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Executive Summary

The Thurston County Criminal Justice Victim Safety & Offender Accountability Audit (“Audit”)
was patterned after the Duluth Minnesota/Praxis International model developed by Ellen Pence,
which examines everyday actions within the organization to better understand the flow of
information and potential areas for improvement.
A safety audit is structured to capture the actual experiences of victims/survivors and routine job
functions of those who intervene in domestic violence. The audit is not a review of individual
performance or effectiveness, but rather a look at how the system coordinates workers’ actions
on domestic violence cases. The purpose of a safety and accountability audit is to see how,
when, where, and if standard institutional practices ensure the safety of victims and
accountability of offenders.
The goal of this Audit was to present Thurston County with system deficits as identified by those
members within the community that deal with domestic violence on a daily basis, all the way
from first responders to the victims themselves. Agencies within Thurston County are
encouraged to review the findings of the report and come up with solutions that are tailored to
the needs and resources of their jurisdiction.
The central audit question developed by the Coordinators was as follows:
To what extent does the Thurston County criminal justice system accommodate or
provide for the safety of marginalized/underserved victims within intimate partner
violent relationships, including domestic violence, sexual assault, and stalking?
Marginalized and underserved victims include rural, culturally different, non-English speaking,
and Vulnerable Adult populations.

Method
The Audit was divided into three phases:
Phase 1: First responders
a. 9-1-1
b. Law Enforcement
Phase 2: Arraignment to Sentencing
a. Courts & Prosecution
b. Rehabilitation & Treatment
Phase 3: Intersecting Points
a. Specialty Areas
i. Protection Orders
ii. Children
iii. Stalking
iv. Strangulation
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v. Substance Abuse
b. Marginalized Populations
i. Vulnerable Adults
ii. Language Barriers
iii. Rural and Underserved Victims
Methods of data gathering included interviews, observations and ride-alongs, tape and case
analyses, and focus groups.

Results
First, the results cover problematic findings from each of the major criminal justice systems.
Results revealed emerging themes in victim safety and offender accountability that display
commonalities across system response groups.
Systems
9-1-1
Law Enforcement
Courts & Prosecution
Rehabilitation & Treatment
Second, certain problem areas are given special attention. Problems with the Protection Order
process and the treatment of children pervade the entire criminal justice system. Other topics
such as stalking, strangulation, and substance abuse raise particular domestic violence issues
worth noting separately.
Specialty Areas
Protection Orders & No-Contact Orders
Children
Stalking
Strangulation
Substance Abuse
Finally, the central question of the audit is addressed in greater detail with an examination of the
impact of domestic violence on marginalized victims and the special hurdles they face.
Marginalized Populations
Vulnerable Adults
Language Barriers
Rural & Underserved Victims
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Out of the Audit’s focus on the difficulties facing marginalized populations, three main goals
emerged:
1. Strengthen law enforcement response to rural domestic violence incidents.
2. Increase victim advocacy services to victims in rural areas.
3. Centralize and/or coordinate police enforcement, prosecution, and the judiciary in the
handling of cases.
The following are highlights of the major themes that emerged from the hundreds of hours of
9-1-1 tape reviews, ride-alongs, observations, interviews, and focus groups.
First Responders
•

Training of 9-1-1 dispatchers in how to respond to domestic violence calls is needed,
particularly in regards to asking appropriate follow-up questions and taking appropriate
actions with regard to medical aid, presence of children, and performing critical
criminal history checks. Proper information-gathering up front aids law enforcement’s
response, and begins a chain of evidence that will be important throughout the entire
court process.

•

Updated first response protocols and a DV prompt screen for 9-1-1 dispatchers are
needed.

•

Training of law enforcement is needed to reduce the incidence of erroneous dual arrest
and ensure more accurate determination of the primary aggressor. Officers also need to
be encouraged to continue to exercise diligence in pursuing domestic violence suspects
beyond the 4-hour mandatory arrest window.

•

Officers need to be sensitive to physical and mental disabilities, the need for neutral
interpreters, and cultural barriers.

•

Officers in close-knit communities need to be sensitive to confidentiality and
impartiality. Victims observed officers laughing and joking with abusers when
responding to calls, or being particularly sympathetic to abusers when they saw that they
were law enforcement or had some military connection. Trust in the law enforcement
system was destroyed; victims who will not contact law enforcement again for future
incidents have nowhere to go.

•

Technology needs to be improved to allow information-sharing between databases.

Courts
•

Court Security is lacking in many courts, both in terms of facilities and in terms of
staffing and official response. There is some confusion around the jurisdictional aspects
of performing court security and what constitutes the breaking of a court order. Even
where signs are posted in the courthouses that clearly state that court orders are in effect
there are blatant violations happening in front of court security. When violations are
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reported there is confusion about who has jurisdiction over the incident. In some
courtrooms there is no security and victims are violated in front of the Judge with nothing
done to protect them. Such intimidation and violations lead to uncooperative victims and
a failure of the judicial system in prosecuting serious cases.
•

Conflicting Orders and the untimely entering of orders are creating greater risks to
victim safety.

•

Continuances are occurring too often. They are a financial and emotional hardship on
victims. Courts need to be sensitive to the situation of the victim and endeavor to reduce
continuances as much as possible.

•

Judicial demeanor was frequently reported by observers and victims to be insensitive or
inappropriate. Judges need to be understanding of the traumatic nature of the courtroom
experience for a victim. Judges have a lot of power over victims, not only in the
judgments they render, but also in their ability to display compassion and fairness. This
has a significant influence on a victim’s perception of whether justice was served, and on
the victim’s willingness to trust in the system again in the event of future abuse.

Rehabilitation & Treatment
•

Effective rehabilitation services are needed for the perpetrator, the victim, and the
family. This includes courts ordering DV treatment where appropriate and not
substituting anger management or substance abuse treatment.

•

Accountability systems are nonexistent, particularly for offenders in court-ordered
domestic violence perpetrator treatment programs. All systems and the community must
do their part simultaneously for an effective response to providing safety to victims and
the community. If one part of the response is weak, all parts fail (the domino effect).

Specialized Concerns
•

Resources are needed to collect, evaluate and report data related to domestic and sexual
violence, including secondary victims (those who witness and are impacted by the
violence).

•

Stalking is an underreported yet dangerous crime. First responders did not always obtain
relevant prior criminal history. For the crime of stalking which requires repeat incidents,
it is particularly important that first responders ascertain relevant prior history and
document relevant evidence for prosecution.

•

Strangulation can be deadly. Responders did not differentiate strangling from choking.
• Poor medical follow-up by 9-1-1 dispatchers when choking was mentioned by
victims.
• Officers need to be trained to recognize signs of strangulation.
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•

•

Courts need to acknowledge the deadly nature of strangulation even in the
absence of physical signs; physical signs should not be a prerequisite to a higher
charge.

Substance Abuse is a commonly co-occurring problem, but substance abuse treatment is
not a substitute for domestic violence perpetrator treatment.

Marginalized Populations
•

Vulnerable Adults face a lack of resources (housing, mental health beds, etc.).
Furthermore, the definition of domestic violence needs to be broadened for the
Vulnerable Adult population to include caregivers and others who target elderly victims.

•

Interpreters at the scene need to be unbiased. Victims reported that officers used friends
of the suspect to interpret for them. Victims also reported that an abuser speaking good
English received better attention from responding officers than the non-English speaking
victim.

•

Interpreters at the courthouse are needed to assist victims with understanding the
process outside of the courtroom

•

Victim Advocate services and community resources are lacking in rural areas. Rural
underserved communities suffer a lack of critical resources to respond to domestic
violence in an effective way. Contracted Attorneys and Judges in rural areas have fewer
resources to attend sufficiently to cases. The revolving door dynamic is at play in many
of these cases. Lack of effective intervention and accountability deters victims from reentering the system. Each jurisdiction needs Advocacy services to ensure some type of
response to victims.

•

Victims need education about the criminal justice system and how it can respond to
domestic violence. Lack of education creates confusion, distrust, a failure to achieve
justice, and an unwillingness to use the system again in the future. Education creates
safety and offender accountability as a victim is more able and willing to pursue the
remedies available to him or her.

•

Victim Advocates are the single most important factor that help victims to understand
the system.

Many changes have been implemented in Thurston County, including pocket-sized safety
planning cards, more training on domestic violence issues, increased response time in filing
Protection Orders, and increased prosecutorial resources, to name a few. However, much work
remains to be done.
One problem that has existed heretofore in Thurston County is a lack of a unified response to
domestic violence. No one can agree upon what is the best approach and most effective response
to eliminating this type of violence from our community. The law enforcement Model
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Procedures are a start. Coming up with standardized definitions, consistent application of the
law, and objective and thorough reporting of the various types of domestic violence would be a
good start as well. As the bridge between law enforcement and the courts, prosecutors are in a
good position to facilitate a coordinated criminal justice response. Judges can take an active role
in promoting a safe, welcoming courtroom. The next step is up to all of us.

1

Rural and Underserved Victims of Domestic Violence:
Thurston County Criminal Justice
Victim Safety & Offender Accountability Audit

When a woman who is beaten in her home dials 911 for help, she activates a complex
institutional apparatus responsible for public safety. Over the next twenty-four hours, as
many as five agencies, representing four levels of government involvement and up to a
dozen people, will act on her “case”. Over the next year, the number of agencies and
people who impact her “case”, and therefore her safety, will more than double.
–Praxis International

An estimated 5.3 million women are abused each year (85-95% of domestic violence victims are
female; it needs to be noted, however, that this does not mean that male victims of abuse suffer
any less).1 Victims of Domestic Violence (DV) experience assaultive and coercive behaviors
that include physical, sexual, and psychological attacks, as well as economic coercion, directed
by their intimate partners against them and their children2; sometimes daily, often criminal,
sometimes fatal. It is estimated that intimate partner violence results in nearly 2 million injuries
each year, with more than 550,000 requiring medical attention, and 1,232 deaths.3
In a one year period, law enforcement in Thurston County responded to over 4000 domestic
violence calls.4 There have been two DV homicides since the Audit began. Both were in 2005.
Five DV homicides have occurred since 2001 and 12 DV homicides since 1997.5 Thurston
County has seven jurisdictions and a population of 215,000 people.

1

American Institute on Domestic Violence, http://www.aidv-usa.com/Statistics.htm (based on 1995 National
Violence Against Women Survey).
2

Warshaw, C.& Ganley, A. Improving the Health Care Response to Violence: A Resource Manual for Health Care
Providers. Family Violence Prevention Fund, 1998.

3

American Institute on Domestic Violence, http://www.aidv-usa.com/Statistics.htm

4

These numbers do not include domestic disturbance calls that did not result in an arrest (referred to here as “Nonarrest Calls”), so the number of domestic violence calls that officers responded to in 2005 is actually higher. For
instance, in unincorporated Thurston County, there were 3026 domestic violence calls in 2004 including non-arrest
calls, which represents a 30% increase over the call arrest figures reported for the VAWA Stop Grant. (Thurston
County Sheriff’s Office.)

5

Thurston County Sheriff’s Office.

2

2005 VOCA Stop Grant statistics, May 2004 to May 2005
Agency
Domestic Violence Calls
Lacey Police
577
Nisqually Police
47
Olympia Police
655
Rainier Police
12
Tenino Police
111
Thurston County Sheriff
2,136
Tumwater Police
239
Yelm Police
191
3,968
Total
The national costs of domestic violence are staggering. The Center for Disease Control
estimates that the costs of intimate partner violence against women exceed $5.8 billion per year,
including nearly $4.1 billion in direct costs of medical care and mental health care and nearly
$1.8 billion in indirect costs of lost productivity and present value of lifetime earnings.6
For many victims, violence is woven into everyday life. He or she may reach out for help once,
twice, multiple times, or never in her lifetime. Once she makes the call, if she makes the call,
she will set in motion a vast network of people and systems, some better equipped than others to
handle her emotional, physical, financial, and legal needs.
For Thurston County services, the incident entry point begins with the first call, whether it be to
9-1-1, SafePlace, Crisis Line, family, friends, or a trip to the Emergency Room, to name a few.
Along the way, the victim may meet with law enforcement, first responders, or medical
professionals. He or she may or may not be eligible for SafePlace services; she may or may not
have additional needs such as childcare or mental health. Once her case reaches the level of the
court system, the complexity of the system expands yet again, with multiple types of Protection
Orders and proceedings. She may or may not have the benefit of legal counsel or legal
advocates, depending on her resources and which court system she ends up in. Further down the
road she will face additional trials to her spirit, including possibly divorce or custody
proceedings. Tribal or military ties will exacerbate her problems.
Scope of Grant
The vision of a coordinated community response to domestic and sexual violence issues has its
origins at least as early as 2001 if not before. The Thurston County Prosecutor’s Office
sponsored events such as DV Summits and Service Gap analysis meetings. Two summits, two
conferences, and 200-800 people later, Thurston County had a solid infrastructure for pursuing
6

DHHS, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control (March
2003). Costs of Intimate Partner Violence Against Women in the United States (http://www.cdc.gov/ncipc/pubres/ipv_cost/02_introduction.htm).
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this vision. The community planning process resulted in identification of 33 gap areas; the Audit
focuses on only the criminal justice aspect which nevertheless is still its own huge piece.
In attempting to secure Violence Against Women Act funds through the Office on Violence
Against Women at the Office of Justice Programs, Department of Justice, we were awarded the
Grants to Encourage Arrests and Protection Order Enforcement dollars in 2003 to conduct the
Audit and supporting grant activities.
The Grant and the Audit were introduced to the Municipalities via City Council meetings and a
presentation at the Mayor’s Forum. The target communities for this Audit were Tenino, Rainier,
Bucoda, Yelm and Tumwater. The communities were chosen because they were rural and/or did
not have victim advocacy services. Two larger jurisdictions were not included in the Audit –
Lacey and Olympia.
•

Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs): Memoranda of Understanding were secured
from key informants in the initial stages of system analysis. MOUs were used to inform
and gain cooperation for participation in the Audit process. Gathering systems data
required contacting the system contact persons identified in the MOUs: Mayors, City
Council Members, Police Chiefs, Agency Heads and other Spokespersons identified by
the participating agencies.

•

Project Partner Oversight: The grant required that Project Partners include a law
enforcement, victim service, and prosecution unit. For our purposes this was the Thurston
County Sheriff’s Office, Thurston County Prosecutor’s Office and the local victim
service agency, SafePlace. Project Partners were kept apprised of progress on Audit
activities by the Audit Coordinators.

The project partners and the project director assumed responsibility for introducing the Audit and
grant deliverables that would support implementation of Audit findings. Other supportive
activities of the grant included training to be provided to participating agencies on problematic
themes discovered. Another activity was to determine, based upon findings, whether the
municipalities would benefit from combining limited resources with other agencies in order to be
able to respond more effectively to domestic violence incidents. This consideration could reach
to the court system and prosecution and sentencing processes, as well. It is anticipated that
limitations of contracted services impact the jurisdictions’ ability to protect victims and hold
offenders accountable.
Other activities of the grant include ensuring community advocacy and outreach is provided to
the rural areas of the county. The contract with the local victim service provider adds a
component of victim advocacy and community outreach necessary to bring services to
geographic areas that have little access to urban services some 30 miles away. The Rural
Advocate and accompanying resources via the contract represents a new service and one worth
sustaining.
Grant funds were also designated for the Prosecutor’s Office Domestic Violence Unit. In areas
where there are not sufficient resources for case processing, this grant funding ensured stability
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for staff for years 2003 to 2005. Grant funding always provides a challenge in maintaining
standards and level of service issues once the grant funding expires. Of course continuance of
service levels remains a high priority for managers. Federal dollar redirection of resources to
homeland security has impacted criminal justice system resources to some degree, negatively.
Thurston County has been used as a national model in many areas such as domestic violence and
methamphetamine production reduction.
Central Audit Question
The central audit question developed by the Coordinators for this Audit was as follows:
To what extent does the Thurston County criminal justice system accommodate or
provide for the safety of marginalized/underserved victims within intimate partner
violent relationships, including domestic violence, sexual assault, and stalking?
The populations targeted by this Audit include rural, culturally different, non-English speaking,
and Vulnerable Adult populations. To our Auditors’ knowledge, no other audit has ever
undertaken this question. Marginalized and underserved victims are of particular concern in
Thurston County which has many rural areas and non-English speaking populations.
The statutory definition of “Vulnerable Adult” includes any person who is 60 years of age or
older who lacks the functional, mental, or physical ability to care for himself or herself; or is
incapacitated (pursuant to RCW 11.88); or who has a developmental disability (defined by RCW
71A.10.020); or is admitted to any facility; or is receiving services from home health, hospice, or
home care agencies required to be licensed; or is receiving services from an individual provider.
(RCW 74.34.020(13)). (RCWs mentioned throughout this report can be found in Appendix A.)
Elderly and physically disabled victims of domestic violence are essentially invisible in this
country. They seldom report abuse because of fear of economic deprivation as a result of
intervention. For them, the option of starting over is not a realistic one. Additionally, they often
are dependent upon the perpetrator for their daily care. Much debate exists about the causal
factors of domestic violence involving mentally challenged perpetrators and victims. Mental
illness alone is not a sufficient explanation. Regardless of the debate, there is little that can be
done to help those individuals without medication or stability. Even then, the prognosis for
stopping the violence in these relationships is guarded at best.
In discussing cultural issues and their effects in domestic violence, Dr. Alicia R. Issac (NCDA,
1997)7 observes that domestic violence cuts across all cultures, classes, races, and ethnic groups.
Some cultures accept domestic violence as a part of life or as a means to maintain social control.
Dr. Issac suggests that the acceptance may be closely tied to societal norms such as patriarchy,
religion and classism. For instance, isolation and substance abuse have been linked to Native
Americans. Respecting cultural norms and dealing with feelings of being a “displaced society”
are pivotal in dealing with native families where there is domestic violence. Native American
women are abused 2.5 to 3 times the rate of other women and most abuse is by non-native men.
7

National College of District Attorneys (NCDA). Seventh Annual National Conference on Domestic Violence.
Oct. 1997.
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African American women are the most likely to fight back than any other victim group. This
creates greater danger for homicide. The “machismo” and “marianismo” factors are particularly
important in domestic violence intervention with the Hispanic and Latino populations. Domestic
violence and homicide are on the rise in Asian communities. This increase is attributed to the
loss of patriarchy as a result of westernization.
Thurston County faces the challenge of having seven jurisdictions within its county boundaries,
some of which are small and rural. Some jurisdictions defer their powers to the county while
others retain their judicial powers. Additionally, there are two Native American tribes located
within the county’s borders, Nisqually and Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis.
Jurisdictional issues are central to this Audit because domestic violence does not recognize
geographic boundaries. This gap often lets perpetrators slip through the cracks. In terms of
victim services, the quality of services and/or lack of services may hinder the provision of safety
to victims.
Smaller courts (the municipal courts of Yelm, Tenino, and Tumwater) have the additional
obstacle of not having access to victim advocates. Underserved areas like the rural, smaller
communities often have one or two officers and no victim advocates, let alone bilingual
advocates. These staff often cannot attend training due to lack of resources. Rural areas face
additional challenges in keeping statistics on misdemeanor domestic violence offenses and refer
felonies out to the county for prosecution. For instance, it is commonly acknowledged that
domestic violence reporting is an even greater problem in rural areas than in urban areas; word
travels fast in small communities.8 When geographic isolation is compounded by cultural/ethnic
isolation or disabled or elderly issues, the barriers to mainstream services grow even higher.
Target Communities
The target communities for this Audit are the cities of Tenino, Rainier, Bucoda, Yelm, and
Tumwater, Washington, plus unincorporated Thurston County. The communities were chosen
because they were rural and/or did not have victim advocacy services. The municipalities also
employed/contracted with Judges and Prosecutors in their respective Court systems. The
municipalities handle offenses up to Gross Misdemeanors (definition) which are then referred to
the District and Superior Courts, located in the county seat of Olympia, located in some instances
25 to 30 miles away. Unincorporated areas of the county are served by Thurston County
Sheriff’s Office and Prosecutor’s Office. Tumwater contracts with the Nisqually Tribal Jail for
beds for their incarcerated population.

8

Lewis, S.H. (2003). Unspoken Crimes: Sexual Assault in Rural America. National Sexual Violence Resource
Center, a Project of the Pennsylvania Coalition Against Rape.
(http://www.nsvrc.org/publications/booklets/rural_txt.htm). See also Pierre, Med School Research Finds
Differences Between Urban, Rural Reports of Violence (http://www.ruralwomyn.net/pierre_story.html) (reporting
survey by Dr. E. Dimitrievich where 16 percent of survey respondents in larger towns reported physical assaults
versus just three percent in rural areas, with similar differences found for threatened assaults, fear of assaults, and
forced sex).
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The Praxis Approach to Audits
The Thurston County safety audit, herein called the Audit, was patterned after the Duluth
Minnesota/ Praxis International model developed by Ellen Pence. The model is based on the
idea of institutional ethnography originally developed by sociologist Dorothy E. Smith, which is
a social approach to understanding organizational systems that examines everyday actions within
the organization to better understand the flow of information and potential areas in which
effective changes can be implemented.9
A safety audit is structured to capture the actual experiences of victims/survivors (users of the
system) and routine job functions of those who intervene in domestic violence. The audit asks
many questions about the systems and practices in place in a community via reviewing
documents, observing activities, and interviewing practitioners who work within the domestic
violence system. The audit is not a review of individual performance or effectiveness, but rather
a close look at how the system coordinates the workers’ actions to act on domestic violence
cases. The purpose of a safety and accountability audit is to see how, when, where, and if
standard institutional practices (both those formally developed and those that evolve in work
culture) ensure the safety of victims and accountability of offenders.
Four Audit Coordinators attended training in Duluth, Minnesota to learn how to apply the safety
and accountability audit model to Thurston County. The Coordinators were Dee Koester, M.S.,
Project Director, Thurston County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office; Louise Adams, Detective,
Thurston County Sheriff’s Office; Sheryl Reese, Supervisor Region 6, Adult Protective Services,
Home & Community Services; and Laura Hurtado-Webb, Community Services Coordinator,
SafePlace. From this training, the Coordinators developed a strategy for an audit of Thurston
County.
The Audit employs an approach that entails doing system analysis as it relates not to the
individual worker, but instead examines the work products to include both formal and informal
policy, procedure, text, and management practices that may dictate the individual worker
response to an event. For instance, for law enforcement officers in the field, their response to an
alleged crime may be guided by the information received from 9-1-1operators. If the information
is not accurate, then the Officer may approach the call for service in a manner that does not
create a response that assists or protects the victim and holds the offender accountable. If the law
enforcement response is not sufficient or flawed, then the ability to prosecute successfully is
probably affected in a negative manner. The result ends up being that the victim is left without a
safe recourse and often falls prey to the offender a second, third and fourth time, until a response
works in coordination with all parts of the system. Worst case scenario is that the trust is broken
and the victim does not use the system any longer because the system failed to protect.

9

Wright, U.T. (2003). Institutional Ethnography: A Tool for Merging Research and Practice, 2003 Midwest
Research to Practice Conference in Adult, Continuing, and Community Education, Columbus, OH.
(http://www.alumni-osu.org/midwest/midwest%20papers/Wright--Done.pdf)
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The approach to the Audit becomes one of examination of the systems and their response to a
domestic violence event and within that response what accommodations are made to ensure
victim safety and offender accountability. The challenges are further complicated by the
introduction of impacting factors such as a victim or perpetrator who does not speak or
understand English well, a victim with disabilities, a victim who lives in a rural area and is
isolated – Isolation to the point that making a phone call is a burden because of lack of resources
for the victim; isolation to the point that a victim because of culture may believe that living in a
violent relationship is the way it is and will always be…
Many cultures do not trust Americans or their systems and therefore do not engage or
cooperate with the criminal justice process. Many victims of many cultures suffer silently.
In addition to examining the Thurston County system’s approach in determining the degree to
which Thurston County does or does not accommodate the safety of marginalized victims, we
also addressed response to domestic violence victims in general.
Guiding Principles
The Praxis approach to audits offers five guiding principles which we followed in the course of
this Audit.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Talk with those whose experiences are processed as “cases” and begin to put the
problematic into words.
Define the puzzle from the standpoint of the people not the institution. The every day
world is complex and problematic.
Always look for the disjuncture, the split between what people’s experience is and
how the institution processes the case.
Keep the focus on analysis on institutional practices and not the individual.
Always ask how does this come about? How does this work? How does it diminish or
enhance safety?

The end goal is to develop institutions that promote victim safety, increase offender
accountability, and foster respect of the criminal justice system.
Audit Methodology
The Audit had a substantial base of dedicated auditors or ethnographers. If not for their
willingness to persevere for over 13 months of interviewing, observing, and collecting data and
text, this Audit would not have been completed. Methods of evidence-gathering used for the
systems we audited (9-1-1, law enforcement, courts/prosecution, and rehabilitation/treatment)
included the following:
•

Interviews: In order to better understand each system from the viewpoint of those who
are directly involved in the system, we conducted interviews with key people, front line
workers and victims.
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•

Focus Groups: Focus groups from each system spoke candidly about process
deficiencies. Focus groups spanned the range of people involved in the domestic violence
case process, including victims from marginalized populations, victim advocates, law
enforcement, defense and prosecuting attorneys, and others.

•

Observations and Ride-Alongs: Endless hours were spent observing the systems at
work. Observations were made about the environment, training level of staff, case
processing, the investigation, dispatch, case referrals, times and dates court was
scheduled, the Protection Order process, availability of community support services, and
so on.

•

Surveys: Two surveys provided firsthand experiences of victim/survivors. A Judicial
Survey focused on court experiences of victims. A Rural Victim Safety Survey asked
victims and survivors questions about interaction with the criminal justice system more
broadly with a particular focus on marginalized and underserved populations.

•

Data and Text Analysis: Data and text analysis was conducted using the Praxis model,
with guidance and assistance from Rhonda Martinsen, J.D., via a contract with Praxis,
International of Duluth, Minnesota, and the Battered Women’s Justice Project (BWJP) of
Minneapolis, Minnesota. A Praxis Audit analysis worksheet is included in Appendix B.
The basic components include:
1) Stating the overall audit question
2) Describing notes collected from interviews, observations, etc.
3) Formulating a problem statement that targets an area of concern
4) Identifying how it is a problem and for whom
5) Examining evidence of the problem
6) Identifying where the problem occurs, and
7) Deciding how the problem may be solved and who the key players are.
Data and text collection focused on cases that involved marginalized, underserved, and
vulnerable adult populations. The Audit aimed to collect at least 5 to 10 cases for the
smaller jurisdictions and 20 cases for the Thurston County Sheriff’s Office, all
adjudicated within the past five years. Approximately 35 cases were gathered. These
cases were turned over to BWJP for text analysis.

The legacy of the Audit, about which you will hear throughout the Audit Report, encompasses
the experience and knowledge gained by a dedicated core of Audit Team Members who
conducted the work with text and data collection, interviews, observations, and focus groups.
The findings, recommendations, and legacy of the Audit have been incorporated into future goals
and activities of the county-wide Thurston County Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Task
Force as part of their strategic plan and their Annual Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault
Report Card to the Community on domestic and sexual violence progress in Thurston County.
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Audit Phases
Volunteers from each jurisdiction participating in the Audit were assembled and briefed on the
purpose of the Audit via a Videoconference with Ellen Pence in late May of 2004. There were
approximately 30 attendees. Once the Audit Team Members were identified, a series of trainings
were conducted by the Audit Coordinators. The Coordinators trained approximately 15 auditors
on the philosophy and processes of the Audit and how the model would be implemented in
Thurston County.
Volunteers were asked to sign up for interviews, observations, and focus groups according to
their greatest areas of interest. It was required that volunteers sign up for at least two different
areas. For instance, in the initial phases, team members were asked to volunteer for 9-1-1 shift
observations and to do ride-alongs with law enforcement patrol officers. At the same time that
these activities were taking place, data and text were being collected for 9-1-1 and law
enforcement agencies for all of the target communities. Segments within each phase ended up
being 30 to 45 days in duration (on average). It was not uncommon to have phases overlap each
other. The Audit Team Members maintained interest and commitment to completing the work of
the phases. The systems were also mapped. System flowcharts of the domestic violence case
process within each of the target communities are included in Appendices B, D, and K. Systems
are discussed more fully in their respective phase sections of the report.
The Audit report is divided into the following phases of analysis:
Phase 1: First Responders
A. 9-1-1
B. Law Enforcement
Phase 2: Arraignment to Sentencing
A. Prosecution & Courts
B. Rehabilitation & Treatment
Phase 3: Intersecting Points
A. Specialty Areas (Protection Orders, etc.)
B. Marginalized Populations
Phase 1: First Responders (Summer-Fall 2004)
Phase 1 began with an examination of the 9-1-1 system. This was accomplished by analyzing 91-1 tapes and observing shifts at Capital Communications (“CAPCOM”, the countywide
emergency response agency). The CAPCOM emergency response system covers the entire
county. CAPCOM receives the emergency domestic violence calls and then dispatches officers
to the scene. CAPCOM dispatchers are also responsible for forwarding information, descriptions,
and presence of weapons to the responding officers to prepare for circumstances at the scene.
Law enforcement was also reviewed in Phase 1 via ride-along observations and a law
enforcement focus group. When examining law enforcement processes, especially in the rural
areas of the county where resources are limited, we found that practice and procedures differed
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between jurisdictions; yet results also revealed common areas of concern and importance to all of
law enforcement.
Phase 2: Arraignment to Sentencing (Spring-Summer 2005)
In examining the prosecutorial and court systems, we examined Courts of Limited Jurisdiction
and Superior Court (Superior Court includes Family & Juvenile Court, and most Protection
Orders are also secured there). The systems analysis included court observations, interviewing,
and data and text collection.
The month of April 2005 was set aside for the “An Observer for Justice” activity in conjunction
with Crime Victim Awareness Month. During April a concerted effort was made to appear in
courtrooms in Thurston County wearing purple buttons and taking notes about court processes.
During this phase Judicial Surveys were disseminated to victims, filled out and returned to Audit
Coordinators.
Phase 3: Intersecting Points (Summer-Fall 2005)
Phase 3 was reserved for analyzing problems that cross multiple jurisdictions or systems and for
exploring issues facing marginalized populations in greater depth. Data gathered in Phase 3
included additional observations and focus groups, as well as analysis of case text summaries.
Audit Team Members met in work groups to identify areas of concern using the Praxis method
of Audit analysis (described earlier in this report).
A major problem theme addressed in Phase 3 of the Audit was in the area of victims applying for
and receiving protection via court orders. The Protection Order system, particularly attainment
and confusion over what types of orders are appropriate for ensuring the safety of victims and
their children, arose as problematic areas. The different court systems, rural and urban, the
different people interpreting the needs of victims, lack of training, and the inability to access
services were noted in this Audit process.
This section of the report also addresses the issues of children as witnesses of DV, strangulation,
stalking, and substance abuse.
Throughout the course of the Audit, the unique hurdles facing marginalized populations were a
recurring theme. All of the system areas where marginalized population issues were raised are
synthesized in Phase 3. On top of all of the systemic domestic violence problems identified in
this Audit, some victims must overcome additional barriers of physical and mental disabilities,
language, and/or culture, to name a few. For any victim the process can be overwhelming. For
some marginalized victims the process may prove impossible.
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Conclusion
Our Audit concludes with a summary of major problem areas and identifies some improvements
that have taken place in Thurston County since the Audit first began. As a victim navigates the
criminal justice system, he or she encounters roadblocks all along the way. Some roadblocks are
personal, such as financial or emotional burdens. Other roadblocks are systemic, such as failures
in the 9-1-1, law enforcement, or court process. Because of the interlocking network of related
issues, a barrier at any point becomes a problem that can be perpetuated and propagated
throughout the network. By tracing what it is like for a domestic violence victim to go through
the criminal justice system in Thurston County, we hope to provide guidance to Thurston County
agencies for improving and coordinating their response to domestic violence.
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PHASE 1: FIRST RESPONDERS
9-1-1
Law Enforcement
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Phase 1: First Responders
9-1-1
OVERVIEW
The 9-1-1 emergency response system in Thurston County is administered by Capital
Communications (“CAPCOM”), a consolidated dispatch center for all police, fire and Medic
One departments in the county. CAPCOM was created in 1970 via an Intergovernmental
Agreement. Its member agencies include 7 law enforcement agencies10, 3 fire departments, 14
fire districts, and the Medic One system.
Having a single countywide communications department allows Thurston County to answer all
emergency telephone calls from a central location, and to handle all police, fire and emergency
medical dispatches through a single agency. CAPCOM takes both 9-1-1 and 7-digit emergency
calls. It dispatches responses based on protocols provided and agreed to by law enforcement,
fire service and Medic One.
CAPCOM handles roughly half a million calls every year. The number of calls answered from
1998 to June 2005 are presented in the table below.
CAPCOM Calls Received From 1998-2005
Year

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005*

Phone Calls
Answered
(All)

477,273 432,906 418,668 541,247 345,888 552,633 550,062 281,603

Law
Enforcement
Dispatches

227,713 226,544 220,426 231,244 197,573 232,846 234,702 115,701

Fire
Dispatches

6,414

5,948

5,873

6,615

5,628

6,684

7,089

3,702

E.M.S.
Dispatches

16,011

16,284

17,616

19,876

16,643

20,545

21,087

10,528

* 2005 statistics include January through June. Source: CAPCOM, Capcom Statistics,
http://www.co.thurston.wa.us/communications/10_capcom_statistics.htm (last updated 7/19/05).

A 10-member Operations Board handles day-to-day operations. Representatives were appointed
by their jurisdictions and are comprised of the Undersheriff, Police Chiefs, Fire Chiefs and the
Medic One Administrator. An 8-member Administration Board approves budgets. This board is
made up of elected officials representing the member jurisdictions.
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Thurston Co. Sheriffs, Olympia Police, Lacey Police, Tumwater Police, Yelm Police, Tenino Police (Rainier
Police began contracting for services from Tenino in mid 2004), and Nisqually Tribal Police.
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CAPCOM is a regional training center, training its own employees as well as Lewis, Mason, and
Pierce County employees on a space-available basis. Training includes new-hire training and
continuing education, all done by certified trainers. In 2004, CAPCOM staff underwent 3,140
hours of new hire training, 4,783 hours of career and professional development training, 392
hours of state and county mandated training, and 410 hours of supervisory training.
Dispatch Response Process
A diagram of the CAPCOM response system is provided in Appendix C. The process is as
follows:
1. Calls come into Dispatch Center.
2. Call Receiver inputs incident data into Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) terminal.
3. CAD is electronically transmitted to Dispatcher.
4. Dispatcher verbally transmits information to law enforcement and electronically
transmits CAD to officer’s Mobile Communications Terminal (MCT).
5. Available law enforcement officer verbally acknowledges receipt of call to
Dispatcher.
6. Squad responds; Dispatcher verbally and via MCT electronically updates law
enforcement with any new incoming information.
7. Law enforcement may or may not request hard copy of CAD event.

9-1-1 AUDIT METHODOLOGY
We examined the 9-1-1 process by listening to actual tapes of 9-1-1 calls and conducting on-site
observations of 9-1-1 calls.
9-1-1 Tape Analysis
Tapes selected for review were recent and adjudicated cases. All tapes were calls from
unincorporated Thurston County.
Audit Coordinators listened to 25 tape recordings of actual 9-1-1 domestic violence calls. For
each call, the coordinators summarized the call content. The main areas assessed were as
follows:
1) Who was present on the call,
2) Information gathered and instructions given by the dispatcher,
3) Tone and interviewing skills of dispatcher, and
4) Victim safety issues.
The scoring sheet used by coordinators to summarize the calls came from a template provided by
Praxis International. The form is provided in Appendix D.
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On-Site Observations
Dispatchers were observed by Audit Team Members, who observed and asked questions in
partial 4-hour shifts. There were approximately 4-6 Audit Team Members for this stage who
conducted two observation sessions each, for a total of approximately eight 4-hour shifts
observed, spanning various days and times of day.

9-1-1 TAPE ANALYSIS
The 9-1-1 tape analysis provides a snapshot of content covered by dispatchers on domestic
violence calls.
Questions asked by dispatchers were influenced by a variety of factors. In some cases a question
might be inapplicable given either the circumstances or the parties present, or the answer might
already be apparent from what is heard on the other end of the line. For example, on one call the
dispatcher did not ask whether the caller was free to speak because it was clear the victim could
not talk and there was a male voice yelling in the background; instead, the dispatcher asked the
caller to press buttons on the phone for yes/no responses.
A dispatcher’s failure to ask a particular question does not necessarily reflect a problem unless it
is a question that should have been asked. It can, however, highlight an area of potential concern
that merits further investigation. With that caution in mind, the results of the 9-1-1 tape analysis
are presented below, followed by a discussion of potential issues of concern.
1) Who was present on call
The majority of callers from 9-1-1 tapes sampled in this Audit were victim callers. The victim
was the only person on the call in 16 out of 25 calls (64%), although the suspect could be heard
in the background in at least four of those calls and children could be heard in the background in
one of the calls. In three other calls (12%) the victim, suspect and/or other persons were on the
line together, for a total of 19 calls involving victims (76%). Two of the 25 calls (8%) were
made by children. In one call a female suspect was the only person on the line. Three other calls
(12%) were made by a friend, boyfriend, or father.
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9-1-1 Callers (n=25)
Other
12%
Child
8%
Suspect
4%
Victim, Suspect
& Other
8%

Victim
64%

Victim &
Suspect
4%

Due to the low incidence of calls made by non-victims, it was not feasible to break results down
by type of caller. Therefore, only total frequency counts are presented below.
2) Information gathered and instructions given by Dispatcher
Multiple questions assessed the type of information gathered and disseminated by dispatchers,
including the following:
• General questions about the nature of the call and what was happening
• Safety instructions given by the dispatcher
• Address and directions regarding suspect and property location
• A description of those present
• Violence risk assessment
• Background
• Proper documentation for prosecution.
There were 25 calls analyzed. However, in cases where the Audit Coordinators marked an entry
as “not applicable” or data were missing, the totals are adjusted accordingly. “Not applicable”
was not an option presented on the scoring sheet, so it was used sporadically.
Dispatcher’s questions about nature of call
and what is happening
What is or has just happened
Any physical contact or threats – describe
Need for medical attention
Present danger/immediate threat
Injuries to whom – describe
Spontaneous statements

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 25)
24
96%
16
64%
13
52%
8
32%
7
28%
7
28%

17
Can caller speak freely
Is there a protection order/probation/parole

3
1

12%
4%

Potential concerns:
• Gathering sufficient information to accurately assess safety threats
• Need to send medical aid when obvious, overriding victim when necessary (victim
may be unwilling to admit need or may be afraid it will cost money).

Immediate safety instructions given by
dispatcher
Inform caller squad in progress
Advise to go to safe place
Stay on phone – if that is safe
Secure safety of children
Medical instructions

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 25)
24
96%
10
40%
4
16%
3
12%
0
0%

Potential concerns:
• Taking into account particulars of a domestic violence call – letting victim off the
phone if it is not safe (call while suspect was in shower)
Address and directions
If suspect leaving, where, direction, vehicle, with whom

Double check address
Directions if needed
Entry to property

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 25)
14
56%
10
40%
6
24%
1
4%

If first responders do not have a correct address, there will be a delayed response. Address errors
or omissions allow more time for the victim to come to harm or the suspect to flee.
Identity & location of parties at house/site
Who is present/involved (name of suspect & victim)
Others present (location)
What is suspect wearing/description (location)
Children present (location)

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 25)
20
80%
12
48%
10
40%
10
40%

Failing to identify parties present during a 9-1-1 call means the potential loss of witnesses or the
suspect. It is difficult to locate suspects once they leave the scene; without proper suspect
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identification information, an officer may even pass the suspect on the way to the scene and miss
an opportunity for apprehension.
Failing to ascertain the presence of children is particularly worrisome. Unrecognized children are
at risk for further harm and may not be properly included in any necessary safety planning. Law
enforcement also needs to be aware of their existence as potential witnesses. In the 9-1-1 tape
analysis, the presence of children was only asked about by dispatchers 10 times out of 25 calls,
or 40% of the time.
Who is still at risk
Any weapons involved in this incident – what/how
Is he drinking/using drugs?
Is he likely to use weapons – has he threatened use
Is he likely to use violence against officers?
Might he use weapons against officers?
Does drinking/using drugs make him aggressive?
Have weapons been involved in past incidents? Has
he threatened to shoot or kill anyone before?

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 25)
17
68%
15
60%
1
4%
1
4%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%

Potential concerns:
• Conducting necessary follow-up questions to ascertain risk (not just whether he is
drinking, but whether it makes him aggressive; not just whether weapons are
involved, but whether he’s likely to or has used any in the past)
Background
Records check – prior calls; warrants; criminal
history; probation status; court orders
Background from victim; severity and frequency of
violence
Conditions of protection order/probation/parole

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 25)
10
40%
5

20%

3

12%

Background information on involved parties assists law enforcement in determining the primary
aggressor and probable cause to arrest. The history of domestic violence between the persons
involved is one of three factors officers are required to reasonably consider under RCW
10.31.100(2)(c) (the other two being the intent of the Domestic Violence Act to protect victims
of domestic violence and the comparative extent of injuries or serious threats).
In the 9-1-1 tapes analyzed, a records check was heard in only 10 of 25 calls (40%), and history
of violence was obtained from the victim in only 5 (20%) of the calls. It is possible that for some
calls the dispatcher conducted history/record checks via his or her terminal; these checks would
not be apparent from listening to the 9-1-1 tapes and therefore are not necessarily reflected in the
table above.
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Documentation for prosecution

Total
count

Total
percentage

ID of parties making threats/being violent, clarifying
details of violence, giving victim info about not
removing evidence

17/22

77%

Identifying and preserving admissible evidence, where possible, aids with effective prosecution
and therefore increased offender accountability and victim safety.
3) Tone and interviewing skills of Dispatcher
Dispatcher tone is important to victims/survivors who call in. Dispatcher tone could affect the
likelihood of a victim calling 9-1-1 back and how much information a victim is willing to share.
It is conceivable that a positive versus off-putting tone of voice by a dispatcher could have life or
death consequences for the victim on the other end of the line.
Tone of voice used by Dispatcher
All Positive
Neutral
All Negative
Mix of Positive & Negative

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 25)
19
76%
1
4%
1
4%
4
16%
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Dispatcher Tone
25
21

Total count

20
15
15

13
10

10

10

9

Positive Tones

1

0

0

0
Disbelieving

1

Angry

1

Panicked

Antagonistic

Impatient

Condescending

Neutral

1

Irritated

2

0
Appreciative

Friendly

Empathetic

Respectful

Reassuring

Understanding

Patient

Concerned

0

Calm

1

3

Accusatory

3

Hostile

4

5

Frustrated

6

Negative Tones

Dispatcher Interviewing Skills
Talking to children (free to speak check/ short
sentences/ simple language/ reassuring/ getting info/
letting them know who you are & what’s happening)
Validation – believing/ reassuring/ repeating
De-escalating the situation
Draw out detailed information of the
incident/violence where safe to do so (Leading
questions/ probe for details/ get specifics)

Total
count
1/1

Total
percentage
100%

21/22
13/14
16/22

95%
93%
73%

In general, dispatcher demeanor was positive and appropriate with a few exceptions. On at least
one call, negative tone was used with the suspect. If dispatchers lack training, it appears to be in
the area of asking appropriate follow-up questions in order to draw out important details of the
domestic violence incident. One fourth of dispatchers in this sample failed to draw out detailed
information where safe to do so.
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4) Victim safety
Dispatcher Response
Keeping parties on the line
When it’s not safe…asking yes/no questions
Vulnerable Victims response (language barriers/
consideration of same sex relationships/ elder abuse/
other)

Total
count
19/22
2/4
None

Total
percentage
86%
50%
None

If dispatchers fail to render aid due to a failure to ask yes/no questions when it is not safe for the
victim to talk, then this presents a serious safety risk for victim callers. In at least two of four
situations where it was not safe for the victim to talk, dispatchers from this sample did not ask
yes/no questions to enable the victim to respond safely.
Risk Factors
The presence of risk factors can increase danger levels for the victim and/or responding officer.
Identifying risk factors in a 9-1-1 call would help responding officers know what they are facing,
making them better equipped to make an appropriate response and reduce safety risks to all
parties involved.
Risk factors mentioned on calls (e.g., divorce/ separation/ use of children/ insidious threats or
violence/ destroying phone/ isolation, etc.) included the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Use of a child (5)
Prior threats (5)
Mental illness (2)
Divorce (2)
Telephone destruction (2)
Alcohol (2)
Weapons (2)
Stalking (1)
Restraining order (1)
Withholding property (1)
Property destruction (1)
Prior suicide attempt (1)
Drug (1)

Not Just a Footnote
“D: What did he shoot at?
C: The ceiling. He blew a big hole
through our ceiling, and he ca-, he
came around chasing after me. I came
running out the lane hoping I’d see
some police cars. AndD: And the weapon is loaded?
C: It is loaded, yes…He’s standing
on my neighbor’s front porch. Before
I got to my neighbor’s back yard, he
threatened to blow my head off out
on my neighbor’s porch.”

22
Particular Victim Safety Issues
Particular Victim Safety Issues (e.g., leaving voicemail message on callback/ knowledge of
strangulation symptoms, etc.):
Positive:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lock the door
Stay inside
Keep separate
Called back when disconnected
Quiet listening on an open line
9-1-1 Dispatcher requesting caller
push #1 on the phone if able

Negative:
• Prior mental health issues not
explored when disclosed by caller.
• No medical follow-up when victim
discloses strangulation.
• No safety planning with victim if
she was discovered on the
telephone by the suspect.
• Victim shuffled to several law
enforcement agencies when alleged
crimes were committed in one or
more jurisdictions.
• No follow-up questions on
weapons involved.
• Victim wants off telephone with 91-1 before suspect is out of the
shower. Dispatcher ignores
victim’s request.
• Yes/no questions not asked when it
is not safe to talk.
• Dispatcher told child caller he
would be anonymous – not true.

Not Just a Footnote
“C: Yeah, uh, uh, uh, I need a officer out, uh,
uh, Black Lake Boulevard and, uh, uh, shoot
(indistinguishable). Um, it, it, it, it’s right by
the freeway…there’s a woman that’s, uh,
been be-, beat on.
…
D: Okay. And where’s it happening at?
C: Uh, uh, it, well, it’s Black Lake
Boulevard and, uh,…uh, uh,…I, I don’t
know what the address is. Uh, it, if they
could come to me.
D: Sir, unfortunately, we’re gonna have to
find out where it’s at. Otherwise, I don’t
know whether to send you to Olympia…
C: Oh.
D: …Police or…(indistinguishable).
C: Well, well, well, well I, I’m at the 76
Union.
D: All right. And that doesn’t matter,
unfortunately, because I know you’re in
Olympia PD’s jurisdiction. But, if where the
lady’s at is, uh, a little ways out Black Lake,
that’s then the sheriff’s office jurisdiction.
Olympia’s not gonna go out there. So I’m
trying to figure out where on Black Lake…
…
D: So, are you going past like the quarry? Is
it all the way out Black Lake that way or…?
C: Hm, dang, uh, uh, no, no, no. Uh,…
D: No? I mean, are they camping out like a
campsite or what?
C: Yeah, uh, well, it’s a campsite. And, uh,
and n-, n-, no, no, the, the man’s being bad,
real vicious to her.”
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ON-SITE OBSERVATIONS
The Audit Coordinators reviewed all of the observations. Some wording was clarified but
otherwise problem statements all reflect the actual observations of the Audit Team Members. As
such, the observations may sometimes be subjective. Where common themes were apparent,
Audit Coordinators grouped the observations into main topic areas and gave them a label.
Where on-site observations applied to more than one topic area, they are duplicated under each
pertinent topic area.
As will be seen throughout the Audit, the goal was to let the observers’ observations tell the
story, but organize it in a way that aids assimilation by the reader.
The following problem statements come from hours of observation by Audit Team Members.
However, it is necessarily based on just a small sample of the hundreds of thousands of calls
handled by 9-1-1 dispatchers every year. Observations and recommendations identify potential
problem areas, but it is up to the responsible agency to take whatever follow-up steps it deems
necessary to ascertain the pervasiveness of the problems observed in our sample.
Problems observed in 9-1-1 procedures included the following:
Technology limitations
• The donated cell phones disbursed to victims do not have the call reverse capability
needed by 9-1-1 to call them back, victims need to stay on the line. (Callers using
special 9-1-1 cell phones sometimes lose connection with Dispatcher. Dispatcher has
no way to call back.) – a problem when it’s not safe for victim to stay on line.
• Using the GPS system the victim cannot speak to the 9-1-1 Dispatcher and vice versa.
(when new cell phones with GPS capability are searching for satellite)
Staffing/Resources
• Language line is cumbersome/slower; need training in how to direct language calls
and inform victim
• Attention to vicarious trauma of 9-1-1 staff
• Development of DV protocols (e.g., when to override victim’s responses – whether
there’s even a problem, medical, strangulation, etc.)
Training/Procedures
• 9-1-1 Dispatchers get sparse, if any, domestic violence training.
• Not standard operating procedure to ask about DV history of the involved parties (210 out of 25 calls) (would capture unreported incidents, out of area, etc); Not asking
about Protection Order/probation/parole (1 of 25)
• Dispatchers spent majority of time on the phone getting callers to answer their
questions. Did not always listen to what callers were saying – even when information,
tone of voice, etc. was important.
• Poor safety assessment/planning – can caller speak freely (3 of 25), safe to be on
phone, safety plan, yes/no questions when not safe
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•
•

•

•
•
•
•

•

Poor follow-up questions on mental health, when brought up by victim
Poor follow-up questions on medical - Caller with potentially serious
Not Just a Footnote
medical injury (strangulation) was not
asked about the need for medical
“D: So, he punched you with a closed
treatment. Caller was having
fist?
difficulty speaking clearly as result of
C: Yeah.
injury. Other callers with injuries
….
were dealt with in matter of fact way.
D: Okay. Is your jaw hurting
Dispatchers did not always inquire
(indistinguishable).
about the need for medical attention.
C: Yeah, it is.
Poor follow-up questions on other
D: Sound like you’re having some
persons present -- Callers were asked
trouble talking.
if children/others were present only
C: Mm hmm.
about half of the time (even if children
D: Do you need me to send out
could be heard in the background).
somebody to check on it? Can you open
Poor follow-up questions on past
and close your mouth okay?
weapon use, likelihood of weapon use
C: (No verbal response).
Poor follow-up questions on effect of
D: You can?
drinking/drugs
C: (indistinguishable).
Poor follow-up questions on likelihood D: Okay. So you don’t want any medical
of violence against officers
aid?
C: No.
Train dispatchers on correct coding of
D: Okay….”
disturbance (DIST) versus domestic
(DOM) calls
Be aware of potential use of 9-1-1
calls for prosecution (excited utterances, etc.)

9-1-1 EMERGING THEMES
A major theme that emerged from 9-1-1 observations was a need for additional domesticviolence-specific procedures and training at CAPCOM to ensure consistency in handling
domestic violence calls.
•

•

•

Appropriate Follow-Up - Behind every call is the face of a potential victim whose
only lifeline may be the Dispatcher. None of us want to be the call where the
Dispatcher failed to ask “yes/no” questions when it was not safe to talk, or have a
delayed officer response due to failure to obtain an accurate address.
Medical aid - Dispatchers also need to know when to override the caller and
automatically send medical aid when warranted. For example, with strangulation the
victim may not be able to talk to request aid.
Safety & Technology – Other factors besides dispatcher response can affect caller
safety, including whether they can be called back in the event of a dropped call or
hang-up.
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•

•

Children - Dispatchers need to regularly ascertain and document the presence of
children. On some 9-1-1 tapes, Audit Team Members heard children in the
background yet the dispatcher did not ask if children or others were present.
Dispatchers asked about the presence of children only 10 times out of 25 (40%), and
gave safety instructions for the children three times out of 25 (12%) (see frequency
tables above).
Cumbersome language line - When a caller does not speak English, the Call
Receiver must first determine what language the caller is speaking, then access the
language line for interpretive services (CAPCOM subscribes to the AT&T Language
Line interpreter service, which brings an interpreter on board as an additional party to
the call). Ideally, the caller should be kept informed about what is going on while the
Call Receiver accesses the language line.

Based on Audit observations, we recommend that CAPCOM thoroughly evaluate its policies and
procedures from the perspective of domestic violence calls and consider enhancements in the
following areas:
• Domestic-violence-specific training & procedures.
• Develop a domestic violence screen prompt for use by 9-1-1 Dispatchers.
• Include medical protocols for strangulation (consider automatic dispatch of aid units
when strangulation is disclosed).
Unanswered questions that arose in the course of the Audit which may bear additional scrutiny
by CAPCOM include the following:
• Dispatchers need to obtain accurate identifications (name and date of birth) of
involved parties, to enable the Dispatcher to check for past domestic violence history
and Protection Orders of each party. One concern expressed by auditors is that the
perpetrator might have a history of domestic violence with people other than the
current victim, which might not come to light based on a background check using
only the victim’s name.
• Training and policies should highlight to Dispatchers that 9-1-1 tapes may be an
important piece of evidence in the event a victim recants.
• It was noted that Dispatchers can work long four-day shifts, which might impact
quality of work.
• Dispatchers had a high degree of autonomy in handling calls with less oversight.
Performance feedback and evaluation mechanisms were unobserved and unknown.
Catching erroneous handling of 9-1-1 calls is important for preventing future
recurrences of the same mistake.
CAPCOM already takes some steps to address domestic violence specifically. For example,
CAD instructions list information that should be obtained in the event of a domestic violence call
(address, suspect descriptions, weapons, drinking, medical attention, etc.). These instructions
could be fleshed out in training, and improved through the use of a detailed DV prompt screen.
The instructions also bear updating, viz. the reference to “domestic partners” and RCW
10.99.020(1) (the definition for domestic violence against family or household members is
covered in RCW 10.99.020(3) and (5), and does not use the term “domestic partners”).

26
CAPCOM rates domestic violence calls as Priority 1 calls, which carry a 90-second minimum
standard from time of call to time of dispatched response. Protocols cover how to handle these
emergency calls in general, including dispatches in response to medical trauma (CAD
instructions, dispatch guidelines, and call-processing standards that are covered in training are
included in Appendix C). All of these provide a foundation upon which procedures tailored to
domestic violence can be built.
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Phase 1: First Responders
LAW ENFORCEMENT
OVERVIEW
The number of domestic violence incidents that police must respond to has been steadily
increasing. For instance, the number of DV calls responded to by Thurston County Sheriff's
Office (including verbal and physical DV's and Protection Order violations) has doubled since
1998 (see table below). Some of this rise may be due to increasing reporting, and some due to
increasing crime.
Thurston Law Enforcement Response 1998-2005
Year Thurston County Sheriff’s Office
DV call responses
1998 1632
1999 2116
2000 2423
2001 2313
2002 2384
2003 2602
2004 3026
2005 3120 (projected)
The Domestic Violence Act, RCW 10.99, “recognize[s] the importance of domestic violence as a
serious crime against society” and seeks “to assure the victim of domestic violence the maximum
protection from abuse which the law and those who enforce the law can provide.” (RCW
10.99.010).
RCW 10.31.100(2)(c) contains a mandatory arrest with probable cause provision. Under this
provision, for persons 16 years of age or older, a police officer must arrest the person when the
officer has probable cause to believe that the person assaulted a family or household member
within the preceding four hours. When the officer has probable cause to believe that family or
household members have assaulted each other, the officer is not required to arrest both persons,
but must arrest the person whom the officer believes to be the primary physical aggressor. In
making this determination, the officer should consider the comparative injuries or serious threats
of injury, and also should consider the history of domestic violence between the persons
involved. RCW 10.31.100(2)(c).
The general procedure for a domestic violence incident entering the law enforcement system is
as follows:
1) Law enforcement officer receives 9-1-1 call information verbally and via Mobile
Communications Terminal from CAPCOM dispatcher.
2) Officer responds to call and contacts available parties.
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3) Officer makes a probable cause determination, conducting mandatory arrest of
primary aggressor if requirements for mandatory arrest are met (16 or older, family or
household member, probable cause, injury within 4-hour window), or attempts to
locate the suspect if missing.
4) Suspect is transported to jail and booked.
5) Officer completes DV report and logs evidence into system. Secondary officers
complete supplemental reports.
6) DV reports are reviewed by supervisors and refers for follow-up investigation as
needed, or to Prosecutor’s office for prosecution.
Flowcharts that diagram the DV reporting process for various law enforcement agencies are
presented in Appendix E.
In keeping with the spirit of Washington’s domestic violence laws, many law enforcement
agencies have adopted guidelines for handling of domestic violence calls by officers. Policies
and domestic violence forms used by agencies within Thurston County and Nisqually are
presented in Appendices F-J.
In 2004, law enforcement developed Model Operating Procedures for responding to domestic
violence in Thurston County. The workgroup was comprised of representatives from Tumwater
Police Department, Olympia Police Department, Thurston County Sheriff’s Office, Lacey, the
Evergreen State College Police Department, Rainier Police Department, Yelm Police
Department, and CAPCOM.
The Model Operating Procedures provide general guidelines which can serve as a basis for each
law enforcement agency to develop its own written domestic violence response policies and
procedures. It includes both mandatory statutory requirements and recommendations for action.
The goal is to encourage high quality investigations and improve cross-jurisdictional consistency
of enforcement, prosecution, and victim services within the criminal justice system. All law
enforcement jurisdictions in Thurston County signed the model procedures, including the
Thurston County Sheriff’s Office and the Police Departments of Lacey, Olympia, Rainier,
Tenino, Evergreen State College, Tumwater, and Yelm. The Model Operating Procedures can
be found in Appendix K.
Our Audit included law enforcement agencies in the rural areas of Thurston County, including
Thurston County Sheriff’s Office which serves unincorporated areas of Thurston County, the
police departments of Tumwater, Yelm, and Tenino (which also serves Rainier and Bucoda), and
the Nisqually tribal police. Living in smaller communities creates additional hurdles to services.
For example, privacy and fair treatment can be more difficult in a community so small that
everyone, including the law enforcement officers, knows each other. More remote areas may
present transportation barriers, leaving domestic violence victims geographically isolated and
unable to go for help, particularly if they are from marginalized populations such as the elderly
or disabled.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT AUDIT METHODOLOGY
Audit Team Members spent numerous hours riding along with officers on domestic violence
calls, observing the law enforcement response firsthand. Additional information came from
interviews with supervisors and a law enforcement focus group.
Ride-Alongs
Four to six Audit Team Members completed two ride-alongs each, of varying times, days,
durations – some observations went full 8-hour shifts.
Law Enforcement Focus Group
A focus group of law enforcement officers was convened, comprised of participants from
multiple jurisdictions (Yelm, Tumwater, and Thurston County). The focus group brought out
concerns of the law enforcement community as seen through the eyes of officers on the frontline
who deal with domestic violence daily.

RIDE-ALONGS
The issues of concern identified below arose from hours of ride-alongs and interviews. Because
the ride-alongs are necessarily a small subset of the numerous calls made by law enforcement
officers throughout the county, they are most useful for highlighting areas that present potential
problems, which law enforcement agencies could do well to further explore. The listed concerns
in many cases are direct quotes from observers conducting the ride-alongs and interviews and
may therefore contain subjective wording.
Observations from multiple jurisdictions are all collapsed into one list, since the fact that a
problem was observed in one jurisdiction does not mean that it does not occur in other
jurisdictions. The Audit Coordinators reviewed all of the observations and grouped them into
main topic areas. Where observations applied to more than one topic area, they are copied under
each pertinent topic area.
Problems observed included the following:
Training
• Confusion in applying mandatory arrest statutes to juveniles.
• Lack of knowledge regarding lethality assessments.
• High number of female arrests in rural jurisdictions.
• Need adequate training in court orders, to help direct victims to which order to obtain and
where and how to obtain it.
• Training is hit and miss.
• Some officers are not good multi-taskers and not good communicators.
• Child witnesses not identified or considered.
• No statements taken from child witnesses.
• Clarify definition of primary aggressor law.
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No DV training for dealing with diverse and vulnerable populations (elderly, mentally ill,
substance abusers, culturally diverse).
Dual arrest/Predominant aggressor
• Perspective stated by officer was to “arrest both and let the Court sort it out”.
• Most of what happens on a DV call is at the discretion of the Officer.
• Officer cited both the victim and the offender and recorded the interaction as two separate
incidents…cited him for shoving and arrested her for hitting.
• Officer cites arrest of females at 50%, males at 50%.
Law enforcement attitudes
• Officer had a harsh demeanor.
• Perspective stated by officer “was to arrest both and let the Court sort it out”.
Belief systems
• Officer stated a strong correlation between drugs, alcohol, low income. Approximately
60% of cases involved alcohol.
• Officer believes that DV is rampant in the military because there you are taught to fight.
When military come home DV rates skyrocket.
• Sunday evenings are hot times for DV incidents.
• Officer perceives lack of follow-through on cases by Prosecuting Attorney’s Office.
• Officer stated that there had never been an arrest that the person did not “smoke”.
• Officer does not think training is useful…the law dictates his role/actions.
•

Policy
Non-arrest DV calls
• Some officers do not like having to do the paperwork for calls that do not result in an
arrest, but tracking these calls is important and needs to be done.
Community Policing
• Difficult working in a community he grew up in. Another officer would not work and live
in the same community.
Legislation
Mandatory arrest
• All domestics are listed the same, need to be separated out…case of brother hitting
another over a dispute about washing the dishes cited as a possible over-reaction, but
officer must arrest.
• Officers feel pressured to make arrests.
Resources
• Deputies need company-issued cell phones to do the work more effectively.
• Does not have easy access to deputy prosecuting attorneys once away from the main
office (for information in the field).
• Training is hit and miss.
• After law enforcement officer completes call and/or 4-hour mandatory arrest period has
lapsed, officers do not always continue attempting to locate suspect and take suspect into
custody
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Safety:
• Sometimes resources do not allow more than one law enforcement officer to respond to
the call…cannot separate victim and offender (victim safety and willingness to disclose
information to officer)
• DSHS DV information packet handed to the victim at the scene is too large for victim to
safely conceal; length is overwhelming and not useful.
Differing forms:
• Providing officers with copies of newer and updated forms: E.g., need most current
Smith Affidavit (DV supplemental report) and would like a specific form for non-arrest
DV calls.
• Differing forms and updates are in the deputies cars. Not all are issued at the same time.
• Outdated victim pamphlets.
Societal
• Officer wondering where the social supports are. Responding repeatedly to the same
house/victims, officer feels he is left with a “military”-like (law enforcement) response to
crimes.
Technology
• Deputies express confusion and frustration with the new CAD system.
• Officers in field do not have access to jail data system (mug shots of offenders).
• Officers need to hit “refresh” button on Mobile Communications/Data Terminals to
receive latest dispatch information (not always verbally relayed)
• Rural officers must drive to Thurston County Sheriff’s Office to have No-Contact Orders
(NCOs) entered into the system
• Time delay entering NCOs into the system between issuance of NCO and charging.
• City and county law enforcement databases do not interface. No unified database that
shows DV history countywide.
• NCIC (Natl. Crime Information Center) & WACIC (WA State Criminal Information
Computer) and Department of Licensing systems only reflect arrest/conviction
information; they do not include DV history that did not result in an arrest.
Multi-jurisdictional Issues
• Interdepartmental/jurisdictional politics makes case handling difficult at times.
• Need better communication and relationships between law enforcement and the
community-based DV advocacy service (SafePlace) for resource referrals.
• Inadequate communication between shifts.
• Inadequate communication between law enforcement agencies.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT FOCUS GROUP
Many of the problems observed by Audit Team Members during ride-alongs were seconded by
law enforcement officers invited to participate in a focus group session. Officers from Yelm,
Tumwater, and Thurston County discussed problems they see on the job. Problems identified
were as follows:
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

Washington State definition of Primary Aggressor (RCW 10.31.100(2)(c))11 is perceived by
Police officers as vague. It is open to individual interpretation from officer to officer and
Agency to Agency.
Mandatory arrest statutes are perceived to have taken away a police officer’s discretion.
Shortage of bilingual officers and or interpreters.
Inconsistent incarceration policies within Thurston County (e.g., bail vs. no bail, sentencing).
No manned 24-hour State hot line or crisis line to assist officers when they are dealing with
vulnerable adults. No temporary receiving facility to place vulnerable adults who are victims
of neglect or abuse.
No sharing of probable cause for arrest information from shift to shift, agency to agency.
No-Contact Orders are not entered into NCIC/WACIC database during prosecutor’s 72 hr.
window for deciding whether to charge suspect.

Upon law enforcement identifying problems in domestic violence response, Audit Team
Members brainstormed ways in which these problems affect victims and what might be done to
improve the situation. The results of these discussions are presented below:
Washington State definition of Primary Aggressor (RCW 10.31.100(2)(c)) is perceived by
Police officers as vague. It is open to individual interpretation from officer to officer and
Agency to Agency.
Victim Impacts
• Dual arrests
• Victims who act in self-defense may be arrested.
• Batterers are not held accountable for threats and or assaults that led to the need for selfdefense.
Possible Solutions
• Officer training on evaluating self defense.
• Officer training on primary aggressor determination. (Who is fearful of whom? Who is
seeking to stop the violence? Who is seeking to avoid punishment? Who is at risk of future
harm?)
• Encourage officers to obtain past criminal history information prior to making an arrest
decision.
• Provide officers with access to pertinent databases and allow them time to access the
necessary information.
• Discourage dual arrests.
11

Officers are directed to consider: “(i) The intent to protect victims of domestic violence under RCW 10.99.010;
(ii) the comparative extent of injuries inflicted or serious threats creating fear of physical injury; and (iii) the history
of domestic violence between the persons involved.”
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•
•
•

Domestic violence case review to include officer feedback and consultation.
Washington state statute changed from “the officer shall arrest the person who the officer
believes to be the primary physical aggressor,” to the “predominant aggressor.”
A Legislation requirement for law enforcement to assess whether one of the parties was
acting in self-defense.

Mandatory arrest statutes are perceived to have taken away a police officer’s discretion.
Victim Impacts
• When the primary aggressor cannot be determined a dual arrest is likely.
• Officers feel impelled to make arrests even when
probable cause is weak. Whoever struck first or
Not Just a Footnote
whoever is injured the least is likely to be arrested
with little or no regard to past domestic violence
“I don’t understand why I was
history or self-defense issues.
arrested when he was the abuser.”
• Officers may focus on the act of violence not the
circumstances surrounding the violence.
• Victims are arrested instead of the batterer.
Possible solutions
• Agency support of officers in using their discretion in domestic violence cases where
applicable under mandatory arrest law.
• Train the officer in understanding the amount of discretion that is available to them under the
mandatory arrest law.
• Recognize exceptional work done by officers in making difficult but correct arrest decisions.
• Through training change the institutional misconception that officers are not allowed to use
their discretion when making a domestic violence arrest.
Shortage of bilingual officers and or interpreters.
Victim Impacts
• Necessary or pertinent information is not gathered by the officer.
• Case processing may be delayed and/or handed off to other officer for follow-up or
completion.
• Appropriate arrest is not made.
• A T & T language line not contacted. Necessary facts not obtained.
• When the officer uses a friend or family member or even the batterer to interpret, they take
the risk of obtaining purposely false information.
Possible solutions
• Cellular telephones provided to line officers for language line access.
• Encourage the hiring of bilingual officers.
• Schedule existing bilingual officers on different shifts so one is on duty as often as possible.
• Discourage the use of friends or family members as interpreters.
Inconsistent incarceration policies within Thurston County (e.g., bail vs. no bail,
sentencing).
Victim Impacts
• Early release on bail does not allow the victim time to put safety plans in place.
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• Batterers continue to batter because the consequence may be minimal.
• Potential intimidation and witness tampering by suspects.
• No offender accountability.
• Seriousness of DV not recognized by some jurisdictions.
• Failure to protect victim.
Possible solutions
• Unified Domestic Violence Court.
• Countywide standard incarceration time frames.
No manned 24-hour State hot line or crisis line to assist officers when they are dealing with
vulnerable adults. No temporary receiving facility to place vulnerable adults who are
victims of neglect or abuse.
Victim Impacts
• Vulnerable adults without placement options are left with caregiver who may be abusive.
• Arresting a batterer who is caregiver leaves vulnerable adult without caregiver.
• Victims left in non-desirable or unsafe situations.
• Further assaults or abuse may occur (e.g., emotional and sexual abuse, financial
exploitation).
• Victim may be encouraged or manipulated into not cooperating with any future investigation
or intervention.
Possible solutions
• Vulnerable Adult social worker available 24 hours a day to
- provide previous history to law enforcement
- provide resource information to law enforcement and/or victims
- provide services and assist in placement if necessary.
• Facility that provides immediate emergent placement for vulnerable adults in crisis.
• Make medical placement of vulnerable victims a standard procedure.
No sharing of probable cause for arrest information from shift to shift, agency to agency.
Victim Impacts
• Batterers might not be arrested, even though probable cause to arrest exists.
• Additional assaults may occur.
• Batterers may contact victims and make threats or persuade them not to cooperate with any
further law enforcement investigation.
• Encourages batterers to flee for only a short period of time to avoid 4-hour mandatory arrest
window.
Possible solutions
• Probable Cause for Arrest bulletins created and disseminated (via e-mail, Amber alerts, etc.).
• CAPCOM periodically broadcasts Attempt to Locate and Probable Cause for Arrest bulletins
on both County and City frequencies.
• Shared database of DV history for local jurisdictions.
• Ability to create and send Probable Cause for Arrest bulletins from mobile data terminals.
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No-Contact Orders are not entered into NCIC/WACIC database during prosecutor’s 72
hr. window for deciding whether to charge suspect.
Victim Impacts
• Victim safety jeopardized.
• Law Enforcement not aware of the new No-Contact Orders, so defendants may contact
victims without consequences.
• Victim credibility is undermined when reporting violations of orders that can't be found in
WACIC.
• Burden of proving existence of No-Contact Order falls upon victim.
• Victim’s faith in system is undermined.
Possible solutions
• Enter all orders immediately, even short-term pre-charge orders.

LAW ENFORCEMENT EMERGING THEMES
The 4-hour mandatory arrest law encourages a false investigatory cut-off of four hours; when
law enforcement is pressed for personnel resources there is a strong incentive to divert officers
elsewhere after the 4-hour window elapses. Officers also are often presented with the difficult
task of sorting out the primary aggressor; additional training might help lower the incidence of
dual arrests.
Some law enforcement problems could be addressed through either changes to the mandatory
arrest and primary aggressor laws or at least internal changes in the way departments handle it.
For example, some states have changed their Mandatory Arrest laws to “Preferred Arrest” and
Primary Aggressor laws to “Predominant Aggressor.”
Additional themes that emerged from our law enforcement observations include the following:
• Need for training on identifying self-defense (reduce erroneous arrests of victims who
inflict injuries on the primary aggressor in self-defense)
• Need for Vulnerable Adult placement options
• No screening for completeness and accuracy of police reports
• Need consistent incarceration policies across municipal courts
• Information sharing between jurisdictions; interfacing databases
• Training on enforcing court orders
• Interpreter and translation services for non-English speaking persons
Marginalized Populations
Law enforcement officers from the focus group noted a shortage of bilingual officers and
interpreters. Language limitations add an additional layer of danger for the victim when the
victim cannot communicate information about his or her injuries, fears, and details about the
batterer to law enforcement. The problem is compounded when officers turn to unreliable
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interpreters, such as friends and relatives with potential biases or motives for lying. Some law
enforcement agencies provide domestic violence forms for victims in other languages (see forms
in Appendices E-I), which is not a complete solution but is a good step forward.
Not Just a Footnote
"I don't bother to call the
police. One time when
he battered me, I waited
for over an hour for a
response. We are in the
middle of nowhere.
Making that phone call
made it even more
dangerous for me."

Remote rural victims face additional dangers from being too far
away from law enforcement for a prompt response. And, just as it
is harder for law enforcement to reach them, so, too, is it harder for
these victims to find a means to get away.
Rural victims who were surveyed and participated in a focus group
expressed the following concerns:
•
•

In rural areas police may no come at all or the victim might
get a call back the next day
Police officers are mostly males; some officers relate more
to the abuser than the victim; the attitude of the responding
officer can be a significant deterrent to future reporting.

The reader is referred to Phase 3: Intersecting Points, Marginalized Populations, for additional
discussion of law enforcement issues facing marginalized populations.
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Not Just a Footnote
(emphasis added)
P. assaulted me and when my daughter ran to call the police while he was choking
me, he beat her to the phone. I was arrested because P. had a bump on his head.
P. has a long history of violence against women (3 Protection Orders, 3 arrests
with other woman) This is never considered by the court. My mailbox has been
shot up, and the police say it is too hard to prove that P. did it. We are terrified. He
uses the judicial system to bully and control me. He raped me, I had the rape kit
done. He called and said that if I reported it, he would have me locked up for false
accusations.
After he succeeded in getting me arrested after he assaulted me last time, I decided
I cannot fight him anymore. We both have protection orders against each other. He
keeps dragging me to court for modifications. I am terminally ill and this is all
too much. One time 9-1-1 dispatch heard my daughter and I being assaulted by P.,
he broke everything in the house. When the sheriff came, P. and the sheriff came,
they began talking about P.’s truck and engines. No arrest was made. I
retrieved my things and left. The “incident” report says nothing about the
assaults or the destruction. The incident report only says “responded to DV, couple
was separated.” My daughter does not trust law enforcement or the system.
On the night that I was arrested, my 13 year old daughter fought to get P. off of me
while he was strangling me – her finger nails were bloody and scraped. The
police report documents this, and the redness on my neck, but I was arrested
because he had a bump on his head. He had been terrorizing us all night. He
admitted he lied in a note to my daughter, the charges were finally dismissed.
When I got out of jail, he was waiting for me. He bailed me out then took me on a
45 minute ride while beating, strangling me.
Jail was a horrible experience. There is (sic) so many inconsistencies in the police
report. I can’t believe I was arrested. He always has an attorney. I never can
afford it. My daughter has missed so much school. She is in treatment for
suicide attempts. He is drunk everytime he assaults me. This has not been
addressed by the court. He was arrested last week with no no-contact order.
Sergeant (sic) at Thurston County is wonderful.
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PHASE 2: ARRAIGNMENT TO
SENTENCING
Courts & Prosecution
Rehabilitation & Treatment
o Jail Options
o DV Perpetrator Treatment
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Phase 2: Arraignment to Sentencing
COURTS & PROSECUTION
OVERVIEW
There are three main types of court situated within Thurston County: Thurston County Superior
Court (no limit on the types of civil and criminal cases heard), Thurston County District Court
(jurisdiction over both non-felony criminal and civil cases), and municipal courts (hearing
primarily violations of local ordinances, traffic violations, or minor misdemeanors). The path a
domestic violence case takes through the court system is diagrammed in Appendix L.
When a crime such as assault, malicious mischief, or stalking is committed by one family or
household member against another, it becomes a crime of domestic violence (RCW
10.99.020(5)). The number of domestic violence charges brought each year by the Thurston
County Prosecutor’s Office has been steadily increasing: 683 domestic violence charges in
2002, 780 in 2003, and 820 in 2004.
Two main types of protective orders that victims may receive from the courts include NoContact Orders (NCOs) or Protection Orders (POs). NCOs are criminal orders issued in the
context of a criminal case. Protection Orders, on the other hand, are civil matters which a victim
can go to court to request on either a temporary or permanent basis (see Chapter 26.50 RCW).
Many other types of protective orders are possible in Washington State (anti-harassment, etc.),
which can make it difficult for a victim to ascertain which order is appropriate. A description of
the different types of orders is provided in Appendix M.
A Protection Order can be crucial to a victim’s safety, yet our Audit reveals that victims are often
uninformed or even misinformed about the proper procedures for obtaining one. Because of the
significant problems associated with these orders, Protection Orders receive additional
consideration in Phase 3.
When a case enters the court system, many players are involved, including judges, prosecutors,
defenders, victim advocates, court staff, and security. A mixed focus group comprised of law
enforcement, prosecution, victim advocates, and others was conducted during this phase and
reflects multi-disciplinary concerns.
As arbiters of justice, judges have the most difficult and important role. The way a judge acts in
the courtroom can make all the difference to a victim in terms of perceived safety, having a
chance to speak and be heard, and of course in deciding the case outcome. It is not surprising that
during the course of auditing the court and prosecution system, many comments from court
observers and victims focused on the demeanor, attitudes, behaviors, and actions of the judge.
Prosecutors have the difficult task of balancing the imperative of victim’s safety with the
prosecutor’s traditional goal of conviction. In some instances, participation in prosecution may
endanger a victim’s physical or emotional well-being. Victims of domestic violence in the form
of stalking often face further and more egregious abuse from their abuser when they participate
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in criminal justice processes. Sexual assault victims may be more traumatized by testifying
against their perpetrators than if pleas were negotiated.12 As the nexus between police and
courts, prosecutors are in a position to take on a leadership role in promoting a full and
coordinated multi-disciplinary approach to domestic violence, sexual assault, and stalking.
Defenders must balance concern for victim safety against their job of representing the rights of
the potential abuser. A focus group of defenders shows some of the domestic violence issues
from their perspective.
Victim advocates, when available, may be a victim’s only hope of learning and navigating the
judicial process. Advocates are especially important for victims who have language difficulties
and other barriers to understanding the system. Because of their active role in a victim’s case,
victim advocates have a perspective that spans a victim’s entire experience from law
enforcement to post-trial victim services. These angles are reflected in a victim advocates’ focus
group that we conducted.

COURTS & PROSECUTION AUDIT METHODOLOGY
Domestic violence case handling in the courts was examined via court observations by Audit
Team Members, focus groups, and judicial surveys handed out to victims at various locations.
Court Observations
Audit Team Members observed court proceedings from August 2004 to July 2005.
Observers for Justice
Additional court observations were conducted by DV Task Force volunteers during Crime
Victims Awareness Month in April 2005. Observers wore purple badges in court to heighten
awareness of victim issues.
Judicial Survey
A Judicial Survey was handed out to victims at a shelter, legal clinic, and at the courts. Audit
Team Members helped some victims complete the surveys.
Focus Groups
Multiple focus groups representing various participants in the court process were conducted.
Focus groups included:
1) Law Enforcement/Victim Advocate/Prosecution Task Force
2) Victim Advocates
3) Defense Attorneys

12

National College of District Attorneys (NCDA). Seventh Annual National Conference on Domestic Violence.
Oct. 1997.
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COURT OBSERVATIONS
Audit Team Members observed court proceedings from August 2004 to July 2005. During this
time, they sat in on hearings in all of the courts of limited jurisdiction, Superior Court criminal
proceedings, and Superior Court civil/family proceedings.
Each court’s problems reflect the types of cases heard (misdemeanor vs. felony, civil vs.
criminal, etc.). Therefore, results from court observations are organized by the courts in which
the observations occurred. The Audit Coordinators reviewed all of the observations and grouped
them into main topic areas. Where court observations applied to more than one topic area, they
are duplicated under each pertinent topic area.
As with observations conducted during other Audit phases, the issues are presented as observed
by Audit Team Members. Their wording and interpretation of court happenings can be
subjective.
I. Thurston County District Court
Technology
• No communication between courts
Court orders
Conflicting orders
• One court may issue a No-Contact Order and another court may order a Protection Order,
orders may contain different restraints or conflicting information; one order may not
address children, where the second one does.
• Duplication of efforts
• District and Superior Court have agreement for Superior Court to supercede District
Court, but this does not cover municipal courts; confusion over which court order has
preference
• Confused system leaves victim without protection
• Almost every case in District Court had another court’s order in play.
Service
• Service of an order varies and the victim is left with the burden of getting an order
served.
Training
• Lack of training by court personnel in assisting victims with determining which type of
court order is appropriate and proper procedures.
• Lack of training by court personnel in directing victim to appropriate court.
• District Court is not interviewing/screening for domestic violence and is not referring
victims to the Family Court Advocate for resources and an advocate. Anti-Harassment
Orders are not sufficient!
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Judicial Training/Discretion
• There was no explanation to the Court audience about the process; audience was
confused; process seemed chaotic.
• DV History is not considered for every DV case in court.
• Judge was observed using personal judgment more than the law.
• Lack of judicial knowledge about recent changes in caselaw and implications.
• Failure to discuss impact on children even though children were present in the courtroom.
• Military personnel treated differently. One Judge asked the personnel to relinquish his
weapons to the Sheriff’s Office, but was then allowed to keep his knives.
Treatment
• Mandatory drug and alcohol treatment ordered as routine intervention in DV cases, as
opposed to DV perpetrator treatment.
• Court did not specify State Certified Perpetrator Treatment (“Mandated Counseling”)
• Court uses broad terms like “anger management/anger treatment”.
• No sanctions for offenders out of compliance with orders. Most of the noncompliance
was for court-ordered perpetrator treatment.
Mental Health
• When a Mental Health Court Coordinator is present at hearings, the Jail mental health
counselor has a conflict of interest in wanting to ease burden on the jail population w/o
accounting for victim safety. Most of the time the Judge will listen and rule according to
her recommendations. DV is not a mental health issue; mental health counselor may not
be trained in DV.
• Mental health issues were addressed rather than acts of domestic violence. Mental health
seemed to be the main issue.
Courtroom procedure
• Repeated continuances were allowed in cases
Not Just a Footnote
(reasons may include: court
miscommunication, judicial convenience,
“They don’t honor my time with all
defense attorney strategy).
of these continuations. The court does
• Repeat appearances in court burden and fail to
not see that the Perpetrator is
protect the victim.
manipulating….I wish the judges
Testimony
were more informed on the
• Inconsistent courtroom procedures between
particulars and history of the case.”
judges in hearing defendant testimony; some
defendants plead their case at arraignment and
others have to wait for a jury trial.
• One Judge allowed defendants to plead their case from the audience along with family
members. This is not standard arraignment practice.13
• Legal advocates are not asked for input into the cases. In rare cases, the victim advocate
has been allowed to ask for an opportunity to speak.
• Judge did not ask for any victim input.
13

An arraignment is held for the purposes of allowing the defendant to hear the charges against him. It is also when
the defendant enters a plea of guilty or not guilty, and it is at arraignment that conditions of release (such as bail) are
addressed.
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The cases of Crawford14 and Powers15 limit justice to victims because the whole story is
not admissible in court (medical evidence, excited utterances, 9-1-1 tape conversation
and police officer testimony is limited). The problem is further compounded when judges
either incorrectly interpret those cases or incorrectly apply the holdings in those cases
thus severely limiting the factual information provided to the jury which ultimately
impacts the outcome of the case.
Offender accountability
• Reduced fines (1/2) in some cases for offenders.
Not Just a Footnote
• Overlooking blatant violations of court orders by
“You hear everywhere D/V is
offenders/court leniency.
not okay but in court the
• No sanctions for offenders out of compliance with
punishment is minimal a slap
orders. Most of the noncompliance was for courton hand. Consequences need
ordered perpetrator treatment.
to be better….He re-offended
even after doing everything
Court Facilities/Procedures
the court required.”
• Appearance of Court was dirty and run-down with no
security.
• Court was unsafe.
• Use of inmate runners between the jail and courtroom unnerving for some.
• Most cases heard were violations of Protection Orders or No-Contact Orders.
• Victims are made to wait the entire court session instead of being taken first on the
docket.
• Fragmentation of DV court cases is becoming the norm (splitting up one incident into
multiple charges and multiple defendants loses the big picture and creates holes in the
case and introduces reasonable doubt).
•

14

Under Crawford v. Washington, 541 U.S. 36 (2004), the Court held that “testimonial” statements made to law
enforcement are not admissible evidence as an excited utterance unless the person who made the statement is
available to testify (violation of a defendant’s right to confrontation). In a district court case observed, no excited
utterances were allowed into evidence, not even statements made to non-law enforcement. Additionally, present
sense impression exceptions to the hearsay rule were not admitted regarding all witnesses having seen the victim
covered in blood. The DC court judge made this ruling based on a broad interpretation of Crawford, although the
Court in Crawford never addressed the issue of present sense impressions violating a defendant’s right to
confrontation.
15

Under State v. Powers, 124 Wn. App. 92 (2004), a 9-1-1 tape was not admitted into evidence because the
Washington State Appeals Court held that the purpose of the call was to report the defendant to law enforcement,
rather than being made under the stress of an immediate threat of harm. In a case addressed by a district court judge,
vital portions of the 9-1-1 call were excluded from testimony based on the Court’s interpretation of Powers.
However, the facts before the court were distinguishable from the facts in Powers, in that in the present case the
victim had suffered injury, the defendant had left and re-entered the store at least once and while there had again
assaulted the victim, a third party witness had to intervene and make the defendant leave. While in Powers the
victim called to report the violation of a protection order in which the defendant had come to her residence, there
was no assault, and prior to the call the defendant had already left the scene.
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Obtaining a Permanent Protection Order:
An Advocate’s Day in Court
“Today was the first day I went to District Court and observed the process of obtaining a
permanent Protection Order. Warning: this report is not objective... this report is highly reactive!
First, I have to admit I had no idea that this process happened at District Court... have I been in a
bubble? Secondly- I am amazed at what I experienced/observed...
Of late, I have been receiving calls from survivors needing help with District Court AntiHarassment Orders? (After getting more information from the victim/survivor the
order they should have been asking for was a Protection Order). I assumed that District Court
referred domestic violence cases to Family Court; how wrong that assumption was... how and
why would District Court do that if there is not a screening/interview process in place to
determine if it should be either a Protection Order or Anti-Harassment Order to begin with
and/or the option given of going to Family Court where there is security, information about
SafePlace, advocates, etc.?!
Today, when I arrived to meet the survivor for the hearing scheduled at 1:00 pm, I was appalled
at how each person was lined up in the lobby and went with security privately behind the court
door to be scanned before entering the court room...while the abusers are standing just a few feet
away leaving you to fend for yourself in the lobby with no security (because security was behind
the closed door).
Court started at 1:30. There are NO ADVOCATES... cell phones, SafePlace information, safety
planning, etc. NO INFORMATION ANYWHERE ABOUT ANYTHING! (Except the calendar,
and the calendar does not say what the hearings are).
There is nothing separating you from an abuser after you enter court OPEN SEATING (open
target)! (I can personally say this is the same court room I was in for a Protection Order violation
and he stepped on my feet and then twisted his feet on top of mine as he was passing by with his
attorney)...
If the order is granted you are asked to step up to the bench to sign the order (WITHOUT
HAVING AN OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW WHAT YOU ARE SIGNING or an explanation)!
After the hearing, you are asked to step out in the lobby and wait for the clerk to bring out the
order. Once again you are isolated from security and standing only feet (or potentially inches
depending on how closely the abuser decides to stand by you, on you, and/or around you) in the
lobby after the hearing waiting for your order to be processed. We waited approximately 15
minutes and she was at the start of the calendar. The clerk brings your order and service packet.
That is it! No question about how many copies you need or resources!!!! Done...”
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II. Thurston County Superior Court: Family Court/Civil
Offender Accountability
• Female petitioner felt order was useless and did not protect her; felt that it was not
enforced and wanted it lifted.
Judicial Discretion
• Judge requesting urine analysis of petitioner at Temporary Protection Order hearing.
• Is judge applying proper preponderance of evidence standard for civil hearings? Some
civil hearings appeared to be held to the level of beyond a reasonable doubt, treated more
like criminal proceedings vs. preponderance.
• Third party information allowed into proceedings varies (CPS, Advocates, Statements of
Others, letters from detectives, etc.).
Court Policy/Procedure
• Contested cases needing testimony heard last (judge remarked on concerns about
sensitivity of testimony), potentially leading to more continuances and manipulation of
system by offender.
• Possible manipulation of system by offenders filing as petitioners – high number of male
petitioners observed using the system.
• Judge doesn’t identify on record what information they are using in their assessment such
as current active criminal proceedings or specifically asking if there are any other
outstanding orders. Judge may be basing decision on incomplete information.
• Incorrect information about No-Contact Orders being given out. Only District Court
orders have clause stating that Superior Court orders supercede lower court orders;
municipal court orders do not have that clause.
• Petitioner’s responsibility to get orders to police agency for service in Thurston. (for
service generally, see RCW 26.50.090)
Legislation
• Service by publication or third party makes prosecution more difficult; courts could
emphasize service by law enforcement.
Resources
• Petitioners not represented by attorney, except for one female petitioner.
• Court facilitator/clerks can’t assist petitioners in preparing paperwork. Lack of personnel
to assist victims with paperwork and answer questions about court process.
Victim Issues
• Some victims had community advocate present but not all.
• All parties appeared to be Caucasian – potential underrepresentation of disadvantaged
populations at hearings.
• Petitioner’s responsibility to get orders to police agency for service in Thurston.
• For criminal violations at Family Court, it is unclear which law enforcement agency
(county, city, court security, bailiff) is responsible for handling the violation.
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III. Thurston County Superior Court: Criminal
Education
• Confusion when the court addresses the orders as Restraining Orders instead of NoContact Orders.
Judicial Training/Discretion
• Minimization of safety issues for the victim prevalent, i.e., a case where the defendant
stabbed a computer and the Judge remarked that being a computer geek himself he was
offended. Everyone in the courtroom laughed. What must the victim have felt!
• Mental Health issues were addressed not issues of power and control.
Offender Accountability
• Reduction of charges by prosecutors is common, even with long histories.
• Plea bargains by prosecutors and dismissal of charges regardless of history is common.
• A number of DV defendants left the court room with smiles.
Court Policy/Procedures
• Court forms using checkboxes seem to oversimplify complex issues.
• The court system utilization of Legal Advocates seems jammed and confused.
• Prosecuting attorneys need to communicate more with the advocates.
IV. Municipal Court: Yelm
Resources
• Resources for victims are limited. (Victim advocate not present; court does not explain
system to victim; no DV information brochures, etc.)
• No Victim Advocate for the Court.
• Pierce County resources were listed, not Thurston County- sparse resources available.
• At early morning calendar only the Court Administrator and the judge were present to
process cases.
• There are problems getting a meaningful evaluation if the defendant is non-English
speaking.
• Court is once per week.
• No probation officers.
• Judicial term of four years, same person as Prosecutor in nearby town.
• Prosecutors and judges have less direct accountability and more potential conflicts of
interest due to varying roles in different jurisdictions. For example, someone can be a
prosecutor in one court, a judge in another court, and a defense attorney in private
practice.
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Facility
• Court has no security, no bailiff, and no way to prevent close proximity to the victim.
Victim Issues
• Victims were absent from the hearings this day and No-Contact Orders were rare.
• Victims lack knowledge about how to ask for dropping of orders when courts have
conflicting orders.
Court Policy/Procedure
• DV cases were not identified on the Court
docket. Cases were listed by name in
alphabetical order not by time or hearing,
not clear whether the name was the
Plaintiff or Respondent. (Harder for victim
advocates to offer services)
• Hearings did not start on time.
• Municipal Court and Superior Court have
lack of communication and confusion of
process about Orders, often conflicting
orders.

Conflicting Orders –
A Victim Advocate’s Story
A woman (victim/defendant) had a
Temporary Protection Order (TPO)
from Superior Court. She went to
Municipal Court, and the man named
in the TPO also showed up. I could
see that he was clearly there to bug
her, but stopped when he saw me
with her. He then went over and got
friendly with the police. The police
would not enforce the TPO saying
that there was a No-Contact Order on
her (which had expired the day
before), and they needed to sort this
all out. This type of situation is
pervasive in all rural municipalities.
The situation eventually got sorted
out, but it took about a week.

Judicial Discretion/Training
• Discussion of victim impacts by the court
did not occur. (impact on victims
minimized)
• Out of the cases observed, children were
only discussed by the court once and that
was when a woman who was charged with
DV raised the issue of kids first.
• The Court did not access any computer for history or other orders, etc.
• Court was not aware of the power differential between a military husband and a German,
impaired English speaking wife. He did most of the talking and requested a No-Contact
Order be lifted.
• Judge giving legal advice from the bench about the defense of an offender.
Offender Accountability
• “Anger management” ordered.
• For cases involving noncompliance, perpetrator’s history and not following through on
treatment were not addressed to any degree.
• Continuances were common for completion of fine schedules.
• Large fines were imposed with 80% suspended for law abiding behavior. Jail time never
imposed on this observation day.
• Probation never assigned.
Terminology
• One case was referred to as “Consensual Violation” of court order prohibiting contact.
• Domestic Violence referred to as “hostile contact”.
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•

“Anger management” ordered.

V. Municipal Court: Tumwater
Resources
• Domestic violence resource information for victims not consistently available.
• No victim advocates present during court proceedings.
• Prosecutors and judges are contracted by jurisdictions; therefore they have less direct
accountability and more potential conflicts of interest due to varying roles in different
jurisdictions. For example, someone can be a prosecutor in one court, a judge in another
court, and a defense attorney in private practice.
Judicial Discretion
• History of DV not discussed.
• DV treatment not ordered, substance abuse treatment is.
VI. Municipal Court: Tenino/Rainier/Bucoda
Resources
• No resources were offered to the victim.
• Court does not provide victim advocate.
• Victims were not given time to converse with the Prosecutor before court.
• Court was chaotic and packed (multiple case types heard all together once a month).
• Court is held only 2nd Wednesday of every month.
• No Prosecutor and Defense Attorney at Arraignment.
• Prosecutors and judges are contracted by jurisdictions; therefore they have less direct
accountability and more potential conflicts of interest due to varying roles in different
jurisdictions. For example, someone can be a prosecutor in one court, a judge in another
court, and a defense attorney in private practice.
Judicial Training
• Children were not discussed.
• DV dynamics were not discussed or even referred to during the process, not even during
sentencing.
Judicial Discretion
• NCOs inconsistently ordered.
Offender Accountability
• Sanctions included small fines and suspended jail time.
• Repeat offenders were not mandated to DV perpetrator treatment.
Education
• Victims and Defendants asked many questions, indicating they were confused about the
process.
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OBSERVERS FOR JUSTICE
A volunteer Observers for Justice group was organized by the Thurston County DV Task Force
to observe DV hearings during Crime Victim Awareness Month, April 2005. The following
statements summarize the comments and observations made by the observers.
Conflicting Orders
• No communication between courts causes duplication of efforts and confuses the “system”
leaving the victim without any protection.
• One court may issue a No-Contact Order and another jurisdiction may issue a Protection
Order. The orders may contain different restraints. One order may not address children,
where the second one does. Which has preference?
• Protection Orders and No-Contact Orders may be in conflict with each other. No-Contact
Orders do not include children and victims are left to going to Family Court to request
protection for their children there.
• District Court is not interviewing/screening appropriately for domestic violence and is not
referring victims to the Family Court Advocate for resources and an advocate. AntiHarassment Orders are not sufficient!
Court Staff Knowledge
• Victims are caught in the middle of the system’s confusion and lack of communication.
• Knowledge level of responding officer and the Court Clerks Office leaves victims confused
on what is the correct information about many processes.
Service
• Service of an Order varies and the victim is left with the burden of getting an Order served.
Victim Safety
• It was discovered that Orders filed with the Sheriff’s Office were not being served or
recorded until Prosecution filed charges (up to 72 hours). This left victims without Protection
when they thought they had protection via the Order.
• Contested hearings are heard at the end of the calendar leaving the victim in close proximity
to the offender for an extended period of time, often hours.
• Violations of Orders were not being enforced in the Family Court building or out in the
parking lot.
Judicial Procedure/Discretion/Demeanor
• Victim advocates are not asked for input into the cases. In rare cases, the victim advocate has
been allowed to ask for an opportunity to speak.
• Mandatory drug and alcohol treatment evaluations for victims are being ordered prior to
issuing the victim a Protection Order.
• The Court Commissioner disallowed a journal of a nine year old boy who had kept a record
of his father’s beatings and abusive behavior, determining it would be implausible for a 9
year old boy to keep such a record in a hearing to secure a permanent Protection Order.
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•

The Court disregarded the fact that the children were very afraid for their safety.
Commissioner states that written materials could not be used in court the testimony from the
victim has to be oral.
Court was not considerate of victims. Victims were asked questions of suicidal tendencies,
medications, age (without relevance) not allowed to speak about children.

Education/Training
• Confusion exists around the purpose of the different orders by victims and practitioners.
Victims are often apprehensive, timid, scared, and overwhelmed by the process. It is very
traumatic for the victim to have to tell their story in the open courtroom. Concerns regarding
judicial demeanor and knowledge of domestic violence issues are an emerging theme throughout
this Audit. On a positive note, however, in at least one case the Court was observed recognizing
that police had failed to appropriately follow up on a strangulation case.

JUDICIAL SURVEY
Our goal in creating the Judicial Survey was to capture the voice of the individuals that were the
most impacted by Domestic Violence, the survivors themselves. We wanted to bring their voices
to the Audit.
Approximately 150 surveys were distributed to the community from January to June of 2005.
These surveys were placed in settings or with individuals who worked with directly with
survivors of Domestic Violence. These settings included the SafePlace Shelter, the SafePlace
Free Legal Clinic, and Thurston County Courts. Audit Team Members worked with survivors to
complete the survey. A copy of the Judicial Survey is included in Appendix N.
There were 44 responses. This was a higher response than in similar surveys reviewed but still
fell short of the goal of 100 responses. The biggest reason for not completing the survey was that
some respondents had not yet entered the court system.
Casey (1998)16 defined five performance standards that measure the effectiveness of a court’s
performance. These standards were incorporated into the Audit Questionnaire.
The survey questions looked at seven general categories and solicited comments and
experiences.
1.
2.
3.

16

General Information – What court the survivor was involved with and the
time period in question.
Access to Justice – Obstacles that the survivor faced in dealing with the
criminal justice system.
Timeliness – Timeliness of the court system and whether the survivor’s needs
were met in the system.

Casey, P. (1998). Defining optimal court performance: The Trial Court Performance Standards. Court Review,
35(4), 24-33.
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4.

5.

6.
7.

Fairness – A measure of the effectiveness of the courts response. In this
category the questions attempted to measure whether the courts action
improved the survivors situation, whether the survivors input was sought, was
the court an advocate for the survivor and any children involved, and was the
survivor treated the same whether or not they were represented by a attorney.
Accountability – The survivor’s perceptions as to whether the court are
holding the perpetrator accountable for their behavior. A key measure in this
category was a question that the Audit focused on in that survivors were asked
if the courts action increased their safety or the safety of the public. Further
this category looked at the appropriate measures being ordered by the courts,
that was the court ordering drug/alcohol treatment where indicated. Was the
court sanctioning offenders for court order violations?
Public Trust and Confidence – The survivor’s perception of their safety in
the courtroom, their sense of resolution at the conclusion of their case, whether
there was court security present and the outcome for the offender.
Service – Was the survivor welcomed by the court; were resources mobilized
on the survivors behalf. Did the survivor have special needs, either language or
accessibility and did the court endeavor to accommodate the survivor in those
needs. Did the survivor actually understand the process, and did the survivor
receive the needed information from the courts.

These categories were selected and designed based upon some basic concepts of fairness, access
to the court system and the concept of the audit itself.
Judicial Survey Results
General Information
Forty-four people filled out the survey. A majority of them (61%) had some experience with
family court. Only a few (16%) had experience with municipal court, primarily Olympia
Municipal Court. The survey asked respondents to indicate any courts they had worked with
currently or in the past.
Which court are you or have you worked
with?
Superior Court
District Court
Family Court
Municipal Court
Yelm
Tumwater
Tenino
Lacey
Olympia

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 44)
12
27%
17
39%
27
61%
7
16%
1
2
0
1
6
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Since individuals could (and did) have experience with multiple courts, it was not always clear
which to which courts their responses referred. Therefore, results are presented in the aggregate
here. (Although results for each type of court are presented in Appendix O, caution should be
exercised in drawing conclusions since it was not always clear to which court a respondent was
referring.)
There was a considerable range in terms of people’s time involved in the court system.
Respondents’ involvement in the court system ranged from two hours to eight years. People
were there for a variety of domestic reasons, including divorce, custody, and temporary or
permanent Protection Orders. Two indicated they were there as defendants and two indicated
they were there as witnesses or for other persons involved in the court process.

How often are you or have you been
involved in the court system?
Frequently
Occasionally
Once

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 41)
9
22%
20
49%
12
29%

Access to Justice

Yes
No

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 42)
11
26%
31
74%

Did you have problems finding the court,
locating parking or finding public
transportation?
Yes
No

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 41)
8
20%
33
80%

Did you have trouble determining which
court was appropriate for your need?

Access problems mentioned included both needing directions as well as transportation problems:
• Traveling from the Nisqually reservation
• Gave up looking for family court
• Hard to get to court; found a ride
• Parking (2)
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Did you have trouble in determining the
court’s schedule?
Yes
No

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 39)
9
23%
30
77%

Respondents expressed the following opinions in regards to obstacles that exist in meeting the
needs of domestic violence survivors:
Judicial Process/Court Attitudes
The back and forth -- court doesn't take the time to really sort things out. I never get info
about continuances. I keep showing up and nothing happens. Going to court is a financial
hardship every time.
Not Just a Footnote
They don't honor my time with all of these continuations. The
court does not see that the [perpetrator] is manipulating.
No one contacted the client.
Only the attitudes while in the courtroom -- much of a downward
feeling.

“Going to court is a
financial hardship
every time.”

They shouldn't be so quick to believe one or the other.
Started with temporary custody order, I want him to see my children--I have no choices. This
was a fight not DV. Judge mandated Protection Order. They are hurting the children.
Starting in early years (1998) Tumwater department did not meet my needs. I was arrested
not the abuser, was scared to plead not guilty, no Protection Order or No-Contact Order was
required, current DV 10yr no contact.
Long term to court date.
Law Enforcement Response
More support from the sheriff's office.
The officers were annoyed to respond, laughed and joked with my fiancé. I will never trust 5
men to help me again. Court wasn't so bad. There are just so many cases.
The lack of knowledge and education that most officers have about DV.
Access
Transportation
No one in superior court knew where family court was, sent to Lacey, looked for 4 hrs.
Victim Resources
I found that the judges, GAL, and attorneys have no idea how to deal with, identify and
counsel emotional and psychological abuse victims.

54
CPS, courts & DV advocates need to work together for what is best for children.
In moving forward with your life, trying not to put blame on yourself for any of the abuse and
how do you trust again.
Offender Accountability
You hear everywhere DV is not okay but in court the punishment is minimal, a slap on hand.
Consequences need to be better.
Timeliness
Did the court start at the scheduled time?
Yes
No

How long did you wait before you were
heard by the court?
Respondents who said court started at the
scheduled time
Respondents who said court did not start at
the scheduled time
Total respondents giving time estimates

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 40)
24
60%
16
40%

Total
count
(out of 26)
12
14
26

Range

Average

15 min - 4
hrs
0 min 2.5 hrs
0 – 4 hrs.

58 min
47 min
52 min

A majority of respondents (60%) thought that the court started on time, but people nevertheless
waited up to four hours for their own hearing. The average time spent waiting for a court
hearing was 52 minutes.
When court participants have to wait for their hearing, this presents logistical issues such as the
need to anticipate childcare needs or taking time off of work. For victims waiting in the
courtroom, it is both stressful and potentially dangerous, depending on court security measures.
Were your needs met during one session?
Yes
No

Total
Total
count
percentage
(out of 39)
10
26%
29
74%
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If needs were not met during one session,
how many sessions were needed?
2 sessions
3 sessions
4-7 sessions

Total
count (out
of 16)
9
3
4

Total
percentage
56%
19%
25%

When court participant needs are not met during one session, returning to court again (and again)
increases the logistical issues, expenses, stress, and safety risks to victims with each additional
court visit. If a person is disabled or otherwise disadvantaged, his or her problems are
compounded. For this survey, 75 percent of the respondents required at least one return trip to
court. Although only 16 people provided estimates of how many additional sessions they
needed, it is noteworthy that 25 percent of them required four to seven trips to court in order to
resolve their issue.
For respondents who had to return to court, multiple court visits in a month were not uncommon.
Of the respondents who had to return to court four or more times, their time involvement with
the court ranged from two months (4 court sessions) to a year (7 court sessions).
Fairness
Did the court’s action improve the
situation?
Yes
No

Total
count (out
of 38)
26
12

Total
percentage
68%
32%

Obviously for each person who feels the court’s action improved the situation, there will
generally be an opposing party who feels the opposite. Two-thirds of survey respondents felt
that their situation had improved, but one third felt that it had not. Respondents’ explanations of
how the court’s action improved their situation were as follows:
Yes, otherwise there would have been devastating consequences.
Learned a lot, gained protection, support, bettered myself.
I got the protection order (3) and he did not show up and hurt me anymore.
I was able to keep the restraining order.
I was not proven guilty.
Looking through what the other person showed up-- provided as a story.
Not showing up drunk at my house or coming over unannounced.
He hasn't contacted, felt safer.
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The judge and prosecutor really listened to the incident, and helped my husband get
counseling.
Getting him treatment (help) and keeping him away from me.
The violence ended because he was incarcerated.
Temporarily.
But the other party keeps harassing.
Judge told CPS to not let [suspect] manipulate system, worked until he relocated.
Respondents’ explanations where the court’s action did not improve the situation were as
follows:
It gets more complicated.
We are still continued (2).
Daughter lost custody of baby.
When I received the court date in the mail I wrote down the date but wrote the wrong date and
missed court.
No-contact order is stopping us from getting marriage counseling. He cannot see his kids.
No he re-offended, even after doing everything the court required.
Nothing changed.

Not Just a Footnote

I can't afford a lawyer.
Often the judge's ruling didn't fix the problem but I couldn't go
back to court because I didn't have enough money.
The court only sees what's in the police report-- the police did
not do enough to find out what's going on. Nobody but my
attorney ever asked me. I never got to tell my story.

Was your input sought by the court?
Yes
No

Total
count (out
of 40)
27
13

“Nobody but my attorney
ever asked me. I never got
to tell my story.”

Total
percentage
67%
33%

Court interest in the victim’s story is important to victims for giving them reassurance that their
story is being heard. Sometimes a victim may be denied input because the stage of the
proceedings does not allow it; sometimes a judge may deny victim input when it could have been
allowed. Regardless of the reason for denial or the appropriateness of victim input, when victims
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do not understand the process, as was commonly expressed by victims throughout this Audit,
they are left feeling frustrated when it seems that no one is listening.
Did the court act as an advocate to protect
the domestic violence survivor or any
minor children?
Yes
No

Total
count (out
of 34)
23
11

Total
percentage

Did the court listen to both sides of the
story?

Total
percentage

Yes
No
Not applicable

Total
count (out
of 39)
30
8
1

Are those represented or not represented
by attorneys treated differently by the
court?
Yes
No

Total
count (out
of 33)
15
18

Total
percentage

68%
32%

77%
20%
3%

45%
55%

Out of those respondents who felt that those with attorneys are treated differently, one
respondent felt that those without attorneys are listened to more, but the other respondents
believed that attorneys confer an advantage in the process. Some felt that an attorney gives the
represented party more credibility in the eyes of the court; one respondent found the process
more confusing without his attorney there to explain things.
If you don't have an attorney you are stepped on.
They did their work, well done.
I believe that the court treats people with money better because they believe you aren't as bright
or intelligent, because of your financial situation.
Not Just a Footnote
They get to go up front first, the judge looks at an
attorney and rules in their favor.
“If you don’t have an attorney
He has the advantage because he has an attorney. (2)
you are stepped on.”
I don't know because I always had an attorney.
One day my attorney couldn't be there, but they
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insisted I be there, so I couldn't even ask the prosecutor what was going on because I was the
defendant. I was really confused.
They tend to listen to the not-represented person more.
They’re not really noticed or helped to be heard.
Accountability
Do you believe the courts are holding
domestic violence offenders accountable
for their behavior?
Yes
No

Total
count (out
of 38)
27
11

Total
percentage
71%
29%

Two-thirds of respondents felt that the courts are holding offenders accountable (71%). This is
consistent with the fact that a similar number of respondents felt that the court’s action improved
their situation (see above, 68%).
Did the court’s action increase your safety
or the safety of the public?
Yes
No

Total
count (out
of 39)
25
14

Total
percentage
64%
36%

Similarly, it is consistent that two-thirds of respondents felt that the court’s action increased
safety of the victim or the public (64%). One would expect positive case outcomes and high
perceptions of offender accountability to be correlated with a higher perception of safety.
Respondents were significantly more likely to believe that the courts are holding DV offenders
accountable if the victims received help with their case and felt that their case had a positive
outcome. Specifically, respondents were more likely to feel that offenders were held
accountable if they also felt that:
• Court action increased safety (r=.57, p<.01)
• Felt safe in court (r=.43, p<.05)
• Issue was resolved by court (r=.45, p<.01)
• Welcomed by court (r=.44, p<.05)
• Specialized needs met by court (r=.42, p<.05)
• Court assisted with paperwork (r=.41, p<.05)
• Received necessary information from court (r=.61, p<.01)
Note that this does not mean that these factors caused feelings of offender accountability, but it is
not surprising that someone who feels that court action increased their safety would also feel that
the offender was held accountable.
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Did the court mandate (when appropriate)
drug and/or alcohol treatment?
Yes
No
Not applicable
If the court ordered any treatment was it
monitored?
Yes
No
Not applicable
Are there immediate graduated sanctions
for violations of court orders?
Yes
No
Not applicable

Total
count (out
of 31)
14
12
5

Total
percentage

Total
count (out
of 28)
16
5
7

Total
percentage

Total
count (out
of 28)
14
8
6

Total
percentage

Total
count (out
of 39)
32
7

Total
percentage

45%
39%
16%

57%
18%
25%

50%
29%
21%

Public Trust and Confidence
Did you feel safe in court?
Yes
No

82%
18%

Surprisingly, most respondents felt safe in court (82%). This number appears inconsistent with
the strong theme of inadequate court security that is manifested elsewhere in this Audit. We
explored the possibility that respondents feel safer in some courts than others. For example,
Family Court has a metal detector, unlike District Court. However, 87% of District Court
respondents felt safe in court compared to 80% of Family Court respondents, and 93% of District
Court respondents felt court security was adequate compared to 95% of Family Court
respondents.
Was your issue satisfactorily resolved by
the court?
Yes
No

Total
count (out
of 38)
26
12

Total
percentage
68%
32%
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After plea/conviction, was the offender
placed on probation or ordered into state
mandated DV treatment?
Yes
No
Not applicable

Total
count (out
of 28)
17
8
3

Total
percentage

Was court security present and if so was it
adequate or appropriate?

Total
count (out
of 33)
30
3

Total
percentage

Yes
No

61%
29%
11%

91%
9%

Respondents’ comments regarding security were as follows:
Not needed but available.
Just wished he was more observant.
Sheriff in court room.
Guard at door.
If we requested at family court.
Good, supervised temp visitation.
I didn't get hurt.
I would feel better if the bailiff were in front.

Service
Were you welcomed by the court and were
resources mobilized on your behalf?
Yes
No

Total
count (out
of 39)
33
6

Total
percentage
85%
15%
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Total
count (out
of 38)
31
7

Total
percentage

Were any specialized needs of the
participants met by the court, language
interpreter, disability accommodations,
etc.
Yes
No
Not applicable

Total
count (out
of 33)

Total
percentage

18
6
9

55%
18%
27%

Did the court offer you assistance in
completing any of the necessary and/or
appropriate paperwork?
Yes
No
Not applicable

Total
count (out
of 39)
28
10
1

Total
percentage

Did you receive necessary information
from court personnel?

Total
count (out
of 39)
33
6

Total
percentage

Total
count (out
of 39)
32
7

Total
percentage

Was an advocate present or available to
answer any questions you might have?
Yes
No

Yes
No
During the process, did you understand
what was occurring in your case?
Yes
No

82%
18%

72%
26%
3%

85%
15%

82%
18%

These questions on court services provide a useful glimpse into victims’ understanding of and
satisfaction with their court experiences. For most of these questions, over 80% of respondents
felt positively about their case and services received (welcomed by court, advocate present,
necessary information received, understanding of the case). Only slightly over half (55%) of
respondents, however, felt that any specialized needs were met (however, some of this may be
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due to respondents who did not have any specialized needs answering “no” since “not
applicable” was not a given option on the survey).
In considering the high number of satisfied respondents, one caveat is that for some respondents,
advocates were available to assist them with completing the survey. Where this was the case, the
sheer act of assisting the respondents could have contributed to feelings of being helped and
understanding their situation (as well as affording them an opportunity to ask questions of the
advocate about their case).
We conducted a further analysis of these results, focusing on respondents’ understanding of their
case and whether an advocate was present to assist them.
We analyzed whether respondents’ understanding of their case was correlated with factors
including whether respondents received court assistance with paperwork, whether specialized
needs were met, whether an advocate was present, and whether necessary information was
received from court personnel. Respondents were significantly more likely to feel that they
understood their case if:
• They received necessary information from court
Not Just a Footnote
personnel (r=.54, p<.01)
• Their input was sought by court (r=.36, p<.05)
“My D.V. advocate was
• They had an advocate present (r=.35, p<.05)
SUPERB. She was always
available to me whenever I
Although causation cannot be inferred, evidence does
needed her. She always answered
suggest that the presence of an advocate is an important
my calls to her promptly. She
component of a victim understanding what is going on
made the whole criminal process
and feeling positive about his or her experience. If an
so much easier….My prosecuting
advocate was present, respondents were significantly
attorney was also great! He gave
more likely to feel that:
me all the information needed for
• Their specialized needs (language interpreter,
my case. There were no
disability, etc.) were met (r=.42, p<.05)
surprises. I was confident that
• They understood the case (r=.35, p<.05)
justice would prevail because I
• Their input was sought by court (r=.39, p<.05)
had [them] on my case. We need
more people like them in fields
• Court acted as their advocate (r=.49, p<.01)
like this!”
• Issue resolved by court (r=.50, p<.01)
• Court security adequate (r=.45, p<.01)
• Court assisted with paperwork (r=.51, p<.01)
• They received necessary information from court personnel (r=.54, p<.01).
Judicial Survey Open-Ended Comments
Respondents filling out the judicial survey had an opportunity to write comments. Common
themes that came out of these comments are summarized below (a few of the points are direct
quotes where indicated by quotation marks):
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POSITIVES
• Having an advocate available in court was key.
o “My SafePlace advocate was very helpful and the court stayed nonbiased” due to
same-sex relationship.
o “Thank you for sending your advocate…. I invited her to the stand with me and
felt much more secure about court proceedings.” (presence of DV advocate was
positive)
o Legal advocate made criminal process so much easier. Always available, always
answered calls promptly. Prosecuting attorney was also great. Gave victim all
the info she needed for case; no surprises.
o Military wife – admires the way Thurston County handles DV issues. “Your staff
truly looks out for the victim’s best interests.” She has resided in several different
states and has never seen any system as serious about DV as ours. Legal advocate
was a great help; answered any/all questions promptly and in a manner she was
able to understand.
• Spanish client – perpetrator picked up in Rochester, went to Superior Court, deported
(but see negatives: victim not notified/informed)
NEGATIVES
• Bi-lingual advocate would help to explain process, refer resources, explain the
law/rights (court interpreters only required during legal proceedings)
o “When the interpreter spoke for me, sometimes he/she couldn’t interpret my
meaning to the judge or other side. The
Not Just a Footnote
attorney for the side used uncommon
words I did not understand. The
“It was hard for me that I can not
interpreter was not allowed to explain
speak English and did not
them to me.”
understand about the law in the
o Spanish client – perpetrator picked up in
U.S.”
Rochester, went to Superior Court,
deported, but victim was not
notified/informed, no contact by court system or legal advocate.
o Non-English female victim – doesn’t understand US laws, can’t understand any
English. First time involvement in court system and scared her to death.
o Non-English victim. Went to court and got Protection Order, but didn’t
understand law and what was happening.
•

Victims being arrested
o Victim arrested. Had been held prisoner and trapped in house all day, had been
beaten within half hour of police arriving. Neighbors witnessed her running after
boyfriend in yard with 2x4. Officers laughed and joked with abuser. Bailed out of
jail and went straight to hospital that documented numerous bruises. Perpetrator
got away with it and she has to juggle work and diversion plan/court obligations.
Lost job due to court dates.
o Victim arrested despite redness on her neck from strangling – Jail was horrible
experience, bailed out by perpetrator who beat and strangled her on 45 minute
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•

•

•

•

•

ride. Daughter suicidal. Perpetrator’s drunk assaults not addressed; arrested with
No-Contact Order in place recently.
Victims treated poorly by responding officers; perpetrators being treated better
than victims
o On victim’s Protection Order, she listed truck. Perpetrator came and took truck,
she called Yelm Police Dept, then Nisqually, then sheriff. She was told she
would have to steal it back (snickering/insensitive/inappropriate response).
o Victim was called over 150 times from jail; Corrections Officer response: “I don’t
know what you want me to do lady. I can’t babysit 400 inmates.” There was a
No-Contact Order in place.
Poor/unrepresented parties not treated equally (preference to parties with
attorneys)
o People with money treated better in court
o People with attorneys have the advantage in court.
o “If you’re not represented by an attorney, you’re not really noticed and no one
helps you to be heard.”
Court continuances – court not respecting people’s time
o Lost 4 days of work without pay – 1) Temporary Protection Order, 2) second
court date respondent’s attorney didn’t show, 3) then continuance, 4) then
Protection Order ordered for one year.
o Court didn’t honor victim’s time. She has gone 3 times for permanent Protection
Order, still not permanent. Lots of continuances for unknown reasons. Court
doesn’t see the defendant is manipulating the system; keeps granting
continuances. Frustrating. Multiple judges hearing case. New judge doesn’t
know history from old judge.
Judicial demeanor
Not Just a Footnote
o Judge was intimidating and scary. Made
victim nervous. Judge was really rude
“He said embarrassing sexual
to people. Felt that judge was sick and
things about me in court. Judge
tired of doing Protection Orders.
should have put a stop to that….I
o Bi-polar victim went to court for
won’t try to apply again. It was a
Protection Order. So upset in court she
humiliating experience.”
couldn’t explain what she needed.
Humiliated in court and denied the order. (victim had been arrested by sheriff’s
office as abuser) Perpetrator said humiliating things about sexual relation in court
and judge did not put a stop to it.
o No accountability in court system; need more education/awareness dealing with
emotionally/psychologically/physically abused
women. Doesn’t trust court or Guardian Ad
Not Just a Footnote
Litems (unsympathetic, unknowledgeable,
condescending).
“No one at Superior Court
o “If you have problem with judge, there’s
new (sic) where family
nothing you can do.” Recommend second
court was. They sent me to
judge for quality control, checks & balances.
Lacy (sic). Lacy said they
had never heard of family
Educated information from officers/court personnel
court. I drove around for 4
o Victim had hard time finding right court
hours and gave up. I’ll try
again tomorrow.”
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•
•

•

•

•

•

o Lack of knowledge and education that officers have about DV
o Superior Court and Lacey Court could not tell her where to go to get Protection
Order. Drove from Yelm, did not get one that day after looking for Family Court
for 4 hours.
Victim lack of knowledge/resources (afraid of telling story in court)
Honoring DV Safety in Court
o Court would not honor victim confidentiality; forced victim to provide address to
offender (carries heroin)
o Perpetrator in court was visibly angry. This was very intimidating – causing
anxiety/shaking having to be in same courtroom with him. In trying to get
lifetime Protection Order, he had attorney – she
only got 1 yr Protection Order. He continues to
Not Just a Footnote
hunt with guns. (Court corrections officer in
Family Court but not District Court; Law
“Nobody seems to know
enforcement officer present only in Superior
what jurisdiction I’m in.
Court for prisoners)
They all tell me to call
o Victim had to ask bailiff for help, wished the
someone else. I just want
bailiff had been paying more attention.
help. He always says he will
Safety of Rural Victims
bury me in the backyard and
o Remote rural victims, juggling jurisdictions
no one will ever hear me
may lose track of them.
scream and no one will ever
o Victim called 9-1-1 3-times (2 times to Yelm
find my body. I believe it.”
PD). First time 45 min for response. Second
time took 2 hrs. Third time drove herself
bleeding to Grand Mound sheriff’s office and waited in lobby for 7.5 hrs for
officer (possibly waiting at unmanned substation in Grand Mound). “Nobody
seems to know what jurisdiction I’m in and who to call for help.” Problem:
being funneled off to different jurisdictions.
o Mason County – everyone knew her and her husband. She went to Thurston for
fair shake.
Staff caseloads
o Prosecutors and advocates do not return
Not Just a Footnote
phone calls in a timely manner
“My boyfriend was arrested last
Officer Training
o Victim was called over 150 times from jail;
week. He has called me over
Corrections Officer response: “I don’t know
150 times from [jail]. When I
what you want me to do lady. I can’t
called the jail, they said “I don’t
babysit 400 inmates.” There was a Noknow what you want me to do,
Contact Order in place.
lady. I can’t babysit 400
inmates.” There is a no-contact
Problems with court orders
order. I don’t know what is
o Victim says court-ordered No-Contact
going on with this case. I am
Order causes problems with perpetrator
scared to death he will get out
wanting to see children.
of jail and kill me.”
o Proof of service – after 2 court hearings still
working on service because perpetrator is in
Los Angeles. Victim burden to have service done.
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o Attorney fees in excess of $10,000. Battered for 10 years. Never married.
Perpetrator taking her to court to get half of her retirement. Losing house to legal
fees, 65 yrs old. Doesn’t understand why no DV provisions in these cases. She
only lived with him that long because she was afraid of him. (Cohabitation;
Community property issues)
Suggestions
• Mandatory year-long DV treatment
• Would like DV team in police department trained in DV to respond to DV calls with
victims and children.
• (cross sharing of resources between counties – send conflict cases to other counties and
receive theirs)
• Want judge to listen to both sides equally, follow laws fairly. Feel that judge paid more
attention to other side. In many cases woman is the victim, so judge needs to help
woman be stronger and live better and not use law to punish her.
• Advocates in more courtrooms, need more time to work things through with advocates.
• Need communication between all involved institutions, not them acting separately.
• Court/attorneys/Guardian ad Litems education and awareness of dealing with and
counseling emotionally, psychologically, and/or physically abused women.
• Police should give info about SafePlace initially (they are already required to by law).
The Judicial Survey paints a compelling picture of domestic violence victims confused by the
system and unable to navigate their way to the Protection Orders that they feel are necessary for
their safety. Some victims feel physically unsafe in court and believe that batterers sometimes
receive preferential treatment, particularly when represented by counsel.

LAW ENFORCEMENT/DV ADVOCATE/PROSECUTION TASK FORCE FOCUS
GROUP
A mixed focus group was convened in September 2005 consisting of representatives from the
prosecutor’s office (deputy prosecutor), law enforcement, and DV advocates. Their group
discussion mirrored many of the issues raised in earlier focus groups, including concerns with
courtroom security and judicial discretion (victim bashing by defendants permitted). Results of
the mixed focus group were as follows:
Victim Safety
• Law Enforcement Supervisors not screening police reports for content/completeness; LE
needs to be sure to take statements from witnesses, not always doing that.
• Victims in danger particularly on weekends when they have no access to advocates.
• Victim advocate available by pager would be helpful.
Courtroom Security
• Lack of security in district court
o Victims feel vulnerable
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Offenders known to throw things and scream
People who work in system don’t feel safe
Security doesn’t always arrive when called, or arrives late
Panic buttons controlled only by judge who may be busy/unaware
No metal detectors/screening/monitoring upon entering court
No protocol to handle crisis situations in court
No separation between defendants and victims
1:30 in-custody hearings mixed with Wednesday DV hearings; the mix of DV and
non-DV cases contributes to a chaotic courtroom and is unsafe for victims
o Child in close proximity to dad/offender; intimidated
• Non-verbal communication from defendant to victim allowed during hearing (glaring,
etc.)
• District & superior court major differences in security, judicial demeanor, and courtroom
management (district court problems)
Judicial Training/Demeanor
• Defendants given opportunity to victim bash by judges, especially at sentencing, because
defendants afforded right to speak
• Courts not instructing defendants to limit victim bashing comments
o Other victims from other cases hearing it will recant or not cooperate, change
participation level
o Judges need to be in tune to not ask questions that reinforce defendant’s bashing
• At initial hearings, victim in District Court won’t be seen, but it’s done by camera so
offender may see victim by camera depending on where camera is pointing; judge
sometimes asks from bench whether victim is present but victim doesn’t necessarily want
defendant to know he/she is there.
Marginalized Population Issues
• Law Enforcement needs to have Smith Affidavit translated into other languages
• Non-english speaking victim doesn’t have interpreter
in any courts; Defendant does
Not Just a Footnote
o Victims who don’t speak English don’t know
what’s going on, no resources for them
“I was scared to go to court.
o Court sets hearing in District Court with no
This is my first time….I
arrangement for interpreter; Prosecuting
cannot speak English at all.”
Attorney sets hearing in Superior Court so
they do have interpreters
o Non-English speaking only recourse is to bring friend to interpret for you

68

VICTIM ADVOCATES FOCUS GROUP
Whether in a courtroom or the community, victim advocates provide key support for
victims/survivors.
The military was not part of the Audit, but because there was a military advocate from the TriCounty Victim Advocacy Group participating in the focus group, some military issues did get
raised. (The Tri-County Victim Advocacy Group is a subcommittee of the Thurston County
Domestic Violence Task Force. See Appendix P for an organizational mapping of the Task
Force.)
The question under discussion for the focus group was in regard to law enforcement dealing with
the immediate incident and “in the moment” response. The following is a paraphrasing of the
discussion.
Law Enforcement
Primary Aggressor
• Difficulty assessing primary aggressor. It was acknowledged that front line officers
have a difficult time discerning who the perpetrator is. Part of the time victims end
up getting arrested when there may be a long history of offenses by the perpetrator
against the victim.
• Officers would be better able to determine primary aggressor if they had access to
history or what led up to the incident. For the most part they are not interested in
hearing anything except what this incident was.
• “Smith Affidavit” helps. Not all officers use them or even know what the “Smith
Affidavit” is.
• One case was cited where the victim was arrested, was injured and sat in jail for
several days, she had internal injuries, was offered no interpreter services, she was the
one who called 9-1-1.
• The terminology of the mandatory arrest law is confusing. Officers may erroneously
arrest based on who hit who first.
Victim Impacts
• Once labeled an offender, it is difficult to be taken seriously as a victim at a later
time.
• Victims are pleading guilty just to get the whole thing over with, not realizing the
implications for their future.
• Courts and advocates end up working with a respondent/victim.
• There is a high level of frustration if you ask people to go out of their comfort zone-rigid roles and institutionalized services do not adequately focus on victim needs.
• Victims may be arrested for non-cooperation in a trial- one particular case the victim
spent 5 days in jail prior to the trial.
• Societal expectations of victims place the blame on them (victim blaming).
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•

Court decisions may be based on noncredible/inaccurate information, especially in
the area of seriousness of the crimes and past DV history.

Officer Attitudes/Training Needs
• Victims tell of officers who respond on the scene and begin the investigation by citing
the domestic violence and mandatory arrest laws and then ask the involved parties
what happened.
• Officers ask questions in the presence of the perpetrator.
• Officers not recording the presence of children or asking about the presence of
children.
• Officers not documenting other people who were present during the commission of
the crime.
• Officers not asking for statements from others present.
• Victim information left with the arrested party, confusing the message. Is she the
victim or is she the perpetrator…officers arrest because they are mandated to.
• When law enforcement is called to enforce a violation of an order, the courthouse is
not neutral territory. Law enforcement officers need to be aware that they are
required to act.
• Court officers and private security need to be trained in enforcement of court orders
in the courtroom; develop protocols for responding.
• Often law enforcement do not think they need to enforce the violation, i.e., arrest.
Technology
• A consistent method of passing on info to other officers does not exist.
Perpetrator Manipulation of System
• It was noted that abusers purposely instigate an incident and do so with great
regularity. They are building a history for themselves as the victim.
• Perpetrators are more educated today- the officers get manipulated by the
perpetrators.
• A case was cited where the perpetrator purposefully hit his own head, sustaining
injury to make the actual victim appear to be the primary aggressor.
• Protection Order processes- Temporary Orders- common for perpetrator to be
arrested and when released file for an order in civil court against the victim.
Prosecutors
• Court decisions may be based on noncredible/inaccurate information, especially in
the area of seriousness of the crimes and past DV history.
• Prosecutors do not always evaluate the cases well.
• When mutual combat is cited the injuries are not taken into account- a slap vs. a
broken nose-the Prosecutor not recognizing the difference.
• Even when the responding officer does it right, others in the system mess up.
• At District Court level Prosecutors are not required to ask for victim advocate
feedback/victim feedback. Prosecutors may not use victim impact statement at the
appropriate time in the proceedings.
• Attorneys have little, if any, accountability to anyone for their case decisions.
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There are some good Prosecutors who get it.
The use of Material Witness warrants against victims are being questioned as
advisable.
Offender Accountability
• Prosecutors willing to let offenders off with just a fine.
• There are wide discrepancies in resolution from Prosecutor to Prosecutor.
• There are wide differences in sentences sought by prosecutors.
Victim Impacts
• There is a definite status/power problem in attorneys who exclude victim
advocate input/feedback. It becomes an ego issue to the detriment of the victim.
Prosecutorial Attitudes
• There is a difference between community and criminal-based advocates and this
is seen in the treatment of advocates. An instance was cited where if Prosecutors
wanted to be demeaning and belittle advocacy attempts within the legal system
they would call the legal advocates “community advocates”.
• Prosecutors are clear for the most part, they either respect or do not respect
advocates.
• Attorneys may have a resistance against advocates.
• Prosecutors ignore victim advocates input/feedback.
•
•

Protection Orders
• In cases where dual Protection Orders are issued, the female victim is the one who
gets evicted from her home.
• A suggestion was made for the bench to restate the definition of the order and make
sure the appropriate orders are issued…court personnel are telling victim to get the
wrong orders.
• Protection Order processes- Temporary Orders- common for perpetrator to be
arrested and when released file for an order in civil court against the victim.
• Enforcement of orders depends upon the victim recording orders from other states
and jurisdictions in this county at the appropriate office. (Also, it was noted by an
Audit Team Member in law enforcement ride-alongs that rural officers must drive to
Thurston County Sheriff’s Office to have criminal No-Contact Orders entered into the
system.)
• Contrary to best practice victims in this county are held responsible for transporting
orders to the appropriate offices for serving/filing.
Court Resources/Training
• Municipal courts are not always open and Protection Orders can only be accessed at
certain times.
• Orders are pretty much “cookie cutter”.
• Templates for Orders contain language like “Anger Management” and are not up-todate on the definitions of “Treatment Evaluations vs. Intervention Assessments”.
Valuing Advocacy Services
• When an attorney has been assigned to a victim often the attorney refuses the services
of an advocate.
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The criminal arena has very strict rules about what an advocate can say or do.
Not all judges or commissioners respect the expertise or value of an advocate in
court.
Municipal courts do not have the services of a victim advocate; civil Protection Order
court only has a SafePlace advocate. The SafePlace advocate can only work with
victims who access SafePlace services i.e. call the crisis line and ask for legal
advocacy services.
In District Court, it was observed that people had more of a chance to speak (people
included victim advocates, offender, witnesses, etc). In Superior Court, Judge may
ask the advocate to speak through the Prosecutor.
There exists inconsistent deference to the Advocate.
Judges often overlook the potential role of the advocate and choose to ask questions
directly to the victim.
Advocates are frustrated with not being able to be the voice for victims in court when
asked to do so by the victim.

Marginalized Victims
Interpreters
• Law should provide separate interpreters to the victim and the offender.
• Male interpreters may interpret differently than female interpreters.
Law Enforcement
• A case involved a Spanish-speaking victim who was hit in the stomach and was afraid
to leave and did not trust the police.
• When working with Asian communities (or communities where English is not their
primary language) often the officer speaks to the person who speaks the most
English; this is often the perpetrator and the victim gets arrested because she cannot
tell her story.
• Officers often use children as interpreters.
Court
• An advocate cites the case of the non English speaking victim who came to court
asking for an order to be dropped and during the proceedings the court questioned the
perpetrator and asked questions he did not understand and the perpetrator answered in
a manner that was inaccurate due to his lack of understanding- end result the victim
was arrested due to his testimony.
• A case of a victim was cited- an Asian woman did all the “right and cooperative”
things in response to her assault but later asked that the order be dropped as she relied
upon his family for childcare.
Prosecution
• It is difficult to get convictions when the victim is male.
Military
• Military circumstances are more difficult to negotiate for the victim of military
personnel. The military perpetrator is allowed to stay in barracks housing with the
children.
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Military advocates receive a “blotter” (police report) to indicate follow-up for
victims. When a soldier is arrested off post, local jurisdictions are supposed to send a
copy of the blotter to a liaison who then notifies key people at military installation.
However, some jurisdictions wait until report is complete before sending to liaison this sometimes means up to a month's delay in the report eventually reaching the key
military people.
As everywhere, there is a definite lack of translation and interpretation services for
victims on military bases.
Military perpetrators have a support network that victims lack.
Lots of training for military personnel needed on domestic violence issues.

Mandatory Arrest/Dual Arrest
• A case was cited where one incident was compartmentalized. The actual perpetrator
was cited and allowed to stay with the child and the actual victim was arrested.
Attitudes/Training
• Common rhetoric from officers was to let the “courts sort it out.”
• Most officers believe that there is no discretion in the current law…someone is
going to jail.
Victim Safety
Confidentiality
• In smaller jurisdictions everyone knows everyone.
Notification
• There is no notification to victims when
Not Just a Footnote
charges are dropped.
• Often notification to victim does not
“I wish there was a way that they
happen post-sentencing.
could not have the person that
• The Jail does not have a “tickler system”
assaulted you in the same
for release notification.
courtroom. To get protection, I
• There is no notification of transfer to
had to go through anxiety,
Options Programs.
shaking, and emotional responses
• There is no notification if there is a
following seeing him in person.”
transfer out of the jurisdiction.
• Victims are not told when the Order will
be served…creates a risk to their safety.
• Critical problem is lack of Jail notification to victims upon release or past one
week of release.
Courtroom Security
• There are security issues in the courtrooms and the separation of the offender and
the victim are not seen to well. Not “contained” well.
• When a court changes judges, the rules change for advocates. The hidden signals,
or “code talk”, devised between an advocate and judge for communicating
sensitive victim issues are lost.
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Judges often shout out to the victim in the courtroom for their input. (It is
important at this point for the victim to appear separate from the court
proceedings, if possible for safety’s sake).
Officer-involved Domestics
• Officer-involved domestics create a problematic area for victim advocates and
victims. Issues are officers using firearms for work (double standard- Federal,
state and local exemptions may apply).
• Changes in Identity and Address Changes are less likely to be effective means of
victim safety for officer-involved domestics. Officers have easier access to
records and intelligence on the victim. Victims report they always find her.
• On the Civil PO side, courts seem to spend more time in delays for the issuance of
Protection Orders if the offender is an officer of any kind, including Corrections
Officers.
• The courts seem to spend more time on the employment issues, retirement issues,
the right to bear firearms etc.
• The focus lies on consequences of issuing the Protection Order on the offender
and less on providing victim safety.
• Thus the victim is re-victimized over and over by the judicial officer hearing the
case.
• Officers carry more credibility in the system than victims.
• Media coverage (e.g., Brame) becomes a double-edged sword for victims. The
lives of victims become very public.
•

Judicial Training/Discretion
• In Superior Court the two female judges were seen attending local conferences;
the male judges were not.
• Judges have been known to be openly offensive to victims requiring the burden of
evidence fall upon them and not paying attention to the offenders.
• During sentencing the Advocate can speak, courtrooms are not respectful to the
victim, lawyers milling around and talking, in way of sight between victim and
the judge.
• In small jurisdictions, courtrooms are chaotic and people are not identified.
• Victims can sit for hours (3 or more) and should be moved to the front of the
docket out of consideration. Attorneys do it to accommodate other Attorneys’
schedules.
• Rulings are so subjective based upon appearance, status.
• In regard to sentencing and perpetrator intervention counseling- only State
Certified programs following the Standards of Care should be allowed by the
Courts.
• Suggestions for education from the bench include DV Counseling- What is it?
• Need consistent judicial application regarding surrendering firearms. Victim
sometimes has to request removal (Order of Surrender of Firearms).
Court System
• Courts need to educate victims; Advocates need to educate victims.
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Sanctions and alternatives to Jail are not favored by Victim Advocates- Options,
Good Time, Concurrent Time all send the wrong message to the perpetrators.
Resources
• There exists NO Probation in many municipalities and the County Probation system
is seriously under staffed and under-trained in Domestic Violence issues.
•

Possible Solutions
• Are faxed copies of the Protection Order legal? If so, why can’t the issuing Judge fax
the Order to law enforcement to be served?
• Kent has a separate Protection Order Unit, separate from the Courts.
• Every Court needs an Advocate.
• Our Courts need someone to do a thorough Pretrial Investigation on perpetrators.
• Use of double speak is helpful between the judges and victim advocates. This should
be discussed ahead of time in trouble shooting meetings, if possible. Especially
important in potentially lethal cases.
Defense Attorney Experiences
• In regard to Defense Attorneys- Victim Advocates can sometimes get more
information from the Defense Attorney than the Prosecuting Attorney.
• Victim Advocates report a good relationship with Office of Appointed Council,
usually.
• Private Attorneys can be very abusive and have been noted to use very abusive namecalling during interviews- such as calling the victim a “cunt”.
Children’s Issues
Safety
• When children are testifying at trial they should be brought in a back door.
• Moms are often caught in legal battles they lose, especially when charges of child
molestation are levied against fathers. They can’t afford attorneys and dad often gets
custody of the children.
• In regard to children’s issues, Judges do not recognize the abuse against mom as
abuse against the children. Visitation rights and custody are given to the abuser.
• The culture of Family Court is to protect parental rights at any cost.
Testimony
• Ages of children testifying are as young as 7-8 years old.
• Teens are very difficult to get to testify against their fathers.
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Services Rendered:
A Rural Advocate’s Story
Yesterday I heard a very moving story in our [rural] Support Group. One participant, who has
been on the quiet side, decided that she had something to say. She began her story by saying that
her experiences with abuse have been difficult for her to talk about, and that she has even felt
like she has never had anytime to cry about them.
She cried. She cried and cried...then, she said:
"I hope that the SafePlace lady…knows what a difference she made to me. I was so scared, I
hadn't slept for days. It has been five years since I left, but I still shake at the thought of him.
When she stood next to me in court, I felt safe, and I felt understood, and I felt, for the first time,
like I had support. After all of these years, that he has turned my own friends and my church
congregation and neighbors against me with his charisma...I felt like I was going to make it for
the first time. I felt like I could do this. Afterward, we talked for a while and [my advocate] told
me about SafePlace services. I never knew SafePlace had so many services! I knew about the
shelter, but there is so much more! I would have left a lot sooner if I would have known. I've
been to the legal clinic, and now I'm learning so much in this class. I want to learn to teach my
children about respect and equality. I want to someday stand beside other survivors like [my
advocate] did. That is my ultimate goal."
I almost cried, too. The other ladies cried and expressed how SafePlace has empowered them and
offered support that has gotten them through. They asked that I thank you all at the shelter, the
crisis line, the legal service team, and all who work to make this place great! Wow. I am so
proud of SafePlace, and I am so grateful to get to be a part of it. Thank you all for the amazing
work that you do.
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DEFENSE BAR FOCUS GROUP
Members of the Defense Attorney Bar participated in a focus group in November 2004,
facilitated by Tumwater’s City Attorney. The Defense Bar consists of private practice attorneys
who regularly represent those accused of committing domestic violence offenses. Defense
attorneys bring to the table not only the perspective of a potentially innocent defendant, but also
human concern for the victim and the societal implications of the adversarial court process.
General questions were asked about what was working and what wasn’t working in the current
court system. The following comments were paraphrased from the original statements and may
not be verbatim records.
Comments immediately arose concerning the goal of the focus group. Is it to hold the offender
accountable? Is it to reduce the incidents of domestic violence? Constitutional rights vs. the
concerns of society? Ultimately, problems raised by the defense focus group touched on all
three.
Societal/Criminal Justice System
• Society’s conflicting valuation of domestic violence makes it difficult for focus group to
identify problems free of their perspective.
• The criminal justice system is not designed to answer societal concerns. It is an
adversarial system that has conflicting goals.
• In criminal court, especially, Defense is concerned with protection of “loss of liberty”
interests and not with societal concerns regarding domestic violence (not with safety of
victims etc).
• The criminal justice system is not equipped to ensure the safety of victims.
• A varying definition of domestic violence in the community leads to confusion.
• Would be useful and helpful to have an agreed upon definition of what constitutes DV.
• There has to be accommodation for victims and perpetrators who want to continue their
relationship. The system does not currently respond to them well.
• DV system is seen as a political machine, some discussion of a sociological,
psychological and justice approach needed. Seen as a “movement”.
• Defense Bar needs to continue discussion with larger community:
o Clarify goals – reduce recidivism, treatment, social concerns
o Recidivism reduction was favored goal
o Design system with goals in mind
o Having a facilitator for discussions was recommended
Beliefs
Victims
• 80% of victims want to have contact with the offender.
• Generally great concern for DV victims.
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Perpetrators
• Most women defendants are seen as victims acting out of being pushed to the limits of
humanity.
• “True” batterers are highly manipulative hence true victims are not good witnesses. The
system further victimizes the victim if the perpetrator is not convicted and not likely to
report the offenses a second time.
• Sanctions push their clients to the limits of human endurance and it may even increase
lethality.
Court
• In regard to the Judicial Protocol, recently drafted, it is limited to the response after
conviction and to non-compliance issues. The protocol limits judicial discretion. The
attorneys found it to be “highly flawed”.
Treatment & Evaluation
• One attorney disagrees with the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) interpretation
of the treatment statutes. The WAC does not prevent an evaluation from being done.
• One attorney believes there should be treatment options stated in the WAC. For instance,
alcohol and drug treatment.
Mandatory Arrest/Primary Aggressor:
• It is presumed that officers have the correct training.
• It is better for the officer to be able to use their discretion.
• It seems most officers are more familiar with the law as it applies to boyfriend/girlfriend
(intimate partner violence) rather than family member violence.
Prosecution
• Often the Prosecution holds the defining cards in the case.
• Often Prosecutors victimize the victim by prosecuting the batterer.
• Prosecutors need discretion not to prosecute everything.
• Some DV cases referred to as “BS” cases. There was an interest in seeing the “BS” cases
dropped.
Multi-jurisdictional Issues
• Private deals being made (stipulations and continuances) are problematic due to
inconsistencies between jurisdictions.
Mandatory Arrest/Primary Aggressor:
• Defense Bar is concerned with the “mandatory arrest” laws. Offender accountability
varies depending on jurisdiction where the offense occurred.
• Private attorneys see discrepancies in the implementation of the mandatory arrest and
primary aggressor laws and how that plays out unfairly for their clients. It creates an
unequal playing field for inadequate and un-knowledgeable implementation of the
primary aggressor law.
Bail Setting
• There seems to be no rhyme or reason for bail-setting.
• One court set bail at $300,000.00 for in Defense eyes a minor case. Then turned around
for a more egregious crime and set the bail less.
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•

Huge discrepancy between District Court, Superior Court, and Municipal courts in bailsetting.

Lifting No-Contact Orders
• Differences between jurisdiction and agencies in regard to lifting No-Contact Orders.
• Difficult to get a No-Contact Order lifted without pleading guilty.
• Some treatment providers will not write letters to lift the orders.
Education/Training
• Victims get conflicting messages from Child Protective Services, Prosecuting Attorney,
Advocates.
• One Defense Attorney used the terms “anger management”.
• Education on differentiating domestic violence issues from alcohol/drug issues.
Defendant Rights
• Domestic violence cases should be considered case by case and protective of
constitutional rights (loss of liberty).
• All cases should be proven by the prosecution.
• Often defense clients want to plea to the charge just to have it over and they do not
realize what that means in terms of reflecting the rest of their lives. There is no sense
(rationale) to the differences.
• Judges need to educate from the bench more about the consequences of pleading guilty.
• There was a definite opinion based upon experience that their clients enter the system
with a presumption of guilt and that they come out on the other end with excessive
restrictions.
Treatment
• Seems to be a “cookie cutter” approach to DV perpetrator treatment.
• There was sentiment expressed that the treatment system had a hard time responding to
the specifics of the case.
• Treatment created better batterers. Treatment was almost never successful.
• Everyone receives the same level of treatment. This can cause financial hardship and
even create a system of increased noncompliance because their clients/offenders cannot
afford the treatment.
• In comparison, sex offender treatment has varying degrees of treatment.
• Defense Bar sees the majority of their clients going outside the county for DV services.
• In District Court, the Judges use out-of-county, certified providers.
• There is no agreement in the DV field on what works and does not work.
• “Black balling” treatment providers in other counties limits defendant’s treatment
options.
Evaluation
• Perpetrators are evaluated for amenability to DV treatment by the same provider who
administers treatment.
• Defense Bar is not in favor of an “Independent Court Evaluator” suggested in the Judicial
Protocol. They stated that the proposed position would not be truly “Independent” in
nature because of the tie to the court system.
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•
•
•
•

There is a need within the current structure to rename the “DV Evaluation”.
Define/clarify “Evaluations” pre-adjudication.
The attorneys cited the fact that they never see an evaluation come back with “No
Significant Problem”.
One Attorney reiterated several times that they should be able to trust the
“professionalism” of the therapists that are doing the evaluations.

Legislation
• One attorney would like “stipulations and continuances” included in legislation for
criminal DV cases.
• In District Court they remarked the court could prosecute domestic violence cases under
existing Assault statutes.
Primary Aggressor Law
• There was a suggestion to lobby through the professional organization to change the
Primary Aggressor law, but sentiment was that the legislature would not backtrack at this
point on legislation.
Other Issues
• Family Treatment Court was cited as having no representation of clients.
• Specialty DV Court had divided but favorable support.
o Goals of court – accountability or societal concerns?
o Possible tendency of staff to become jaded over time
o Different dynamics from drug court model in that there is an identifiable victim in
DV cases.
o Most were for the specialty court if “set up right”.
o There was interest expressed to see what was working in other counties and states.
o City/county would save $$
o Definite political upside to creating one for elected officials
o It would mean a one stop shop for DV creating a savings in time translating to
dollar savings.
o They see a treatment court approach as less damaging than the current criminal
system.
o They acknowledged their roles would change in a therapeutic court setting.
o They see District Court and Domestic Violence Court as two different entities. A
concern regarding the “innocent” being steered toward DV Court. Most of the
cases they see as “he said/she said” cases.
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COURTS & PROSECUTION EMERGING THEMES
Pursuing a remedy in court is a traumatic process for victims. It may be their first time in court.
They may struggle to find it. They may not speak good English. They will likely see their abuser;
their abuser may even assault them in the courthouse.
Through all of this, the quality of victims’ interactions with judges, prosecutors, defenders, and
advocates will set the tone of victims’ experiences. Victims may be given erroneous information.
They may experience victim bashing in the courtroom. They may have to come back repeatedly.
They may not get the order of protection they seek. The offender may be ordered to DV
treatment and then not complete it. Or, an advocate may be there to hold their hand and guide
them through the process. They may have a sympathetic judge and prosecutor who explain what
is happening to them. They may get the protection they seek. They may feel safe for the first
time.
For those victims who have made their 9-1-1 call, received law enforcement assistance, and
made it to the stage of seeking a court remedy, there are steps that can be taken to make the
process as just as possible.
Major problems noted in the court system in this phase of the Audit included the following:
•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Prosecutors and judges have less direct accountability and more potential conflicts of
interest due to varying roles in different jurisdictions.
Court handling of conflicting orders (No existing agreement between Superior and
Municipal Court regarding resolution of conflicting orders)
Judicial training and accountability
Victim bashing in the courtroom; perpetrators allowed to manipulate system. Different
Judges/Commissioners managed their Courtrooms differently, exposing the victim to
intimidation and threats from the offender and/or his family and friends.
Private security/court security corrections officers, law enforcement response to DV or
Protection Order/No-Contact Order violations in the courtroom; informing citizens,
training officers to recognize DV violation in progress, make courts safe, etc.
Safety of the public and all participants in the courtroom; lack of metal detectors in
District Court
Rising caseloads
Inconsistent bail-setting among Courts
Repeated court scheduling of continuances
Court scheduling of contested hearings for DV cases; victim has to wait in courthouse
until the end of the court calendar
Lack of interpreters for victims in hearings
Need for more advocates; lack of victim education about system and how to navigate it
(lack of victim advocate in the Municipal Courts to guide victim through the system)
Children are often overlooked in the process and their testimony is discounted.
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The reader is also referred to Phase 3: Intersecting Points, Rural/Underserved Populations. A
survey of rural victims revealed similar concerns with victim safety and offender accountability.
Their remote location or other barriers such as language or disabilities make it even harder for
them to access services. When courts address specialized needs, such as through the provision of
interpreters or advocates, access to justice is increased.
Not Just a Footnote
“I would like to thank the court
for hearing my case and
protecting myself and my
daughter from being harassed and
stalk (sic) on a daily basis.”
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Phase 2: Arraignment to Sentencing
REHABILITATION & TREATMENT
OVERVIEW
Victim safety and offender accountability concerns do not end once a Protection Order is
received or a perpetrator is sentenced. Even while incarcerated or while on probation, the
offender may still have access to the victim and continue to victimize him or her.
The jury is also still out on the appropriateness and effectiveness of treatment alternatives in
preventing future abuse. Despite an accumulation of studies evaluating programs for domestic
violence offenders, there are few rigorous studies and conclusions cannot yet be made about
intervention effectiveness.17
For purposes of this Audit, time and resources did not permit us to fully post-sentencing issues.
However, in this section we briefly present findings in regards to the jail and the Thurston
County Jail Options (work release) program, and observations from DV Perpetrator Treatment
Program group sessions.

REHABILITATION & TREATMENT AUDIT METHODOLOGY
Jail Interviews
Audit Team Members interviewed jail staff about the booking process. An interview was also
conducted with a staff member in regards to the Thurston County Jail Options Program, which
provides work release options for inmates who qualify.
DV Treatment Observations
Three Audit Team Members sat in on group sessions run by one of the two certified DV
Treatment Providers in Thurston County.
Consolidated Issues
Rehabilitation and treatment issues that were raised elsewhere in this Audit are reproduced and
discussed here.

JAIL INTERVIEWS
Interviews with jail staff indicate that they have seen a rise in the number of females arrested for
domestic violence. In a setting where males and females remain physically separated and

17

Saunders, D.G. & Hamill, R.M. (2003). Violence Against Women: Synthesis of Research on Offender
Interventions. National Institute of Justice. (http://www.ncjrs.org/pdffiles1/nij/grants/201222.pdf)
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participate in separate programming, a larger female population has the potential to shift scarce
jail resources.
Problems noted in the Jail include the following:
Database Resources
• Thurston County Jail does not have access to SCOMIS, the Superior Court case database.
• Jail has limited access to some information in the Prosecutors’ files due to confidentiality
issues.
• No behavior history is available to the jail staff, which would help them anticipate potential
problems with domestic violence offenders. Any prior institutional information would be
helpful.
Offender Phone Access
• Phone system in jail allows calls to cell phones but then there is no way to monitor those.
• Not all calls are recorded. As noted earlier, one victim reported being called over 150 times
from jail when there was a No-Contact Order in place. The Corrections Officer response: “I
don’t know what you want me to do lady. I can’t babysit 400 inmates.”
Staff Training
• The Jail would like better communication with the victim advocates. Jail staff noted that no
training is provided to jail staff from SafePlace or from victim advocates programs. Most
staff believes alcohol causes DV.
Jail staff sees the Jail facility as a safe holding place while offenders are processed for court.
Beyond booking and holding, however, once offenders are incarcerated, they raise additional
dangers for victims. One major concern is risk to victim safety for offenders who participate in
the Jail Options program. To explore this further, a Jail Options staff was interviewed.

JAIL OPTIONS
An interview was conducted with the Thurston County Jail Options Program. The Jail Options
program provides inmates with alternatives to incarceration, such as work release or electronic
home monitoring. Issues that arose out of the interview are described below.
Jail Notifications
• Problem with jail not having the most current victim phone numbers.
• Jail notification paperwork needs to follow defendant to Options program from general
population.
• Jail has own notification form they fill out at request of community member. Feeling
from jail staff is those work better.
• Feeling is some victims do not care that inmates are being released. Feedback was that
some victims say things like “oh, I will be there to pick him up.”
• Jail is supposed to notify victim if inmate escapes, but this may not always happen.
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•

Jail web site updated hourly (http://www.co.thurston.wa.us/corrections) , but there are
technical difficulties at times.

Limited Resource Information
• Inmates only offered job resources if allowed work release; no other resource information
(e.g., treatment programs, etc.) is given to work release inmates. Inmates are allowed to
participate in treatment and/or counseling while on Jail Options yet are not given
information.
• No safety measures or policies like SafePlace are in place for female inmates who are
being abused (e.g., female inmates abused in jail or while on Options).
• Inmates do not have access to the extensive mental health services in the jail, but do have
a staff member available to help them coordinate outside services. Staff states rarely see
that, because inmates do not disclose mental health issues.
• Some high-risk inmates given more attention, as far as administrative staffing to see if
they qualify for Options. Feedback was that hardly any inmate ends up not qualifying.
• On the positive side, Chemical Dependency Program (CDP) and Domestic Violence
Offender Program (DVOP) counselors maintain close contact with Options staff re:
inmate’s behavior and compliance with UA’s etc.
Offender Monitoring
• Risk assessment completed by Options staff. This is done with 8 question interview.
Criminal history also taken into consideration and current charges. Problem with predisposition work release is current crime does not come into play, because inmate is
presumed innocent. Staff stated behavior does not play too much into it. Feeling was the
inmates are being given privilege, so they do not act out. No laws in place to govern who
qualifies, according to crimes convicted of.
• Transition for general population is a couple days. Transition for out of custody is at
least two weeks to begin jail sentence. Judges’ expectation is that inmate begin sentence
within 72 hours, but that is not happening.
• Inmates without jobs will be given 10 day work search and a waived fee. Inmates not
able to find a job are often given extensions. They are given travel time. Can be out of
custody 24 hours a day. After 2 weeks of good behavior are given a 4 hour pass and then
eventually 8 hours a week.
• Security is based on three levels. The only offenders at Level Three are sex offenders
and CDP and DVOP participants. Level Three offenders on Jail Options have two phone
check-ins and one field visit per month. DV perpetrators who do not participate in the
chemical dependency or domestic violence programs do not get a Level Three rating;
Level One offenders have one phone check per month at the work place. Level Two
have two phone check-ins.
• Employer knows inmate serving jail sentence, but not crime information.
• Staff knowledge of offender crime is limited.
Electronic Home Monitoring
• Inmates are required to have job to participate in EHM, unless primary caretaker,
disabled, or retired.
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•
•

There are laws in place to govern who qualifies for EHM, based on crime convicted of.
No check in with staff for inmates.

Day Jail/Day Reporting
• Rarely seen in DV cases, based on Judge’s sentence.
Escape
• No policy in place to prevent inmate convicted of escape from participating again in
Options program, unless ordered by the Judge.
Noticeable Gaps in Service
• Poor coordination between systems.
• Interpretation of Judges orders very tricky. All up to human interpretation. Inconsistent
follow through of orders.
• No internal policies re: who is eligible, disciplinary actions,
• All programs cost money. Difficult for inmates to begin counseling, pay child support,
etc. while on Options, because of financial burden.
• No monitoring of inmates on Options for victim safety.
• Poor risk assessment.
• Lack of empathy and understanding of DV dynamics.
• Pressure to get inmates out of general population.

DV TREATMENT OBSERVATIONS

Some offenders receive probation in lieu of incarceration and participate in state-certified DV
Treatment Programs in the community. Any DV treatment program that wishes to be a referral
source for court must be state certified. Upon successful application and certification, the
treatment program then makes it onto a list which the courts use to refer DV offenders to
treatment. The specific requirements for a certified DV treatment program are contained in
RCW 70.96A.090 and Chapter 388-60 WAC. DV treatment provider Standards of Care are
presented in Appendix Q.
An Audit Team Member observed group treatment provided by a treatment provider, including a
Men’s DV group and a Women’s DV group. It should be noted that only one of the two existing
certified DV treatment programs was observed; the other treatment program offers its own
treatment regimen that will differ from the one described here. However, both treatment
providers are bound by the same RCW requirements governing state certification of DV
treatment programs.
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Characteristics of the program observed included the following:
Offender Accountability
• Contract with the treatment provider outlines expectations of successful treatment
• Minimum 52 weeks of therapy, minimum of 26 consecutive group sessions, full payment,
and completion of homework assigned
• Peers involved in deciding if an offender is ready to graduate
• Offender whose authenticity in acknowledging full responsibility is doubted is required
to complete a polygraph in order to graduate
• Offender writes a letter to victim describing what offender did and accepting
responsibility
• Offenders use anger logs and positive self-talk
• Offenders must refer to victim as “the victim”
Victim Safety
• Victims contacted by phone or mail when an offender enrolls in treatment
• Provider searchers for victim location if unknown
• Victim is given resource information for victim’s services, a safety packet, and
information about no-contact and other protective orders.
• The treatment provider offers to act as an intermediary in No-Contact Orders and assist
victims with adding, resending, or modification orders to assure safety.
• The treatment provider offers the victim supportive services if the victim is not feeling
safe at any time during the offender’s treatment.
• Providers notify victims following completion of treatment.
Men’s and women’s groups
• One observer found that the women’s group accepted responsibility more than the men’s
group
• An observer of a second women’s group found that most women felt they were the
victims and blamed the other party or past abuse or medical issues.
The first observer felt that the women’s group did not appear to have the same struggles getting
past accountability that the men’s did. In the men’s group more than half were blaming the
victim, police, or others and only one participant offered full responsibility; in the women’s
group not one person blamed the victim or police and three-quarters of the group blamed
themselves. The treatment provider suggested the difference is due to gender socialization.
The second observer who attended another women’s session thought that most of the women
participants blamed their actions on the other party or past abuse or medical issues. The observer
felt that a lot of the blame was placed on the victim of the incident and that the participants were
convinced that they themselves were the true victims. One possibility is that there might have
been more dual or erroneous arrestees in this women’s group, but that is only speculation.
In talking with the providers, interns, and support staff of the certified DV treatment program,
one of the observers walked away with the impression that this service provider views domestic
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violence from multiple perspectives, is educated about dynamics, and does indeed have
accountability and safety in mind when developing programming and facilitating groups. As
noted above, this does not speak to what Thurston County’s other certified DV perpetrator
treatment program may be like.
This Audit did not explore whether Thurston County’s treatment programs have any significant
effect in deterring future abuse when the offenders complete their treatment programs. This is an
important question that must be addressed before the impact of sentencing an offender to the DV
perpetrator treatment programs can be known. As the second observer commented, “I also think
a few of them are just biding their time and though they are learning something, may not apply it
to the next incident since they are convinced they are the true victim.”

CONSOLIDATED TREATMENT ISSUES
The following points are issues regarding DV perpetrator treatment that were raised elsewhere in
this Audit.
Court Observations
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mandatory drug and alcohol treatment ordered as routine intervention in DV cases, as
opposed to DV perpetrator treatment.
Court did not specify State Certified Perpetrator Treatment (“Mandated Counseling”)
No sanctions for offenders out of compliance with orders. Most of the noncompliance
was for court-ordered perpetrator treatment.
Court uses broad terms like “anger management/anger treatment”.
For cases involving noncompliance, perpetrator’s history and not following through on
treatment were not addressed to any degree.
“Anger management” ordered.
DV treatment not ordered, substance abuse treatment is.
Repeat offenders were not mandated to DV perpetrator treatment.

Judicial survey
Out of 28 respondents, 17 (61%) indicated that after plea/conviction, the offender was placed on
probation or ordered into state mandated DV treatment. Some respondents felt that offender
counseling/treatment helped their situation:
• The judge and prosecutor really listened to the incident, and helped my husband get
counseling.
• Getting him treatment (help) and keeping him away from me.
Others found the court response ineffective:
• No he re-offended, even after doing everything the court required.
• Nothing changed.
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One respondent suggested that ordering mandatory year-long DV treatment would help.

Victim Advocates Focus Group
•

Templates for Orders contain language like “Anger Management” and are not up-to-date
on the definitions of “Treatment Evaluations vs. Intervention Assessments”.

Defense Attorneys Focus Group
Treatment
• Seems to be a “cookie cutter” approach to DV perpetrator treatment.
• There was sentiment expressed that the treatment system had a hard time responding to
the specifics of the case.
• Treatment created better batterers. Treatment was almost never successful.
• Everyone receives the same level of treatment. This can cause financial hardship and
even create a system of increased noncompliance because their clients/offenders cannot
afford the treatment.
• In comparison, sex offender treatment has varying degrees of treatment.
• Defense Bar sees the majority of their clients going outside the county for DV services.
• In District Court, the Judges use out-of-county, certified providers.
• There is no agreement in the DV field on what works and does not work.
• “Black balling” treatment providers in other counties limits defendant’s treatment
options.
Evaluation
• Perpetrators are evaluated for amenability to DV treatment by the same provider who
administers treatment.
• Defense Bar is not in favor of an “Independent Court Evaluator” suggested in the Judicial
Protocol. They stated that the proposed position would not be truly “Independent” in
nature because of the tie to the court system.
• There is a need within the current structure to rename the “DV Evaluation”.
• Define/clarify “Evaluations” pre-adjudication.
• The attorneys cited the fact that they never see an evaluation come back with “No
Significant Problem”.
• One Attorney reiterated several times that they should be able to trust the
“professionalism” of the therapists that are doing the evaluations.
Other Issues
• Specialty DV Court had divided but favorable support.
o They see a treatment court approach as less damaging than the current criminal
system.
o They acknowledged their roles would change in a therapeutic court setting.
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REHABILITATION & TREATMENT: EMERGING THEMES
From our brief survey of rehabilitation and treatment options for DV offenders post-sentencing,
one thing that is clear is that the issue of victim safety is a huge, unresolved question.
For DV offenders on the Jail Options Program, victims are at considerable risk due to problems
with notifying victims of offender status as well as lack of monitoring of inmates for the
purpose of ensuring victim safety. The minimum supervisory requirement for level 3 offenders
on Jail Options is only two phone calls and one field visit. The Jail Options program offers
benefits to the jail in terms of saving facility space and opportunities for offender rehabilitation,
but it needs to be offered in a way that ensures victim safety.
In regards to electronic home monitoring, Attorney Joan Zorza in Family Law Quarterly gave the
following caution:
Home monitoring or home incarceration IS NOT appropriate in cases where the
defendant has a history of domestic violence and is living with those or other persons
who may be at increased risk as the result of such an action. All due caution must be
taken by court personnel to determine the existence of: 1) Adult or child abuse allegations
or reports; 2) current or prior protective orders involving either of the parties; 3) current
or prior charges and/or arrests for domestic violence related offenses prior to such a
determination, especially since the charge or conviction may not necessarily be domestic
violence related.
Professionals and victims should be aware of the ways the legal system works to protect,
as well as the ways it may fail to protect, the privacy and confidentiality need of these
victims who are striving to stay alive.18
Victim safety mechanisms for certified DV perpetrator treatment programs revealed in this Audit
included only notifying the victim of the offender’s status. Making oversight even more
difficult, municipalities do not have a probation system. The lack of offender accountability was
commented on by victim respondents.
Even when the offender is incarcerated, the victim is not free from victimization when the
offender can reach the victim by phone with no consequences. When offenders commit
additional violations in jail, whether it is abuse of a dual-arrest incarcerated victim or violation of
a No-Contact Order, law enforcement is not always notified of the violations so once again
offender accountability is lacking.
Another emerging theme is the need to educate judges and other court participants on treatment
issues. Problems were observed in court cases where judges ordered routinely ordered substance
18

Zorza, J.. Recognizing and Protecting the Privacy and Confidentiality Needs of Battered Women, Family Law
Quarterly. Summer 1995.
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abuse treatment instead of DV perpetrator treatment. On numerous occasions, judges and
attorneys referred to treatment as “anger management,” yet anger management is very different
from DV treatment. For example, the goal of anger management is to express anger
appropriately, whereas the goal of DV treatment is to end abusive behavior, increase victim
safety, and hold batterers accountable. Assessment and treatment in DV programs are also
geared more specifically toward domestic violence.19 DV treatment has a whole host of
requirements for state certified programs that are governed by Chapter 388-60 WAC (see
Appendix A).
We recommend that one of the first issues explored by any future audit in Thurston County
should be victim safety and offender accountability during the post-sentencing phase.

19

NCDA manual (1997). Anger management vs. Domestic violence treatment. Developed by Joan Zegree & Meg
Crager, Seattle.
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PHASE 3: INTERSECTING POINTS
Specialty Areas:
o Protection Orders
o Children
o Stalking
o Strangulation
o Substance Abuse
Marginalized Populations
o Vulnerable Adults
o Language Barriers
o Rural/Underserved Victims
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Phase 3: Intersecting Points
SPECIALTY AREAS

OVERVIEW
The following sections cover specialty areas that intersect many aspects of the domestic violence
process. Protection Orders and the presence of children are themes that have recurred throughout
the course of this Audit. We also take this opportunity to address common misperceptions
regarding stalking, strangulation, and substance abuse.
No-Contact Orders/Protection Orders
When cases are in our criminal courts in this county, No-Contact Orders are automatically issued
to protect the victim until the court is able to consider the facts about the offense. When cases are
not in criminal court but are considered to be civil matters, the victim can request a temporary,
then permanent order of protection. The Audit has revealed many problems with the Protection
Order system as it exists in Thurston County.
Children
Prior to this year, children as witnesses of domestic violence and the impacts of witnessing
domestic violence have not been closely examined or addressed effectively in Thurston County.
In late 2004, Thurston County began to evaluate the number of children impacted in the county
and the gaps in services to them. An Advisory Committee was formed to further study and
develop a countywide coordinated response to children impacted by domestic violence. The
Audit revealed that there is a lack of data collection and ascertaining the presence of children is
inconsistent in most cases.
Stalking
Many people have misconceptions about what stalking is really about. Stalking is a violent crime
and it most often happens within cases of domestic violence. Stalking refers to harassing or
threatening behavior that an individual engages in repeatedly. Stalking behaviors are serious
indicators of lethality and still remain a difficult crime to prosecute. Stalking is a behavior that
involves repeated acts and on-going victimization of the person being stalked.
Strangulation
Often victims and first responders overlook the seriousness of the impacts of strangulation
(mistakenly referred to as “choking”) on the human body and the psyche of victims. With its
relatively small diameter, lack of bony shielding, and close association of the airway, spinal cord,
and major blood vessels, the human neck is uniquely vulnerable to life-threatening compression
injuries. Resultant injuries lead to obstruction of airways and/or trachea collapse. Symptoms are
often overlooked and minimized by everyone from 9-1-1 operators to police investigators to
judges. Response to this type of crime needs to be elevated in Thurston County.
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often overlooked and minimized by everyone from 9-1-1 operators to police investigators to
judges. Response to this type of crime needs to be elevated in Thurston County.
Substance Abuse
While substance use and abuse does not cause domestic violence, it can exacerbate the situation,
further hindering the ability of the perpetrator to make good choices in the process. In Thurston
County the issues of methamphetamine use and other substances such as alcohol create situations
for the responders that become more complex to handle and increase the need for safety
measures for the police, as well as the victim.

SPECIALTY AREAS AUDIT METHODOLOGY
Issue Consolidation
Issues pertaining to each specialty area that were identified in earlier phases of the Audit are
reproduced here in their respective specialty sections.
Case Text Analysis
The Battered Women’s Justice Project (BWJP) of Minneapolis, Minnesota was contracted to
categorize approximately 35 cases based on intersections with some of the Specialty Areas
(identified in the table below). In all, 37 police files were examined and 23 court case files.
These numbers merely reflect the distribution of cases analyzed and do not indicate the
prevalence of these types of cases within Thurston County.
Number of Cases Involving Each Specialty Area by Jurisdiction
Number NCO/
Strangu- Substance
of Cases PO
lation
Abuse
Police Reports
Bucoda
Rainier
Tenino
Tumwater
Yelm
Sheriff
Total
Court Case Files
Tenino-Rainier-Bucoda
Tumwater
Yelm
Thurston County
Total

4
2
4
7
2
17
37
100%

3
1
1
1

1
2
1

3
9
24%

1
5
14%

2
7
9
5
23
100%

1
4
(8)
(5)
18
78%

3
2
5
22%

4
1
3
3
1
6
18
49%

4
8
2
14
61%
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Phase 3: Intersecting Points
SPECIALTY AREA: PROTECTION ORDERS

Research tells us that Protection Orders work best in jurisdictions where specific and
comprehensive orders are written and law enforcement consistently arrests for violations. The
issuance of mutual orders proves to be ineffective in reducing violence and creates enforcement
difficulties. In reviewing victim/survivor statements in our Audit and the sentiment in other
nationwide studies, orders are only helpful when community resources are linked to and support
legal processes available to a victim. In Thurston County where there may be multiple
jurisdictions and courts involved in one case, there exists duplication and non full faith and credit
issues regarding orders issued. There exists blatant conflicting clauses in these orders which
make the orders unenforceable. Not only is the Order itself flawed, but so is the process a victim
must go through in order to have a temporary or permanent order given, registered and then
served and enforced.
It is particularly troubling to Audit Team Members that every juncture of the system was found
to be flawed, so that at any point along the way a victim could and most likely does fall through
the cracks.

ISSUE CONSOLIDATION
The following is a summary of Protection Order/No-Contact Order problems raised elsewhere in
this Audit:
9-1-1 Tape Analysis
Training/Procedures
• Not asking about Protection Order/probation/parole (1 of 25)
Law Enforcement
Training
• Need adequate training in court orders, to help direct victims to which order to obtain and
where and how to obtain it.
Technology
• Rural officers must drive to Thurston County Sheriff’s Office to have No-Contact Orders
(NCOs) entered into the system
• Time delay entering NCOs into the system between issuance of NCO and charging.
NCOs are not entered into NCIC/WACIC database during prosecutor’s 72 hr. window for
deciding whether to charge suspect.
o Law Enforcement not aware of the new No-Contact Orders, so defendants may
contact victims without consequences.
o Victim safety jeopardized.
o Victim credibility is undermined when reporting violations of orders that can't be
found in WACIC.
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o Burden of proving existence of NCO falls upon victim.
o Victim’s faith in system is undermined.
Court
Conflicting orders
• One court may issue a No-Contact Order and another court may order a Protection
Order, orders may contain different restraints or conflicting information; one order
may not address children, where the second one does.
• Only District Court orders have clause stating that Superior Court orders supercede
lower court orders; municipal court orders do not have that clause. Confusion over
which court order has preference.
• Duplication of efforts
• Confused system leaves victim without protection
• Almost every case in District Court had another court’s order in play.
• Victims lack knowledge about how to ask for dropping of orders when courts have
conflicting orders.
• Protection Orders and No Contact Orders may be in conflict with each other. No
Contact Orders do not include children and victims are left to going to Family Court
to request protection for their children there.
• Not all tribal orders are entered into state and national databases; nonregistered orders
are not honored/given full faith and credit.
Service
• Service of an order varies and the victim is left with the burden of getting an order
served.
• Petitioner’s responsibility to get orders to police agency for service in Thurston. (for
service generally, see RCW 26.50.090)
• It was discovered that Orders filed with the Sheriff’s Office were not being served or
recorded until Prosecution filed charges (up to 72 hours). This left victims without
Protection when they thought they had protection via the Order.
• Enforcement of orders depends upon the victim recording orders from other states
and jurisdictions in this county at the appropriate office. (Also, it was noted by an
Audit Team Member in law enforcement ride-alongs that rural officers must drive to
Thurston County Sheriff’s Office to have criminal No-Contact Orders entered into the
system.)
• Contrary to best practice victims in this county are held responsible for transporting
orders to the appropriate offices for serving/filing.
• Victims are not told when the Order will be served…creates a risk to their safety.
Education – Which Order, Which Court
• Lack of training by court personnel in assisting victims with determining which type
of court order is appropriate and proper procedures.
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•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•

A suggestion was made for the bench to restate the definition of the order and make
sure the appropriate orders are issued…court personnel are telling victim to get the
wrong orders.
District Court is not interviewing/screening for domestic violence and is not referring
victims to the Family Court Advocate for resources and an advocate. AntiHarassment Orders are not sufficient!
Confusion exists around the purpose of the different orders by victims and
practitioners.
Confusion when the court addresses the orders as “Restraining Orders”, not “NoContact Orders.”
One case was referred to as “Consensual Violation” of court order prohibiting
contact.
Lack of training by court personnel in directing victim to appropriate court.
Superior Court and Lacey Court could not tell her where to go to get Protection
Order. Drove from Yelm, did not get one that day after looking for Family Court for
4 hours.
“No contact order is stopping us from getting marriage counseling. He cannot see his
kids.”

Offender Accountability – Enforcement of Orders – Officer Response
• Female petitioner felt order was useless and did not protect her; felt that it was not
enforced and wanted it lifted.
• On victim’s Protection Order, she listed truck. Perpetrator came and took truck, she
called Yelm Police Dept, then Nisqually, then sheriff. She was told she would have
to steal it back (snickering/insensitive/inappropriate response).
• Victim was called over 150 times from jail; Corrections Officer response: “I don’t
know what you want me to do lady. I can’t babysit 400 inmates.” There was a NoContact Order in place.
• Violations of Orders were not being enforced in the Family Court building or out in
the parking lot.
• A Protection Order (or other order) was violated by the abuser by attacking the victim
in the home, but when the police responded they addressed the violation of the
Protection Order rather than the attack.
Consequences
• In cases where dual Protection Orders are issued, the female victim is the one who
gets evicted from her home.
Manipulation of System
• Possible manipulation of system by offenders filing as petitioners – high number of
male petitioners observed using the system.
• Protection Order processes- Temporary Orders- common for perpetrator to be
arrested and when released file for an order in civil court against the victim.
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System Resources/Assistance
• Municipal courts do not have the services of a victim advocate; civil Protection Order
court only has a SafePlace advocate. The SafePlace advocate can only work with
victims who access SafePlace services i.e. call the crisis line and ask for legal
advocacy services.
• Municipal courts are not always open and Protection Orders can only be accessed at
certain times.
• Templates for Orders contain language like “Anger Management” and are not up-todate on the definitions of “Treatment Evaluations vs. Intervention Assessments”.
• Orders are pretty much “cookie cutter”.
Continuances
• Lost 4 days of work without pay – 1) Temporary Protection Order, 2) second court
date respondent’s attorney didn’t show, 3) then continuance, 4) then Protection Order
ordered for one year.
• Court didn’t honor victim’s time. She has gone 3 times for permanent Protection
Order, still not permanent. Lots of continuances for unknown reasons. Court doesn’t
see the defendant is manipulating the system; keeps granting continuances.
Frustrating. Multiple judges hearing case. New judge doesn’t know history from old
judge.
Judicial Training/Discretion
• Judge requesting urine analysis of petitioner at Temporary Protection Order hearing.
• Mandatory drug and alcohol treatment evaluations for victims are being ordered prior
to issuing the victim a Protection Order.
• NCOs inconsistently ordered.
• Court Commissioner disallowed a journal of a nine year old boy who had kept a
record of his father’s beatings and abusive behavior, determining it would be
implausible for a 9 year old boy to keep such a record, in a hearing to secure a
permanent Protection Order.
Judicial Demeanor
• Judge was intimidating and scary. Made victim nervous. Judge was really rude to
people. Felt that judge was sick and tired of doing Protection Orders.
• Bi-polar victim went to court for Protection Order. So upset in court she couldn’t
explain what she needed. Humiliated in court and denied the order. (victim had been
arrested by sheriff’s office as abuser) Perpetrator said humiliating things about sexual
relation in court and judge did not put a stop to it.
Officer-involved Domestics
• On the Civil PO side, courts seem to spend more time in delays for the issuance of
Protection Orders if the offender is an officer of any kind, including Corrections
Officers.
• The focus lies on consequences of issuing the Protection Order on the offender and
less on providing victim safety.
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Lifting No-Contact Orders
• Differences between jurisdiction and agencies in regard to lifting NCOs.
• Difficult to get an NCO lifted without pleading guilty.
• Some treatment providers will not write letters to lift the orders.

CASE TEXT ANALYSIS
Out of 37 police reports, 9 (24%) mentioned Protection Orders or No-Contact Orders. Of the 23
court case files reviewed, 18 (78%) involved Protection Orders or No-Contact Orders. These
numbers merely reflect the distribution of cases analyzed, and should not be interpreted as
indicating the representativeness of these types of cases within Thurston County.
Some of the fact patterns involved in these Protection Order and No-Contact Order cases
illustrate the severity of abuse and extent of some of the dangers involved.
Case Files
•

Dual arrest - Woman said she and boyfriend argued on way home and he ripped her shirt
off. She had to walk home naked from waist up. Boyfriend got home before she did, and
locked door. When she knocked, he pulled her hair and dragged her by hair around house.
He struck her neck with his forearm and she scratched him trying to defend self. Man
says that they argued on the way home and when they got home, girlfriend yelled and
screamed and broke his truck windows with a scissor jack. When he told her to stop, she
scratched his face. Both parties were arrested and charged with DV misdemeanors. It
appears that a No-Contact Order was issued against the female.

•

Recanting - Officer saw woman bleeding from cut over eye. She said she tripped on
concrete steps leading into house. She said she wanted to see her boyfriend; she didn’t
want him to go to jail and couldn’t live without him. She said they’d argued. She said
both had been drinking and had been under stress since moving here. She said she hit his
head and he hit her back. He pushed her, causing her to fall and hit her head on concrete.
Officer asked how she lost her tooth and got red mark on lip. Victim refused to answer
any more questions or make any statements. The boyfriend was charged with 4th degree
DV assault, but the case was later dismissed and the No-Contact Order lifted, with a note
from the judge that if the victim approached court and requested that order be reissued,
the judge would reissue it.

•

Weapon threats and substance abuse - In possible poisoning case, probable cause was
not determined. However, prior to speaking with officer, victim had applied for
Protection Order. Application stated that suspect is alcoholic and drinks a fifth of liquor
daily, after which he screams insults and threats, throws objects, and threatens to punch
her. He has also threatened to kill victim’s son and has shot at building in which son was
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working. Victim’s daughter also applied for a Protection Order due to repeated calls by
suspect to her residence.
PROTECTION ORDERS: EMERGING THEMES
Major problems identified with Protection Orders throughout the course of this Audit include the
following:
First Responders
• 9-1-1 dispatchers need to consistently ask about the existence of Protection Orders and
NCOs.
• Use of a DV prompt screen might help
Law Enforcement
• Law enforcement need adequate training in court orders, to help direct victims to which
order to obtain and where and how to obtain it.
• Time delays in entering NCOs into NCIC/WACIC databases need to be fixed.
• Law enforcement demeanor in responding to violations of court orders
Court
• Resolve conflicting orders and Full Faith & Credit issues
• Do not place burden of delivering an order to a policy agency for service on the victim;
consider faxing where possible
• Train court staff on which order and which court is appropriate
• Use of accurate terminology by the court and others to reduce confusion
• Need enforcement of court orders on court premises
• Reduce manipulation of system by offenders who request spurious Protection Orders
• Need more advocates
• Reduce continuances
• Improve judicial training and demeanor
• Need equal treatment for victims when accused abuser is an officer
• Need consistent judicial treatment, e.g., lifting No-Contact Orders, setting bail, permitting
victim testimony, etc.
Much confusion exists in the criminal justice system about what kind of order of protection is
appropriate. There are at least seven different orders a victim may encounter in Washington
State, including criminal No-Contact Orders, civil Protection Orders (temporary and permanent),
Family Law Restraining Orders, Anti-Harassment Orders, Abused Child Restraining Orders,
Vulnerable Adult Protection Orders, and Foreign Protection Orders (see Appendix M). It is no
wonder that officers, court personnel, and victims get them confused.
Complicating matters, multiple and sometimes conflicting orders can be in place, and entering
orders into the system may be delayed.
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Given this confusing process, it is important that resources be devoted to training 9-1-1
dispatchers, law enforcement, and court personnel in making appropriate responses to requests
for orders of protection. Streamlining court procedures and service of process mechanisms could
help. It is also important that first responders, judges, and attorneys maintain appropriate and
respectful demeanors to avoid further traumatizing victims.
Victims are not receiving the best service we can provide in this area. We are unnecessarily
placing them in greater danger.
On the positive side, some changes have already been implemented in Thurston County and
Tumwater. Specifically, in Thurston County the delay in entering Protection Orders was
corrected for speedier entry of all court orders. Tumwater Municipal Court adopted a local court
rule that provides that all domestic violence assault offenders cannot be released from jail on bail
without a No-Contact Order.
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Phase 3: Intersecting Points
SPECIALTY AREAS: CHILDREN

Nationwide statistics estimate that 10 million children each year are impacted by domestic
violence, whether as direct victims of abuse or as observers of family violence. One study found
that children of abused mothers were 57 times more likely to have been harmed because of
domestic violence between their parents, compared with children of non-abused mothers.20
Domestic violence can have severe physical and emotional consequences for all family
members. In some cases, the emotional effects can be as devastating as and even more long-term
than the physical assault. Children regardless of whether they are directly abused themselves or
not are negatively impacted by their presence in a violent home. Children who live with domestic
violence face increased risks: the risk of exposure to traumatic events, the risk of neglect, the risk
of being directly abused, and the risk of losing one or both of their parents.21
It is normal for a child who is impacted by domestic violence to manifest a multitude of
symptoms. They may include emotional, cognitive, social, behavioral and physiological effects
of the abuse.
Emotional: Feeling guilty for not stopping the violence, confusion of conflicting feelings toward
parents, fear of abandonment, of the unknown and/or injury, embarrassed by the effects of abuse
and dynamics at home.
Cognitive: Blame others for their own behavior, believe it is acceptable to hit people they care
for in order to get what they want, to express their anger, to feel powerful, or to get others to
meet their needs, do not trust, believe that anger is bad because people get hurt.
Behavioral: Often in extremes they act our or withdraw, are an overachiever or underachiever,
refuse to go to school, become caretakers (parent substitute), become aggressive or passive, out
of control behavior, not able to set limits or follow directions.
Social: Isolation from family and friends and relatives, relationships are stormy or chaotic, may
start intensely and end abruptly, poor anger management and problem solving skills, may be
passive with peers or bully peers, engage in exploitive relationships.

20

Parkinson, G.W., Adams, R.C., Emerling, F.G. (2001) Maternal domestic violence screening in an office-based
pediatric practice. Pediatrics, 108(3). Cited in Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC, 2005). Intimate
Partner Violence Factsheet. Atlanta (GA): CDC, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control
(http://www.cdc.gov/ncipc/factsheets/ipvfacts.htm)
21

National Clearinghouse on Child Abuse and Neglect Information, Children and Domestic Violence: A Bulletin
for Professionals. August 2003.
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Physiological: Somatic complaints(headaches, stomach aches, being nervous, anxious, and short
attention span, tired, lethargic, frequently ill, poor personal hygiene, regression in development,
desensitization, high risk play and activities and self abuse.
Long-term problems: Higher levels of adult depression and trauma symptoms and increased
tolerance for and use of violence in adult relationships.
Children from violent households may find it difficult to trust, have lowered self confidence, and
often become de-sensitized to and ambivalent about abuse. Initial sympathy to the victim may
turn to disrespect as the child gets older. This occurs, especially in situations where the defensive
measures taken by the victim are not apparent to the child, or if the child begins to mimic or
learn the disrespectful behaviors of the abuser.
Despite the increased risk, not all children who experience domestic violence go on to become
victims or abusers. Children are very resilient and having adults who provide them with safe
environments outside of their home (school, child care, etc.) also impacts their well-being.
However, the child’s home environment is an important and contributing factor in a child’s
emotional and physical development.

ISSUE CONSOLIDATION
9-1-1
•
•

•

•

Dispatcher told child caller he would be
anonymous – not true.
Poor follow-up questions on other persons
present -- Callers were asked if
children/others were present only 40% of
the time (10 times out of 25 calls), even if
children could be heard in the background.
Dispatchers gave safety instructions for
children three times out of 25 (12%) (but
it is unknown how many of the remaining
22 calls had children present who might
need safety instructions).
Need for sensitivity, quick intervention,
and support for children.

Law Enforcement
Training
• No statements taken from child witnesses.
• Officers not recording the presence of
children or asking about the presence of
children.
• Need for sensitivity, quick intervention,
and support for children.

Not Just a Footnote
C: And so I went into the bedroom
and I had the baby and I laid the baby
down and I don’t know what I said or
anything and all of a sudden he put
his arm around me and I said please
don’t hurt me and he was dragging
me um through the hallway to the
back door, put m-…pushed me out
onto the, it’s like a little step-up type
walk.
D: Uh-huh.
C: And I was halfway off, halfway on
with my head down on the concrete
and he kicked me the rest of the way
off. And my baby’s in h-…in the
house and he’s screaming. I was
getting ready to [breast]feed him.
And he won’t do anything to help.
But then he won’t…
D: He won’t…okay.
C: So I know the baby’s just laying
there crying.

103
•
•
•

Not enough law enforcement staff to be able to respond appropriately to victim,
abuser, and children or other family members while keeping them separate.
Lack of information and referral for victim or caller about the children.
In many cases, police do not even talk to children upon arrival.

Court
Judicial Education/Training, Demeanor/Discretion
• Failure to discuss impact on children even though children were present in the
courtroom.
• Out of the cases observed, children were only discussed by the court once and that
was when a woman who was charged with DV raised the issue of kids first.
• Children were not discussed.
• The Court disregarded the fact that the children were very afraid for their safety.
• Court was not considerate of victims. Victims were asked questions of suicidal
tendencies, medications, age (without relevance) not allowed to speak about children.
Children in Orders of Protection
• One court may issue a No Contact Order and another jurisdiction may issue a
Protection Order. The orders may contain different restraints. One order may not
address children, where the second one does. Which has preference?
• No Contact Orders do not include children and victims are left to going to Family
Court to request protection for their children there.
• Victim says court-ordered No-Contact Order causes problems with perpetrator
wanting to see children.
Child Testimony
• The Court Commissioner disallowed a journal
of a nine year old boy who had kept a record
of his father’s beatings and abusive behavior,
determining it would be implausible for a 9year-old boy to keep such a record, in a
hearing to secure a permanent Protection
Order.
• Ages of children testifying are as young as 7-8
years old.
• Teens are very difficult to get to testify
against their fathers.

Not Just a Footnote
In a hearing to secure a
permanent Protection Order, the
Court Commissioner disallowed a
journal of a nine year old boy
who had kept a record of his
father’s beatings and abusive
behavior, determining it would be
implausible for a 9-year-old boy
to keep such a record.

Child Safety – Custody
• Daughter lost custody of baby
• Moms are often caught in legal battles they lose, especially when charges of child
molestation are levied against fathers. They can’t afford attorneys and dad often gets
custody of the children.
• In regard to children’s issues, Judges do not recognize the abuse against mom as
abuse against the children. Visitation rights and custody are given to the abuser.
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•

The culture of Family Court is to protect parental rights at any cost.

Child Safety – Courtroom Security
• Child in close proximity to dad/offender; intimidated
• When children are testifying at trial they should be brought in a back door.
• In the Judicial Survey, 23 of 34 respondents, or 68%, felt that court acted as advocate
to protect domestic violence survivor or any minor children.
Children in the Home
Offender Manipulation of System
• Threatening to call Child Protective Services as a coercive tactic
• Kidnapping child
Child Witnesses
• In the Rural Safety Survey (covered at the end of Phase 3), 20 children ages 2-17
years witnessed abuse within the past 7 months to 1 year, including two children
under two years old and two adult children.
• Fear for safety of boys trying to protect their mother
• Boys as secondary abusers of the victim/mother

CASE TEXT ANALYSIS
The presence of children was analyzed only for the Thurston County Sheriff’s Office’s response
to calls. Out of 17 case reports examined, in four (24%) of them it was documented that the
responding officers checked for the presence of children.
Case Files
•

Interviewing Children – Suspect awaiting trial on marital rape which led to issuance
of No-Contact Order. Three and a half weeks later, victim made a written statement
indicating she has children with the suspect and that one of these children was present
during the threatening calls.

•

Physical Danger – Victim reported receiving call at work from 16-year-old son, who
was upset because suspect was ranting and raving about a door left open. When
victim came home and asked what happened, suspect began yelling and cursing.
Victim picked up baby and said she and baby were leaving for a while. Suspect
grabbed her arm…he let go…In a later argument, suspect became angry, cursed her,
and tried to leave. When she stood in the door, he slammed the door on her, then
grabbed her arms and pushed her out of the house. Victim left with baby because she
didn’t feel safe and didn’t want herself or the baby to get hurt.
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•

Sexual Abuse – Deputy talked to victim, who was being treated by Medical Aid. She
had neck and shoulder pain. She said she was wrestling with suspect and he got
angry. He hit her face. She yelled and he threw 20-oz. bottle, hitting her shoulder and
leaving bruise. Victim yelled and he kicked her knee, leaving bruise. He grabbed her
neck and pushed his finger into her spine, leaving bruise. Victim has seizure disorder
that can be activated by disturbing spine, and suspect knows this. Victim yelled and
he put knife against her ribs, saying “If you tell anyone I did this, I’ll kill you.”
Suspect left, pulling outside phone wires so she couldn’t call for help. Suspect
threatened to have sex with her 8-year old daughter. Friend that came over to fix
phone heard this, too.

CHILDREN: EMERGING THEMES
If there is one children’s theme to emerge from this Audit, it is that children are invisible. The 91-1 dispatchers, law enforcement, and judges repeatedly ignore the presence of children. At the
first response stage, this creates the potential for loss of evidence, but more importantly it creates
safety risks for the children.
Major problems identified were as follows:
• Child witnesses not identified, interviewed, or recognized by dispatchers, law
enforcement, and courts
• Child safety is endangered through lack of safety planning at the scene
• Child safety is endangered through award of custody to abusers
• Child safety is endangered by lack of security measures in court
• Conflicting court orders create confusion when one contains child provisions and the
other does not.
• Infants and teens raise different safety issues.
In September 2005, the Thurston County DV Task Force’s Subcommittee on Children Impacted
by DV began a project to develop a plan for responding to children affected by domestic
violence. With support from the Thurston Community Network, the subcommittee has analyzed
the impact of domestic violence on children from the perspective of education, criminal justice,
health care, and social services. Problems noted included:
Education
• No common method of response, reporting, or tracking reports
• Limited ability to influence parental decisions
• Need for curricula and access to services
• Most school staff are reliant on self-reporting or visual observation to detect child DV
Criminal Justice
• No common tracking method by 9-1-1 or law enforcement
• Coordinated community response is needed for a common method of reporting and
responding to needs of the victim and children
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•

Law enforcement needs more resources for children who are present but not directly
abused.

Health Care
• All physicians and pediatricians should be trained to recognize signs and symptoms
• Need common protocols for screening
• Develop resources and protocols for referring children and families to services
Social Services
• Lack of community awareness of the problem
• Need for a common definition of domestic violence
• Lack of a coordinated community response
• Need for consistent screening methods across schools and law enforcement agencies
• Limited mental health and support services for children, and for non-English
speakers.
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Phase 3: Intersecting Points
SPECIALTY AREAS: STALKING
Stalking psychological terrorism.22 Victims fear that their stalker will injure or murder them and
their family and friends, and this fear is supported by research that stalking survivors frequently
sustain physical trauma from attacks.23
The U.S. Census estimates one of every 12 women have been stalked at some time in her life.
That is 8.2 million women and 1 of 45 (2 million) men have been stalked. Victims in 69% of
homicide cases were stalked while in a relationship with their stalker and 88% of victims were
stalked after the relationship ended.
Stalking in Washington State is governed by RCW 9A.46.110, which defines stalking as
intentionally and repeatedly harassing or repeatedly following another person with the intent of
frightening, intimidating, or harassing the person. Normally a gross misdemeanor, stalking
becomes a Class C felony if the offender violates a Protection Order with his or her stalking
behavior.
Examples of types of stalking behaviors include:
• Following, spying on, standing outside the victim’s home, school, daycare, and
workplace.
• Showing up at places the stalker had no business being.
• Having contact with the victim’s children, friends, or family to keep track of the victim.
• Causing the victim to be afraid of the safety of family members, pets or person in their
new relationship.
• Making unsolicited phone calls, sending electronic mail or calling the pager of a victim.
Sending unwanted letters, objects, and other mail.
• Trying to communicate against the wishes of the victim.
• Vandalizing property.
Stalkers do not always threaten victims in writing or verbally. Most often they engage in a course
of conduct that, taken in context, causes a reasonable person to feel fearful. Stalking is motivated
by the stalker’s desire to control and instill fear.
On-line chatrooms and the internet have created a new fear, cyberstalking. Electronic stalking is
increasing in complexity and scope as more people use the internet at home, in the workplace,
and elsewhere.24

22

Hall, D.M. (1998). The victims of stalking. In J.R. Meloy (Ed.), The psychology of stalking: Clinical and forensic
perspectives. San Diego: Academic Press.
23

Morewitz, S.J. (2003). Stalking and Violence: New Patterns of Trauma and Obsession. New York: Kluwer
Academic/Plenum Publishers.
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ISSUE CONSOLIDATION
Although stalking per se was raised infrequently during the course of this Audit, problems with
criminal history and record checks are pertinent due to the repetitive nature of stalking crimes.
Indeed, a crime does not constitute stalking until it becomes repeated behavior. Failure by first
responders to ascertain a history of prior bad acts can lead to a failure to properly recognize
stalking when it occurs.
9-1-1
•
•

•

Stalking was mentioned in one of the 25
calls reviewed.
In the 9-1-1 tapes analyzed, a records check
was heard in only 10 of 25 calls (40%), and
history of violence was obtained from the
victim in only 5 (20%) of the calls.
Not asking about Protection
Order/probation/parole (1 of 25)

Law Enforcement
•

•

•

•

Not Just a Footnote
D: Okay, do you remember anything
that he said to you at all?
C: He just said I’m gonna hurt you
cause you caused me all this problems.
D: What kinda problems?
C: Um, he’s been---he’s been shutting
off my water. He’s been stalking me.
He’s been turning---cutting my phone
lines so I couldn’t dial 911 on Friday
night, um, and then he was outside my
home, um, and a whole bunch stuff he
just---I can’t put into words. I could
probably write a book.

No sharing of probable cause for arrest
information from shift to shift, agency to
agency.
City and county law enforcement databases do
not interface. No unified database that shows
DV history countywide.
NCIC (Natl. Crime Information Center) & WACIC (WA State Criminal Information
Computer) and Department of Licensing systems only reflect arrest/conviction information;
they do not include DV history that did not result in an arrest.
Delays in entering NCOs in the system

Rural Safety Survey
In the Rural Safety Survey covered later in Phase 3 of this report, three out of five women in
rural areas reported being stalked by their abuser. Six of eight women who lived in a shelter
program reported continual stalking by their abusers, even after police intervention. Issues
raised in the Rural Safety Survey included the following:
•

24

Women in the over-50 years of age group felt more isolated and vulnerable from stalking

National Institute of Justice (1999). Cyberstalking: A new challenge for law enforcement and industry—A report
from the Attorney General to the Vice President. Rockville, MD: National Criminal Justice Reference Service.
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•
•

•

Older women were more likely to avoid going out for everyday activities and would shut
curtains to avoid being seen
Older women did not feel that their disabilities were understood by 9-1-1 or law
enforcement; abusers took advantage of the victims’ medical problems to further harass
them.
Stalking underreported; no community support for reporting it in some cultures; viewed
as the victim’s fault

See Phase 3: Marginalized Populations, for a more detailed discussion of the Rural Safety
Survey results.

STALKING: EMERGING THEMES
Prosecuting the crime of stalking is resource intensive; it is hard to prove a pattern and easier to
charge someone with violation of a Protection Order. With problems of proof, stalking may be
mislabeled as harassment, yet stalking carries with it a greater danger of repeated victimization
and lethality.
Some issues pertaining to stalking include:
• Obtain relevant prior history when responding to a call
• Improve database sharing and technology
• Education on recognizing and prosecuting stalking
First responders need to be trained to properly identify and respond to stalking. Thorough
criminal history checks and checking for existing orders of protection when responding to a
scene will increase victim safety as well as preserve stalking evidence for potential prosecution.
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Phase 3: Intersecting Points
SPECIALTY AREAS: STRANGULATION
“Unconsciousness within seconds, death within minutes.”
What is strangulation? Strangulation is an obstruction of the blood flow to the brain, by some
means such as hanging, ligature (cords, ropes, wires, clothing, etc.), or manually (hands). It is
not the same thing as choking, which is an internal obstruction of the airway.25 If a strangulation
incident is referred to as “choking”, it may not be treated as seriously as it should be by law
enforcement, prosecution, or even the victim.26
Strangulation, however, is very serious. Ten percent of violent deaths in the U.S. each year are
due to strangulation, with six female victims to every male.27 Only eleven pounds of pressure
placed on both carotid arteries for ten seconds is necessary cause unconsciousness. If pressure is
released immediately, consciousness will be regained within ten seconds. To completely close
off the trachea, three times as much pressure (33 lbs.) is required. Brain death will occur in 4 to 5
minutes, if strangulation persists. To put it in perspective, eight pounds of pressure is equivalent
to opening a pop can. 28 Bruises, if they appear, may not appear for hours or days. Blood red
eyes due to ruptured capillaries suggest a particularly vigorous struggle. Victims may have no
visible injuries whatsoever, with only transient symptoms —yet because of underlying
brain damage by lack of oxygen during the strangling, victims have died up to several
weeks later. 29
In 1998, Gael B. Strack, San Diego Assistant City Attorney, and Dr. George McClane,
Emergency Physician, surveyed 100 randomly selected strangulation cases.30 There was a history
of domestic violence in 90% of the cases and children present in over 50% of the cases. In 62%
of cases where strangulation took place, officers reported no visible signs of injury. Minor
visible injuries such as redness or scratch marks were reported in 22% of the cases. Significant
visible injuries such as red marks, bruises or rope burns were found in 16% of the cases. Victims
sought medical attention in only 3% of the cases, primarily due to persistent pain, voice changes,
or trouble swallowing. Overall, many of the police reports neglected to clearly document how the
victim was strangled, for how long, what threats were being made, or what symptoms the victims
were experiencing.
25

CTSC. Difficult Cases, Deadly Consequences. Thurston County, June 17, 2005.

26

Domestic Violence Enhanced Response Team, Colorado Springs, Colorado.

27

Gael B. Strack. & Dr. George McClane (1999). Detection and Prosecution of Strangulation in Domestic Violence
and Sexual Assault Cases, NY Prosecutors Training Institute.

28

Strack, G. & McClane, G. (1999). How to Improve Your Investigation and Prosecution of Strangulation Cases.
(http://www.ncdsv.org/images/strangulation_article.pdf)
29

30

Ibid.
Ibid.
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Strangulation can be tough to identify, tough to document, and tough to prosecute, but with
strangulation’s potentially deadly consequences it is vital that first responders and the courts be
trained to properly recognize and respond to it.

ISSUE CONSOLIDATION
9-1-1
Staffing/Resources
• Need to develop DV protocols (e.g., when to override victim’s responses – whether
there’s even a problem, medical, strangulation, etc.)
Training/Procedures
• No medical follow-up when victim discloses strangulation.
• Caller with potentially serious medical injury (strangulation) was not asked about the
need for medical treatment. Caller was having difficulty speaking clearly as result of
injury. Other callers with injuries were
dealt with in matter of fact way.
Not Just a Footnote
Dispatchers did not always inquire about
the need for medical attention.
D: OK, how many kids you got?
C: Two.
Law Enforcement
D. Either one of you been drinking?
C: No me.
• Victim arrested despite redness on her
D: He has been?
neck from strangling – Jail was horrible
C: Yeah.
experience, bailed out by perpetrator who
D: Are there any weapons in the
beat and strangled her on 45 minute ride.
house?
Daughter suicidal. Perpetrator’s drunk
C: No. Nothing.
assaults not addressed; arrested with NoD: OK.
Contact Order in place recently.
C: I’m normal.
D: OK. Did he hit you?
Rural Safety Survey
C: Uh…no.
D: Push you?
In the Rural Safety Survey covered in a later section
C: Choking.
in Phase 3 of this report, four out of five rural women
D: Oh…OK. Do you need medical
reported strangulation. The following scenario was
attention?
brought up and discussed by the participants after
C: No.
stating concerns about calling 9-1-1.
D: Are you able to get safely away
from him?
One participant reported to the group that when the
C: (No audible response)
police responded in her case, the abuser admitted that
he may have choked her and added that he did it to
stop her from hurting herself or others in the home. He was arrested for breaking the Protection
Order but not charged with domestic violence assault because there were no visible signs of
strangulation. The police officer suggested the possibility that the victim may have
misunderstood the abuser’s intention.
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CASE TEXT ANALYSIS
Out of 37 domestic violence police reports reviewed, five incidents (14%) involved apparent
strangulation (at least a neck injury of some kind). Five out of 23 court case files (22%)
involved a neck injury of some kind.
•

Eliciting details - Officer asked if confrontation physical. Victim didn’t respond. Officer
said second officer saw marks on suspect and would be to her advantage to tell what
happened. Victim said boyfriend always pushing her. Officer asked about bruise on
cheek. Victim said it was where boyfriend punched her yesterday. She said today, she
returned from McDonald’s with lunch. He threw her cup of ice out the door, which upset
her. She yelled and he put her in chokehold. She grabbed his arms and scratched them.
She sat on couch and he slapped her. Suspect said he and girlfriend “rumbled a bit.” He
said fight might have been over a hamburger and that he was just holding his girlfriend
down. He said he might have grabbed her throat and hit her head while holding her down.
Woman is 7 months pregnant.

•

Same-sex relationships, repeated assaults, and stalking – Victim and suspect in samesex relationship for two years. Victim broke it off 10 months ago. She said suspect still
believes they are together and that she (victim) had to be “networked” through two states
because of what suspect has done. Victim said suspect is crazy and has assaulted victim
over 40 times. Victim said she was injured during some assaults. She said suspect has
pulled her hair, strangled her, chased her, and knocked out a tooth. Suspect sent letters
threatening suicide, apologizing and claiming to have slit a deer’s throat. Suspect
threatened to kill victim if she was with anyone else. Suspect threatened to break neck of
victim’s dog. Suspect said she would follow victim wherever she went. Victim recalled
once driving alone to friend’s house – someone suspect didn’t know – and when victim
arrived, there were roses that had been sent by suspect.

STRANGULATION: EMERGING THEMES
Major problems concerning strangulation include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Understanding the difference between choking and strangling
Proper medical follow-up by 9-1-1
Recognizing lethality of strangulation
Underreporting by victims who may not recognize symptoms or be too embarrassed
to report them
Proper investigatory follow-up by law enforcement
Charging it as a lesser crime
Difficulty gathering proper evidence for charging
Courts need to recognize seriousness of strangulation
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Strack and McClane (1999) have developed a strangulation training curriculum for law
enforcement that is organized around the following practical tips:
• Treat your strangulation cases seriously.
• Conduct a very thorough interview and investigation at the scene.
• Ask follow-up questions that will elicit specific information about the signs and
symptoms of strangulation.
• Look for injuries.
• Take plenty of photographs and follow-up photographs.
• Take care to identify the primary-aggressor.
• Encourage the victim to seek medical attention.
• Note your experience in your report.
• Obtain copies of your 9-1-1 tapes to document voice changes.
• Tape record your follow-up investigations to document voice changes.
• Use forensic investigators and nurses at time of investigation.
• Use expert witness at trial to educate jury and judge about seriousness of
strangulation
When the victim dials 9-1-1, any mention of “choking” or strangulation requires follow-up. This
is especially true if the victim has a raspy voice or sounds out-of-breath. When strangulation is
indicated, dispatchers can ask if it is difficult or painful to swallow or breathe. The victim
should be encouraged to seek medical treatment or medical aid should be dispatched; mildseeming injuries may worse over time and prove fatal.
Law Enforcement needs to be trained in recognizing signs of strangulation; given the likelihood
of self-defense by victim, officers need to be careful in properly identifying the primary
aggressor.
Courts need to acknowledge the seriousness of strangulation, and where “choking” is reported,
be cognizant of its potentially lethal nature even where physical signs are minimal. Better
documentation at the scene by first responders can assist in prosecution.
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Strangulation: Transcript of a Preliminary Hearing
COURT: There has been filed in this matter a certification of probable cause alleging several
offenses, assault, and I see that that’s misspelled as well, assault in the second degree domestic
violence, felony harassment domestic violence. [ASSIGNED COUNSEL], do you have any
comments as to probable cause?
[ASSIGNED COUNSEL]: Your Honor, I’ve reviewed the certification, and for the specific
purposes of probable cause, I have no comment.
COURT: Well, let me indicate that, as is my usual practice, I have a problem with assault in the
second degree being charged when the allegation involves being choked without more details.
There is probable cause for felony harassment domestic violence, and under these facts I’ll find
probable cause for assault in the fourth degree.
[STATE]: Your Honor, is there particular information that perhaps the State can supplement
from the police report that the Court is looking for?
COURT: That’s unlikely. My understanding of grievous bodily harm is defined to include
affecting a vital organ. I’ve had this discussion a number of times. Simply beginning to choke
someone, if they do not lose consciousness, does not constitute assault in the second degree
unless there are some other facts to indicate grievous bodily harm.
STATE: And, Your Honor, at this point the only information the State has is that she was unable
to breathe.
COURT: That doesn’t say for how long or what effect it had upon her, so I’m finding assault in
the fourth degree as I indicated. Having so found probable cause, charges must be filed within
72 hours. I’ll hear arguments regarding release conditions.
STATE: Your Honor, the State still believes that this was a serious assault and the State agrees
with the Pretrial Services that high bail needs to be set in this case along with Pretrial Services
supervision, not only on the alleged facts of this incident but also based on the other information
in the pretrial report, so the State is asking for a $15,000 cash bond bail, return to court for
setting of conditions.
The family of the alleged victim has had contact with our office, I spoke with the father,
but they are very concerned about the – this defendant having any contact with the alleged
victim. So we would ask for absolutely no contact. We’re also asking for a domestic violence
protection order.
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Phase 3: Intersecting Points
SPECIALTY AREAS: SUBSTANCE ABUSE
Partner history of alcohol and drug abuse is a strong risk factor for domestic violence.31 It does
not necessarily cause domestic violence, but it can be a contributing factor. Substance abuse can
distort communication and raise tempers. Drugs or alcohol can also impair both the batterer’s
and victim’s ability to make sane and safe choices. It creates a vicious cycle where the violent
behavior can interfere with treatment for substance abuse, and substance abuse can interfere with
interventions to change violent behavior.32
Between 1998 and 2002, of approximately 2.8 million victims of family violence who were able
to indicate whether the offender was or was not under the influence of drugs or alcohol, in nearly
half the incidents (47.8%), family violence victims reported that the offender had been using
drugs or alcohol at the time of the offense.33
Despite the co-occurrence of substance abuse and domestic violence, they remain their own
separate issues with their own causes and treatments. The criminal justice response needs to
recognize that treating one does not necessarily substitute for the other.
ISSUE CONSOLIDATION
9-1-1
Training/Procedures
• Poor follow-up questions on effect of
drinking/drugs
Courts
Education/Training
• Education on differentiating domestic
violence issues from alcohol/drug issues.
• Mandatory drug and alcohol treatment
evaluations for victims are being ordered prior
to issuing the victim a Protection Order.

Not Just a Footnote
D: Is he being verbal with you or
physical?
C: Verbal. And then he broke stuff
within the house. (Background: I
didn’t break nothing.) My, my picture
on the wall. He cracked my picture on
the wall by the refrigerator and really
near (sounds like) my daughter.
D: Okay. Has he been drinking or
taking drugs tonight?
C: Yes he’s been drinking.

31

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC, 2005). Intimate Partner Violence Factsheet. Atlanta (GA):
CDC, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control. (http://www.cdc.gov/ncipc/factsheets/ipvfacts.htm)

32

U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services, Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (Oct.
2005). Domestic Violence Awareness Month, NCADI Reporter.
(http://www.health.org/newsroom/rep/2005/domestic_violence.aspx)
33

Bureau of Justice Statistics (2005). BJS: Family Violence Statistics, NCJ 207846.
(http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/fvs.pdf)
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•
•

DV treatment not ordered, substance abuse treatment is.
Mandatory drug and alcohol treatment ordered as routine intervention in DV cases, as
opposed to DV perpetrator treatment.

Judicial Survey
• Court mandated drug and/or alcohol treatment when appropriate 45% of the time (39% of
respondents said it was not mandated and 16% said not applicable)
• If court ordered treatment it was monitored 57% of the time (18% said not monitored and
25% said not applicable)
Victim Issues
• Abuser insisting that victim partake in heavy drug use with him

CASE TEXT ANALYSIS
Out of 47 domestic violence cases reviewed, a majority of them (32, or 68%) involved substance
abuse. Similarly, in the Law Enforcement Focus Group conducted for this Audit, an officer
personally noted that approximately 60% of his cases involved alcohol.
•

Strangulation, children – Boyfriend and girlfriend for two years and living together.
Man said girlfriend was yelling at him and when he ignored her, she grabbed his throat
and squeezed his Adam’s apple with her fingers to the point that it impaired his speech.
Women’s son said his mother abuses alcohol. Woman said she talked about incident with
counselor and feels she blacked out because she can’t remember some of what happened.
She said she is enrolling in alcohol treatment. Man said there have been five previous
incidents of DV, some reported to the police. There is also an existing Protection Order
against her taken out by her ex-husband. Son told officer his mother needs help with her
alcohol abuse.

•

Drunk abuser - Victim told officer nothing happened. Officer saw she had bruise under
right eye. Victim said she fell and hit head on arm of sofa. She said her husband doesn’t
live with her and hadn’t been there for a couple days. Another officer told responding
officer that he had been told victim’s bruise was from her husband assaulting her the
previous day. Victim overheard this and said “It happened a couple days ago.” She said
her husband is a nice man who only gets angry and violent when he drinks.

•

Homeless, drunk victim - Victim was drunk. Officer had difficulty waking her. When
she did wake up, she had trouble maintaining balance and speaking. She slurred words
and said unintelligible things. Victim recontacted police three days later and told
detective that when responding officer asked her questions, suspect was sitting next to her
and she was afraid to tell truth. When she reached for a drink, suspect hit her. When she
tried again, he punched her nose twice, causing it to bleed. He knocked her down. Her
nose was broken. It was swollen, her eyes were black and she had bruises on her leg,
back and arm. Suspect didn’t let her leave tent for several days until facial swelling
subsided.
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE: EMERGING THEMES
The main issue regarding substance abuse to come out of this Audit is the need for education by
responders and the courts about the co-occurrence and contributing role of substance abuse in
domestic violence. At the same time, officers and courts need to recognize that the relationship
is co-occurring but not causal. Treatment of substance abuse is not a cure for domestic violence.
•
•
•
•

9-1-1 dispatchers need to ascertain not only presence of alcohol or drugs, but ask followup questions regarding effect of alcohol and drugs on the abuser’s behavior
Substance abuse is co-occurring, not causal
Substance abuse treatment is not DV treatment
Victims should not be required to undergo substance abuse evaluations prior to receiving
a Protection Order.
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Phase 3: Intersecting Points
MARGINALIZED POPULATIONS: OVERVIEW

The original question posed by this Audit was:
To what extent does the Thurston County criminal justice system accommodate or
provide for the safety of marginalized/underserved victims within intimate partner
violent relationships, including domestic violence, sexual assault, and stalking?
Throughout this Audit we have identified many barriers that victims must overcome. When one
adds on the additional hurdles created by age, race, or culture, it is incredible that these victims
manage to navigate the domestic violence system at all.
Elder Abuse/Vulnerable Adults- Vulnerable Adults are often underserved and overlooked by
first responders as Vulnerable Adults do not fit the common conception of domestic violence
victims. Accordingly, the impacts of abuse and domestic violence crimes on this population can
be overlooked by responders. Complex issues of competency and increased dependency require
broadening the definition of domestic violence to include family caregivers and others who
target the elderly and vulnerable victims.
Language Barriers- Limited English Proficient (LEP) populations are disadvantaged in many
ways, but the most critical is not being able to communicate the truth about an assault.
Sometimes first responders and the judicial system rely on family members to speak for the
victim. Worst yet is letting the perpetrator tell the story of what happened. The messages sent at
this point to the victim and family members are most detrimental and inaccurate.
Rural/Undeserved Victims- Rural and underserved victims are at the heart of this Audit.
Victims in the rural areas of Thurston County are more isolated with their abusers. Being
elderly, disabled or being unable to speak English can contribute to the isolationism and inability
to get help. A rural victims safety survey was conducted by Survivors in Service, Inc. for this
Audit. The results reveal domestic violence issues facing rural victims as heard from the mouths
of the rural victims themselves.
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MARGINALIZED POPULATIONS AUDIT METHODOLOGY
Consolidated Issues
Issues pertaining to marginalized populations that were identified in earlier phases of the Audit
are reproduced here in their respective sections.
Case Text Analysis
Excerpts from case files are also included where applicable.
Number of Cases Involving Each Specialty Area by Jurisdiction
Interpreter
Number Elder
of
Cases
Police Reports
Bucoda
4
Rainier
2
Tenino
4
Tumwater
7
Yelm
2
Sheriff
17
7
2
Total
37
7
2
100%
19%
5%
Court Case Files
Tenino-Rainier-Bucoda
2
Tumwater
7
Yelm
9
1
Thurston County
5
1
Total
23
0
2
100%
0%
9%
Focus Groups
Additional focus groups were conducted for Vulnerable Adults and for rural victims. As part of
the rural victims focus group, victims completed a survey about their experiences.
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Phase 3: Intersecting Points
MARGINALIZED POPULATIONS: VULNERABLE ADULTS
As part of this Audit’s special focus on marginalized populations, an additional focus group was
convened specifically to discuss vulnerable adult issues, and Audit Team Members also analyzed
actual cases that raised vulnerable adult issues.
In talking about Vulnerable Adult abuse, we are looking at several distinct populations with their
own specific needs:
• Developmentally disabled – they tend to be younger and are often legally
incapacitated or viewed as such by law enforcement
• Elder intimate partner – they experience lifelong or longstanding patterns;
resignation is common
• Elder abuse due to increased dependency – perpetrators are likely to be adult
children or a formal or informal caregiver
• Physically disabled adults of any age over 18 – their lack of mobility makes them
vulnerable to abuse

VULNERABLE ADULTS TASK FORCE FOCUS GROUP
In November of 2000, representatives of the various disciplines involved in the investigation and
prosecution of Vulnerable Adult cases met to improve networking and further open
communication on vulnerable adult issues. This was the beginning of the Vulnerable Adult Task
Force. Acknowledgement for the initiation of the Vulnerable Adult Task Force goes to Thurston
County Prosecutor, Ed Holm, Chief Dan Kimball, and Sheriff Gary Edwards. Dan Kimball
agreed to Chair the Task Force and lead the effort toward improvement of services to the
Vulnerable Adult. The Vulnerable Adult Task Force began its regular monthly meetings in
January of 2001. With each meeting, participation has grown. The Vulnerable Adult Task Force
is a sub-group of the Thurston County Domestic Violence/Sexual Assault Task Force.
The Vulnerable Adult Task Force convened a focus group in September 2005 to discuss
Vulnerable Adult domestic violence issues. Representatives were present from law enforcement,
the Prosecutor’s Office, guardian-ad-litems, and social service agencies (Residential Care
Services, Adult Protective Services, Area Agency on Aging).
The question was asked: “How does the criminal justice system in Thurston County
accommodate non-English-speaking and vulnerable populations such as vulnerable adults to
include developmentally disabled and the elderly?
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Issued raised by the focus group include the following:
Lack of Prosecution
• The “low mobility” populations are particularly vulnerable; case work effort is high and
there is high demand for law enforcement services. For the most part domestic violence
cases with these populations are not prosecutable due to perpetrators being legally
incompetent to stand trial and the lack of concrete evidence.
• There are some Group Homes where citations are handed out by law enforcement, but
often the cases are not being processed through the court system due to legal
incompetency of the offenders.
• The law does not allow the prosecution of most cases involving Developmentally
Delayed clients/offenders because of competency.
• From the prosecution perspective, few cases are prosecutable. 90% or more involve some
form of dementia and they are not competent to stand trial.
• Sexual assault cases are particularly difficult. Most often the offender is the caretaker.
Many victims are in comas in nursing facilities.
• It was suggested by the prosecutor that more training could be given to staff in adult
family homes to improve their response to these situations which then could have the
effect of both improving prosecution and preventing abuse. It can also help when
prosecution is not an option.
Resources
• The “low mobility” populations are particularly vulnerable; case work effort is high and
there is high demand for law enforcement services. For the most part domestic violence
cases with these populations are not prosecutable due to perpetrators being legally
incompetent to stand trial and the lack of concrete evidence.
• Use of the language line is expensive- at a cost of about $30.00 per interview.
• Triage Center a disappointment; it is not open and is not a resource for the community.
• If Triage were operating, a developmentally disabled client/offender involved in a DV
could go to the Center.
• Offenders that have medical issues are difficult to remove and place outside of the
institutional settings. Victims can always be hospitalized, but if the offender is violent
many places will not take them.
• Long term care facilities often deal with clients who may Sexually Aggressive (SA) and
there are few Geri-Psych Unit beds available (i.e., inpatient beds in specialized geriatric
psychiatric units).
o Most facilities are not staffed to handle this type of patient indefinitely.
o There are little or no resources available in the medical field for them.
• In cases where the caretaker is verbally abusive, the only alternative is a nursing facility.
This is an undesirable choice for them.
• Developmentally disabled clients are already involved with the Community Mental
Health Professionals; this is not an effective response at this time in Thurston County due
to multiple issues within the Mental Health System. So there is nowhere else to go with
them in terms of placement or remedy for the problematic situation. Alternatives need to
be developed in a multi-disciplinary mode.
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Chemical Dependency Mental Health Professionals (CDMHPs) are used frequently but
without measurable success. St. Peter’s Hospital releases patients right back onto the
street and often there are no placements available, especially immediate placements.
There are only two beds available for emergency/crisis.
• Diversion beds for local placement are difficult to access. The Mental Health system is
broken.
• Funding for “diversion” or crisis management beds is an issue.
• There seems to be a lack of staff to enforce Protection Orders once issued.
• The Sheriff’s Department reports some good outcomes when people work together. The
cases take longer to resolve.
• Law enforcement is not equipped to deal with Vulnerable Adult victims and their needs
after the investigation is over or even during the investigation.
• Vulnerable Adult victims need more resources and links to resources.
• There is a definite lack of places for this population to go.
• The Triage Center, a 4.5 million dollar disaster was again cited as a critical resource that
did not happen.
• The Elected Prosecutor noted there is no unified plan to address these systemic deficits.
Coverage
• Division of Developmental Disabilities (DDD) Eligibility standards/guidelines have
recently changed, leaving some clients without medical coverage or DD services.
• There are DDD clients who do not (now) qualify for services who previously did.
Education/Underutilized Resources
• There is some awareness of SafePlace services. One client used the agency recently with
the help of the police. Limited ability by SafePlace to serve this special needs population
and not all know about it.
• If law enforcement jurisdictions have questions about prosecution they can call and ask
the Prosecutor for an opinion. Law enforcement jurisdictions tend to believe that if it
happened with one case (e.g., the prosecutor did not want the case), then it is the same
with all cases. Law enforcement is encouraged to speak with prosecutors when in a
quandary.
• There is a lot of miscommunication about what agencies can and cannot do.
Systems
• The big picture includes many system disconnects and certainly needs continuing
improvements.
• There exists a lack of linkage between resources. The County has no plan; policy
decisions are not being made to move forward.
• Systems are fragmented and agencies who do not normally talk with each other become
part of the problem; how to interface with each other.
•

Training
• In Adult Family Homes, one of the problems is lack of Mandatory Reporting by staff.
They are not always sure when and why to report.
• Domestic violence crimes against Vulnerable Adults/Marginalized populations are
underreported, especially in populations with dementia and other cognitive deficiencies.
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•

•
•

•

•

Mental Health placements by Emergency Services do not always reveal the true nature of
the violence because it would impede placement. Then providers are left with a
dangerous client and the liability and safety problems.
Staff at Area Agency on Aging does not receive any domestic violence training.
If law enforcement jurisdictions have questions about prosecution they can call and ask
the Prosecutor for an opinion. Law enforcement jurisdictions tend to believe that if it
happened with one case, e.g., the prosecutor did not want the case, then it is the same
with all cases. Law enforcement is encouraged to speak with prosecutors when in
quandary.
Many of the Victim Advocates are not experienced with handling elderly or Vulnerable
Adult victims, although the focus on this is changing. They could use more training in the
special needs of this population.
In cases, where the victim is incompetent, there is a push in looking for more
corroborating evidence similar to a case involving a four or five year old. Law
enforcement and prosecutors needs to push more look for more sources that corroborate
the evidence versus just relying on the client’s statement

System/Procedure
• St. Peter Hospital’s process for mental health evaluation is not helpful. If clients know the
key words to say, they will not be held for observation or evaluation.
• Most often cases of this type (vulnerable adult crimes/domestic violence or abuse by a
caretaker, often a family member) end up in long processes involving “Fair Hearings”
(the State’s process for conflict resolution or appeal of decisions made by DDD).
• Clients ineligible for DDD services under new guidelines, as well, get caught up in the
Fair Hearing process.
• Caregivers with criminal backgrounds continue to be a problem for agencies like Area
Agency on Aging.
• There often exists a conflict of interest regarding abuse clients when the offender and the
victim live in the same home.
• These types of cases are often a revolving door for law enforcement.
• The big picture includes many system disconnects and certainly needs continuing
improvements.
• The criminal justice system is not designed to handle the disabled or incompetent. They
are perhaps rightfully filtered out of the system.
Societal
• In cases where clients live at home, they normally do not want to leave and therefore are
reluctant to report any abuse against themselves.
• This population is better off being dealt with in the community or by community
agencies.
• The fundamental policy decisions of the criminal justice system are to protect defendant
rights over victim rights.
System Helpfulness
• Adult Protective Services (APS) is helpful.
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•
•
•
•
•

Vulnerable Adult Task Force connections are helpful.
Systems that are helpful: the police and APS.
Most helping systems are limited in their response but help when they can and when facts
are clear.
Mental health system, not helpful.
Mental health is the least helpful of systems.

Offender Accountability
• Normally the burden of dealing with the abuse or the behaviors falls upon the staff or
owner of the group home or nursing home.
• If the abuser (vulnerable adult offender) is at home or with a relative they can be held
more accountable.
• Physical assaults are not normally reported as a crime in the institutions.
• Many abusers in institutions (nursing homes, adult family homes, group homes) are
vulnerable and do not go to jail. They do not go to jail as they are legally incapacitated or
medically frail or developmentally disabled and the jail is not set up to care for this
population.
• In regard to the developmentally disabled populations it is recognized that police do issue
citations. But they often are of little consequence as the offenders are legally
incapacitated.
• There have been some clear cut Domestic Violence cases where elderly offenders have
gone to jail. Unfortunately many cases are not that clear and the most success with the
elderly offenders are in the sheriff’s jurisdiction versus the municipalities.
• Prosecution is not necessarily the answer, but holding the abusers accountable for their
behavior needs to be a priority.
• The presence of law enforcement is very important in holding the offender accountable.
• One case involved a prosecutor who was willing to move forward on a case that
eventually resulted in a plea agreement. There needs to be more prosecutions such as
these to send a message about Domestic Violence and to hold abusers accountable.
• We don’t see many Vulnerable Adult Domestic Violence cases in the court system, but
they have increased significantly since 2000. Much of that increase can be attributed to
interagency cooperation between law enforcement and Adult Protective Services that is
facilitated by meetings such as the Vulnerable Adult Task Force and the Domestic
Violence/Sexual Assault Task Force.
• The criminal justice system is not designed to handle the incapacitated or incompetent.
They are perhaps rightfully filtered out of the system.
Victim Issues
• Adult Protective Services states the challenge is communicating to the disabled client in a
manner and in an environment where victims are supported and where they feel safe to
talk about it. This often requires that the interviewers have specialized training and skills
much as with children.
• The clients’ fear is that if they tell the truth about abuse they will be removed from their
homes. Often in these cases the abuser is a close family member such as an adult child
that the victim is relying upon for care. The victim is often ambivalent and torn.
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•

The criminal justice system is not designed to handle the incapacitated or incompetent.
They are perhaps rightfully filtered out of the system.

ISSUE CONSOLIDATION
Law Enforcement
•
•
•

No DV training for dealing with diverse and vulnerable populations (elderly, mentally ill,
substance abusers, culturally diverse).
No manned 24-hour State hot line or crisis line to assist officers when they are dealing
with Vulnerable Adults.
No temporary receiving facility to place Vulnerable Adults who are victims of neglect or
abuse.
o Vulnerable adults without placement options are left with caregiver who may be
abusive.
o Arresting a batterer who is caregiver leaves vulnerable adult without caregiver.
o Victims left in non-desirable or unsafe situations.
o Further assaults or abuse may occur (e.g., emotional and sexual abuse, financial
exploitation).
o Victim may be encouraged or manipulated into not cooperating with any future
investigation or intervention.

Rural Safety Survey
Some Vulnerable Adult issues are raised in the Rural Safety Survey covered later in Phase 3 of
this report, but are briefly recapped here:
•
•
•

Women over 50 years of age lacked knowledge of how to define and find the words to
describe domestic violence.
They did not want their extended family to know they had “failed”; they did not want to
be seen as bad mothers or bad housewives.
Officers may not know about special limitations or that the victim is physically or
mentally frail, if 9-1-1 operators were unable to find this out and share the information
with responding officers.

CASE TEXT ANALYSIS
Out of 47 domestic violence cases reviewed, 7 cases (15%) involved elderly parties.
Elder/vulnerable adult abuse victims face heart-rending problems caused by loved ones they
have known for many years. Medical and mental health problems, lack of social networks, and
mobility problems are just some of the characteristic hurdles that vulnerable adults must face. A
few of case files highlighted some of these common problems:
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Complicating medical issues (increased frailty, elderly medications) - Victim and
suspect are man and woman married 50 years. Victim said his wife has medical and
mental problems. Last week her mental health really became unstable. She wouldn’t go
to doctor appointments or take her meds. Victim doesn’t know what to do and doesn’t
have family or friends to help. He didn’t want to go home until mental health worker
responded. When mental health worker responded 2.5 hours later, wife wouldn’t come to
the door. She was argumentative, uncooperative, made rambling statements, and said she
didn’t want to go. She then had seizure and went to floor in convulsions.
Cognitive issues (dementia, developmental disability) - Victim was a 65 year old
woman and suspect was her 71 year old husband. Victim said the husband was diagnosed
with Alzheimer’s 7 years ago, and his medication was recently changed. She believes
this caused the violent outbreaks (throwing shoes around bedroom, backing the victim up
against a wall and holding his fist up as if to strike).
Mental illness - A husband (victim) and wife (suspect) were in their 80’s. The husband
said the wife had been having mental issues and is taking meds, but he was afraid she
would hurt herself. The husband victim met the law enforcement officer holding a
bloody handkerchief to his nose. The officer saw a large laceration. The victim said the
wife caused it; she was out of control.
Barriers (inadequate mental health system, lack of community support in home) Victim is 66 year old man and 64 year old wife. Wife diagnosed as bi-polar but not taking
her meds. Wife hasn’t slept in a week and stays up all night. Victim can’t sleep with her
banging things around and is becoming very irritable.
Elder intimate DV concerns (resigned, lifelong pattern, “Why leave now?”) - Victim
is 76 year old blind woman, 74 pounds and needing help walking, bathing and dressing.
Suspect is 83 year old husband. Hairdressers saw bruises on her for many years, up to 12
years ago. Officer talked to victim’s caregiver, who was aware of verbal abuse but never
witnessed physical assault. Victim told caregiver she dreads weekends as that is when
she’s alone with husband.

VULNERABLE ADULTS: EMERGING THEMES
Vulnerable Adults face increased dependency, both overall as well as specifically on their
abuser. As the population ages, social networks decrease as peers die. Disabilities also cause
further social isolation.
Some Vulnerable Adults fear that if they report abuse, they will have to go to a nursing home.
They may be physically dependent upon the abuser for daily life activities, toileting, or
ambulation. The victim does not want to face institutionalization if their abusive caregiver is
removed. Often a Vulnerable Adult will not leave the abusive environment until either he has a
fear of death due to increased frailty or else outside intervention. Where Vulnerable Adults are
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concerned, the definition for domestic violence needs to be expanded to include caregivers and
adult children.
Some problems with the criminal justice system are specific to the Vulnerable Adult population.
Law enforcement doesn’t always treat cases as domestic violence because the abuser is old or
cognitively impaired. Law enforcement doesn’t proceed to refer charges because of the belief
that developmentally disabled Vulnerable Adults are legally incompetent, or they believe that
prosecutors will not prosecute the case. The problem is further compounded by the lack of
adequate facilities and services for this population – law enforcement does not arrest old or
disabled abusers, stating that the jail does not want them. A poor mental health system provides
inadequate mental health services and inadequate bed space to place old or disabled abusers,
leaving law enforcement with nowhere to send them.
Additional system problems include:
• No 24-hour social services
• Vulnerable Adult victims not identified or interviewed
The Vulnerable Adult Task Force focus group identified some strategies that work. Good
outcomes come when providers can work outside their normal comfort zones and stretch
themselves. The quality of investigation has improved and the collaboration between agencies
has improved. Groups like the Vulnerable Adult Task Force become the interface between
different agencies and professionals and work for a common goal. Models like the Family Justice
center do work. They are collaborative models that bring all services under one roof for victims.
Co-location, improving communication and sharing of information is the key. Lastly, most
solutions are driven by money and policy development. We have a long way to go, but Thurston
County is moving forward and making progress.
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Phase 3: Intersecting Points
MARGINALIZED POPULATIONS: LANGUAGE BARRIERS
“Language barriers first and foremost result in deterring a victim from
obtaining necessary assistance.”34
As of the 2000 Census, Washington State was 3.2 percent African-American, 5.5 percent Asian,
and 7.5 percent Hispanic. In comparison, Thurston County is 86 percent white, 2.4 percent
African-American, 4.4 percent Asian and 1.5 percent American Indian or Alaska Native.
Hispanic residents (who may be of any race) comprise 4.5 percent. However, Thurston County’s
population is growing. According to the 2000 Census, between 1990 and 2000 only 12% of the
nation’s counties grew faster than Thurston County.35
Non-English speaking populations are less likely to obtain necessary services, both due to
language difficulties as well as cultural barriers. Issues they must overcome can include the
following:36
•
•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

Language and cultural differences isolate the victim. Consequently, victims are unaware
of their basic civil and legal rights.
Recent immigrants may not be familiar with the way things work in their new
environment. (i.e., social service systems, school and medical systems, transportation,
etc.)
Families may have suffered fragmentation and loss as a result of war and refugee
experiences. This may make it difficult for a refugee woman to leave her abuser, as he
may be the only surviving relative she has left.
Challenges to traditional male-female roles.
The lack of linguistically and culturally appropriate resources within communities may
make the victims feel isolated. Victims often do not know what resources exist or where
to get help.
There is a lack of interpretive services in courts, health care facilities, and domestic
violence shelters.
Denial of services due to language barriers.
There is a lack of supporting resources.
Lack of economic self-sufficiency makes it difficult for victims to leave violent
situations.

34

Lee, J., Staff Attorney, Farmworker Unit, Legal Aid of North Carolina. Letters to the Editor: Latino Health in
North Carolina, NC Med J, 65(3), May/June 2004.

35

Community Partnership Group (June 2003). Facing Our Future: An Assessment of Thurston County’s Strengths,
Challenges, and Our Opportunities for Improvement. United Way Compass 2003 Community Report.
36

University of Michigan Health System, Program for Multicultural Health (2005). Culture and Domestic Violence.
(http://www.med.umich.edu/multicultural/ccp/cdv.htm)
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•

Immigration issues (including legal status, benefit denials, legal resources, etc.) make it
difficult to seek help.

ISSUE CONSOLIDATION
9-1-1
Staffing/Resources
• Language line is cumbersome/slower; need training in how to direct language calls
and inform victim
Law Enforcement
Shortage of bilingual officers and or interpreters.
Victim Impacts
• Necessary or pertinent information is not gathered by the officer.
• Case processing may be delayed and/or handed off to other officer for follow-up or
completion.
• Appropriate arrest is not made.
• A T & T language line not contacted. Necessary facts not obtained.
• When the officer uses a friend or family member or even the batterer to interpret, they
take the risk of obtaining purposely false information.
Possible solutions
• Cellular telephones provided to line officers for language line access.
• Encourage the hiring of bilingual officers.
• Schedule existing bilingual officers on different shifts so one is on duty as often as
possible.
• Discourage the use of friends or family members as interpreters.
• Law Enforcement needs to have Smith Affidavit translated into other languages
• A case involved a Spanish-speaking victim who was hit in the stomach and was afraid to
leave and did not trust the police.
• When working with Asian communities (or communities where English is not their primary
language) often the officer speaks to the person who speaks the most English; this is often the
perpetrator and the victim gets arrested because she
Not Just a Footnote
cannot tell her story.
• Officers often use children as interpreters.
“I was scared to go to court.
This is my first time in my
Courts
life and I did not understand
• All parties appeared to be Caucasian – potential
about any law in the US and I
underrepresentation of disadvantaged populations at can not speak English at all.”
hearings.
• There are problems getting a meaningful evaluation
if the defendant is non-English speaking.
• Court was not aware of the power differential
between a military husband and a German, impaired
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English speaking wife. He did most of the talking and requested a No-Contact Order be
lifted.
• An advocate cites the case of the non English speaking victim who came to court asking
for an order to be dropped and during the proceedings the court questioned the
perpetrator and asked questions he did not understand and the perpetrator answered in a
manner that was inaccurate due to his lack of understanding- end result the victim was
arrested due to his testimony.
• A case of a victim was cited- an Asian woman did all the “right and cooperative” things
in response to her assault but later asked that the order be dropped as she relied upon his
family for childcare.
Military
• As everywhere, there is a definite lack of translation and interpretation services for
victims on military bases.
Interpreter Services
• Law should provide separate interpreters to the victim and the offender.
• Male interpreters may interpret differently than female interpreters.
• Non-English speaking victim doesn’t have interpreter in any courts; Defendant does
o Victims who don’t speak English don’t know what’s going on, no resources for
them
o Court sets hearing in District Court with no arrangement for interpreter;
Prosecuting Attorney sets hearing in Superior Court so they do have interpreters
o Non-English speaking only recourse is to bring friend to interpret for you
Judicial Survey
Specialized needs met 55% of the time (with 18% not met and 27% not applicable).
If an advocate was present, respondents were also significantly more likely to feel that their
specialized needs (language interpreter, disability, etc.) were met (r=.42, p<.05).
•

Bi-lingual advocate would help to explain process, refer resources, explain the
law/rights (court interpreters only required during legal proceedings)
o “When the interpreter spoke for me, sometimes he/she couldn’t interpret my
meaning to the judge or other side. The attorney for the side used uncommon
words I did not understand. The interpreter was not allowed to explain them
to me.”
o Spanish client – perpetrator picked up in Rochester, went to Superior Court,
deported, but victim was not notified/informed, no contact by court system or
legal advocate.
o Non-English female victim – doesn’t understand US laws, can’t understand
any English. First time involvement in court system and scared her to death.
o Non-English victim. Went to court and got Protection Order, but didn’t
understand law and what was happening.
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Rural Safety Survey
•

•

•
•

Misperceptions and stereotypes about immigrants and language. Many speak English, but
prefer their primary language for communication, especially when stressed or
traumatized by domestic violence.
Law enforcement officers should ask the victim if they need help communicating. It is
uncomfortable for some non-English speakers when the police talk to the victim more
slowly.
Victims still need to be treated with respect as adults. They would feel embarrassed if the
9-1-1 operator or the officers did not understand them.
Most of the women in the immigrant focus group did not call 9-1-1.

CASE TEXT ANALYSIS
Out of the 37 police reports reviewed, two (5%) mentioned language issues. Two court case files
out of 23 (9%) mentioned language issues.
•

Biased interpreter – Suspect was drinking beer all evening and became hostile. He came
toward victim, yelling and screaming. He punched her shoulder and face, causing her eye
to redden and swell. Victim told responding officer she did not speak English. Man came
forward and identified himself, saying he spoke some English and would help officer
determine what happened. After translating for victim, man told officer he and suspect
work together.

LANGUAGE BARRIERS: EMERGING THEMES
First responders need to be sensitive to language issues and try to obtain a reliable interpreter
where possible. The dangers and inherent biases of relying on children and other family
members for interpreter services must be recognized.
When non-English speaking victims must appear in
court, it is not surprising that they report that they do
not understand the system and what is going on. The
availability of an advocate and/or interpreter is
extremely important to these victims in navigating the
system. Unfortunately, while courts appoint
interpreters for some proceedings (RCW 2.43.040),
interpreters interpret; they do not explain. Furthermore,
an interpreter in the courtroom does not aid a victim
outside of the courtroom.

Not Just a Footnote
“When the interpreter spoke for me,
sometimes s/he couldn’t interpret
my meaning to the judge or to the
other side. When the attorney for
the side used uncommon words that
I don’t understand, the interpreter
was not allowed to explain them to
me.”
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Emerging themes from this Audit in regards to language barriers include:
• Improve language line
• Need more bilingual officers and/or interpreters
• Translating forms into other languages
• Building community trust; overcoming cultural biases against seeking help
• Officers need to use neutral interpreters
• Officers need to hear the non-English speaking person’s side of events and not be swayed
by the convenience of an English-speaking suspect
• Power differentials between non-English speaking victims and English-speaking suspects
in court
• Separate interpreters for victims and offenders; interpreters who are the same gender as
the victim
• Arranging for an interpreter in District Court
• Bi-lingual advocates are crucial for non-English speaking victim to understand what is
happening in his or her case.
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Phase 3: Intersecting Points
RURAL/UNDERSERVED VICTIMS

The domestic violence ordeals of marginalized victims from rural areas in Thurston County are
captured in a Rural Women’s Safety Survey funded by Rochester Community Prosecution
Program Weed and Seed Funds in partnership with Survivors In Service, Inc. (SIS). The project
was conducted by SIS. The complete report is available in Appendix R.
The voices of these rural victims speak to issues that have arisen throughout the course of this
Audit. The reader will recognize familiar themes.
Design and Method
The research team took extra care to include underserved and hard-to-reach populations
including (but not limited to) Asian, Hispanic, Cambodian and other immigrant women, Native
American women, and Vulnerable Adults who received domestic violence emergency response
services within the county.
SIS asked participants to individually complete surveys. SIS also facilitated five focus group
discussions. The survey was developed and administered with utmost safety, confidentiality, and
ethical considerations. All work was conducted with sensitivity to ensure non-judgmental and
appropriate experiences for participants and the research team.
Survey and Focus Groups
The survey asked victims for their demographics and to describe their domestic violence
experience (nature of the violence, perpetrator, whether children were present, etc.). Victims
were also asked to indicate whether they called 9-1-1, spoke with law enforcement, went to
court, or received any services.
Of the surveys collected, five participants did not complete the questionnaire. Three of these
participants agreed to participate in the discussion phase of the groups and agreed to allow the
recorder to take notes as they told their stories. These experiences are still active and open cases.
Seven participants did not answer the section about child abuse, but were able to share personal
experiences of child witness of abuse in the home or other setting during the focus group
discussions. Three participants disclosed experiencing abuse as a child.
We conducted five focus groups. There were 30 participants in the focus group, however, only
19 written surveys were returned. The groups included residents from a local shelter program,
community support group and teen group, Cambodian, Hispanic and other immigrant women
(including those over 50 years of age) community group, and rural community members. The
research team was unable to identify male participants willing to share their experiences.
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Taken from the survey, we asked the same questions of participants during the focus groups. The
research team members had two roles. One was facilitator and the other was recorder. The
questions were asked in the same order and added discussion items were taken from the notes or
additional comments as they were brought up by the participants.
For rural communities, immigrants, non-English speakers, and individuals with special abilities,
it was clear that there were significantly varying perceptions about the purpose, efficiency, and
effectiveness of the 9-1-1 response system and law enforcement. Victims/survivors seemed to
agree that the goal of achieving a common understanding of the system, identifying its positive
aspects, and identifying possible causes of misunderstanding, inefficiencies, and/or poor
utilization was what encouraged them to participate in the survey and focus group discussions.
Participants reported that they would want these efforts focused on improving communication
within the systems and suggested that small groups be formed to “redesign” an effective
communication chain for the 9-1-1 and law enforcement response system in Thurston County.
Strangulation & Stalking
Four out of five rural women reported strangulation. Three out of five victims living in rural
areas endured sexual assaults and three out of five women in rural areas reported being stalked
by their abuser.
There was a detailed discussion on the subject of stalking. Six of eight women who lived in a
shelter program reported continual stalking by their
Not Just a Footnote
abusers, even after police intervention.
“Stalking is seen as just following
Women in the over 50 years of age group who
or saying impolite things.”
answered yes to stalking shared that they felt more
isolated and vulnerable. They were more likely to avoid
“ ‘It’s not that serious or
going out for everyday activities and would shut the
dangerous,’ they tell us. ‘It could
curtains and blinds to avoid being seen by their
get worse.’ The reality is that it is
abuser/stalker. From this group, two women also felt
worse.”
that their disabilities were not understood by the police
or first responders when they called 9-1-1. Unseen
medical concerns such as diabetes, mental illness, and/or other chronic disorders were conditions
that the abusers took advantage of in order to harass the victim and/or by making false statements
about the victim’s medication or health conditions.
In one case, the abuser was angry that the victim did
not want to talk to him. He then asked her to get the
mail, demanding that she open the door. He had been
waiting for her to come out all afternoon. When she
refused, he called 9-1-1 and reported that he was afraid
his “wife” had taken the wrong dose of her medication
and asked them to help rescue her. She opened the door
to let the responding officers into her home and was
able to convince them she lived alone. She showed

Not Just a Footnote
“I had no knowledge of what
domestic violence was. I needed
to understand what it was. I
wanted someone from the police
department to help me understand
my rights.”
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them her medications and convinced them she was capable of taking her medications without
supervision or assistance. Because of this call to the police by the abuser, the victim missed
going to her own appointment, a support group for battered women. The abuser was not at the
scene when the police and ambulance responded to the call.
With the question, “Have you experienced any of the following …” the survey included the
category labeled “Other.” The discussions revealed other forms of violence experienced by the
victims. The forms of violence included: sexual harassment; family/parent abuse; instances of
the abuser insisting that the victim partake in heavy drug use with him; using the children and
custody issues with treats of calling the police; threats of calling Child Protective Services or
reporting that the victim was a bad mother; hurting other people who would help the victim;
trying to limit the victim’s relationships or support systems; trying to kidnap the children from
schools, daycare centers or friends and family; and
Not Just a Footnote
animal abuse. Animal abuse included incidents where the
abuser would sharpen a knife in front of the victim
"I never even knew how to write
(and/or children) as he talked of killing rodents and other
a check. When he told me that I'd
“useless things”; actually killing small animals such as
never make it without him, I
birds or farm fowl in front of the family; hurting pets;
knew he was right."
and/or threatening to kill the pets. One victim reported
that her abuser insisted on keeping the family dog,
threatening to kill the pet if she did not agree to his terms for custody and visitation regarding
their child.
Two-thirds of survey participants answered that the violence had occurred within the past seven
months to a year, only two responded that it occurred more than two years ago but less than five
years, and five answered that it had been more than five years since they had experienced
physical violence.
When asked, “Did you call 9-1-1?” three-fourths of the women surveyed did call 9-1-1 and
would continue to call for assistance. Overall response to 9-1-1 calls was very positive. Women
from the over 50 years of age group answered that they had a hard time defining domestic
violence. Two out of three would still call 9-1-1 for assistance once the abuse escalated. These
participants reported that the 9-1-1 operators were very helpful in keeping the victim calm and
talking until someone responded to the call.
The Cambodian women’s group discussion revealed that if they were to call 9-1-1, it would
have to be very serious because the first steps are to keep family problems within the family
and/or not talk about what has occurred. Hispanic women tended to agree. Immigrant victims
wanted to know that they could trust the people responding (police, other first responders) to
keep them safe and not make things worse.
Women living in rural areas were less likely to report the abuse or call 9-1-1. In the focus
group discussions, women talked about how families all know each other. There are many
instances where conflict of interest might arise, due to the fact that responding officers know the
abuser or the families involved and may try to help defuse a situation by letting the abuser “walk
it off” or minimizing the victim’s reported abuse. The victims talked about their perspective of
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police responding to 9-1-1 calls, sharing that they also understand that these are dangerous calls
with many unknown factors.
When calling 9-1-1, women raised the concern about how police officers might respond to a call
and connect with the abuser. Pictures in the home showing that the abuser is a firefighter, or
served in Viet Nam, or plays a certain sport might change the way a law enforcement officer
relates to the abuser. The victim (and possible injuries) become secondary while the responding
officer appears to be “chatting” with the abuser. Often, domestic violence calls are reported as a
lesser malicious mischief call, rather than as an assault. This result of calling 9-1-1 was reported
by several participants.
When police are trying to build trust or make a connection with the abuser/suspect, it should not
happen in front of the victim. In many instances the victim was made to feel that her needs were
not a priority to police. As abuser and police officer are talking, the victim may be made to feel
intimidated and helpless by those who have a “perceived authority” over her. This perceived
“connection” can also reinforce the abuser’s previous threats of calling the police or Child
Protective Services, having told the victim this would happen – the law enforcement officers
would believe the abuser and not the victim.
Not Just a Footnote
The following scenario was brought up and discussed by
“When the police officer looked
the participants after stating concerns about calling 9-1-1.
at our family picture, he saw my
A Protection Order (or other order) was violated by the
husband’s uniform and the
abuser by attacking the victim in the home, but when the
conversation changed to their
police responded they addressed the violation of the
common experiences. I was
Protection Order rather than the attack. One participant
totally ignored at that point and
reported to the group that when the police responded in
they were ‘best buds’.”
her case, the abuser admitted that he may have choked
her and added that he did it to stop her from hurting herself or others in the home. He was
arrested for breaking the Protection Order but not charged with domestic violence assault
because there were no visible signs of strangulation. The police officer suggested the possibility
that the victim may have misunderstood the abuser’s intention.
Of those who did not call 9-1-1, the most common reason stated was that the victim was more
concerned about getting away from the abuser. Other reasons stated: did not trust police; with
children or other family members in the home, it is hard to call; because of past experiences with
police, they will not believe me; because of past experiences in the courts; did not have a phone;
past experiences with police who minimized and made light of the assault. Of these
victims/survivors, three-fourths of the participants think the response is changing for the better.
One-fourth of the participants who did not call 9-1-1 believe that the system is flawed and
ineffective. This group discussed an increase in charging victims as the offenders (whether
primary or dual arrests) and not believing the statement of self-protection. They also have
concerns for the order of questions asked by the 9-1-1 operator. Once 9-1-1 operators understand
this is a domestic violence call, “Is it safe to continue” is a major question that should be asked
up front. They should also ask about any limitations or health issues that might be important as to
how the officers respond.
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The 9-1-1 operators were reported as being helpful most of the time. They remained on the
telephone line, talking to the victim until someone
Not Just a Footnote
responded to the call. The participants thought that 9-1-1
operators for the most part did a good job. From all the
“I have never been in trouble, but
group discussions, only two individuals had a bad
now I am also afraid of the
experience with 9-1-1 operators. One 9-1-1 operator
police.”
asked the victim why she let him do that to her and the
other said the operator asked why the victim stayed in the
“Do I have the abuser hurt me, or
house. Survivors continue to tell us that it is not a matter
the police scare me?”
of asking “why does she stay?” Victim/survivors (and
their children) should be able to stay in their homes while
the officers help make the homes safe by removing the abuser/offender from the family home.
Some of the participants reported that they are afraid the 9-1-1 operator will not like them or
understand what they are reporting. Victims may also fear the police.
When 9-1-1 was called by women who were over 50
years of age, the operators were reported to be helpful in
keeping the victim calm enough to understand as they
reported the situation and requested help. One of the
participants said she did not know about abuse and did
not have the words to report what had taken place.
Unfortunately this was a common occurrence with this
age group. There was a lack of knowledge of how to
define domestic violence. They reported not wanting
their extended family to know they had failed. They did
not want to be seen as bad mothers or bad housewives.
Sources for support were found by word-of-mouth or
with peers.

Not Just a Footnote
“I did not have the words to say
what the abuse was.”
“Sometimes because I was not
able to explain what happened,
the police did not always take me
serious when I get confidence to
call. They said I was lonely.”
“I’m not a vulnerable adult, I’m
only 51.”

Response from law enforcement was problematic in rural areas where police may not come at
all or the victim might get a call back the next day. Many victims said they were aware of
shortage in available staff from the police or sheriff’s
Not Just a Footnote
offices, but felt that a domestic violence assault was
serious enough to warrant a timely response. After all,
“By the time police came, he was
they would not have called 9-1-1 if they were not afraid
gone.”
and/or hurt by their intimate partner.
As focus group participants discussed the question of dual arrest or the victim being arrested,
the topic of telephones would come up. When a victim is on the phone calling 9-1-1 and having
to answer screening questions while she is defending herself from the abuser, she may end up
using the phone as a defense weapon. Women in all focus groups who talked about being
arrested also mentioned pulling or even unplugging the telephone as they used it to stop a violent
strike or hit against them. They had been talking to the 9-1-1 operator, but the violence escalated
to the point of having to stop talking to the operator and take protective action. Unplugging the
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phone could be considered as a negative action against the abuser by the victim, whether
intentional or not.
The women also discussed reaching the point, as a survivor and no longer a victim, where she
says “I’m not taking this any more.” Many victims may fight back because they feel the system
has somehow failed to get them safe. Others view this as their defining moment where the
realization of their victimization brings them courage to call for help. Women are still being
asked “why doesn’t she leave” when we should be finding ways to stop the abuser from
continuing to hurt the victim and possibly others. The women were very firm in their viewpoint
that dual arrests and arresting the victim should not be happening.
Child Witnesses
Focus group participants were concerned for their children who witnessed domestic violence
assaults in the family home. According to the entries on the safety surveys, 20 children ranging
in age from 2-17 years witnessed abuse within the past 7 months to 1 year. There were two
children from birth to 2 years old and two adult children of participants from the over 50 years of
age group. We discussed how officers responded to children or addressed their needs.
This issue is of great concern. The participants in all focus groups discussed with intensity the
gaps in sensitivity, quick intervention, and support for children in these situations. The response
time when victims (or others) call 9-1-1 varies. Usually, the police are focusing on the couple
and trying to identify and assess the gravity of the crime, not addressing the needs of the
children.
Concerns stated by the victims/survivors about service to children included lack of preparation or
training of officers to help them respond to children in a domestic violence home environment.
The stories shared were as varied as were the experiences of those who responded to the
domestic calls. Police are not seen as a source of safety or support families who have had to
make multiple 9-1-1 calls. The victims listed some of their concerns about children witnessing
domestic violence as:
•
•
•

Not enough law enforcement staff to be able to respond appropriately to victim,
abuser, and children or other family members while keeping them separate
Lack of information and referral for victim or caller about the children.
In many cases, police do not even talk to children upon arrival.

When children report domestic violence in the home while at school, there is a tendency to call
Child Protective Services. Community responders need family education about both Child
Protective Services and calling 9-1-1. Domestic violence is a crime and police officers will
cross-report to Child Protective Services as needed and required by law. Also police and
domestic violence advocates could work to train education staff to help them connect to the best
support system available as appropriate.
Mothers of boys, especially ages 8-14, expressed concern for their child’s physical well-being
because at these ages, boys who witness abuse in the home will try to protect their mother. On
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the other side of this spectrum are the boys of the same ages and older who are the secondary
abusers of the victim/mother. How police and other first responders behave and interact with the
children at the scene of a domestic violence 9-1-1 call can impact future development of mental
wellness, emotional and social behaviors.
All participants recognize that domestic violence and other forms of family abuse and violence
are dangerous calls for officers, just as the assaults are dangerous for the victims.
One of the most frustrating experiences expressed by the
participants in the discussion was that when the officers
responded to the 9-1-1 call and talked to the abuser, the
abuser could somehow negotiate his behavior to a lesser
charge. Police might not always offer information for the
victim to consider all her options until the very last part
of the response and sometimes not at all. The
victim/survivor is upset at the time and afraid that the
abuser will return shortly and use more violence against
her. To receive a packet of written materials at that
time is very intimidating. What would have helped was to
know resources, where to get clothing, housing, etc.

Not Just a Footnote
“Of course it can be dangerous; I
see the dangers every day. That’s
why I’m in a shelter now. How
far can you go when you are the
one who has to find safety and
walk around town carrying a
garbage bag full of useless items
you grabbed in a hurry; walking
until you find a place for the night
or the police stop you?”

A majority of survivors from the community group said
they would call 9-1-1 only if they thought they were dying. The reasons are as follows: not sure
how the officer would respond; would this officer be nice and comforting; victim needing
information to follow up on other options; would the officer relate more to the abuser than the
victim; would officer minimize the victim’s experience or act in a loud or demeaning way.
Participants who said they would call 9-1-1 again said the attitude of the responding officer was
a deterrent to future reporting.
Another frustration is that officers may not know that the
victim has any special limitations or is physically or
mentally frail. The 9-1-1 operator may not have been
able to find this out or share the information with the
responding officers.
There is a growing trend in larger cities to create a
position for a domestic violence officer, domestic
violence advocate or Domestic Violence Team within the
local police and sheriff’s offices. Police officers are
mostly males. This team or specialized position would
help with trust-building issues and help officers
understand domestic violence and/or sexual assault.
The participants in all focus groups discussed services,
resources, and the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office. In
Olympia, the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office was seen to

Not Just a Footnote
“Resources were found through
friends, (But) I’m not sure if it
really helped my mom. Because
we never really talked about it.
We always just left it in the past.”
“I don’t really think about it. I
never got any counseling, but I’m
fine.”
“.....looking back to it, it always
brings back bad memories, so we
just left it alone.”
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have improved, and support has been positive and helpful for victims. However, rural
prosecutors may be a contracted position in rural areas of the county. It is sometimes difficult
because the out-lying areas seem to not be connected to Thurston County courts. In rural areas,
not only do they have contracted prosecuting attorneys, these contractors may also have other
community roles that may cause conflict in and out of the courtroom.
Survivors in these focus groups shared their concern that judges may not be well trained and
have had various outcomes and experiences. Also, there is no coordination between civil,
criminal, and family courts. Conflicting orders have occurred. Court-appointed attorneys do not
always know domestic violence and family violence dynamics. The referral process for legal
representation requires many steps and victims may just give up. The legal clinic in a rural
(Yelm) area is new and does not have on-going services. There needs to be a service that will
respond in a timely manner and not cause the victim to miss a court appearance.
From the focus group discussions, nine cases went to court, four did not go to court, and three
victims did not know what happened. Results: One was dismissed, one deferred, four negotiated
to a lesser charge and one adjudicated/settled. There is concern that charges are not being upheld
in court and that the abuser is left to think that his actual behavior was not as bad as the victim
said it was. From the community support focus group, it was discussed that the court system is a
deterrent to future reporting. The whole process is too public and survivors do not want the
invasion of privacy.
Not Just a Footnote
SafePlace advocates were listed as the most helpful.
Other sources of support included Department of Social
“I think it is a good thing to learn
and Health Services, Bread and Roses, and the Thurston
about different cultures. What
County Courthouse.
was helpful was talking about our
way of thinking compared to the
In the case of immigrant and rural women, the main
American culture.”
services, resources, or source of support come from
friends or other women in the community. Victims report
“It was interesting to hear other
they feel safer with and/or trust these women enough to
teenagers, what they had to say
disclose their experiences of abuse. One of the teenagers
about their lifestyles. We need to
in the immigrant focus group shared that even peer
hear where you can get help.”
support may not have helped her mother at all.
“The most outreach to the
When asked, “What service or resources would have
community would be letting other
been helpful to you?” counseling or education was the
peers know who is in danger (of
common theme in the focus group discussions, especially
abuse) and help them to be safe
with younger participants and older victims who were
and secure. Sometimes it is a
also mothers of teenagers.
perception, a way of thinking
about today‘s society.”
During our discussions with the immigrant women, we
learned that stalking is not reported in many cases. Their community would not offer support or
understanding for the victim/survivor. In some cultures, the family can make the victim feel that
stalking or abuse should not be reported because it was somehow her fault. There is reluctance to
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discuss anything negative and usually the victim is forced to accept the abuse with personal
blame.
There is a dependence on the abuser and the resources an abuser provides for the family. Abuse
tends to be more emotional and economic control than physical violence in non-Western
cultures. In the case of dating violence, victims reported that sexual harassment is most common
among younger couples.
A teen reported that she was sexually harassed by a boy she knew from one of her classes. She
reported this to a teacher, but nothing was done. He continued the harassment, this time in
writing, and she again reported to a school counselor.
Not Just a Footnote
Nothing was done because teachers did not recognize the
note as serious enough to merit follow-up. It was helpful that
“Such as bad influences are
a few friends of the young girl’s mother had heard about
seen in the media, we see no
SafePlace and encouraged her to contact them. It was more
respect for cultures in casual
helpful that they gave her the name of an advocate who
friendships and abuse or
worked with other
violence may be accepted just
Cambodian families
to fit in.”
in Thurston County.
Not Just a Footnote
All of the survivors in the immigrant focus group who
were mothers agreed that it was helpful to have a friend
who supported them as they accessed services from
SafePlace. They would not pick up a phone and call a
crisis line without support. It was encouraging to have the
name of someone who would understand their concerns
and who knew their culture. As survivors of family
violence, the mothers felt that they wanted more
education for their girls so that they would understand
healthy relationships, dating, how to avoid sexual
harassment and violence. Immigrants are not used to
seeing violence in the media, on television, and in music
the way their children are exposed to it daily. They also
wanted children to grow up with trust for the police so
they could call for help.

“We want the police to be careful
when working with our families,
with other cultures not from
America. There are cultural
differences and more formal upbringing. We view police in the
role of authority much differently
than the easy going western ways
might see them.”
“...When you get a call from a
Cambodian family, it is probably
because they have tried
everything else. When you get a
call, it means this is very serious.”

When asked what they would like to see happen for their
teenage children, the discussion became much more intense. The women in this group agreed
that in their experience, teachers would not address dating violence, nor would they intervene on
behalf of the victim. It would be treated as a prank, teasing, and/or minimized. The women feel
that there is no education about healthy relationships in the high schools and there is more focus
on bringing information to address “risky behaviors” such as smoking or learning about
HIV/AIDS.
Some of the women in this group were unable to read and write English or communicate with
individuals who primarily spoke English. However, it was emphasized that there are
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misperceptions and stereotypes about immigrants and language. Many speak English, but prefer
their primary language for communication, especially when stressed or traumatized by domestic
violence. It may be difficult for the police or first responders to know if the victim needs help
communicating, but law enforcement officers should ask the victim so they might be comfortable
and able to answer questions. It is uncomfortable for non-English speakers when the police talk
to the victim more slowly. Some of the women thought it was belittling and/or questioning their
education when the officer spoke markedly slower when asking questions about what happened.
Victims still need to be treated with respect as adults. They would feel embarrassed if the 9-1-1
operator or the officers did not understand them.
In addition to the problems with language barriers, women with immigrant status reported that
they would be afraid that their partner/abuser would pursue legal actions or call the police and
hurt the victim or the family further. They all agreed that
it is important for the community to take the time to build
Not Just a Footnote
trust, to encourage partnerships with police and families
through educational forums or community outreach
“Yes, I would call 911. Still, I am
programs in high schools, junior high/middle schools,
afraid of police.”
and even in the elementary schools. Most of the women
in the immigrant focus group did not call 9-1-1.
In the focus groups, it was very clear that when thinking about having to talk to the police and
making those 9-1-1 calls, the women had quite a few ideas of their own. There were suggestions
to have educational forums in the local area middle, junior high and high schools about how to
call 9-1-1, targeted for the students and inviting not only the parents, but also including the
community at large. These forums would present knowledge of how to maintain safety while
making the 9-1-1 call and also training 9-1-1 operators to follow a set of questions specific to
domestic violence once they identify this type of emergency. Facilitating a discussion between
local community first responders and survivors may also be of help in creating a more sensitive
response. The survivors wanted the police to know that it is okay for the victim to be angry, it is
okay for the victim to go back, and they want officers to know that they are giving the victim
tools to leave the violence at a later date by treating them with respect and helping them get safe
now.
Survivors who participated in the focus group discussions wanted more information regarding
court processes, criminal processes, charging information of the perpetrator, sentencing
information and whether they had choices or options in any or all of those processes. They also
suggested that court advocates need to identify themselves very clearly and as soon as possible.
Recommendations that arose from this survivor focus group process can be found in the full SIS
report attached at Appendix R.
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ISSUE CONSOLIDATION
9-1-1 & Law Enforcement
Jurisdiction
• Victim called 9-1-1 3-times (2 times to Yelm PD). First time 45 min for response.
Second time took 2 hrs. Third time drove herself bleeding to Grand Mound sheriff’s
office and waited in lobby for 7.5 hrs for officer (possibly waiting at unmanned
substation in Grand Mound). “Nobody seems to know what jurisdiction I’m in and who
to call for help.” Problem: being funneled off to different jurisdictions.
• Interdepartmental/jurisdictional politics makes case handling difficult at times – resolving
which jurisdiction should handle a case when an offender crosses jurisdictional
boundaries
Community Policing
• Difficult working in a community he grew up in.
• Another officer would not work and live in the same community.
Technology
• Rural officers must drive to Thurston County Sheriff’s Office to have No-Contact Orders
(NCOs) entered into the system
Victim Concerns
•
•
•

Remote rural victims, juggling jurisdictions may lose track of them.
Mason County – everyone knew her and her husband. She went to Thurston for fair
shake.
In smaller jurisdictions everyone knows everyone.

RURAL/UNDERSERVED VICTIMS: EMERGING THEMES
Major emerging themes related to rural and underserved victims include:
• Educating first responders about how to deal with cultural populations; being cognizant
of cultural inhibitions and language barriers
• Awareness of disabilities or other limitations prior to responding
• Educating victims about the system; building trust
• Counseling/education resources for victims
• Language miscommunications leading to dual or victim arrests
• Prevalence of child witnesses
• Need for child resources and teen education
• Judicial training; reducing conflicting orders
• Attorney sensitivity to domestic violence/family issues
• Officers developing biased relationships with abusers
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•

Isolationism and financial dependence of rural victims on their abusers

The Rural Victims Safety Survey has been presented last because it consolidates and synthesizes
issues raised throughout this Audit. These victims’ voices emphasize the widespread problems
facing marginalized victims that permeate every aspect of the criminal justice system.
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Major Audit Findings: System Failures
Out of the Audit’s focus on the difficulties facing marginalized populations, three main goals
emerged:
1. Strengthen law enforcement response to rural domestic violence incidents.
2. Increase victim advocacy services to victims in rural areas.
3. Centralize and/or coordinate police enforcement, prosecution, and the judiciary in the
handling of cases.
The following are highlights of the major themes that emerged from the hundreds of hours of
9-1-1 tape reviews, ride-alongs, observations, interviews, and focus groups.
First Responders
•

Training of 9-1-1 dispatchers in how to respond to domestic violence calls is needed,
particularly in regards to asking appropriate follow-up questions and taking appropriate
actions with regard to medical aid, presence of children, and performing critical
criminal history checks. Proper information-gathering up front aids law enforcement’s
response, and begins a chain of evidence that will be important throughout the entire
court process.

•

Updated first response protocols and a DV prompt screen for 9-1-1 dispatchers are
needed.

•

Training of law enforcement is needed to reduce the incidence of erroneous dual arrest
and ensure more accurate determination of the primary aggressor. Officers also need to
be encouraged to continue to exercise diligence in pursuing domestic violence suspects
beyond the 4-hour mandatory arrest window.

•

Officers need to be sensitive to physical and mental disabilities, the need for neutral
interpreters, and cultural barriers.

•

Officers in close-knit communities need to be sensitive to confidentiality and
impartiality. Victims observed officers laughing and joking with abusers when
responding to calls, or being particularly sympathetic to abusers when they saw that they
were law enforcement or had some military connection. Trust in the law enforcement
system was destroyed; victims who will not contact law enforcement again for future
incidents have nowhere to go.

•

Technology needs to be improved to allow information-sharing between databases.
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Courts
•

Court Security is lacking in many courts, both in terms of facilities and in terms of
staffing and official response. There is some confusion around the jurisdictional aspects
of performing court security and what constitutes the breaking of a court order. Even
where signs are posted in the courthouses that clearly state that court orders are in effect
there are blatant violations happening in front of court security. When violations are
reported there is confusion about who has jurisdiction over the incident. In some
courtrooms there is no security and victims are violated in front of the Judge with nothing
done to protect them. Such intimidation and violations lead to uncooperative victims and
a failure of the judicial system in prosecuting serious cases.

•

Conflicting Orders and the untimely entering of orders are creating greater risks to
victim safety.

•

Continuances are occurring too often. They are a financial and emotional hardship on
victims. Courts need to be sensitive to the situation of the victim and endeavor to reduce
continuances as much as possible.

•

Judicial demeanor was frequently reported by observers and victims to be insensitive or
inappropriate. Judges need to be understanding of the traumatic nature of the courtroom
experience for a victim. Judges have a lot of power over victims, not only in the
judgments they render, but also in their ability to display compassion and fairness. This
has a significant influence on a victim’s perception of whether justice was served, and on
the victim’s willingness to trust in the system again in the event of future abuse.

Rehabilitation & Treatment
•

Effective rehabilitation services are needed for the perpetrator, the victim, and the
family. This includes courts ordering DV treatment where appropriate and not
substituting anger management or substance abuse treatment.

•

Accountability systems are nonexistent, particularly for offenders in court-ordered
domestic violence perpetrator treatment programs. All systems and the community must
do their part simultaneously for an effective response to providing safety to victims and
the community. If one part of the response is weak, all parts fail (the domino effect).

Specialized Concerns
•

Resources are needed to collect, evaluate and report data related to domestic and sexual
violence, including secondary victims (those who witness and are impacted by the
violence).

•

Stalking is an underreported yet dangerous crime. First responders did not always obtain
relevant prior criminal history. For the crime of stalking which requires repeat incidents,
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it is particularly important that first responders ascertain relevant prior history and
document relevant evidence for prosecution.
•

Strangulation can be deadly. Responders did not differentiate strangling from choking.
• Poor medical follow-up by 9-1-1 dispatchers when choking was mentioned by
victims.
• Officers need to be trained to recognize signs of strangulation.
• Courts need to acknowledge the deadly nature of strangulation even in the
absence of physical signs; physical signs should not be a prerequisite to a higher
charge.

•

Substance Abuse is a commonly co-occurring problem, but substance abuse treatment is
not a substitute for domestic violence perpetrator treatment.

Marginalized Populations
•

Vulnerable Adults face a lack of resources (housing, mental health beds, etc.).
Furthermore, the definition of domestic violence needs to be broadened for the
Vulnerable Adult population to include caregivers and others who target elderly victims.

•

Interpreters at the scene need to be unbiased. Victims reported that officers used friends
of the suspect to interpret for them. Victims also reported that an abuser speaking good
English received better attention from responding officers than the non-English speaking
victim.

•

Interpreters at the courthouse are needed to assist victims with understanding the
process outside of the courtroom

•

Victim Advocate services and community resources are lacking in rural areas. Rural
underserved communities suffer a lack of critical resources to respond to domestic
violence in an effective way. Contracted Attorneys and Judges in rural areas have fewer
resources to attend sufficiently to cases. The revolving door dynamic is at play in many
of these cases. Lack of effective intervention and accountability deters victims from reentering the system. Each jurisdiction needs Advocacy services to ensure some type of
response to victims.

•

Victims need education about the criminal justice system and how it can respond to
domestic violence. Lack of education creates confusion, distrust, a failure to achieve
justice, and an unwillingness to use the system again in the future. Education creates
safety and offender accountability as a victim is more able and willing to pursue the
remedies available to him or her.

•

Victim Advocates are the single most important factor that help victims to understand
the system.
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One problem that has existed heretofore in Thurston County is a lack of a unified response to
domestic violence. No one can agree upon what is the best approach and most effective response
to eliminating this type of violence from our community. The law enforcement Model
Procedures are a start. Coming up with standardized definitions, consistent application of the
law, and objective and thorough reporting of the various types of domestic violence would be a
good start as well. As the bridge between law enforcement and the courts, prosecutors are in a
good position to facilitate a coordinated criminal justice response. Judges can take an active role
in promoting a safe, welcoming courtroom. The next step is up to all of us.
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Recent Changes in Thurston County

We asked each jurisdiction to submit any recent changes in their DV system that they have
implemented. The following were the responses received.
Thurston County
Departments that experience problems that have been highlighted in this Audit are already
continually engaging in an effort to improve their response to domestic violence. Commendable
recent improvements and changes made by the Thurston County Sheriff's Office include the
following:
1) Pocket-sized laminated safety planning and resource cards for initial responding officers to
provide to victims.
2) Countywide DV protocol training at in-service for Deputies
3) Officer-involved DV policy and training for Deputies
4) Protection Order entry delay corrected for speedier entry of all court orders
5) Lethality assessment added to DV supplement to include pregnancy question
6) Training on primary aggressor, self defense, and mutual combat.
7) Discourage any dual arrest in lieu of separate criminal charges.
8) Cellular phones provided to all Deputies.
9) Officers in field now have Mobile Communications/Data Terminal (MCT) access to jail
mugshots of offenders.
Tumwater
The Audit was a catalyst for the Tumwater City Attorney to seek additional funds for a
prosecutor position, to make a prosecutor available at all stages of criminal proceedings. The
increased staffing provides better community protection for victims because the prosecutor has
more resources to assess the facts of the arrest and speak to victims.
Tumwater Municipal Court adopted a local court rule, again arising from work of the City
Attorney. The new local rule provides that all domestic violence assault offenders cannot be
released from jail on bail without a No-Contact Order.
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A Domestic Violence Advocacy/Prevention/Prosecution fund is established in Tumwater which
allows judges to assess monetary fines against domestic violence offenders. Funds are
accumulating which will be used for specific purposes such as victim advocacy and domestic
violence prosecution.
The Tumwater Police Department has begun using the “Smith” affidavit in domestic violence
investigations.
A letter from the Mayor of Tumwater describing their recent improvements is included in
Appendix S.
Lacey
The Lacey Police Department continues to aggressively investigate and enforce violations
involving Domestic Violence.
1) Established a team of patrol officers that are equipped with additional training and
investigative tools to assist all of patrol with domestic violence investigations.
2) Domestic Violence Team members receive additional on-going training that is related to
investigating domestic violence and current trends that are associated with DV.
3) This year the Lacey Police Department has added a half-time Domestic Violence
Advocate to assist with victims’ needs and concerns. We will be striving to adapt this
position to a full time position in the future.
Law enforcement agencies in Thurston County (Thurston County Sheriff’s Office, Lacey,
Olympia, Rainier, Tenino, Tumwater, Evergreen State College, and Yelm Police Departments)
are all signatories to Model Operating Procedures for law enforcement response to domestic
violence in Thurston County (see Appendix K). It is a great step forward in improving crossjurisdictional consistency of enforcement, prosecution, and victim services within Thurston
County.
SafePlace Legal Clinic
Since August of 2004, SafePlace and Thurston County
Volunteer Legal have partnered to provide pro-bono legal
services for victims of sexual assault and domestic violence.
The SafePlace Legal Clinic is offered once a month for 2-3
hours in the evening. The clinic is staffed by two advocates,
two administrative staff, and approximately five attorneys.
The YMCA assists with child care as needed. As many as 18
clients have been served at the clinic in one evening. All
services to clients at the SafePlace Legal Clinic are free.

Not Just a Footnote
"I didn't know these things
(SafePlace support group)
existed. I stayed for 15
years because I had
nowhere else to turn. Now
that I know there is help for
me and my children I can
begin to rebuild my life."
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The Legal Clinic Team works together to provide advocacy and pro-bono legal services for walk
in clients. Individual attorneys meet with clients for 45 minutes. Clients are provided with legal
services on site to overcome system barriers. Limited English Speaking clients are provided
with interpretation services at the clinic if prior arrangements have been made for this. Attorneys
providing this pro-bono service do not represent clients in court.
Clients are provided with an opportunity to provide feedback about the services received at the
end of their appointments. Over one hundred clients have been served, and overwhelmingly
they have expressed appreciation and satisfaction with the services received.

Future Research
This Audit followed the path of a victim through the Thurston County criminal justice system,
from the initial 9-1-1 call to court case processing and beyond. Nevertheless, time and resources
do not permit an audit that captures all facets of the domestic violence system – the myriad
factors that victims confront are too broad for this one Audit to tackle alone.
Future studies may focus on additional aspects of the Thurston County criminal justice system,
including the following:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Probation
o There exists no probation in many municipalities and the County Probation system is
seriously understaffed and undertrained in Domestic Violence issues.
DV Treatment effectiveness
Victim and survivor use of substances as an anesthetic
Community victim service agencies
Victimization in populations over 60
Specialized response teams (DVERTS – DV Emergency Response Teams)
The link between sexual assault and domestic violence
Recovery services for victims (mental health, etc.)
Co-location services for victims: Family Justice Center
Cross-cultural solutions
Indigenous cultures and global alternative approaches to solving DV.
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OFFICE

THURSTON COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE
Response to Domestic Incidents Involving Law Enforcement Employees
PURPOSE
The purpose of this policy is to establish clear procedures, protocols and actions for
investigating and reporting of domestic violence involving Thurston County
Sheriff's Office employees and law enforcement officers from other agencies and to
thereby discourage and reduce acts of domestic violence by law enforcement
commissioned personnel.
POLICY
Public confidence in law enforcement is paramount to our ability to maintain public
safety. To that end, the public must trust that law enforcement employees are held to the
standards of the law regarding domestic violence. Therefore, the Thurston County
Sheriff's Office (TCSO) will:
1. Promptly respond to allegations of domestic violence by an employee according
to this policy and all applicable laws.
2. Give primary consideration to protection of the victim of domestic violence and
enforcement of the laws.
3. Respect the due process rights of all employees, according to applicable legal
precedent and collective bargaining agreements.
4. Expeditiously report and conduct thorough investigations into any allegation of a
law enforcement employee involved in domestic violence.
5. Train employees and seek to educate their families about intimate violence and
avenues for assistance.
DEFINITIONS
Domestic violence as defined in RCW 10.99 includes two elements: first, a relationship
between the perpetrator and the victim defined in RCW 10.99.020(3), and second, that a
criminal act has occurred as defined in RCW 10.99.020(5).
Domestic dispute is an incident involving a relationship defined in RCW 10.99.020(3)
where there was no criminal action.
Domestic violence treatment provider refers to a treatment provider certified by the
State of Washington as a batterer’s treatment provider as defined in RCW 26.50.150.
Domestic violence specialist refers to an individual with professional credentials in the
dynamics of battering, advocacy and victim safety.
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Sworn employee means a general authority Washington peace officer as defined in RCW
10.93.020, any person appointed under RCW 35.21.333, and any person appointed or
elected to carry out the duties of the sheriff under chapter 36.28 RCW.
Employee means any person currently employed with an agency.

ACTIONS
AGENCY ACTIONS
•

•
•
•

•

•
•
•

•
•

•

Provide pre-hire screening procedures reasonably calculated to disclose whether
an applicant for a sworn employee position has a history of domestic violence or
child abuse allegations or has been subject to protective order as defined in RCW
10.99.090(3)(a).
Maintain ongoing and meaningful relationships with victim advocacy groups and
other domestic violence professionals in the community.
Provide education to department personnel on the dynamics of interpersonal
violence.
In response to observed behavior or at the request of the employee, the Thurston
County Sheriff’s Office will provide information on programs under RCW
26.50.150 and may offer or recommend intervention services to employees. If
domestic violence is suspected, referral should be to a domestic violence
specialist or treatment provider is critical.
Sworn employees who disclose to any other employees that they have personally
engaged in criminal acts of domestic violence are not entitled to confidentiality.
Such acts shall be investigated in separate administrative and criminal
investigations as appropriate.
Provide information to the employing law enforcement agency as soon as possible
after a domestic violence or domestic dispute report involving a sworn officer.
Provide information on this domestic violence policy to employees and make it
available to employee families and the public.
Provide victims of domestic violence by TCSO employees an agency point of
contact to assist the victim through the investigative process. Consideration
should be given to selecting a point of contact at least one rank higher than the
alleged perpetrator and ideally someone other than the investigator.
Provide victims of domestic violence by TCSO employees contact information
about public and private nonprofit domestic violence services and information
regarding relevant confidentiality policies related to the victim’s information.
Respond to TCSO employees who are known by the agency to be victims of
violence by sworn employees of the agency. Provide a point of contact and
review safety concerns and domestic violence services information with the
victim employee.
Provide for an impartial administrative investigation and appropriate criminal
investigation of all acts of domestic violence allegedly committed by a sworn
2
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•

employee and appropriate sanctions if it is found that an employee has committed
an act of domestic violence. Administrative investigations may be conducted by
TCSO or through agreements with other law enforcement agencies.
Consider whether to relieve a sworn employee of agency-issued weapons,
equipment and identification; as well as suspending law enforcement powers
pending resolution of an investigation, according to current TCSO policy.

EMPLOYEE ACTIONS
•

•

•
•

•

•

•

Employees are entitled to seek assistance through the employee assistance
program, employee peer counselors, chaplains or psychological professionals;
however, in situations where family violence is indicated, a referral to a domestic
violence specialist is critical.
Employees with knowledge or information about any sworn employee in violation
of this policy must report in writing to their supervisor or through the agency’s
professional standards function as soon as possible, but no later than 24 hours.
Failure to report may subject the employee to disciplinary action. It is a defense
for not reporting, that the employee reasonably believed no criminal activity
occurred.
The above notwithstanding, employees who are victims of domestic violence are
encouraged to request assistance, but are not subject to punitive measures for
failing to report their abuse.
Because of the possibility of victim or witness intimidation in any domestic
violence situation, employees who become aware of any such conduct shall take
appropriate action. This action will include, but is not limited to the report to
their supervisor or the professional standards unit within 24 hours.
Employees are expected to fully cooperate with the investigation of allegations
under this chapter but only as requested by a supervisor, professional standards
investigator or by court subpoena, with respect to due process rights, according to
applicable legal precedent and collective bargaining agreements.
When a law enforcement agency responds to a call in which an employee is
alleged to have been involved in a domestic dispute or committed an act of
domestic violence, the involved employee must immediately report that police
response to their supervisor.
When an employee becomes the subject of an investigation for child abuse or
neglect, or becomes subject to an order under RCW 26.44.063 or RCW 26.50 or
any equivalent order issued by another state or tribal court, that employee must
immediately report the fact to their supervisor.
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SUPERVISORS’ ACTIONS
•
•

Supervisors are to be aware of behaviors in their subordinates that could be
indicative of domestic violence and properly process observations of such
behavior.
All Thurston County Sheriff’s Office supervisors are required to see that domestic
violence incidents are properly recorded and processed according to this policy.

INCIDENT RESPONSE PROTOCOLS
•

•
•
•
•

•

Notification of any incident of domestic violence involving any law enforcement
officer requires:
o A prompt response
o Full investigation
o A complete written report by this agency, and
o Notification to the employing agency.
Patrol responses to the scene of domestic violence involving law enforcement
officers require on scene supervisory presence.
All incidents of domestic violence by agency personnel require notification
through the chain of command to the agency head.
Incidents of domestic violence by other agency sworn employees require
notification to the agency head of the employing agency.
The agency head may delegate responsibility for receiving such reports to a
specialized unit and/or specific person. Anyone so designated should have
specialized training regarding the dynamics of violent relationships, victim safety
and the role of advocacy. The assignment should be reviewed each time for
potential conflict of interest.
In the event of a report of domestic violence alleged to have been committed by
the agency head, prompt notification will be made to the employing entity’s chief
executive officer, or, in the case of an elected Sheriff, the County’s Prosecutor.
RADIO RESPONSE
•
•
•

Communications employees receiving domestic violence calls involving
sworn officers will enter a call for service and notify the appropriate
supervisor.
If no supervisor is available to respond to the scene, communications will
notify an on-call supervisor or supervisor from another agency.
Prepare and preserve documentation of the facts of the call, including the
9-1-1 recording.

4
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PATROL RESPONSE
•
•

•
•
•
•

A patrol officer responding to an incident described as domestic violence
involving a law enforcement officer will request a supervisory response to
the scene.
The primary unit will conduct a thorough investigation, including,
whenever possible, but not limited to:
o Photographs of the crime scene & any injuries identified
o Statements from all witnesses, including children, if any
o The Domestic Violence Supplemental Report Form
o Seizure of any weapons used or referred to in the crime
o Signed medical releases
o Copies of dispatch (CAD) records
o 911 call recording preserved
o Statement of the victim
o Statement of the suspect, if possible
The primary officer shall inquire if the victim requests any guns or
specific weapons be removed for safekeeping and accommodate removal
or explain the process for seeking a court order for removal.
The primary unit will complete the report as soon as possible, but prior to
the end of shift.
A copy of the report should be forwarded to the domestic violence
specialist.
Patrol units responding to domestic-related suspicious circumstances,
compelling third party accounts of incidents, unexplained property
damage, etc. or other troubling event involving law enforcement officers
will complete written reports of the incident.

PATROL SUPERVISOR RESPONSE
•

•

•
•

A patrol supervisor shall respond to the scene of any domestic violence
incident involving a sworn law enforcement employee regardless of
employing jurisdiction. Supervisors will coordinate information and offer
assistance to the agency of jurisdiction to provide a complete
investigation.
The patrol supervisor shall coordinate the investigation, applying
appropriate resources and special units such as forensics, photography,
domestic violence specialists, advocates and ensuring command
notification.
The supervisor will write a report on all incidents, whether deemed
criminal or not and route it through the chain of command.
If a Thurston County Sheriff’s Office sworn employee is arrested, the onscene supervisor will contact the Sheriff, or designee, who will order the
surrender of the employee’s agency-issued weapons, and identification.
Consideration should be given to other agency equipment and inquiries
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•

•
•
•
•

made about voluntary surrender of personal weapons that may be secured
for safekeeping.
If an officer from another police agency is arrested, the supervisor shall
contact that jurisdiction as soon as practical, but at least prior to custody
transport and request authorization, subject to that agency’s policy, to
seize that employee’s duty weapon(s) and identification or arrange for the
employing agency to do so.
The supervisor will endeavor to make a good faith effort to locate the
suspect if there is probable cause for an arrest.
The supervisor will explain the process to the victim, including the
opportunity for an emergency protection order, administrative no-contact
order, if applicable.
Advise the victim of the potential for public disclosure of records and/or
the criminal discovery process as well as any applicable records release
statutes and policies.
The supervisor will provide the victim with a copy of this policy and
agency contact information, acting as the agency point of contact until an
assignment is made.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE SPECIALIST RESPONSE
•
•

•
•
•

•

The domestic violence specialist will review the report and coordinate
with the investigative unit or the agency of jurisdiction.
For all situations involving an employee of the Thurston County Sheriff’s
Office, the domestic violence specialist will contact the victim, introduce
the point of contact and provide an update regarding the administrative
process.
Inform the victim that any information disclosed during either the criminal
or administrative investigation is subject to public disclosure laws and
policies of the department.
The domestic violence specialist will coordinate with the appropriate
prosecutor’s office regarding charging and prosecution.
The domestic violence specialist will coordinate with the appropriate
advocacy organization to assist with victim safety concerns. Victim
notification of each step in the administrative process is critical to victim
safety.
All completed investigations of domestic violence allegedly committed by
any sworn law enforcement employees shall be promptly forwarded to the
appropriate prosecuting authority for a charging decision.

COMMAND DUTY OFFICER
•
•

The command officer notified of an incident covered by this policy will
ensure that the Sheriff, or designee, is notified promptly of such incident.
For incidents involving Thurston County Sheriff’s Office employees:
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•

o The command officer should respond to the scene if the involved
employee is a sergeant or above or if the situation dictates
command presence.
o The command officer will make a decision regarding removal of
the involved employee’s law enforcement powers, duty weapon
and other department owned equipment, pending the outcome of
the investigation and possible prosecutorial charging decision.
o A command officer will issue an administrative order prohibiting
contact with the victim if appropriate.
o This decision will be forwarded through the professional standards
function and/or the Sheriff, or designee, for review and further
action.
For other law enforcement agencies:
o The command officer will respond or designate a command officer
to respond to the scene if the involved employee is a sergeant or
above or if the situation dictates command presence.
o The command officer will ensure command notification of the
employing agency.
o The command officer will verify the supervisor has offered
assistance with removing weapons, police powers, etc.
o The command officer will see that the agency provides appropriate
reports and any other requested documentation to the employing
agency.

VICTIM SAFETY & NOTIFICATIONS
•

•

Working with community resources and advocacy agencies, the Thurston
County Sheriff’s Office shall make available to the victim:
o Information on how to obtain protective orders and/or removal of
weapons from his or her home.
o Assistance with obtaining such orders in coordination with victim
advocates.
o A copy of this policy and other agency policies referencing the
confidentiality of the victim’s information.
o Information about public and private domestic violence advocacy
resources to include the Washington State Domestic Violence
Hotline.
TCSO should coordinate victim notification regarding criminal and civil
processes through the designated agency liaison in order to assist with
victim safety.
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS


The Thurston County Sheriff’s Office will observe all other appropriate policies
and procedures generally applicable to investigation of alleged officer
misconduct. TCSO will respect rights of the accused employee under applicable
collective bargaining agreements and case law.



Administrative investigations will be conducted through the TCSO professional
standards function or by an outside agency as directed by the Sheriff or designee.



Where sufficient information exists to believe a criminal violation or serious
policy violation occurred, TCSO will make appropriate restrictions to
assignments, law enforcement powers, building and records access and consider
administrative reassignment and/or leave.
o In determining the proper course of administrative action, the agency may
consider consulting with treatment professionals and reviewing such
factors as the employee’s past conduct and history of complying with
agency rules.



TCSO employees may be ordered to undergo fitness for duty evaluation or
assessment by a domestic violence treatment provider prior to any disposition,
depending on the circumstances and in accordance with administrative policy and
applicable collective bargaining agreements and civil service standards.
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MODEL OPERATING PROCEDURES
FOR THURSTON COUNTY LAW ENFORCEMENT RESPONSE TO
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE
1.

INTRODUCTION
The intent of the protocol is to provide general guidelines for a consistent law
enforcement response to domestic violence. Each law enforcement agency is
encouraged to utilize this protocol as a basis for developing its own written
domestic violence response policies and procedures. It is the hope of the
Thurston County Domestic Violence Protocol Committee For First Responders
that each agency will, in fact, develop its own written policies and procedures to
be followed by its officers who are involved in the public safety response to
domestic violence. An appendix to this protocol has been created as a reference
tool, in order to keep the protocol as brief and easy to use as possible.
Throughout the protocol we use the terminology “shall” to indicate mandatory
statutory requirements; and “should” to indicate recommendations for action.
A.

Policy Statement
Domestic violence is a crime that differs from many other crimes because
of the intimate relationship between the victim and the accused. The
investigation should proceed in a timely fashion. The likelihood of either
repeat incidents, and/or violations of existing protection orders, make
timely investigation a priority. In recognition of the difference between
domestic violence and other crimes, police shall provide victims with
special assistance, including efforts to ensure that victims are informed of
services available to victims.

B.

Mission Statement
Recognizing that domestic violence is a serious concern for all citizens of
Thurston County, members agree to work together to implement this
protocol, with emphasis on high quality investigations, as well as
improving cross-jurisdictional consistency of enforcement, prosecution,
and victim services within the criminal justice system.

C.

Disclaimer
This protocol, which is neither a statute, ordinance, nor regulation, is not
intended to increase the civil or criminal liability of member agencies or
their employees and it shall not be construed as creating any mandatory
obligations to or on behalf of third parties. Failure to follow any procedure
outlined in this protocol shall not be grounds for, and shall not result in,
the dismissal of any charges arising from any reported case of domestic
violence. Similarly, a failure to follow any procedure in this protocol shall
not be the basis for suppressing any evidence obtained during an
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investigation, shall not be construed as giving any additional rights to
those charged or convicted of a domestic violence offense, and shall not be
the basis for any post conviction relief.
D.

The Rights of Victims
In 1989, the Washington State Constitution was amended (Article 1,
Section 35) to provide victims of felonies the right to be informed of all
court hearings and the right to make a statement at the defendant’s
sentencing or release hearing.
RCW 7.69 and 7.69A addresses the rights of crime victims, survivors, and
witnesses.
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

E.

Child victims have special rights to advocacy, accommodations
during legal procedures, and privacy about their identities.
All victims are to be advised of their legal rights in written form,
including information of how to contact a local victim/witness
program.
Victims of violent or sex crimes are entitled to receive protection
from harm and threats of harm arising out of cooperation with law
enforcement and prosecution.
Victims of violent or sex crimes are entitled to have access to
immediate medical assistance without unreasonable delay.
Crime victims are entitled to have any stolen property or other
personal property returned as soon as possible after completion of a
case.
Crime victims are entitled to other information, as detailed.
Victims may submit an impact statement to the court for
consideration at sentencing.
Victims and witnesses must be informed of the progress and
disposition of cases.

Liability
RCW 10.99.070 relieves law enforcement officers of civil liability for an
arrest based on probable cause or other action made in good faith arising
from an alleged domestic violence incident.

2.

ON-SCENE INVESTIGATION
A.

Investigation
In handling domestic violence incidents, the officer’s general approach
should reflect the seriousness of the offense and its consequences for both
the suspect and the victim. To convey this seriousness officers should
inform the parties involved that domestic violence is a crime and
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investigate the incident as thoroughly as other crimes not involving family
or household members.
Officers should use the same information gathering and interviewing
strategies used in any other criminal investigation, framing their
questions with consideration for the victim’s present emotional state and
ongoing safety.
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

B.

Secure the scene and identify potential weapons (assess for
lethality). See Appendix for more information about assessing
lethality;
Assess and document whether drugs and alcohol were consumed;
Assess and document the injuries, whether observable or not
(including inquiry about possible internal injuries), administer first
aid, and/or notify emergency medical services;
Inquire about the nature of the incident;
Whenever possible, interview the victim and suspect separately,
and without the children in view;
Whenever possible, interview the children;
Identify all witnesses who may have viewed or had contact with the
suspect or victim as related to the current incident;
Whenever possible obtain a written, signed declaration from the
victim, made under penalty of perjury – the “Smith” affidavit. See
Appendix for a sample of a “Smith” affidavit; designed to comply
with the ruling in State of Washington v. Nova Richard Smith, 97
Wn.2d 856, 651 P.2d 207 (1982).

Prior History
Detailed knowledge of the current as well as any past incidents will
increase the officers’ ability to make appropriate decisions about arrest
options and advise victims on follow-up procedures and safety issues. This
information can be acquired through carefully interviewing the victim and
the suspect.
Officers will often be walking into a situation in which the relationship
between the suspect and victim has been characterized by a history of
domestic violence. In order to respond effectively to the present incident,
you will need to know about past incidents, and therefore, you should also
interview for historical information.
Inquiring about past domestic violence incidents will aid in evaluating:
1)
2)
3)
4)

The dangerousness of the situation;
Existence of court orders (no contact, protection, restraining);
Safety of the children;
Emergency housing and medical needs of the victim and children;
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5)
C.

Witnesses to substantiate prior incidents of violence.

Gathering and Preserving Evidence
The officer should collect and preserve all physical evidence reasonably
necessary to support the crimes charged.
Photograph the crime scene and victim, if possible, and note condition of
the crime scene, including a description of physical surroundings and
damaged property associated with the offense/violence. All injuries,
whether observable or not, should be documented in the offense report.

D.

Interviewing and Statements
1)

General:
Officers should use the same information gathering and
interviewing strategies used in any other criminal investigation,
framing their questions with consideration for the victim’s present
emotional state and ongoing safety.
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)

i)
j)
k)
l)
Model DV Procedures, 4/2004

Whenever possible, move the suspect and witnesses out of
hearing range and visual distance of the victim;
Closely question statements indicating that the injuries were
caused by an accident;
Focus on what happened as opposed to why it happened, thus
building probable cause;
Request appropriate interpreters at the scene when language
or communication barriers exist;
Write down direct quotes when possible: (i.e., excited
utterances);
Document emotional state of everyone being interviewed:
(i.e., crying, yelling, in shock);
Assess and document whether drugs and alcohol were
consumed;
Assess and document the injuries, whether observable or not
(including inquiry about possible internal injuries),
administer first aid, and/or notify emergency medical
services;
Inquire about the nature of the incident;
Whenever possible, interview the victim and suspect
separately, and without the children in view;
Whenever possible, interview the children, but in-depth
forensic interviews of children under 10 should be conducted
by trained investigators – see also sec. 6(a);
Identify all witnesses who may have viewed or had contact
with the suspect or victim as related to the current incident.
4

2)

Cultural Considerations/Language Barriers
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

3)

Interpreters should be used at any domestic violence call
where language barriers exist;
Do not use family members or neighbors to interpret as bias
may enter into the interpretation;
Language Line can be accessed through dispatch to help with
interpretation;
Some officers for other jurisdictions are bilingual and can be
used to interpret;
The hearing impaired must be provided an interpreter if they
are unable to communicate adequately via another means
(e.g. writing, TTY, lip-reading).

Victim:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
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Attempt to secure a written statement from the victim (the
“Smith” affidavit), or document why one was not obtained.
See example of “Smith” affidavit in the Appendix;
Determine if the suspect has made threats to the victim and
the nature of those threats;
Carefully inquire about injuries of the victim that may be
concealed by clothing or otherwise not readily observable;
Obtain information concerning present safety, prior history
of abuse, availability of weapons and threats of retaliation
that may affect the bail or personal recognizance release;
Determine the existence of no contact, protection, or
restraining orders and solicit if such orders will be needed or
wanted by the victim;
Determine if the victim is under the influence of alcohol
and/or drugs. If so, how recently;
If the suspect has fled the scene, attempt to solicit the
possible whereabouts of the accused;
Obtain as much contact information to include extended
contact phone number and mailing address of third party
contacts. Also any limiting factors should also be included;
The victim should be asked if there is a “no disclosure”
preference. The victim should also be advised that this no
disclosure has a time limitation.

5

Note: The victim should not be advised that they can press or drop
charges. That is the sole decision of the Prosecutor’s Office.
4)

Suspect:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

5)

Witnesses:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

6)

Document any spontaneous statements made by the suspect
and the suspect’s description of the incident;
Document any statements used by the suspect to describe the
victim;
Record any alibi statements made by the suspect;
Document any changes in the suspect’s demeanor during the
investigation process (e.g. calm and controlled vs. escalation
and aggression);
Determine if the suspect consumed alcohol and/or drugs and
if so, how recently;
Determine if the suspect is under medical care for a physical
or mental condition and/or taking any medication;
If the suspect is to be arrested, document spontaneous
statements made while in police custody.

Interview all witnesses to the incident, including the 911
caller;
Document the witnesses’ observation of the victim’s physical
and emotional condition (e.g. torn clothing, injuries, crying,
fear, anxiety);
Document statements made that may be excited utterances,
etc., including statements by children;
Include prior instances of violence and the witnesses’
observation of the victim’s physical and emotional condition;
Obtain written statements if possible.

Children:
a)
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Care should be exercised in the decision to interview children
involved in domestic violence calls. Age, trauma, disability,
and/or limited communication abilities may be reasons to
defer interviews of young children (under age 10) until a
later date or until the ability to include a specialist in child
interviewing. If you do decide to interview children, interview
them in a manner appropriate to the child’s age and question
them outside of the view and hearing of the victim and
suspect. They should be given specific assurances that they
are not to blame, particularly if the child called law
enforcement;
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b)

E.

Medical Assistance and Treatment
1)

2)

3.

Signs of physical trauma and any apparent healing of abuse
wounds on the child should be noted by the officer and
referred to Child Protective Services (RCW 26.44.030).

The officer should encourage the victim to seek an emergency room
examination when appropriate. If the victim declines emergency
treatment, officers should document the refusal in the report, and
suggest a visit to the victim’s personal physician as follow-up;
Officers may transport the victim, children or suspect to the
hospital for medical treatment, based upon the officer’s
determination of the particulars of that incident. The officer may
consult the shift supervisor for guidance. This is not intended to
substitute for transport by proper medical personnel.

THE ARREST DECISION
Arrest Authority
The responding officer must arrest the suspect whenever arrest is mandated.
The mandatory and discretionary arrest authority is governed by RCW 10.31,
10.99, and 26.50. (See Appendix for cites to RCW’s.)
The officer will have to make one of four decisions, based on the investigation:
-

Mandatory arrest;
Discretionary arrest;
Dual arrests; or
No Probable Cause.

The following factors must be determined and clearly articulated in the offense
report to support the arrest of one or both parties:
-

Probable cause for each assailant;
Determination and identification of the primary aggressor, if
necessary;
An assault or violation of an existing court order.

The following factors should not be considered in making the arrest decision:
-

The marital status of the parties;
Verbal assurances that the violence will stop;
Use of drugs or alcohol by either party;
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A.

Denial that the abuse occurred where evidence indicates otherwise;
A request by the victim not to arrest the suspect;
The racial, cultural, social, professional position, or sexual
orientation of the victim or suspect;
Ownership or tenancy rights of either party.

Mandatory Arrest
If the suspect is at the scene and mandatory arrest is warranted:
1)
2)
3)
4)

5)
B.

Immediately take the suspect into custody and solicit admissions
and/or statements when applicable;
Conduct an area search for, and seize, weapons pursuant to state
law and departmental policy;
Document the elements of the offense and probable cause in the
incident/offense report, noting every possible crime committed;
If the suspect has fled the scene and mandatory arrest is
warranted:
i)
Obtain possible locations where the suspect would go
and request checks by appropriate law enforcement
agency with probable cause for arrest;
ii)
Issue “attempt to locate” or similar radio information
for local units, identifying vehicles and possible
associates;
Obtain a protection order for the victim.

Discretionary Arrest
If the suspect is at the scene and mandatory arrest is not warranted:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Determine whether to issue a citation to the suspect. If one is
issued, obtain a protection order for the victim;
Assist with the preservation of evidence;
Complete an incident/offense report;
Conduct area search for weapons (see prior page).

If the suspect has fled the scene and mandatory arrest is not
warranted:
1)
2)

Obtain vehicle information on the suspect;
Law enforcement should advise the victim to call 911 if the suspect
returns, or if the victim detects suspicious behavior on the part of
the suspect;
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C.

3)
4)

Encourage the victim to relocate to temporary safe shelter;
If the victim remains at the residence, law enforcement may make
return checks to the residence to check the victim’s welfare;

5)
6)

Determine whether to issue a citation to the suspect;
Complete an incident/offense report;

Arresting Both Parties
As a general rule, officers should avoid dual arrests. If case facts establish
probable cause for other charges, consider citations for other charges. The
intent of the law is to identify the primary aggressor. Dual arrests for
domestic violence assault may be difficult to prosecute, making dismissal
of both cases more likely. If both parties are arrested:
1)
2)
3)
4)

D.

Document probable cause for each assailant;
Consult with the prosecutor if possible prior to arresting both
parties;
Conduct an area search for, and seize, weapons pursuant to
state law and departmental policy;
Obtain protections orders for both parties.

Absence of Probable Cause to Arrest or Cite
If there is no probable cause to arrest or cite the suspect:
1)

4.

Follow departmental procedure for documenting the incident.

ON-SCENE ASSISTANCE TO VICTIM AND DEPENDENTS
A.

Notification of Rights
RCW 10.99.030(7) identifies specific language to be included in notices
given to domestic violence victims by law enforcement during their
response.
1)
2)
3)
4)

B.

Victims are informed that they may ask that a criminal
complaint be filed, charging their abuser with a crime;
Victims are advised how to obtain a protection order;
All parties in domestic violence should be warned that if the
protection order is violated (even if invited), this is a gross
misdemeanor and will be prosecuted;
Victims are also advised of shelters and other resources
available in the local community.

Civil Standby
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A civil standby is an officer’s presence to assure the peace. Where,
pursuant to a court order, there is a law enforcement directive to
“standby” while one party retrieves property or belongings from a shared
residence pursuant to a court order, officers should determine the
possibility of violence at the standby location and proceed accordingly.
Law enforcement should not assist or participate in the division of
property.
C.

Vulnerable Adults and Children – Mandatory Reporting
1)

Children
If the accused is arrested and was the sole caretaker of a child,
and/or if the victim is sole caretaker of a child and can no longer
provide care (as, for example, when the victim is hospitalized), the
officer should contact child protective services and remain at the
residence until a protective services worker arrives or should take
the child into custody pursuant to state law. See Appendix for state
law citation.

Initial reports may be made by phone but a written report should be
completed and forwarded to the appropriate agency.
2)

Vulnerable Adults
If the accused is arrested and was the sole caretaker of a vulnerable
adult, and/or if the victim is the sole caretaker of a vulnerable
adult, and/or if the victim is a vulnerable adult, the officer should
contact Adult Protective Services or Residential Care Services (if
the vulnerable adult is in the care of a nursing home/adult family
home/boarding home), and may need to remain at the
residence/facility until a protective services worker arrives to take
the vulnerable adult into custody, or move that person to a new
facility. See Appendix for state law citations.

Initial reports may be made by phone but a written report should be
completed and forwarded to the appropriate agency.

5.

COURT ORDERS
There are four different types of court orders that can be issued by a court in
domestic violence situations. They are intended as legal measures to prevent
further acts of violence, contact, threats or harassment.
A.

Criminal No Contact Orders
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Pre-disposition: issued by courts when there has been a judicial
determination of probable cause, or at arraignment.
Post-disposition: issued after conviction.
Usually prohibits all contact.
Victim need not be present for issuance (often don’t want the order).
Not as specific as DV Protection Orders.
Usually served in court; bear defendant’s signature.
No charge to the protected party.
If there are children involved, and a protection order is needed that
will include the children, the victim must go through Family Court
(Superior Court) to obtain a DV Protection Order that will include
restricting the suspect from having contact with the children. See
below, for information about obtaining Civil DV Protection Orders.
Any court with criminal jurisdiction cases may issue these orders.
B.

Civil DV Protection Orders
Obtained by a person who petitions for protection (petitioner) of domestic
violence – at no charge.
There are both temporary (until hearing) and permanent (usually one
year) orders.
Petitioners must submit a sworn affidavit and appear in court.
Respondent may appear at the hearing before permanent order is issued.
Can be very specific about conditions.
Judge can order temporary custody, DV or substance abuse evaluations
and treatment, proximity restrictions, surrender of firearms by the
respondent, and exclusion from the residence.
No charge to obtain the temporary or permanent order or to serve it on
the respondent.
In Thurston County, Family Court (Superior Court) issues these orders.

C.

Civil Restraining Orders
Often issued as part of a divorce (dissolution) or other civil proceeding.
Usually designed to restrict disposition of property. Sometimes vague and
hard to enforce, as they prohibit “molesting or disturbing the peace”.
Usually mutual; enforceable as to both parties. Most violations are best
dealt with civilly, sometimes as contempt. Check for an arrest clause;
determine whether violations subject the violator to mandatory arrest seek legal advice.

Model DV Procedures, 4/2004

11

In Thurston County, Family Court (Superior Court) issues these orders.
D.

Civil Anti-Harassment Orders (non-DV)
These are most appropriate for non-family relationships: neighbors, coworkers, etc. There is a charge to obtain this type of order and for having
the order served on the respondent.
Sometimes useful in domestic cases, if no violence or threats occurred. No
mandatory arrest provisions, although many orders have an arrest clause.
These can be issued in Superior/Family Court, or District/Municipal
courts. Note: not all municipal courts have ordinances that provide for
issuance of this type of order, so a victim may need to obtain protection
through District Court.

E.

Miscellaneous
Violations of DV orders with probable cause will subject the suspect to
arrest if the order says that a violation will result in arrest. There is no
four-hour factor.
The victim/petitioner cannot violate their own order. Only the respondent
is restrained, except for mutual orders (typically TRO’s). The respondent
may be arrested, even if allowed or invited to violate the conditions by the
protected party.
Be careful of conditions. Be wary of only a proximity violation, or
technical violations of a non-safety issue, such as child custody or
surrendering property that appear in a civil restraining order as part of a
divorce (dissolution) case. Officers may accompany the petitioner and
request the custody transfer of a child from whomever may have physical
custody, but the child shall not be forcibly removed from anyone solely on
the authority of these orders. A writ of habeas corpus and a warrant are
required for forcible removal of a child by law enforcement. When in
doubt, check with civil division or prosecutor.
At the scene of domestics, check participants through WACIC/NCIC. If a
protection order is located, verify it with the originating agency. They
should have a copy in hand. Verify service, expiration date, identity of the
subjects, and conditions. If an arrest is made, include a copy of order with
the police report, including proof of service. Eventually, a certified copy
will be needed from the court clerk.
Check with respondent about knowledge of the order. Violations can be
prosecuted in some cases if not served, but respondent had knowledge of
the order and its conditions. Entry into the system constitutes notice to all
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law enforcement agencies of the existence of the order, and the order is
fully enforceable in any jurisdiction in the state. See RCW 10.99.040(5)
and (6). It is the notice provision of this statute that mandates a
duty for an officer to arrest if probable cause exists for violation
of a no contact order, protection order, anti-harassment order, or
restraining order.
Assaults, Reckless Endangerment, Drive-by Shooting and Stalking may
be charged as felonies, if a protection order is in place, with appropriate
notice of the protection order. Note: Has to be clear violation of order
before the assault, etc. can be charged as felony.
After two convictions for violation of a no-contact order by the same
perpetrator, a new violation is a class C felony. Previous convictions do
not have to be against the same victim.
6.

OFFENSE REPORT, DATA COLLECTION, AND FOLLOW-UP
RCW 10.99.030 mandates that a complete offense report shall be taken at all
domestic violence calls, whether or not an arrest is made. Due to the sensitive
nature of domestic violence, law enforcement should view domestic violence
investigations as a priority. Protracted periods of inactivity in an investigation
or its follow-up could be detrimental to victims and to the overall investigation.
The offense report shall be transmitted to the prosecutor within ten days of
making the report if there is probable cause to believe that an offense was
committed, unless the case is under active investigation.
Each department shall provide an offense report form that includes a
departmental code for domestic violence and retain a written record of all such
reports. Beginning January 1, 1994, departmental records of incidents of
domestic violence shall be submitted to the Washington Association of Sheriffs
and Police Chiefs (WASPC) for collection of statewide domestic violence data.
Some considerations for follow-up investigations are:
-

7.

Follow each jurisdiction’s policy/guidelines on follow-up reporting.
The need for follow-up investigation is on a case-by-case basis.
What is the extent of the injuries, photos by first responder versus
photos the following day?
Do medical releases need to be obtained?
Reports on DV calls that are “verbal” only are recommended, and
considered to be a “best practice.”

LIABILITY
RCW 10.31.100(12), 10.99.070 and 26.50.140 govern liability in relation to law
enforcement response to incidents of domestic violence.
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No police officer may be held criminally or civilly liable for making an
arrest pursuant to RCW 10.31.100(2) or (8) if the police officer acts in
good faith and without malice. RCW 10.31.100(12).
A peace officer shall not be held liable in any civil action for an arrest
based on probable cause, enforcement in good faith of a court order, or
any other action or omission in good faith under this chapter arising from
an alleged incident of domestic violence brought by any party to the
incident. RCW 10.99.070.
No peace officer may be held criminally or civilly liable for making an
arrest under RCW 26.50.110 if the police officer acts in good faith and
without malice. RCW 26.50.140.
The Washington State Supreme Court case of Roy v. City of Everett, 118 Wash.
2d 352, 823, P.2d 1084 (1992), held that this provision does not immunize police
officers against liability for damages if the officers fail to enforce the law. The
court further reiterated that victims of domestic violence must receive equal
protection under the law and that individual officers and the governmental
agencies employing them will be held accountable when the failure to enforce the
laws results in injuries or death of the victim.
8.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
A.

Departmental Training
Law enforcement agencies should consider developing an on-going
training program on domestic violence which covers: department domestic
violence response policies and procedures; review of current domestic
violence law; definitions and enforcement of court orders; and the
availability of court and community based program resources for victims.
The Criminal Justice Training Commission (CJTC) satellite sites are also
equipped with domestic violence training materials for use by
departments.

B.

911 Dispatch
Whether dispatch priorities are assigned by a computer or set at the
discretion of the dispatcher, high priority should be given to domestic
violence calls.
A standard set of protocol questions is available to telecommunicators
when taking domestic violence calls. The CAD activity code Domestic
Violence has two categories (or choices) for coding a domestic violence
event into the CAD system (either in progress-Now or Cleared.)
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Operators and dispatchers should gather as much information as possible
about the domestic violence incident and should communicate this to the
responding officers. If possible, dispatchers should determine if there have
been prior calls related to the alleged suspect, victim and/or address, and
to see if there is a current no contact or protection order. This information
should be communicated to the responding officers.
Every communication system should establish procedures for receiving
emergency calls from non-English speaking and deaf/hard of hearing
persons. Pursuant to the American with Disabilities Act (ADA), law
enforcement communications systems must be equipped with a TTY
(teletypewriter) to accommodate emergency calls from deaf/hard of
hearing individuals. All 911 operators and dispatch personnel should
receive training on its use.
C.

Immigration
Law enforcement does not have the authority to enforce civil immigration
law. In order to receive protection without the fear of being reported to the
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), no immigrant, refugee, or
undocumented person who is the victim of an assault or other domestic
violence related crime should be required to divulge their immigration
status to law enforcement. A victim of domestic violence who is
undocumented is not violating criminal law by residing in the United
States; rather, the person is in potential violation of civil immigration law.
The Immigration and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. 1154(a)(1) Section 204
allows aliens who are victims of spousal abuse to petition to stay in the
country.
See also: Section 2.D.2., Cultural Considerations/Language Barriers.

D.

Prominent Citizens, Public Officials, and Police Officers
Where the accused is a prominent citizen, public official, or police officer,
the responding officer may be subject to significant emotional
and political pressures, but the investigation should proceed like any
other crime.
Each law enforcement agency should consider developing an internal
process to investigate law enforcement personnel and public officials who
are alleged suspects in a domestic violence incident.

E.

Military Installations, Indian Reservation, College/University
Campuses
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Military Installations: Military personnel are subject to charging and
prosecution under the Uniform Code of Military Justice. Domestic violence
incidents that occur on a military base are under the jurisdiction of
military police. However, if military personnel commit crimes outside the
military’s physical jurisdiction, they are subject to Washington law for
charging and prosecution. A copy of the civilian offense report should be
sent to the Office of the Judge Advocate General on the base of the
servicemember.
Indian Reservations: In the United States, each reservation and
recognized tribe is a sovereign nation. Most tribes and reservations have
their own criminal justice system (tribal court) and are governed by a Law
and Order Code. This Code may or may not be patterned after
Washington state law.
Some tribes and reservations are under state jurisdiction and subject to
enforcement of state law. It is important to know which, if any, Indian
sovereignties are located within the department’s physical jurisdiction in
order to develop an appropriate response policy.
College/University Campuses: All college and university campuses
that have accredited or fully commissioned law enforcement officers shall
follow state law with respect to enforcement of domestic violence statutes,
including mandatory arrest.
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APPENDIX
A.

WASHINGTON STATE LAW - HISTORY
In 1979, the Washington State Legislature passed the Domestic Violence Act
(DVA), RCW 10.99. This Act emphasized the criminal nature of domestic
violence and established domestic violence as a priority for law enforcement
response. The Domestic Violence Act recognized the historical bias against
enforcing domestic violence as a crime and expressed the legislative intent that
enforcement of the law should be the official response to cases of domestic
violence.
In 1984, two additional pieces of state legislation expanded upon the protection
afforded under the Domestic Violence Act. The Domestic Violence Prevention Act
(DVPA), RCW 26.50, created the civil Order for Protection and RCW 10.31 was
amended to establish the mandatory arrest with probable cause provision. RCW
10.31 requires arrest of the batterer if probable cause exists that an assault
occurred within the preceding four hours. In 1985, amendments were made to
the DVPA. The most crucial of these changes clarified the mandatory arrest with
probable cause provision by directing law enforcement to arrest only the primary
aggressor. RCW 10.31.100(2)(c).
In 1995, comprehensive state legislation was passed that broadened mandatory
arrest requirements, expanded the legal definition of domestic violence and
strengthened several key areas relating to domestic violence court orders.
Amendments to RCW 26.50, the Domestic Violence Prevention Act, clarified
court procedures and the issuance of orders, added relief provisions and
strengthened enforcement of domestic violence court orders. This legislation
improved the criminal justice response to victim safety and enhanced
perpetrator accountability.
In recognition of one common tactic used by abusers against their victims, RCW
26.50 was amended to include stalking behavior to the definition of domestic
violence. This statutory change enables victims to obtain protection orders
prohibiting their abusers from stalking them.
In an effort to make domestic violence orders available in family law proceedings
more uniform and enforceable, several procedural changes were made under
RCW 26. Many victims seek protection from abuse as part of a larger family law
case such as a dissolution rather than using the separate protection order
process. Historically, orders available in family law proceedings were superficial
and inconsistent. The resulting legislative amendments enhance victims’ ability
to obtain effective protection in family law proceedings.
The major domestic violence legislation in 1996, clarified provisions relating to
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protection, no contact, and restraining orders. Several changes include:
enforcement of orders not in the computer system under RCW 26.50.115;
increased penalties for violation of a no contact order under RCW 10.99.050 and
for repeated violations of orders under RCW 10.99, and 26.50; addition of the
new ‘crime of interference with reporting domestic violence’ under RCW 9A.36;
exceptional sentences for certain types of domestic violence crimes and for
violent crimes against pregnant women amending RCW 9.94A.390.
Additional legislation amended RCW 9.41.040, which governs possession of
firearms by individuals convicted of crimes. This legislation makes it a felony to
possess a firearm if one has been convicted of a variety of listed crimes including
domestic violence felonies and certain domestic violence gross misdemeanors.
This critical change limits an abuser’s access to weapons, requires the offender
go through a petition process and meet several conditions before the right to
possess a firearm is reinstated.
B.

THE ARREST DECISION – UNDERLYING AUTHORITY
1.

Warrants and Arrests, Chapter 10.31 RCW
10.31.100 “…A police officer may arrest a person without a warrant for
committing a misdemeanor or gross misdemeanor only when the offense is
committed in the presence of the officer, except as provided in subsections
(1) through (10) of this section.
(1)

Any police officer having probable cause to believe that a person
has committed or is committing a misdemeanor or gross
misdemeanor, involving physical harm or threats of harm to any
person or property or the unlawful taking of property or involving
the use or possession of cannabis, or involving the acquisition,
possession or consumption of alcohol by a person under the age of
twenty-one years of age…, or involving criminal trespass…shall
have the authority to arrest the person.

(2)

A police officer shall arrest and take into custody, pending release
on bail, personal recognizance, or court order, a person without a
warrant when the officer has probable cause to believe that:
(a)
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An order has been issued of which the person has knowledge
under RCW 26.44.063, or chapter 10.99, 26.09, 26.10, 26.26,
26.50, or 74.34 RCW, restraining the person and the person
has violated the terms of the order restraining the person
from acts or threats of violence or restraining the person
from going onto the grounds of or entering a residence,
workplace, school, or day care, or prohibiting the person from
knowingly coming within, or knowingly remaining within, a
specified distance of a location or, in the case of an order
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issued under RCW 26.44.063, imposing any other restrictions
or conditions upon the person, or
(b)

A foreign protection order, as defined in RCW 26.52.010, has
been issued of which the person under restraint has
knowledge and the person under restraint has violated a
provision of the foreign protection order prohibiting the
person under restraint from contacting or communicating
with another person, or excluding the person under restraint
from a residence, workplace, school, or day care, or
prohibiting the person from knowingly coming within, or
knowingly remaining within, a specified distance of a
location, or a violation of any provision for which the foreign
protection order specifically indicates that a violation will be
a crime; or

(c)

The person is sixteen years or older and within the preceding
four hours has assaulted a family or household member as
defined in RCW 10.99.020 and the officer believes:
(i)
A felonious assault has occurred;
(ii)
An assault has occurred which has resulted in bodily
injury to the victim, whether the injury is observable
by the responding officer or not; or
(iii) Any physical action has occurred which was intended
to cause another person reasonably to fear imminent
serious bodily injury or death. Bodily injury means
physical pain, illness, or an impairment of physical
condition.
When the officer has probable cause to believe that family or
household members have assaulted each other, the officer is
not required to arrest both persons. The officer shall arrest
the person whom the officer believes to be the primary
physical aggressor. In making this determination, the officer
shall make every reasonable effort to consider:
(i)
The intent to protect victims of domestic violence
under RCW 10.99.010;
(ii)
The comparative extent of injuries inflicted or serious
threats creating fear of physical injury; and
(iii) The history of domestic violence between the persons
involved.

(3) through (7) – inapplicable.
(8)

A police officer may arrest and take into custody, pending release
on bail, personal recognizance, or court order, a person without a
warrant when the officer has probable cause to believe that an

Model DV Procedures, 4/2004

19

order has been issued of which the person has knowledge under
10.14 RCW and the person has violated the terms of that order.
(Note: 10.14 RCW is Harassment, and contains the process for
obtaining a civil anti-harassment order. 9A.46 RCW is also
Harassment.)
(9) through (11) – inapplicable.
(12)

2.

No police officer may be held criminally or civilly liable for making
an arrest pursuant to RCW 10.31.100(2) or (8) if the police officer
acts in good faith and without malice.

Domestic Violence – Official Response, Chapter 10.99 RCW
RCW 10.99.030
(6)(a) When a peace officer responds to a domestic violence call and has
probable cause to believe that a crime has been committed, the
peace officer shall exercise arrest powers with reference to the
criteria in RCW 10.31.100. The officer shall notify the victim of the
victim’s right to initiate a criminal proceeding in all cases where
the officer has not exercised arrest powers or decided to initiate
criminal proceedings by citation or otherwise…
RCW 26.50.110
(1)

Whenever an order for protection is granted under this chapter,
chapter 10.99, 26.09, 26.10, 26.26, or 74.34 RCW, or there is a valid
foreign protection order as defined in RCW 26.52.020, and the
respondent or person to be restrained knows of the order, a
violation of the restraint provisions or of a provision excluding the
person from a residence, workplace, school, or day care, or of a
provision prohibiting a person from knowingly coming within, or
knowingly remaining within, a specified distance of a location, or of
a provision of a foreign protection order specifically indicating that
a violation will be a crime, which an arrest is required under RCW
10.31.100(2) (a) or (b), is a gross misdemeanor except as provided in
subsections (4) and (5) of this section…

(2)

A peace officer shall arrest without a warrant and take into custody
a person whom the peace officer has probable cause to believe has
violated an order issued under this chapter, chapter 10.99, 26.09,
26.10, 26.26, or 74.34 RCW, or a valid foreign protection order as
defined in RCW 26.52.020, that restrains the person or excludes the
person from a residence, workplace, school or day care, or prohibits
the person from knowingly coming within, or knowingly remaining
within, a specified distance of a location, if the person restrained
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knows of the order…

C.

(3)

Not applicable.

(3)

Any assault that is a violation of an order issued under this
chapter, chapter 10.99, 26.09, 26.10, 26.26, or 74.34 RCW, or of a
valid protection order as defined in RCW 26.52.020, and that does
not amount to assault in the first or second degree under RCW
9A.36.011 or 9A.36.021 is a class C felony, and any conduct in
violation of such an order that is reckless and creates a substantial
risk of death or serious physical injury to another person is a class
C felony.

(5)

A violation of a court order issued under this chapter, chapter
10.99, 26.09, 26.10, 26.26, or 74.34 RCW, or of a valid foreign
protection order as defined in RCW 26.52.020, is a class C felony if
the offender has at least two previous convictions for violating the
provisions of an order issued under this chapter, chapter 10.99,
26.09, 26.10, 26.26, or 74.34 RCW, or a valid foreign protection
order as defined in RCW 26.52.020. The previous convictions may
involve the same victim or other victims specifically protected by
the orders the offender has violated.

(6)

Not set forth here.

ABUSE OF CHILDREN - CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES
REQUIREMENTS
RCW 26.44.030
Duty of Law Enforcement to report reasonable cause that a child has suffered
abuse or neglect to protective services, as per the requirements of RCW
26.44.040.
Must be as soon as possible, but at least within 48 hours. “Child” means a person
less than 18 years of age.

D.

ABUSE OF VULNERABLE ADULTS - ADULT PROTECTIVE SERVICES
REQUIREMENTS
Law enforcement officers are “mandated reporters,” under RCW
74.34.020(8).
RCW 74.34.035
Duty of law enforcement to report to DSHS when there is reasonable cause to
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believe that abandonment, abuse, financial exploitation, or neglect of a
vulnerable adult has occurred; mandated reporters shall immediately report to
the department. If there is reason to suspect that sexual or physical abuse has
occurred, mandated reporters shall immediately report to the appropriate law
enforcement agency and to the department.
Vulnerable adults definition (RCW 74.34.020(13):
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

60 years of age or older who has the functional, mental, or physical
inability to care for him or herself; or
Found incapacitated under chapter 11.88 RCW; or
Who has a developmental disability as defined under RCW 71A.10.020; or
Admitted to any facility; or
Receiving services from home health, hospice, or home care agencies
licensed or required to be licensed under chapter 70.127 RCW; or
Receiving services from an individual provider.

If residential – then report to Adult Protective Services.
If Nursing Home/Adult Family Home/Boarding Home – then report to
Residential Care Services.
Initial reports may be made by phone but a written report should be completed
and forwarded to the appropriate agency.
E.

ASSESSING LETHALITY (DANGEROUSNESS)
Lethality Indicators:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)
9)
10)
11)

Stalking behavior by the offender
Actively avoiding law enforcement after DV incident
History of assaults
Multiple victims
Brutality of assault
Death threats that the victim believes are credible
Bizarre activities by the offender
- Urine/excrement left on victim’s property
- Prowling around residence
- Entering victim’s residence when victim is gone or sleeping
- Damaging victim’s property while he/she is sleeping or away
- Letters or calls demanding victim to return or threatening with
revenge
Problems with alcohol and/or substance abuse
Mental illness that interferes with decision-making and lawful
behavior
Weapons
Separation attempt by victim or current separation
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12)
13)
14)

Suicide attempts
Abuse of pets
Loss of job

Suggestions:
1)
2)

3)
F.

Ensure that reports are detailed as to any of the above circumstances
Discuss safety planning with the victim
- Security of residence
- Alternative housing until offender is apprehended
- Notifying neighbors to be alert for offender
- Cell phones for emergencies
- Alternative routes for travel to work, daycare.
Provide victim with resources such as advocates and shelters

“SMITH” AFFIDAVIT SAMPLE
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THURSTON COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE
Domestic Violence Supplemental Report Form
Name

DOB:

Address:

Phone #:
LAW ENFORCEMENT OBSERVATIONS AND ACTIONS
VICTIM DEMEANOR/INJURIES
Victim Appeared:
Apologetic
Angry
Crying
Fearful
In Shock
Traumatized
Threatening
Calm
Excited
Suicidal
Nervous
Indifferent
Other
Did victim receive medical treatment?
Yes
No If yes, where?
Were victim’s injuries visible/apparent?
Yes
No If yes, describe:
Victim appeared to suffer from:
Bruise(s)
Abrasion(s)
Laceration(s)
Contusion(s)
Minor Cuts
Complaint of Pain
Other:
SUSPECT DEMEANOR/INJURIES
Suspect Appeared:
Apologetic
Angry
Crying
Fearful
Indifferent
Hostile
Threatening
Calm
Excited
Suicidal
Nervous
Manipulative
Other
Injuries/Treatment:
EVIDENCE COLLECTED
Photos of victim’s injuries
Photos of suspect’s injuries
Medical release signed
Suspect Mirandized
Weapon used during incident
Weapon impounded
Request 911 tape
Excited Utterances notes
Other evidence:
INFORMATION FROM VICTIM
The victim was personally interviewed
A tape recorded statement was taken
The victim was unavailable.
Report completed by Deputy from other sources (explain in report.
LIST AT LEAST ONE (1) PERSON WHO HAS FREQUENT CONTACT WITH THE VICTIM
Name
Name

Phone

Relationship

Phone

Relationship

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN VICTIM AND SUSPECT
Suspect Name:
Spouse
Former Dating
Emancipated Minor

Former Spouse
Same Sex
Other

Alcohol Involved?
Other/Drugs?

Yes
Yes

No
No

Cohabitant
Child in Common
By Suspect
By Suspect

INCIDENT
By Victim
By Victim

Date of Birth:
Former Cohabitant
Child
Property Damage?
Yes
If community property, list:

Dating/Engaged
Parent
No
Value:

If other than community property, list name, address, phone #(s) of property owner(s)
Vehicle damaged:
Weapon Used?
Physical Only?
Threat only?
Children present?

Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Burn House
Yes
No

Length of RelationshipMonths
Prior history documented?
If known: Investigating Agency
Probation Officer:
Investigating Deputy
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Suspect’s
Victim’s
Gun
Knife
Punched
Slapped
Hurt Victim
Kill victim
Take Children
If yes, names/ages:

Years:

Describe Damage:
Other:
Strangled/Choked
Kill other(s)
Other threat:

Pushed
Hurt other(s)

Bit
Grabbed
Damage Property

Prior History of
Date relationship ended:
Domestic Violence?
# of prior incidents:
Date of last incident:
Prior case number:
Existing protection order?
Jurisdiction?
Unit ID #

1

Do you, _________________________________________________, DOB: _________________________, declare under penalty
of perjury under the laws of the statement of Washington that the information given in this statement is true and correct, and
given freely and voluntarily? (Per RCW 9A.72.085)
Yes
No
Taped statement made:
Yes
No
1.

Were you hurt?

Yes

2.

Who hurt you?

Initials:

3.

When were you hurt?

Initials:

4.

How were you hurt?

Initials:

5.

Were you threatened?

6.

Who threatened you?

Initials:

7.

When were you threatened?

Initials:

8.

How were you threatened?

Initials:

9.

Did you believe the threat would be carried out?

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Initials:

Initials:

Initials:

10.

Why did you believe the threat would be carried out?

11.

Was your property damaged?

12.

Who damaged your property today?

Initials:

13.

What property was damaged? How?

Initials:

14.

Did this person use anything other than his/her body to harm or threaten you?
Yes

No

Initials:
Yes

No

If yes, what: __________________________________________________
Yes

No

Initials:

Initials:

15.

Was anyone else present when you were harmed or threatened?

Initials:

16.

Who contacted the Sheriff’s Office?

17.

Did you have any problems contacting the Sheriff’s Office?

Yes

No

Initials:

18.

Did you talk with anyone else before the deputy(s) arrived?

Yes

No

Initials:

19.

Were drugs and/or alcohol (liquor) being used? By whom?

Initials:

Initials:

Describe in detail what happened:

Written Statement Continued on Additional Page(s)
Yes
No
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of Washington that the information given in this statement is true and
correct, and given freely and voluntarily. (Per RCW 9A.72.085)
Signature of Declarant:
Execution of Document Witnessed by:
Model DV Procedures, 4/2004

Date:

Place:
Unit ID #

2

Initials: ____________________
Mark the areas where you were hit or injured. Indicate as much detail as possible without over-simplifying or
over-exaggerating your injuries.
Describe your
injuries:

Initials: ____________________
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APPENDIX L

APPENDIX M

Victim files a
Victim files
petition.
petition for
divorce, legal
separation, or
child custody, or
through paternity
action.

Victim files petition.
Order may be
obtained
telephonically in
special
circumstances.

Prosecution,
generally after
consultation with
the victim, will
make a request to
court for issuance
of an order. Order
may be obtained
regardless of the
victim’s wishes.

How is the
Order
obtained

Petitioner who is
either married to
respondent or has
a child in
common with the
respondent.

Petitioner who has
been seriously
alarmed, annoyed,
or harassed by
conduct which
served no
legitimate or lawful
purpose.

Civil, normally in Civil, under RCW
context of
10.14
pending
dissolution or
other family law
action.
See, e.g., 26.09,
26.10, 26.26

AntiHarassment
Orders

Petitioner who has
been a victim of
domestic violence or
who fears abuse from
a family or
household member.

Civil, under RCW
Criminal in
26.50
context of
pending criminal
action. See
Chapter 10.99
RCW

Nature of
Proceeding

Family Law
Restraining
Orders

Who may
The prosecuting
Obtain order attorney, on
behalf of DV
victims, when
criminal charges
are filed. Limited
ability to impose
on an individual
upon release from
jail pending first
court appearance.

Domestic
Violence
No-Contact
Orders

Kind Of
Order

Domestic Violence
Protection Orders

Vulnerable
Foreign
Adult Protection Protection
Orders
Orders

Party or guardian
ad litem will
make a request to
the court or the
Court may issue
an order on its
own. The order
may be obtained
regardless of the
victim’s wishes.

The Court on its
own motion, the
guardian ad litem,
or any party.

Depends upon the
law of the state or
tribe where the
order was issued.

Depends upon the
law of the state or
tribe where the
order was issued.

A vulnerable
adult who has
been abandoned,
abused, subject to
financial
exploitation or
neglect. DSHS
may also obtain
an order on
behalf of a
vulnerable adult.
Victim or the
Department of
Social or Health
Services will file
a petition.

Civil, under
Any judicial
Civil or Criminal,
RCW 74.34.110. under the law of
proceeding in
juvenile court in
the state or tribe
which child
where the order
sexual or physical
was issued
abuse is alleged.
See RCW
26.44.063.

Abused Child
Restraining
Orders

COMPARISON OF COURT ORDERS

Revised: November 2003

Entered into
Entered into
WACIC by
Washington State
Criminal Information request only.
Computer (WACIC).

Entered into
WACIC, except
those issued by
jail prior to
charging.

How do the
police know
the Order
exists

Temporary or
Full: Various
restraint
provisions
including
exclusion from a
residence,
prohibition from
knowingly
coming
within/remaining
within a specified
distance of a
location, no acts
of violence or
harassment,
custody and
visitation
directives.

Temporary:
Exclusion from a
residence,
prohibition from
knowingly coming
within/remaining
within a specified
distance of a
location. No acts of
violence, no
interference with
custody of minor
children.
Full: All of the
above, custody and
visitation schedule,
treatment/counseling,
court costs, specific
relief or assistance.

No contact with
petitioner directly
or indirectly
anywhere by
phone, in writing,
or in person.
Prohibition from
knowingly
coming within/
remaining within,
a specified
distance of a
location.

What does
the Order
provide

Superior Court
only.

District, Municipal,
or Superior Court.
Superior Court only
if family law action
pending or if case
involves children or
order to vacate
home.

District,
Municipal or
Superior Court
through the
prosecuting
authority.

Where is the
Order
obtained

Entered into
WACIC.

Exclusion from and
restrained from a
specific distance
from residence,
work, or school of
petitioner, no
contact of any kind
directly/indirectly
by phone, writing,
or in person.

Entered into
WACIC.

Prohibition on
contacting the
victim, entering
the victim’s
family home
without specific
court approval,
molesting or
disturbing the
peace of the
victim, and on
knowingly
coming within/
remaining within
a specified
distance of a
specified
location.

District Court, but Superior Court
Juvenile
in Superior Court
when respondent is Department
under the age of 18
years or when case
is referred to the
Superior Court by
the District Court.

Entered into
WACIC if
registered with a
Washington
Court. Maybe that
jurisdictions’
criminal
information
computer.

Depends upon the
law of the state or
tribe where the
order was issued.

Various restraint
provisions
including
exclusion from
victim’s
residence,
prohibition from
contacting victim,
prohibition upon
knowingly
coming within/
remaining within
a specified
distance of a
specified
location.

Entered into
WACIC.

Depends upon the
law of the state or
tribe where the
order was issued.

Superior Court.
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1
JUDICIAL SURVEY RESULTS BY COURT
Caution: Where any court’s results appear to be significantly different from the other courts, it
is noted by “**”. However, due to low frequency counts, results cannot be generalized. They are
provided here for informational purposes only. Where persons checked off having experience
with more than one court, their responses are duplicated under each court. Therefore, the sum of
all courts is sometimes greater than the total number of respondents.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Which court are you or have you worked
with?
Superior Court
District Court
Family Court
Municipal Court
Yelm
Tumwater
Tenino
Lacey
Olympia
How often are you or
have you been involved
in the court system?
Frequently
Occasionally
Once

Total
count
(n=44)
12 (27%)
17 (39%)
27 (61%)
7 (16%)
1
2
0
1
6

Total count
(n=41)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=16)

Family
(n=26)

Superior
(n=10)

9 (22%)
20 (49%)
12 (29%)

1 (14%)
3 (43%)
3 (43%)

4 (25%)
8 (50%)
4 (25%)

8 (31%)
12 (46%)
6 (23%)

1 (10%)
6 (60%)
3 (30%)

Total count
(n=42)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=17)

Family
(n=27)

Superior
(n=10)

11 (26%)
31 (74%)

0
7 (100%)

5 (29%)
12 (71%)

7 (26%)
20 (74%)

3 (30%)
7 (70%)

ACCESS TO JUSTICE
Did you have trouble
determining which court
was appropriate for
your need?
Yes
No

2

Did you have problems
finding the court,
locating parking or
finding public
transportation?
Yes
No

Total
count
(n=41)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=17)

Family
(n=26)

Superior
(n=10)

8 (20%)
33 (80%)

0
7 (100%)

3 (18%)
14 (82%)

5 (19%)
21 (81%)

3 (30%)
7 (70%)

Did you have trouble in
determining the court’s
schedule?
Yes
No

Total
count
(n=39)
9 (23%)
30 (77%)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=16)

Family
(n=24)

Superior
(n=9)

1 (14%)
6 (86%)

4 (25%)
12 (75%)

5 (21%)
19 (79%)

4 (44%)
5 (56%)

TIMELINESS
Did the court start at the
scheduled time?
Yes
No
Were your needs met
during one session?
Yes
No
**X2=9.36, p<.01

Total count
(n=40)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=16)

Family
(n=25)

Superior
(n=8)

24 (60%)
16 (40%)

5 (71%)
2 (29%)

9 (56%)
7 (44%)

14 (56%)
11 (44%)

3 (37%)
5 (63%)

Total count
(n=39)

Municipal
(n=6)

District**
(n=16)

Family
(n=25)

Superior
(n=8)

10 (26%)
29 (74%)

2 (33%)
4 (67%)

0
16 (100%)

8 (32%)
17 (68%)

2 (25%)
6 (75%)

Total count
(n=38)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=16)

Family
(n=25)

Superior
(n=8)

26 (68%)
12 (32%)

5 (71%)
2 (29%)

9 (56%)
7 (44%)

17 (68%)
8 (32%)

7 (87%)
1 (13%)

FAIRNESS
Did the court’s action
improve the situation?
Yes
No

3

Was your input sought by
the court?
Yes
No

Did the court act as an
advocate to protect the
domestic violence
survivor or any minor
children?
Yes
No
Did the court listen to
both sides of the story?
Yes
No
Not applicable

Are those represented
or not represented by
attorneys treated
differently by the court?
Yes
No

Total count
(n=40)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=17)

Family
(n=25)

Superior
(n=9)

27 (67%)
13 (33%)

6 (86%)
1 (14%)

10 (59%)
7 (41%)

15 (60%)
10 (40%)

7 (78%)
2 (22%)

Total count
(n=34)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=13)

Family
(n=21)

Superior
(n=8)

23 (68%)
11 (32%)

4 (57%)
3 (43%)

9 (69%)
4 (31%)

16 (76%)
5 (24%)

5 (63%)
3 (37%)

Total count
(n=39)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=16)

Family
(n=25)

Superior
(n=9)

30 (77%)
8 (20%)
1 (3%)

6 (86%)
1 (14%)
0

13 (81%)
3 (19%)
0

18 (72%)
6 (24%)
1 (4%)

7 (78%)
2 (22%)
0

Total count
(n=33)

Municipal
(n=6)

District
(n=12)

Family
(n=20)

Superior
(n=8)

15 (45%)
18 (55%)

1 (17%)
5 (83%)

5 (42%)
7 (58%)

10 (50%)
10 (50%)

4 (50%)
4 (50%)

Total count
(n=38)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=15)

Family
(n=25)

Superior
(n=9)

27 (71%)
11 (29%)

5 (71%)
2 (29%)

9 (60%)
6 (40%)

17 (68%)
8 (32%)

7 (78%)
2 (22%)

ACCOUNTABILITY
Do you believe the
courts are holding
domestic violence
offenders accountable
for their behavior?
Yes
No

4
Did the court’s action
increase your safety or
the safety of the public?
Yes
No

Total count
(n=39)

Municipal
(n=6)

District
(n=16)

Family
(n=25)

Superior
(n=10)

25 (64%)
14 (36%)

3 (50%)
3 (50%)

11 (69%)
5 (31%)

15 (60%)
10 (40%)

5 (50%)
5 (50%)

Did the court mandate
(when appropriate)
drug and/or alcohol
treatment?
Yes
No
Not applicable

Total count
(n=31)

Municipal
(n=5)

District
(n=14)

Family
(n=20)

Superior
(n=8)

14 (45%)
12 (39%)
5 (16%)

2 (40%)
2 (40%)
1 (20%)

9 (64%)
4 (29%)
1 (7%)

8 (40%)
8 (40%)
4 (20%)

3 (37%)
5 (63%)
0

If the court ordered any
treatment was it
monitored?
Yes
No
Not applicable
**X2=6.20, p<.05

Total count
(n=28)

Municipal
(n=5)

District**
(n=11)

Family
(n=18)

Superior
(n=6)

16 (57%)
5 (18%)
7 (25%)

3 (60%)
1 (20%)
1 (20%)

8 (73%)
3 (27%)
0

10 (56%)
2 (11%)
6 (33%)

5 (83%)
1 (17%)
0

Are there immediate
graduated sanctions for
violations of court
orders?
Yes
No
Not applicable

Total count
(n=28)

Municipal
(n=6)

District
(n=10)

Family
(n=21)

Superior
(n=7)

14 (50%)
8 (29%)
6 (21%)

3 (50%)
3 (50%)
0

6 (60%)
3 (30%)
1 (10%)

11 (52%)
5 (24%)
5 (24%)

5 (71%)
2 (29%)
0

Total count
(n=39)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=16)

Family
(n=25)

Superior
(n=8)

32 (82%)
7 (18%)

5 (71%)
2 (29%)

14 (87%)
2 (13)

20 (80%)
5 (20%)

6 (75%)
2 (25%)

PUBLIC TRUST AND CONFIDENCE
Did you feel safe in
court?
Yes
No

5
Was your issue
satisfactorily resolved
by the court?
Yes
No

Total count
(n=38)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=15)

Family
(n=26)

Superior
(n=9)

26 (68%)
12 (32%)

6 (86%)
1 (14%)

10 (67%)
5 (33%)

18 (69%)
8 (31%)

5 (56%)
4 (44%)

After plea/conviction,
was the offender placed
on probation or ordered
into state mandated DV
treatment?
Yes
No
Not applicable

Total count
(n=28)

Municipal
(n=6)

District
(n=13)

Family
(n=18)

Superior
(n=6)

17 (61%)
8 (29%)
3 (11%)

4 (67%)
2 (33%)
0

10 (77%)
3 (23%)
0

9 (50%)
6 (33%)
3 (17%)

4 (67%)
2 (33%)
0

Was court security
present and if so was it
adequate or
appropriate?
Yes
No

Total count
(n=33)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=14)

Family
(n=21)

Superior
(n=6)

30 (91%)
3 (9%)

6 (86%)
1 (14%)

13 (93%)
1 (7%)

20 (95%)
1 (5%)

6 (100%)
0

Were you welcomed by
the court and were
resources mobilized on
your behalf?
Yes
No
**X2=6.26, p<.05

Total count
(n=39)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=16)

Family
(n=24)

Superior**
(n=10)

33 (85%)
6 (15%)

6 (86%)
1 (14%)

15 (94%)
1 (6%)

21 (87%)
3 (13%)

6 (60%)
4 (40%)

Was an advocate
present or available to
answer any questions
you might have?
Yes
No

Total count
(n=38)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=17)

Family
(n=24)

Superior
(n=8)

31 (82%)
7 (18%)

7 (100%)
0

13 (77%)
4 (23%)

20 (83%)
4 (17%)

6 (75%)
2 (25%)

SERVICE

6

Were any specialized
needs of the participants
met by the court,
language interpreter,
disability
accommodations, etc.
Yes
No
Not applicable

Total count
(n=33)

Municipal
(n=6)

District
(n=15)

Family
(n=19)

Superior
(n=8)

18 (55%)
6 (18%)
9 (27%)

5 (83%)
1 (17%)
0

10 (67%)
1 (7%)
4 (27%)

9 (47%)
2 (11%)
8 (42%)

4 (50%)
3 (37%)
1 (13%)

Did the court offer you
assistance in completing
any of the necessary
and/or appropriate
paperwork?
Yes
No
Not applicable

Total count
(n=39)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=16)

Family
(n=24)

Superior
(n=9)

28 (72%)
10 (26%)
1 (3%)

6 (86%)
1 (14%)
0

9 (56%)
7 (44%)
0

18 (75%)
5 (21%)
1 (4%)

5 (56%)
4 (44%)
0

Did you receive
necessary information
from court personnel?
Yes
No

Total count
(n=39)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=17)

Family
(n=24)

Superior
(n=9)

33 (85%)
6 (15%)

6 (86%)
1 (14%)

14 (82%)
3 (18%)

21 (88%)
3 (12%)

8 (89%)
1 (11%)

During the process, did
you understand what
was occurring in your
case?
Yes
No
**X2=3.92, p<.05

Total count
(n=39)

Municipal
(n=7)

District
(n=17)

Family**
(n=24)

Superior
(n=9)

32 (82%)
7 (18%)

7 (100%)
0

12 (71%)
5 (29%)

22 (92%)
2 (8%)

7 (78%)
2 (22%)

APPENDIX P

Thurston County Domestic Violence and Sexual
Assault Task Force Organizational Chart
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Rural Women’s Safety Survey Report
For Thurston County Prosecutor’s Office
Thurston County, Washington
January 2005

Rural Women’s Safety Survey

January 2005
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the domestic violence survivors who shared their stories
as focus group participants
and
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Rural Women’s Safety Survey

January 2005

Women’s Safety Survey Report
Thurston County, Washington

Introduction
Society has come to view domestic violence as a serious epidemic of global proportions that can
no longer be considered a private, family concern. We have come to believe that domestic
violence must be viewed as a public and community issue. Primarily domestic violence is
addressed by holding perpetrators accountable for the harm done to intimate partners and
children as well as the community at large through criminal justice interventions.
Domestic violence continues to be one of the most difficult social problems in every community,
bringing challenges to local service providers, law enforcement and various other first
responders that demand on-going training, resources, community awareness and education.
Assault, battering and domestic violence are crimes. These behaviors and actions are used to
establish power and control over another person through fear and intimidation, often including
the threat or use of violence. Abuse and assaults may occur when one person believes they are
entitled to control or have power over another person. Abuse of family members can take many
forms. It may include emotional abuse, economic abuse, sexual abuse or assault, using children,
threats, using male privilege, intimidation, isolation and a varying degree of other behaviors used
to maintain fear, intimidation and power over another, more vulnerable individual.
Important questions are being raised in our communities. Because of under-reporting and other
service based limitations to recover accurate figures on the prevalence of domestic violence
against women and families in Thurston County, it was decided that utilizing a population-based
survey and focus groups would be the most effective method to monitor current trends and
explore community impact of different interventions and supportive sources. Every community
is different and has individual needs. In order to develop an effective strategy to build safety and
a more comprehensive community response system, key community leaders recognized the
necessity to establish a community profile.
This report is presented in the hopes of assisting Thurston County in its work to address the
issues and improve resources to help stop violence against women and families and develop a
more effective and comprehensive community response.
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Focus Groups

A focus group is a type of group interview. Interaction of the group is part of the process. Small
groups of five to ten members with shared experiences are invited to fill out a survey
individually and then participate in a facilitated discussion as a way to gain information about
perceptions, views, and experiences. The discussion moves from personal and individual
experiences to systems, institutions, and the community. This process helps identify what is
working, and any gaps that may be occurring for needed change.
Adequate precautions were taken to assure that the interviews would remain confidential and
safe for participants. Care was taken throughout the logistics and planning stages to conduct the
interviews and maintain participants’ safety and confidentiality. The research team was selected
for their skill and ability to build trust with victims and survivors. The survey was expected to
take a short period of time, but resulted in a longer process because of the nature and need for
confidentiality and trust-building between the research team and the participants, especially in
the rural areas of Thurston County. The interviewers (research team) from Survivors In Service,
Inc. were selected for their professional experience as domestic violence advocates as well as for
their personal experience as survivors. Care was also taken to ensure that sufficient information
was presented while keeping confidential the source, so that no one individual or community
could be identified during the periods of collection of information.
SIS, Inc. Directors were able to build trust with the participants to collect personal perceptions,
views, and experiences while facilitating the focus group discussions. The importance of talking
about all issues with openness and bringing an opportunity for the participants to come to terms
with their own feelings, emotions, and beliefs about violence against women was a primary
consideration at all times during the focus groups. It was important to the research team that
short-term support mechanisms such as designating “safe” team members who are prepared to
respond appropriately to individuals who may need additional assistance, support, or other
information during the activities of this project be made available during every focus group.
The community-based study for Thurston County was conducted to build on the collective
experiences of individuals who are victims and survivors of domestic violence, sexual assault,
and stalking with support and response systems, law enforcement, prosecution, and court
systems within Thurston County. The research team took extra care to include underserved and
hard to reach populations including (but not limited to) Asian, Hispanic, Cambodian and other
immigrant women, Native American women, and vulnerable adults who lived or received
domestic violence emergency response services within the county.
The special nature of this type of research demands safety as the primary deciding factor in all
phases and stages of development, survey, assessment, and delivery of the final product.
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Design and Method

This research project was part of Thurston County’s efforts to conduct a safety audit to improve
response and service to domestic violence victims of the rural and marginalized communities.
SIS, Inc. prepared the survey, conducted the focus group interviews, and compiled this report.
The survey and research were developed and administered with utmost safety, confidentiality,
and ethical considerations. All work was conducted with sensitivity and intention to ensure nonjudgmental and appropriate experiences for participants and the research team. We asked
participants to individually complete the surveys and facilitated focus group discussions.
Confidentiality and safety was a key consideration in defining all project decisions and activities.
Research team members received specialized training from Project Coordinator. The research
team was able to refer participants requesting assistance and information to the appropriate and
available support sources throughout the county. Development of this survey included
mechanisms that encouraged openness and supported the participants’ understanding that their
voice as survivors was important to help improve the response in Thurston County.

Survey and Discussion Results
Of the surveys collected, five participants did not complete the questionnaire. Three of these
participants agreed to participate in the discussion phase of the groups and agreed to allow the
recorder to take notes as they told their stories. These experiences are still active and open cases.
Seven participants did not answer the section about child abuse, but were able to share personal
experiences of child witness of abuse in the home or other setting during the focus group
discussions. Three participants disclosed experiencing abuse as a child.
We conducted five focus groups. Thirty were participants in the focus group however, only 19
written surveys were returned. The groups included residents from a local shelter program, a
community support group and teen group, Cambodian, Hispanic and other immigrant women
(including those over 50 years of age) community group, and rural community members. The
research team was unable to identify male participants willing to share their experiences.
Taken from the survey, we asked the same questions of participants during the discussion phase
of research. The research team members had two roles. One was facilitator and the other was
recorder. The questions were asked in the same order and added discussion items were taken
from the notes or additional comments as they were brought up by the participants.
For rural communities, immigrants, non-English speakers, and individuals with special abilities,
it was clear that there were significantly varying perceptions about the purpose, efficiency, and
effectiveness of the 911 response system and law enforcement among these sectors.
Victims/survivors seemed to agree that the goal of achieving a common understanding of the
system, identifying its positive aspects, and identifying possible causes of misunderstanding,
inefficiencies, and/or poor utilization was what encouraged them to participate in the focus group
survey and discussions. Participants reported that they would want these efforts focused on
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improving communication within the systems and suggested that small groups be formed to
“redesign” an effective communication chain for the 911 and law enforcement response system
in Thurston County.
Four out of five rural women reported strangulation. Three out of five victims living in rural
areas endured sexual assaults and three out of five women in rural areas reported being stalked
by their abuser.
There was a detailed discussion on the subject of stalking. Six of eight women who lived in a
shelter program reported continual stalking by their abusers, even after police intervention.
“Stalking is seen as just following or saying impolite things.”
“ ‘It’s not that serious or dangerous,’ they tell us. ‘It could get worse.’ The reality
is that it is worse.”
Women in the over 50 years of age group who answered yes to stalking shared that they felt
more isolated and vulnerable. They were more likely to avoid going out for everyday activities
and would shut the curtains and blinds to avoid being seen by their abuser/stalker. From this
group, two women also felt that their disabilities were not understood by the police or first
responders when they called 911. Unseen medical concerns such as diabetes, mental illness,
and/or other chronic disorders were conditions that the abusers took advantage of in order to
harass the victim and/or by making false statements about the victim’s medication or health
conditions.
In one case, the abuser was angry that the victim did not want to talk to him. He then asked her
to get the mail, demanding that she open the door. He had been waiting for her to come out all
afternoon. When she refused, he called 911 and reported that he was afraid his “wife” had taken
the wrong dose of her medication and asked them to help rescue her. She opened the door to let
the responding officers into her home and was able to convince them she lived alone. She
showed them her medications and convinced them she was capable of taking her medications
without supervision or assistance. Because of this call to the police by the abuser, the victim
missed going to her own appointment, a support group for battered women. The abuser was not
at the scene when the police and ambulance responded to the call.
“I had no knowledge of what domestic violence was. I needed to understand what
it was. I wanted someone from the police department to help me understand my
rights.”
With the question, “Have you experienced any of the following …” the survey included the
category labeled “Other.” The discussions revealed other forms of violence experienced by the
victims. The forms of violence included: sexual harassment; family/parent abuse; instances of
the abuser insisting that the victim partake in heavy drug use with him; using the children and
custody issues with treats of calling the police; threats of calling Child Protective Services or
reporting that the victim was a bad mother; hurting other people who would help the victim;
trying to limit the victim’s relationships or support systems; trying to kidnap the children from
schools, daycare centers or friends and family; and animal abuse. Animal abuse included
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incidents where the abuser would sharpen a knife in front of the victim (and/or children) as he
talked of killing rodents and other “useless things”; actually killing small animals such as birds
or farm fowl in front of the family; hurting pets; and/or threatening to kill the pets. One victim
reported that her abuser insisted on keeping the family dog, threatening to kill the pet if she did
not agree to his terms for custody and visitation regarding their child.
Two-thirds of survey participants answered that the violence had occurred within the past seven
months to a year, only two responded that it occurred more than two years ago but less than five
years, and five answered that it had been more than five years since they had experienced
physical violence.
When asked, “Did you call 911?” three-fourths of the women surveyed did call 911 and would
continue to call for assistance. Overall response to 911 calls was very positive. Women from the
over 50 years of age group answered that they had a hard time defining domestic violence. Two
out of three would still call 911 for assistance once the abuse escalated. These participants
reported that the 911 operators were very helpful in keeping the victim calm and talking until
someone responded to the call.
The Cambodian women’s group discussion revealed that if they were to call 911, it would have
to be very serious because the first steps are to keep family problems within the family and/or
not talk about what has occurred. Hispanic women tended to agree. Immigrant victims wanted to
know that they could trust the people responding (police, other first responders) to keep them
safe and not make things worse.
Women living in rural areas were less likely to report the abuse or call 911. In the focus group
discussions, women talked about how families all know each other. There are many instances
where conflict of interest might arise, due to the fact that responding officers know the abuser or
the families involved and may try to help defuse a situation by letting the abuser “walk it off” or
minimizing the victim’s reported abuse. The victims talked about their perspective of police
responding to 911 calls, sharing that they also understand that these are dangerous calls with
many unknown factors.
When calling 911, women raised the concern about how police officers might respond to a call
and connect with the abuser. Pictures in the home showing that the abuser is a firefighter, or
served in Viet Nam, or plays a certain sport might change the way a law enforcement officer was
relating to the abuser. The victim (and possible injuries) become secondary while the responding
officer appears to be “chatting” with the abuser. Often, domestic violence calls are reported as a
lesser malicious mischief call, rather than as an assault. This result of calling 911 was reported
by several participants.
When police are trying to build trust or make a connection with the abuser/suspect, it should not
happen in front of the victim. In many instances the victim was made to feel that her needs were
not a priority to police. As abuser and police officer are talking, the victim may be made to feel
intimidated and helpless by those who have a “perceived authority” over her. This perceived
“connection” can also reinforce the abuser’s previous threats of calling the police or Child
Protective Services, having told the victim this would happen – the law enforcement officers
would believe the abuser and not the victim.
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The following scenario was brought up and discussed by the participants after stating concerns
about calling 911. A protection order (or other order) was violated by the abuser by attacking the
victim in the home, but when the police responded they addressed the violation of the protection
order rather than the attack. One participant reported to the group that when the police responded
in her case, the abuser admitted that he may have choked her and added that he did it to stop her
from hurting herself or others in the home. He was arrested for breaking the protection order but
not charged with domestic violence assault because there were no visible signs of strangulation.
The police officer suggested the possibility that the victim may have misunderstood the abuser’s
intention.
“When the police officer looked at our family picture, he saw my husband’s
uniform and the conversation changed to their common experiences. I was totally
ignored at that point and they were ‘best buds’.”
Of those who did not call 911, the most common reason stated was that the victim was more
concerned about getting away from the abuser. Other reasons stated: did not trust police; with
children or other family members in the home, it is hard to call; because of past experiences with
police, they will not believe me; because of past experiences in the courts; did not have a phone;
past experiences with police who minimized and made light of the assault. Of these
victims/survivors, three-fourths of the participants think the response is changing for the better.
One-fourth of the participants who did not call 911 believe that the system is flawed and
ineffective. This group discussed an increase in charging victims as the offenders (whether
primary or dual arrests) and not believing the statement of self-protection. They also have
concerns for the order of questions asked by the 911 operator. Once 911 operators understand
this is a domestic violence call, “Is it safe to continue” is a major question that should be asked
up front. They should also ask about any limitations or health issues that might be important as to
how the officers respond.
The 911 operators were reported as being helpful most of the time. They remained on the
telephone line, talking to the victim until someone responded to the call. The participants thought
that 911 operators for the most part did a good job. From all the group discussions, only two
individuals had a bad experience with 911 operators. One 911 operator asked the victim why she
let him do that to her and the other said the operator asked why the victim stayed in the house.
Survivors continue to tell us that it is not a matter of asking “why does she stay?”
Victim/survivors (and their children) should be able to stay in their homes while the officers help
make the homes safe by removing the abuser/offender from the family home. Some of the
participants reported that they are afraid the 911 operator will not like them or understand what
they are reporting. Victims may also fear the police.
“I have never been in trouble, but now I am also afraid of the police.”
“Do I have the abuser hurt me, or the police scare me?”
When 911 was called by women who were over 50 years of age, the operators were reported to
be helpful in keeping the victim calm enough to understand as they reported the situation and
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requested help. One of the participants said she did not know about abuse and did not have the
words to report what had taken place.
“I did not have the words to say what the abuse was.”
Unfortunately this was a common occurrence with this age group. There was a lack of
knowledge of how to define domestic violence. They reported not wanting their extended family
to know they had failed. They did not want to be seen as bad mothers or bad housewives.
Sources for support were found by word-of-mouth or with peers.
“Sometimes because I was not able to explain what happened, the police did not
always take me serious when I get confidence to call. They said I was lonely.”
“I’m not a vulnerable adult, I’m only 51.”
Response from law enforcement was problematic in rural areas where police may not come at all
or the victim might get a call back the next day. Many victims said they were aware of shortage
in available staff from the police or sheriff’s offices, but felt that a domestic violence assault was
serious enough to warrant a timely response. After all, they would not have called 911 if they
were not afraid and/or hurt by their intimate partner.
“By the time police came, he was gone.”
As focus group participants discussed the question of dual arrest or the victim being arrested, the
topic of telephones would come up. When a victim is on the phone calling 911 and having to
answer screening questions while she is defending herself from the abuser, she may end up using
the phone as a defense weapon. Women in all focus groups who talked about being arrested also
mentioned pulling or even unplugging the telephone as they used it to stop a violent strike or hit
against them. They had been talking to the 911 operator, but the violence escalated to the point
of having to stop talking to the operator and take protective action. Unplugging the phone could
be considered as a negative action against the abuser by the victim, whether intentional or not.
The women also discussed reaching the point, as a survivor and no longer a victim, where she
says “I’m not taking this any more.” Many victims may fight back because they feel the system
has somehow failed to get them safe. Others view this as their defining moment where the
realization of their victimization brings them courage to call for help. Women are still being
asked “why doesn’t she leave” when we should be finding ways to stop the abuser from
continuing to hurt the victim and possibly others. The women were very firm in their viewpoint
that dual arrests and arresting the victim should not be happening.
Focus group participants were concerned for their children who witnessed domestic violence
assaults in the family home. According to the entries on the safety surveys 20 children ranging in
age from 2-17 years witnessed abuse within the past 7 months to 1 year. There were two children
from birth to 2 years old and two adult children of participants from the over 50 years of age
group. We discussed how officers responded to children or addressed their needs.
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This issue is of great concern. The participants in all focus groups discussed with intensity the
gaps in sensitivity, quick intervention, and support for children in these situations. The response
time when victims (or others) call 911 varies. Usually, the police are focusing on the couple and
trying to identify and assess the gravity of the crime, not addressing the needs of the children.
Concerns stated by the victims/survivors about service to children included lack of preparation or
training of officers to help them respond to children in a domestic violence home environment.
The stories shared were as varied as were the experiences of those who responded to the
domestic calls. Police are not seen as a source of safety or support families who have had to
make multiple 911 calls. The victims listed some of their concerns about children witnessing
domestic violence as:
•
•
•

Not enough law enforcement staff to be able to respond appropriately to victim,
abuser, and children or other family members while keeping them separate
Lack of information and referral for victim or caller about the children.
In many cases, police do not even talk to children upon arrival.

When children report domestic violence in the home while at school, there is a tendency to call
Child Protective Services. Community responders need family education about both Child
Protective Services and calling 911. Domestic violence is a crime and police officers will cross
report to child protective services as needed and required by law. Also police and domestic
violence advocates could work to train education staff to help them connect to the best support
system available as appropriate.
Mothers of boys, especially ages 8-14, expressed concern for child’s physical well-being because
at these ages, boys who witness abuse in the home will try to protect their mother. On the other
side of this spectrum are the boys of the same ages and older who are the secondary abusers of
the victim/mother. How police and other first responders behave and interact with the children at
the scene of a domestic violence 911 call will may impact future development of mental
wellness, emotional and social behaviors.
All participants recognize that domestic violence and other forms of family abuse and violence
are dangerous calls for officers, just as the assaults are dangerous for the victims.
“Of course it can be dangerous; I see the dangers every day. That’s why I’m in a
shelter now. How far can you go when you are the one who has to find safety and
walk around town carrying a garbage bag full of useless items you grabbed in a
hurry; walking until you find a place for the night or the police stop you?”
One of the most frustrating experiences expressed by the participants in the discussion was that
when the officers responded to the 911 call and talked to the abuser, the abuser could somehow
negotiate his behavior to a lesser charge. Police might not always offer information for the victim
to consider all her options until the very last part of the response and sometimes not at all. The
victim/survivor is upset at the time and afraid that the abuser will return shortly and use more
violence against her. To receive a packet of written materials at that time is very intimidating.
What would have helped was knowing resources, where to get clothing, housing, etc.
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A majority of survivors from the community group said they would call 911 only if they thought
they were dying. The reasons are as follows: not sure how the officer would respond; would this
officer be nice and comforting; victim needing information to follow up on other options; would
the officer relate more to the abuser than the victim; would officer minimize the victim’s
experience or act in a loud or demeaning way. Participants who said they would call 911 again,
said the attitude of the responding officer was a deterrent to future reporting.
Another frustration is that officers may not know that the victim has any special limitations or is
physically or mentally frail. The 911 operator may not have been able to find this out or share the
information with the responding officers.
There is a growing trend in larger cities to create a position for a domestic violence officer,
domestic violence advocate or Domestic Violence Team within the local police and sheriff’s
offices. Police officers are mostly males. This team or specialized position would help with trust
building issues and help officers understand domestic violence and/ or sexual assault.
The participants in all focus groups discussed services, resources, and the prosecuting attorney’s
office. In Olympia, the prosecuting attorney’s office was seen to have improved and support has
been positive and helpful for victims. However, rural prosecutors may be a contracted position in
rural areas of the county. It is sometimes difficult because the out-lying areas seem to not be
connected to Thurston County courts. In rural areas, not only do they have contracted
prosecuting attorneys, these contractors may also have other community roles that may cause
conflict in and out of the courtroom.
Survivors in these focus groups shared their concern that judges may not be well trained and
have had various outcomes and experiences. Also, there is no coordination between civil,
criminal, and family courts. Conflicting orders have occurred. Court appointed attorneys do not
always know domestic violence and family violence dynamics. Referral process for legal
representation requires many steps and victims may just give up. The legal clinic in rural (Yelm)
area is new and not on-going services. There needs to be a service that will respond in a timely
manner and not cause the victim to miss a court appearance.
From the focus group discussions, nine cases went to court, four did not go to court, and three
victims did not know what happened. Results: One was dismissed, one deferred, four negotiated
to a lesser charge and one adjudicated/settled. There is concern that charges are not being upheld
in court and that the abuser is left to think that his actual behavior was not as bad as the victim
said it was. From the community support focus group, it was discussed that the court system is a
deterrent to future reporting. The whole process is too public and survivors do not want the
invasion of privacy.
SafePlace advocates were listed as the most helpful. Other sources of support included
Department of Social and Health Services, Bread and Roses, and the Thurston County
Courthouse.
In the case of immigrant and rural women, the main services, resources, or source of support
comes from friends or other women in the community. Victims report they feel safer with and/or
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trust these women enough to disclose their experiences of abuse. One of the teenagers in the
immigrant focus group shared that even peer support may not have helped her mother at all.
“Resources were found through friends, (But) I’m not sure if it really helped my
mom. Because we never really talked about it. We always just left it in the past.”
“I don’t really think about it. I never got any counseling, but I’m fine.”
“.....looking back to it, it always brings back bad memories, so we just left it
alone.”
When asked, “What service or resources would have been helpful to you?” counseling or
education was the common theme in the focus group discussions, especially with younger
participants and older victims who were also mothers of teenagers.
“I think it is a good thing to learn about different cultures. What was helpful was
talking about our way of thinking compared to the American culture.”
“It was interesting to hear other teenagers, what they had to say about their
lifestyles. We need to hear where you can get help.”
“The most outreach to the community would be letting other peers know who is in
danger (of abuse) and help them to be safe and secure. Sometimes it is a
perception, a way of thinking about today‘s society.”
During our discussions with the immigrant women, we learned that stalking is not reported in
many cases. Their community would be not offer support or understanding for the
victim/survivor. In some cultures, the family can make the victim feel that stalking or abuse
should not be reported because it was somehow her fault. There is the reluctance to discuss
anything negative and usually the victim is forced to accept the abuse with personal blame.
There is a dependence on the abuser and the resources an abuser provides for the family. Abuse
tends to be more emotional and economic control than physical violence in non-Western
cultures. In the case of dating violence, victims reported that sexual harassment is most common
among younger couples.
A teen reported that she was sexually harassed by a boy she knew from one of her classes. She
reported this to a teacher, but nothing was done. He continued the harassment, this time in
writing, and she again reported to a school counselor. Nothing was done because teachers did not
recognize the note as serious enough to merit follow-up. It was helpful that a few friends of the
young girl’s mother had heard about SafePlace and encouraged her to contact them. It was more
helpful that they gave her the name of an advocate who worked with other Cambodian families
in Thurston County.
“Such as bad influences are seen in the media, we see no respect for cultures in
casual friendships and abuse or violence may be accepted just to fit in.”
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All the survivors in the immigrant focus group who were mothers agreed that it was helpful to
have a friend who supported them as they accessed services from SafePlace. They would not
pick up a phone and call a crisis line without support. It was encouraging to have the name of
someone who would understand their concerns and who knew their culture. As survivors of
family violence, the mothers felt that they wanted more education for their girls so that they
would understand healthy relationships, dating, how to avoid sexual harassment and violence.
Immigrants are not used to seeing violence in the media, on television, and in music the way
their children are exposed to it daily. They also wanted children to grow up with trust for the
police so they could call for help.
“We want the police to be careful when working with our families, with other
cultures not from America. There are cultural differences and more formal upbringing. We view police in the role of authority much differently than the easy
going western ways might see them.”
“...When you get a call from a Cambodian family, it is probably because they
have tried everything else. When you get a call, it means this is very serious.”
When asked what they would like to see happen for their teenage children, the discussion
became much more intense. The women in this group agreed that in their experience, teachers
would not address dating violence, nor would they intervene on behalf of the victim. It would be
treated as a prank, teasing, and/or minimized. The women feel that there is no education about
healthy relationships in the high schools and there is more focus on bringing information to
address “risky behaviors” such as smoking or learning about HIV/Aids.
Some of the women in this group were unable to read and write English or communicate with
individuals who primarily spoke English. However, it was emphasized that there is
misperceptions and stereotypes about immigrants and language. Many speak English, but prefer
their primary language for communication, especially when stressed or traumatized by domestic
violence. It may be difficult for the police or first responders to know if the victim needs help
communicating, but law enforcement officers should ask the victim so they might be comfortable
and able to answer questions. It is uncomfortable for non-English speakers when the police talk
to the victim more slowly. Some of the women thought it was belittling, and/or questioning their
education when the officer spoke markedly slower when asking her questions about what
happened. Victims still need to be treated with respect as adults. They would feel embarrassed if
the 911 operator or the officers did not understand them.
In additions to the problems with language barriers, women with immigrant status reported they
would be afraid that their partner/abuser would pursue legal actions or call the police and hurt the
victim or the family further. They all agreed that it is important for the community to take the
time to build trust, to encourage partnerships with police and families through educational
forums or community outreach programs in high schools, junior high/middle schools, and even
in the elementary schools. Most of the women in the immigrant focus group did not call 911.
“Yes, I would call 911. Still, I am afraid of police.”
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In the focus groups, it was very clear that when thinking about having to talk to the police and
making those 911 calls, the women had quite a few ideas of their own. There were suggestions to
have an educational forums in the local area middle, junior high and high schools about how to
call 911 targeted for the students and inviting not only the parents, but include the community at
large. These forums would present knowledge of how to maintain safety while making the 911
call and also training 911 operators to follow a set of questions specific to domestic violence
once they identify this type of emergency. Facilitating a discussion between local community
first responders and survivors may also be of help in creating a more sensitive response. The
survivors wanted the police to know that it is okay for the victim to be angry, it is okay for the
victim to go back, and they want officers to know that they are giving the victim tools to leave
the violence at a later date by treating them with respect and helping them get safe now.
Survivors who participated in the focus group discussions wanted more information regarding
court processes, criminal processes, charging information of the perpetrator, sentencing
information and whether they had choices or options in any or all of those processes. They also
suggested that court advocates need to identify themselves very clearly and as soon as possible.

Recommendations
The comprehensive response team members and key leaders participating in the Thurston
County Safety and Response Audit need to be aware of the various levels of violence sustained
by women through out their lives. The focus group participants offer the following list of
suggestions as areas in need of consideration for change in Thurston County.
Jurisdiction Inconsistencies
There are inconsistencies and complications throughout the county because of jurisdiction issues.
For example, one of the participants reported domestic violence to police in Olympia and is in
contact with a victim advocate from SafePlace to get assistance and information, but is also in
the Yelm courts because the abuser was arrested in Yelm. She is also facing other inconsistencies
and lack of coordination between family court and criminal courts that impact child custody and
other agreements such as returning to the family home, issues with vehicle registrations and
personal/household items. While in court, she was told to file a civil suit to get items back from
the home, but her main concern was that he violated PO/RO and broke into the home to take the
items in the first place. This concern was not addressed in court that day because she is still
waiting to get a court appointed attorney. The research team was made aware of inconsistencies
in service and first responder roles. In the cases involving rural response, attorneys and contract
personnel in the courts had varying duties and roles, time constraints and other possible conflicts.
It was difficult to identify their supervisors or who monitored different aspects of each case.
Training of Law Enforcement Officers
Survivors who participated in the focus groups believe that the police should provide consistent
information and sources of support for victims. It is also important that officers learn and
continue to attend on-going sessions to update their knowledge and practice how NOT to rePage 14
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victimize survivors as they respond to Domestic violence assaults. This group recommended
more domestic violence training and training that improves or changes social and cultural
attitudes of the officers.
The victims/survivors also recommend that all members of law enforcement continue to receive
on-going education so that they can answer questions victims might have without minimizing or
making light of the situation. The officers might think bringing humor is helpful, but to a victim
it might be the worst form of de-valuing or re-victimizing her. Officers are expected to take all
calls seriously and respond with respect and care. Survivors know that every call could turn
deadly in an instant.
Domestic Violence in Every Workplace - Policies and Practices
The focus group participants discussed the need to bring more education and awareness to
workplace settings throughout the county. Domestic violence will impact the workplace and it is
imperative that all businesses, private and public settings prepare for that moment. State offices
are expected to have safety plans, guidelines and standard operating procedures when an
employee is a victim/survivor of domestic violence. Domestic violence advocacy and awareness
training should be on the same level of priority as sexual harassment, which is a mandated
training in the workplace.
General Public Information, Referral, and Education
Education for the general public is needed but the concern is how to get people to attend
educational forums when they don’t want to hear about domestic violence.
It is everyone’s responsibility to encourage support of survivors of violence and acknowledge the
abusive behaviors by speaking directly about the subject and holding the abuser accountable.
Utilize Female Law Enforcement Officers for Sensitive Issues
It would be helpful to assign female officers to take pictures of the victim’s injuries or other
physical evidence.
More Trained Mental Health and Therapists
Survivors would also like to have more therapists available to work with them.
Invite Men to Anti-Domestic Violence Work
Victims and survivors would appreciate more educational opportunities for men to help end
violence in their community.
More Legal Representation for Low-Income Population
Lack of representation is also of major concern to victims. We need more and better legal
representation. We need to streamline the system so that it works for the victim and within a
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reasonable timeframe. Also, court appointed attorneys are not always helpful. It seems to depend
on lawyer’s availability and time, not the needs of the victim/survivor.
Lack of Economic Resources
A consideration of economic issues for both the victim and service providers is necessary. This
focus needs to change to consider the needs of the victim. Economic status and lack of resources
will drive victims back to abusive relationships. There are many programs that try to help while
building more barriers instead. The survivors in all focus groups suggested forming a countywide multi-disciplinary team to find creative options to address economic justice issues and
sources of support to help victims start over. Housing, childcare, and jobs that consider the needs
of safety and confidentiality are scarce.
Sensitivity to People with Special Abilities and Medical Needs
Understanding unseen illnesses and conditions is important. Not all disabilities are noticeable
and not all conditions are limiting. There may be someone who needs medication and it was
taken away by the abuser. A large woman can still be physically frail or have a chronic unnoticeable disease. Not all elderly are frail or vulnerable. All first responders should have ongoing training to work with these issues and learn how to interview with respect while
maintaining the rights of these individuals.
Better and Consistent Information and Referral to Services throughout the Community
Victims want education and consistent information about services/resources. A community
resource list specific to domestic violence and safety needs should be made available for all
human service and health care providers, in diverse locations and with easy access for
community individuals to find and utilize.
Services for Children Witnessing Domestic Violence
A specific and intentional response for the children who witness domestic violence is needed,
such as: help reducing stress; modeling healthy relationships; identify resources and services to
help children learn not to use violence and control tactics themselves; resources or activities to
show boys between the ages of 8-14 the alternatives to abusive behavior learned from witnessing
domestic violence at home; and training officers to address children’s fears or possible trauma,
whether seen or not known at the time of response.
Dating Violence and Domestic Violence Education in Schools
Teenagers need information about domestic violence. They may witness domestic violence at
home or be in violent relationships and not know it. Information and referral to service providers
will help. Early intervention may prevent future domestic violence. Participants suggest placing
more importance on prevention and education, in addition to current practices of accountability
and safety for victims/survivors of domestic violence.
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Conclusion

It’s not why does she stay … It’s what can we do to help the abuser stop using violent behaviors
to gain control and power over their intimate partner. No one should have to leave their homes
because of an abuser’s behavior.
We need to draw in, to re-think, and reform our ideas about what are effective and real options,
in order to provide safety and security to women and children. We need to develop strategies that
will educate and change people’s attitudes that are deeply entrenched and supported by their
values, beliefs, and cultures. We need to recognize that power and privilege are social structures,
which do nothing to diminish violence against women including domestic violence. This social
reform of ending violence against women will need to continue to form collaborative
partnerships with other movements that are addressing poverty, human rights and health issues.
By bringing domestic violence in its various forms and dimensions to the light, it will be seen to
be a concern of much greater magnitude. Domestic violence can no longer be regarded as a
private problem, nor can the rhetoric of “public versus private” be used to confer impunity to
perpetrators of domestic violent crimes.
The necessity to develop adequate, sensitive, and culturally competent community interventions
to domestic violence is obvious. A one-size-fits-all approach has not been effective in deterring
intimate partner violence. The whole community must be involved in developing interventions to
complement the criminal (mandatory arrest) and community interventions (shelters and advocacy
organizations) already in place. In any event, it is critical that our social and cultural practices,
policies, and traditions begin to develop community and institutional interventions that respond
to the voice of ALL battered women. We must consider the needs of those most affected by the
crime of domestic violence, in order to eliminate this insidious and self-perpetuating community
issue of domestic violence. In the near future, all communities will need to initiate and facilitate
a similar dialogue to re-think its priorities, and to reconnect to the community in which domestic
violence occurs, just as Thurston County has done with this Rural Women’s Safety Survey.
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For further information on the Rural Women’s Safety Survey contact:
Dee Koester, Law and Justice Planner
Thurston County Prosecutor’s Office
Olympia, Washington

This Rural Women’s Safety Survey project was funded by
Rochester Community Prosecution Program
Weed and Seed Funds
in partnership with
Survivors In Service, Inc.
Olympia, Thurston County, WA, USA

Who are we?
S I S, Inc. / SISterhood Association
P. O. Box 11387
Olympia, Washington
98508-1387
1.877.6SISINC
1.877.674.7462 FAX website: www.sis-inc.org

We are Survivors In Service, Inc. … we are women who self-identify as survivors of domestic
violence, sexual assault, stalking, and all forms of violence against women. We are also women
who are currently providing leadership in the field of eliminating domestic violence, sexual
assault, stalking, and all forms of violence against women. We want to keep the voice of the
battered women heard and considered by this movement.
We are an international profit/non-profit organization. We are a grassroots organization with
a membership of others who self-identify as survivors of domestic violence, sexual assault,
stalking, and all forms of violence against women.
Three of the five Survivors In Service, Inc. Directors have Native American ancestry. Two of
our Directors have Hispanic ancestry. Two of our Directors are bi-lingual: one is fluent in
Spanish and one is fluent in ASL.
Our operating procedures are based on the practice of councils for discussion and decisionmaking, which is based on Native American wisdom. In this manner, each Director’s voice is
heard and recognized as an integral component of daily business practices, policies, and
procedures.
We honor and respect the right of each culture to govern themselves in accordance with their
culture, traditions, and lifestyle. We also recognize the power in and the right of all women to
determine their own destiny.

How can 911,
law enforcement, and the
court systems improve?

Women’s Safety Survey
Thurston County
Prosecutor’s Office

Please take a moment to help us improve our response and better understand your experience with the criminal justice
system, as it applies to domestic violence. When you’re done, please return the questionnaire to the group facilitator. Thank
you.

Demographics
Gender
Age

□

Female

χ

Male

Primary Language
Ethnicity

Have you experienced any of the following?

□
□
□
□
□

Domestic violence
Sexual assault
Stalking
Strangulation
Other

Who was the perpetrator of the violence?

□
□
□
□

Spouse
Dating
Formerly married/dating
Unknown or stranger

Did children witness the violence?
Yes
# of children
Ages of children

χ

Did the police respond?

□
□
□
□
□
□

Yes
In timely manner/how long?
No
If yes, was the officer helpful?
If yes, was an arrest made?

□
□
□
□

Living in a rural area
Living in an urban area
Immigrant
Vulnerable adult (includes physical and mental
limitations, elderly, brain damaged).

When did you experience the violence?

□
□
□
□
□

Within the past 6 months
Within the past 7 months to 1 year
More than 1 year but less than 2 years
More than 2 years but less than 5 years
More than 5 years

Did you call 911 for assistance?
χ No

□
□
□
□
□

Yes
Within the past year?

□

If yes, was the operator understanding about the
violence you experienced? χ Yes χ No

Last five years?
Longer ago than that.
If yes, was the operator helpful?
How? ______

Did the case go to court?
Results:

□
□
□
□

χ

Yes

χ

_

No

Dismissed or dropped
Deferred
Negotiated to a lesser charge
Adjudicated / Settled

Dual Arrest χ Victim χ Offender

What services or resources were offered to
you to support you through the processes?

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Do any of the following designations apply to
you?

None
Court-based advocacy
Community-based advocacy
Medical services
Legal advocacy
Shelter/crisis line
Peer counseling
Professional counseling
Office of Crime Victim’s Assistance
Other

What service or resources would have been
helpful to you?

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Court-based advocacy
Community-based advocacy
Medical services
Legal advocacy
Shelter/ crisis line
Peer counseling
Professional counseling
Office of Crime Victim’s Assistance
Other

Additional Comments

About You (optional)
Name

E-mail

Address
City, State, ZIP
Code

Phone

May we contact you for additional information, if it is necessary

□ Yes

Thank you for your participation!

□ No
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