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 Relating to the duty of the peace officer standards and training board to provide training on bias 
crimes, aggravated assault, harassment, and criminal mischief; to provide for a report to the 
legislative management; and to provide a penalty 

Chairman Klemin called the hearing to order at 10:00 AM. 

     Present: Representatives Klemin, Karls, Becker, Buffalo, Christensen, Cory, K Hanson, 
Jones, Magrum, Paulson, Paur, Roers Jones, Satrom, and Vetter.  

Discussion Topics: 
• Public protection

Rep. Buffalo:  Introduced the bill. # 5844, # 5845 

Rep. Schneider: #5966, #5976 

Bradi Hardy, Legislative Coordinator, NDHRC: #5756, 5757, 5758, 5759, 5760 

Dwight Stanley, Crime Bureau: Oral testimony and answered questions. 

Kelly Gorz: High Plains Housing Center: #5767 

Wes Philcome:  Activist out of Fargo, ND: #5780 

Jason Ziegler, Chief of Police, Mandan, ND: #5884 

Mark Jorritsma, Executive Director, Family Policy Alliance of ND: #5888 

Pat Bohm, Dept. of Corrections: #5735 

Additional written testimony: #5721, #5731, #5733, #5755, #5761, #5763, 
#5771, #5772, #5776, #5777, #5779, #5784, #5785, #5790, #5791, #5801, #5802, 
#5863, #5870, #5880, #6439 

Chairman Klemin closed the hearing at 11:35 AM. 
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Table 12 
Agency Hate Crime Reporting by Year, 2010-2019, ND

Year

Number of
participating

agencies
Population

covered

Agencies
submitting
 incident
reports

Total number
of incidents

reported

Hate crime rate, 
per 1000 
persons

Hate crime 
rate, per 
100,000 
persons

National Total, 2010 14,977 285,001,266 1,949 6,628 0.02325603705 2.325603705
National Total, 2019 15,588 305,284,239 2,172 7,314 0.02395800066 2.395800066
2010 97 659,331 7 8 0.01213351109 1.21
2011 94 666,780 8 27 0.04049311617 4.05
2012 96 689,607 14 41 0.05945415287 5.95
2013 105 722,021 19 51 0.07063506463 7.06
2014 111 738,176 16 40 0.05418761921 5.42
2015 112 756,927 19 36 0.04756072911 4.76
2016 108 757,493 6 8 0.0105611537 1.06
2017 110 754,604 8 15 0.01987797573 1.99
2018 109 760,650 8 10 0.01314665089 1.31
2019 109 762,062 12 18 0.0236201254 2.36
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HIGHLIGHTS
�� U.S. residents experienced an average of 250,000 hate crime 
victimizations each year from 2004 to 2015.

�� There was no statistically significant change in the annual 
rate of violent hate crime victimization from 2004 to 2015 
(0.7 per 1,000 persons age 12 or older).

�� The majority (99%) of victims cited offenders’ use of hate 
language as evidence of a hate crime.

�� During the 5-year aggregate period from 2011-15, racial bias 
was the most common motivation for hate crime (48%).

�� About 54% of hate crime victimizations were not reported 
to police during 2011-15.

�� During 2011-15, Hispanics (1.3 per 1,000) experienced 
higher rate of violent hate crime victimization than 
non-Hispanic whites (0.7 per 1,000) and blacks (1.0 per 1,000).

Hate Crime  
Victimization, 2004-2015

Madeline Masucci, BJS Intern  
Lynn Langton, Ph.D., BJS Statistician

In 2015, the rate of violent hate crime victimization 
was 0.7 hate crimes per 1,000 persons age 12 or older 
(figure 1). This rate was not significantly different 

from the rate in 2004 (0.9 per 1,000).1 The absence of 
statistically significant change in rates from 2004 to 2015 
generally held true for violent hate crimes both reported 
and unreported to police. However, between 2012 and 2015, 
the rate of unreported violent hate crime declined slightly, 
from 0.6 to 0.3 victimizations per 1,000 persons 12 or older 
(90% confidence level). 

Findings are primarily from the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ 
(BJS) National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), which 
has collected data on crimes motivated by hate since 2003. 
The NCVS and the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) 
Hate Crime Statistics Program are the principal sources 
of annual information on hate crime in the United States. 
BJS and the FBI use the hate crime definition established 
by the Hate Crime Statistics Act (28 U.S.C. § 534): “crimes 
that manifest evidence of prejudice based on race, gender 
or gender identity, religion, disability, sexual orientation, 
or ethnicity.” The NCVS measures crimes perceived by 
victims to be motivated by an offender’s bias against them 
for belonging to or being associated with a group largely 
identified by these characteristics.

NCJ 250653
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Figure 1
Violent hate crime victimizations reported and not reported 
to police, 2004–2015

Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. Estimates based on 2-year rolling 
averages centered on the most recent year. See appendix table 1 for estimates 
and standard errors.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statisics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2004–2015.

1Unless otherwise noted, the comparisons in this report are significant at 
the 95% confidence level.

#5758
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Hate crime victimization refers to a single victim or 
household that experienced a criminal incident believed 
to be motivated by hate. For violent crimes (rape or sexual 
assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault) and 
for personal larceny, the count of hate crime victimizations 
is the number of individuals who experienced a violent 
hate crime. For crimes against households (burglary, motor 
vehicle theft, or other theft), each household affected by a 
hate crime is counted as a single victimization. 

This report presents NCVS data on the characteristics of hate 
crime and its victims from 2004 to 2015. Trend estimates are 
based on 2-year rolling averages centered on the most recent 
year. For example, estimates reported for 2015 represent the 
average estimates for 2014 and 2015. This approach increases 
the reliability and stability of estimates, which facilitates 
comparing estimates over time. The report also presents 
comparisons between the NCVS and the UCR program in 
terms of overall trends in hate crime victimization and the 
type of bias that motivated the crime. 

No significant change was observed in the number of 
violent or property hate crimes from 2004 to 2015

On average, U.S. residents experienced approximately 
250,000 hate crime victimizations each year between 
2004 and 2015, of which about 230,000 were violent hate 

victimizations (not shown). The number of total and violent 
hate crime victimizations did not change significantly from 
2004 to 2015 (table 1). During this period, property hate 
crime victimizations were also flat following a decline from 
2004 to 2005. 

In 2015, hate crime victimizations accounted for 1% of 
the total victimizations captured by the NCVS. Violent 
hate crime victimizations accounted for 4% of all 
violent victimizations.

Racial bias was the most common motivation for hate 
crime during 2011–15

The NCVS asked hate crime victims about the types of bias 
they suspected motivated the crime. During the aggregated 
5-year period from 2011 to 2015, victims suspected 
that nearly half (48%) of hate crime victimizations were 
motivated by racial bias (figure 2). About a third of victims 
believed they were targeted because of their ethnicity 
(35%) or their gender (29%). About 1 in 5 believed the hate 
crime was motivated by bias against persons or groups with 
which they were associated (23%) or by sexual orientation 
(22%). About 1 in 6 hate crime victimizations were 
thought to be motivated by bias against the victim’s religion 
(17%) or disability (16%).

Table 1 
Hate crime victimizations, 2004–2015

Total Violent crime Property crime
Year Number Percent Number Ratea Percent Number Rateb Percent
2004* 281,670 1.0% 220,060 0.9 3.1% 61,610 0.5 0.3%
2005 223,060 0.9 198,400 0.8 2.9 21,740 † 0.2 † 0.1 †
2006 230,490 0.8 211,730 0.9 2.8 15,830 † 0.1 † 0.1 †
2007 263,440 1.0 236,860 1.0 3.1 24,640 ‡ 0.2 ‡ 0.1 ‡
2008 266,640 1.1 241,800 1.0 3.7 22,890 † 0.2 † 0.1‡
2009 284,620 1.2 267,170 1.1 4.4 17,450 !† 0.1  !† 0.1 !†
2010 273,100 1.3 255,810 1.0 4.8 17,290 † 0.1 † 0.1 †
2011 218,010 1.0 195,880 0.8 3.6 22,130 † 0.2 † 0.1 ‡
2012 293,790 1.2 263,540 1.0 4.2 30,250 0.2 ‡ 0.2
2013 272,420 1.1 242,190 0.9 3.7 30,230 0.2 ‡ 0.2
2014 215,010 1.0 194,310 0.7 3.4 19,000 † 0.1 † 0.1 ‡
2015 207,880 1.0 192,020 0.7 3.7 14,160 !† 0.1 !† 0.1 !†
Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. Estimates based on 2-year rolling 
averages, centered on the most recent year. Numbers rounded to the nearest 10.  
See appendix table 2 for standard errors. 
*Comparison group. 
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
‡Significant difference from comparison group at 90% confidence level.
! Interpret with caution. Estimate based on 10 or fewer sample cases, or the 
coefficient of variation is greater than 50%.
aPer 1,000 persons age 12 or older.
bPer 1,000 households.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2004–2015.
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Figure 2
Victim’s perception of bias in hate crime victimizations, 
2011–2015

Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. Detail may not sum to total due 
to victims reporting more than one type of bias motivating the hate-related 
victimizations. See appendix table 3 for standard errors. 
*Comparison group. 
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
aMotivated by victim’s association with persons having certain characteristics. 
bMotivated by offender’s perception of victim’s characteristics. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015. 
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Between 2007 and 2015, the percentage of hate crimes 
perceived by victims to be motivated by racial bias 
decreased from 62% to 48% (figure 3). During that time, 
the percentage of hate crimes suspected to be motivated 
by gender bias nearly doubled from 15% in 2007 to 
29% in 2015. In 2009, the federal hate crime legislation 
was amended to include gender and gender identity as 
protected categories.

The majority of victims cited offenders’ use of hate 
language as evidence of a hate crime

For a crime to be classified as a hate crime in the NCVS, the 
victim must report at least one of three types of evidence 
that the act was motivated by hate: 

�� the offender used hate language

�� the offender left behind hate symbols

�� police investigators confirmed that the incident was 
hate crime.

During 2011-15, almost all hate crime victims (99%) cited 
the offenders’ use of hate language as evidence that the crime 
was motivated by hate (table 2). Fewer than 1 in 10 hate 
crime victims reported that the offender left hate symbols at 
the scene (5%) or that the victimization was confirmed to be 
a hate crime by police investigators (7%). (See Methodology.) 

Figure 3
Victims’ perception of bias in hate crime victimizations, 
2007–2015
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Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. Estimates based on 5-year rolling 
averages, centered on the most recent year. Detail may not sum to total due 
to victims reporting more than one type of bias motivating the hate-related 
victimizations. See appendix table 4 for estimates and standard errors. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2007–2015.

Table 2 
Victims' evidence that a hate crime occurred, 2011–2015
Type of evidence Percent 
Hate language 98.7%
Hate symbols 5.4
Confirmed by police investigators 6.9
Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. Detail may not sum to total due 
to victims reporting more than one type of evidence. See appendix table 5 for 
standard errors. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Table 3 
Hate and nonhate crime victimizations, by type of crime, 
2011–2015
Type of crime Hate Nonhate*
Violent crime 90.1% † 25.1%

Rape or sexual assault 2.5 ! 1.4
Robbery 8.3 † 2.8
Aggravated assault 17.7 † 4.2
Simple assault 61.6 † 16.7

Personal larceny 0.3% ! 0.6%
Property crime 9.6% † 74.3%

Household burglary 2.1 ! † 14.8
Motor vehicle theft 0.1 ! † 2.7
Theft 7.4 † 56.9

Average annual victimizations  236,070 †  22,396,360 
Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender  
used hate language or left behind hate symbols. See appendix table 6 for 
standard errors.
*Comparison group. 
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
! Interpret with caution. Estimate based on 10 or fewer sample cases, or the 
coefficient of variation is greater than 50%.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

During 2011-15, nearly two-thirds (62%) of hate 
crimes were simple assaults

Overall, about 90% of NCVS-reported hate crimes involved 
violence, and about 29% were serious violent crimes 
(rape or sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault) 
(table 3).2 During 2011-15, violent crime accounted for a 
higher percentage of hate (90%) than nonhate (25%) crime 
victimizations. The majority of hate crimes were simple 
assaults (62%), followed by aggravated assault (18%), 
robbery (8%), and theft (7%).

2For offense definitions see Criminal Victimization, 2015 (NCJ 250180, 
BJS web, October 2016, p15), and Terms and Definitions: Victims (BJS web). 
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Except for rape or sexual assaults, the distribution of types 
of violent crimes was fairly similar across hate and nonhate 
victimizations during 2011-15 (figure 4). Rape or sexual 
assault accounted for a lower percentage of violent hate (3%) 
than nonhate (6%) crime victimizations.

1 in 4 violent hate crimes involved a weapon during 
2006-15

During 2006-15, no statistically significant difference 
was observed in the percentage of violent hate (24%) and 
nonhate (21%) victimizations involving a weapon (table 4). 
However, a lower percentage of violent victimizations 
involved a firearm in hate (5%) than nonhate (7%) 
crime victimizations.

The majority (78%) of violent hate crime victims did 
not suffer from any injuries during the event. A lower 
percentage of violent hate (22%) victimizations than 
violent nonhate (26%) victimizations involved an injury 
(90% confidence level).

Figure 4
Type of crime experienced in hate and nonhate violent 
victimizations, 2011–2015
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Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. See appendix table 7 for estimates 
and standard errors. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Table 4 
Presence of weapons and injuries sustained in violent hate 
and nonhate crime victimizations, 2006–2015

Hate Nonhate*
Presence of weapon 23.7% 21.1%

Firearm 4.5 † 7.2
Any injury sustained 21.8% ‡ 25.8%

Average annual victimizations  227,180 † 5,949,080
Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated 
and incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender 
used hate language or left behind hate symbols. See appendix table 8 for 
standard errors.
*Comparison group. 
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level. 
‡Significant difference from comparison group at 90% confidence level.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2006–2015.

Table 5 
Hate and nonhate crime victimizations, by location, 
2011–2015
Location Hate Nonhate*
At or near victim's home 38.7% † 61.0%
At or near a friend's or relative's home 3.5 4.6
Commercial place 14.2 † 6.0
Parking lot, on street, or on 

public transportation 24.0 † 15.3
School 13.6 † 7.0
Other 6.0 6.1

Average annual victimizations  236,070 †  22,396,360 
Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 
See appendix table 9 for standard errors. 
*Comparison group.
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Hate crime victimizations were more likely to occur 
outside of the home than nonhate crime victimizations

During 2011-15, the largest portion of hate victimizations 
occurred at or near the victim’s home (39%) (table 5). 
However, hate crime victimizations were less likely to 
occur at or near the victim’s home than nonhate crime 
victimizations (61%). A greater percentage of hate 
victimizations than nonhate victimizations occurred in 
commercial places, parking lots, on public transportation, 
and at school.
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Violent hate crimes were less likely to result in arrest 
than violent nonhate crimes

During 2011-15, less than half of total and violent 
(42% each) hate crime victimizations were reported to 
police (table 6). There was no significant difference in the 
percentage of violent hate (42%) and violent nonhate (46%) 
crimes reported to police. 

For total crime, a higher percentage of complaints were 
signed in reported hate (31%) than in nonhate (22%) crime 
victimizations (90% confidence level). This was not true for 
violent crime.

Violent nonhate (28%) crimes reported to police were nearly 
three times more likely to result in an arrest than violent hate 
(10%) crimes. About 4% of all violent hate crimes, whether 
reported or not, resulted in an arrest (not shown).

About 2 in 5 hate crime victimizations not reported to 
police were handled another way

Approximately 54% of hate crime victimizations were not 
reported to police during 2011-15. The most common 
reason for not reporting to police was that the victimization 
was handled another way (41%), such as privately or through 
a non-law enforcement official (e.g., apartment manager 
or school official) (table 7). About a quarter (23%) of hate 
crime victims who did not report the crime believed that 
police would not want to be bothered or to get involved, 
would be inefficient or ineffective, or would cause trouble for 
the victim. About 1 in 5 (19%) crime victims stated that the 
victimization was not important enough to report to police.

With the exception of reasons that fell in the “other” 
category, no significant difference was observed in the 
most important reasons for not reporting hate and nonhate 
violent crime victimizations to police.  

Table 6 
Police-related actions taken in hate and nonhate crime 
victimizations, 2011–2015

Total Violent crime
Police-related action Hate Nonhate* Hate Nonhate*
Reported 42.2% 38.3% 42.0% 46.3%

By victim 69.8 73.9 67.9 62.0
By someone else 30.2 25.9 32.1 37.7
Complaint signed 30.8 ‡ 21.5 31.1 34.7
Arrest made 11.5 15.0 10.2 † 28.2

Not reported 54.2% 60.4% 54.1% 51.6%
Average annual victimizations 236,070 † 22,396,360 212,710 † 5,616,830

Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. See appendix table 10 for standard 
errors. 
*Comparison group. 
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
‡Significant difference from comparison group at 90% confidence level.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Table 7 
Most important reason why victimization was not reported 
to police, 2011–2015

Violenta

Most important reason Total hate Hate Nonhate*
Handled another way 40.7% 43.5% 37.4%
Not important enough 19.4 20.2 17.8
Police could not do anything 5.1 ! 2.8 ! 2.3
Police would not help 17.5 15.5 13.4
Otherb 17.2 18.0 † 29.1
Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. Victims were asked to state the most 
important reason why the incident was not reported to police. See appendix 
table 11 for standard errors. 
*Comparison group.
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
! Interpret with caution. Estimate based on 10 or fewer sample cases, or the 
coefficient of variation is greater than 50%.
aIncludes rape or sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault.
bIncludes victims who could not select one reason as most important.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.
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Hispanics experienced a higher rate of violent hate 
crime victimization than non-Hispanic whites

During 2011-15, males (0.9 per 1,000 persons age 
12 or older) and females (0.8 per 1,000) had similar rates of 
hate crime victimization (table 8). Hispanics (1.3 per 1,000) 
experienced a higher rate of violent hate victimization 
than non-Hispanic whites (0.7 per 1,000). However, more 
than half (53%) of hate crime victimizations were against 
whites. Whites accounted for a lower percentage of victims 
of hate crimes than nonhate (64%) victimizations. A higher 
percentage of violent crime victims were Hispanic in hate 
(25%) than nonhate (14%) victimizations.

For both hate (90% confidence level) and nonhate violent 
crime victimizations, young persons ages 12 to 17 had a 
higher rate of victimization than persons age 50 or older. 
In both hate and nonhate violent victimizations, persons in 
households in the lowest income bracket had the highest rate 
of victimization than all other income categories.

The largest percentage of violent hate crimes occurred 
in the West

The percentage (46%) and rate (1.6 per 1,000) of violent 
hate victimization occurring in the West was greater than 
that of any other region (table 9). The South accounted 
for a lower percentage of hate (19%) than nonhate 
(32%) crime victimizations.

During 2011-15, more than 90% of violent hate crime 
victimizations were against persons living in urban 
(47%) and suburban (46%) areas. A lower percentage of 
violent hate crime (7%) than nonhate crime (13%) involved 
persons in rural areas. For both hate (1.2 per 1,000) and 
nonhate (24.9 per 1,000) crimes, the rates of victimization 
were highest in urban areas. 

Table 8 
Characteristics of violent crime victims, 2011–2015

Percent Rate
Victim characteristic Hate Nonhatea Hate Nonhatea

Sex 100% 100% 0.8 21.3
Male* 51.7 50.7 0.9 22.1
Female 48.3 49.3 0.8 20.5

Race/Hispanic originb 100% 100%
White* 53.4 63.6 0.7 20.7
Black 14.5 † 14.5 † 1.0 25.2 †
Hispanic 24.7 † 14.3 † 1.3 † 19.8
Otherc 7.5 † 7.6 † 0.9 23.3

Age 100% 100%
12–17* 17.1 17.0 1.5 38.5
18–24 15.1 18.4 1.1 34.0 †
25–34 11.8 20.9 † 0.6  † 27.5 †
35–49 28.7 † 24.1 † 1.0 22.1 †
50–64 25.3 ‡ 16.3 0.9 ‡ 14.9 †
65 or older 2.1 !† 3.2 † 0.1 !† 4.2 †

Household income 100% 100%
$24,999 or less* 31.9 29.1 1.7 42.0
$25,000–$49,999 14.4 † 19.5 † 0.6 † 20.9 †
$50,000 or more 27.9 28.3 0.6 † 16.3 †
Not reported 25.8 23.1 † 0.7 † 17.2 †

Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. Detail may not sum to total due to 
rounding. See appendix table 12 for standard errors. 
*Comparison group. 
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
‡Significant difference from comparison group at 90% confidence level.
! Interpret with caution. Estimate based on 10 or fewer sample cases, or the 
coefficient of variation is greater than 50%. 
aPer 1,000 persons age 12 or older.
bWhite, black, and other race categories exclude persons of Hispanic or Latino 
origin. 
cIncludes American Indian and Alaska Natives; Asian, Native Hawaiian, and Other 
Pacific Islanders; and persons of two or more races.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Table 9 
Region and location of residence of violent hate crime 
victims, 2011–2015

Percent Rate
Hate Nonhate Hate Nonhate

Region 100% 100% 0.8 21.3
Northeast* 14.8 17.9 0.7 21.0
Midwest 20.9 23.4 † 0.7 22.0
South 18.6 31.7 † 0.4 18.7 
West 45.8 † 27.1 † 1.6 † 24.7 †

Location of residence 100% 100% 0.8 21.3
Urban* 47.2 38.6 1.2 24.9
Suburban 45.9 48.6 † 0.7 † 20.0 †
Rural 6.9 † 12.8 † 0.4 † 17.7 †

Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and 
incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. See appendix table 13 for standard 
errors. 
*Comparison group. 
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.
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Nearly half (46%) of violent hate crime victimizations 
were committed by a stranger

The NCVS asks victims of violent crime about the 
characteristics of the offender. In both hate (63%) and 
nonhate (78%) violent crime victimizations, the majority of 
offenders acted alone during 2011-15 (table 10). However, 
a higher percentage of violent hate crimes (30%) involved 
multiple offenders than violent nonhate crimes (17%). 

Across violent hate and nonhate crimes, a greater percentage 
of offenders were male than female. Males were less likely 
to be offenders in violent hate crimes (61%) than violent 
nonhate crimes (69%) (90% confidence level). A lower 
percentage of violent victimizations were committed by 
white offenders in violent hate (38%) than violent nonhate 
(54%) crimes. Whites and blacks accounted for a similar 
proportion of violent hate crime offenders. 

During 2011-15, persons age 30 or older accounted for the 
largest percentage of offenders in both violent hate (43%) 
and violent nonhate (37%) crimes. A lower percentage of 
offenders were ages 18 to 29 in violent hate crime (17%), 
compared to violent nonhate crime (28%).

Nearly half (46%) of violent hate crime victimizations 
were committed by a stranger. In comparison, the majority 
(55%) of violent nonhate victimizations were committed 
by someone at least casually known to the victim. A lower 
percentage of offenders were known to the victim in hate 
(44%) than nonhate (55%) violent crime.

Differences in hate crime counts collected by the NCVS 
and UCR program can largely be attributed to victims’ 
reporting and police classification

In addition to the NCVS data on hate crime victimization, 
the other main measure of hate crime in the United States is 
the FBI’s Hate Crime Statistics Program, part of the Uniform 
Crime Reporting (UCR) program. The NCVS and UCR 
were designed to be complementary but different.3 The FBI’s 
Hate Crime Statistics Program includes only reported crimes 
that police determined to be and recorded as hate crimes. 
Alternatively, the NCVS is based on victims’ perceptions that 
a crime was motivated by bias because the offender used hate 
language, left hate symbols, or police confirmed that it was 
a hate crime. The NCVS includes hate crimes that were both 
reported and not reported to police. 

Table 10 
Characteristics of violent offenders as reported by victims of 
hate and nonhate crime victimization, 2011–2015
Offender characteristic Hate Nonhate*
Number of offenders 100% 100%

1 63.4 † 78.0
2 or 3 19.0 † 11.2
4 or more 10.7 † 5.3
Unknown 7.0 5.5

Sex 100% 100%
Male 60.9 ‡ 69.0
Female 17.1 19.1
Both male and femalea 8.6 † 4.6
Unknown 13.3 † 7.4

Raceb 100% 100%
White 37.7 † 53.6
Black 34.3 † 22.2
Otherc 12.8 11.4
Various racesd 2.4 !† 0.4
Unknown 12.8 12.4

Age 100% 100%
17 or younger 15.4 17.3
18–29 16.7 † 28.2
30 or older 43.3 36.8
More than one age group 8.5 ‡ 4.8
Unknown 16.1 12.8

Relationship to victim 100% 100%
At least casually known 44.4 † 54.8
Stranger 46.0 † 37.2
Unknown 9.6 8.0

Average annual victimizations  212,710 † 5,616,830
Note: Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated 
and incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender 
used hate language or left behind hate symbols. See appendix table 14 for 
standard errors. 
*Comparison group. 
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
‡Significant difference from comparison group at 90% confidence level.
! Interpret with caution. Estimate based on 10 or fewer sample cases, or the 
coefficient of variation is greater than 50%. 
aIncludes multiple offenders.
bWhite, black, and other race categories exclude persons of Hispanic or 
Latino origin.
cIncludes American Indian and Alaska Natives; Asian, Native Hawaiian, and Other 
Pacific Islanders; and persons of two or more races.
dIncludes multiple offenders of two or more racial groups. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

3For more information on the differences between the NCVS and UCR 
program, see The Nation’s Two Crime Measures (NCJ 246832, BJS web, 
September 2014).
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Due to the differences in the scope of the two collections, 
the overall annual counts of hate crime in the United 
States are significantly higher based on NCVS data than 
the UCR program. Based on data from the NCVS during 
2003-15, persons age 12 or older experienced an annual 
average of 252,630 hate crime victimizations, of which about 
41% (104,600) were reported to police (figure 5). Of those 
104,600, about 14% (14,380) were confirmed by police 
investigators as hate crimes. The remaining 86% of those 
reported to police were classified as hate crimes in the NCVS 
because the offender used hate language or left hate symbols 
at the crime scene. 

The NCVS annual estimate of 14,380 hate crimes confirmed 
by police investigators as hate crimes was not statistically 
different from the UCR annual average number of hate 
crime victims (8,370) during the same period.

Violent crimes made up 87% of NCVS hate crimes 
reported to police, but 60% of hate crimes recorded in 
the UCR program

Another major difference between the two collections 
is that the NCVS focuses on hate crimes experienced by 
individuals, while the UCR program also captures hate 
crimes committed against businesses, religious institutions, 
other organizations, and society as a whole. The two 

surveys also measure somewhat different types of crimes. 
For instance, the UCR program measures homicide and 
vandalism, while the NCVS does not.

Due to the differences between the two collections, from 
2003-15, 87% of NCVS hate crimes reported to police 
were violent crimes, while 60% of UCR program recorded 
hate crimes were violent (table 11). Serious violent crime 
accounted for 31% of NCVS hate crime reported to police, 
compared to about 13% of UCR hate crime. Vandalism 
and intimidation, two crimes not measured in the NCVS, 
accounted for about 60% of UCR hate crime. 

During 2003-15, the UCR program also reveals that 100 
persons were victims of hate crime homicide (murder or 
nonnegligent manslaughter) (not shown). This was an 
average of eight hate crime homicides per year in the United 
States during this 12-year period. However, in 2015 there 
were 18 recorded hate crime homicides.

Table 11
Hate crime victimizations recorded by the NCVS and UCR, by 
offense, 2003–2015

NCVS
UCRb Hate crime offense Total Not reporteda Reported

Violent crime 89.0% 90.4% 87.0% 60.2%
Homicide ~ ~ ~ 0.1
Forcible rapec 2.3 3.2 ! 1.3 ! 0.1
Robbery 6.9 7.1 6.8 1.9
Aggravated assault 18.1 15.0 23.0 10.8
Simple assault 61.7 65.0 55.9 20.0
Intimidation ~ ~ ~ 27.0
Other violentd ~ ~ ~ 0.2

Property crime 11.0% 9.6% 13.0% 38.7%
Burglary 4.2 1.0 ! 8.6 2.1
Larceny-thefte 6.8 8.7 4.3 2.7
Motor vehicle theft -- ! -- ! 0.1 ! 0.2
Vandalism ~ ~ ~ 32.5
Other propertyf ~ ~ ~ 1.2

Note: In the NCVS, crime is classified as hate crime if the victim perceived that 
the offender was motivated by bias because the offender used hate language, 
left behind hate symbols, or the police investigators confirmed that the incident 
was a hate crime. See appendix table 15 for NCVS standard errors. 	
--Less than 0.05%.
~Not applicable.
! Interpret data with caution; estimate based on 10 or fewer sample cases, or 
coefficient of variation is greater than 50%.
aExcludes victims who did not know whether the hate crime was reported  
to police.	
bIncludes murder/nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, aggravated assault, 
simple assault, intimidation, other crimes against persons, robbery, burglary, 
larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, arson, destruction/vandalism, other crimes 
against property, and crimes against society. 
cThe NCVS includes rape and other sexual assault.
dIncludes offenses other than those listed that are collected as part of the 
National Incident-Based Reporting System.
eLarceny is typically classified as a personal rather than property crime in the 
NCVS.
fIncludes arson and offenses other than those listed that are collected as part of 
the National Incident Based Reporting System.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), 
2003–2015; and FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program, Hate Crime 
Statistics, 2003–2015.

Figure 5
NCVS and UCR hate crime victimizations, 2003–2015

Note: In the NCVS, crime is classified as hate crime if the victim perceived that the 
offender was motivated by bias because the offender used hate language, left 
behind hate symbols,or the police investigators confirmed that the incident was 
a hate crime. Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. Error bars on NCVS estimates 
are based on 95% confidence levels. The standard error for average annual 
victimizations is 38,990; reported to police is 23,326; and confirmed by police 
investigators is 7,834.
*Includes murder/nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, aggravated assault, 
simple assault, intimidation, other crimes against persons, robbery, burglary, 
larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, arson, destruction/vandalism, other crimes 
against property, and crimes against society.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), 
2003–2015; and FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program, Hate Crime 
Statistics, 2003–2015.
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Methodology

Survey coverage

The National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) is an 
annual data collection conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau 
for the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). The NCVS is a 
self-report survey in which interviewed persons are asked 
about the number and characteristics of victimizations 
experienced during the prior 6 months. The NCVS collects 
information on nonfatal personal crimes (rape or sexual 
assault, robbery, aggravated and simple assault, and personal 
larceny) and household property crimes (burglary, motor 
vehicle theft, and other theft) both reported and not 
reported to police. In addition to providing annual level and 
change estimates on criminal victimization, the NCVS is 
the primary source of information on the nature of criminal 
victimization incidents.

Survey respondents provide information about themselves 
(e.g., sex, race, Hispanic origin, age, marital status, education 
level, and income) and whether they experienced a 
victimization. For each victimization incident, the NCVS 
also collects information about the offender (e.g., sex, race, 
Hispanic origin, age, and victim-offender relationship), 
characteristics of the crime (including time and place of 
occurrence, use of weapons, nature of injury, and economic 
consequences), whether the crime was reported to police, 
reasons the crime was or was not reported, and victim 
experiences with the criminal justice system.

The NCVS is administered to persons age 12 or older from a 
nationally representative sample of households in the United 
States. The NCVS defines a household as a group of persons 
who all reside at a sampled address. Persons are considered 
household members when the sampled address is their 
usual place of residence at the time of the interview and 
when they have no usual place of residence elsewhere. Once 
selected, households remain in the sample for 3 years, and 
eligible persons in these households are interviewed every 
6 months either in person or over the phone for a total of 
seven interviews.

All first interviews are conducted in person with subsequent 
interviews conducted either in person or by phone. New 
households rotate into the sample on an ongoing basis to 
replace outgoing households that have been in the sample 
for the 3-year period. The sample includes persons living 
in group quarters, such as dormitories, rooming houses, 
and religious group dwellings, and excludes persons 
living in military barracks and institutional settings such 
as correctional facilities or hospitals, and persons who 
are homeless.

Nonresponse and weighting adjustments

In 2015, 95,760 households and 163,880 persons age 12 or 
older were interviewed for the NCVS. Each household was 
interviewed twice during the year. The response rate was 
82% for households and 86% for eligible persons.

Victimizations that occurred outside of the United States 
were excluded from this report. In 2015, less than 1% of 
the unweighted victimizations occurred outside of the 
United States and were excluded from the analyses.

Estimates in this report use NCVS data files from 2003 
through 2015, weighted to produce annual estimates 
of victimization for persons age 12 or older living in 
U.S. households. Because the NCVS relies on a sample 
rather than a census of the entire U.S. population, weights 
are designed to inflate sample point estimates to known 
population totals and to compensate for survey nonresponse 
and other aspects of the sample design.

The NCVS data files include both person and household 
weights. Person weights provide an estimate of 
the population represented by each person in the 
sample. Household weights provide an estimate of the 
U.S. household population represented by each household 
in the sample. After proper adjustment, both household 
and person weights are also typically used to form the 
denominator in calculations of crime rates.

Victimization weights used in this analysis account for 
the number of persons present during an incident and 
for high-frequency repeat victimizations (i.e., series 
victimizations). Series victimizations are similar in type but 
occur with such frequency that a victim is unable to recall 
each individual event or describe each event in detail. Survey 
procedures allow NCVS interviewers to identify and classify 
these similar victimizations as series victimizations and to 
collect detailed information on only the most recent incident 
in the series.

The weight counts series incidents as the actual number 
of incidents reported by the victim, up to a maximum of 
10 incidents. Including series victimizations in national 
rates results in large increases in the level of violent 
victimization. However, trends in violent crime are generally 
similar, regardless of whether series victimizations are 
included. In 2015, series incidents accounted for about 1% 
of all victimizations and 4% of all violent victimizations. 
Weighting series incidents as the number of incidents 
up to a maximum of 10 incidents produces more reliable 
estimates of crime levels, while the cap at 10 minimizes the 
effect of extreme outliers on rates. Additional information 
on the series enumeration is detailed in the report Methods 
for Counting High-Frequency Repeat Victimizations in the 
National Crime Victimization Survey (NCJ 237308, BJS web, 
April 2012).
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Standard error computations 

When national estimates are derived from a sample, as 
with the NCVS, caution must be used when comparing one 
estimate to another estimate or when comparing estimates 
over time. Although one estimate may be larger than 
another, estimates based on a sample have some degree of 
sampling error. The sampling error of an estimate depends 
on several factors, including the amount of variation in the 
responses and the size of the sample. When the sampling 
error around an estimate is taken into account, the estimates 
that appear different may not be statistically different.

One measure of the sampling error associated with an 
estimate is the standard error. The standard errors vary from 
one estimate to the next. Generally, an estimate with a small 
standard error provides a more reliable approximation of 
the true value than an estimate with a large standard error. 
Estimates with relatively large standard errors are associated 
with less precision and reliability and should be interpreted 
with caution.

To generate standard errors around numbers and estimates 
from the NCVS, the Census Bureau produced generalized 
variance function (GVF) parameters for BJS. The GVFs 
take into account aspects of the NCVS complex sample 
design and represent the curve fitted to a selection of 
individual standard errors based on the Jackknife Repeated 
Replication technique. The GVF parameters were used to 
generate standard errors for each point estimate (e.g., counts, 
percentages, and rates) in this report.

BJS conducted tests to determine whether differences in 
estimated numbers, percentages, and rates in this report 
were statistically significant once sampling error was 
taken into account. Using statistical programs developed 
specifically for the NCVS, all comparisons in the text were 
tested for significance. The primary test procedure was the 
Student’s t-statistic, which tests the difference between two 
sample estimates. Differences described as greater, larger 
than, or higher passed a test at the 0.05 level of statistical 
significance (95% confidence level). Findings that passed 
a test at the 0.10 level of significance are noted in the text 
(90% confidence level). Caution is required when comparing 
estimates not explicitly discussed in this report.

Data users can use the estimates and the standard errors of 
the estimates provided in this report to generate a confidence 
interval around the estimate as a measure of the margin of 
error. The following example illustrates how standard errors 
can be used to generate confidence intervals:

According to the NCVS, in 2015, the violent hate crime 
victimization rate among persons age 12 or older was 
0.7 per 1,000 persons (see table 1). Using the GVFs, it 
was determined that the estimated victimization rate 
has a standard error of 0.15 (see appendix table 2). A 
confidence interval around the estimate was generated 
by multiplying the standard errors by ±1.96 (the t-score 
of a normal, two-tailed distribution that excludes 
2.5% at either end of the distribution). Therefore, the 
95% confidence interval around the 0.7 estimate from 
2015 is 0.7 ± (0.15 × 1.96) or (0.4 to 1.0). In others 
words, if different samples using the same procedures 
were taken from the U.S. population in 2015, 95% of the 
time the violent victimization rate would fall between 
0.4 and 1.0 per 1,000 persons.

BJS also calculated a coefficient of variation (CV) for all 
estimates, representing the ratio of the standard error to the 
estimate. CVs provide a measure of reliability and a means 
for comparing the precision of estimates across measures 
with differing levels or metrics.

Evidence that hate crimes occurred

For NCVS crimes to be classified as hate crimes, the victim 
had to report one of three types of evidence that the offender 
was motivated by bias: (1) the offender used hate language, 
(2) the offender left hate signs or symbols at the scene, or 
(3) police investigators confirmed that it was a hate crime. 
In addition to the three types of evidence that were used 
to classify incidents as hate crimes, victims may have 
additional reasons for believing that the victimization was 
bias-motivated. In addition to these three reasons, victims 
could have reported that—

�� the offender committed similar hate crimes or crimes of 
bigotry in the past

�� the incident occurred on or near a holiday, event, 
location, gathering place, or building commonly 
associated with a specific group (e.g., at a gay pride march, 
synagogue, Korean church, etc.)

�� other hate crimes or crimes of prejudice or bigotry 
happened to the victim or occurred in the neighborhood

�� their feelings, instincts, or perception lead them to 
suspect this incident was a hate crime or crime of 
prejudice or bigotry, even though there was not enough 
evidence to know for sure.
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During 2011-15, about 83% of hate crime victims offered 
one or more additional reasons for believing the crime was 
motivated by hate beyond the type of evidence required for 
classification. More than 60% had a feeling or instinct that 
the crime was motivated by hate. Thirty percent reported 
the offender had previously committed crimes of prejudice 
or bigotry, and 18% stated that a hate crime had previously 
happened in the area. About 5% of victims said that the 
incident occurred near a holiday, event, location, gathering, 
or building commonly associated with a specific group. 
Although 7% of hate crimes were confirmed by police 
investigators, 22% of hate crime victims told police that they 
believed the incident was a hate crime (not shown).

About 91% of persons who reported these other types of 
evidence also reported one of the three needed to classify 
them as a victim of hate crime for the NCVS. If the NCVS 
standard was relaxed to include these other types of 
evidence, it would not have a statistically significant impact 
on the average annual number of hate crime victimizations. 
During 2011-15, there were about 254,200 hate crime 
victimizations each year using the expanded evidence 
categories, which is not statistically different from the 
236,100 under the current definition.
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Appendix table 1 
Estimates and standard errors for figure 1: Violent hate 
crime victimizations reported and not reported to police, 
2004–2015

Rate Standard error

Year Total
Not 
reported Reported Total

Not 
reported Reported

2004 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.19 0.13 0.11
2005 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.17 0.11 0.10
2006 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.16 0.11 0.10
2007 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.16 0.11 0.09
2008 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.18 0.12 0.10
2009 1.1 0.6 0.4 0.23 0.17 0.13
2010 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.21 0.16 0.10
2011 0.8 0.6 0.2 0.15 0.13 0.06
2012 1.0 0.6 0.3 0.17 0.12 0.09
2013 0.9 0.5 0.3 0.19 0.13 0.10
2014 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.14 0.10 0.08
2015 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.15 0.09 0.10
Source: Bureau of Justice Statisics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2004–2015.

Appendix table 2 
Standard errors for table 1: Hate crime victimizations, 2004–2015

Total Violent crime Property crime
Year Number Percent Number Rate Percent Number Rate Percent
2004  52,925 0.19%  45,235 0.19 0.60%  16,563 0.14 0.08%
2005  43,684 0.16  40,606 0.17 0.57  9,178 0.08 0.05
2006  41,304 0.15  39,155 0.16 0.49  7,903 0.07 0.04
2007  41,808 0.15  38,905 0.16 0.48  10,939 0.09 0.06
2008  47,841 0.19  44,861 0.18 0.64  10,208 0.08 0.06
2009  61,025 0.26  58,627 0.23 0.91  8,907 0.07 0.05
2010  54,876 0.25  52,530 0.21 0.91  9,133 0.07 0.06
2011  42,840 0.19  39,880 0.15 0.69  10,119 0.08 0.06
2012  48,156 0.19  44,941 0.17 0.67  12,029 0.10 0.07
2013  52,884 0.21  48,992 0.19 0.71  11,367 0.09 0.06
2014  40,019 0.18  37,437 0.14 0.61  8,868 0.07 0.06
2015  41,455 0.20  39,429 0.15 0.72  8,055 0.06 0.05
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 2004–2015.

Appendix table 3 
Standard errors for figure 2: Victim’s perception of bias in 
hate crime victimizations, 2011–2015
Offender bias Standard error
Race 3.81%
Ethnicity 3.57
Gender 3.35
Association 3.02
Sexual orientation 3.00
Religion 2.65
Disability 2.56
Perceived characteristics 1.66
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015. 
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Appendix table 4 
Estimates and standard errors for figure 3: Victims' perception of bias in hate crime victimizations, 2007–2015

Estimate Standard error

Year Disability Religion
Sexual 
orientation Gender Ethnicity Race Disability Religion

Sexual 
orientation Gender Ethnicity Race

2007 10.5% 11.8% 15.4% 14.7% 29.3% 62.4% 1.73% 1.85% 2.10% 2.06% 2.78% 3.13%
2008 8.7 13.9 14.4 17.2 27.4 59.3 1.90 2.40 2.44 2.65 3.23 3.75
2009 10.1 15.2 14.2 15.6 31.1 58.0 2.42 2.96 2.87 3.00 4.02 4.49
2010 12.5 16.8 17.1 14.6 29.5 57.1 2.46 2.84 2.87 2.66 3.62 4.14
2011 13.9 20.5 18.0 17.9 30.5 54.1 2.50 3.01 2.82 2.82 3.54 4.01
2012 12.4 23.1 18.4 19.9 35.9 48.5 2.26 3.01 2.73 2.82 3.53 3.76
2013 15.4 20.9 20.2 22.4 37.3 52.7 2.88 3.33 3.28 3.44 4.15 4.40
2014 17.7 19.5 21.1 29.5 33.5 50.8 2.35 2.45 2.54 2.91 3.04 3.33
2015 15.6 16.7 22.1 29.3 35.4 48.1 2.56 2.65 3.00 3.35 3.57 3.81
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 2007–2015. 

Appendix table 5 
Standard errors for table 2: Victims' evidence that a hate 
crime occurred, 2011–2015
Type of evidence Percent
Hate language 0.91%
Hate symbols 1.49
Confirmed by police investigators 1.70
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Appendix table 6 
Standard errors for Table 3: Hate and nonhate crime 
victimizations, by type of crime, 2011–2015
Type of crime Hate Nonhate
Violent crime 2.37% 0.70%

Rape or sexual assault 0.92 0.11
Robbery 1.56 0.16
Aggravated assault 2.19 0.20
Simple assault 3.67 0.55

Personal larceny 0.27% 0.06%
Property crime 2.12% 0.52%

Household burglary 0.85 0.30
Motor vehicle theft 0.21 0.12
Theft 1.90 0.58

Average annual victimizations 40,935 561,896
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Appendix table 7 
Estimates and standard errors for figure 4: Type of crime 
experienced in hate and nonhate violent victimizations, 
2011–2015

Estimate Standard error
Type of violent crime Hate Nonhate Hate Nonhate
Rape or sexual assault 2.8% 5.6% 1.02% 0.42%
Robbery 9.2 11.0 1.72 0.56
Aggravated assault 19.6 16.9 2.39 0.69
Simple assault 68.4 66.5 3.67 1.25
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Appendix table 8 
Standard errors for table 4: Presence of weapons and injuries 
sustained in violent hate and nonhate crime victimizations, 
2006–2015

Hate Nonhate
Presence of weapon 2.25% 0.69%

Firearm 0.99 0.38
Any injury sustained 2.18% 0.76%

Average annual victimizations 37,725 312,482
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2006–2015.

Appendix table 9 
Standard errors for table 5: Hate and nonhate crime 
victimizations, by location, 2011–2015
Location Hate Nonhate
At or near victim's home 3.66% 0.57%
At or near a friend's or relative's home 1.19 0.19
Commercial place 2.45 0.22
Parking lot, on street, or on public transportation 3.10 0.37
School 2.40 0.24
Other 1.57 0.23

Average annual victimizations 40,935 561,896
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Appendix table 10 
Standard errors for table 6: Police-related actions taken in 
hate and nonhate crime victimizations, 2011–2015

Total Violent crime
Police-related action Hate Nonhate Hate Nonhate
Reported 3.73% 0.54% 3.88% 1.30%

By victim 5.03 0.73 5.34 1.65
By someone else 4.81 0.67 5.14 1.56
Complaint signed 4.84 0.62 5.08 1.52
Arrest made 3.19 0.53 3.15 1.40

Not reported 3.83% 0.57% 3.98% 1.32%
Average annual victimizations 40,935 561,896 38,387 330,495

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.
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Appendix table 11 
Standard errors for table 7:  Most important reason why 
victimization was not reported to police, 2011–2015

Violent
Most important reason Total hate Hate Nonhate
Handled another way 4.72% 4.99% 1.51%
Not important enough 3.64 3.88 1.09
Police could not do anything 1.90 1.46 0.34
Police would not help 3.48 3.44 0.94
Other 3.45 3.69 1.37
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Appendix table 12 
Standard errors for table 8: Characteristics of violent hate 
crime victims, 2011–2015

Percent Rate
Victim characteristic Hate Nonhate Hate Nonhate
Sex 0.08 0.76

Male 3.98% 1.31% 0.11 0.95
Female 3.96 1.31 0.10 0.89

Race/Hispanic origin
White 3.98% 1.30% 0.08 0.84
Black 2.58 0.79 0.19 1.56
Hispanic 3.27 0.78 0.21 1.24
Other 1.85 0.54 0.23 1.78

Age
12–17 2.79% 0.86% 0.28 2.23
18–24 2.63 0.90 0.21 1.94
25–34 2.33 0.96 0.13 1.52
35–49 3.47 1.02 0.16 1.18
50–64 3.31 0.84 0.14 0.91
65 or older 0.95 0.32 0.05 0.44

Household income
$24,999 or less 3.60% 1.11% 0.26 2.07
$25,000-$49,999 2.57 0.92 0.12 1.20
$50,000 or more 3.43 1.10 0.10 0.84
Not reported 3.33 1.00 0.12 0.94

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Appendix table 13 
Standard errors for table 9: Region and location of residence 
of violent hate crime victims, 2011–2015

Percent Rate
Hate Nonhate Hate Nonhate

Region 0.08 0.76
Northeast 2.60% 0.88% 0.13 1.23
Midwest 3.05 1.01 0.13 1.19
South 2.89 1.15 0.08 0.93
West 3.94 1.08 0.21 1.27

Location of residence
Urban 3.96% 1.24% 0.15 1.16
Suburban 3.94 1.31 0.09 0.88
Rural 1.78 0.74 0.10 1.16

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Appendix table 14 
Standard errors for table 10: Characteristics of violent 
offenders as reported by victims of hate and nonhate 
crime, 2011–2015
Offender characteristic Hate Nonhate
Number of offenders

1 3.89% 1.14%
2 or 3 2.92 0.68
4 or more 2.22 0.44
Unknown 1.78 0.45

Sex
Male 3.93% 1.26%
Female 2.79 0.91
Both male and female 1.98 0.40
Unknown 2.48 0.53

Race
White 3.78% 1.32%
Black 3.68 0.99
Other 2.43 0.69
Various races 1.02 0.09
Unknown 2.43 0.72

Age
17 or younger 2.66% 0.87%
18–29 2.76 1.10
30 or older 3.90 1.22
More than one age group 1.98 0.41
Unknown 2.71 0.74

Relationship to victim
At least casually known 3.92% 1.32%
Stranger 3.94 1.22
Unknown 2.10 0.56

Average annual victimizations 38,387 330,495
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 
2011–2015.

Appendix table 15 
Standard errors for table 11: Hate crime victimizations 
recorded by the NCVS and UCR, by offense, 2003–2015

NCVS
Hate crime offense Total Not reported Reported
Violent crime 1.52% 1.78% 2.29%

Homicide ~ ~ ~
Forcible rape 0.53 0.80 0.58 
Robbery 0.83 1.07 1.21
Aggravated assault 1.28 1.48 2.05
Simple assault 2.24 2.73 3.20
Intimidation ~ ~ ~
Other ~ ~ ~

Property crime 1.42% 1.75% 2.33%
Burglary 0.73 0.46 1.59
Larceny/theft 1.15 1.70 1.41 
Motor vehicle theft ~ ~ 0.18 
Vandalism ~ ~ ~
Other property ~ ~ ~

~Not applicable.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), 
2003–2015.
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2 Federal Sources of Data on Hate Crime
FBI’s Hate Crime Statistics Program

• Part of the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program

• Hate crime data compiled from law enforcement agencies since 1990s

Bureau of Justice Statistics’ National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS)
• Nationally representative, household-based survey administered by the U.S. 

Census Bureau

• Hate crime data collected since 2003

Both sources define hate crime according to the Hate Crime Statistics Act

• Motivated by bias against the victim due to his or her race, ethnicity, gender or 
gender identity, sexual orientation, religion or disability 



NCVS Definition of Hate Crime
Victim believes the victimization was a hate crime, and he or she was targeted due to:

• Race
• Ethnicity
• Religion
• Sexual orientation
• Disability
• Gender

• Association with a group identified by 
one of these characteristics (e.g., multi-
racial couple)

• Offender’s perception that the victim 
belonged to a group identified by these 
characteristics (e.g., perceived as Jewish 
because at a synagogue)

Victim has corroborating evidence of hate motivation:
• Offender used language that made them suspect the incident was a hate crime
• Offender left hate symbols  -OR-
• Victim reported that the police investigation confirmed that a hate crime occurred

Includes hate crimes reported and NOT REPORTED to police
3
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NCVS vs. FBI’s UCR Hate Crime Statistics

Police Data - UCR
•Based on law enforcement agency 
reports and classification

•Includes hate crime offenses, incidents, 
and offenders reported to police

•Includes homicide, arson, vandalism

•Captures offenses against all persons, 
regardless of age

•Captures hate crimes against 
organizations, businesses, institutions, 
schools, and religious facilities

Victimization Survey - NCVS
•Includes hate crime incidents and 
victimizations reported and not reported 
to police

•Based on victim perceptions and crime 
scene evidence; not necessarily recorded 
as hate-motivated by investigators

•Captures hate crimes against persons 12 
or older

•Does not include businesses or 
organizations, institutionalized 
populations, or persons in military 
barracks



Figure 1. NCVS and UCR Hate Crime Statistics, 2013-2017
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Note: In the NCVS, crime is classified as hate crime if the victim perceived that the offender was motivated by bias because the offender used hate language, left behind hate 
symbols, or the police investigators confirmed that the incident was a hate crime. Numbers rounded to the nearest 100. Error bars on NCVS estimates are based on 95% 
confidence levels. See appendix table 1 for standard errors.
*Includes victims who experienced murder/nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, aggravated assault, simple assault, intimidation, other crimes against persons, robbery, 
burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, arson, destruction/vandalism, other crimes against property, and crimes against society.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), 2013–2017; and FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program, Hate Crime Statistics, 
2013–2017.
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Figure 2. Percent of hate crime victimizations by type of 
bias in the NCVS and UCR, 2013-2017
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Note: In the NCVS, hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used hate 
language or left behind hate symbols. Detail might not sum to total due to victims reporting more than one type of bias motivating the hate-related victimizations. In the UCR, 
hate crime includes victims of single-bias incidents who experienced murder/nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, aggravated assault, simple assault, intimidation, other 
crimes against persons, robbery, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, arson, destruction/vandalism, other crimes against property, and crimes against society. About 
1.5% of all hate crime victims reported multiple-bias incidents in the UCR. See appendix table 2 for estimates and standard errors.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), 2013-2017; FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Hate Crime Statistics, 2013-2017.
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Figure 3. Number of hate crime victimizations 
reported and not reported to police, 2009-2017
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Note. Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used hate language or 
left behind hate symbols. Estimates based on 3-year rolling averages. See appendix table 3 for estimates and standard errors.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 2009-2017. 
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Appendix table 1. Estimates and standard errors for Figure 1 NCVS and UCR hate crime victimizations, 2013-2017

Estimate Standard error
Lower 
bound Upper bound

NCVS - Average annual hate crime victimizations 204,600 20,347 184,269 224,962
NCVS - Victimizations reported to police 101,900 12,954 88,991 114,899
NCVS - Victimizations in which the victim told the police they believed it was a hate crime 45,600 7,821 37,775 53,417
NCVS - Victimizations in which the victim reported that the police confirmed the crime was a hate crime 15,200 4,055 11,186 19,297
UCR - Average annual hate crime victims* 7,500 --

-- Not applicable.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), 2013–2017; and FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program, Hate Crime
Statistics, 2013–2017.

95% confidence interval

Note: In the NCVS, crime is classified as hate crime if the victim perceived that the offender was motivated by bias because the offender used hate language, left behind hate symbols, or the 
police investigators confirmed that the incident was a hate crime. Numbers rounded to the nearest 100. Error bars on NCVS estimates are based on 95% confidence levels.
*Includes victims who experienced murder/nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, aggravated assault, simple assault, intimidation, other crimes against persons, robbery, burglary, larceny-
theft, motor vehicle theft, arson, destruction/vandalism, other crimes against property, and crimes against society.



Type of bias UCRa NCVSb Lower bound Upper bound
Race or ethnicity 59.8 57.2 53.3 61.1
Gender 1.8 27.2 23.8 30.6
Sexual orientation 17.7 25.7 22.4 29.0
Disability 1.4 16.0 13.3 18.7
Religion 19.2 7.9 6.0 9.8

NCVS 95% confidence interval 

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), 
2013-2017; FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting Program, Hate Crime Statistics, 2013-
2017

aIn the UCR, hate crime includes victims of single-bias incidents who experienced 
murder/nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, aggravated assault, simple 
assault, intimidation, other crimes against persons, robbery, burglary, larceny-theft, 
motor vehicle theft, arson, destruction/vandalism, other crimes against property, 
and crimes against society. About 1.5% of all hate crime victims reported multiple-
bias incidents in the UCR.

Appendix table 2. Estimates and standard errors for Figure 2 Percent of hate crime 
victimizations by type of bias in the NCVS and UCR, 2013-2017

bIn the NCVS, hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated 
and incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used 
hate language or left behind hate symbols. Detail might not sum to total due to 
victims reporting more than one type of bias motivating the hate-related 
victimizations.



Total Reported Not reported Total Reported Not reported 
2009 287,700 ‡ 115,300 172,400 † 40,604 22,125 28,823
2010 261,800 90,500 171,400 † 36,801 18,402 27,817
2011 255,300 77,000 177,000 † 34,122 15,328 26,625
2012 268,000 ‡ 80,500 175,400 † 31,156 14,159 23,498
2013 254,900 88,400 154,300 † 34,726 17,316 24,881
2014 266,000 ‡ 106,500 146,700 † 28,919 15,896 19,558
2015 197,600 100,300 95,300 26,686 17,091 16,538
2016 200,100 104,400 92,100 26,607 17,564 16,234

2017* 197,700 107,900 86,900 24,008 16,366 14,306

*Comparison group. 
‡Significant difference from comparison group at 90% confidence level.
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 2009-2017.  

Appendix table 3. Estimates and standard errors for Figure 3 Number of hate crime victimizations reported 
and not reported to police, 2009-2017

Note. Hate crime includes incidents confirmed by police as bias-motivated and incidents perceived by 
victims to be bias-motivated because the offender used hate language or left behind hate symbols. 
Estimates based on 3-year rolling averages.

Estimates Standard errors



Total Reported Not reported Reported Not reported 
2009 100 % 40.1 %† 59.9 %† 5.21 % 5.37 %
2010 100 34.5 † 65.5 † 5.08 5.31
2011 100 30.1 † 69.3 † 4.45 4.79
2012 100 30.0 † 65.4 † 3.97 4.36
2013 100 34.7 † 60.5 † 4.88 5.22
2014 100 40.0 † 55.2 ‡ 4.10 4.25
2015 100 50.7 48.2 5.28 5.26
2016 100 52.2 46.0 5.37 5.32

2017* 100 54.6 44.0 4.96 4.88

*Comparison group. 
‡Significant difference from comparison group at 90% confidence level.
†Significant difference from comparison group at 95% confidence level.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statisics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 2009-2017.  

Estimates Standard errors

Appendix table 4. Percent of hate crime victimizations reported and not reported to police, 2009-2017

Note. Detail might not sum to total due to missing data and rounding. Hate crime includes incidents 
confirmed by police as bias-motivated and incidents perceived by victims to be bias-motivated because 
the offender used hate language or left behind hate symbols. Estimates based on 3-year rolling 
averages.
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RE: Testimony in Support of HB 1443

Greetings Chairman Klemin and members of the Committee,

I am Brandi Hardy, the Legislative Coordinator for the North Dakota Human Rights Coalition.

We are here in support of HB 1443. A bill that would standardize training and reporting for
peace officers responding to bias crimes, aggravated assault, harassment, and criminal
mischief.

A bias crime, sometimes known as a hate crime, is defined by the FBI as a ‘criminal offense
against a person or property motivated in whole or in part by an offender’s bias against a race,
religion, disability, sexual orientation, ethnicity, gender, or gender identity.’  HB 1443 mimics
much of this language with its definition from section 5, lines 26 - 31.
According to Hate Crime Victimization Report, 90% of hate crimes involved violence, with 29%
of those resulting in rape or sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault. Overall, hate
crimes accounted for a higher rate of violence, than non-hate crimes.

HB 1443 would add comprehensive, fully-inclusive bias crime protections to North Dakota law.
Sending a strong message that hatred and prejudice are not North Dakota values. That
everyone is welcome here and should be able to live their lives free from the threat of
bias-motivated crimes.

At first glance, ND hate crime reports look relatively low. However, when we start cross
referencing two national sources, we can see there are gaps in our state’s reporting.

The first of these sources is the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR). Data collection is based
on law enforcement agency reports and classifications. They capture offenses against all
persons, regardless of age, and hate crimes against organizations, businesses, schools, and
religious facilities.

The second source is the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). Data collected is based
on hate crimes reported and not reported to law enforcement agencies. It captures offenses
against persons 12 or older but does not include properties.

In 2019, ND reported 18 bias motivated crimes statewide. This is out of a population of 760,000
people. That number equals 2.4 hate crimes per 100,000 persons.

But if we look at 2015 NCVS, which is the most recent data available, we see the national
average being closer to 70 crimes per 100,000 persons over the age of 12. Meaning, the
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national estimate is about 29 times higher than reported cases in ND. By using this data, ND
could have expected approximately 446 hate crime cases in 2019. Simply put, we are greatly
underreported in ND.

How have bias crimes gone so under-reported? A lot of that has to do with our inconsistency. If
we look at 2019 as an example, there were 109 participating agencies with only 12 reporting
bias-motivated crimes. This could be due to the training each department is receiving and the
perception of the crime from the peace officer. Through HB 1443, ND would establish the
framework from subjective reporting to objective reporting.

HB 1443 will allow us to start destigmatizing biases we have in North Dakota. This is the same
thing we did as a state when we started addressing human trafficking. Legislation was
introduced and passed to create consistencies in services for survivors and track trends in our
state. By passing HB 1443, we are protecting ALL residents who love to call ND home.

I urge the committee to vote DO PASS on HB 1443.

Thank you for your time. I stand for questions.

Brandi Hardy
Legislative Coordinator
brandihardy60@gmail.com

mailto:brandihardy60@gmail.com


 
 

 

  

  

 

 

 

67th Legislative Assembly, House Judiciary Committee 

Public Hearing on House Bill 1443 

February 8th, 2021 
 

Good Morning. My name is Kelly Gorz and I am the Associate Director of High Plains Fair Housing Center, 

a private nonprofit with the mission to strengthen communities and ensure equal access to housing 

across North Dakota. On behalf of High Plains Fair Housing Center and myself, I would like to thank 

Chairman Klemin and the House Judiciary Committee for the opportunity to speak today in support of 

HB1443.  

 

Our mission is to strengthen communities and to ensure equal access to fair housing in the region 

through training, education, enforcement, and advocacy. Fair Housing is a right protected by federal and 

state laws. Fair Housing means you may freely choose a place to live without regard to your race, color, 

religion, sex, national origin, or because you are disabled or have children in your family and in North 

Dakota because you are on public assistance, because of your age, or marital status. Nationwide, fair 

housing centers play a key role in responding to (bias) hate crimes because of the alarming statistic that 

more than 30% of all (bias) hate crimes happen at or near a person’s home.  

 

Importantly, when a bias-motivated crime is committed, often, the victim’s entire community is left 

feeling victimized, vulnerable, fearful, isolated, and unprotected by the law. The impact of bias-

motivated crime is far greater than the already terrible impact on the individual. The damage to the very 

fabric of a community where a hate crime has occurred must also be taken into account. Hate crimes in 

effect, create a kind of public injury because they rapidly erode public confidence in being kept free and 

safe from these crimes. To that extent, crimes of this nature can traumatize entire communities. 

 

North Dakota is one of only five states in the nation that does not currently have bias crime laws in 

place. There are five general types of hate crime statute classifications: penalty enhancement; 

independent offense; data collection; training; and civil action, remedies, or commission development. 

The states with the broadest and comprehensive protections against hate crime have a combination of 

all five of these statute classifications. High Plains Fair Housing Center has produced a research report 

that has been emailed to the committee members for their reference with regard to various bias crime 

legislation that is in place nationwide.  

 

Bias crimes hurt all levels of a community and this is the time for North Dakota to convey that it will not 

tolerate crimes that intentionally send a message of fear to our neighbors.   Now is the time to address 

this important need in our community. 

 

Thank you for your time.  
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My name is Wess Philome, and I am an activist based out of Fargo, North Dakota, a place that I have called home for 
about 15 years. I would like to advocated my position, which is in support of HB1443. After the death of George 
Floyd, my call to action grew stronger. During this time, I would begin to face a rapid increase of threats to myself and 
others who worked alongside of me. At one point, death threats were almost received daily. I remember on two 
separate occassions I left my house only to see the same man in the same truck parked outside of my residence at 8 
a.m. in the morning. The first time he drove off, a week later he stayed to insure that I saw him. While continuing to 
advocate for change there were many more incidents that struck deep to my core. I would come to learn that North 
Dakota did not have a bias crime law to deter those motivated by hate. Over the past 4 months we have worked 
diligently to draft a bill that would see to protect all people in our community from those motivated by hate. A focus 
was also placed on making sure that our law enforcement officers were properly trained to identify and track such 
crimes. This collaborative effort showed what it means to be North Dakota Legendary. It truly showed what we can 
accomplish when we come together. I hope that for the sake of better protecting all who call our great state home, 
that we can see HB1443 drafted into law. Thank you for your consideration. 
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HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
REPRESENTATIVE LAWRENCE KLEMIN, CHAIRMAN 

FEBRUARY 8, 2021 
 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --  
PATRICK N. BOHN, DIRECTOR FOR NORTH DAKOTA PAROLE & PROBATION, 

NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS & REHABILITATION 
PRESENTING TESTIMONY RE: HB 1443 

 
 

My name is Pat Bohn and I am the Director for North Dakota Parole and 

Probation, a division of North Dakota Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 

(DOCR).  I am here to testify neutral on behalf of the department on HB 1443. 

 

We support the efforts of the bill to promote bias training for law enforcement and 

even working to gather data on bias driven crime; however, we have concerns about the 

penalty enhancement provisions as well as the data collection requirements.  The 

department has generally sought to educate policymakers on criminal penalty 

expansion or enhancements.  We are not aware of any evidence indicating that carving 
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ut and adding or enhancing criminal penalties for the very broad range of bias will result 

in neutralizing assaults or aggressive behavior stemming from bias.  It is these types of 

enhancements that incrementally  

 

contribute to the growth in not only corrections but our broader criminal justice system.  

It also has life-long implications to those convicted of a Felony.  According to the data of 

the National Inventory of Collateral Consequences of Conviction, North Dakota has 542 

collateral consequences to a conviction compiled in century and administrative code.      

If you enact such a policy, I’d encourage you to establish baseline data and 

performance measures that could be revisited by future legislatures to determine 

whether the penalties are neutralizing or reducing the behavior that you aim to change.  

I want to be clear that by no means are we condoning these types of behaviors. 

 

In closing we understand the concerns and issues this bill is attempting to 

address but carving out more special groups and creating new or enhancing criminal 

penalties will likely not improve the issue and only serve to further grow the criminal 

justice system and possible produce unintended collateral consequences to a felony 

https://niccc.nationalreentryresourcecenter.org/consequences
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conviction.  We also respect your decision and will execute our responsibilities 

accordingly.   If you have any questions, I’d be glad to try and answer them. 
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Testimony for HB1443 

 

My name is Gretchen Graf and I live in Grand Forks.  I want to express my support for HB 1443 which will 

add North Dakota to the many states which are on record in opposition to bias crimes. 

 

I serve a small church committed to justice and compassion.  The banner on the front of our altar reads 

“Hate Has No Home Here.”  The banner and our shared values affirm that all persons are children of God 

and deserve to be treated with respect and dignity.  We are enriched by difference and we have nothing 

to fear from diversity.  We all benefit when we acknowledge our commitment to one another out loud. 

 

It’s time that North Dakota to join 45 other states in making it clear that behaviors based on bias toward 

anyone or any group which endanger life or property or threaten the well-being of others, including 

hate-filled speech or written documents, have no place among us. We need to affirm that we intend for 

all persons to live in safety and the rights of all persons to the full dignity of humanity will be respected. 

 

Thank you. 

#5731



Dear Committee,  
 
As you consider HB 1443, please consider the times in your life when you were afraid. We all 
have these experiences whether they be fear for ourselves, our health, our safety, or our family. 
There are times when we are scared and I want you to for a moment reflect on how it impacted 
you and your life at that moment. I will keep this testimony brief, in hopes you take some time to 
reflect on what I’m asking.  
 
I ask this because I and many others I know in the queer community moved out of North Dakota 
due to fear. As a queer woman I was afraid to be assaulted or harassed or worse. I lived in fear 
when I lived in this state. I stopped going out at night, I never talked about my partner at work, 
and had to constantly think about how safe I was in any given situation.  
 
I was afraid if the worse were to happen it wouldn’t be treated seriously. I was born in ND, I 
consider ND my home state, I consider myself a North Dakotan, but I’m living in Minnesota 
because here I’m protected and feel safe. It feels similar to the security health insurance gives 
you, knowing that health issues will still come up, but at least there is a net designed to protect 
me if it does.  
 
I strongly urge you to vote “DO PASS” on this legislation and send a strong message that our 
state makes a stand against prejudice, biased, and/or hate crimes.  
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Faye Seidler 
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Amy Stetzel 
Director, Upper Midwest 
CSH 
 
February 7, 2021 
 
The Honorable Larry Klemin 
Chair, North Dakota House Committee on Judiciary  
600 East Boulevard Avenue, Room JW327B 
Bismarck, ND 58501 

Dear Representative Klemin, 

On behalf of Corporation for Supportive Housing (CSH), I am writing in support of HB 1443 - Identify 
and Report Bias Based Crimes. The bill would protect victims of a bias-motivated crime in aggravated 
assault, harassment, and criminal mischief; which is a critical first step toward protecting all community 
members and dismantling a long history of interpersonal and institutional discrimination and racism. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the perpetuation of racialized and cultural bias and their 
deadly consequences in our society. Racism and xenophobic hysteria showed up early in the pandemic 
crisis in the treatment of people of Chinese heritage. Black individuals seeking justice against racial 
violence and oppression were further targeted for demanding that their lives matter.  

North Dakota is only 1 of 5 states in the U.S. without hate crime legislation. If we cannot begin to 
address the basic protections for those who have become victims of hate crimes, then we will never get 
to the deeper work of creating a more just and equitable society where all people are able to thrive.   

Black, Indigenous and People of Color (BIPoC) are over-represented in national and North Dakota 
homelessness, child welfare, and justice statistics due to the historical legacy and persistence of 
structural racismi. The biases that have kept us from protecting victims of hate crimes, have further 
exacerbated the disparities that we see across the systems that are often meant to protect the most 
vulnerable. 

CSH supports this bill as a tool (first step) to address the compounding impacts of interpersonal and 
institutional racism and discrimination and urges you to pass HB 1443.  

Thank you for your consideration.  

Sincerely,  

 

Amy Stetzel 
Director, Upper Midwest  
CSH   

i See CSH’s Racial Disparities and Disproportionality Index for more information: https://www.csh.org/supportive-housing-
101/data/ 
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Chairman Klemin, members of the House Judiciary committee, my name is Barry Nelson, I live in Fargo, 

North Dakota and for the past four years, I have been a community organizer for the North Dakota 

Human Rights Coalition. As a lifelong resident of the state of North Dakota I can attest to the resiliency, 

the tenacity, the community spirit of my home state. As a white male, I can also testify that I believe I 

have experienced nothing but respect and dignity from my fellow residents.  

Sadly, in the past decade, I have been confronted over and over again that not everyone in our great 

state can say the same thing. And, what consistently has been the case is that some of the  same people 

that I believe treat me with this level of dignity and respect do not afford the same amenities to our 

communities of color, of people from other parts of the world, to members of the lesbian, gay, bisexual 

and transgender community, to our neighbors with disabilities. I have heard too many stories of people 

being mocked, ignored, dismissed and, yes, physically attacked and injured.  

I am asking that you vote do pass on HB 1443 which would provide peace officer standards and training 

when dealing with bias crimes, criteria around data collection and guidance on penalties for hate crimes. 

Let me tell you why: 

- Almost twenty years ago, two young men were brutally assaulted and beaten in the doorway of 

their apartment. They were assaulted by the manager of the apartment building and two of his 

adult children. While beating them they were using racial epithets. As a result of their injuries, 

one of the men had permanent damage to his vision. The police chief at that time called this an 

obvious hate crime, perpetrated on these two men only for the reason that they were black, 

originally from the Sudan. This was my first introduction to the immense impact of a hate crime. 

At a community forum shortly after the attack hundreds of people from communities of color 

and immigrant communities gathered to speak of the fear this unprovoked attack had upon 

every one of them. Fear that made them keep their children indoors, of not feeling safe to shop 

or walk the streets. It was then that I learned that North Dakota did not have hate crime laws. 

- In 2017, I had the opportunity as organizer with North Dakota Human Rights Coalition to work 

with High Plains Fair Housing and the Afro American Development Association to develop a 

community response to an anticipated spike in hate crimes directed at people because of real or 

perceived national origin. Some learning moments for me: 

1) North Dakota from FBI reports was the second highest in per capita hate crimes in the whole 

of the United States in the years, 2014, 2015 and 2016! 

2) Three community forums were held in Fargo. Dozens of people, all people of color, came 

forward to tell of stories of attacks, verbal and physical. They told us of incidences of one, 

two, five years before. Stories of being harassed, of the local mosque being targeted by 

speeding cars and have graffiti spray painted. There was a story – verified – of a man who 

literally had his nose bit off. Of individuals being trailed when leaving work.  

3) In the spring of 2017, another man originally from Somalia was seriously beaten by two men 

– as he was moving into his new apartment. He was beaten, strangled, sending him to the 

emergency room. I personally met with him the next day after he was released. 

4) Not a month later, in a highly publicized incident, a middle-aged woman was videotaped 

threatening three young Somali women, saying that all Moslems should be killed.  

5) In Bismarck another videotaped incident showed several masked men surrounding two 

indigenous men as they were attempting to leave a hotel. 
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- This past summer the issue of no hate crime laws became front and center when during a 

peaceful march to protest the murder of George Floyd in Fargo/West Fargo, a man gunned his 

pickup into a group of marchers. One of the marchers in an attempt to protect a group of 

children jumped in front of the pickup truck, ended up being hit and injured.  

- Since July of this past year a group of residents spearheaded by North Dakota Human Rights 

Coalition, High Plains Fair Housing and One Fargo have been working on developing a bias crime 

bill that can address this serious issue in North Dakota. In closing, hate or bias crime exists in 

North Dakota. In fact, through experience from other parts of the country, we know that bias 

crime is seriously under reported. North Dakota is one of four states without hate or bias crime 

legislation. 

As I have attempted to illustrate, hate or bias crime has been around for a very long time. The time to 

address this is now. North Dakota must establish a high bar with the language that hate directed at any 

resident will not be tolerated. 

Barry Nelson 

Fargo, North Dakota 

701-388-6156 



Representatives Buffalo, Boschee, Fegley, Hanson, M. Johnson, Schneider Senators Hogan, O. 

Larsen, Marcellais. 

Amanda Myhre 

2730 10th St W,  

West Fargo, ND 58078 

Amyhre_3@hotmail.com 

 

Date of Hearing: February 8, 2021 at 10:00AM 

 

In support of House Bill No. 1448 - Relating to the duty of the peace officer standards and 

training board to provide training on bias crimes, aggravated assault, harassment, and criminal 

mischief; to provide for a report to the legislative management; and to provide a penalty.  

My name is Amanda Myhre, I’m half Lakota Sioux and Norwegian and an enrolled member of 

the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe, and have lived in North Dakota most of my life. I am also a NDSU 

graduate in 2008 and received my master’s degree in 2018.  I felt compelled to provide written 

testimony in support of HB 1448 related to the duty of the peace officer to provide training on 

bias crimes for two simple reasons.  

The first reason related to a personal story that happened in 2008. I was living in Fargo, 

ND with my Caucasian boyfriend at the time, and we came back from going out to eat for 

supper. Unfortunately, my ex-boyfriend was intoxicated and began to argue with me at our 

apartment. He became physical and grabbed me around my neck and threw me to the ground 

and began chocking me. I was kicking and tried to scream so our neighbors would hear and call 

the police. The police soon arrived, and two policewomen showed up and I felt relieved. 

However, my relief soon turned in to fear and soon a nightmare, because the two officers had 

gathered the information. When I provided information, I struggled to talk because I was still 

trying to breath and the officer stated I had 60 seconds to tell her or I would be arrested. I did 

the best I could, but the officers concluded I was at fault because he had once scratch on his 

face and I was arrested and charged with Disorderly Conduct.  Later, the State’s Attorney 

dismissed the charges because my ex-boyfriend told the SA what happened.   

Although my story seems like one in a million, I know I am not the only Native American women 

who has experienced abuse by their significant partner. According to the National Institute of 

Justice (NIJ) Research Report (2016), 96% of Native female victims of sexual violence experience 

violence at the hands of a non-Native perpetrator; 21 percent have experienced interracial 

violence. More than 4 in 5 American Indian and Alaska Native (AI/AN) women (84.3 percent) 

have experienced violence in their lifetime.  

It has just been recently that Savannah’s Act has passed, there is so much more we can do on a 

local level and passing HB 1448 would provide peace officers with training, understanding, and 
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assist victims in reporting incidents. I urge the committee to pass H.B. No. 1448. Thank you for 

this opportunity to testify. 

 

 



Testimony in support of HB 1443 
Sixty-seventh Legislative Assembly of North Dakota 
 
Thomas D. Isern* 
3803 Willow Road 
West Fargo ND 
 

8 February 2021 
 
This testimony is in support of HB 1443, a bill to amend 54-12 of the Century 
Code, strengthening our capacity as people of North Dakota to discourage, prevent, 
and respond to crimes of bias. The writer speaks as a fourth-generation prairie 
farmer; a lifelong Republican; and a scholar of the history of the northern plains, 
all of which elements factor into what is said here. 
 
In this time and place, we have both a public responsibility and a historic 
opportunity to bridge cultural divides and act for justice. Like many North 
Dakotans, until quite recently I believed we were making progress. I was aware 
that the scholarly literature of the Dakota War of the 1860s, the genesis story of 
Dakota Territory, establishes the racially motivated animus parcel to that conflict; 
likewise I knew of the many racially motivated acts of discrimination and violence 
commited here against persons of color, including the alarming rise of the Ku Klux 
Klan in twentieth-century North Dakota; and I knew from personal observation the 
racially motivated abuse heaped upon persons of color, Native and newcomer, by 
people of the historic settler society, my own society. To acknowledge these 
happenings is not to express any hostility to North Dakota. It is, rather, to express 
that love of North Dakota that calls upon its better angels. And as I said, I believed 
that our better angels were bending us in a good direction. 
 
Events of the past five years have proven otherwise. I was naive and complacent. I 
have witnessed illegal acts of physical violence committed against persons of 
color, including ones by officers of the law; I have witnessed demonstrations of 
race hatred in such public places as cafes, taverns, and basketball tournaments; and 
I have heard--including during the present legislative session--profoundly racist 
statements emanating from members of the majority party, my party. I am not 
ashamed of North Dakota. I am ashamed of these acts, and so I speak in favor of 
HB 1443, asking that my representatives enact legislation directly countering the 
recent rise of race hatred. This is an American problem, and a North Dakota 
problem. It is a responsibility for America, and an opportunity for North Dakota. 
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HB 1443 delineates the seriousness of racially motivated crimes and proposes 
actions to discourage and prevent them. I am particularly pleased to read clauses 
touching upon crimes committed under color of law. I work at an institution that 
trains professionals in criminal justice. We need this law on the books as a clear 
signal to them. I might add that over the past five years I have observed an 
alarming rise in student tolerance for, even adherence to, organizations 
propounding race hatred. So we need this law for all of us. 
 
HB 1443 does no harm to anyone who does not engage in criminal acts. It reclaims 
the majority party’s historic role of opposition to racial violence and injustice. It 
accepts the responsibility of our settler society to do right by Natives and 
newcomers. And it begins the process of getting back on the right side of history. 
 
Thank you for considering my testimony, and for your service to North Dakota. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Professor of History & University Distinguished Professor, North Dakota State 
University. The statement of this position and affiliation ​in no way implies that Dr. 
Isern is here speaking on behalf of the university​; rather, inasmuch as the statement 
hearkens to historical circumstances in our state and region, the statement merely 
indicates that the writer has knowledge and capacity to speak to such matters. 
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Chairman Klemin and Members of the House Judiciary Committee: 
 
Thank you for your time and the opportunity to give testimony on HB 1443.  
 
My name is Kristin Rubbelke and I am the Executive Director of the North Dakota 
Chapter of the National Association of Social Workers (NASW-ND). I am submitting 
written testimony on behalf of NASW-ND’s support of HB 1443. Our support for this bill 
is consistent with the NASW Code of Ethics which asserts that: 
 

“Social workers should be aware of the impact of the political arena on practice 
and should advocate for changes in policy and legislation to improve social 
conditions in order to meet basic human needs and promote social justice... 

 
Social workers should promote policies and practices that demonstrate respect 
for difference, support the expansion of cultural knowledge and resources, 
advocate for programs and institutions that demonstrate cultural competence, 
and promote policies that safeguard the rights of and confirm equity and social 
justice for all people... 

 
Social workers should act to prevent and eliminate domination of, exploitation of, 
and discrimination against any person, group, or class on the basis of race, 
ethnicity, national origin, color, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity or 
expression, age, marital status, political belief, religion, immigration status, or 
mental or physical ability” (Code 6.04). 

 
NASW-ND fully supports HB 1443 because it will protect North Dakota victims from bias 
crimes committed in whole or in part because of actual or perceived race, color, religion, 
gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, national origin, or ancestry and 
hold perpetrators of bias crime accountable for their actions. It will also provide ongoing 
training to assist peace officers in identifying and responding to bias crimes and improve 
and safeguard the equality and social justice rights of all North Dakotans.  
 
Thank you for your consideration and we kindly ask for your support of HB 1443.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Kristin Rubbelke 
Executive Director 
NASW-ND 
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Testimony in SUPPORT of HB1443 
Related to Hate/Bias crime,  
House Judiciary Committee 

February 8, 2021 • ND State Capitol 
Submitted by Cheryl Kary, Ph.D. 

Cheryl@sacredpipe.net • 701.426.1315 

Chairperson and members of the Committee: 

My name is Cheryl Kary and I am the Executive Director of the Sacred Pipe 

Resource Center, a local non-profit serving the American Indian population in 

Bismarck-Mandan and Lincoln. I would like to offer this testimony in support of 

HB1443, relating to the addition of definitions and procedures for bias/hate 

crimes in North Dakota. 

In its annual report on national hate crime statistics, the FBI found that murders 

classified as hate crimes more than doubled from 2018 to 2019, representing a 

surge to the highest level since 2008. That total includes 7,103 hate crime 

incidents involving a single identified type of bias and 211 incidents involving 

more than one type. You may think that we do not need a bias/hate crime section 

in the NDCC because it wouldn’t happen to you. But this is not about you but 

about the constituents you serve that may be the victims of such crimes. 

What we know about hate crimes is that they are an extreme form of prejudice 

made more likely in the context of social and political change. We also know that 

hate/bias crimes cause higher levels of psychological distress for victims, including 

PTSD, than other violent crimes and that has a higher cost on society. Finally, we 

know that we are currently living in a time of “social and political change”, we are 

living in a State with a lot of prejudice toward outsiders, and we have a history of 

unresolved conflict between racial groups. Unfortunately, we also have a history 

of refusing to discuss, address, or face these issues. This does not mean they are 

not a part of our experience in this State. By including bias/hate crimes in our 

NDCC, we are sending a clear signal that we value diversity and the inherent 

human value of every person, regardless of outward differences. 

I encourage you to support HB1443 and the additional protection it will provide 

for the citizens of this State. 
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TO: Chairman Weisz, Vice Chairwoman Rohr,  

and members of the ND House Human Services Committee, 

 

 

I write you today as a Lutheran clergy in North Dakotan who supports fairness and 

freedom. No one should live in fear of threats, harassment, or physical harm that is 

motivated by prejudice. HB 1443, Identify and Report Bias Based Crimes, is a solution 

for a very real issue in our state.  

 

HB 1443 would provide peace officer standards and training when dealing with bias 

crimes. The bill would protect victims of a bias-motivated crime in aggravated assault, 

harassment, and criminal mischief.  HB 1443 protects ALL community members no 

matter their race, color, religion, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, 

national origin, or ancestry. 

 

As a gay man, I know what it is like to be targeted because of my sexual orientation. 

Hate-based crimes have increased significantly in recent years and we as citizens and 

faithful individuals need to take a stand against all types of violence, threats and crimes 

that target people of color and other marginalized individuals. 

 

I believe God calls us “do justice, to love kindness, and to walk humbly with our God.” 

(Micah 6:8) This bill will do much to create a safer and just society for all people in 

North Dakota. 

 

I ask you to issue a “Do Pass” for HB 1443. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Rev. Joe A. Larson 

St. Mark’s Lutheran Church 

417 Main Avenue, Suite 401, Fargo,  ND 58103 

pastorjoe@stmarkslutheranfargo.com   Cell: 612-750-5079 
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February 8, 2021 

 

Honorable members of the North Dakota House Judiciary Committee, 

 

My name is Adam Fortwengler. I am the program coordinator at Global Friends Coalition, a nonprofit in Grand 

Forks that supports families who have been resettled here as refugees. I am writing in strong support of HB 1443, 

which would bring North Dakota’s time as one of the last five states without a bias crime law to a close. Our state 

has one of the highest rates of reported bias crimes in the nation. Our largest communities, and no doubt many 

others across the state, have been rocked with horrendous crimes of hate. In Grand Forks, our community was 

shaken in December of 2015 when Matthew Gust targeted and firebombed Juba Café, a popular Somali restaurant 

in town. We’ve more recently seen multiple incidents of violence, harassment, and property damage targeted at 

people because of their race, ethnicity, religious beliefs, or identity. These crimes not only harm the direct target of 

such acts, but also deeply affect the communities in which the target is a part of, including the larger community as 

a whole. 

 

This bill provides deeper protection for ALL North Dakotans, regardless of their actual or perceived race, religion, 

ethnicity, country of origin, immigration status, orientation, identity, or disability. 

 

HB 1443 ensures that perpetrators of bias crimes are held accountable for their especially heinous acts. The bill 

further provides the two-pronged benefit of training law enforcement in acknowledging, investigating, and 

reporting bias crimes, and introduces more thorough statewide tracking of bias crimes in North Dakota. Better 

understanding the problem will help eliminate it from our communities. 

 

I urge you to act and let the world know that hate has no home in North Dakota. Please vote “do pass” on HB 

1443. Thank you. 

 

Best regards, 

 
Adam Fortwengler 

Program Coordinator 

Global Friends Coalition 
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Testimony Presented on HB 1443 to the  
  

House Judiciary Committee  
Representative Lawrence R. Klemin, Chairman  

  
Dr. Timothy J. Mahoney, Mayor for City of Fargo  

Matuor Alier, Chair of Human Relations Commission 
Nicole Crutchfield, Planning Director City of Fargo 

  
February 8, 2021 

 
  

Chairman Klemin, members of the House Judiciary Committee, we wish to speak in support of HB 1443. 
We recognize that hate crimes happen in our community and our state. According to the FBI, there were 
14 reported hate crimes in North Dakota for 2019.  

North Dakota is one of four states without hate crime legislation. This legislation would provide equal 
protection for all North Dakota residents, visitors, and workers.   

We know that law enforcement including rank, file and leadership of the Fargo Police Department 
support state hate/bias crime legislation as it would provide law enforcement additional options to 
address and hold accountable those who would commit a crime based on someone’s protected status. 

A strong aspect of this bill is the fact that protected communities are enumerated. Any resident could be 
subject to a hate crime, but it is important that communities known to be at higher risk are clearly listed. 
Members of communities of color, of minority religion, of the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender, of 
communities of people with disabilities are known to receive the greatest amount of hate directed at 
them. 

We also support the importance HB 1443 places upon data collection and training of members of law 
enforcement. As much as we are encouraged and support the efforts of the Fargo Police Department to 
address this need, we recognize the importance of consistency throughout the state and believe 
appropriations to support the implementation of the measure will aid law enforcement agencies.   

We recognize that hate crime goes largely unreported. The reasons for this are that many people do not 
know of their rights, they may fear retaliation, or they do not believe their community would support 
them.   

Our strongest basis for supporting HB1443 is the belief that ALL residents of our community and our 
state have a right to live with safety and security and without fear. Passing HB1443 sends a clear and 
inconvertible message: our communities do not sanction hate at any level.  
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Chairman Klemin and Members of the House Judiciary Committee, 

My name is Ashley Eagle, and I am a resident of Grand Forks, ND. I urge you to issue a "do pass" 

on HB1443. 

 

HB 1443 protects ALL North Dakotans no matter their race, color, religion, gender, disability, 

sexual orientation, gender identity, national origin, or ancestry. 

 

 As North Dakota becomes increasingly diverse, the need for legislation against crimes based on 

hate and fear of the perceived “other” grows more and more pressing. This legislation would 

hold perpetrators of bias crime accountable for their actions, while also providing training for 

law enforcement and data collection.  

 

The strength of North Dakota’s law enforcement is directly linked to their ability to serve and 

protect – as is their motto. This means protecting all members of the community. To do so 

properly, it is important that officers are trained in the best practices to do so.  

 

Furthermore, it is plainly unacceptable that ND is one of only five states without this type of 

legislation. North Dakota is a much kinder and friendlier place than that statistic would have 

you believe – it is time to prove that and mend such a glaring oversight by passing this 

legislation. Thank you for your time. 
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Chairman Klemin and Members of the House Judiciary Committee:  
 
Thank you for your time and the opportunity to provide testimony in support of HB 1443.  
 
I am currently serving in my third term on the Grand Forks City Council.  While I am not writing in an 
official capacity as an elected official, I am writing in relation to my role some eight years ago when, as a 
member of the Council, I supported the work that helped Grand Forks to become the first city in the state 
to support action similar to the current HB 1443.   
 
At that time, Grand Forks acted to protect the housing and employment rights of persons regardless of 
their perceived race, color, religion, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, national origin, 
or ancestry.   
 
Doing so has not resulted in frivolous or excessive legal action.  Instead, it sent a clear message that 
Grand Forks supports policies and practices respectful of difference, and in doing so the city presents 
itself as a welcoming community.   
 
That action supported workforce and economic development.  HB 1443 will provide similar benefit for the 
State of North Dakota. 
 
Additionally, I am proud of the fair-minded attitude of law enforcement officers in my community.  At the 
same time, I recognize that they are vulnerable to lawsuits and other legal actions  resulting from the 
difficult decisions they must make in their day-to-day responsibilities.  HB 1443 will help to assure that 
peace officers receive the training necessary for their professional obligations, and that training will also 
be useful support in the event of legal action taken against officers accused of ignoring or otherwise 
violating the civil rights of individuals. 
 
Thank you for your service to our state, its communities, and to law enforcement professionals across 
North Dakota, and thank you for your consideration to support of HB 1443.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bret A. Weber 
412 So. 6th St 
Grand Forks, ND 58201 
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TESTIMONY BY JOEL FRIESZ  

IN SUPPORT OF HB 1433 

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 2021 

Chairman Klemin and House Judiciary Committee Members.  Please accept this as written 

testimony in support of HB 1433 pertaining to bias crimes.   

Through my work in the field of Restorative Justice over the past 16 years in North Dakota, I’ve 

had the opportunity to work directly with hate crimes, victims, and offenders.  I support this bill 

because it distinguishes a bias crime from other forms of crime which is an important element to 

identifying and treating the root cause of this specific form of violence.  There are certain forms 

of violence, such as bias crimes, that need to be looked at separately due to its unique nature 

(Domestic Violence is another example).  A bias crime is targeting a person or group because of 

their identity and should be handled with an extra set of factors that will make the response and 

prevention efforts more effective.  I especially appreciate the training element of this bill as 

training is critical in identifying and responding to a bias crime in the best way possible for all 

parties involved as to not worsen the impacts of the harm done.  I also appreciate the reporting 

element of this bill as collecting and studying data on specific forms of crime is another 

important element in crime prevention and response.   

Thank you for the opportunity to share this information with you. I am happy to answer any 

questions or provide additional information. 

Joel Friesz 

Email: joelfriesz@outlook.com  

Phone: 701-799-0387 

Fargo, ND 
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Testimony Opposed to House Bill 1443 

Mark Jorritsma, Executive Director 
Family Policy Alliance of North Dakota 

February 8, 2021 
 

Good morning Chairman Klemin and members of the House Judiciary Committee.  My name is Mark Jorritsma 

and I am the Executive Director of Family Policy Alliance of North Dakota.  I am testifying in opposition to House 

Bill 1443 and respectfully request that you render a “DO NOT PASS” on this bill. 

The stated purpose of this bill is to, “develop guidelines, a course of instruction, and ongoing training to assist 

peace officers in identifying and responding to bias crimes”. And what are bias crimes, you ask? According to 

Section 5 of the bill, bias crimes are criminal, illegal, or all other incidents intended to intimidate or harass a 

person or group: 

… because of actual or perceived race, color, religion, gender, disability, sexual 

orientation, gender identity, national origin, or ancestry … 

In other words, thought crimes. But it doesn’t end there. The bill goes on to say, “Each law enforcement agency 

shall collect information on reported bias crimes, bias - motivations, and on groups and individuals committing 

bias crimes.” That’s right, law enforcement needs to document bias motivations of these “bias crimes”. Then 

after all this is said and done, law enforcement needs to report bias crime information to the FBI – a federal 

agency that can then provide overwatch on whether North Dakotans are being unduly biased towards each 

others. 

Come on, are we seriously considering this? The number of lawsuits and associated costs due to this bill would 

be staggering, and that doesn’t even include the $335,000 in costs identified in the fiscal note.  

I could list many, many more significant flaws with this proposed legislation, but suffice it to say that Family 

Policy Alliance of North Dakota believes that if voted into law, this legislation would be a vast intrusion of the 

state into citizens’ private lives and do nothing but quell the freedom of expression and freedom of speech that 

this country was founded upon. 

It is for these reasons that we strongly urge your committee to vote a “DO NOT PASS” on HB1443. I would now 

be happy to stand for any questions. 
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2021 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

Judiciary 
Room JW327B, State Capitol 

HB 1443 PM
2/8/2021 

 Relating to the duty of the peace officer standards and training board to provide 
training on bias crimes, aggravated assault, harassment, and criminal mischief; to 
provide for a report to the legislative management; and to provide a penalty 

Chairman Klemin called the meeting at 4:05PM  

     Present: Representatives Klemin, Karls, Becker, Buffalo, Christensen, Cory, K Hanson, 
Jones, Magrum, Paulson, Paur, Roers Jones, Satrom, and Vetter.  

Discussion Topics: 
• Amendment
• Bias crime in ND
• Fiscal note
• Prescribed training by academy.
• Enhanced penalties

     Rep. Schneider:   Fiscal note will not be needed.  

     Chairman Klemin went through the proposed amendments:  21.0317.03001   4:16 

Rep. K. Hanson motion made to adopt amend Section 1 
Rep. Buffalo seconded 

Voice vote failed. 

Rep. Becker do Not Pass Motion Made 
Rep. T. Jones seconded  

Roll Call Vote: 
Representatives Vote 

Chairman Klemin Y 
Vice Chairman Karls Y 
Rep Becker Y 
Rep. Christensen Y 
Rep. Cory Y 
Rep T. Jones Y 
Rep Magrum Y 



House Judiciary 
HB 1443 
Feb. 8, 2021 
Page 2  

Rep Paulson Y 
Rep Paur Y 
Rep Roers Jones Y 
Rep B. Satrom Y 
Rep Vetter Y 
Rep Buffalo N 
Rep K. Hanson N 

12-2-0   Motion carried Carrier: Rep. Becker

Chairman Klemin stopped at 4:23 PM. 

DeLores D. Shimek 
Committee Clerk by Anna Fiest 









Com Standing Committee Report Module ID: h_stcomrep_02_086
February 9, 2021 7:08AM  Carrier: Becker 

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE
HB 1443: Judiciary Committee (Rep. Klemin, Chairman) recommends  DO NOT PASS 

(12 YEAS, 2 NAYS, 0 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). HB 1443 was placed on the 
Eleventh order on the calendar. 
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