (17)
9% subject area exempt from statute )

or recovery sought unavailable ) (7)
statute )

16% accused out of business (13)
9% unable to locate accused (7)

I I . 41% Referrals (218)

25% other Alaska agency (55)
1% post office (2)
5% other attorney general or State

consumer protection organization (11)
67% private attorney (146)
2% ether (4)

III. 42% Settled Informally (223)

55% money saved or recovered (123)
26% merchandise delivered or service performed (58) 
5% practice discontinued (12)

.04% contract cancelled (1)
13% agreement of parties (28)

.05% other (1)

* There were 2, 307 calls to the agency r -.nesting information 
and 346 "walk-in" complainants.
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A P P E N D IX  E

C h a m b e r  o f  C o m m e r c e  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e

Please indicate the category which best describes your busines
or profession.

1. 23.71 professional services (legal, medical, account 
ing, real estate, data processing)

2. 2.7% bank or financial institution
3. 0.9% collection agency
4. 4.6% construction or maintenance (carpentry, 

plumbing, electrical work, landscaping)
5. 5.9% transportation (airline, bus charter service, 

e t c . )
6. 7.8% other services
7. 14.2% retail store (except grocery store)
8. 1.8% grocery store
9. 6.4% wholesale distributor
10. 2.7% restaurant, bar, or hotel
11. 0.9% automobile sales
12. 0.5% gas station or auto repair
13. 9.6% other
14. 8.2% no response
15. 9.6% double code

How many people does your business employ?

1. 3.7% one
2. 20.5% 2 to 5
3. 40.2% 6 to 25
4. 33.3% more than 25
5. 1.8% no response

Are most of your receipts in the form of:

1. 7.3% cash
2. 63.5% personal checks
3. 2.3% local credit card
4. 0.5% national credit card
5. 3.2% business checks
6. 17.8% double code
7. 5.5% no response

Please indicate your willingness to use the proposed alternative 
dispute resolution center to resolve the following types of d i s­
putes: (We are not asking for a firm commitment--only an opinion
on how you think you would utilize the program.)
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Controversies over a debt when the customer refuses to 
pay because he claims the product or service was defective.

1.. 6.8% I think the existing court systems adequately
handle this type of dispute.

2. 41.6% I probably wo uld submit disputes of this sort
to the proposed center.

3. 26.0% I wo uld be willing to consent in advance to
submitting all disputes of this type to which 
I am a party to the proposed center.

4. 16.4% I am not likely to become involved in a d i s­
pute of this type due to the nature of my 
b u s i n e s s .

5. 8.2% double code
6. 0.5% no response

Bad check cases when the customer refuses to make the 
check good because he claims the product or service was d e­
fective.

1. 5.5%

2. 3 6.5%

3. 26.5%

4. 28.8%

5. 0.9%
6. 1.8%

handle this type of dispute.
I probably wo uld submit disputes of this sort 
to the proposed center.
I would be willing to consent in advance to 
submitting all disputes of this type to which 
I am a party to the proposed center.
I am not likely to become involved in a d i s­
pute of this type due to the nature of my 
b u s i n e s s . 
double code 
no response

Consumer protection suits. (A customer wants his money
nr u/ant-c tn rprnvpr H.amacrpc frtr i n i ur i q ran«i»r1 hv a H p -

I think the existing court systems adequately 
handle this type of dispute.
I probably would submit disputes of this sort 
to the proposed center.
I would be willing to consent in advance to 
submitting all disputes of this type to which 
I am a party to the proposed center.
I am not likely to become involved in a d i s­
pute of this type due to the nature of my 
business, 
double code 
no response

fectiv product

1. 16.0%

2. 31.1%

3. 23.3%

4. 27.9%

5. 0.5%
6. 0.9%



1. 7.8% I think the existing court systems adequately
handle this type of dispute.

2. 21.5% I probably.would submit disputes of this sort
to the proposed center.

3. 13.2% I would be willing to consent in advance to
submitting all disputes of this type to which 
I am a party to the proposed center.

4. 51.1% I am not likely to become involved in a d i s­
pute of this type due to the nature of my 
business.

5. 5.5% no response
6. 0.9% double cede

Are there any additional types of disputes which you feel 
are not being satisfactorily resolved by the existing court 
systems and which you would like to see incorporated in the p r o­
posed program?

1. 16.9% yes
2. 32.9% no
3. 49.8% no response

Approximately how many disputes of the following types 
have you been involved in during the time periods indicated?

June *76 Jan. *77
- D e c . *76 1 J u n e’77

District Court Civil Cases:

De b t s...........................................  14.6% . . . .  13.7%
Bad Checks   3 . 7 % . . . .  4.1%
Consumer Prot e c t i o n............................  4.1% . . .  . 2.7%
O t h e r ..............................................  4.1% . . . .  2.3%

Small Claims Cases:

D e b t s ...........................................  15.5% . . . .  12.3%
Bad C h e c k s ....................................... 5.9% . . . .  5.9%
Consumer P r o tection............................  3.1% . . . .  0.9%
O t h e r ..............................................  0.9% . . . .  1.8%

Criminal Cases:

Shop l i f t i n g ....................................... 4.1% . . . .  2.7%
Bad C h e c k s ....................................... 2.3% . . . .  2.3%
O t h e r ..............................................  0.5% . . . .  0

Would you or a member of your organization be willing to 
volunteer to serve as an arbitrator? (You would probably be re-

S h o p l i f t i n g  o f f e n s e s .
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quired to undergo some training and be asked to arbitrate one 
case every two or three months.)

1. 61.61 yes
2. 31.5% no
3. 6.8% no response

* Total response basis: 226 questionnaires
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Summary of the Major Characteristics 
of Six Citizen Dispute Centers
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* Reprinted from Neighborhood Justice C e n t e r s : 
An Analysis of Potential M o d e l s , submitted 
to Office r»f Technology Transfer, National 
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tration, Department of Justice, Washington,
D . C . , June 6, 1977
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