Family Court: consISTENT APPROACHES LACKING

By Dawn Dougherty, Court Monitoring
Coordinator

This past December, a judge told a peti-
tioner in family court that her order for
protection (OFP) case did not fit the
domestic abuse statute and dismissed
the temporary OFP without a hearing.
The respondent and the petitioner, who
rented a room from him, lived under the
same roof and had a previous sexual rela-
tionship. The judge explained his decision
with a flawed analogy—that if the peti-
tioner had lived at Motel 6, she couldn’t
get an order for protection against the
clerk.

What would this case’s outcome have
been before another judge? Would
another judge have felt it fit the statute?
While we support judicial discretion

and independence, we have concerns
about the lack of consistency among the
Family Court bench and how this impacts
domestic violence victims.

WATCH regularly receives calls from
battered women and their advocates
decrying the inconsistencies in the OFP
process. Depending on the judge, a bat-
tered woman'’s hearing might begin with
the bench chastising her for seeking an
OFP while a divorce is in process or ask-
ing a non-adjudicated respondent-father
what kind of parenting time he wants.
Parties may be encouraged to seek mar-
riage counseling, pressured into mutual

orders, or ordered to undergo blood tests
to determine paternity.

Many family court judges and referees
consistently apply the standards of the
law and expertly unravel and adjudicate
difficult and challenging cases before
them:. Still, the cases we have included
here are not isolated instances but rather
illustrate definite trends in family court
that must be addressed in the interests of
safety and justice.

MARRIAGE COUNSELING

The judge kept urging the couple to seek
marriage counseling even though the
petitioner stated that the respondent had
attempted to “choke” her and that he had
slapped her 16 year old when she tried to
intervene. The judge also kept stressing
that their living costs would go “way up”
if they separated. He focused less on the
safety of the petitioner and her minor
child and more on the couple working it
out in counseling.

Marriage counseling, with its goal of
“saving”the marriage, can be a dangerous
place for battered women. The underlying
assumptions are that the violence is a
problem of the relationship and not the
batterer, that there is something the
victim can do to stop the abuse, and that
both parties have an equal footing in the
relationship.

Michael Paymar, training coordinator for

Continued on page 3
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WHAT'S NEW

WATCH welcomes two new board mem-
bers, Beverly Balos and Ron Beining.

Bev Balos participated in drafting
Minnesota’s Domestic Abuse Act, one of
the first statutes in the country concerning
domestic violence. She is a clinical profes-
sor of law at the University of Minnesota
Law School, where she teaches courses
and clinics on domestic violence; which
include criminal prosecution, civil orders
for protection, and law and violence
against women.

Ron Beining is a Licensed Landscape
Architect in Minnesota and California

and President of Ron Beining Associates,
LLC. He is an active member of the Human
Rights Campaign (HRC) and the HRC Twin
Cities Federal Club, a member of OutFront
Minnesota as well as a supporter of the
Southern Poverty Law Center. Welcome
Bev and Ron.

INSIDE THIS ISSUE

The mission of WATCH is to make the justice system more effective and responsive in handling cases of violence, particularly against women and
children, and to create a more informed and involved public.




Seeking "enlightenment" in family court

By Marna Anderson

“Do the courts fail to protect battered women because a few
judges are ‘bad apples’ or because of a deeper patriarchal bias
in the judiciary? More than anything else, how the problem is
defined influences what will be done about it." 1

The first time | attended an order for protection (OFP) hearing at
the Hennepin County Family Justice Center two years ago, the
presiding judge told me that many petitioners inappropriately
use the hearing to begin divorce proceedings and avoid paying a
$250 filing fee.

He is not the only judge harboring such suspicions.

Last June, | spoke with a judge regarding his troubling deci-

sion to deny an OFP to a woman whose petition stated that she
had been strangled by the respondent. He said the petitioner’s
demeanor in the courtroom “did not help her cause” and that

he believed the relationship was one with “a lot of jealousy and
animosity and it is being played out in a domestic violence court
proceeding.”

This mistrust of women's reports of abuse came up again at a
meeting of the Hennepin County Bar Association (HCBA) last
September where members of the family court bench shared
their perspectives on family law proceedings. One of the judges
said he had been told to expect that much of what he would
hear at order for protection hearings would be a result of women
positioning themselves for divorce proceedings.

A few months ago as | was waiting for a hearing to begin, yet
another judge told me that he and his colleagues estimate that
approximately 10% of what they hear in order for protection
hearings is false. | am uncertain whether the majority of his col-
leagues would agree with him, but WATCH monitors have heard
such comments often enough to be concerned about how this
attitude impacts the treatment of petitioners (89% of whom are
women) in order for protection hearings.

Oddly enough, despite the obvious motivation batterers have
for lying in court and the countless studies showing that abusive
men tend to minimize or deny their violence, | cannot think of a
time when a judge addressed a WATCH monitor to comment on
the suspicion that respondents lie in OFP proceedings. Instead,

1 All quotes used in this article are taken from the following source:
Ptacek, James. (1999) Battered Women In the Courtroom: The Power of
Judicial Responses, Boston: Northeastern University Press.

the suspicion that petitioners are “making it up” gets articulated.

Not every family court judge believes petitioners bring unfound-
ed allegations of abuse—the judge addressing the HCBA stated
that his experience thus far did NOT support what he had previ-
ously been told by his colleagues. Nevertheless, the examples
above reveal a culture of mistrust and disbelief of petitioners
that can too often lead to judicial bias and prejudice in the court-
room.

This suspicion of petitioners influences the tone of voice used

by judges, their choice of words, the types of questions they ask,
how they interpret the allegations in the petition, and whether
an OFP is granted. Most importantly, it influences how women
perceive the justice system and whether or not they feel encour-
aged to seek protection from the courts now and in the future.

Unfortunately, WATCH monitors note all too often that judges
speak harshly to petitioners, do not allow them time to consult
with their domestic violence advocates, and show their impa-
tience by rushing through the hearing and even rolling their
eyes.

“...no institution has greater authority to redress this injustice on
a daily basis. Seeing battering as social entrapment gives height-
ened significance to judicial responses. How do the courts affect
women’s ability to resist or escape violence? What judges do
with their authority can break through this social isolation; what
judges do can also worsen women'’s entrapment.”

We have chosen to focus on OFP hearings in this issue of the
WATCH Post because of these concerns and because they are
usually the point of first contact for abused women with the
justice system, setting the tone for all future encounters. It is at
these hearings that women are either encouraged or discour-
aged from requesting protection from the courts. They thus can
either enhance women'’s safety or “worsen women'’s entrapment.”’

WATCH Post readers often request that WATCH print the names
of judges who exhibit poor courtroom demeanor or whose
words and actions do not hold abusers accountable. Rather than
pointing to problematic individuals serving on the bench and
hoping that getting rid of the “bad apples” will solve the prob-
lem, WATCH wants to address the systemic problems rooted in
the generalized doubt of petitioners’allegations. Our readers
should rest assured that we regularly contact individual judges

Continued on page 4
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Family Court Continued from page 1

the Duluth Domestic Abuse Intervention
Project and a leading expert on batterers’
intervention programs, notes the
following lengthy criteria should be met
before a couple is offered joint counseling:

«  The man has successfully com-
pleted a reputable domestic
abuse program that focuses on
changing sexist beliefs and atti-
tudes about controlling women.

«  The therapist is convinced that
the battering—violence, coercion,
threats, intimidation, and psycho-
logical abuse—has ceased.

«  The battered woman has worked
with a victims' advocate and has
developed a safety plan to get
help if her partner becomes abu-
sive.

«  The battered woman feels safe.

«  The therapist has discussed the
risks associated with marriage
counseling privately with the
woman and feels relatively sure
abusive acts will not take place as
the result of these sessions.

WATCH urges the family court bench
to recognize the perils of marriage
counseling for women in violent
relationships and to refrain from
suggesting it in domestic abuse
proceedings.

PARENTING TIME

When given the options, the respondent
said he agreed to have no contact with the
petitioner, whom he allegedly strangled,
but wanted contact with the child, whom
he allegedly dropped in the snow. He was
not adjudicated as the father nor had he
signed a recognition of parentage.
...Inexplicably, the referee proceeded

to an evidentiary hearing and ultimately

WATCH Post

denied the order.

It is unclear why the judge went ahead
with the hearing after the respondent
agreed to the order and in light of the fact
that the respondent had no legal rights
to the child. Non-adjudicated respon-
dent-fathers should not receive parenting
time unless it is brought up by one of the
parties at the hearing and the petitioner
agrees to allow it. The ensuing order
should clearly state that the parenting
time is the result of the petitioner’s agree-
ment and not ordered or enforced by the
court.

Judges should do more to educate
petitioners of their rights regarding child
visitation and refrain from pushing them
to negotiate visitation with a man with no
legal standing who may never have taken
an interest in or spent time alone with the
children.

When making any decision about custody
or visitation, the domestic abuse statute
clearly states that the court must give
primary consideration to the safety of the
victim and the children. If the court finds
that the safety of the victim or the children
will be jeopardized by unsupervised or
unrestricted parenting time, the court
should condition or restrict parenting
time.

MUTUAL ORDERS

The judge offered the option of mutual
OFPs in all three cases | monitored today
even though neither the respondents
nor the petitioners asked for them. In
one case, the judge repeatedly asked the
petitioner if she would accept a mutual
order. She finally had to tell him that if
the respondent wants an OFP against her,
he must go through the same process
she went through. The judge finally
relented...

Continued on page 5
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From Vision to Action

By Susan Lenfestey

When the leader of a business or non-
profit organization speaks of the future, it's
common to hear the phrase “going to the
next level”

It's a vague, catch-all phrase, sometimes
expressing not much more than a collec-
tive vision or desire to be — more. After all,
who wants to say they have few ideas for
the future?

But bringing that vision to life requires a
realistic plan, the ability to communicate
the plan to others, and the leadership to
implement it.

WATCH has been careful to manage its
growth in a way that kept the gnawing
need for expansion from overwhelming
the also-gnawing need for funding. We've
remained focused, effective, and in the
black - thanks to so many of you. We've
resisted the impulse to do it all and be
everywhere. (If | had a dollar for every time
someone has asked me why we're not in
Ramsey County, we could stop holding
fundraisers.)

That doesn’t mean WATCH hasn't assisted
groups from other parts of the country, or
even the world, who want to start a court
monitoring organization — although we do
refuse to lend them our name. For many
reasons, including legal ones, we do not
want to become a chapter organization
and we guard our hard-earned credibility
carefully.

Over the years WATCH has developed a
start-up manual, provided telephone sup-
port - and in some cases on-site training
- to over 30 groups, and hosted several
national conferences of court-monitoring
organizations. WATCH is the go-to organi-
zation for this level of assistance, and we
have wanted to be able to do more.

WATCH Post

A generous two-year planning grant from
the Bush Foundation is making this pos-
sible.

First, we surveyed those who had pur-
chased start-up manuals to determine
how helpful they were and to assess cur-
rent and future needs for training and
technical assistance. With those results in
hand, and with an additional grant from
the Phillips Family Foundation, we are in
the process of revising and updating the
training manual, which will be available by
July, 2006.

We are also developing a business/market-
ing plan to make our services more widely
known and to lay out the most effective
ways to connect court-monitoring groups
across the country — with WATCH and

with each other. This will likely include a
web-based linkage for better communica-
tion, more national conferences — perhaps
sponsored in conjunction with other orga-
nizations — and more trainings around the
country as needed.

Not a week goes by that WATCH doesn’t
hear from an individual or organization
somewhere with a question about court-
monitoring. It is our mission, not only to
respond to these questions with immedi-
ate assistance and ongoing support when
needed, but to better promote WATCH's
model court-monitoring program as an
effective tool for criminal justice system
reform.

In the early years of WATCH, in order to
help people understand our mission bet-
ter, we used to say that WATCH is to sexual
assault and domestic violence as MADD

is to drunk driving - that both organiza-
tions believe that the criminal justice sys-
tem has a role to play in defining cultural
mores. As Anna Quindlen put it, “a prison
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sentence has many purposes, but surely
one is to make clear what we as a culture
abhor and what we will tolerate.” | remem-
ber wondering back then if WATCH would
ever become a national presence as MADD
had done.

So it’s thrilling to be where we are today.
Under the gifted leadership of executive
director Marna Anderson, along with our
staff and board, we are clarifying what the
next level really is and creating a solid plan
to get there. With your continued support,
we're on our way.

Seeking "enlightenment" Cont'd. from page 2

through letters and phone calls regarding
their courtroom demeanor and decisions.
And, if we do not receive an adequate
response, we communicate with the chief
judge and, if necessary, the Minnesota
State Board on Judicial Standards.

This newsletter should make clear that
the Hennepin County courts can do a
much better job of ensuring that women
and children receive the protections they
deserve and that decisions about their
lives are made with regard to their safety.

At the Family Justice Center, this means
relegating the culture of disbelief of
petitioners to where it belongs—the Dark
Ages.
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Family Court Continued from page 3
This petitioner knew her rights, but many
petitioners do not and end up agreeing to
mutual orders without understanding the
ramifications. In their 2003 “Mutual Orders
for Protection” information sheet, the
Battered Women'’s Legal Advocacy Project
wrote,

Mutual orders often endanger
victims of abuse. They hide

who has the history of abusive
behavior and who is the victim.
Mutual orders imply both parties
are equally abusive to the other.
This frequently results in no action
taken to protect the true victim
from dangerous assaults. Mutual
orders make it easier for the
abusers to call the police and have
the victim arrested by alleging she
was abusive.

Judicial officers should not initiate
offering mutual OFPs and should direct
respondents who ask for a mutual OFP to
follow the same process as petitioners.

DENIAL OF ORDERS

The judge in one recent case denied

an order for protection to a petitioner
who appeared in court with a black eye.
The petitioner stated that her husband
had beaten her with a telephone. The
respondent in this case had two prior 1998
domestic assault cases. Additionally, the
judge did not inform the respondent or
petitioner of her decision from the bench.
Instead, both parties and their advocates
were sent back to the monitored waiting
rooms, where they waited for several
hours, only to be told that the request had
been denied.

WATCH’s 2004 OFP report states,
“[llmproving the parties’ understanding
of the OFP process is an important
component of victim safety. Both
petitioners and respondents often
appeared to be left confused by the

minimal assistance provided by the family
court, by a lack of attorney representation,
and by judicial officers who do not explain
what they are doing/”

The judge stated in his decision denying
the order that he did not understand why
the petitioner would call the respondent
or stay at or attend parties where the
respondent was present after he choked
her. He said he believed the respondent’s
threatening phone message, which the
petitioner played in court, was in response
to a previous conversation between

the two parties. The respondent denied
threatening her in the message and said
he simply wanted to make her stop leaving
messages on his phone, which he said

he had erased. The respondent shook

his head, laughed, and put his hand up
over his face repeatedly throughout the
petitioner’s testimony.

The outcomes of the above cases are
perplexing. One can only assume that the
judicial officers found the respondents

to be more credible than the petitioners.
Despite a Federal Bureau of Investigation
report that less than 2% of domestic
assault charges are false (the same rate of
false reporting for all other major crimes),
the myth that women are lying about or
exaggerating the abuse holds strong.

NOT ALL BAD NEWS

At the end of the hearing, the petitioner
told the judge, “Thank you for providing
me some relief from 19 years of hell”

Many battered women do find relief and
support in the OFP process. While this arti-
cle focuses on areas that need immediate
improvement, WATCH monitoring notes
are full of positive examples from OFP pro-
ceedings as well.

Several encouraging steps have been
taken recently to ease the OFP process for
non-native English speakers.

Spurred by suggestions from WATCH’s

2004 OFP report and the Limited English
Proficiency Act, the monitored waiting
rooms in the Family Justice Center now con-
tain audio presentations on compact disc
and written information explaining the OFP
process in English and six other languages.
Additionally, community organizations have
the opportunity to place brochures describ-
ing their services in information kiosks in
the waiting rooms. The Minnesota Supreme
Court Interpreters Program is also working
on increasing language access and will soon
make nine order for protection forms avail-
able in bi-lingual formats.

WATCH applauds these changes and appeals
to the Family Court to provide greater consis-
tency in case review and response in the civil
OFP process and, most importantly, to place
the primary focus on increasing victim and
child safety.

ISSUES IN OFP DISMISSALS

The petitioner asked that the OFP be
dismissed. The respondent is in custody and
undergoing counseling, and she wants him
to see his children. The judge is concerned
for her safety since the respondent has
repeatedly strangled her and punched her
in the head. The judge reminds her of the
seriousness of the assaults and asks if she is
sure about the dismissal. She says she is, so
the order is dismissed.

Every day, family court judges preside over
at least one hearing where a woman in a
dangerous situation is seeking to dismiss the
OFP against her abuser.

Most women claim they are no longer wor-
ried for their safety or the safety of their chil-
dren, but fear or threat of further violence by
the abuser is often the unspoken reason for
their request.

Continued on page 10
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Digital Storytelling

By Deena Anders, Domestic Abuse Project

We all have a story to tell, a story that

is moving and funny and sad and inspi-
rational, from which others can learn.
Silence Speaks is a digital storytelling
project piloted in Minnesota in 2005
that seeks to capture the stroies of sur-
vivors and witnesses of violence and
create from them a violence preven-
tion and social justice project. Itis a
collaboration of the Minnesota Center
Against Violence and Abuse (MINCAVA),
the Domestic Abuse Project (DAP), the
University of Minnesota, the Minnesota
Coalition for Battered Women, and the
Minnesota Coalition Against Sexual
Assault. MINCAVA and the University of
Minnesota provided technical support,
computer resources and meeting space
for the project.

Thanks to the efforts of Ann Kranz, of
MINCAVA, who secured funding for

the project, clients from DAP therapy
programs recently participated in this
project as storytellers. Silence Speaks
uses a workshop curriculum to help
each person create short digital videos
and tell their story through elements of
creative writing, art therapy, filmmaking
and oral history. Digital Storytelling is
working with a number of local grass-
roots agencies to recruit storytellers
and develop community screening

and education opportunities. A special
screening was held on October 27 and
anyone interested in viewing the stories
may contact DAP.

Silence Speaks is based on the belief
that “long-term healing from violence is
dependent upon creating opportunities
for survivors to tell their stories...vari-
ous kinds of violence pervade popular
media in the United States and around
the world. Few of these representations
portray the enduring ability of survivors

to integrate histories of trauma, resist vio-
lence in the present, and weave beauty,
power, and art into their inspiring work on
behalf of prevention.” Silence Speaks pro-
vides this opportunity.

You can learn more about the Digital
Storytelling Silence Speaks project at www.
silencespeaks.org.

What follows, in her own words, is one
woman’s story.

In 2002 my husband wrote, “one thing I've
always loved about you is your tender con-
science, you always stand for the truth”

Shattered Dreams -Caroline’s Story

On a family vacation in Colorado he slams
my head against a metal door frame while
squeezing my throat. The children are all
screaming and I'll never forget the look in
his eyes. At first he is remorseful, he says
he’s going to get help, instead he gets an
attorney. We're separated when he tells the
girls and me, “I'm on a mission from God to
break your generational curses. You believe
women and children have all

these rights and you don't. You'll learn to
respect and submit to a man!” | filed for
divorce when he refused to support us. He
says, “You'll be sorry, | know how to win a
lawsuit and it isn’t about the truth. When
you get hungry enough, you'll submit” But
| don't and the violence continues to esca-
late. One night my son sobs, “I'm worried
that daddy is going to hurt you so badly
that you won't be able to take care of us
then he'll be in prison, who will take care
of us mommy?”The next day | file for an
Order for Protection. My husband violates
the order repeatedly, he's arrested and
pleads guilty. He tells the children, “Your
mom has me arrested every time she gets

mad." We're still scared. Annalisa, youngest,
begs her sisters to come with her to visit
her dad. She said, “Dad is so scary when
he gets mad steam comes out of his eyes.”
In counseling she is asked to choose ani-
mals to represent her parents. She picks a
giraffe for mom and a rattlesnake for dad
because a rattlesnake can kill a giraffe, she
explains. Countless police reports docu-
ment my husband’s abuse, he’s on proba-
tion, we have a criminal no contact order,
yet a recent custody evaluation states, “The
youngest three children do not believe
their father has been physically abusive
and do not report witnessing domestic
violence in the home. A pattern of physi-
cal domestic violence during the marriage
was not substantiated.” It is recommended
that he be given custody of our three
youngest children after all he can afford
to hire a nanny. I've been a stay-at-home
mother for 16 years; | sold my wedding
ring last week to pay the bills. The children
all want to live together. “You promised
mommy that if we told the truth they
would believe us and our family will get
help”“Mom, you have to start lying,” they
told me, “it is the only thing that works.”
Our family was torn apart by violence, now
it is being torn apart by lies. | am so sorry
for my children, I'm sorry | stayed too long.
[ don’t know what will happen next but |
will stand for the truth.

WATCH thanks DAP and MINCAVA for
implementing this creative project, and
ensuring women's stories are told.
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Thumbs Up/Thumbs Down

‘ Thumbs up to Judge Heidi Schellhas for taking on a leadership role at the Domestic Violence
Court. In addition to appointing a dedicated group of judges to serve at DV Court, Judge
Schellhas has developed a standardized approach for handling domestic violence probation viola-
tions. Rather than relying solely on their individual judicial discretion, now judicial officers have a
standardized grid with a recommended amount of time to revoke and/or sanctions to impose for
specific violations (such as dirty urine analysis or new domestic violence charges). Thanks to all of
the judges serving at the domestic violence court for approving the guidelines in November 2005.

‘ Thumbs up to the AARP for providing information to its members about domestic violence.
The January/February issue of AARP Magazine contains a lengthy article, “And Then He Hit Me,”
about the effects of domestic abuse in later life. Citing a study in The Journal of Elder Abuse &
Neglect, the article shows that the majority of victims have been abused for many years, some as
long as 50, but have not sought help due to shame, fear, and social isolation. In addition to reveal-
ing the many faces of domestic violence through survivors’ stories, the article includes links to
national organizations assisting victims of abuse in later life. As the U.S. population continues to
age, it will be extremely important for all of us to recognize this hidden abuse and for advocacy
services and the criminal justice system to be prepared to address this unmet need.

thumbs down to family court judges who begin hearings by asking about property and
divorce proceedings. The following are a sample of responses from monitors when asked to note
how the judge or referee began the hearing: He asked about divorce proceedings and who owns
the property; Asked about living arrangements and parental adjudication; By discussing their mar-
riage and if they are divorced or in the process of a divorce. Perhaps a better way to start would
include asking about the incident that brought the petitioner to court seeking protection.

‘ Thumbs up to Judge Tanya Manrique for upholding the federal firearms prohibition. At an
order for protection hearing on November 28, advocate Kathy Brennan requested that Judge
Manrique ask the respondent whether he had any guns. The respondent answered that he had
asked his brother-in-law to take his guns out of the car, but he was not sure that it had been done.
After the hearing, Judge Manrique asked the deputy to accompany the respondent to his car to
see about the guns. Three guns were found in the trunk of his car and confiscated.

‘ Thumbs up to the Native American Women'’s Health Education Resource Center for organiz-
ing a national roundtable on the reproductive rights of American Indian women last June. The
U.S. Department of Justice estimates the rate of sexual assaults against American Indian women
is three and one-half times greater than among all other racial groups. Despite this alarming
statistic, many federally-funded clinics and hospitals on Indian reservations either do not have
protocols for treating victims of sexual violence or have protocols that are not well understood or
utilized.

The Indian Health Service (IHS) is the federal agency designated to provide health care to
American Indian people, and advocates say IHS is partly to blame for failing to provide compre-
hensive reproductive health education and services to indigenous women.

Participants called for better training for medical staff at Indian Health Services-funded
clinics and this spring will launch a national campaign to end the sexual abuse of indig-
enous women.
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2005 FOUNDATION DONORS

WATCH gratefully acknowledges financial
support from the following foundations in
2005.

ADC Foundation

Altria Group, Inc

Elmer L. & Eleanor J. Andersen Foundation
Beverly Foundation

W. Glen Boyd Charitable Foundation
Bush Foundation

Charlson Foundation

Fingerhut Family Foundation

Ronald Fingerhut Family Foundation
George Family Foundation

Grotto Foundation

Margaret H. and James E. Kelley
Foundation

Kopp Family Foundation
Management Assistance Program for
Nonprofits

Minneapolis Foundation

Outagamie Charitable Foundation
Jay and Rose Phillips Family Foundation
Phynque Phamily Phoundation
Elizabeth C. Quinlan Foundation

2005 IN-KIND DONATIONS

WATCH thanks the following for their gen-
erous donations of goods or services in
2005.

D’Amico and Sons
Fredrickson Communications
Hennepin Lake Liquors
Zelda Lazor

Riverbrand Design

Shapco Printing

Trizec Properties

Marge and Irv Weiser
Candace Winch: Eat Your Heart Out
Catering

Penny Winton
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THANKYOU TO OUR 2005 SUPPORTERS

WATCH is a small organization with a big agenda, matched by the heart of our donors. We continue to operate well within our shoe-
string budget, squeezing every dime out of your contributed dollars. We are deeply honored to receive such solid support from so
many of you, year after year, and we thank you for your generosity. If you'd like to make a donation before our fiscal year ends on June
30, | encourage you to use the envelope in this newsletter, or go to the donate page at www.watchmn.org. Please feel free to call the

office at 612-341-2747 if you have any questions.
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Alan C. and Lollie Eidsness

The Ekdahl Hutchinson Family Fund of the

Minnesota Community Foundation

Suzanne and Jim Elwell

Emily Anne Staples Tuttle Fund of the
Minnesota Community Foundation

Louise Erdrich

Kristine and Ronald Erickson

Philip and Sandra Erickson

Michael and Dawn Erlandson

Liliana Espondaburu

Mary Everson

Molly Falk

Anne and Charlie Ferrell

Harold and Joyce Field

Gary and Joann Fink

Todd Fliginger

Barbara and Jimmy Fogel

Barbara Forster and Larry Hendrickson

Wood R. Foster, Jr. and Jane G. Severns

Tom Fourre

Barbara and Ron Fraboni

Richard S. and Brigitte E. Frase

Arvonne and Don Fraser

Tom Fraser and Mary Strand

Patti Frisch

Denise Gamache

Jeannie Gardner

Janet Gendler

Jean Gerval

Scotty and Peter Gillette

Lisa Goodman

Susan Gray and Paul Waytz

Debi Grossfield

Nancy Halverson

Carolyn Ham and Lowell Hansen
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THANKYOU TO OUR 2005 SUPPORTERS

The Atwater Hannaford Fund at the
Schwab Fund for Charitable Giving

Ann Marie Hanrahan

Barbara and Kent Hanson

Ronnie Hartman

Rowena Hartman

Diana Harvey

Jacquelyn Hauser and Thomas Tinkham

Elizabeth Hawn

Terri and John Hawthorne

Kathy Hayes

Dana Hazel and Mike Vespasiano

Anne Heegaard

Carreen and Eric Heegaard

Jeff and Lucy Heegaard

Joanne and David Heegaard

Marge and Roger Heegaard

Dianne Heins

Paul and Tonya Hendrickson

Joan H. Higinbotham

Heather Hlavka

Margaret Holahan

Mary Homrighous

Linda Houden

Pat Hoven

Munazza Humayun

Penny Hunt and Dwight Oglesby

Clark and Jeanne Hussey

Leslie Jablonski

Jennifer and Mark Johnson

Lori and Nick Johnson

Tom and Victoria Johnson

Sharon L. Jones

Catherine Jordan and Steve Lick

Yleen and Gary Joselyn

Phyllis and Donald Kahn

Sheldon and Helene Kaplan

Shirley and Arnold Kaplan

Miriam Karmel

Andrea Kaufman and Jim Jacobson

Marlene and Tom Kayser

Kimberly Beth Keilholtz

Sandy and Marion Keith

Miriam and Erwin Kelen

Pat and Bill Kelly

Ken and Nina Rothchild Charitable
Income Trust

Sally Kenney and Norman Foster

Amy and Mitch Kern

WATCH Post

Marcus Kessler

Shotsie and Doug Ketcham

Kay Kettwig

Marjorie B. Kiewit

N. Judge and Dr. Reatha Clark King

Mary Louise Klas

Barry and Julia Knight

Kim Knutson

Kris and Steve Koestner

Suzanne Kramer

Rebecca and Vinnie Kutty

Dea and Phil L'heureux

Angela M. Lakedon

Maury Landsman

Karen Langsjoen

Kristi Lassegard

Beth Leaf

Mary Kelley Leer and Charles Leer

Susan and Jim Lenfestey

Beth Ann and Doug Lennick

Stuart Levy

David and Perrin Lilly

Melissa Lindsay

Janice & Charles Lloyd Fund

Dee and Nick Long

David and Peggy Lucas

Charlene Lucken

Lucy Rogers and Larry Grant Fund of
Headwaters Foundation for Justice

Jeff and Nancy Lukens

Margaret A. Lutz

Mary Lynch

Kathleen Macosko in honor of Laurie Snow

Julie A. Madden

Cathy Madison

Carole Martin

Judy Mathison

Naomi Maurer

James McCarthy and Gloria Peterson

Samuel and Patricia McCullough

McFarland Family Fund of The Minneapolis
Foundation

Joyce and Dick McFarland

Donna McRoberts

Alida R. Messinger

Helen Metz and Perry Ketchum

Tom Meyer and Martha Meyer-Von Blon

Violet Meyer

Tina Michael and Wendy van Kerkhove
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Ruth Mickelson and Bill Manning

Laura and James Miles

Mary and Todd Miller

Virginia Tisdale Miller

Marian Moore

Peter Moore and Karin Winegar

Sheila Morgan

Sara Mushlitz

Charles and Candice Nadler

Nance Alexander

Margie Nash

Maureen Kelly Neerland

Claire Christopherson Nelson

Tamra and George Nelson

Ardis M. Niemann Noonan and James
C. Noonan

Donna Norbeck and Peter Jursik

Tuny and Michael O’Rourke

Greg Olson

Vicki & Dan Olson

Diane Page

Rebecca Palmer

Sue and Bill Payne

Deb Pederson

Cathy and Michael Peel

Daniel & Elizabeth Pennie

Deniz and Larkin Perese

Larry and Linda Perlman

Mark Perrin and Ron Beining

Tom Perron

The Honorable Duane and Patricia
Peterson

Joan C. Peterson

Susan Peterson

Leslye and Eddie Phillips

Robin Phillips

Cynthia Pillsbury

Sally and George Pillsbury

Peggy and Ed Pluimer

Sally B. Polk

Louise Pope

Laurinda W. Porter

Mardell Presler

Charlie Quimby and Susan Cushman

Rehael Fund - Roger Hale/Nor Hall of
The Minneapolis Foundation

Sharon Raygor

Sara Reed

Sondrea Rein
Continued on page 10
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continued from page 5

An OFP is a civil order and can be dropped
by a petitioner at a court hearing with no
questions asked. When faced with this
situation, however, judges, as in the case
above, should ask questions that express
their concern for the victim and the level
of danger she is in. Judges/referees should
also take the following steps to further
support the petitioner:

1. Ask the petitioner for photo iden-
tification. There has been at least
one case where a respondent
had his new girlfriend pose as
the petitioner to have the order
dropped.

2. Ask if the petitioner is being pres-
sured into dropping the order.
She may disclose information that
will be helpful for the judge in
determining the next steps.

3. Remind the petitioner of the level
of danger she may be in and,
if appropriate, refer her to the
self-help center or the Domestic
Abuse Service Center for assis-
tance.

4. Let her know that she can return
at any time if she is in need of an
OFP in the future.

Another option some judges give petition-
ers is a “no abuse” only order that allows
the respondent to have contact with the
petitioner while prohibiting further abuse.

Become a
WATCH Volunteer

Court monitoring is carried out by WATCH
through the tireless efforts of volunteer
monitors who dedicate time each month
to observing hearings and reporting on
what they see and hear. To become a
volunteer, please contact Shahidah at
smaayif@watchmn.org or call 612-341-
2747, ext. 2. Application forms can be
found at www.watchmn.org. The next
training will be held in May.

THANKYOU TO OUR 2005
SUPPORTERS

Thank You Continued from page 9

Charles and Susan Reinhart

Lew and Connie Remele

Erik and Brooke Reseland

Bonnie Richard

Beverly J. and John A. Rollwagen Fund
of The Minneapolis Foundation

Ron H. and Glenda Dewberry Rooney

Bob Rosenbaum and Maggie Gilbert

Cassandra Rossing

Mary Pat Ryan

Robert L. and Sharon G. Ryan

Mayor R.T. Rybak and Megan O'Hara

Ann Job and Leela Scattum

Romaine Scharlemann

Malinda and Nate Schmiechen

Amy Schrempp

Kathleen and Andrew Scott

Tom and Pat Scott

Dianne Seeman Lozier

Susan L. Segal

Liz and Tom Sellars

Elizabeth Shippee

Patricia Strandness and Bruce Shnider

Catherine Shreves and Tom Bird

Margaret and Davis Shryer

Anna Sikorski

Evie and Ryan Simon

Marilyn and Wally Small

Cindie and Jim Smart

Tina and Archie Smith

Roxanne and Bill Soth

Nancy Speer

Pat Spratt

John Staloch

Noa Staryk

Erin Stastny

Jim and Jan Stephenson

Karen Sternal

John and Marcia Stout

Cyndi Strand

Glenda Struthers

Jon and Julene Swenson

Mary Tambornino

Margaret Telfer

The Harriet and Edson Spencer

Foundation

Cheryl Thomas and Roger Heegaard
Lynn Thomas

Jean Thomson and John Sandbo
Sharon Toll Johnson

Laura Torres

Pat and Doug Treff

Kate Troy

Emily Ann and Gedney Tuttle
Kate Tyler and Genie Smith
Ruth Usem

Penny Van Kampen and Scott Borene
Mary Vaughan

Joanne and Philip Von Blon
Phyllis Wagner

Arnold and Helen Rice Walker
Maxine H. Wallin

Nancy Register Wangen
Nancy Warner

Shelley Carthen Watson
Elizabeth Webb-Bovey

Irv and Marge Weiser

Beth and Bob White

Rob and Julie White

Whitney Foundation

Cate Whittemore

John and Anne Wicka

Tom and Angie Wicka

DePaul Willette

Roy and Kathy Williams

Mary and Jack Willis
Winnidell Wilson

Mike and Penny Winton
Steve and Kathy Wishart

Kim Witczak

George and Carol Wood
Courtney Yasmineh

Paul and Betts Zerby

We make every effort to insure the
accuracy of our records. If there is a
mistake in your listing, please let us
know, so we may correct it. All your
gifts are very much appreciated and
we thank you for your understanding.
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2005 in review
DAILY MONITORING

WATCH conducts daily monitoring in the

Hennepin County criminal and civil courts.

In 2005, 78 volunteers contributed 1,967
hours monitoring 3,566 hearings. As a
result of their careful observations, WATCH
has been in contact with a number of
judges and other members of the criminal
justice system to relay concerns and dis-
cuss solutions. Beyond addressing issues
with individuals, WATCH also participates
in committees relevant to its mission and
task forces charged with improving the
courts overall.

Targeted monitoring — OFP
court

Last year, WATCH worked to implement
two of the recommendations of its 2004
order for protection (OFP) report view
the full report at www.watchmn.org. The
changes we have been promoting focus
on removing language barriers facing
non-native English speakers.

Katrin Johnson, Coordinator of the Court
Interpreter’s Program of the Minnesota
Supreme Court, has taken a strong lead-
ership role in these efforts. Her office is
working directly with WATCH to ensure
that nine of the state’s OFP-related forms,
including the information sheet, request
for extension, and request for hearing,
among others, will soon be bilingual in
English and nine target languages.

WATCH presented its OFP project findings
and recommendations to the Hennepin
County Family Violence Coordinating
Council and its Civil Committee, and
worked with a number of individual
members as well. Following WATCH's
recommendations, the Council initiated
an improvement in the monitored wait-
ing rooms that provide safety for OFP
petitioners by separating petitioners and
respondents who are waiting to be called
for hearings. The Council initiated making
CDs and written information explaining
the OFP process available in both the

WATCH Post

petitioners’ and respondents’ respective
waiting rooms. The information has been
translated into six languages, and three
more languages will be added soon.

In addition, community agencies may
now display brochures describing advo-
cacy, support, or treatment programs. The
brochures are displayed in the monitored
waiting rooms and are available free of
charge.

WATCH will continue to press for con-
sistency so that all judicial officers issue
orders orally from the bench at the
conclusion of OFP hearings. This is their
opportunity to reinforce the specific
provisions of the order, including clearly
explaining all terms of an order and the
penalties for violating them, and inform-
ing all parties of federal firearms prohibi-
tions.

Eye on Justice

Another WATCH initiative focused on
strengthening relationships with com-
munity organizations serving immigrant
women and women of color. WATCH spon-
sored an Eye on Justice initiative where
representatives of community groups
participated in observing Hennepin
County courts. Seven culturally-specific
organizations serving victims of domestic
violence and sexual assault participated
in this initiative, including the Minnesota
Indian Women'’s Resource Center; Women
of Nations, a shelter and advocacy pro-
gram serving American Indian women
and their children; the Minnesota
Coalition for Battered Women, whose
member programs serve women across
the state; OutFront Minnesota, which has
a domestic violence program for same-sex
partners; the International Self Reliance
Agency for Women, which provides a
range of services to African immigrant
women; and a Ramsey County Health
Department parent educator, who works
with many immigrant families experienc-
ing domestic abuse. WATCH will sponsor
this successful initiative again in 2006.
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Communications

WATCH works diligently to ensure that
the results of its efforts are effectively
communicated to the public and criminal
justice system personnel. The January
2005 issue of the WATCH Post included

a report of WATCH's Greater Minnesota
project as well as case summaries of six
defendants whose cases WATCH monitors
had been following in the previous
months. The April WATCH Post reported
on the successful legislative campaign by
advocates and others to increase criminal
penalties for domestic assaults involving
strangulation. That issue also contained a
chronology of an offender with a record of
violent assaults against at least 13 women
spanning nearly 20 years.

WATCH also provides information to the
public via the local media. Executive
director Marna Anderson’s opinion pieces
have appeared in the St. Paul Pioneer
Press, the Star Tribune, and La Prensa

de Minnesota. Topics have included the
need for stronger interventions in assaults
involving strangulation, loopholes in
recent sex offender legislation, and the
need for increased language access in the
courts.

National training and technical
assistance

Thanks to funding from the Phillips Family
Foundation, we are in the process of
updating Developing a Court Monitoring
Program, the training manual we cre-
ated in 2001, and we are developing a
marketing/business plan for its dissemina-
tion. The Bush Foundation is supporting
WATCH'’s national efforts through a plan-
ning grant allowing us to provide on-site
technical assistance to start-up groups,
and to foster greater collaboration among
programs around the country.
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WATCH

608 2nd Ave. S., # 465
Minneapolis, MN 55402
612-341-2747

E-mail: watch@watchmn.org
Web: www.watchmn.org

FORWARDING SERVICE REQUESTED

Executive Director: Marna Anderson

Staff:

Rochelle Becker, Administrative Assistant

Dawn Dougherty, Court Monitoring
Coordinator

Shahidah Maayif, Volunteer Coordinator

Donna McNamara, Development &
Communications Director

Founder: Susan Lenfestey
Board Chair: Sara Mushlitz

Board of Directors: Beverly Balos, Ron
Beining , Karin Birkeland, Lois Bishop,

Lisa Denzer, Liliana Espondaburu, Diana
Harvey, Jacquelyn Hauser, David Lucas,
Joan C. Peterson, Peggy Pluimer, Glenda
Dewberry Rooney, Romaine Scharlemann,
Cindie Smart, Kate Troy, Shelley Carthen

Watson
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We'd like to thank the WATCH volunteers who help to keep our organization alive and running by donating time to monitor the courts, assist in the

office and help out at events. We really appreciate your time and effort. We plan to show our gratitude on April 11, 2006, at our annual Volunteer

Appreciation party. Keep an eye out for an invitation in the mail. Thanks to:

Lisa Ackerman
Randi Aho
Alees Alles
Brenda Alvarez
Jean Behr

Kalli Bennett
Michael Betz
Breeana Blalock
John Brennan
Wendy Brown
Dee Broxey

Hal Broxey
Haley Buenzli
Philip Callen
Ramona Colsch
Janet Conn

Jen Cornell
Allison Costain
Karen Dalley
Christina Davenport

Trevor Davies

Toni Decker

Lisa Denzer

Judy Dunbar
Jennifer Engelhardt
Elizabeth Esser
Riham Feshir
Katherine Fish
Barbara Fraboni
Ron Fraboni
Fatima Franzen
Erin Gregory
Amelia Hansa
Kerstin Hansen
Erica Hatfield
Antonia Hauser
Heather Hirsch
Munazza Humayun
Kristin lverson
Jennifer Johnson

Gary Joselyn
Christopher Keyser
Sarah Kramer
Rebecca Kutty
Caitlin Light
Andrew Loge
Moira Lynch

Susan Maki

Emily Martin
Virginia Tisdale Miller
Marit Peterson
Katrina Powell
Desiree Price

Doris Pyle
Elizabeth Riggs
Ryan Rodgers
Elizabeth Roff
Katrina Rowell
Joseph Ryan
Garaad Sahal

Ashley Schaefer
Shannon Schmidt
Mary Lay Schuster
Bruce Shnider
Esther Son

Pat Strandness
Mallory Suek
Stephanie Swanson
Jon Swenson

Kate Tabner
Christine Traxler
Trish Vanni
Rebecca Waggoner-Kloek
Dominique Walsh
Ej Warren

Kelly White
Katherine Wind
Cyndie Wright

Lynn Yamanaka
Natasha Zuidema



