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Abstract

The Center for Urban Research and Learfl@gRL) in partnership with the Circuit Court of
Cook County Domestic Violence Division have examined the Family Court Enhancement Project
(FCEP). The FCEP model is a series of federally funded initiatives implemented at the domestic
violence court to impnee safety outcomes for childremvolved Order of Protection cases while
increasing a sense of procedural justice in a high volume, urban domestic viment®wuse

FCEP was instituted as a model to reform the civil court system to support litigantspahe

share children in commaas well as actively review the use of chidated remedies within civil

OP proceedings to ensure petitioners have access to full safety remedies permissible under the
lllinois Domestic Violence Act. Once implemented & tourt, FCEP instituted trainings for court
personnel, litigant triage screening and informational materials, and the use of domestic violence
informed facilitation and a Chil®Relief Expediter in negotiating parenting agreements. The
present research ngaes the impact of changes made to the Domestic Violence Division in better
addressing the safety and wellbeing of survivors of domestic violence and their children through
orders of protection. Through a mixed methods approach, a sample afgm@ost-CEP OP case

files were quantitatively analyzed as well as qualitative interviews with parent litigants and court
personnel were conducted to understand the -saod longterm impacts of FCEP on the civil

court system. The FCEP evaluation assessed fieetigéness of changes made to judicial
proceedings and court culture in reaching safer joint parenting agreements, reducing reoccurrences
of violence, and seeking safety and fairness for families impacted by domestic violence. Overall,
FCEP instilled a cart culture shift that empowered litigants to receive accessible legal resources
and safer cgoarenting options fditigants with shared children.
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Executive Summary

Loyola University Chicago Center for Urban Research and Learning (CURL) in
partnership with the Circuit Court of Cook County Domestic Violence diimi (DVD) has
evaluated the Family Court Enhancement Project (FCEP). FCEP was a Department of Justice
Office of Violence Against Women (OVW) funded initiative implemented at the Domestic
Violence Court to improve safety outcomes for Order of Protecti®?) (figants (legal parties)
who share children. The goal has been to increase a sense of safety and procedural justice among
litigants accessing legal services within a domestic violence court division.

The Family Court Enhancement Project (FCEF

The Family Court Enhancement Project (FCEP) was instituted as a model to reform the
civil court system to support litigant parents who share children in common and to ensure
petitioners have access to full dgfeemedies permissible under the lIllinois Domestic Violence
Act. The funded model implemented a) trainings for judges, attorneys, advocates, and other
stakeholders; b) the provision of informational materials during an improved litigant triage
screening pocess; and c¢) a ChiRelief Expediter. Overall, the FCEP model instilled initiatives
that support parent litigants in receiving chitdated relief in their Orders of Protection and in
creating safe and fair parenting agreements.

Research Designamde t hodol ogy

The research and evaluation of FCEP aimed to understand the following questions:
1. To what extent has the FCEP increased the safe and fairelzsitdd remedies in OPs for
|l itigants and their children?
2. What is the longerm impact of FCERctivities on facilitating parenting arrangements that

protect the emotional and physicalwelle i ng of victi mi zed parents



3. How has the i mplementation of FCEP been ac

The communityuniversity collaborative approach utiid in this research project ensured
that all research questions and methods were designed and developed with equitable participation
by both community and university researcherbis approach incorporates the resources, skills,
values, and knowledge ofeh partner into the research process (Stdadzazar and Harper
2003) as well as guaranteeing that the knowledge gained from the research can be disseminated
through and accessed by both academia and community members (Dalton et al., 2001).

Using a mixeé method approach, court case records were quantitatively analyzed, and
gualitative interviews and focus groups were conducted with judges, attorneys, court advocates,
court personnel, and litigants to examine these three research questions.

For adminisrative court data reviewed:
1. A sample of 329 petitions filed in 2015 before the implementation of the FECP were
compared to a sample of 395 petitions filed in 2017 subsequent to the implementation of
FCEP. The contents of these 724 petitions for OPs weded for chilerelated remedies and
types of allegations. The coding tool and codebook were developed by the research team,
informed by SAFeR training materials and curriculum, which heavily informed the FCEP
model.
2. A sample of 259 court transcripts32Lfrom 2015 and 127 from 2017, were compared and
reviewed to assess how chilelated issues were presented and argued in court.
3. The administrative tracking data of 255 cases served by the Child Relief Expeditor (CRE)

in 2016/17 were reviewed.



4. A sampleof 314 cases from 2015 and 218 cases that met with the CRE from 2017 were

compared to assess the likelihood of respondents violating their OPs within one year after

receiving their original OP preand post-CEP.
For interviews conducted:

1. Thirteen inteviews were conducted with court personnel, including ten current and former

DVD judges, the CRE, and two Help Desk Staff.

2. Thirty litigants (15 petitioners and 15 respondents) who met with the CRE and reached a

parenting agreement were interviewed.

3. Three focus groups were conducted with one group of attorneys and two groups of

advocates housed currently or previously at the courthouse.
Key Findings
Review of OP Petitions and Court Proceedings

The domestic violence (DV) civil court provides Orders aftéction to those experiencing
domestic violence requiring emergency assistance. The court primarily serves individuals who file
their OP petition as pro se petitioners (gelpresented), with a small percentage of petitioners
represented by an attorneyavinitially files their petition. Some pro se petitioners are assisted
with their petitions by court advocates referred from various community DV agencies.
When the petitioner enters the courthouse, they arrive at a reception area with a help desk

staffed by court personnel that initially provide petitioners with the OP petition forms and the
FCEP informational materials. They are screened and may be triaged to additional resources such

as advocates, legal assistance attorneys, and volunteers who latdeat@assist the petitioners.



Requests for ChildRelated Remedies
There was a significant increase in requests for safe and fairelatdd remedies in Order
of Protection petitions filed after the implementation of FCEP in 2017 as compapetitions
filed in 2015, prior to FCEP implementation. The vast majority of the increasedrelatdd
requests occurred in pro se petitions. In 2015, pro se petitions included an average of 6.8 types of
child-related remedies requests. In 2017, the @eeraumber of childelated requests in pro se
petitions increased to 7.58 types of chifdated remedies. This increase was statistically
significant. Attorney, advocate, and law student assisted petitions increased slightly in the number
of child-relatedremedies requested but this increase was not statistically significant.
Petitioners increasingly present their chiédated issues and alleged abuses in their OP
petitions and case files pelSCEP, further examination of court hearing transcripts wesessed
to determine how alleged abuses and efeldted issues were presented in court hearings on
behalf of petitioners. The types of abuses and the impact of abuses that were assessed were adapted
from the SAFeR curriculum and included the followingegmries:abuse by respondent to
petitioner; abuse by petitioner to child; i mp
parenting, I mpact of abuse on daily | ife; and
Attorney Represented and Advocate Assisted Petitio@venall, there were few
statistically significant differences preand post~CEP in how attorneyepresented cases
argued/presented the alleged abuses on behalf of petitioners. This was also true for cases in which
petitioners were assisted by advocates. Whappeared that attorneys reported most of the abuses
and arguments in the petitions rather than in the court hearings, there were few significant changes

pre- and post~CEP in their litigation practices. One exception worth noting is the increase from
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72.7% to 81.9% of attornesepresented cases presentied flags/risk factorgluring their court
hearings.

SelfRepresented Pro Se PetitionePyo se petitioner cases saw statistically significant
changes in how alleged abuses and ef@ldted issuegvere reported in their OP petitions and
during their court hearingSpecifically,abuse by respondent to chilcas increasingly mentioned
in 59.1% of preFCEP cases compared to 86.4% of gaSEP pro se cases during their court
hearings. Additionally, pree petitioners increasingly reportedthenpact of abuse on
parentingin their petitions and during their hearings. The increase was from 36.4% of all pro se
cases pré&-CEP to 77.3% of all pro se cases g6SEP in their petitions and from B3of all pro
se preFCEP cases to 54.4% of pro se peSEP cases for court hearings. Pro se petitioner cases
also increasingly mentionee@d flags/risk factorsn both their petitions (36.4% to 77.3%) and
during their court hearings (13.6% to 54.5%)-pa@d post—-CEP, although not statistically
significant. In addition, pro se petitioner cases did increasingly meatbru s er 6 s ment al
during their court hearings revealing a statistically significant increase from 4.5% to 31.8%
between preand post~CEP pro se cases.
Judges Asking ChitiRelated Questions

There was a statistically significant increase pogpostFCEP in the number of cases in
which questions were asked by judges regardin
abuse on dldren. When assessing all the possible questions that judges could ask regarding
chil dren, cases where | udge sexpossr&te dbuseandehset i ons
impact of abuse on childrencreased significantly po$tCEP. Cases where judgasked about
chil drenos e x ipceeasadr fom P703% @ECER ® 48.9% podtCEP. The

percentage of cases heard by judges where the judge askednabactt of abuse on children
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increased from 2.3% préo 12.5% posECEP among pro se cases. Fase&s in which judges
asked questions relatedegposure of children to abusedges increasingly ask these questions
in 52.3% of selrepresented cases p&STEP as compared to 20.5% of {fi€EP cases. Finally,
when asked abougiotential red flags or rils factors judges increasingly asked these questions of
cases over time, increasing the percentage of cases in which these questions were asked from pre
FCEP (58.0%) to pogtCEP (68.2%). There were no significant differences in judges asking
guestionsregtedtothe mpact of abuse oorimpaetondailyldener sdé par e
Granted ChildRelated Remedies

FCEP had little impact on the percentage of chelldted remedies granted in final orders
of protection, with a few exceptions. When examiniing childrelated remedies granted, there
were minimal changes betweenanmed post~CEP in both Emergency Orders of Protection (EOP)
and Plenary Orders of Protection (POP) cadésst of those changes that occurred were found
for advocateassisted and prse cases whereas attormepresented cases portrayed less change
between preand post-CEP.

The granting ofespondent further enjoinedas the only childelated remedy that was
significantly and increasingly granted p&STER moving from being graed in 47.1% of all
cases pr&-CEP to granted in 100% of all cases requesting thisgOEP. This remedy allowed
for petitioners to writen additional remedies, and all requestsréspondent further enjoindaly
advocate cases in particular includedeomi t er ati on of O6no contactd.
remedies often act as a strategy of chdlief as it can further block the respondent from accessing

the petitioner and the children to suppl ement
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Impact of the Child Relief Expediter (CRE)

The role of the Child Relief Expediter (CRE) was created as part of the Family Court
Enhancement Project (FCEP) to assist litigant parents reach a parenting agreement that would be
incorporated into the granted @rdof Protection (OP). Judges at the domestic violence division
(DVD) refer cases with shared children to the CRE and provide support around parental custody
and visitation agreements as well as other information regarding navigating the court, resources,
and referrals to services. The creation of the CRE position, in conjunction with the other FCEP
initiatives, aimed to empower litigant parents to create a safe parenting agreement as well as to
experience a fair court process.

The process of CRE sessionsludes both parents determining the safest parenting options
and childrelated remedies with support from the CRE. Once a parenting plan is agreed upon by
both parents, the parenting agreement is incorporated into their final granted OP by a judge. The
final OP and parenting agreement allow the parents to safely experience the parenting plan with
their children. Depending on how well the plan is executed, the parents have the right to amend
and modify their plans, if needed.

The majority of cases thatere involved in CRE deliberations reached parenting
agreements that were incorporated into their final OP. During CRE sessions, deliberations focus
on childrelated remedies such as communication regarding children, visitation options, safe
exchange protas, and financial support. The majority of cases involved in CRE sessions in 2017
reached agreement in at least one area of-célitdded relief (66.3%) after discussing various
parenting options. Of all the parenting agreements reached, 59.1% of chsésdrsupervised
visitation, 38.8% included visitation by a family member, and 30.3% included supervised

visitation by a center. The majority of cases with parenting agreements reached also included
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stipulations for communication (76.5%) as well as oitor safe exchange, including neutral
exchange (45.1%) and supervised exchange by a family member (38.4%). Overall, 92.3% of cases
that had CRE sessions and reached agreement in at least one remedy had their agreement
incorporated into their granted OP2017.

During more recent CRE sessions, cases most frequently agreed upon and implemented
unsupervised visitation remedies in their parenting agreements over the last five years. There have
been major shifts in supervised visitation practices as supdrvisitation centers have been
largely inaccessible since the beginning of the pandemic. Current cases with plans for supervised
visitation are most often supervised by family members. Exchange agreements and communication
practices across cases involvedhe expediting process have remained consistent since 2017.

Notably, when interviewed, the CRE felt that the role of the expediting process has positively
affected safe agreement outcomes for litigants. This was seen in the decrease of what she called,
Afrequent flyers, o or litigant parents who of
just bandaiding the situation, and then the order is done and then you're back, and then you're
back six months later... It feels like there are less lpdaphat sort of situation and more people
are actwually getting solutions that are hel pi
functioning to support and offer practical safety options for families experiencing domestic
violence.

CRE 6 s tbnpuat €rocedure

Judge Experience with CRAImost all of the judges interviewed reported that they relied
on the CREOs services heavily and spoke highl
in this statement, to which multiple other judgegeedi [ The CRE i s] compl et ¢

inval uabl e. I donot understand how the courth
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itdéds really depressing and saddening to think
Another judgedescribed the CRE asthee y es and earso of the judges

The interviewed judges shared that the CRE is invaluable to them because the CRE is able
to have conversations with litigants that the litigants may not be comfortable having evith th
judges in a formal court setting. The judges also noted that the CRE learns more detailed
information in her mediation sessions than what the judges would learn during their brief hearings
with litigants. Finally, the judges shared how the CRE makesereely accurate safety
recommendations because of the rich conversations she has with both litigants.

Attorney and Advocate Experience with CREorneys and advocates alike spoke highly
of the CRE and their experiences with the role within the courhgeKey factors in creating
these positive experiences were the CREOGs abil
issues with the judges, and to support attorneys and advocates in their respective roles assisting
petitioners with their OPs

Litigant Experience with CREOverwhelmingly, litigants found value in their sessions
with the Child Relief Expediter (CRE). When asked about their level of satisfaction in working
with the CRE and creating a parenting agreement, 63.3% of parentéweeer y sat i sfi ed
of the litigants distinguished their calm and helpful experience with the CRE compared to their
stressful experiences with the judges. Many litigants reported the CRE as an accessible court
resource.
Litigants® PerParenpngAgrerngento f OP and

The majority of parent litigants interviewed felt increasingly safe and comfortable with
their parenting plans after meeting with the CRE. A key highlight from the interviews was seeing

each parent litigant center their childrertheir discussion of the parenting plans and their broader



15

familial goals. Whether a petitioner or respondent, many of the parents appreciated the parenting
plans and having opportunities to spend quality time with their children. For many parents moving
through the court, the parenting plan encouraged parents to byidrenting skills as well as
sustainable relationships with their children as a means to overall safety.

Some petitioners faced challenges surrounding safe communication while implementing
their parenting plans. Parents have the option of no communication, communicating through a
third party, or communicating via texting, calling, emailing, or through the Talking Parents app.
Some petitioners shared that respondents used Talking Parémtsaten, harass, and otherwise
interact with the petitioner outside of matters pertaining to the children and visits. They did not
want to talk to the respondent but felt required by the parenting plan to maintain communication
about their children. In stances where respondents threatened, harassed, or otherwise misused
the Talking Parents app, some petitioners reacted by completely cutting off the respondent, putting
their parenting plan in jeopardy. Petitioners were concerned that it became anotiwt foet
respondents to have fAifree contacto with petit

While many litigant parents benefited from their parenting plans, many also felt the need
to make informal modifications to their plans without involving the coucbart procedures. The
majority of these modifications were to increase visitation times and access for the respondent
parent in contexts where visiting time was going well. Many noted that these modifications were
primarily due to either not knowing how proceed with legal modifications through the court,
making modifications to avoid the time constraints of the court, or not wanting to return to the

court to make parenting decisions.
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Litigant Reflections on ChilBdrendés Experience
Many of the petitioner mothers interviewed expressed that they have been developing
closer relationships and spending more time with their children following their OP and parenting
plan. Many petitioners noted that their children more openly shatadsdebout their lives and
feelings with them now that there was more-onene time available at home due to the OP and
the physical separation from the respondémény of the petitioner mothers also shared that they
wanted their children to spend enwith their respondent fathers and wanted to ensure the child
and respondent could maintain a safe relationship together.
A handful of petitioner mothers indicated challenges with their children refusing to engage
in the scheduled visits with the respentlparent. Some petitioners mentioned their children felt
hurt by the respondentsd behaviors and did not
lead to more harm. Other petitioners found themselves trying to encourage their children to visit
the respondents by expressing the importance of visitation, but their children still refused.
Many of the respondent fathers expressed frustration with the limited time they had with
their children, but they were still adamant about spending qualigyiithn their children.Many
fathers were grappling with appreciating the time they had with their children while also struggling
with the limitations set at that time. Many shared anecdotes of their children asking them why they
could not spend more timegether or why they could not stay overnight.
Litigantsd Perception of Fairness and Procedu
All litigant parents were asked to consider how fairly they felt treated during their court
process, and the majority of parengsift s ome | evel of fairness: 2

O6moderately fairé, and 43.3% Overy fairéo.
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Overall, petitioners had mixed reports about experiencing fairness in their court
proceedings. Some petitioners reported they felt a sense of fairnesghe/hadges listened and
asked them questions about their experiences, appeared balanced, did not rushthrough their case,
and seemed confident in their decisioaking. In addition, petitioners reported they felt a sense
of fairness when the judge listenadd considered both litigants during the court hearing. One
petitioner expressed that this respect increa
they were fair to me, they gave him the same level of respect, to me, plays a big parina how
move forward and whether or not thereds a sen
because of feeling |i ke a whole system will s

Other petitioners felt like they were not heard by the judges during their caumdse
Many petitioners had difficulty communicating with the judges, often expressing that they were
not being listened to, were not acknowledged, and did not have enough time to share their
experiences with the judg&bese petitioners were frustratbet they could not fully express their
situation and their needs to the judges. Ultimately, this frustration led to petitioners feeling like
they would not receive the support that was best for their families.

Comparatively, many of the respondents sthéinat they did not have a space to share their
concerns or their story with the judges. Many respondents did not even attempt to share their
concerns with the judges as they anticipated that the judges would not want to listen to them.
Overall, many of ta respondents felt that the court was-sited and especially biased against
respondent fathers. Many of the respondents were adamant about how unfairly they were treated
by the judges and the lack of support provided to men and fathers from the cesd.fathers
felt that the court would always side with the petitioner mothers and gave more weight to the

A

mot hersd statements.
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Some litigants reported negative feelings with their overall experience with the courthouse
environment that left litigants féieg dismissed and unworthy of legal support. Botipanson
encounters with court personnel and virtual interactions with the court procedure were already
overwhelming for parents and grew more difficult when there were feelings of disrespect and lack
of support within the court environment.

Impact of FCEP on OP Violations

When comparing the criminal violation rates of respondent litigants within one year of
their civil OP, there was no statistically significant difference betweerapeepost-CEP cass.

We cannot confidently attribute a clear impact of FCEP or the CRE on respondent behavior once
they left the court with an OP and their likelihood of violating the OP. However, we can see some
slight changes in the types of criminal charges that vibl@ies between 2015 and 2017. In 2015,

OP violations were mainly due to battery/domestic battery (52.8%) whereas in 2017, charges were
mainly from violations of orders of protection (VOOP) (44.4%). The decline in the percentage of
cases charged with battétgmestic battery had borderline statistical significance.

Impact of COVID on Court Processes

Disruptions occurred within the courthouse during the COY®pandemic.At the start
of the pandemic in 2020, the court shifted to limited capacity withicdethouse and all court
hearings were heard virtually over Zoom. Court hearings were backed up for months, especially
POP hearings, and many EOP orders and parenting plans were extended consistently for months
with occasional status hearings. Due todéregjor delays as well as increases in domestic violence
during the pandemic, the judges and the CRE were overwhelmed with cases beyond their capacity.
Delayed court hearings limited litigant time with judges, and various CRE sessions scheduled in

advancepresented a burden of work that was not sustainable for court personnel at the time.
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However, these changes also brought about changes to protocol, including the expediting process
for the CRE. A clear shift for the CRE was holding sessions virtuallyngaip sessions with
litigants during their EOP hearing, often weeks in advanced, and having multiple CRE sessions
over the course of their case rather than one short session often after the POP hearing. While the
procedures may have changed, it is impdrta recognize the flexibility of the CRE services to
adapt to the differing needs that arose during the pandemic while still ensuring the original
objectives of the CRE and child safety continued to be centered.

Culture Shift in the Courthouse and Cofyistem

Overall, these findings indicate some cultural shift in the Domestic Violence courthouse as
a result of the Family Court Enhancement Project. There have been increased discussionrs of child
related issues, requests for chitdated remedies, andpproaches to decisiemaking and
advocacy that have slowly become an overall practice in the court among judges, attorneys,
advocates, court staff, and litigants. While the research and evaluation focused on impacts related
to the FCEP model, the court exgenced other transformations that were immeasurable and
spanned beyond its implementation in 2017. The model included the SAFeR trainings, the CRE,
and informational materials, but the impact of the development, implementation, and sustainability
of the FCEP model cannot be fully captured just in these three elements and just within the short
timeframe of its first year in the courthouse.

During the development of FCEP, much time was spent with the provision of technical
assistance training by OVAW cartants, stakeholder and management meetings convened by
the DV court, as well as exploratory surveys, interviews, and focus groups with court personnel
regarding their observations of the court proces$hsse activities contributed greatly to the slow

shift happening within the court. The conversations engendered through these venues considered
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current practices and policies around cinéthted relief as well as identifying needs within the
court that would improve information sharing and deliberatibchild-related issues. The FCEP
planning began in 2013 and continued until it was implemented in 2016/2017, so judges,
advocates, and attorneys were primed to start consideringretatéd issues and relief well before
FCEP was finally implemented withthe court.

As noted in the findings above, attorney and advocate assisted petitioners requested child
related remedies at high rates in 2015 and thi
e f f dmdeed, we can infer that the chang&mowledge and practice for attorneys and advocates
around childrelated relief began earlier than 2015 with the discussions and planning among
attorneys, advocates, and judges that occurred during the OVW technical assistance phase in 2013.
Therefore, tk changes within the court with regards to child safety considerations both in the OP
petitions and the court deliberations occurred over a longer period of time and became
institutionalized once FCEP was fully implemented at the court. The culture chahgethe
court environment and acceptance of chédtited considerations in court policies were nurtured
over the larger span of FCEP development.

Key Elements of the FCEP Model

After reflecting on the research and evaluation of the Family Courtri€éeheent Project,
it is important to consider elements of the FCEP model to sustain within the Domestic Violence
Court: continuing education and training of court personnel, resources to litigants, and the
establishment of the child relief expeditor.

Educdion for Court PersonneélThe SAFeR curriculum informed the FCEP model and
molds the chilerelated practices implemented through the FCEP model. There is value to having

the SAFeR training and materials in a more consistent and possibly yearly mannea)lgspec
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account for newly hired staff, to ensure people have access to formal elements of information. It
may be also helpful to hold consistent conversations among judges, attorneys, and advocates
throughout the year that encourage reflection of the BAfzalues on their own practices,
considerations of new policies and practices of other courts, and overall space for court personnel
to learn and adapt their practices together. The goal is to have more consistent and streamlined
sources of information andpace for growth within court practices and procedure for court
personnel in a way that is aligned with the SAFeR curriculum.

Resources for LitiganfBhe surprising impact of the informational materials on petitioners,
especially for pro se petitionersgvealed the strength of physical reminders and sources of
information for litigants entering the court. Maintaining the presence of the informational materials
will be integral for the sustainability of FCEP and will provide petitioners with avenuesdswar
child-related relief. However, there can be improvements such as creating additional materials in
various languages and considering more accessible languages for folks who may have lower
literacy levels. The research also revealed the importance ofgheourt staff (Help Desk staff,
court clerks, or advocates) physically present to assist petitioners in addition to the informational
materials. It is integral to have both written and verbal explanation for how to fill out an OP petition
to increase acesibility and higher likelihood of understanding from petitioners completing an
otherwise daunting and hato-understand legal form.

Child Relief ExpediteiThe most beneficial and powerful aspect of the FCEP model was
creating the role of the Child ReliExpediter. The CRE provides a neutral yet empathetic space
for parents to develop a safe parenting plan for their children, and the ease of the session, modeling
of conflict resolution, and skills for gparenting are integral for parents to engagefmsarenting

beyond the court and legal processes. The volume of cases and clients that move through the
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expediting process is overwhelming to a point that another CRE was hired and ideas for suburban
CREs are moving forward as well. It is also importantdte the impact of the CRE on the other
court personnel and the ability for the CRE to communicate with judges, attorneys, and advocates
in ways that encourage discussion around afgldted issues, offer information about SAFeR
approaches, and practidgigant and childcentered skills. The Cook County court system
institutionalized the FCEP model in its Domestic Violence Courthouse, and it has been expanding
its features to other courtrooms within the Domestic Violence Division across the county.
Sustainability of FCEP

While FCEP technically was a pilot program funded for one year, the model spanned
various years of development and investment that embedded the model within the courthouse. And
indeed, the CRE and other court personnel brought 6iCEP were institutionalized within court
staffing. The model is also collaborative and adaptable to the changing needs within the court and
court personnel, to litigants, and to external changes, such as the pandemic. Any replication of
FCEP should considevays to best support litigants during and after OP procedures through
physical resources and staff, sources of information, and referrals fecquostservices and
resources. The model is deeply committed to child safety as well as safe parentimgfoptoth
petitioners and respondents. These values are sustained in the court through various court
personnel and how they incorporate these values within their practices working directly with
litigants and their children. Finally, having structuresrésearch and evaluation of the model will
allow for longterm methods of assessing and improving the model as the court, legal policies, and
litigant needs change over time. Overall, to replicate the FCEP model is to engage various

stakeholders, to havbd flexibility to adapt to ongoing changes in the court, a commitment to the
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child-centered values of FCEP, and a ldagn investment in maintaining and evolving the
model.
Recommendations for the Court

While the presence of FCEP has resulted in a nmajgmovement in the Domestic Violence
Court and its civil OP procedures, there are still recommendations for the court based on the
research and evaluation.

Increase Capacity for Court Personiife additional judges specialized in domestic
violence, addional CREs across the county, and more litigaamtered staff (Help Desk staff,
court clerks, advocates) who can be physically present within the courthouse. This will provide
support and accessible information within the legal system and alleviaterbdor litigants
struggling to understand how to move through their court procedures.

System of Litigant Resources and Social Workavould be beneficial for the court to
have a system for litigants and a specialized court social worker to protigints with
information for their OP, their parenting plan, and any subsequent legal options as well as local
partner service providers and advocacy agencies that could assist litigants beyond legal needs.

Training for Visitation Supervisoréd/e would reommend having the required training,
meeting, or discussion between the court and the family members supervising visits to ensure that
they are aware of the responsibilities required for supervising a@alated visiting time.

Consistent Communicatiamong Court Personre recommend there be structured and
consistent communication, reflection, and education among court personnel. This could include
instilling consistent meetings among judges, attorneys, advocates, CREs, and Help Desk staff that
consder how FCEP and chitelated issues are addressed with litigants. These meetings could be

a space for all court personnel to reflect on chélldted issues, consider new court policies and
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procedures, share best practices when working with litigamispeoblemsolve issues that arise
in court when considering chietlated relief.

Required DV Training and Feedback for Judfjhe Domestic Violence Division should
explore having a required DV orientation and training for new and continuing judgeslgnnu
While many structural factors may influence how a judge is moving through numerous court cases,
it may also be helpful to create structures for judges to reflect and receive feedback on their
practices and engagement with litigants.

Evaluation of @urt Practiced=inally, it is important that the court continue to invest in
and instill systems for consistent evaluation of the FCEP model and subsequent structures put in
place as a result of FCEP. It would be helpful to have yearly reviews amongith@esonnel
to collaboratively reflect on how the court is functioning, how cases with children in common are
addressed, and remaining gaps or challenges that impede court process ofcétitezned

service.
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Detailed Project Report

Chapter lintroduction

The Loyola University Chicago Center for Urban Research and Learning (CURL) in
partnership with the Illinois Circuit Court of Cook County Domestic Violence Division (DVD)
has examined the Family Court Enhancement Project (FCEP). FCEP issao$@&epartment of
Justice Office of Violence Against Women Office (OVW) funded initiatives implemented at the
domestic violence court to improve safety outcomes for Order of Protection (OP) litigants (legal
parties) who share children. The goal is wé@ase a sense of safety and procedural justice among
litigants accessing legal services within a domestic violence court division.

OVW awarded CURL a research grant to conduct an evaluation of FCEP under FY 2018
Priority Subject -findedali matir omrsntO@MNASAsVASIUdy f our
including victimsd needs, justice, I mpact, an
sought to better understand how the judges, attorneys, and advocates at the court adapted to FCEP
and if changes are made to their judicial and legal practices in response to civil Order of
Protection (OP) cases that had children involved. Additionally, the evaluation examined how
parent litigants with children in common experienced the court, how FCEP impacted their
engagement with the OP process, how they engaged with their OP and parenting agreement, and
how they move through the overall court system. The research and evaluation interacted with
different stakeholders of the court to better assess how the cultheeafurthouse changed with
FCEP; how various court personnel and the litigants responded to these changes; and how child

safety were centered in the court.
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We organized the report in 6 chapters. In this introductory first Chapter, we describe the
Dometic Violence Courthouse, the FCEP model, and its development, struaoce
implementation. Also, we describe the impact of the CO¥®on FCEP and research. We end
this chapter with a review of the literature in three parts: evaluation research;mesedomestic
violence in diverse communities; and procedural justice. In Chapter 2, we present the research
design and methodology used to conduct every element of the research and evaluation. In Chapter
3: Review of the Order of Protection Petitiomsla&ChildRelated Remedies, we present the data
results and discussion of the chilelated remedies requested and granted by litigantsapce
postFCEP. In Chapter 4: Impact of the ChiRlief Expediter (CRE), we examine the role of the
CRE, theinteraci on of the CRE with court personnel , a
on the courthouse and chitdlated relief. In Chapter 5: Impact of Court Experiences of Parent
Litigants on Safe Parenting, we include the results and discussion of in®eeeucted with
litigant parents seeking parenting agreements, and data regarding criminal violations of OPs. The
report will conclude with Chapter 6: Overall Discussion where we discuss the overall findings, the

sustainability of FCEP, and recommendasidor the Court.

The Domestic Violence Courthouse

The Circuit Court of Cook County opened a specialized domestic violence courthouse in
2005 in downtown Chicago dedicated to addressing both criminal and civil domestic violence
cases.These cases, both gri n a | and civil, involved parties
relationship, as defined by the lllinois Domestic Violence Act (IDVAs a result of active

community advocacy, the court subsequently created a Domestic Violence Division in 2010 and

! Familyand householdrelationshipsincludespousesformer spousesparents,children,stepchildren,and other
personsrelated by blood or marriage personswho shareor formerly shareda commondwelling,personswvho
haveor allegedlyhavea childin common,personswho sharea blood relationshipthrougha child, personwho
haveor havehada datingrelationship,personswith disabilityandtheir caregivers
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nameda Presiding Judge to supervise judges hearing criminal and civil OP cases both in the DV
Court House and in other DV courtrooms throughout the County. The centrally located downtown
domestic violence courthouse primarily serves litigants from commumtieslor, especially

Black and Latine individuals many of whom hold low seetmmnomic status and often are self
represented. The courthouse and partnered stakeholders have worked to sustain an enhanced
coordinated community response to domestic violemzdegal optionsAnd includes space for
various domestic violence advocaaangnprafiglegalci e s,
agencies serving victims of domestic violence, etc.

Through the lllinois Domestic Violence Act (IDVA), domestic viode cases can receive legal
protections through an Order of Protection (OP). Individuals facing domestic abuse can seek an
OP at the DV courthouse by first filing an OP petition. The petition is a-pade form that asks
apetitioner(individual seeking protective order) to list themselves and their children who require
protection, the allegations of abuse, and requested safety remedies that they would like to include
in their final OP. The IDVA includes an extensive and comprehensive list of av&ilBblemedies
including several particularly relevant to FCHPexamining the appropriate use of remedies
related to shared chilen of the litigants including:

1 the granting of exclusive possession of a residence on an emergency basis;

1 naming childrenapar ti es i n need of protection unde:

1 the award of physical care and possession of children in common with the

respondent/abuser on an emergency, ex parte basis;

T addressing visitation on the emergency OP;

1 preventing the remal of children from the jurisdiction; ordering the return of children not

in the possession of the petitioner; restr
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1 and, on a plenary (2 year) OP where notice has been given to the respondent with an
opportunty to be heard, the award of temporary legal custody and visitation.

Once a petitioner has filed their OP petition, they appear in a civil court hearing where a judge
reviews their petition and can grant an Emergency Order of Protection (EOP) thail ldsigs.
Once the EOP is granted, it is necessary to complete service mspoadent{individual who
the OP is sought against). Petitioners can also decide to extend their EOP or schedule a final OP
hearing to receive a Plenary Order of Protection (P@&) may include expanded remedies
(including legal custody) and can last up to two years.

The highvolume court environment results in many petitioners obtaining an EOP and
returning for several extensions but far fewer obtaining a POP. It is thupartamt safety goal
to ensure that EOP cases are addressing the emergency safety issues while utilizing all the
appropriate protections permissible by the IDVA. Due to the high volume of cases and limited
capacity of attorneys and advocates practicindi@ @V courthouse, many petitioners are -self
represented especially when initiating their OP case
The Family Court Enhancement Project (FCEP)

The Family Court Enhancement Project ( FCE
training and technical assistanseeking to improve safety for DV victims and their children
during and beyond court proceedings. 0 Thr ouc
Department of Justice Office of Violence Against Women, FCEP aimed to address cases with
child-relatedissues and identify the need for training and other resources that would assist judges
in their OP decisiommaking regarding child safety. It would become integral for judges as well as

attorneys and advocates to learn through FCEP how to examine thgt@md impact of abuse
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on the petitionersod6 safety, their parenting,
safety outcomes for each case.

Prior to FCEP, the DVD had no specific chikelated domestic violence training or access
to resouces that could assist judges in understanding the full context of a case. Iavalbigk
court, most cases involved se#fpresented pro se petitioners or adveeatasted petitioners that
were not trained to address chiklated matters in their peths or during their hearings.
Attorney-represented petitioners became accustomed to not asking for specifietdtgd relief
in the OPs, often knowing that the judges were not comfortable granting these remedies.
Unfortunately, without proper case ammation or chilerelated context, the court often made
assumptions that influenced their decisimaking in OP cases that did not reflect the unique case
contexts nor consider the impact of DV on parenting or the wellbeing of children.

The FCEP model aindeto reform the civil court system to support litigants who share
children in common as well as actively review the use of gkilated remedies within civil OP
proceedings to ensure petitioners had access to full safety remedies permissible undeAthe IDV
The FCEP model was developed through various convenings and working groups of judges,
district attorneys, defense lawyers, advocates, and other court personnel to discuss challenges and
gaps facing the court system and to craft more accessible amgpsafes for families experiencing
domestic violence with shared children. FCEP was then funded by Office on Violence Against
Women Department of Justice in 2015 and the new model instituted a) trainings for judges,
attorneys, advocates, and other stakedrsidb) an improved litigant triage screening and
informational materials; c¢) a ChHRelief Expediter; and d) a Supervised Visitation Center

Liaison.
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Court personnel were trained in 2016 on the new F@miBrced court supports provided
to litigants withchildren in common and were informed by the SAFeR curriculum developed by
the Battered Wo mkiscusiculdinufecusecoa hokstically undetstanding the
patterns and impacts of domestic violence on petitioners, respondents, and tle€irchiidren
with particular attention to how the abuse can influence the wellbeing of the petitioner and their
children, the petitionerds parenting, the dai

The courthouse also improved its triage hdgsk located on the first floor of the
courthouse where petitioners can complete their OP petition. Prior to FCEP, the help desk was not
equipped with informational materials and no structures were in place to track the movement of
each case. ThereforeCEP instilled additional screenings, developed a case tracking database,
and hired additional help desk staff, including a Spaspdeking staff member. FCEP also
developed informational materials to assist petitioners file their OP petitions and reljleest
related remedies through guiding questions and considerations based on their individual situation
and the level of harm petitioners and their children fadé@se informational materials were
especially helpful for selfepresented pro se petitiosethat did not have legal support or
experience with the OP court process to more easily and accurately requestlateld relief in
their OP. The improved help desk staffing and materials encouraged a more supportive and
educational environment for sivors entering the courthouse seeking an OP that centered child
related relief and family safetpppendixA includes the various informational materials.

The roles of the ChildRelief Expediter (CRE) and the Supervised Visitation Center
Liaison (SVCL) wee introduced to the courthouse as supports to parent litigants with children in
common seeking safe parenting arrangements. The CRE is specifically trained in domestic

violence and conflict resolution techniques and works with parent litigants to celliziebr
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define childrelated relief in their OP and develop a parenting plan that addresses their specific
safety needs for themselves and their children. Specifically, the CRE and parent litigants determine

a plan around communication, safe exchangesafelvisitation options that are then incorporated

into their protective order. If parents agreed to have supervised visitation at a center, the SVCL
then educated parents about the three main supervised visitation centers in Chicago and assisted

in settirg up those visitations for the parents and their children. Together these roles were pivotal

in collaboratively crafting safe parenting plans that encouraggrhieting and childentered
decisionmaking. However, in 2017, the SVCL no longer worked atdburthouse and the CRE
carried on the SVCL role and acted as a | i a
commitment to sustain the Child Relief Expediter Program, a General Order by the Court

determined the permanence of the CRE in the cousthou

Impact of COVID on DV Courthouse and Research

It is important to note the impact of the COVID pandemic on the domestic violence
courthouse and subsequent consequences on the research process. When the pandemic first began,
the courthouse limited #ir services and extended active Orders of Protection. The courthouse
eventually shifted most of their civil OP hearings to be held virtually over Zoom to adhere to
COVID-related safety precautions as well as allowing individuals to file their OP pettiins,
andslowly open the courthouse for folks to file their OFpgrson while remote court hearings
continued. With the pandemic came an increase in domestic violence incidences and the court was
met with an overwhelming number of DV cases and coattothave full court calls. During this
time, the CRE also developed protocols to continue their role virtually and offer expediting
services remotely. While civil court hearings are currently held begieison and virtually over

Zoom, the CRE has maimted their sessions virtually over Zoom. Fortunately, the informational
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materials continued to be distributed to litigants filing their OPs as the Help Desk remained active
during the pandemic and currently as the court opens up to meptysan service Additionally,
another round of SAFeR trainings were held in 2022 as the new Presiding Judge has continued to

favor the role of FCEP in the courthouse.

The research process also inevitably shifted as a result of the pandemic and changes to the
courthoug. Major changes included shifting all qualitative interviews and focus groups to be held
virtually over Zoom to ensure both interviewers and individuals interviewed adhered to €OVID
related safety precautions. Additional delays in the research proceksddgom limited access
to quantitative administrative data due to restricted access to the courthouse and changes to online
court case databases that occurred during the pandemic. Additional changes within the court
personnel, including judges, attorgewnd advocates, also limited access to these individuals for
interviews but also changed court cultures that inevitably would affect some research results. More

explicit shifts in the research design and results will be detailed in subsequent chapters.

Literature Review

Domestic violence survivors and their advocates have long been concerned about
inadequate court considerations of the physical and emotional safety of children (and their parents)
when petitioners seek chilelated remedies in Orders abiection (OP). Sole or joint custody or
poorly supervised visitation awarded to a parent who has caused harm offer opportunities for harm
as that parent may use children to coerce, harass, or manipulate survivors (Wuest et al., 2003).
Domestic abuse carften undermine childnother relationships (Bancroft & Silverman, 2002),
whil e continued exposure to DV can severely
Wolfe et al., 2003). Judges have also expressed concern about the balance betwedptghild sa

and parental rights, and petitioner safety and respondent rehabilitation. Research, such as the
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Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACE) study on the lifetime impact of trauma exposure on
children (Felitti et al., 1998), illustrates the need to evaluatett our t 6s r ol e i n | i
of childhood exposure to DV and the trauma of the absence of either parent. OVW in their 2014
solicitation recognized a |l ack of fAbest-practi
related issues in civiDP cases.

Al t hough judges may make decisions regardi
risk (NicholsHadeed et al., 2012), most states mandate that judges take abuse into account when
making decisions about chilglated remedies (American Basgociation, 2008; Flew$teiner
et al.,, 2014; Jaffee & Crooks, 2004; Kernic et al., 2005). However, restrictions placed on
consideration of abuse may weaken these @gltered provisions (Zorza, 2010). Fathers with a
history of abuse may still receivésitation with their children; the court may not recognize abuse
despite substantial evidence; and judges may
are at risk (Kernic, et al., 2005; Meshawe, 200
historically lacked the necessary knowledge about child custody issues in DV cases. The need for
FCEP activities applies to all who work with these cases. Pence et al. (2012) found no evidence
that custody evaluators:

A(1l) wused o randardizpd teols,wtecels dr lmenchnmarks in their work; (2)

had any specialized experience or training, or relied upon or consulted with experts, in the

field of [DV]; or (3) could make appropri a

The FCEP intervention alsolfowed a national movement to turn to supervised visitation
programs as a means to r ed20t2¢ Pddet litigadts anchheir& OO0 F
children have benefitted from certain restricted and/or conditional forms of visitation and custody

given to the parent who caused harm (Hayes, 2012; Zorza, 2010). For instance, women with
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abusive expartners view child exchange sites and supervised visitation as the most helpful services
provided as part of their custody and visitation arrangements (Shepadidagemeister, 2013).
Children also benefit from supervised visitation and restricted custody of the abusive parent
because total loss of contact with fathers may be more distressing than abuse to the child (Stover
& Morgos, 2013). Young children in partilar may suffer higher rates of depression, anxiety, and
other mental illnesses if they are not able to see their fathers after the parents have separated
(Stover et al., 2006). Finally, abusers who indicate concern about parenting skills and thagvellbei

of their children after incidences of abuse (Litton Fox et al., 2001) have been shown to benefit
from family-f ocused i nterventions (Ob6Leary & Cohen,
Stover, 2013).

Specific guidelines for visitation, possess and custody decisions in DV cases benefit all
parties (petitioner, respondent, and children) by differentiating between different types and risk
levels associated with cases of DV in making parenting decisions (Holtzkartloe et al., 2010;
Johnson2008; Swan & Snow, 2002). Studies have also demonstrated the efficacy of training to
increase the concern for the safety of all parties as paramount (rather-freeciing as the most
important) and a greater understanding of coercorgrolling violence patterns on the part of the
respondent (Saunders et al., 2011).

Additionally, two theories,an FCEPspecific conception of risk and the concept of
procedural justiceprovide the theoretical foundation for this research and the FCEP model. The
FCEP Caception of Bki ncl udes fcoercive control o and
provided to judges, attorneys, and advocates as well as in the form of scripts that judges use to
make decisions in real time court hearings about OP remedies. A prepondgraraitioners

and scholars (including a study by Beck & Raghavan in 2010) argue that screening out abusers

e
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who engage in coercive control is a best practice for evaluating risk posed to children by an abusive
parent. Cases in which families have deathva partner engaging in coercive control have been
shown to produce greater problems in children including socialization problems, academic and
intellectual issues, disciplinary issues, and mental and phydieedses (Jouriles & McDonald,

2015). Thusin addition to accounting for the safety of the petitioner, the FCEP also accounts for
both the petitioner and the respondent in their parental roles (and aghg)l aghe children in

their child development and safety interests. Giving parengbertunity to come to agreement

about their children is critical because loss of contact with leiskrabusive respondent parents
(usually fathers), not engaged in coercive control can cause distress for children and damage the

relationship between thehild and the petitioer-parent (see Stover & Morgaz)15).

ASAFeRO is the theoretical approach of the
and litigants by the FCEP that takes into account the whole family. SAFeR emphasizes a four
pronged pocess of D\&creeningassessing the larger context in which the DV has been occurring;
focusing on how DV affects parenting; and, Ar e
family court recommendations, decisions and internt i on s 0 ( ®awip,R0462.5 mi n e ;
The creators of SAFeR and the Battered Women
unfounded assumptions by court stakeholders about BManhvolves (Davis,2015), including
that it always involves serious physical harm or a lorsohy of coercie controlling abuse
(Dragiewicz,2012) and that it always has a negative effecthifdren or parenting (Crowley,

2006), have previously obscured the actual dynamics and effects of DV cases where litigants have
children in common. Only bgxamining cases in a more complex and nuanced way with regard
to the iIimpact on the whole family wil!/ t he c:

implicatonsof DV what ever they)may beo (Davis, 2015
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This study also seeks to examine theEHEO s g o a | of providing pr
relates to all parties in DV proceedings. Procedural justice refers to the fairness and transparency
of proceedings, and to the effects of the legal processes employed (Thibault & Walker, 1975). The
study wil examine key elements of procedural justice including the perceived fairness with which
legal decisions are imposed. Fairness has been shown to reduce recidivism by abusers in DV cases
(Paternoster et al., 1997; Goy2007). We will measure recidivism lajppecking for violations of
the OPs up to six months after the order was put in place. Based on previous research, we
hypothesize that the FCEP resources and procedures (particularly training elements and the
staffing of the CRE and SVCL) will make the ewors and respondents experience a sense of
fairness, gain information about court ©proces
process (GoveR007).

The research and evaluation of FCEP will thus contribute to the literature on couceggsracti
that address chilcelated issues and safety and provide useful information that is applicable to

specialized domestic violence courts.
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Chapter 2: Research Design and Methodology
The Family Court Enhancement Project (FCEP) was implemented &otiile County
Domestic Violence Court and has been researched and evaluated to assess its impact on the safe
and fair outcomes of parent litigants that have shared children. Primarily, this study examined 1)
the extent to which FCEP increased safe and fald-celated remedies for litigants and their
children; 2) the londerm impacts of FCEP on safe and fair parenting arrangements for litigants

and their children; and 3) the implementation and sustainability of the FCEP program at the court.

This evaluabn is primarily participatory and collaborative. This approach ensures that all
research questions and methods are designed and developed with equitable participation by both
community and university researchers while incorporating the resources, e#illes, and
knowledge of each partner into the research process (SBalezzar and Harper 2003). This
method ensures that the knowledge gained from the research can be disseminated through and

accessed by both academia and community men{Baiton et al2001).

All organizations working on this project have lepacticed collaborative work focused
on domestic violence research and advocacy. The Loyola University Chicago Center for Urban
Research and Learning (CURL) is a univerfiised research centeith 26 years of community
based collaborative research and evaluation. CURL has over 20 years of experience working on
domestic violenceelated research and has partnered with various community partners across the
DV advocacy community. During that tim&lURL worked in various venues with all the partners
on this project. The DV Division of the Circuit Court of Cook County, lllinois partnered with
CURL at the commencement of the planning for the FCEP project in 2014 to assess court
procedures, states atheys, public defenders and other stakeholder procedures, and services to

litigant parents and children experiencing domestic violence to inform the development of the
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FCEP model. Apna Ghar, a domestic violence service agency and CURL have partnered on
previous collaborative research projects, focusing on the experiences of immigrant women
survivors of Domestic Violence and the services available to them. The lllinois Criminal Justice
Information Authority (ICJIA) isa state agency which implements analdsi criminal justice and
violence prevention programs under the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) and other state
and federal grants. CURL and ICJIA have worked together analyzing data from InfoNet, a web
based data collection and reporting system usedidiym service providers. ICJIA has also
provided a forum for statewide dissemination of criminal justice related research projects

conducted by Loyola University researchers.

This research and evaluation triangulates various data points, includingatitordfrom
administrative court data, court hearing transcripts, and experiences of parent litigants, judges,
attorneys, advocates, and help desk staff. To assess these various data points, the research uses a
mixed methodological approach combining quatitte and qualitative information and is quasi
experimental comparing prand post-CEP impacts on Order of Protection (OP) petitions and

violation rates.

Data Security & Protection of Human Subjects

This evaluation research was approved by the Ingfitati Review Board of Loyola
University Chicago under IRB project number #2623. The initial grant proposal was approved in
2018 and has since been amended various times to ensure all research practices are updated and
approved to align with changes made dlugractical changes to the research design. The IRB
approval of this project ensures the research is conducted ethically and human subjects, including
litigant parents and court personnel, are protected. Additionally, IRB protocol commits this

researchd securely collecting and storing data information.
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Overall, the FCEP evaluation aimed to understand the following questions:
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M To what extent has FCEP increased the safe and fairrelffélted remedies in OPs for

litigants and their chidren?

1 What is the longerm impact of FCEP activities on facilitating parenting arrangements

that protect the emotional and physical wellbeing of victimized parents and their

children?

1 How has the implementation of FCEP been accomplished?

The table belowists the sulmuestions related to these 3 research questions as well as

indicating the data sources, databases, and data analysis procedures for-padh sub

Summary of Data Sources

Tablel. Research Questions and Data Plan

RESEARCH
QUESTION

DATA SOURCE

DATA
COLLECTION

DATA ANALYSIS

RQ 1.1/1.2 Request
of Child-Related
Remedies for All
Petitioners

Administrative Court
Data

OP Petitions

Passport Database

Qualtrics Coding
Tool

Quantitative Analysis

Frequencies, Chi
Square Testing,-T
Testing

RQ 1.3 Attorney
Argumentation re:
Child-Related

Administrative Court
Data

Passport Database

Court Hearing

Quantitative Analysis

SPSS Frequencies,

Remedies OP Petitions Transcript Chi-Square Testing
Court Hearing Quialtrics Coding
Transcripts Tool

RQ 1.4 Judge Administrative Court  Court Hearing Quantitative Analysis

Questioning re:
Child-Related|ssues

Data

Court Hearing
Transcripts

Transcript

Qualtrics Coding
Tool

SPSS Frequencies,
Chi-Square Testing

RQ 1.5Granted
Child-Relief

Administrative Court
Data

Passport Database

Quantitative Analysis
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Remedies for all
Petitioners

OP Petitions

Quialtrics Coding
Tool

SPSS Frequencies,
Chi-Square Testing,-T
Testing

RQ 1.6 Impact of
CRE on Parenting

Administrative Court
Data

Excel Database

Quantitative Analysis

Arrangements for ' CRE Report SPSS Frequencies
L itigants CRE ®ssion Reports  Database Qualitative Analysis
Interview with CRE Qualitative . .
_ _ Interviews Thematic Coding
Interviews with Judges
RQ 2.1 Litigant Interviewwith Litigant  Qualitative Qualitative Analysis
Experience and Parents Interviews

Parenting
Arrangements

NVivo Thematic
Coding

RQ 2.2 OPCriminal
Violations

Administrative Court
Data

Criminal Cases

Odyssey Database

Criminal Cases

Quantitative Analysis

SPSS Frequencies,
Chi-Square Testingl-
Testing

RQ 3.1FCEP Impact
on Judge Decision
Making

Interviews with Judges

Qualitative
Interviews

Qualitative Analysis

Thematic Coding

RQ 3.2FCEP Impact
on Attorney and
Advocate OP Petition

Focus Groups with
Attorneys and
Advocates

Qualitative Focus
Groups

Qualitative Analysis

Thematic Coding

RQ 3.3 CRE Interview with CRE Qualitative Qualitative Analysis
Facilitation of Interviews Th ic Codi
Parenting ematic Coding
Agreements

Methodology

In this chapter, we present the methodology used to address saeinche question,
including information about the sampling strategy, data collected, and the data analysis process.

This lays the foundation for the discussion of findings which are presented in subsequent chapters.
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Administrative Court Data (RQ 1)

The folowing section outlines the methodology utilized to answer the first five sub
guestions of the first research question (RQ 1): To what extent has the FCEP increased the safe
and fair childrelated remedies in Orders of Protection for litigants and thidreh? The
overall research question aimed to capture the impact of FCEP initiatives on encouraging more
safe and fair outcomes for litigants including how chéthted remedies were requested and

granted to litigants seeking an Order of Protection.

Child-Related Remedies Requested and Granted (RQ.9)1
Research Questions and Study Population
The following five subquestions focus exclusively on the chidated remedies requested
and granted preCEP and pogtECEP with the aim of determining the pact of FCEP on any
changes. FCERelated activities began mizD16 and were fully established by 2017, therefore
we analyzed cases before (2015) and after (2017) the implementation of the FCEP program to

assess change. The chielated remedies examingatluded the following:

=

Minor Child(ren) named Protected Parties

1 Exclusive Possession of Residence

1 Stay Awayfrom Petitioner/Protected Parties

1 Stay Awayfrom Other Addresses

1 Physical Care and Possession (PCP) of Children
1 Return to/Noaremoval of Childrerirom Petitioner
1 Temporary Legal Custody

1 Granted Visitation

M Restricted Visitation
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1 Reserved Visitation
1 Denied Visitation
9 Prohibited Removal from IL/Concealment of Children

1 Respondent Further Enjoined

Additionally, these questions focus on the impact of tldge¢s, attorneys, law students,
and advocates that assist litigants with the process of requesting and receivinglatatti
remedies. Petitioners were assigned to helper groups based on who was assisting them; helper
groups included attornengpresentedaw studentissisted, advocatessisted, and self

represented pree litigants.

RQ 1.1 asksTo what extent have the FCEP trainings and stakeholder meetings increased
the proportion of requests for physical care and possession (PCP), custody, andonisitat
remedies in OPs by attornegpresented, law studeassisted, and advocasessisted petitioners?
Similarly, RQ 1.2 asksTo wha't extent has t h-eeclat¢édQaémedys pr o
educational materials at the DV Court Help Desk increased theoptiop of requests for the
three remedies in OPs by pse petitionersBoth of these questions focus on the extent to which
FCEP activities increased the proportion of requests for -chlidded remedies in Orders of
Protection across the different helggoups. Cases included in the population and subsequent
samples for these questions had to meet the following criteria: They had to have filed a petition

for an Order of Protection and they had to have children in common shared between litigants.

RQ 1.3 aks:To what extent have the FCEP trainings and stakeholder meetings increased
the amount of argumentation made on behalf of petitioners in court hearings by attorneys for the

three remedies to be included in OPHYs subsequent question focuses moreomdyr on the
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quantity and quality of arguments made by attorneys regardingrefitd remedies during court
hearings. Only attornesepresented cases were utilized for this sample, and cases needed to meet
the following criteria: They had to have filegeatition for an Order of Protection; they had to have
children in common; they requested at least one of the-atdtked remedies; and an attorney had

to have been present in at least one court hed@ages for RQ 1.3 were selected from cases used

in RQ 1.1/1.2 that adhered to these sampling criteria.

RQ 1.4 asksTo what extent have the FCEP trainings and stakeholder meetings increased
DVD judges 6 g u e sotof petiidnersgandatheid attqgrmeys lori advgca@tehiring
court hearingsregardip abus e, parenting, and the chil d(r e
OP remedies requestedrhis question focuses specifically on whether or not judges asked
guestions regarding chialated remedies during various court hearings. Atterepyesente
and pro se cases were selected for this sample. Pro se cases within this sample refer to both
advocateassisted and pro se cases as litigants are considered-eepsedented pro se during
court hearings whether they were assisted or not. Moreoves tathis sample had to adhere to
the following criteria: litigants had to have children in common; petitioner requested at least one
of the childrelated remedies; and the litigants had to have been present at a court hearing at least
once. Cases for RQ.4 were selected from cases used in RQ 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 that adhered to the

sampling criteria.

RQ 1.5 asksHow much have the FCEP activities as a whole increased the proportion of
safe and appropriate chilcelated remedies granted in OPs by judgB£?1.5 functions to track
the entirety of a case and the chiédated remedies that were granted to litigants across the various
helper groups. To maintain consistency of the samples and ensure comprehensibility of our

findings, the cases used in the RQ dafnple were also used in the RQ 1.5 sample. In this way,
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the sample strategy for RQ 1.5 did not change and enabled us to analyze cases beginning with the
remedies to the alleged abuses litigants requested and remedies finally granted in the Order of

Protection.

Data Collection
Data utilized for RQ 1.5 included two main sources of information: 1) Order of

Protection petitions and pleadings; and 2) court hearing transcripts. Each civil OP case was
identified using administrative court data through thelpHDesk database. The Help Desk is
staffed by court employees that track the movement of petitioners from when they enter the court
and first file their petition for an Order of Protection. This Help Desk data provided a list of
individual names and infaration pertaining to their OP case, including whether children were
shared between the petitioner and respondent, the helper group assisting the petitioner (attorney,
advocate, |l aw student, or pro se), yalheHelpf t he
Desk data provided the population of cases including litigants with children in common who filed
a petition for an Order of Protection in 2015 and 20B@&cause Help Desk data on petitioners is
not always up to date, all cases in the origp@ulation of casefllowed a validation process
before inclusion in the final population of cases and selection into the subsequent samples. Each
case included adhered to the following characteristics:

1 Petition filed for an Order of Protection

1 Helper goup listed in Help Desk data matched helper group in full case pleading

1 Petitioner and respondent shared minor children

9 Minor children were listed on the petition as protected parties

1 At least one childelated remedy was requested on the petition
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Cases tht did not meet at least ord the above requirements weremoved from the
population pool. For attorneys, law students, and advocates, the final population of cases
represented all validated cases from the larger population of cases in the admad#iatiFor
pro se cases, we utilized interval sampling to select cases from the administrative data and then
verified them subsequently. Table 1 presents the population of original and verified cases for each

helper group for each time period.

Table2. Population of Cases for Research Questionsl15l

2015 2017
Original Verified Original Verified

Total n(%) 2758 (100) 348 (100) 1993 (100) 395 (100)
Attorney 246 (8.9) 107 (30.7) 114 (5.7) 64 (16.2)
Law Student 73 (2.7) 36 (10.3) 107 (5.4) 76 (19.2)
Advocate 248 (9.0) 102 (29.3) 235 (11.8) 101 (25.6)
Pro Se 1268 (46.0) 103 (29.6) 935 (46.9) 154 (39.0)
Missing? 923 (33.5) = 602 (30.2) --

Sample of Cases for RQ 116

The population of validated cases st®own in Table 1 was utilized to determine all
subsequent samples for each -gulestion (RQ 1-1.5). Each sample was informed by the
proposed sample size of 88 cases per group in order to detect effect and significance. This number
was the minimum sampleize needed to maximize statistical power and enable us to reach
statistical significance in assessing differences in outcomes pre aAgGioRt For RQ 1.1, 1.2,
and 1.3, 88 cases were proposed for each helper group per each time period. For RQ.8,4 and 1
88 cases per time period was proposed, including 44 attorney cases, 22 pro se cases, and 22

advocate cases. Unfortunately, we were unable to garner 88 cases for all helper groups and thus

2Missing cases are cases that dimt have an identifiable helper group via thielp Desklata.
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utilized as many cases as the Help Desk provided through aspugmample. Table 2 presents
the number of cases for each sample for RQL151by helper group per each time peridte
following sections will outline the more focused sampling strategy and sample sizes based on each

subquestion and the various helggoups.

RQ 1.1/1.2: This sample included cases that had a petition for an Order of Protection and
the litigants had children in common. For 2015 attofregyresented cases, the 107 cases were
randomized and the first 88 cases were randomly selectedOEératorney cases, all 64 cases
were purposively selected. For law studassisted cases, all 36 cases for 2105 and 76 cases for
2017 that adhered to sample requirements were purposively sampled. For adssisteel cases,
all 102 cases for 2015 and I1@ases for 2017 that adhered to the sampling requirements were
purposively selected for RQ 1.1. Due to a much larger number of pro se cases available in the Help
Desk data, two sets of interval samples were pulled for each time period by choosind'ease 6
available. These cases were then verified to insure they adhered to the sample requirements,

resulting in 103 cases for 2015 and 154 cases for 2017 in order to answer RQ 1.2.

RQ 1.3: All cases in this sample included cases that had children in epimatorequested
at least one childelated remedy, and had participated in at least one court hearing where an
attorney was present. . To ensure consistency acrosgusstions and samples, attorney cases
used for RQ 1.1 were also used in RQ 1.3. Fob2ifiorney cases, 88 cases that adhered to the
above requirement were randomly selected. For 2017, the 60 cases that adhered to the sample
requirement from RQ 1.1 were utilized . Due to the shortage of cases, an additional 23 cases that
began as a pro se advocate case and then acquired an attorney for a hearing were added. Thus,

83 attorneycases for 2017 were selected for the sample.
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RQ 1.4 and 1.5: The 1.4 and 1.5 samples follow the same sampling strategy and include
the same cases used for both qoesti The cases used for RQ 1.4 and 1.5 all had to have children
in common, had to have requested at least one-cdted remedy, and at least the petitioner if
not both the petitioner and respondent had to be present during any kind of hearing. fio remai
consistent, a total of 88 cases were selected for 2015 and 2017 each. Within those 88, 44 were
attorneyrepresented cases randomly selected from the sample of cases used in RQ 1.1 and 44
were pro se cases (22 pro se and 22 advocate) . Again, for seassiated cases, the 22 cases
for both 2015 and 2017 were randomly selected from the available cases used in RQ 1.1. For pro
se cases, 22 cases for both time periods were randomly selected from the available cases used to

answer RQ 1.2.

Table3. Sample of Cases for Research Questiond b1

RQ1.1/1.2 RQ 1.3 RQ 1.4 RQ 1.5
Time Period 2015 2017 2015 2017 2015 2017 2015 2017
Attorney 88 64 88 83 44 44 44 44
Law Student 36 76 -- -- -- -- -- --
Advocate 102 101 22 22 22 22 22 22
Pro Se 103 154 22 22 22 22 22 22

Demographic information for the cases included in the 1.1/1.2 sampled are listed in Table
3. The majority of the sample consisted of women 95.54H@EP and 93.8% pesiCEP. There
was a small percemge of the sample who were madentified, 4.5% of the cases pRE€EP and
6.2% post-CEP. Overall, petitioners on average were in their early thirties botlamiepost
FCEP.
About half of the petitioners, 53.1% pFCEP, 53.6% pogtCEP, had either a tiag

relationship or were engaged to the respondent. About 23% of the petitioners and respondents were
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either current or former spouses, and the remaining cases reported another relationship between
the petitioner and respondent or did not specify thdioakhip (24.2% pré&-CEP, 21.5% post
FCEP). Only about 40% of the petitioners were sharing a living or dwelling situation with the
respondent. For the majority of the cases, the petitioner was the primary caregiver, with 80.3% and
82.1% listing themselveas such in the preand post-CEP groups, respectively. Very few
petitioners, 1.5% préCEP and 0.3% post CEP, | i st ed 6ot her 6 for <car
were either missing or left blank.

Data were also collected about pending court cases agsbwaigh each petition. Only 19
cases pré-CEP and 18 cases pd3CEP had additional cases pending. These pending cases ranged
from criminal cases, multiple types of family court issues, and other types of cases. All frequencies
are listed in Table 3.

The majority of cases had paternity established for their children, 76-FQiE® and
79.5% postCEP. There were 23.9% of casesp&EP and 20.2% peSiCEP that did not have
paternity. Cases where paternity was not established were further coded to gistinguiumber
of children that had not established paternity within the same family. In most of these cases,
paternity had not been established for any of the children mentioned in the petitio@Kire
(76.3%) and poskECEP (71.8%). In a few cases, 15.Gd 19.2% preand post~CEP

respectively, paternity had been established for some of the shared children, but not all.

Table4. Case Demographics for Sample 1.1/1.2

Frequency of $x/Gender Pre vs. Post 100 (335) 100 (386)
Male 4.5 (15) 6.2 (24)
Female 95.5 (320) 93.8 (362)

Respondent Relationship to Petitioner 100 (335) 100 (386)
Current or Former Spouse 22.7 (76) 24.8 (96)
Having or having had a dating/engagement relationst 53.1 (178) 53.6 (207)
Other or no relationship specified 24.2 (81) 21.5 (83)

Living Situation of Petitioner and Respondent 100 (335) 100 (386)
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Sharing/formerly sharing a common dwelling 38.5 (129) 35.8 (138)
No dwelling in common 61.5 (206) 64.2 (248
Frequency of Primary Caregiver 100 (335) 100 (386)
Petitioner is caregiver 80.3 (269) 82.1 (317)
Petitioner not caregiver 1.2 (4) 0.5 (2)
Left Blank/Unknown 17.0 (57) 16.8 (65)
Other (ceparent or foster) 1.5 (503) 0.03 (1)
Missing 0.0 (0) 0.03 (1)
Age (Years) 97.9 (328) 99.2 (383)
Median Age 33.44 31.92
Frequency of Pending Cases 5.7 (19) 4.7 (18)
Criminal 53 0.0
Family-Divorce 5.3 0.0
Family-Paternity 10.7 111
Family-Custody 5.3 0.0
Family-Child Support 21.1 16.7
Other 26.3 61.1
Unknowvn/Unspecified 15.8 111
Frequency of Paternity 100 (335) 100 (386)
Paternity Established 76.1 (255) 79.5 (307)
No Paternity 23.9 (80) 20.0 (78)
All children 76.3 (61) 71.8 (56)
Not all, but some 15.0 (12) 19.2 (15)
Missing information 6.3 (5) 2.6 (2

Coding of Administrative Court Data

Coding Tool for RQ 1-1.5 The research team utilized an online survey software,
Quialtrics, to develop a coding tool for quantitative data collectientool is located iAppendix
B. The coding tool was informedybthe SAFeR curriculum and OP petition form and was
developed by the research team with assistance from the Advisory Board, especially the developers

of SAFeR. The coding tool collected information on the OP petitions, includingretéltkd

remediesrepist ed and granted; the petitionerods exp
abuse, the effects of the abuse on the chil d(
parent and daily | ife, att orgreeys @ rguwdantgi adruirn gn
Qual trics6 advanced settings allowed for intr

edit data directly on the platform, and the ease of transferring data to other platforms for statistical
analysis, including Ecel and SPSS. Additionally, Qualtrics was selected for the coding tool to

reduce human error, and enhance transparency, reliability, and validity in data collection. Coders
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and members of the research team could easily access the coding tool and dallechaotely,

which proved crucial for completing data collection during the COY#pandemic.

Development of the coding tool occurred over several months, with various drafts and
versions designed around the research questions. Additional changes atrdeadgiwere made
to the coding tool throughout the pilot coding process. The final version of the coding tool
consisted of 58 unique items to collect information from OP petitions and court hearing transcripts.

Most items included hover text that defiremad provided examples to guide the coders.

Codebook DevelopmeAtcodebook was developed as well to help guide the researchers
while coding and to establish definitions for variables utilized in the coding tool. The codebook
was heavily informed by SAFeRaterials and definitions, and the research team collaborated to
define variables, identify examples, and adjust the codebook based on experience with the coding
tool. The codebook was categorized into six questigWisat is the respondent doing to the
petitioner? What is the respondent doing to the child? What is the impact of abuse on daily life?
What is the impact of abuse on child(ren)? What is the impact of abuse on petitioner? Are the
following risk factors brought upZach question included relatedriables,SAFeRand legal
definitions of the variables, aradist of example behaviorms r Awhat to ook fo
petition or court transcript. The codebook was designed to be a living document that coders could

edit and adjust as coding progressed.

Coding TrainingOnce the coding tool was developed and before conducting the coding
process, the research team completed adayocoding training. The purpose of the training was
to establish foundational domestic violence knowledge and terminologywréfres Order of
Protection filing process with the purpose of gaining familiarity with OP petitions and the domestic

violence court procedures; examine 8%FeRtraining and the logic behind its implementation
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in FCEP; and to practice coding three OP d#es® as a group. The intent of the training was also
to prepare and familiarize coders with the coding tool and application of the coding tool on full

OP cases prior to the formal coding process.

The first day of the coding training focused on revigwioundational assumptions,
theories, and research related to domestic violdrimarily, the focus was to establish an
understanding of the dynamics of domestic violence, includivigwingthe Duluth Model and
the Power and Control Whedhe definiton of coercive control, and the contexts in which abuse
occurs. We also considered each of these aspects through an intersectional lens (Crenshaw,1991),
common responses petitioners may have to abusenaite terrorism (Johnsor2008, the
Campbell DangeAssessment, and the lllinois Domestic Violence Act, Of key importance was a
discussion of the impact of domestic violence on children including its impact on infant brain
development (Perrgt al, 1995) and mental health issues commonly experienced ilyech
exposed to domestic violence. On the second day we reviewed the materials of the SAFeR training
and the logic behind the model. Lastly, the training included practice coding of three OP cases.
The team coded the cases individually and then disdusgether their findings and how they
filled out the coding tool per case. This process allowed coders to become familiar with the
application of the coding tool and highlighted some areas of the coding tool that needed to be

further developed.

Pilot and Full Coding of Court Dat®ilot coding occurred in two phases to assess the inter
coder reliability of 1) RQ 1.1/1.2 and 2) 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5. For pilot coding of RQ 1.1/1.2, twenty
cases were randomly selected from the sample of cases and the cogeetatbthe pilot coding

for these cases independently and met afterwards to compare results. Differences in responses were
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minimal and intercoder reliability was established informally. Additionally, edits to the coding

tool were identified and made atghime.

For pilot coding of 1.3/1.4/1.5, the research team first met to determine a plan for coding
this section. The team decided the coders would complete coding five pilot cases and then meet to
determine the percentage of agreement on the codingsresith a goal of 75% agreement (Glen,
2016). Coders would complete as many rounds as necessary of pilot coding needed to achieve the
75% agreement rate. The purpose of pilot coding was to also establish a similar mindset amongst
coders to ensure reliabiesults across coders and casaslowing the first five cases of pilot
coding, the coding team achieved 94% agreement for all items in the coding tool. Due to the
complex nature of coding, the team decided to complete an additional two rounds aidiigt ¢
despite exceeding the 75% agreement rate goal deternairied in the process. Round 2 of pilot
coding had an agreement rate of 90% and Round 3 had an agreement rate of 94%, respectively.
Following the completion of the three rounds of codingcthed i n g t -€eder®Rdiability t e r

was determined to be 93% for all items.

The team of three coders conducted the coding for RQ 1.1/1.2 over the course of three
months. Coders reviewed the OPs to record case information and theetdtédl remedies
requested by petitioner®©nce completed, the coders cleaned the data collected to ensure all
information was consistent throughout the sample. Coding for RQ 1.3/1.4/1.5 took about ten
months in order to review all the court hearing transcripts and teesdinys (petitions, affidavits,
etc.) and clean the daf@he coderskept personal coding notes throughout this process to keep
track of questions, concerns, or other relevant information not collected in the coding tool.

Additionally, coders frequentlyeferenced the codebook for clarification during coding. The
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coders also had weekly cheris to address questions, coding errors, or other coding issues

together. These meetings also served as a vital place for codeargeind problersolving.

Prior toMarch 2020, coders typically coded casepanson at the CURL office. However,
due to the COVIBL9 pandemic coders had to begin coding remotely. The transition to working
from home delayed coding significantly, especially as coders and the researekjiested to the
other challenges caused by the COMI® pandemic. The coding tool, coding documents, and data
collected were all accessible online, which proved vital for transitioning due to GO¥ID
restrictions. Coders were able to access the codihgmoadata on Qualtrics and coders were able

to access petitions and court hearing transcripts using OneDrive.

Coding and SelCare An integral part of conducting the coding for RQ-1.bwas to
implement @raumainformed proceduréor fostering seHcare for the research team members
coding and working directly with the Order of Protection case ditecourthearing transcripts.

Case files and hearing transcripts contained highly traumatic materials and the research team
recognized the potential harm ¢toders from prolonged exposure to the traumatic content of the
data. Additionally, coding involved multiple readings of traumatic materials in order to properly
code the data. Due to the unique nature of exposure during coding, the research team was
conerned about vicarious trauma, burnout, and compassion fatigue impacting the quality of data
collection (Coles et al., 2014; Woodby et al., 2011). Therefore, @a&®fprocess was developed

to prevent coders experiencing the negative side effects ohaedtiexposure to the traumatic
contents of petitions and court hearings (Bell et al., 2003; Etherington, 2007). Specifically, the
self-care process for coders included: limits on number of casksd at once; having consistent
debriefing sessions amongkse three primary codets release the emotional burden of reading

through case files and court hearing transcripts:ssthing creative activities; individualized
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sel-care plans; individualized therapy sessions; and engaging in a healingoooele
codingwascompleted. This practice of communal sedfe not only fosterea safe and reflective
space for the researchers, but it grounded the entire project and research process 4n trauma

informed practices.

Analysis of Administrative Court Data

In order to answer RQ 1.1/1.2, the research team analyzed child related remedies requested
in each OP petition document using a Qualtrics survey to collect information. Each OP case
included the original court petition (filed by the petitioner) along with #tleo documents
pertaining to the case. Data from Qualtrics was downloaded and analyzed using SPSS (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences 27). Initial download of the data required data cleaning and re
coding for missing or incomplete data points. ekfinitial calculation of frequencies of the
demographic data, further analysis was conducted to assess the chaagd post-CEP across
the individual remedies and total number of remedies requested across each helper group. In order
to test whetherhtere was a statistically significant change in the type and number of cases that
requested the chiltelated remedies (comparing pre and post FCEP), we compared the percent of
cases asking for each remedy-paed post—-CEP as well as the average numbereohedies
requested in each time period. Pearson chi square -@@stsTwere used to test for statistical
significance. Calculations that point towards a statistically significant increase in the number of
remedies requested would indicate that FCEP vuatdions and educational materials were

effective.

To answer RQ 1.3, the research team analyzed the OP petition, any pertaining affidavits,
and court hearing transcripts to examine the alleged abuses and otheelekald information

presented in attorgerepresented petitions and chielated arguments made by attorneys during
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court hearings. Advocatassisted and pro se OP petitions and case files were also examined for
alleged abuses and other chitdated information presented in the case files.®Qr1.4, court
hearing transcripts were examined to identify cindthted questions asked by judges. Finally,
granted EOP and POP orders were coded for the types ofrelstdd remedies granted for RQ

1.5. The same Qualtrics coding tool utilized for RQY1.2 was used to collect information for RQ

1.3, 1.4, and 1.5. After initial calculation of frequencigsated to remedies requested-prad

post FCEP further analysisvas conducted to assess the change in attorney, advocate, and pro se
presentationof alleged abuses, chil@lated questions asked by judges, and total number of
remedies granted prand post~CEP. The data were analyzed for difference by calculating basic
frequencies and using Pearson-Shjuare tests anetésts to calculate stafisal significance and
assess change prand post-CEP. Calculations that point towards a statistically significant
increase in childelated information presented in petitions, chidgthted judge questions asked
during OP hearings, and chitdlated reméies granted would indicate that FCEP interventions,

trainings, and educational materials were effective.

Child-Relief Expediter Cases in 2016/2017 (RQ 1.6)

Research Question and Study Population

The CRE entered the court when FCEP was first implemexttéek end of 2016. During
the first year of FCEP in 2017, the CRE met and reached agreements with approximately 255 cases
with parent litigants. The following research question guided our research on this role in its first
year: What shortterm impact didthe FCERprovided CRE have on increasing the safety and
fairness of visitation arrangements for litigant¥¥e examined those 255 cases facilitated by the
CRE to reveal the ways in which this role may have encouraged greater safety and court fairness

to parent litigants.



56

Data Collection and Analysis

In order to examine the cases and parenting agreements reached in the first year of FCEP,
cases from 2016 and 2017 that had a session with the CRE and had children shared between the
petitioner and respondefdr each case were collected and analyzed. The data were collected
through acodingtool to keep track of important information during the CRE sessions with litigant
parents The tool collected general case information, the status of the CRE sessiomeleiédd
relief discussed, and outcomes reached during the seBsarodingtool is includedn Appendix
C. Once the CRE completed a session with a case, she would complatditigtool and scan a
pdf of the filledout tool to the research team. Tiesearch team would then code and input the
information from thecodingtool into a database to consolidate all case information. The database
included the measures for each of the items included in thed@&iEgtool. This included the
following variables: timing of referral; agreement modification; session status; visitation;
exchange; communication; other miscellaneous dakillated issues; and agreement in OPs. The
database also included the following demographic information for all petitioners aoddests

who met with the CRE: age; education completed; marital status; gender; and race/ethnicity.

Additionally, cases that reached a parenting agreement with the CRE were examined to
determine whether the parenting agreement was incorporated intatihedy®P. To do this, case
IDs were collected for cases that had a CRE session where there was an agreement for at least one
child-related relief. These case IDs were then confirmed in the online civil case database, Odyssey,
to check whether the parentiagreements were included with the granted OP or whether the
agreement and/or its stipulations were referenced in the granted OP. This information was

collected in the largerodingtool database as well.
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Once all CRE report data were entered into theldege, the data were uploaded to SPSS.
The data were then further cleaned and analyzed to identify the scope of cases that had session
with the CRE during the first year of FCEP. Descriptive statistics and frequencies of all session

details and demograplsiof the litigants were produced in the analysis.

Interview with Help Desk Staff

After conducting the quantitative review of OPs and requested and grantedetdiidi
remedies, there were still questions regarding the ways petitioners were supporgetilingil
their OP petitions. The Help Desk is a support desk located on the first floor of the courthouse and
is the first place petitioners go to begin their OP case process. The Help Desk staff provide the OP
petition forms and determine additional resms to share with petitioners to ensure they are
successfully navigating the courthouse to receive an OP. To better understand the process of the

Help Desk, two Help Desk staff members were interviewed.

The interviews occurred iperson at the courthousad lasted about one hour with each
Help Desk staff member separately. The interviewer went through an informed consent process
with each participant sharing the purpose of the interview, the kinds of questions that would be
asked, and confidentiality praces They then secured their consent to be interviewed and to have
the interview recordedlhe interview guide included questions aboutrle of the Help Desk
staff at the court, the process and function of the Help Desk in supporting petitiorers, th
familiarity with FCEP and FCEP informational materials, their relationship with other court
personnel (CRE, attorneys, advocates, judges, etc.), and the impact of COVID on the Help Desk
Additionally, some aggregated research findings from R€l B Inere shared with the Help Desk
staff for them to share their observations and reactions to the findings based on their experience

assisting petitioners. The auediecorded interviews were transcribed by CURL fellows using
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Otter.ai transcription software, @drthematically coded and organized by themes without formal

coding softwareAppendixD includes the interview guide utilized for the Help Desk interviews.

Litigant Experience with Domestic Violence Court (RQ 2)

The following sections focus on the secandin research questiowhat is the longerm
impact of FCEP activities on facilitating parenting arrangements that protect the emotional and
physical welbeing of victimized parents and their childreis question centers on the
experiences of litiganparents after they have received their OP and parenting agreement,

identifying ways FCEP did or did not impact their lives after leaving the courthouse.

Interviews with Parent Litigants (RQ 2.1)

Research Questions and Study Population

To understand the ihgrterm impacts of FCEP on litigants with shared children, the
following research question was ask&d: what extent do petitioners and respondents perceive,
after working with the CRE, that parenting arrangements in the OP are safe and fair three months
after the OP is enteredPo answer this question,-gtepth qualitative interviews were conducted
with 30 litigant parents (15 petitioners, 15 respondents) who adhered to the following eligibility
requirements: an Order of Protection was ordered betweganlit that had shared minor
child(ren); the litigant parents met with the CRE and reached a parenting agreement; and litigant
parents were 18 years or older. All interviews were conducted three months after the parenting
agreement was reached to assess$ofay-term impacts of the parenting plan on the lives of the

litigants.

The Impact of COVID on the Interviews
The development of the litigant interviews began in 2019 and was disrupted by the

COVID-19 pandemic. Accordingly, many adjustments were madé&dadsearch design and
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preparation for these interviews. The interviews were initially proposed to be conduptrdon

and some recruitment beganrparson; however, with the pandemic stégynome orders and shifts

to remote/virtual work, all intervieywrocedures needed to shift to being conducted virtually. In
order to insure that we conducted the interviews in an ethical and safe manner, we spent several
months researching best practices for conducting virtual interviews with individuals impacted by
domestic violence. We were deeply informed by several sources of information including national
and local DVcommunities, Inspir@dction for Social Change. the CRE and the academic literature.

All these forms of information shaped how we were to condue, seaumainformed, and
survivorcentered interviews and the protocols and interview questions we would utilize during

the interviews

Recruitment and Scheduling Interviews

Initially, the proposal aimed to reach 50 total litigant parents; however, chntiemic
delays, inconsistent recruitment, and research saturation, we reached 30 parents. All litigant
participants were recruited through the CRE. After having a session with the CRE and reaching an
agreement, the CRE shared the recruitment materials thé litigantswhich included a
recruitment flyer, a recruitment FAQ sheet, and a contact form that litigants could fill out and
return to the research team with their contact information if they were interested in participating
in an interviev. Recruitmet began in 2019 prior to the pandemic and all recruitment at that time
was done in person with physical copies of recruitment materials shared with litigants after their
session with the CRE. Once the pandemic began and interview processes transitiemedeto
processes, an online Qualtrics survey was created that included the questions of the contact form

and attached the recruitment flyer and an FAQ document in the survey. The survey was shared by
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the CRE with her clients, both petitioners and respotsdesia email for them to access the

necessary information remotely.

Both petitioners and respondents were offered an interview contact form to fill out
individually based on each personds interest
participae; pairs of matched petitioners and respondents were not purposely recruited. Once a
parent completed the contact form, whethepénson or using the online survey, indicating their
willingness to take part in the research. A research team memberdeathe them over email
or phone to recruit them. The litigant was first asked if they were still interested in participating in
an interview and if so, a series of questions was asked to ensure the participant adhered to the
eligibility requirements. Theparticipant was then provided detailed information about the
interview, including the purpose of the interview, the manner in which it would take place (over
Zoom), the compensation plan, and the three months wait between recruitment and the interview.
Every month for three months, research staff reached out to each participant to ensure they were
still interested in participating and gave them a chance to ask any questions about the interview.
After three months, the research staff contacted the partdipachedule an interview and once
a date and time were confirmed, a password protected Zoom link, a consent form, screening
guestions, and a guide to Zoom were all sent to the participant. Interview timeffewibte, to
make it easy for the parti@pt to take part, including offering aftetork hours and weekends as
options. All interviews were blocked off for two hours each to ensure there was enough time to
move through all the interview questions. Most interviews were conducted in 90 mintimsylalt

some needed only an hour or less and others took close to two hours.

A total of 55 litigant parents were recruited using both the physical and virtual contact

form, 42 initially agreed to an interview, and 30 interviews with litigants were cond(t3ed



61

petitioner mothers, 15 respondent fathers). Of the 30 interviews, four were conducted with litigants

recruited before the pandemic and 26 were recruited during the pandemic.

Development of Interview Guide, Interview Materials, and Choosing Intervéewer

The interview guide and questions for the litigant parent interviews began development
before the pandemic and continued during the first few months of the pandemic. Two interview
guides were developed for the interviews, one for petitioners and oresfmmdents to account
for differences in their court experienc&be interview questions were expanded from the original
interview guides included in the original research proposal to consider more nuanced experiences
of the litigant parents. The inteew questions focused on the context and content of the parenting
plan reached by the litigant parents; their current experience with the parenting plan; the litigant
experience with the CRE and the judges; and their overall court experience. The ingendesy
were shared with the CRE, advisory board member from cook county mediation, and the research
team to consider whether the questions aligned with the overall research question and included
enough detail to account for the differences across tlgaditiexperiences. Other interview
materials were developed at this time, including a consent script, a virtual interviewing protocol,
and an interview debrief document. These materials were created during the pandemic once it was
decided the interviews wtiibe conducted virtually. The consent form was updated to include
information about the interview procedures, questions to be asked, compensation, configentiality
and consent to participate and be audio recorded during the intedvieansent script was
approved to be shared and read during the interviews and for the participants to verbally consent

to the interview procedures.

Additionally, a virtual interviewing protocol was developed to ensure tranfoemed

practices when speaking with litigant pats This protocol was heavily informed by a virtual
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protocol the CRE created when returning to meet with litigants virtually. We also were informed
by literature around virtual interviewing as well as best practices advised by the domestic violence
advo@acy networks conducting virtual mediation and survivor services. This protocol was
compiled to ensure every part of the recruiting and interviewing process was-trdameed and

kept the litigants safe while conducting these interviews. The protocolusas to screen
participants prior to the interview and included questions that were asked before the formal
interview began. Questions asked litigants about their immediate safety and privacy, whether
participants were alone; whether their children weesg@nt and if so, how to make sure they
would not overhear the interview; confidentiality of the interview, privacy on Zoom, and other
guestions pertaining to the ability for the participants to safely and easily participate in the research

interview were ko included.

Finally, a debrief document template was created which would be completed after each
interview to capture the most salient observations immediately after the intefhese notes
acted as qualitatijettingsafter each interview and gaspace for the interviewers and note takers
to reflect on the interview after it was completed. These notes would also be utilizeshas
once the interviews were qualitatively coded. The debrief document collected information about
the interview participnt and context for their case, descriptive observational notes about the
participantds physical description, t emper ame
documented notes for the interviewer to assess how the interview was conducted over Zoom
comments on how questions were asked or could be rephrased, and if any interview logistical

problems arose during the interview process.

Therecruitment materialgetitioner and respondent interview guides, consent form, and

virtual interviewing protool were all finalized in both English and Spanish to accommodate for
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English and Spanisspeaking litigants. Allitigant interview materials can be founa Appendix

E andthe Spanish versions of tirgerview materials can be found in Appenéix

Once tfe interview guide and other interview materials were finalized, it was imperative
to determine who would be conducting the interviews and the requirements needed. The parent
litigants who would be participating were experiencing domestic violence, entiarmg causing
harm towards others, and engaging with a difficult court experience, so the research team insisted
on having individuals that could approach these interviews with care, expertise, and understanding.
It was agreed that one of the researcimt@@embers would conduct interviews, but it was also
clear that one individual could not conduct all the interviews on their own and endure numerous
contentheavy interviews without support. In the search for additional interviewers, a few
requirements wereecided: the interviewers needed to be fluent in English and Spanish, have
experience working with survivors and those who cause harm, and have experience conducting
gualitative interviews. The team also spent some time considering the gender and sexual
orientation of the interviewer and whether these factors would be important to consider, especially
related to interviews with respondent fathers who had caused harm. In the end, we recognized the
various assumptions this discussion reflected and were whinfifhow they might harm our
respondents in making our final selection of interviewers. Various colleagues and community
members were considered and contacted to find interviewers interested and available to assist in
these interviews. In the end, two imiduals, one Loyola faculty member and a recent Loyola
master's graduate from the School of Social Work, were chosen to assist and conduct the interviews

with the research team member.
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Pilot Interview

Before delving into the full interviews with parentigants, three pilot interviews were
conducted to assess the effectiveness of the interview guide and questions, the efficiency of the
interviewing process, and the adaptability of conducting the interviews virtually over Zoom. For
the pilot, Apna Gha partner on the project, identified for recruitment three individuals who were
currently receiving visitation services. These individuals, who were not eligible for the study, were

similar to our target research population in demography and court exqaesien

The interviews followed closely the way the full interviews would be conducted, including
going through the virtual interviewing protocol, informed consent, and following the interview
guides. This informative pilot interview not only focused on mgkhe interview questions but
asking the participants to reflect on how they questions made them feel, how they initially reacted
to the questions, and how hard or easy it was to answer the interview questions. This allowed the
research team to examinevihgarticipants would react, respond, and understand the questions
during a full interview. The three pilot interviews were exceptionally helpful as they provided
various litigant experiences and reactions that would come up during the full interviews. It w
important to understand the differences between petitioner and respondent experiences and to
conduct the interviews in English and Spanish to ensure both languages would be received well
by participants. Adjustments were made to the interview guidetired materials in response to

how the pilot participants reacted during the pilot interviews.

Interview Training
An Interview Training was virtually held over Zoom in preparation for the interviews with
litigant parents, hosted by members of the resetam for the three interviewers. The training

included didactic information about the context of FCEP and the evaluation, as well as different
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interviewing skills and issues. It also included a-tvewr focused role play training so the
interviewers cold practice asking the interview questions for both English and Spanish versions
of the interview guide.After the training, the interviewers were fully prepared to begin
interviewing litigant parent participants. All the information shared during theviate training

was consolidated into a comprehensive Guide to Interviewing that would be available as a resource

and reference when preparing for or conducting an interview.

Litigant Parent Interviews

Interviews with litigant parents began in January 2@2d ended in September 2022.
During this time, 30 interviews were conducted with 15 petitioner mothers and 15 respondent
fathers, many of whom were people of racially marginalized groMmst of the litigants
interviewed were unmarried to their domegtartner with which they have children in common.
The recruitment process did not intentionally match petitioners and respondents of the same

couple; however, one petitioner and respondent pair with shared children were interviewed.

The majority of litigant parents (17) were sekpresented pro se litigants, eight litigants
were represented by an attorney, and five petitioners were assisted by an advocate. Almost half of
the litigant parents (14) had established unsupervised visitation with their chil@neditigant
parents had supervised visitation, most often visits were supervised by family members. Only three
litigant parents were ordered to have visits at the supervised visitation center and two other
litigants had utilized multiple forms of visition with their children. One parent did not share
information about any visitation plan included in the parenting agreement. Additionally, two
litigants had active DCFS investigations during the time of their OP case, and only one was

required to adher® DCFS stipulations in the parenting plan.
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All interviews were conducted virtually over Zoom and ranged from one to two hours in
length per interview. Allinterviews had the project manager present to lead the participant through
logistics such athe virtual screening process and informed consent. In all but a few interviews,
the interviews were conducted by two interview stafimain interviewer and a note taker. All
interviews were conducted in English except for one interview conducted insBpaith a

Spanishspeaking participant.

Each interview followed he Virtual Interviewing Protocol to ensure the safety and privacy
of all interview participants as well as consistency across interviews. Participants would also be
walked through the inforngeconsent script which included sharing the purpose of the interview
and the type of questions they would be asked. We assured the participants that their participation
was confidential, private, and voluntary. This included also asking participants tsecho
pseudonyms and unique IDs. A compensation plan was determined as well where the participant
could decide on three compensation options:-maiheck; physical Visa gift card; electronic Visa
gift card. Finally, the interviewers ask the participantsdnsent to participating in the interview
and whether they consented to being auwdaorded during the interview. Once participants
consented to the interviews, the interviewers reiterated the potentially heavy or triggering content
of the interview andheir ability to pause the interview, skip questions, or end the interview at any
time to prioritize their comfort during the interview. Once all interview logistics have been
completed, the interviewer began the audio recording and began the formaéwmtguestions
with the participants. After the interview questions were asked, participants were offered an
opportunity to ask any questions about the information shared or the larger project. After each
interview, utilizing the debrief document, the iniew team shared initial reactions and

observations from the interview.
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All information regarding the interview and participant context, their compensation,
interview audierecordings, and interview transcriptions were tracked and stored in password

protected files and folders to ensure data security.

Coding and Analysis

Once more than ten interviews were conducted and transcribed, planning for the qualitative
thematic coding and analysis of the interviews began. All interviews were organized and coded
using NVivo 12, a qualitative coding software program. Each interview was first classified based
on the types of participants interviewed. These case classifications categorized each interview by
l'itigant type (petiti on éman, wamansgerdergueen;tpdrticipaptar t i
helper group (attorney, advocate, pro se), COVID timeline Q@¥ID, during COVID); DCFS
involvement (yes, not applicable); and visitation type (unsupervised visitation; supervised
visitation; supervised visitatioreater; multiple visitation options; not applicable). Coding nodes
were then preliminarily created through {atetermined codes based off the interview questions.
Addi tional thematic codes were includeavsbased

and themes that were beginning to arise across completed interviews.

Once the NVivo project file was developed, the coding team held an NVivo training to
prepare the coders on how to utilize the NVivo software and how to utilize the nodes to code the
interviews based on the larger research quesiiber. the training and further development of the
NVivo project file, the trained coders coded three interviews as part of the pilot coding to assess
the effectiveness of the nodes and to ensure the cmdetsed comparable inteoder reliability.

Three completed litigant interviews were chosen specifically because they exposed the coders to

a variety of key factors on which to practice using the coding scheme in NVivo. The coders spent
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a few weeks codinthe three interviews and then met to share their experience of coding with the

present nodes, their differences in coding per interview, and how each interpreted different nodes.

The pilot coding was then tested for intercoder reliability in order toratadel the degree
of agreement or disagreement between coders on each qualitative code through percentage
agreement or the kappa coefficient. Researchers preferred to analyze the percent agreement since
the kappa coefficient tends to overestimate erropach agreement, and is more useful for
medical/clinical research. The intercoder statistics reported a very high percentage agreement
ranging between 86 and 100% agreement, with an average around 97% for both what was being
coded the same and what was beinécmaode d 6 t he same. The percent
is within the standard accepted threshold of percent agreement (80% agreement on 95% of codes;
O6Connor & Joffe, 2020). These results signal
well trained and were coding in comparable ways that would yield consistent coding across
interviews. While the intecoder reliability yielded satisfactory results, the pilot coding also
revealed ways that the coding scheme and nodes could be improgasiévrcoding by the coders.
Thus, following the pilot coding, the researchers reorganized the existing codes in a streamlined

way that would decrease coder error.

The coding team coded the 30 completed interviews and had consistentrcheseings
throughout to check on the progress of the coding. All the completed interviews were coded twice,
had memos written across interviews, and were reviewed to determine which nodes would be
especially important in answering the research question around litefatyt and sense of fairness

with the court system.
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Criminal Violations of Orders of Protection (RQ 2.2)

Research Question and Study Population

To further assess the role of procedural justice and the impact of FCEP initiatives on
litigants, the followingresearch question was aské&a: what extent do FCEP activities reduce
criminal violations of OPs up to 12 months lat@flis question examines the violation rates of
OPs by respondents within one year of the granted OP by comparing respondent cases that we
present at the court in 2015 and in 2017. The question is especially of ingasiing
respondentsvho met and reached an agreement with the CRE in 2017 and how that interaction

impacted their sense of procedural justice and how they followeddReir

Sample

The cases used to assess differences in OP violation rates betw&&€@Epr¢2015) and
postFCEP (2017) all were required to have 1) children in common shared between litigants and
2) one or more childelated remedies requested in the OP ipetitAll 2015 cases were selected
from the population of cases utilized for RQ 1.1/1.2 limited to those where litigants had children
in common and requested chilelated remedies. The sample of cases was further filtered to those
where an Emergency OrdafrProtection (EOP) or Plenary Order of Protection (POP) was granted,
so that criminal violations of the OP could be levied. All cases with denied OPs were removed
from the sample of cases. All 2017 cases were selected from the population of casesvitat me
the CRE that had children in common and requested-cdldded remedies. These cases were
provided by the CRE directly from her list of clients she met with when she first began her role at
the end of 2016 into the full year of 2017. The main diffiee between the 2015 and 2017 cases
is the involvement of the CRE in 2017 working with litigant parents to determine a parenting

agreement. The intervention of FCEP and the CRE are the main determinants to assess regarding
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whether additional court supgdor respondents would impact their likelihood of violating their
OP.The final sample included 314 cases-pf@EP (2015) and 218 cases pbSIEP (2017).
Data Collection

All the cases used to assess OP violation rates relied on administrative colotatath
on various civil and criminal online databases at the domestic violence (DV) courthouse. The OP
case IDs were first verified on the online civil court database using Passport Software, and the
following information was collected for each case: oegfent first and last name, respondent date

of birth, and the issuance dates for all granted EOPs and POPs.

The Passport database at the court only had access to civil court cases which would not
provide the data on the criminal charges associated aith ©P case needed for this research.
Due to our limited access, the Office of the Chief Judge (OCJ) and their research team agreed to
assist us in acquiring all the criminal charges needed for our research. We provided an excel
spreadsheet to the OCJ ragdh team including the OP case ID numbers, respondent first and last
names, respondent date of birth, and issuance dates for the EOPs and/or POPs for all 2015 and
2017 cases. With this information, the OCJ found all the criminal charges that were adsociat
with each case/respondent and sent us an updated excel spreadsheet including the criminal charges,

charge types, and charge date filed for each case.

Data Cleaning and Analysis

The excel spreadsheet of information provided by the OCJ research tednemasther
cleaned to allow for ease of analysis that would later be completed using SPSS. For all cases
with criminal charges, we assessed all the types of criminal charges listed and distinguished
which charges were related to DV and would violaee®P, charges that were not related to

DV, and charges that were unclear in their association with the original OP. Additionally, all
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cases that had a Dk¢lated charge were checked to assess whether the petitioner on the original
OP was the same or adfient than the complaining witness on the criminal charge. Any other

discrepancies found across the cases were also verified. Once all the cases and charges were
identified and categorized, all the charges were collapsed under each respondent sodtzat the d

were organized by the original OP/respondent for all 2015 and 2017 cases.

The finalized dataset included the year the case started (2015 or 2017), the OP case number,
respondent last name, respondent first name, and respondent date of birthhFmaseac the
number of criminal charges per case was tallied. The type of criminal charge, if any, was included
and categori zed -raesl adread «chhaVgede,l a@wkW dcbmar ge 6 .
violence (DV)related charges included violations afder of protection (VOOP), domestic
battery, property damage, aggravated harassment or assault, or other charges that would violate an
OP. NonDV related charges often included drug possession, theft or burglary, weapon use, and
other charges that would inaiolate specific stipulations of an OP. The dataset also collected the

OP issuance dates and charge date filed to assess whether or not there was a violation of the OP.

The first stage of analysis included assessing all cases wittel2a¥d criminal barges
and whether the criminal charge date was filed within one year of the issued EOP or POP to
determine whether there was an OP Violation. If aleMted criminal charge occurred within
one year of either or bot h FdD¢éasedthdt leadg D¥élatkde c as e
criminal charge occur within one year of the OP but with a different complaining witness than the
original petitioner on the OP, the case was ¢c
had a nofDV related charg, or the DVrelated charge occurred beyond one year of the OP, were

A

coded as 606.
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Once all the data were coded in the excel spreadsheet, they were uploaded to SPSS to
conduct quantitative statistical analysis. Descriptive frequencies were run forf gaelfolowing
variables: Criminal Charge Type; Number of DV Charges; OP Violation; and Type of Criminal
OP Violation. Each of these variables were then compared across 2015 and 2017 in a crosstab and
Pearson chsquare tests were run to assess for fitally significant changes prand post~CEP.

An independent-test was also conducted to examine the effect ofgrd post-CEP years on

the prevalence of OP violations within one year of a granted OP. Besigjcaie and independent

t-test were assesd for statistical significance at the .05 levél.decrease in OP violations or
criminal charges would further indicate the
process in increasing safe and appropriate ¢bilsted remedies in OPs. Statiatly significant

results from the chsquare andtest would demonstrate a high probability that the findings were

not due to chance alone. Any statistically significant decrease in criminal charges and OP
violations might also suggest that respondergsevwell supported and informed during their
session with the CRE, and their sense of procedural justice was influenced to the extent that it

decreased their likelihood of violating their OP.

Court Personnel Experience with Domestic Violence Court (RQ 3)

Research Question and Study Population

The Domestic Violence Division (DVD) judges at the DV court were an integral part of
the planning and development of the FCEP project. Interviews and meetings were held with DVD
judges to assess gaps in the courtesysand OP process and determine ways to increase safety
options and outcomes for litigants with shared children. The DVD judges were also trained in the
SAFeR curriculum when FCEP was first implemented at the court. DVD judges were interviewed

to assesshe impact of the training and FCEP on judicial decisiaking and to answer the
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following question:How did the FCEP training and stakeholder meetings, as well as the
additional resources pr ovi dermdakiiyyrocedses otz E P , af
related remedies for litigantsPudges were also interviewed to share their experiences working

with the CRE and how the expediting process provided more-iHdted information to reach

safer visitation agreements. Their reflections on the CREssfeom the following research
guestionWhat shortterm impact did the FCEPBrovided CRE have on increasing the safety and
fairness of visitation arrangements for litigant§Aese questions together provide insights into

the connections between the roletbé CRE, the FCEP trainings, and quantitative results on

judicial decisiommaking regarding children.

There has been much turnover of judges at the court over the last few years, so most of the
judges that were trained in FCEP in 2016 no longer workeatDif courthouse. Due to this
limitation, it was decided to interview both former and current DVD civil judges to understand
how FCEP was first impacting judges' practices when FCEP was initially implemented and how
that has changed with the current DVDged. It is worth noting that many of these judges have
moved to different courthouses or have moved from civil to criminal calls at the DV court, but the
guestions we asked them primarily focused on their experiences in civil court with litigants with

children in common.

Recruitment and Scheduling Interviews

Judges recruited for these interviews included both former and current DVD judges that
were at the courthouse when FCEP was first implemented and those who are currently working at
the court-most ofwhom were not FCEP trained. A list of former judges that were present at the
court in 2016 and attended the FCEP training and all current civil judges was compiled by the

research team. Due to transitions in the court, the research team also renewedrdlie ov
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permission to recruit and interview judges. Institutional cooperation and support from the former
and current presiding judges were instrumental in providing contact information of the judges and

encouraging the judges to accept our recruitmentteféord participate in an interview.

A list of all 24 potential judges and their contact information was compiled. The project
manager then reached out to all the judges via email and read a recruitment script explaining the
FCEP project, the purpose bktinterviews, the types of questions that would be asked during the
interview, and a request for an interview with them. Ten judges agreed to participate in the
interviews, including four former judges, five current judges, and one judge from the Domestic
Relations Division. Once a date and time were confirmed, the participants were sent a private
Zoom link, a document outlining an overview of FCEP, the informed consent script, and a
document of the research findings from RQ-1.8. All judge interview méerials are included in

AppendixG.

Developing Interview Materials and Conducting Interviews

Various interview materials were utilized during the interviews with DVD judges. The
research team developed two interview guides for former and current judgesw@l months.
The interview questions were expanded from the original interview guides included in the proposal
to consider the contextual differences between former and current judges. As with the litigant
interview guides, the judge interview guidesluded an introductory script and notes throughout
to guide the interviewer in when and how to ask certain quesBotis.interview guides included
guestions focused on the judgesb6 experience
CRE. The forner judge interview guide had additional questions focused on their experience with
the FCEP SAFeR training held in 2016 and their experience with various FCEP materials. These

materials included a bench card that was created by the FCEP based on the@AEeRm, a
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document listing factual indicators for judges to refer litigants to the CRE, and the SAFeR practice
guide. These documents were shared with the judges during the interview, and they were asked
about their familiarity with and use of these Efresources. The current judge interview guide

had additional questions about the impact of the COVID pandemic on the court and their court
proceedings. All the interviews also ended with sharing with the judges the research findings from
RQ 1.21.5 and lving them react to the resulténfortunately, this portion of the interview was

often rushed and there was not sufficient time to have a rich conversation about these results. Many
provided minimal feedback and mostly asked clarifying questions to hettirstand the

findings.All judge interview materials are includedAppendix H.

All ten interviews were conducted virtually over Zoom and were facilitated by one research
team member. All interviews began with introductions, an informed consent prioress
participating in and audio recording of the interview, and recording of the formal interview. In
addition, all the interview documents (Judge SAFeR Bench Card, CRE Factual Indicators, SAFeR
Practice Guide, and FCEP Research Findings) were shared scréen during the interview for
the participants to react to. A folleup email thanking the judges for their participation and their
time was sent to each participant. The audio recording and transcript were downloaded from Zoom,
were securely saved, @rall interviews were transcribed by CURL research fellows using the

Otter.ai transcription software.

Coding and Analysis

Once all interviews were transcribed anddientified, all ten interviews were thematically
coded and analyzed for major themes.c&ese of the low number of interviews, we decided to
not use any formal qualitative coding software. Coding began with research team members

meeting to discuss how to thematically code the interviews. They used one of the interview
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transcripts to decide widh codes to include based on the interview questions. Once the general
codes were discussed, one member of the research team spent time creating a set of a priori codes
based on the interview questions and then open coded the interviews to add adgiitengaint

codes. Once the list of codes was determined, this team member coded each of the ten interviews
and organizing information and quotes under each code in three Word documents to more easily
separate and organize the codes. Once all the interviemesomded, major themes from the codes

were identified.

Focus Groups with Attorneys and Advocates (RE)

Research Question and Study Population

As with the DVD judges, attorneys and advocates that represent and support petitioners
through their civil OPcase were also pivotal to the development of the FCEP. Attorneys and
advocates that worked with clients in the DV courthouse were trained in the SAFeR curriculum in
2016 in preparation for the implementation of FCEP. In order to assess the impact obfrCEP
their practice, we askedHow did FCEP training and stakeholder meetings and the
availability/utilization of the CRE affect at
and their subsequent decisions to help them to request therelitddremedies®ocus groups
were conducted with one group of attorneys and two groups of advocates that included individuals
who attended the FCEP training in 2016 and many of whom were still practicing with petitioners

at the DV couirt.

Recruitment and Schedidy Interviews
All attorneys and advocates recruited were individuals who have worked at the DV court
during the implementation of FCEP and those who currently work with petitioners. The original

proposal indicated that attorneys would be recruited fréth@lagencies at the courthouse who
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had sent representatives to the FCEP trainings, especially from the agencies that were involved in
the Legal Services Committee for FCEP and the DVD General Stakeholders Group. Advocates
would be recruited from curreatdvocates working at the courthouse. When actively recruiting,

the research team modified this plan due to court changes redateelpandemic, determining

which agencies and individuals could be recruited, prioritizing those that were present for the
FCEP training as well as those who were part of any committee or stakeholder groups. A list of
attorneys and advocates and their contact information was compiled based on attendance sheets
from the FCEP training as well as knowledge of individuals who hddaarrently practiced with

the court. Both attorneys and advocates were recruited from agencies that had a presence with the

court.

A recruitment email including a recruitment script was sent to all listed attorneys and
advocates. The recruitment scriptluded background information on FCEP and the research
currently conducted, and asked for their participation in a focus geg#ding theiexperience
with FCEP, FCEP trainings, working with the CRE, and their overall experience working at the
court with petitioners. Based on the number of individuals who agreed to participate and their
availability (determined through a doodle poll), one focus group for attorneys and two focus groups
for advocates were planned. Once dates and times were confirmedcforfocus group, the
participants were sent a private Zoom link, a document outlining an overview of FCEP, the

informed consent script, and the document of the research findings from R(®1.1

Developing Materials and Conducting Focus Groups
Focus group materials were developed prior to conducting the focus groups by members
of the research team. Interview guides were developed for each attorney and advocate focus groups

to capture differences between attorney and advocate practices and experietieecoint. The
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focus group questions were informed by the proposed interview guides in the grant proposal as
well as questions used for the judge intervie
advocatesd exper i encandtleCRE, thar argumentaton andadwegatingy F CE
process with petitioners with children, and the impact of COVID on court practices with
petitioners. As with the judge interviews, time was spent at the end of the focus groups to review

the FCEP research fimgs from RQ 1.11.5 to have the attorneys and advocates react and share
observation based on their experiences. Like the judge interviews, the presentation of research
findings was rushed and did not result in as rich of a discussion as intended aithidbates and

attorneysAll materials for the attorney and advocate focus groups are incluéggpendix H

All three focus groups were conducted virtually over Zoom and were facilitated by various
research team members. Some research fellows alsal jthinefocus groups to take notes and
observe the interactions of the focus group participants. Each focusbg@aupwith introductions
of all participants (though many knew one another) and an informed consent process. Unique IDs
were created for each ppigipant, and the audio recording and formal interview questions began.
During the focus groups, the FCEP Research Findings were shared on the shared Zoom screen for
the participants to react to. A folleup email thanking the attorneys and advocategheir
participation and their time was sent to each participant. The audio recording and transcript were
downloaded from Zoom and securely saved, and all focus groups were transcribed by CURL

research fellows using the Otter.ai transcription software.

Codng and Analysis
Once all interviews were transcribed andidientified, all three focus groups were
thematically coded for major themes using Word documents in the same way the judge interviews

were coded. Research team members met to discuss how tdithdyneode the focus groups.
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They used one of the focus group transcripts to decide which codes to include based on the
interview questions and the research question goals. Once the general codes were discussed, a
research fellow spent time creating & gka priori codes based on the interview questions and

then open coded the interviews to add additional emergent codes. Once the list of codes was
determined, the research fellow coded each of the focus group transcripts, organizing information
and quots under each code in a Word document to more easily organize the codes. Once all the
interviews were coded, the major themes were further elaborated and organized in an outline.
Coding results from the attorney and advocate focus groups were analyzedieim taith other

gualitative and quantitative data and included in various sections of the final written report.

Child-Relief Expediter (3.3)

Research Question and Study Population

The ChildRelief Expediter role was a new role for the courthouse and itmesative to
track the progress and changes impacting the CRE role in the DV court since the creation of the
role. As part of a larger research question focused on the implementation of FCEP, the following
was askedHow did the CRE facilitate visitaticagreements among petitioners and respondents?
Broadly, the question focuses on the expeditir

litigants to create parenting agreements focused on the needs of the shared children.

Data Collection and Angsis

To better understand the process and changes over the last few years, two interviews were
conducted with the CRE. The first interview was an informative discussion of changes in the DV
courthouse and adjustments to the expediting process during denpa. The discussion
attempted to identify the impact of the pandemic on the functioning of the court and the expediting

process. The interview questions focused on the current delivery of CRE services through remote
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mediation; the court response to @@VID-19 pandemic; changes made to OPs and how they are
shared with litigants; and the adjustment of court personnel (judges, attorneys, advocates) to the

pandemic.

The second interview with the CRE was conducted to delve into the full role of the CRE
ove the last few years since the inception of its role. The interview first focused on sharing the
research findings focused on the CRE cases from 2016/2017 and having the CRE reflect on how
her cases have changed over the last few years, especially vetdség the demographics of
litigants, the types and path of referrals to the CRE, and-cdléded remedies. The interview then
focused on discussing the expediting process, challenges faced, the process of working with and
supporting litigants; creatingarenting agreements; and how working with the judges, advocates,

and attorneys has changed over time.

Both interviews were conducted virtually over Zoom and followed a consent process to
inform the CRE of the purpose of the interview. The interviewsvi@d a casual conversation as
the researchers have had a latgnding relationship with the CRE since the inception of FCEP.
The interviews were audio recorded and were manually transcribed by a CURL fellow. The
interviews were analyzed by organizing thérmation into specific thematic and categorical
codes using Word documents to consolidate the data. The codes followed most of the interview
guestions and especially focused on comparing
2016/2017 cases thi the quantitative data. These interviews provided context and depth into the
data collected and inform other aspects of the court proCes€RE interviewguide isincluded

in AppendixI.
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Limitations and Challenges to Research

An evaluation and resedr project of this size and capacity is not without its limitations.

As the research process began, it was clear that the research would be impacted by the realities of
the courthouse, the court personnel, and external factors that may affect the coiist and
procedures.

A majority of information collected and analyzed throughout this project was through
administrative courthouse data. In order to identify the samples for the review of Orders of
Protections, the research team utilized data collected byHélhe Desk to first identify case
numbers of civil OP cases that filed and requested-cbidded remedies. This Help Desk database
was utilized to track case information from petitioners filing their OP petition and their subsequent
movement within theicourt case. While this data provided a consolidated list of civil OP cases,
the data listed included inaccurate information as well as missing or inconsistent data. This
database was not designed to be analyzed quantitatively, thus the research tesskedasith
validating these cases with the courtdos online
required numerous rounds of verification of the sample requirements to account for human error
that occurred from entering and collecting ikninistrative data.

In addition, it became clear during the validation process that the Help Desk overestimated
the number of cases that would require attorney representation. Instead, many of the cases that the
Help Desk had originally triaged to attefys were denied and were assigned an advocate, a law
student, or remained pro se. As a result, there were far fewer number of atepresgnted cases
whereas most cases were gelbresented (pro se or advoeassisted). To offset these limitations,
the sample included cases that were represented by an attorney at some point during the case. This

allowed the sample to be more flexible with cases that were not solely attepregented
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throughout the entirety of the case. Additionally, more adveassisted, and pro se cases were
included in the samples to ensure the overall sample numbers had enough statistical power to
conduct statistical analysis. In this way, the sample was no longer a fully random probability
sample, but the sample was more regmégtive of the types of cases that enter the court. Namely,
the sample represented the high number of individuals that areegedbented whereas many
litigants are less able to have attorney representation.

It became subsequently clear that the samgptiesign for the first research question was
based on an erroneous estimate on the distribution of types of cases available for analysis. The
sampling design assume that from dwerall sampleof OP cases, sub samples could be created
for each subsequentesearch questiorwWhile the overall sample sizes were determined to
maximize statistical power to assess significant differences, the resultigpasyties of different
helper groups were too small to determine to analyze for statistical signifidseregote we could
not reach generalizable conclusions about the many of thesauiples.

While creating the samples themselves was a challenge to conducting this research, the
petitions, written testimonies, and lengthy court hearing transcripts weailyedjéficult to code
quantitatively. The coders had to familiarize themselves with the petition form, how they are filled
out, and the legal jargon used throughout the case files in order to accurately code this qualitative
information quantitatively. Dapite having atdepth coding training, coders also had to accurately
interpret how the petitioner intended to fill out their petition; this no doubt led to human error in
the coding and data collection process. This also indicated to us the inaccesdgibiiity a OP
petition and appearing in front of a judge without legal representation. While these forms took
years to be created in a manner that both met legal standards and includedndgigdanguage,

it is unclear how these take into considenatthe violence and trauma impacting individuals
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seeking protection for themselves and their children. These forms also do not appear accessible to
individuals who are not legally trained, who have varying levels of reading literacy, or who do not
speak Eglish fluently. Overall, the process of coding as well as interacting with the case materials
revealed the barriers that can impact litigants as well as the analytic process.

Additional limitations resulted in disruptions to the courthouse and the regwacdss
due to the COVIB19 pandemic. Primarily, all qualitative interviews and focus groups with court
personnel and parent litigants were delayed and shifted frgargon to virtual interviews/focus
groups over Zoom. While it took time to create tivéual protocol and ensure participant safety
during the interviews, the remote interviews/focus groups were a viable and accessible option for
participants. Unfortunately, by the time the research team was prepared to begin interviewing,
many participantdiad to recall court experiences that occurred months or years prior to the
interview. This often led to many participants not remembering certain experiences or details.
Especially asking about certain FCEP or court experiences, many participants wkxgngon
current experiences impacted by the pandemic and court practices that occurred prior to the
pandemic that was influenced by FCEP. It became especially important to try to clarify timelines
during the interviews as well as during the analysis psoiedistinguish between time before and
during the pandemic. This was especially difficult for many judges, attorneys, and advocates since
many of them interviewed engaged with FCEP in 2016, which was five or six years prior to when
they were interviewedAdditionally, the court personnel was split between individuals who
formerly were at the courthouse during FCEP and those who currently work at the courthouse.
These factors complicated the analysis process especially as it was difficult to deternmgas chan
and impacts of FCEP initiatives on court personnel practices. In this way, any changes may be due

to idiosyncrasies and unique court personnel experiences rather than due to FCEP particularly.
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Chapter 3: Review of Order of Protection Petitions ahiidcRelated Remedies

The goal for implementation of the Family Court Enhancement Program (FCER) was
i mprove the domestic violence courtds respons
partners who shared common childmrerder to increasgafe, sustainable, and fair outcomes for
these families. A major component of this intervention specifically targeted building awareness of
the available types of legal remedies that were galeilated and how to best request them when
filing an OP petitim. One measure of FCEP impact wasntpact on the number of requested
child-related OP remedies available in the domestic violence court dijisophysical care and
possession, custody, and visitation remedies). Additionally, the evaluation sougtddure any
changes in presentation and argumentation made by attorneys in court, probing/questioning by
judges of litigants in court as part of decisimaking, and the childelated remedies granted in
OPs by the domestic violence court system. Betowfull list of childrelated remedies analyzed

to answer the following research questions.

Table5. Types of ChileRelated Remedies Analyzed

Remedy Type
Minor Child(ren) named Protected Parties
Exclusive Possession of Reside
Stay Away
from Petitioner/Protected Parties
from Other Addresses
Physical Care and Possession (PCP) of Minor Children
Return to/NorRemoval of Children from Petitioner
Temporary Legal Custody
Visitation
Granted Visitation
Restricted Visitation
Reserved Visitation
Denied Visitation
Prohibited Removal from IL/Concealment of Children
Respondent Further Enjoined
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Requestd Child-Related Remedies in OP Petitions

Cases with children in common from 20a6d 2017 were analyzed to assess how many
and which types of childelated remedies were requested pred post-CEP. Cases were further
analyzed across helper groups, attorregyresented, advocasssisted, law studeassisted, or
pro se cases.

Overal, the results emphasized setfpresented pro se petitioners increasingly requesting
almost every type of childelated remedy po$stCEP as compared to other assisted petitioners.
There was a statistically significant increase in the number of requedts foratheexclusive
possession of residence6.1% of cases p#eCEP and 90% of cases pé<EEP. There was a
statistically significant increase in requests madestfay away from petitiondrom 77.1% pre
FCEP to 91.2% pogtCEP. After the FCEP intervaeoh, prose litigants increasingly made
requests forespondent further enjoinddr additional childrelated protection not covered in the
petition, 64.2% pré&-CEP and 92.5% poe§iCEP. Pro se petitioners increasingly requested all
remedies with the exceaph of child support Child support declined from 24.8% pFCEP to
12.2% postCEP and was statistically significaAidditionally, the average number of remedies
requested in pro se cases-peEP was 6.81 remedies and increased to 7.57 remedidsQig3t
revealing a statistically significant increase throughest. All the results are reported in Talile

For cases assisted by an advocate, overall, there were no statistically significant differences
in the remedies requested paad post-CEP caseaside fronrespondent further enjoinedhere
was a significant increase in petitioners requestasgpondent further enjoinadith 80.4% pre
FCEP and 97% po$iCEP.Additionally, petitionersdecreasingly requestedhild support

between 19.6% prECEP and.9% post-CEP, and this difference was statistically significant. A
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t-test further revealed that there was a slight increase in the average number of remedies requested
pre-FCEP (7.87) and po$iCEP (8.12).

For petitioners assisted by a law student, tigas a statistically significant increase in
petitioner requestingemporary legal custodyf their children, 59.5% prECEP and 85.1% paost
FCEP. Requests fachild supportalso increased among litigants helped by law students, in
contrast to litigants ithe pro se or advocate helper groups. However, increased requesitifor
supportwas not statistically significan©n average, petitions assisted by law students had a high
number of total remedies requested-p@EEP (8.62) that increased p&sTEP (926) but not
enough to detect statistical significance.

For petitioners represented by an attorney, there were no statistical differences-in child
related remedies requested-pmad post—-CEP. Again, the percentage of cases where there were
requests forchild supportdid increase between prand post~CEP but this increase was not
statistically significant. Like with law student petitions, attornegresented petitions had a high
mean of remedies requested-p@EP (8.68) that increased slightly p6&EP(8.94), but was
not statistically significant.

Table6. Remedies Requested Paad PostFCEP by Helper Group

Pro Se Advocate Law Student Attorney
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Cases (N) 109 147 102 101 37 74 87 64

% Min or Child(ren) named
Protected Parties

% Exclusive Possession of

98.2 98.0 98.0 99.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

76.1 90.5** 96.1 89.1 100.0 98.6 97.7 96.9

Residence
% Stay Away from Petitioner 77.1 91.2** 94.1 92.1 97.3 100.0 100.0 98.4
% Stay Away from Other 651 680 608 614 730 977 736 734
Addresses
% PCP of Minor Children 68.8 69.4 80.4 86.1 94.6 100.0 94.3 96.9

% Return to/Non-Removal of
Children from Petitioner

% Temporary Legal Custody 38.5 44.2 36.3 35.6 59.5 85.1** 63.2 75.0
% Any Visitation 60.6 67.3 75.5 86.1 94.6 90.5 73.6 78.1

56.9 68.0 81.4 85.1 91.1 98.6 89.7 90.6
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% Prohibited Removal from

IL/Concealment of Children 50.5 55.1 63.7 71.3 83.8 93.2 88.5 90.6

% Child Support 24.8 12.2* 19.6 8.9* 40.5 58.1 41.4 53.1
% Respondent Further Enjoined 64.2 92.5%** 80.4 97.0%** 27.0 21.6 46.0 40.6
Mean Total Remedies 6.81 7.58** 7.87 8.12 8.62 9.26 8.68 8.94

* p O 0.05
% p O 0.01
**x p O 0.001

Attorney Presentation of ChiHRelated Issues

Order of Protection case files and court hearings were assessed to examine how attorneys
presented the alleged abuses and dfeldted issues in court hearings on liebfpetitioners.
Specifically, petitions, case files, and court hearing transcripts were coded for the alleged abuses
and impacts of abuse that were shared in petitions, affidavits, and during court hearings by
attorneyrepresented petitioners. The typd#sabuses/impact of abuses that were assessed were
adapted from the SAFeR curriculum and included the following categabase by respondent
to petitioner; abuse by petitioner to child; impact on abuse on child; impact of abuse on
peti ti on gringpactgbabuse an dailynife; and red flags/risk factors.

There were few statistically significant differences-janed post~CEP and how attorneys
argued/presented the alleged abuses on behalf of petitioners. While it appeared that attorneys
reportel most of the abuses and arguments in the petitions rather than in the hearings, there were
few significant changes prand post~CEP in their litigation practices. One exception worth
noting is the increase from 72.7% to 81.9% of attomegyesented cas presentinged flags/risk
factorsduring the court hearing. Of the variowesl flags/risk factorghat petitioners can share,
there were statistically significant increases in the following factespondent is unemployed

and not seeking employmenhbuse during pregnancgndstrangulation.
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While no specific research question focused on the impact of FCEP on the argumentation
on behalf of advocatassisted and pro se petitioners due to not having legal representation, it
seemed appropriate to assé®w seHrepresented petitioners reported and presented the alleged
abuses in their petitions and during their court hearings. Although petitioners assisted by advocates
receive additional support when filing their OP and going through the court proctsagdvocate
assisted and pro se petitioners testify before a judge agpetsented litigants during their court
hearings.These results further consider if the FCEP SAFeR trainings or initiatives led to changed
court practices by advocatessistecand selfrepresented petitioners.

For advocateassisted petitioners, there were not significant differences in how petitioners
described the alleged abuses they experienced in their OP petition or during their court hearings
pre- and post FCEP. Due to themall sample size of 22 cases per time period, any differences
pre- and post=CEP reflect a difference of one or two cases. For example, there was an increase
from 68.2% to 77.3% cases that mentioabdse by respondent to chddring the hearings. Or
there was a decrease from 90.9%-p@EEP to 81.8% in po$tCEP in terms of petitioners
mentioningimpact of abuse on daily liluring court hearings. In both examples, there was only
a difference of two cases between time periods thus making it difficnlietgpret any significant
impact of FCEP on how advocadssisted petitioners argued their cases in their petitions and
during their hearings. In terms&d flags/risk factordrought up by advocai@ssisted petitioners,
there were a handful of factotsat were decreasingly reported by petitioners-p&EP. For
example, 22.7% to 9.1% of petitioners decreasingly repenteessive jealous6.4% to 22.7%
of petitioners reportedvoidance of consequences)d 45.5% to 27.3% of petitioners reported

strangulationpre- and post~CEP.
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Unlike with the attorneyepresented and advocatssisted petitioners, pro se petitioners
saw significant changes in how alleged abuses andiHdted issues were reported in their OP
petitions and during their court heaggnThere were a few statistically significant increases in the
percentage of cases that mentioned eteldted abuses and impacts. Specificadlpuse by
respondent to childvas increasingly mentioned from 59.1% 45i€EP to 86.4% pogtCEP of
pro se caseduring their court hearings. Additionally, pro se petitioners increasingly reported
i mpact of abuse ointheareadttonsiama duing dheir hpaangs from Bendgo
preFCEP to 77.3% pogtCEP in their petitions and 13.6 gF€EP to 54% postFCEP during
their court hearings, both statistically significant. Pro se petitioners also increasingly mentioned
red flags/risk factoran both their petitions (36.4% to 77.3%) and during their court hearings
(13.6% to 54.5%) preand post—-CEP. Haovever, pro se petitioners did increasingly mention
abuser 6s dnengther ktoursheaingerevealing a statistically significant increase from
4.5% to 31.8% between prend post-CEP.

See Table Tor all types of abuses reported in the OP jmetior mentioned during a court
hearing preand post—-CEP across all helper grougsble 8 reports all individual red flag/risk
factors.

Table7. Alleged Abuses Mentioned in OP Petition or Court Hearing by Helper Group, Pre vs.
Post

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Abuse by Respondent to
Petitioner
% Reported in Petitio 100 (88) 100 (83) 100 (22) 100(22) 100 (22) 100 (22)
% Mentioned in Hearin 89.8 (79) 89.2 (74) 95.5(21) 100 (22) 90.9 (20) 95.5(21)
Abuse by Respondent to

Child
% Reported in Petitio 92.0 (81) 88 (73) 81.1(18) 81.1(18) 68.2 (15) 77.3(17)

% Mentionedn Hearing 50.0 (44) 61.4 (51) 68.2 (15) 77.3(17) 59.1 (13) 86.4 (19)*



Impact of Abuse on Child

% Reported in Petitio 10.2 (9) 10.8 (9) 0 (0) 45 (1)
% Mentioned in Hearin 3.4 (3) 3.6 (3) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Impact of Abuse on
Petitioner os
% Reported in Petitio 98.9 (87) 100 (83) 54.5(12) 50 (11)
% Mentioned in Hearin 60.2 (53) 61.4 (51) 31.8(7) 36.4(8)
Impact of Abuse on Daily
Life
% Reported in Petitio 97.7 (86) 98.8 (82) 100 (22) 100 (22)
% Mentioned in Hearin 71.6 (63) 68.7 (57) 90.9 (20) 81.8 (18)
Red Flags/Risk Factors
% Reported in Petitio 100 (88) 100 (83) 95.5(21) 90.9 (20)
% Mentioned in Hearin 72.7 (64) 81.9 (68) 81.8 (18) 81.8 (18)
* p O 0.05 ** p O 0.01
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13.6 (3)
0 (0)

13.6 (3)
13.6 (3)

36.4(8) 77.3 (17)*
13.6 (3) 54.5 (12)*

90.9 (20)
86.4 (19)

100 (22)
81.6 (18)

63.6 (14)
68.2 (15)

81.8 (18)
86.4 (19)

Table8. Red Flags/Riskactors Mentioned in OP Petition or Court Hearing by Helper Group,

Pre vs. Post

Recent or current separation of the
partydés access t
% Reported in Petitio

% Mentioned in Hearin

Access to guns/weapons
% Reported in Petitio
% Mentioned in Hearin

Threats to use Weapons
% Reported in Petitio
% Mentioned in Hearin

Respondent is unemployed and not
seeking employment
% Reported in Petitior

% Mentioned in Hearin
Rape
% Reported in Petitio
% Mentioned in Hearin
Abuse during prgnancy
% Reported in Petitio
% Mentioned in Hearin

Respondent controlling all or most o
petitionerés dai
% Reported in Petitio

Attorney
Pre Post
50.0 60.2
37.5 43.4
20.5 28.9
9.1 13.2
22.7 27.7
14.8 13.3
1.1 8.4*
0.0 10.8**
13.6 7.2
2.3 0.0
18.2 31.3*
5.7 13.3
20.5 18.1

Advocate
Pre Post
9.1 22.7
36.4 36.4
9.1 9.1
45 45
9.1 13.6
4.5 4.5
0.0 0.0
0.0 45
45 0.0
45 0.0
13.6 13.6
13.6 9.1
4.5 13.6

Pro Se
Pre Post
13.6 9.1
27.3 54.5
13.6 22.7
9.1 18.2
18.2 27.3
13.6 22.7
0.0 0.0
4.5 9.1
0.0 45
0.0 4.5
0.0 4.5
4.5 9.1
4.5 18.2



% Mentioned in Hearin

Respondent threatened or tried to
commit suicide
% Reported in Petitio

% Mentioned in Hearin

Petitioner believes respondent will e
assault or attempt to kill the
petitioner

% Reported in Petitio

% Mentioned in Hearin
Escalating violence over the past ye
% Reported in Petitio
% Mentioned in Hearin
Excessive jealousy
% Reported in Petitio
% Mentioned in Hearin
Abuser6s ment al
% Reported in Petitio
% Mentioned in Hearin
Avoidance of consequences
% Reported in Petitio
% Mentioned in Hearin
Threats to kill
% Reported in Petitio
% Mentioned in Hearin
Strangulation
% Reported in Petitiol
% Mentioned in Hearin
Animal Abuse

% Reported in Petitio
% Mentioned in Hearin

8.0

2.2
11

52.3
26.1

20.5
10.2

39.8
14.8

36.4
9.1

35.2
11.4

40.9
20.5

38.6
18.2

2.2
5.7

*pO 0.05 ** p O 0.01

Judges Asking ChildRelated Questions

2.4

7.2
4.8

44.6
20.5

21.7
9.6

37.3
10.8

49.4
14.5

43.4
18.1

43.4
20.5

56.6*
20.5

1.2
1.2

0.0

9.1
0.0

18.2
13.6

4.5
9.1

22.7
13.6

18.2
4.5

36.4
13.6

31.8
22.7

45.5
36.4

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

9.1
9.1

4.5
0.0

9.1
0.0

22.7
22.7

22.7
27.3

22.7
22.7

27.3
13.6

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

22.7
9.1

0.0
0.0

13.6
13.6

9.1
4.5

4.5
22.7

31.8
18.2

4.5
0.0

0.0
0.0
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9.1

0.0
4.5

27.3
4.5

9.1
9.1

27.3
9.1

22.7
31.8*

22.7
13.6

13.6
9.1

9.1
9.1

0.0
0.0

Court hearing transcripts were reviewed to assess whether judges changed the ways they

interacted with petitioners, and particularly whether they asked morerelatéd questions after

receiving SAFeR training and other FCEP materials. More specifically, the court hearing

transcripts were examined for changes in questions asked by judges aboiseddone to the
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petitioner, exposure of children to abuse, impact of abuse on children, impact s& abu
parenting, impact on daily lifeandred flags/risk factors

When assessing all the possible questions that judges could ask regarding children across
helper groups, questions regardiochi | dr en 6 s e »apdthe impaet oft abuseaoh u s e
children increased a statistically significant amount in cases heard by judgeBGieBt Cases
where judges askedabauth i | dr en 6 s eircpassddronme27.8%in thelpre €89%
postFCEP. The percentage of cases heard by judges and askedrgdgaotibf abuse on children
increased from 2.3% pré¢o 12.5% posECEP. The remaining questions did not follow any
particular trends. When looking if the judge asked the petitioner or attorney one or more questions
about theabuse of the petitiongpercentags increased from 83.0% to 86.4%. For the questions
focused on thémpact of the abuse on the petitionprdges decreasingly asked these questions.
Judges asked aboutthempact of abuse o0n 10.2%efthe éneiplECEFPN er 6 s
and only 68% of the time posECEP. Similarly, questions about the impact of abuse on daily life
also decreased from 37.5% gf€EP to 31.8% podtCEP. Finally, when asked abqudtential
red flags or risk factorsjudges increasingly asked these questiond=@#€P(58.0%) and post
FCEP (68.2%). Tabl® reports frequency of questions asked by judgesgme post-CEP.

Table9. Percentage of Judges who Asked SAReRited Questions during Court Hearings, Pre
vSs. Post

Does the judge ask the petitioner/atty one or more 83.0 (73) 86.4(76)
guestions about the abuse of the petitioner?

Does the judge ask the petitioner/atty one or more 27.3(24) 48.9(43)**
guestions about the exposure of children to abuse

Does the judge ask the petitioner/atty one or more 2.3(2) 12.5(11)**
guestions about the. i m

Does the judge ask the petitioner/atty one or more 10.2(9) 6.8(6)
guestions about the. i m

abilities to care for/protect their children or control
their own parenting?
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Does the judge ask the patitier/atty one or more 37.5(33) 31.8(27)
guestions about the. i m
Does the judge ask the petitioner/atty one or more 58.0(51) 68.2(60)

questions about the.re;
* p O 0.05, ** p O 0.01

The data was funer analyzed across the various helper groups, particularly comparing
petitioners with legal representation (attormepresented) or setépresented petitioners
(advocateassisted and pro se) and whether there were differences between these two groupings
pre- and post—-CEP. For questions relateddrposure of children to abusg@dges increasingly
asked these questions fromf€EP (20.5%) to pogtCEP (52.3%) for selfepresented cases at
a statistically significant rate. No other measure was stalistisignificant, but questions
regarding the impact of abuse tended to decrease in the frequency of times ask&€tEpost
both legal and selfepresented cases. Beeresults are listed in Tallé.

Tablel0. Percentage of Judg who Asked SAFdRelated Question during Court Hearings
Comparing Legalor SeRe pr esent ati on, Pre vs. Post.

Pr e Post Pr e Post

Does the judge ask the fttner/atty one or more 79.5(81.8(86. 4 ( 90.940)
guestions about the abuse of the petitioner?

Does the judge ask the petitioner/atty one ormore 3 4 . 1 ( 45.5(20) 20.5(11) 523 ( 2 3
guestions about the exposure of children to abuse?

Does the judge ask the petitioner/atty one or more 4.5(2) 15.9(7) 0.0(0) 9.1(4)

guestions about the.i mp:¢
Does the judge ask the petitioner/atty one or more 11.4(5) 11.4(5) 9.1(4) 2.3(1)
guestions about the. i p:

abilities to care for/protect their children or control the

own parenting?

Does the judge ask the petitioner/atty one or more  34.1(15) 27.3(12) 40.9(18) 36.4 16
guestions about the. i mp:

Does the judge ask the petitioner/atty one or more  63.6(28) 70.5(31) 52.3(23) 65.9(29)
guestions about the.red

* p O 0.05, ** p O 0.01

Overall, judges asked at least one of the etgldted questions based on SAFe&rednts

pre- and post—FCEP. Attorneyrepresented cases showed a statistically significant increase in
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judges asking any SAFeRlated question when compared to-seffresented cases. Specifically,
judges increasingly asked SAFe&ated questions in 86.4% 100% of attorneyepresented
cases preand post=CEP, respectivehAll data is reported in Tablgl below.

Tablell Percentage of Judges who Asked Any SARelRted Question during Court Hearings

Comparing Legal or SeRepree nt ati on, Pre vs. Post.
Pre Post Pre Post
SAFeR Questions 86.4(38) 100(44)* 90.9(40) 97.7(43)

* p O 0.05
Analyses were then conducted for the questions oveskiyg about children:
1 Does the judge ask the petitionerdaitiey one or more questions about the exposure of
children to abuse?
1 Does the judge ask the petitionatiorneyone or more questions about the impact of the
abuse on children?
1 Does the judge &ghe petitionerattorneyone or more questions about the impact of abuse
of the petitionerés abilities to care f o
parenting?
When these questions were isolated and analyzed without separating helper geoeipgagh
a statistically significant increase in cases where judges askedaliEtl questions. As seen in
Tablel2, judges increased from asking any of the aboeationed chilerelated questions 27.2%
of the time pre=CEP to 62.8% of cases pd3CEP. ®&parating this analysis into legaldaself
representation in TabliE3, there was a greater increase in these questions askedrgpsetfented
cases, with any question about children asked in 54.5% of the cases, as opposed to only 25% of
the cases beferFCEP. For the legal representation cases, there was only about a 16% increase

that was not statistically significant.
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Tablel2. Percentage of Judges who Asked Any GRathted Question during Court Hearings,
Pre vs. Post

Pre Post

Child-Related Questions 27.2(29) 62.8(49)**
** p O 0.01

Table13. Percentage of Judges who Asked Any CRéthted Question during Court Hearings

Comparing LegalorSeRe pr esent ati on, Pre vs. Post.
Pre Post Pre Post
Child-Related Questions 40.9(18) 56.8(25) 25.0(11) 54.5(24)**

* p O 0.01
Granted ChileRelated Remediaa OP Petitions
Granted Orders of Protection were examined to assess the frequency and type of child
relatedremedies granted in final orders as compared to the remedies requested in the original
petition and whether any changes in granted remedies were due to FCEP implemddagdion.
tables reporting overall frequencies of granted OPs are includgzpiendix J Thedata was first
analyzed for individual childelated remedies granted in any kind of OP and changes due to FCEP
implementation. Overall, there were few statistically significant changes inreftaliged remedies
granted between pi@nd post-CEP. Speifically, advocateassisted cases revealed a statistically
significant increase irespondent further enjoinegtanted in OPs, revealing only 47.1% of cases
preFCEP to 100% of cases pd3CEP granted this remedy. Petitioners are able to write specific
stipulations underespondent further enjoinedn whi ch most cases wrote
contact by any meanso for complete protection
While no other remedy showed statistically significant change, most of the pro se remedies

were increasingly granted padSCEP when compared to pRECER In terms of the visitation
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remedies, it is difficult to track generalizable patterns,rbaéerved visitatiorwas increasingly
granted for attorneyepresented and pro se cases. Overall, there gteady increasesgnanted
visitation, restricted visitationandchild exchang@ostFCEP. All results are repted in Table 4
below.

Tablel14. Frequencies of Individual Remedies Granted in OP Across Helper Group

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Exclusive Possession of 43(97.7) 43(97.7) 17(100) 16(88.8) 18(94.7) 19(95)
Residence

Stay Away from Petitioner ~ 43(97.9  44(100) 17(100) 17(94.4) 17(89.5) 20(100)
Stay Away, Other 31(70.5) 32(72.7) 14(82.4) 13(72.2) 12(63.2) 15(75)
Physical Care and Possessic 42(95.5) 43(97.7) 15(88.2) 16(88.8) 16(84.2) 19(95)
of Minor Children

Return/NorRemoval of 40(90.9) 40(90.9) 15(88.2) 16(88.8) 16(84.2) 19(95)
Children from Petitioner

Temporary Legal Custody 11(25) 9(20.5) 1(5.9) 1(5.6) 0(0) 0(0)
Granted Visitation 6(13.6) 7(15.9) 2(11.8) 2(11.1) 0(0) 1(5)
Restricted Visitation 7(15.9) 6(13.6) 1(5.9) 3(16.7) 1(5.3) 0(0)
Denied Visitation 4(9.1) 5(11.4) 4(23.5) 4(22.2) 6(31.6) 5(25)
Reserved Visitation 31(70.5) 35(79.5) 12(70.6) 12(66.7) 11(57.9) 15(75)

(Prohibited Removal from 41(93.2) 42(95.5) 12(70.6) 15(83.3) 16(84.2) 18(90)
IL/Concealment of Children
Child Support 3(6.8) 2(4.5) 0(0) 1(5.6) 0(0) 1(5)
Respondent Further Enjoinei 25(56.8) 24(54.5) 8(47.1) 18(100)** 11(57.9) 16(80)
* p O 0.05, ** p O 0.01

Secondly, to assess the impactEQEP on the complete process of receiving an Order of
Protection, cases were examined in terms of the -chidded remedies that were requested and
whether they were granted or not in their terminal OP. While the previous observations examined
the overallimpact of FCEP on requested remedies and granted remedies on their own, the
following analysis revealed the full path of the OP cases from their requested petition to their
granted ®@. Table 5 and Tablel6 below display the total number of cases withhanged EOP or

POP followed by the individual chHcelated remedies requested and granted across the various

helper groups compared between-@ned post-CEP. More specifically, each data point reveals
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the percentage of remedies granted from the totabeumwf cases that requested that individual
remedy (n count in parentheses). For example, 100% of 22 cases reguekisiye possession
of residencend were granted that remedy in the EOP.

When examining the cases that ended with an EOP, overall wene not many
statistically significant differences between the remedies requested and grantaddpp®st
FCEP. However, pro se cases that requestoin/norrremoval of children from petitionetid
see both statistically significant increase in tieisiedy requested and higher percentage of cases
having the remedy granted. FF€EP, only 7 cases requested this remedy and 71.4% of those
cases received the remedy, while 100% of the 16 cases requested were granted the remedy post
FCEP. Additionally, advoateassisted cases saw an increagsespondent further enjoindzking
requested and grante@nly 33.3% of the 9 requested remedy were granted~QEP whereas
100% of 13 cases requested and were granted this remedyGQioBt While more cases requested
denied visitatiorpostFCEP, the percentage of cases that were gralge@d visitationdid not
drastically change between pend postFCEP. Attorneyrepresented cases continued to request
and granteserved visitationvhile pro se cases increasinggguested and were grantegerved
visitationpostFCEP. While not represented in the tables below, cases that were granted remedies
during a hearing that were not initially requested in their petition increasingly were granted
reserved visitatiopostFCEP across helper groups but especially for atterepyesented cases.

Table15. Remedies Requested and Granted in EOP Across Helper Groups

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Exclusive Possession of 100 (22) 100 (25) 100(10) 100(11) 100(7) 100 (15)
Residence

Stay Away from Petitioner 100 (24) 100 (26) 100 (10) 100 (12) 100 (8) 100 (16)
Stay Away, Other 100 (17) 100(18) 100(8) 87.5(8) 85.7(7) 84.6(13)



98

Physical Care and Possessic 100 (22) 96 (25) 100(7) 90.9(11) 75(8) 100 (16)
of Minor Children

Return/NorRemoval of 95(20) 100(23) 100(8) 91.7(12) 71.4(7) 100 (16)*
Children from Petitioner

Temporary Legal Custody 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Granted Visitation 50 (2) 100 (1) 100 (1) 0(1) 100 (1) 0 (0)
Restricted Visitation 50 (2) 100 (2) 0 (0) 100 (1) 33.3(3) 0(1)
Denied Visitation 0 (0) 25 (8) 20 (5) 33.3(12) 33.3(6) 33.3(12)
Reserved Visitation 100 (11) 90 (10) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 100 (4)

(Prohibited Removal from 95.5(22) 95.7(23) 100 (5) 100 (8) 100 (4) 100 (16)
IL/Concealment of Children

Child Support 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Respondent Further Enjoiner 100 (9) 90.9 (11) 33.3(9) 100 (13)* 57.1(7) 75 (16)

* p O 0.05, ** p O 0.01

aTotal number of cases that received a granted EOP as the terminal OP

b Majority of data points had missingid; presented are percentages of remedies granted from the total
remedies requested (n presented in parentheses)

cTotal number of cases that requested at least oneretiidd remedy in the original EOP petition

For cases that received a POP, oveadtbrneyrepresented cases generally were granted
a larger amount of remedies pé<LEP than pré&CEP compared to the other helper groups as
well. However, 9 cases requestederved visitatioim both pre and post=CEP time periods, yet
0% of those 9a@ses were granted visitation in p6S&EP (a statistically significant decrease). For
both advocatassisted and pro se cases, overall there were few cases with granted POPs and there
were few differences in which remedies were requested or grantedrdreostFCEP. There
were no other statistically significant changes pred post~CEP for POP cases.

Table16. Remedies Requested and Granted in POP Across Helper Group

Attorney Advocate Pro Se
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Granted OP Ne 20 18 7 5 7 4

Variable %®(n°)

Exclusive Possession of 85 (20) 88.9(18) 100 (6) 100 (5) 66.7 (3) 75 (4)

Residence

Stay Away from Petitioner 80 (20) 94.1(17) 100 (7) 100 (5) 100 (4) 100 (4)
Stay Awg, Other 69.2 (13) 80(15) 83.3(6) 100 (4) 100(2) 100 (3)
Physical Care and Possessic 85 (20) 88.2 (17) 100 (7) 100 (4) 100(5) 66.7(3)
of Minor Children

Return/NorRemoval of 80 (20) 87.5(16) 85.7 (7) 100(5) 100 (2) 100 (3)
Children from Petitioner
Temporary Legal Custody 76.9 (13) 81.8(11) 0 (2) 0(2) 0(3) 0(3)

Granted Visitation 100 (3) 66.7 (3) 0(2) 100 (2) 0 (0) 0(2)
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Restricted Visitation 33.3(3) 50 (2) 0 (0) 100 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Denied Visitaibn 143 (7) 33.3(6) 40(5) 0 (4) 75 (4) 33.3(3)
Reserved Visitation 44.4 (9) 0 (9)* 0 (0) 0 (0) 100 (1) 0 (0)

(Prohibited Removal from  82.4 (17) 88.2 (17) 66.7 (6) 50 (4) 100 (1) 66.7 (3)
IL/Concealment of Children

Child Support 25(12) 22.2(9) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0(2) 0(2)
Respondent Further Enjoiner 66.7 (12) 80 (10) 71.4(7) 100 (5) 100 (4) 100 (4)

* p O 0.05, ** p O 0.01

aTotal number of cases that received a granted POP as the terminal OP

b Majority of data pants had missing data; presented are percentages of remedies granted from the total
remedies requested (n presented in parentheses)

cTotal number of cases that requested at least onereliigdl remedy in the original POP petition

Discussion
Overall, he clearest changes p®3STEP occurred for pro se petitioners in terms of the

increased requests for a variety of chibtated remedies, increased mention of creldted issues

in their OP petitions, and small changes in remedies granted in theiOfhalhese changes for

pro se petitioners are especially stark when compared to the minimal changes to petitioners
supported by advocates, attorneys, or law students. Further discussion into why these changes
around childrelated relief occurred and how tbelture of the court and court personnel (judges,
attorneys, advocates, help desk employees) shifted during the implementation of FCEP are shared

below.

Requested ChiliRelated Remedies in OP Petitions

Pro Se CaseSelfrepresented pro se petitioners remsingly requested chiletlated
remedies posECEP and revealed the most statistically significant changes betweangsost
FCEP when compared with other types of petitioners and helper groups. While pro se petitioners
are at a disadvantage due tt having the legal assistance or knowledge to more easily fill out
their petition, these results indicate that the implementation of the FCEP informational Help Desk
materials had an impact on how pro se petitioners requested remedies and filed thietaDP.

mean remedies per helper group revealed that pro se petitioners only requested an average of 6.81
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remedies pré&-CEP whereas they requested an average of 7.57 remedieBQ&d3t This
statistically significant difference captures the impact of theA~&fated activities, particularly

the introduction of the help desk materials provided to pro se litigants. While this intervention
initially seemed to be a small contribution from FCEP, these results reveal the importance of
accessible informatiesharirg with litigants otherwise unfamiliar with legal jargon and the legal

system.

Prior to the implementation of FCEP at the court, petitioners entered the courthouse and
received little information to guide their requests for cindhted remedies in an Qgetition.
There were not detailed informational handouts provided to them, which would reflect the low
number of childrelated remedies requested pf@EP. However, the distribution of FCEP

informational materials, such as thghild Safety Informatiorand FAQ Information Sheetto

petitioners guided them through questions to consider about their children safetypandrdong

and the corresponding remethat could be requested. These materials focused heavily on child
related remedies such as physical care and possession, child custody, and visitation, which were
reflected in the substantial increases in $aSEP requests foeturn to/nonrremoval of dildren

from petitioner, temporary legal custody, and visitatibhe addition of informational material,
newly-added Spaniskpeaking Help Desk employee, and more efficient triaging and tracking of
petitioners all contributed to assisting petitionersatidr understanding the OP petition and child
related remedies available to them. For pro se petitioners that did not have additional assistance
from advocates or attorneys, the informational materials and improved Help Desk facilitated by

FCEP were pivofan better informing petitioners of their options and ability to request safer relief.

The most statistically significant differences for pro se petitions were increased requests

for exclusive possession of a resideacel astay away orderlt is unclea why there was a


https://loyolauniversitychicago-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/r/personal/ykhayr_luc_edu/Documents/Family%20Court%20Enhancement%20Eval%20and%20Research%20Project/Other%20Interviews_Focus%20Groups/Help%20Desk%20Staff/Help%20Desk%20Materials/SRL%20Full%208%201-2%20x%2011%20Final.pdf?csf=1&web=1&e=Pu1bSH
https://loyolauniversitychicago-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/r/personal/ykhayr_luc_edu/Documents/Family%20Court%20Enhancement%20Eval%20and%20Research%20Project/Other%20Interviews_Focus%20Groups/Help%20Desk%20Staff/Help%20Desk%20Materials/FAQ%20stand%20alone.final.pdf?csf=1&web=1&e=I52rHv
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significant increase in requests for these remedies when the help desk materials do not specifically
elaborate abowxclusive possession of residencstay away ordersThese remedies are the most
basic types of remedies requested graihted to litigants seeking immediate relief, but it is less
obvious why these remedies were not requestedr@EP and more so peSCEP. It may be
possible that the clerks that reviewed the petitions before processing an OP would advise the

petitionersto request those remedies.

Advocate, Law Student, and Attorney Assisted CAgreng those petitioners assisted by
legal advocates, law students, and attorneys, there was little change in how petitioners assisted by
these helper groups were requestingdetelated relief in their OP petitions. The average number
of remedies requested by petitioners assisted by advocates, law students, and attorneys did not
reveal any statistically nor substantially significant differences betweeanueost-CEP cases
(Table 8). Advocate, law student, and attorney cases already requested a higher number of total
remedies pré&-CEP, a higher amount of remedies than those requested by pro se petitioners both
pre- and post—-CEP. While the mean number of remedies requestedased between prand
postFCEP time periods for all three helper groups, the minimal change for advocate, law student,
and attorney assisted cases suggests a ceiling effect. This ceiling effect suggests that the advocates,
law students, and attorneyfemdy were trained to advise petitioners to request -cbliated
remedies prior to the implementation of FCEP. Thus, the FCEP training and materials would not

have drastically changed their practices in any significant way.

These results were reiteratedocus groups held with attorneys and advocates who noted
that many were already familiar with the court system and-celided issues from separate legal
training, advocacy training, and training around OPs and filing petitions. Attorneys and advocat

that did remember the training felt that the training was a strong reinforcement for the skills they
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were already implementing with their clients and the SAFeR materials were helpful resources as
well. While the FCEP trainings did not revolutionizeith@actices nor drastically impact the

filing practices for petitioners assisted by attorneys and advocates, there were substantial increases
in requesting childelated remedies that suggests a renewed intentionality and court culture to
suggest childelated remedies in response to safety concerns brought up by the petitioners. Both
attorneys and advocates shared that they nurtured a habit of collecting more information from
petitioners in a ways that was normalized and became practice to ask petalomerghildren

and safety concerns that could be included in the petition.

When diving deeper into the individual remedies requested by petitioners assisted by
attorneys, advocates, and law students, there were substantial increases in the requiash for cer
child-related remedies including: physical care and possession (including returnrermoral
of children from petitioner), any form of visitation (granted, restricted, reserved, or denied), and
prohibited removal from IL/concealment of children ¥&a7). It is difficult to claim that these
slight increases were due to the FCEP trainings but perhaps due to a more focused culture among
advocates and attorneys to center chelidted issues and relief when working with petitioners.
Many of the advocas and attorneys during the focus groups noted that they did not change their
practices specifically due to the FCEP trainings, but there were practices enforced around

requesting certain types of chitdlated relief.

Specifically, there were clear chasyin how legal custody and child support were
requested by petitioners that suggest changes in how certairrelatield relief was requested.
Attorneyrepresented and law studergsisted cases increasingly requekdgdl custodypetween
pre- and post-CEP as well as pro se cases slightly increasing their requeségyébrcustody.

Requests fochild supportwas a little more divided between certain helper groups. Both advocate
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assisted and pro se cases decreasingly requesiddsupportwhile law stulent and attorney
represented cases increasingly requeskéld supportbetween preand post-CEP. While the
help desk materials do suggest to pro se petitioners to request child support to cover particular
expenses, the FCEP training did not particyldoicus onchild supportnor encouraged court

personnel to emphasize to petitioners to reqeiekt support

The significant decrease in requests for child support by pro se and aexssiated
petitioners reveal less of an impact due to FCEP and afidhe changes in the practices held by
attorneys and advocates at that time. Both interviewed attorneys and advocates shared their
practice of requestinghild supportfor their petitioners and the common practice for many law
and advocate agencies to eaage requesting this remedy. However, they also noted that they
were often faced by judges who would not gremtd supportfor temporary OPs. Due to judge
disapproval of grantinghild support advocates specifically were more likely to decreasingly
request this remedy. Attorneys were more able to assist their petitioners reach child support
through the Child Support Enforcement Legal System. Having legal representation would make
possible the ability to receive child support whereas this process Weurfdccessible to pro se
and advocatassisted petitioners. It is also worth noting that there have been recent changes to
statewide forms that encourage petitioners to address child support with the Domestic Relations
Division because it would not be demnined at an emergency order hearing. We see a myriad of
factors that impact the request @hild supporthat move beyond the role of FCEP, including the
normalized practices of certain helper groups, the role of judicial decisaing, and statewide

policy that impact these changes.

Similarly forrespondent further enjoinethere were differences in how petitioners overall

requested this remedy across helper groups. Particularly, adassa#ted and pro se cases
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revealed statistically significamcreases for this requested remedy pre and post FCEP, whereas
law student and attornegpresented cases showed decreases in requests for injunctive relief.
Interviewed advocates confirmed that there was a strong practice among advocates across different
agencies to consistently requesspondent further enjoine@ven if it was repetitive and likely

would be asked by judges to remove this requested remedy. This remedy was also included in the
informational materials and law clerks also encouraged pegitsoto include this remedy in their

petition requests.

It is worth noting that this remedy was not wholly meaningful nor ensured any additional
safety precautions to petitioner. This remedy is often used by petitioners to include additional
protections that they could not express elsewhere in the petition. While petitioners could include
notes regarding communication around or other concerns regarding children, law enforcement
assistance to return a child to the petitioner, or distribution of various frmedia, the majority
of folks requested fino contact/no unl awful co
conclude that the significance of adding a fAnc
so due to an established cultureanmppst advocates and t he-relateder k6 s

advice.

Attorney Argumentation

Overall, there were little statistically significant changes in attorney argumentation made
on behalf of petitioners during court hearings before and afterntpbementation of FCEP.
However, there was an increase in type®dfflags/risk factorshat were raised in either petitions
or during court hearings. Thessd flags/risk factorsvere particularly emphasized in the SAFeR
curriculum and training offeredtattorneys due to the severity of these factors can have on the

physical, emotional, and daily safety of petitioners, children, and an entire family impacted by
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domestic violence (Davis et al. 2018). While the attorneys continued their practice to margue o
behalf of petitioners regarding their childlated issues, the results also reveal that attorneys were

not bringing up issues related to thenpact of the abuse on chil dre
daily life in either time period. The attorneys didt seem to incorporate any new information

related to impacts of abuse from the SAFeR trainings to their litigation practices. This may be due

to a hesitancy to share these vaguer impacts as forms of evidence and doubt that this information

could lead tdegal action or additional granted remedies.

The advocatassisted cases also reflect a similar pattern as the ati@pegented cases
in terms of how petitioners filed their petitions and argued their case during their court hearings.
More specifical, there was little change before and after FCEP in how advocates supported
petitioners to share the alleged abuses and argue their cases in both petitions and court hearings.
The advocatassisted petitioners did not bring up any issues related to iwfmiise on children
or petitioner 06s -q posteQEP tine geri@ds. While advocates do previde
legal and emotional support to petitioners filing for an OP, there is little evidence that advocate

assisted petitioners saw any distingaisle change in their practices pasd post-CEP.

While minimal changes occurred for attorreypresented and advocatssisted casegto
se petitioners revealed statistically significant increases in how they reported/argued their alleged
abuses in thepetitions and during court hearings due to FQieticularly for childrelated issues
such asbuse on childreandi mpact on pet iagdwelbas significant increasesifot i n g
various ed flags/risk factorsThe researchers can infer that ff€EP educational materials
provided pro se petitioners more information on abuses they can bring up and especially the
impacts these experiences have on themselves, their parenting, and their children. It is also likely

that judges were more likely to apktitioners questions about these incidences to ensure that
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petitioners were eligible for an OP. In this case, judges were more likely to prompt pro se
petitioners to share these experiences due to petitioners not having the legal knowledge or support
to provide that information on their own or in their petitions. While this is a common reality for
most selrepresented petitioners, it is still important to recognize the significant changes in child
related relief that resulted from both petitioners arth@s having more focus on chilélated

issues due to FCEP initiatives whether that be educational materials or trainings for the judges.
The strong increase in chilglated remediesequests and argumentation of their abuses by the
pro-se petitioners wh theirreceivingof the FCEP educational materials point to the empowering

impact of providing litigants with even simple, but accessible, legal information.

Judges Asking Chilelated Questions and Decisibtaking

Prior to the creation of FCEP, DVjDdges were interviewed and identified gaps in their
training regarding cases with children in common between litigants. They particularly felt like they
lacked the necessary information needed to best assess and grant safety options in OP cases with
sharel children. The 2016 FCEP training provided an overview of the SAFeR curriculum,
guidance for judges on how to ask chitdated questions to petitioners during their court hearings,
and skills to better inform their decision making around eteldted réef. Through FCEP, judges
were provided materials that would assist in asking and making decisions regarding children in
OP casesludge SAFeR Bench Caathd SAFeR Practice Guidghe bench card was a concise
checklist that judges could refer to duringithcourt hearings while the longer practice guide

provided more SAFeR context and detailed decismaking skills.

Interviews held with former and current DVD judges asked them to reflect on the FCEP
trainings, the role of FCEP at the court, and any ctythe FCEP materials may have had on their

decisionmaking process. While many of them were trained in FCEP during the 2016 training or
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alternative FCEP orientations, most of the judges did not have clear memories of the 2016 training
and the informatiothat was shared during that training. However, a handful of the judges found

the shared FCEP materials helpful in providing more information for their cases that ultimately
assisted their decisiemaking. As one judge notefi,I t hi nk [ F CEdndltoajsaov e me
elicit some information that would help in the lengpuno (Judge FJ16POR).
confirmed by another judge who shared: nWe we
information that we had available and we responded accoydingl ( J ud ge ThEgudé BET) .
was provided to the judges to encourage them to ask more prompting questions aboelbobdd

abuse to better inform the types of chitdated remedies they should grant to petitioners.

While not all the judges engagedeply with the SAFeR materials, many did share other
supplemental sources of information that assisted their decisading process. Many of the
judges shared experiences with other judicial trainings, domestic violence trainings, and previous
education hat assisted their knowledge of domestic violence and-o#ldded issues. And for
many, it was important for them to constantly discuss with colleagues and other judges, read case
law, and see how other courthouses were interacting with cases invdidigert. But as one
judgesharedy To me thereds no better way than to sit
figuring it out. And then the more youAlldo mor
these types of information sharing shbaw important it is for the judges to have the necessary

tools to inform their decisions with other judges and most importantly with the litigants.

When specifically examining the questions that judges asked during OP civil hearings,
judges significantlyncreased in asking questions aboutdkposure of children to abusead the
impact of abuse on childrehese results suggest that the informational guide may have led to

the increase in judges asking questions relating to -cbidded abuse during theearings.
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However, seeing the trend in decreasing questioningaroundithbe act of abuse on t
life showed that the training may have been lacking in information about signs that judges could
look out for to prompt asking questions aboutithpact of the abuse. Judges interviewed were

also surprised that judges were not asking more-cbli&ded questions overall during the OP cases.

These results were especially surprising as all the interviewed judges shareddépthiprocess

of askirg various questions to petitioners to share all the details of what is happening between the
parents, the children, and how the OP could provide some safety options. The judges specifically
shared that they asked a variety of questions regarding safetgroenquestions to determine

which visitation type is best, whether paternity was established, which parent is the primary

caretaker, experiences of physical abuse, and the exposure of children to the abuse.

Overall, there is still room for improvementrfthe judges to continue to learn and
incorporate new information into the questions they ask and how they assess cases including
children. There also continues to be space for additional information and context that questioning

may not fulfil during a shd hearing. One judge shared their experience:

So, you ask these question to get more of
their experiences i s Il i ke and what S h a |
experiencing t hsometimesttwauld beqgreat if werhad s@me people

who trained in this area to assist informing us because our judges here feel like we are
operating a little bit in the dark and a little bit without full information about the children

in the hane of domest violence victimgFJ30THE).

This judge both acknowledged the importance of asking questions as had most of the other
judges, but also recognized that there remain gaps in information that require attention if some

judges continue to feeinder informedo make accurate and safe decisions for families.
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Additional analysis was also conducted to assess differences in the amount and type of
child-related questions asked to petitioners with distinct helper groups, particularly comparing
petitioners with legleor selfrepresentation. The only statistical significance increase occurred for
guestions asked aboexposure of children to abuse selfrepresented petitioners. Conversely,
judges did not ask a significant amount of questions focused ompiaet ofabuse on children
across all petitioners both prand post~-CEP. These results reveal small changes in how judges
interacted with selfepresented petitioner, but there does not seem to be a significant effect from
the type of helper group on the kindsquestions asked by judges. When considering all the
SAFeRrelated questions that judges could ask, the atterg@yesented cases overall saw a
statistically significant increase in questions asked from 86.4%pEP to 100% podtCEP. In
comparison, theelfrepresented cases started with 90.9% of the judges asking questions in the
pre-condition, so there was not as much room for change, and there may have been a ceiling effect

in the practice of judges asking questions tofesented petitioners.

Of the six SAFeRelated questions, it seemed appropriate to focus the analysis primarily
on the three childelated questions focused erposure of abuse on child, impact of abuse on
child, andi mp act on petiti o.nBecause thepeacoepts wererthg newdst c h i
information shared from the SAFeR and FCEP trainings, it was important to explore this
distinction to see whether there were significant differences in how judges approached child
related abuse. There was a dramatic increase inntioeirg of childrelated questions that the
judges asked to all petitioners during their court hearings. This increase Hnaethitetl questions
asked during court hearings suggests that the judges were using the provided SAFeR guides to
their intended effet and implemented information from the SAFeR trainings into their practice.

When examining particularly the difference between legal andegmiésentation, while there was
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an increase for both groups, sedpresented cases saw a greater and stafistgighificant
increase in the judgesd questioning. While the
related questions in the court hearings without probing, the advocate and pro se cases may have

not, which could have prompted the judges torasre questions in those cases.

Granted ChildRelated Remedies

Overall, FCEP had little impact on the number of orders of protection graieeh
examining deeper the particular chikelated remedies granted, there were minimal changes
between preand postFCEP in both EOP and POP cases. However, there were a number of
remedies granted in EOPs that revealed a substantial increase. In line with previously captured
trends, significant changes in the remedies requested and granted were found for addqrate a
se cases whereas attorrrepresented cases portrayed less change betweesngreost-CEP.
The granting ofrespondent further enjoinewvas the only childelated remedy that was
significantly and increasingly granted pd<CERY moving from 47.1% tanted pre=CEP to
100% of requests granted pdsSEEP. This remedy allowed for petitioners to witteadditional
remedies, and all requests frspondent further enjoineby advocate cases included some
iteration of fAno conttactd®. remede easd difttiecn alctod
relief as it can further block the respondent from accessing the petitioner and the children to

suppl ement | ocations included in O60stay away®o

Specifically for visitation remediegianted, denied, réscted, reservel] overall, there
were not many types of visitation remedies that were granted. For EOP cases, there were not many
instances when visitation was granted. However, both attorney and pro se casesesasd
visitation increasingly grantedfom pre to postFCEP. Petitioners were encouraged to request

reserved visitatiomn the EOP stage as a strategy to address a detailed visitation plan at the POP
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stage. As such, judges were not likely to establish a visitation plan at the emergengydieegin
respondents were often not present at this initial hearing. However, this practice began to change
with the added role of the CRE as they greatly assisted in creating visitation plans during EOP
continuances. Interestinglyreserved visitationwas decreasingly granted and statistically
significant for attorneyepresented POP orders between prel postFCEP. Considering other

visitation remedies granted in POP cases, few visitation orders were granted in 2017. While the
added process led by the EBegan in 2017, the data does not signal dramatic changes to visitation
remedies granted peBCEP. Through anecdotal information, it can be inferred that the full effect

of the CREOG6s practices were devel opoltbwignd enc

2017 as FCEP was more deeply implemented.

Based on the increased requests for etdldted remedies by petitioners, more granted
remedies were anticipated. No clear patterns were revealed around the impact of FCEP and
specifically the role ofhe judge trainings. While petitioners, especially pro se petitioners, utilized
the FCEP materials to request more remediespOEP, judges were still hesitant to grant ¢hild
related remedies f@mergencyrders and they did not make any significaningjes in their habits
around granting childelated remedies in 2017. It is unclear what supports or information judges
still need to offer granted remedies or whether there are other judicial or legal barriers that limit
their ability to grant chileelated remedies. These data reveal immediate gkam impacts of
FCEP especially in the usefulness of the FCEP informational materials for petitioners as well as
the benefits and remaining gaps in the SAFeR trainings provided to judges, attorneys, and
advocags. Further research is still necessary to understand the¢elongmpacts of FCEP on

granted remedies and on visitation remedies as influenced by the role of the CRE.
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During the focus groups with attorneys and advocates, there were clear discussised fo
on the difficulties that arose in having requested et@ldted remedies dismissed and not included
in the final granted order. Attorneys and advocates described casesredusstd remedies
would be removed by the judge, regardless if the peétiovas entitled to this remedy under the
lllinois Domestic Violence Act. Both attorneys and advocates shared that some judges were
reluctant to issue orders to cases with children involved. Also, the attorneys and advocates shared
various examples whera the their opinion the orders granted to litigants were restrictive and in
many cases did not fit the safety needs of the litigants. The advocates and attorneys noted that each
judge was different and this led to inconsistencies in how judges were gregttiain childrelated

remedies.

When tle results were shared with the interviewed judges, some were surprised that there
was not a lot of change in the number of chnéthted remedies granted pamd post-CEP.Judges
were particularly concerned thditet visitation remedies did not increase more drastically post
FCEP, especially when there were clear conversations between judges on how to better grant these
remedies. Judges felt that they were granting more-oblidded remedies and were observingfirs
hand ways that FCEP was significantly supporting families and individuals with children. Many
judges also noted that these results do not take into consideration that each case will have its own

needs and the goals of each case will differ. One judtgstais notion clearly:

AHow | rule in a particular case, Il coul d 1
probably thannot54 9 %, t hat any particular outcome w
because each case is going to be solely gendtaeh case is going to rise or fall on its

own merits, on the individual fact patterns that are presented by the applicants that come

in. But what this does do is, it shows elegantly, | use that word without hesitation. The
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information is presented todhudges, and they ask questions because of the education that

we have provided them and the training that we have given them as a result of the FCEP.
And as a corollary, the unrepresented litigants are asking for relief, are taking positions,

are statingheir cases in a different, more expansive kind of way because of the information
that we have provided, the education that
thatodos a very good thing. Now if anybody
protection should be entered, | challenge that, | disagree. And | would defend against trying

to say, well more orders of protection were issued beedusej u st reject t h

FJ10BET).

This judge presented an important reminder that the judge dbodstermine the kinds
of cases that are presented and instead can only make an informed decision on an individual
case. The goal of the judge is not to grant more OPs but rather to make as informed a decision as
possible. He detailed clearly the role &P in providing judges and petitioners with as much
information, especially regarding children, and skills to ask questions that will inform the best

decisio® whether that be a granted remedy or not.
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Chapter 4: Impact of the Child Relief Exptedi

Context and Role of CRE

The role of the Child Relief Expediter was created as part of the Family Court Enhancement
Project (FCEP) to assist litigant parents reach a parenting agreement that would be incorporated
into the granted Order of Protection (OBudges at the domestic violence division (DVD) would
refer cases with shared children to the CRE and provide support around parental custody and
visitation agreements as well as other information regarding navigating the court, resources, and
referralsto services. As part of the evaluation of FCEP, various research questions were posed to
assess the impact of the CRE on safety and fairness of parenting agreements for litigants and on
the practice of judges, attorneys, and advocates working with litggents with children in
common. The CRE in conjunction with the other FCEP initiatives aimed to empower litigant
parents to create a safe parenting agreement and for litigants to gain a sense of fairness through a

difficult court process.

The DVD judgesinitially suggested the role of the CRE as a solution to their lack of
information about the existence and consequences of abuse on survivors and their children during
their civil OP cases involving chiltelated relief and remedies. Judges often do ao¢ flenough
time during court hearings to understand the full scope of abuse impacting petitioners and their
children. Simultaneously, petitioners are moving through intense trauma and crisis that impede
their ability to fully articulate to judges their exeence and needs in a manner that would allow
judges to confidently determine necessary relief. Thus, the CRE role was created to support parent
litigants identify childrelated relief that addresses their safety concerns, facilitate parenting
agreementbetween the petitioner and respondent parents, and determine specific communication,

exchange, and visitation plans that would elicit greater safety between the parents and children.
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The ChildRelief Expediter acted as a safety facilitator and was didtiom a traditional
mediator. As detailed in, Defining ChilRelated Relief in Civil Protection Orders to Enhance

Safety:

1. The safety facilitator assumes some responsibility for the substantive outcome of the
negotiation and deciding whether it passes arust
a. The safety facilitator does not move forward with an agreement that is not
workable, is not likely to be followed, is unsafe, or was created under duress.
2. The safety facilitator is a substantive participant who offers ideas, troubleshoots
proposals, ahraises concerns not expressed by the parties.
a. The safety facilitator is hypervigilant about introducing and confronting safety
issues, as opposed to just responding to them.
3. The safety facilitator is very active during the process, keeping tight cortgoivhat
is discussed, how parties act, and how the process is structured.

4. The safety facilitator reports safety concerns directly to the judge.

The role of the CRE and the development of parenting agreementsls@irgendedto
ensurethe physical ane&motionalsafety of the children shared between parent litigants. The
parenting agreements allow the parents to autonomously determine how they can safely engage
with their children through safe communication, exchange, and visitation options. While the
parenting plans are not created with the children present, these parenting determinations do
undeniably impact the wellbeing and safety of the children. To better understand how children
were interacting with the parenting plans, the research team intedvieeditigant parents and
asked them to share their observations about their children interacting with the parenting plan.

These reflections are obviously biased, but they do offer some insights into how the children are
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experiencing the plan ambw theparentsiavigat and make adjustments to the plan to ensure the

safety and wellbeing of their children.

The CRE entered the court when FCEP was first implemented at the end of 2016. During
the first year of FCEP in 2017, the CRE met and reached agreenitntgigant parents from
approximately 255 OP civil cases. The following research question guided the research of this role
in its first yearWhat shortterm impact did the FCEPBrovided CRE have on increasing the safety
and fairness of visitation arraggements for litigantsAn examination of those 255 cases facilitated
by the CRE revealed the ways in which this role encouraged greater safety and court fairness to
parent litigants. It was also imperative to track the progress and changes impacting tt@eCR
in the DV court since the creation of the role. As part of a larger research question focused on the
implementation of FCEP, the following question was askiedv did the CRE facilitate visitation
agreements among petitioners and respondeite@dl, the question focuses on the expediting
process and the CREG6s role in working with par

on the safety needs of the shared children and the petitioner.

The Evolution of the Expediting Process

Litigant Referral to CRE

The CRE begins the expediting process through OP case referrals from a judge for cases
that have children in common between the petitioner and respondent parents. There are various
points at which litigant parents can be referred to the B&¥ed on the progress of their OP case.
Litigants can be referred after a temporary EOP is established, during a POP hearing, after a POP
hearing, or when a case is being modified in any way. If both parents are open to the option, they
are scheduled to kia a session with the CRE either the same day or at a later date. 2817,

litigants were referred to the CRE at the point of receiving an issued POP order (@8vi8en
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a petitionerobtained an EOP temporary agreement (22.7%). This point of tefe@sahanged

over time with most referrals coming from cases that are only at the EOP stage with cases still
being referred at the POP stage, but less frequdriyy CRE shared that this shift may be due to

the increased length of time that litigant pasemust wait in between the emergency and plenary
hearings.The CRE received feweferrals from cases thhad alreadyobtainedits POPagreed

order,both in 2017 and onwards.

In 2017, the majority of cases were referred once (88.2%) and most had sio@ ses
(80.8%) with the CRE. A small number of litigants returned to the CRE to modify their previously
agreed order and parenting plan (7.8%). Overall, during 2016 and 2017, the CRE had 202 sessions
(79.2%) that occurred, and the remaining sessions élith@ot occur (14.1%) or were terminated
(6.7%) due to various logistic and safety reas8imsce 2017, CRE session termination rates have
slightly increased with 6940% of case sessions resulting in termination. The CRE noted that
termination is often theesult of a safety concern, lack of information about the case, disagreement
between litigant parents and/or the CRE, Ehe CRE estimated that they currently see an average
of 10-12 cases per week, but this number fluctuates depending on severa factoras the
guantity of judges available and their capacity, specific details that may make a case more or less

complicated, and delays within the court system timeline and/or processing of a case.

Sessions with Litigant Parents

The CRE begins all initlaneetings with litigant parents by reviewing information such as
the policy statement, her neutral role and the goal of the sessions, confidentiality and exceptions,
as well as the full range of parenting options available, particularly communicatidvanepes
visitation, and financial support. The CRE shared that throughout the entirety of FCEP and going

forward, they have seen a much higher level of interest towards creating parenting plans amongst
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litigant parents than was initially anticipated. TheEkas found that generally there is an overall
lack of knowledge about parenting options amongst litigant parents, both petitioner and
respondent, regardless of time period. However, FCEP has made education of such options and a

trust in these options movedely accessible to parents.

The process of meeting and working with litigant parents at the earlier stages of FCEP
operated on a sheniotice basis where litigant parents would meet with the CRE the same day as
their court hearing. The CRE facilitatdseir session utilizing shuttle mediation, meaning the
parents meet separately while the CRE moves between them to determine shared decisions about
the parenting plan. The CRE usually began with meeting with the petitioner in their office while
the responent waited in the lobby. Once the CRE was done meeting with the petitioner, they
would meet with the respondent. The CRE would move between meeting both parents until a
parenting plan was determined and agreed upon by both parents. While litigantsdbtht
meet together, this was very rare to occur. If either litigant has an advocate or attorney on their
team, those individuals are free to be a part of the meeting, but not required. The session would
last about two hours, in which the CRE and#tigt par ents worked out a
plan. Then, the litigants would return to the judge with this established parenting plan. The CRE
explained that because meetings with litigant parents were held on the same day as their hearings,
emotionswere often still quite high. Additionally, at this point of the FCEP project, many litigant

parents were unaware of the project and thus not expecting, planning, nor aware of a staying at the

courthouse all day to meet with the CRE.

More recently and wit the start of the COVIEL9 pandemic, CRE sessions occur remotely
through Zoom. Meetings are scheduled and held on a shuttle and staggered system where the

petitioner and respondent are scheduled, generally, 90 minutes apart from each other in separate
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Zoom rooms, and the CRE shuttles back and forth between the virtual rooms. There is an option
for litigant parents to be in the same breakout room, but this does not happen most of the time. As
before, litigants are welcome to have their attorneys or adwojcatethe CRE session with them.
Currently this process has operated on a calendar system where litigants schedule a time to meet
with the CRE, someti mes weeks in advance due
process allows litigant parents amgroved experience. First, they can step back from the emotions

of the hearing and be more prepared to create a parenting plan. Second, they can meet with the
CRE for a longer time (noted as a thtemur period) with the option to schedule follap

meetirgs with the CRE and utilize her as a point of contact throughout the process. Third, they can
meet with their attorneys, advocates, and other supports to prepare for the meeting. Overall, this

flexibility and preparation allows litigants to develop a naetailed and effective parenting plan.

Types of Litigant Cases

The CRE meets with a variety of parents during their first year in the role and continue to
meet with diverse populations of individuals. In 2017, the majority of all litigant parents idéntifie
as BIPOC, specifically Hispanic/Latinx (petitioners 43.1%; respondents 37.7%) and Black/African
American (petitioners 27.2%; respondents 26.4%). Since 2017, the majority of litigants who meet
with the CRE are BIPOC and predominantly Black and Latine t Miothe petitioners identified
as women (75.7%) while the majority of respondents identified as men (68.2%), this continues to
be the trend over the last five or six years. The majority of both petitioners (63.8%) and respondents
(62.8%) were and continue be aged between 25 and 51 years old. About a third of petitioners
(31.0%) and respondents (28.5%) completed high school or thei Gi® has continued to be

true for current litigants. In 2017, about half of all petitioners (54.8%) and responded8)49
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were never married. This has changed over the yder€,RE estimates working with about one

case per week that includes a previously married individual.

Most cases were civil in 2017, but there was an increasing number of criminal cases since
then.The CRE explained that the Legal Aid Society of Metropolitan Family Services, who has a
great relationship with the CRE, was recently working on criminal cases as part offugdmot
project, so they were referring many cases to her. There were ateatatriminal judges that
have been in the courts for a long time, many of whom were previously appointed to the civil

courts, were familiar with the referral process, and often utilized the CRE services.

Regarding litigant legal representation and adepdah e CRE shared t hat
not , peopl e doTheletwerbh manyecasesaimwhieh neithar litigant had any legal
representation nor advocate assistance. If there was litigant assistance in a case, it was most

common for the petitiongo be accompanied by an advocate.

There has been a decrease in DCFS involvement during 2020 and 2021, speculated to be
due to COVID, as kids were not interacting with individuals like teachers and coaches who
historically are likely to report families DCFS. Since coming out of pandemic isolation, DCFS

involvement was slowly increasing again.

Child-Related Remedies
When litigants meet with the CRE, their priority is determining eheldted remedies such
as communication regarding children, visitataptions, and exchange protocols for these visits.
The majority of CRE sessions in 2017 reached agreement in at least one arearefatbildelief
(66.3%) after discussing various parenting options. The majority of sessions discussed and reached

agreemat (59.1%) for unsupervised visitation, and about a third of sessions discussed and reached

fi
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agreement for supervised visitation by a family member (38.8%) and for a supervised visitation
center 80.3%)each. Like the 2017 cases revealed, unsupervisedtwositemedies continued to

be most frequently agreed upon and implemented over the last five years. This could be because
supervised visitation requires more |l ogistica
a family member or at an establed visitation center. There have been major shifts in supervised
visitation practices as supervised visitation centers have been largely inaccessible since the
beginning of the pandemic. Cases with plans for supervised visitation are most often sdpervis

by family members or options for unsupervised visitation in public areas are discussed, if
determined to be safe. The CRE has seen an increase in restrictions on visitation, estimating that

nearly all cases granted visitation have restrictions.

Communi@tion regarding children and the visitation plan was discussed (70.2%) and
reached agreement (76.5%) in the majority of sessions. Neutral or safe exchange options are
discussed with parents to determine how to best exchange children for the agreednvigitati
2017, many sessions discussed neutral exchange (45.1%) and supervised exchange by a family
member (38.4%), with the majority of those cases reaching agreement for those types of exchange.
A small percentage of cases discussed supervised exchang)ttirough a visitation center
and an even smaller percent reached agreement (EXeblange agreements and communication
practices have remained consistent since 2017. For parenting/safety plans that utilize unsupervised
visitation, most determined vis via neutral communication. For parenting/safety plans that utilize
supervised visitation, it was ideal for parents to figure out exchange via géhniydindividual,
but that was often not reliable nor realistic. Communication for neutral exchamgeehditigant

parents has increasingly taken place via a mobile application such as Talking Parents.
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Other issues discussed during sessions included: belongings/documents; financial matters;
physical care custody; restrictions during visits; and othetsthmy were not discussed in a
majority of sessions. Overall, 92.3% of sessions that occurred that reached agreement in at least
one remedy had their agreement incorporated into their granted OP irN2@dGly, the CRE felt
that the role has positivelyffacted agreement outcomes. This was seen in the decrease of what
they called, Afrequent flyersfiBroevi buslgahptop.
was just banghiding the situation, and then the order is done and then you're bd¢kearyou're
back six months later... It feels like there are less people in that sort of situation and more people
are actually getting solutions that are hel pi

Once agreed upon by both parents, the CRE guides them to have #naingeaigreement
incorporated into their final granted OP by a judge. The final OP and parenting agreement allow
the parents to safely experience the parenting plan with their children. Depending on how well the

plan is executed, the parents have the tiglaimend and modify their plans if needed.

COVID Impacts

During the pandemic, civil and criminal courtrooms moved fully to Zoom. Because of this,
CRE sessions with litigants also shifted to Zoom, which allowed for more flexibility and
accessibility forfi i gant s to continue to access the CRE
physical safety and emotional wellbeing, the CRE found that petitioners were less stressed about
seeing the respondent in the court as a result of conducting all proceedingsmweiHowever,
there were still difficulties with regards to litigant safety, as sometimes they were not alone or were
still at risk in their home environments during these proceedings. This made the facilitation of the
meetings difficult for the CRHi have to be really detailed with people about them guaranteeing

that they're in a private space, that they're not recording this, they're not screenshotting it, they're
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nowi f their | ocation changes, they enmmdhedamé o t el
Zoom room, there may be aspects of eitherdos el

an old photo in the background, a I|Iitigantos

Because of the shift to the online court environment as well as an inanedsmestic
violence during the pandemic, the court struggled with backlog of cases and capacity issues. For
the CRE, this meant that they were consistently scheduling meetings anywhere between three
weeks and two months in advance to meet demand. Thedeé®Ewith increased anger from
respondent parents who had to wait months to see their children due to the hearing wait times and
backlogs, leading to some violating orders or coming to the CRE with a lot of frustration.
Regarding case load, the CRE natest there was a period during the pandemic where judges
were inadequately referring cases to them that they terminated early on because of how high risk
they were. On top of this, communication between key court personnel that could provide
assistance (flges, attorneys, advocates, etc.) was more difficult because they were no longer in
one physical space at the court. When these factors compound over time, such as over the course
of the pandemic, the trauma and stress of court personnel, CRE includealsé@sc Thus, the CRE
noted that COVID brought people to their breaking points because of the high level of stress they

were under and the chaotic environment within the court.
All guantitative datdor the 2017 CREasesare reported in tables, foundAppendk K.

Collaboration with Court Personnel

Interactions between the CRE and advocates or attorneys were limited, but not infrequent,
as the | evel of interaction is fully dependen
legal representaiin. The CRE can request that the |itig

part of the parenting plan meeting, and/or follow up with a representing attorney or advocate
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following a session with the parents. Additionally, the CRE may personally indortmain
advocates and/or attorneys about her role, the process of handling cases where litigants have a

child in common, the history and context of FCEP, chélidited remedies/issues, etc.

Interactions between the CRE and judges are more frequent.tishe&iadvocates and
attorneys, the CRE personally informs or trains judges about FCEP, the CRE role, and how to
identify case characteristics fit for referral. All case referrals come directly from the judge
themselves, and the CRE may meet with the jadgeliscuss current court practices or concerns.
Additionally, sometimes judges will request information from the CRE about certain cases when
there is an external agency involved that the CRE has an established relationship with. The CRE
also noted thathere has been recent communication between them and DCFS, as they are often
involved in a case. The CRE also has external relationships and is in communication with other
agencies and organizations like the National Council of Juvenile and Family Ciges,JCenter

for Court |l nnovati on, and Battered Womends Ju

Judge Experience with CRE

The Domestic Violence Division Judges spoke highly of the CRE and their positive
experiences in collaborating with the CRE at the courthouse. One judgeedwprtheir feelings
in this statement, to which multiple other judges agrée: The CRE i s] compl et
i nval uabl e. |l dondt wunderstand how the courth
itdéds really deprestshatg iatnddischm@te ne migs tt oatt hs mrke
Throughout the interviews, judges brought up the need for more CREs in the courthouse, as well

as across the nation.
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CRE Referral to Litigants

Almost all of the judges interviewed worked withthe€ and rel i ed on the
heavily, making referrals to them daily at most, and weekly at the least. While many judges wanted
to connect with the CRE for many of their cases, they also tried to be mindful of how often they
utilized the CRE knowinghat their schedule is full, at least two to four weeks in advance. The
judges noted that the CREOGs time is a valuabl
can cause a time | ag in the court oprtohcee sGRE GOTst
time and energy on cases that are not appropriate for expediting services. However, in general, the
judges would rather wait those multiple weeks to make a decision that is more informed with the

CREOGs hel p.

For most judges, when they were wiokwith cases at the emergency stage with any kind
of issue surrounding shared children, it was common practice to refer them to the CRE. They
would begin by asking if the litigants had children in common, and this alone was often enough
for a referral tahe CRE. However, some judges preferred to wait until they could identify that
ifithe di sputes that | ed to the petitions cl ai mi
in the parentédés inability to coméJudgeanCahdoMa
Additionally, if there seemed to be issues around parenting and still a strong desire for-the non

custodial parent to have parenting time, the CRE would be brought up as a potential resource.

If the CRE's services seemed applicablenodase, the judges would then share a bit of
information about the CREOGS process, hi ghl i gt
parents to Aicome to an agreement that [they] ©b

(Judge FJ11DEL)After sharing this information, one judge estimated that in about 98% of their
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cases the litigants would accept the referral. Cases in which litigants would not accept the referral

tended to be when one parent felt that the other parent was a dangechidien.

CRE as a Source of Information

A common theme from the interviews was the judges describing how they use the CRE as
a source of information, or as one judge put i
Firstly, the CRE has convations with the litigants that they may not be comfortable having with
the judges in a formal court setting. The benefit of the CRE is that they canaslyasafety
concernsback to the judges without any breach of confidentiality, providing the juddlbesaw
Afigui deo to both inform their practice persona
in the courtroom. Secondly, in these conversations, the CRE goes deeper in the individual
situations than a judge can. While both the judges and tlieHaRe high caseloads, the judges
felt that the CRE would learn more detailed information in her expediting sessions than what the
judges would learn during their brief hearing times with litigants. Finally, the judges shared how
the CRE makes extremely@oate recommendations because of the rich conversations she has
with both |itigants. One judge shared that tt
regular basis and certainly if she discovered something that seemed in any way inappropriate [for
the case]o (Judge FJ10BET) . Many judges share
information abouthe safety concerns ofcase to provide accurate recommendations to the judges

and the positive outcomes this would have for the family.

TheCRBs Cal ming Disposition
The judges reflected on their time with the CRE in a highly positive light. They described
the CRE as an fiassetodo and fAallyodo to the judge

As a person, the current CRE was descried ait he per f ect persono for



127

calming influence, she brings an insighttful [
the perfect person for the jobo (Judge FJ10BE
judges fo what the role provides for the court and for the litigants. Specifically, the judges spoke
about the CREOGs calming influence on th-e | iti
paced courtroom setting. Judges described how they would sesaw | e change i n t
demeanor after meeting with the CRE, primarily appearing more calm. A calming presence and
disposition, for themselves and the litigants, seemed to be a core value for the judges in an

otherwise hectic court environment.

Attorney and Advocate Experience with CRE

Attorneys and advocates alike spoke highly of the CRE and their experiences with the role
within the court setting. Key factors in crea
to make litigants feel seeand heard, to mitigate issues with the judges, and to support attorneys

and advocates in their respective roles assisting petitioners with their OPs.

Frequency ofUsage

Both attorneys and advocates can utilize the CRE to assist their clients, thoudba stey
at different frequencies. Attorney usage of the CRE seemed to vary, mostly because attorneys felt
like they had similar skills and power to the CRE. Attorneys seemed to refer clients to the CRE if
(1) there was no opposing counsel or (2) the casdatemore time or attention than the attorneys

could provide to the litigant.

With advocates, there seemed to be some confusion over who needed to order or request
the CREOSs services, specifically i f tudgeir <cl i
needed to refer the client directly. This confusion seemed to stem from the variability between

judges and courtrooms, showing a lack of clear protocol surrounding the request and usage of the
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CRE. Nevertheless, it seemed that the advocates weremuareheager to use the CRE than the

attorneys.

CRE Centering Litigant Needs

A key theme raised by both advocates and attorneys was the way the CRE encouraged the
litigants to be heard and seen within the court system. Attorneys and advocates communicated
how the CRE played an integral role in 4heir
informed practices. The CRE centers neutral mediation and active listening to the needs and wants
of her litigant clients. They further shared that theientks appreciated having someone present
specifically for them, especially compared to
al ways show I|litigants the same kind of dignit
the safety of the suiwor and their children was always at the forefront of the process. Advocates
and attorneys alike emphasized how their litigants came away from sessions with the CRE feeling
validated and empowered. Especially when dealing with such personal traumaydbatesl

specifically stressed how important the CRE is in humanizing the court process.

Attorneys especially noted how their clients had better outcomes in their cases because of
the collaboration between the CRE and themselves. They primarily thoughtchised because
of the CREOGs ability to balance out the emot.i
courtroom.When clients are nervous or not responding well to the attorneys, often because of an
unbal anced power dy ncambe leeneficialingutt®drdiehts at gaseeVBhem c e
the attorneys are stressed or overwhelmed, the CRE helps them to feel calmer and rore level
headed. Watching how the CRE went about t his

attorneys consider chaggto their own practices.
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Ther esounding sentiment from advocates was
work and ideas when the judges and other court personnel were not respecting the role of the
advocate. When working with clients, the CRE g#we advocates peace of mind because they
knew the CRE would prioritize their clients?o
shared that the CRE had gone beyond the role by providing helpful training and guidance to new
advocates. Overall, treglvocates were overwhelmingly positive about the introduction of the CRE

to the courthouse, specifically voicing that they wanted to see more CREs in the building.

Mitigating Issues with Judges

Across the board, attorneys and advocates were very vocdlhaiv the CRE assists them
in mitigating issues with the judges. Notably, there seems to be a greater sense of respect and trust
given to the CRE than is given to the advocates from the judges. Additionally, the thoughtful
preparation of cases withthe EW s hel p was key for both atto
expressed that their clients were consistently receiving better outcomes in less time when the CRE

was on the case, compared to a judge handling

Judge education arkthowledge about the domestic violence court and domestic violence
in general was an issue primarily shared by attorneys but echoed by advocates. They felt like the
judges were lacking education in chiiglated issues as a result of not having explicieerpce
and training with family law or domestic violence law. Once the CRE began, the attorneys
specifically felt that the knowledge of the CRE compensated for the lack of judge education and
information in a way that restored efficient litigation. Wraltorneys appreciated the effect of the
CRE on judge knowl edge, the attorneys felt th
rely on the CRE and her knowledge rather than educating themselves. Thus, despite the overall

benefit of having the CRE wiowith the judges to support the work of the attorneys and advocates,
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there remains higher expectations for judge involvement in cases that encouraged a more efficient

court process.

Litigant Experience with CRE

Overwhelmingly, litigants found value indhr sessions with the Child Relief Expediter
(CRE). When asked about their level of satisfaction in working with the CRE and creating a
parenting agreement, 6 3. 3 Thougt thepession withsdhe GREr e 6 v
was technically a facet dhe court, litigants distinguished their experience with the CRE from
their experience with judges. Litigants frequently expressed that they were not initially aware of

what options were available to them for a parenting plan, however, the CRE then astdhred

explained their options Anonjudgmentallyo to
CRE was a warm presence in a predominantly fAc
litigants, and this was particularly striking to litigantsoafielt that they were not given much time

during their court hearings. Yvonne described

feel rushed. You know how sometimes you work with people that are like okay okay, like they are

justtryingtoget o t he end, |l i ke get the arrangement ¢
didnét feel as though she, | i ke, was concerne
I 61 1 say that. o Yvonne noted howhbherpgspecialyant it

when she did not experience that through the rest of the court process when filing for her OP.

Litigants noted that the CRE genuinely listened to them even if they were unable to help
the parents achieve all of the aspects of the plamy desi r ed. The CRE val.
emotions and did not use any fAl egal tal k. o Ja
AShe had a capacity to work with me without a

with people... it wa a little bit shocking to me and just &éd again, the approach, | didn't feel
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i ke | was talking to a | awyer, you know?0 T
validating and sensitive experience with the CRE that created an environment opeatit a

parenting plan.

The experience of the respondents with the CRE was noteworthy. Many noted feeling that
the court system as a whole was biased against them, and their judges were not listening to them
or providing them an opportunitytoexprese ncer ns. However, they felt
compassion with them in a way they did not experience otherwise in their court process. David
described it as such, ATherebs ways that | wa
thatlhadét seen in especially with the judge that
was cognizant of treating respondents with humanity rather than stigmatizing them in a way that

invalidated their experiences and desires to reach safe parentingsdptitimeir children.

Petitioners appreciated meeting with the CRE individually through shuttle mediation.
Litigants were physically separated in distinct rooms, whether in person or virtually, and the CRE
would meet each parent individually and shutééaeen them to ensure litigant safety. Litigants
expressed that they felt the CRE focused on and centered the children in their conversations,
making it less adversarial and easier to come to a consensus akhmaretng decisions.
Petitioners appreciatethe ability to be candid with the CRE without the respondent present.
Jessica said, Al was | i ke | di dndét want to se
liked and appreciated the fact that the meeting with the child expeditor anthwithediator,

everyt hi ng Querdal theyeppeessadtfeslingpemotionally safe and able to share their

concerns candidly with the CRE.

Despite generally positive sentiments about the CRE sessions, some litigants expressed

frustration that the ber parent did not compromise about certain aspects of the plan. Respondents
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were likely to share examples of petitioners not compromising during the CRE session.

Respondents reported feelings of resignation
pei ti oner was requesting. Tomas said, ALi ke |
to persuade the mother, but at the end of the

David said, il told henltithato wWhaoedtercartetalke
their voices. And so, thatdés pretty much it.
was going to | et happen. 0 These respondents e
their own conerns or request alternative options in fear of the other parent further restricting
access to their children. For many respondents, they would follow whatever plan was put in place

but rarely felt like they could request or receive parenting options centéeir needs. While

some of these respondents did share these concerns with the CRE, they recognized that there were

some decisions that would be out of their control.

Discussion

Overall, it is clear that the role of the CRE is integral to the cousthand ensuring that
litigants with children in common are supported and can receive safe parenting options for their
family. As noted above, the feedback about the CRE is overwhelmingly positive and the use of the
CRE by various court personnel and litig exhibits a deep need for specific chidthated
services for litigants. The CREOGs ability to
allows them to gain additional case context and information that are integral for attorneys and
advocatego support their clients and to judges when making judicial decisions regarding child
related relief. Ultimately, the CRE provides an empathetic, tranfoemed, and humanizing
experience for litigants that ensure improved safety outcomes and overalpaved sense of

fairness for litigants moving through an otherwise chaotic, rigid, and ofteaumatizing court
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experienceThe CRE reiterated the importance of treating both petitioner and respondent parents
with genuine concern, deep connection, eggpect for all they have experienced and their desire

to seek safety and safe parenting options.

Additionally, there is a period of adjustment for new judges to get used to and comfortable
with the referral process. This places extra responsibility ®CRE to train judges on the CRE
role and referral process. When judges interact with the CRE, the CRE has noticed an air of
judgement and stigma around the identities of both a petitioner (survivor of DV) and a respondent
(allegations of causing harm tarsivor) that complicates the healing process, conversation
regarding litigants, and case decisioaking. The CRE explained that there needs to be a deeper
understanding and commitment to respect for all litigants as human and meeting them where they

areat.

It was clear across interviews and focus groups that the CRE as a person was unequivocally
exceptional in their role. It becomes difficult then to distinguish between the impact of a specific
CRE role created by FCEP and the impact of one individudahercourt and cases involving
children. It brings up various questions to consider: How much of these positive outcomes are due
to the CRE role (structure, job description, role in the court, etc.) and how much is due to the
disposition and skills of oniadividual in the role? This has implications on how to replicate this
experience in other courtrooms. Would other people in the CRE role be as effective? What qualities
or knowledge must someone in the role have? How can the structure of the role thgsgsort
needs? Moving forward, these are questions that must be examined as the benefits of the CRE

demand an expansion of the position and team.

The CRE made suggestions for ways to improve the court and ways to further support

parents with shared childrefhe CRE is often tasked with playing this crucial role all by
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themselves for too large a caseload. The addition of a second CRE to help with workload would
be beneficial, as well to provide some sort of workplace community/companionship for the current
CRE. The hiring of type of DCFS liaison and/or intern could be an additional staffing support to
ensure the court has all pertinent DCFS information on each case and its respective family. There
also seems to be some gaps in the types of services thaREhar@ court can offer to litigant
parents, especially for respondentee CRE shared that there was a latkespondent services

in civil court. The criminal courts have coumandated respondent services, but civil court does

not request nor provide seces for respondents. Additional financial, social, and emotional
services for respondent and petitioner parents, especially once they leave the court would be
beneficial for parents. Further utilizing Zoom court and meetings as a means of increasing
aceessibility would be beneficial for the litigants as well as the CRE in their busy schedule. This
would also increase their ability to collaborate with court staff and partners who may net be in
house. Finally, creating more initiatives like FCEP and @IRE& roles in suburban lllinois

courthouses is important to consider in the future to expand services beyond Cook County.
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Chapter 5: Impact of Court Experiences of Parent Litigants on Safe Parenting

Two research questions aimed on examining the-terg impacts of FCEP activities on
litigant interactions with the court and behavior after receiving an Order of Protection and
parenting plan. We aske@lp what extent do petitioners and respondents perceive, after working
with the CRE, that parenting @ngements in the OP are safe and fair three months after the OP
is entered?This question aimed to understand how parent litigants (both petitioners and
respondents) engaged with their parenting agreement, how they engaged and felt after their
session(s)with the CRE, and their overall court experience with various court personnel.
Additionally, we askedTo what extent do FCEP activities reduce criminal violations of OPs up
to six months laterThis question examined how respondents behaved one yedheiit€P and
whether their parenting plan and interaction with the CRE impacted any differencasgppost

FCEP.

Parent Litigant Experiencgith OP and Parenting Agreements

In-depth qualitative interviews were conducted with a convenience sampleliog&tt
parents (15 petitioners and 15 respondents) who have children in common, who had met with the
CRE, and reached a parenting agreement. The recruitment process allowed for participant self
selection creating a sample while not generalizable capturange of unique experiences that
provide valuable preliminary insights into the experiences of litigants subsequent to their receiving
Orders of Protections.
Safety and Parenting Plan Implementation

Each participants created a parenting agreementthatlother parents and the CRE that
outlined a safe parenting plan detailing communication, safe exchange, and visitation with the

shared children. Each parenting plan shared by the parent litigants were different and unique to
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each family. However, despitifferences, there were overlapping patterns regarding how plans
were or were not implemented and the challenges that faced various families with regard to how

their plans were utilized at least three months after creation.

Overall Safety and Comfort daftigant Parents

Parent litigants were all asked whether the parenting plan increased their overall sense of
safety and comfort following their experience with the court. The majority of litigants, both
petitioners and respondents, felt more safe and atable with the parenting plan. Most parents
felt some level of safety because of going through the court process, with 26.7% of parents
feeling 6somewhat safeo, 13. 3% feeling Omoder
saf ed. Addiparents also belieyed theirltheldrem were feeling more safe and

comfortable with the parenting plan.

For petitioners specifically, the parenting plan allowed for increased safety due to no longer
being in contact with the respondent. Petitioners alsedntitat limited interactions with the
respondent also benefited their children from not having to witndiffscalt relationship between
the petitioner and respondent. Both petitioners and respondents noted the importance of having the
parenting plan an®@P ordered by the court to provide both parents with legal protections and an
established schedule determined by both paren
ot her . These | itigants also acknowpaitobmpeesd t he
especially noted as helpful for respondent parents to follow the plan and determine ways to
improve their overall relationship with their children. Both petitioners and respondents noted the
importance of the respondent parent having time pend with their children and deeply

contributed to the feelings of overall safety and comfort with the parenting plan.
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However, some petitioners shared that they are still feeling unsafe despite having the OP
and parenting plan in place. They shared thay thave fear that the respondent will make
unwanted contact with the petitioner or that the respondent will access their most frequented
addresses (home, school, daycare, etc.). For some petitioners, respondents have already made
unwanted contact while ¢hOP was active thus actualizing their fears that the OP and parenting
pl an cannot fully keep them safe from the res
think 1 édm gonna feel safeél donét ehithpll|[ dioa 6d
know if thatds ever going to go away. For me,
away. 0 Samantha noted a common fear shared by
fear that the respondent will find ways to makgawful contact with the petitioners by various

means, and that trauma will always be present for some petitioners.

Many of the respondent participants also felt dissatisfied and uncomfortable with the
parenting plan in how limiting it felt to their altilito spend time with their children. Respondents
overwhelmingly wanted to spend more time with their children but felt limited by the number of
visits or amount of time they could spend with their children that was determined by the plan. The
parenting phn was often complicated by scheduling issues when determining parenting time for
the respondent. For some respondents, it was difficult to comproméseisiting schedule with
the petitioner parent, with a family member that was supervising the wvisitsth the supervised
visitation centers. The respondent fathers noted how these scheduling issues often resulted in fewer

amount of visits or canceled visits due to issues beyond their control.

Plan Implementation by Type of Visitation
Parenting plans we implemented well or faced challenges depending on the type of

visitation or parenting time that was set up between a respondent father and their children. The
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litigant parents had various experiences based on whether their parenting plans allowed
unsupevised visitation, supervised visitation by a family member, or if they were utilizing a

supervised visitation center.

Unsupervised VisitatiorUnsupervised visitation is a visitation arrangement in which
respondents able to spend time with their child lildeen for set times without supervision.
Unsupervised visitation was the most common form of visitation utilized by the litigants we
interviewed. Some petitioners were content with unsupervised visitation, satisfied that their
children could maintain flecontact with their fathers while the petitioners retained a safe physical
and emotional distance. Jazz noted, Al just we
they were painting and he had dtherd istinghesnyodu ng he
know? Sheds really excitted 6whemst Heent wordel
happy that her daughter was able to maintain a positive relationship with the respondent, and Jazz

remained at a physical distance.

However, thregetitioners expressed concerns that the respondent utilized unsupervised
visits to manipulate the children. They shared that the unsupervised visits felt like a loss of control
over their children and not having the power to mitigate any issues thatisegwing the visits.

For Yvonne, she could not shield her son from inappropriate conversations with the other parent:

| even-l have recordings efithe respondent] called my son on the phone, and he was
talking about me, calling me all type of namesd aaying all this stuff to my son, and he
communicates with my son as though my son is an adult and his friend, as opposed to his
child. And he is talking and discussing adike matters with him. And so my son is
carrying that burden, like, he doesriokv what to do. He feels like he needs to be his

daddéds counsel or, |l i ke he has no one el se.
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Yvonne illustrates the lack of control she has in limiting her son from being exposed to
conversations the other parent should not be having with their child. €kaswles portray the
way petitioners often ffeel a lack of control
while respondents may take advantage of the alone time with the children to regain control over
the visits. For some petitioners, ttpswer play may increase fears of leaving their children

unsupervised with the other parent.

Conversely, eight respondents expressed the feeling of freedom spending time with their
children while unsupervised. They were able to plan outings with théire@hiand spend time
with their children on their terms. They felt a closeness to their children while with them

unsupervised that they felt would be absent if they had another form of supervision.

Supervised Visitatiosupervised visitation is a visitatimption in which respondents are
able to visit with their child or children for set times under the supervision of a mutually agreed
supervisor. This visitation can occur in a setting familiar to the respondent and/or the children, so
long as the supenws is present. All supervisors in the cases of the litigants we interviewed were
family members of either the petitioner or the respondent. While supervised visitation was less
common than unsupervised visitation, it proved a positive option for petgioNeree petitioners
expressed relief having a supervisor, specifically having a supervisor who was a family member
and known to both parents and the chil d. Il n J
their family member present so both tkepondent and her daughter felt more comfortable, while

Jessica was assured of her daughterds safety:

Yes, so | for sure didndét want , I donbdt see
or . .. | just didnot walkethadttbeerdastrangerahat would my

have to be there instead of someone that they both know, | feel like at that point [the
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respondent 0s] going to be a little, may be

feelings.

Jessica considered using a swupsed visitation center, but ultimately decided to use

supervised visitation to ensure her daughter was comfortable during visits. Meanwhile, Jessica

maintained the feelings of safety knowing visitation was still monitored.

Supervised visitation did prestechallenges for some parents. Specifically, litigants had to

rely on the availability and commitment of their designated supervisor to ensitsevere safe

and occurred as scheduléadsome instances, agreed supervisors proved to be unrgtialagng

visitation altogether. Tomas described his frustration:

t ha

sup

But | was able to see him. But the issue we
for like example, one day her mom was an hour late, so my time was shortened. There's no
consequenc®r that. Another time her sister couldn't be there, so | can't see him. Like |

said, there'srealiyi t 6 s not somet hi n g otsbhneethinglthatoan | d r e
say. It's something | can know because, like | said, she wrote the agreementebdgn't r

do other than just show up at the time that I'm supposed to and see my son [SON] my son.

So, for me, it's been very difficult because | haven't had the bond that | wanted with my

son, you know?

Whil e having a super Vvi safetyanddarnbe maecomfdrtablen er s
n a supervised visitation center for resp

ervisors can chip away at respondentsdé vis

Supervised Visitation Cente8upervised wgitation centers are neutral locations in which

respondents can have visitation with their child or children under the supervision of a staff member,
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like a social worker. fiere were mixed responses to the utilization of the supervised visitation
centerSVC). One petitioner and one respondent expressed comfort in the safety of using an SVC.
Jay, arespondent,said il t ' s a cool pl ace ya know | i ke th
a blessing so like the kids feel safe, | feel safe causeétlerea | ot of doors ever
However, litigants indicated it took the supervised visitation centers a long time to schedule visits
with the litigants. Even when the supervised visitation centers contacted litigants, there were
monthslong waitligs that resulted in significant delays for respondents to see their children. In

one case, a respondent waited over a year to see his children. Eventually, litigants noted the CRE
essentially stopped offering supervised visitation centers as a visitgiten aluring plan
negotiation.Specifically, during the COVIEL9 pandemic, supervised visitation centers limited

their services and were not accommodatirgéanson visits. In some cases, supervised visitation
centers did not even contact litigants to stthe intake meetingén one case where the respondent

was able to successfully access supervised visitation, he expressed he felt awkwardness during his

visit as there was a person unknown to him and his child present.

Unsafe Communication for Petitioners

Petitioners consistently were faced with challenges surrounding communication while
implementing their parenting plans. Parents have the options of no communication (rare when
visitation is ordered), communicating through a third party, or communioatingxting, calling,
emailing, or Talking Parents. Talking Parents is an app used for communication between parents.
There is a free version that litigants can access online or an app for a fee. For a fee, the record of
communications can be printed amdught into court. While it does provide some assurance to
litigants that they know a judge could eventually read those messages, Talking Parents is not

monitored day to day. Some petitioners shared that respondents used Talking Parents to threaten,



142

harassand otherwise interact with the petitioner outside of matters pertaining to the children and
visits. Despite some respondents using the Talking Parents app to contact the petitioners about
their children, some petitioners felt uncomfortable or unsaferaamcating with the respondent,

even through the designated communication channel. They did not want to talk to the respondent
but felt required by the parenting plan to maintain communication about their children. In instances
where respondents threatené@rassed, or otherwise misused the Talking Parents app, some
petitioners reacted by completely cutting off the respondent, putting their parenting plan in
jeopardy but maintaining their emotional safety. Petitioners also expressed concerns that because
Tal ki ng Parents was not monitored, It became

contacto with petitioners, no different than

Safe Parenting Considerations without Court Intervention

Many litigants indicated that their parenting plan ekeced by the judge no longer aligned
with their parenting and safety needs. Specifically, ten litigants explained that they made unofficial
changes to their parenting plans without having them modified and ordered by the court. Litigants
indicated a varigy of reasons for the need to unofficially modify their parbkeir plan was
inconvenient for their lifestyle, their plan was no longer necessary, or going to the court to change
the plan was too difficult to navigate. While some litigants expressed nstittalin the parenting
plans, others shared how esieed these parenting decisions were and potential risks it could have

on either parent.

Risks with Making Informal Plan Modification¥hese unofficial changes put some
litigants in a difficult positionas they were aware that not following the ordered plan was violating
their Order of Protection. One respondent, Michael, noted that the petitioner had abandoned the

plan and felt conflicted over the decision to do so:
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No ma'am, we don't follow the parerg plan. Not at all. I'm'm going to tell you the truth
right now. We don't follow that. So, what happened was, at first, we were following it, and

then now she uses it, in my opinion, for her best interest. If she wants some time, she'll

allowmetokep hi m overnight. I asked her o6Can |
but i f she wants him to spend the night,
overnight, it's okay. o6 Or, you know, she']|
one sided, very one sided. Even when it's
| et him spend the night when | can. 0 But

danger, you know... I'm not even being able to be around my son, becausetd Want

around.

Michael was concerned that if he were to confront the petitioner about the unofficial
changes the petitioner made to the parenting plan, he would not be able to see his child. He was in
fear of violating the court order and of the petitionging the situation to keep his son from him;
therefore, Michael went along with the petiti
exemplify ways that one parent can continue to control the parenting plan, access to children, and
how he pan can be modified in a way that compromises the autonomy and safety of the other

parent.

Autonomy in Making Parenting Decisiodmong the litigants who made unofficial
changes because the plan was no longer necessary, litigants indicated they wereegjaliate
a new plan with each other outside of the court. Many litigants made changes to their visitation
schedule, frequency of visits, or visitation type that no longer worked for the p&@niiigants
who negotiated new times and days of vigitatthese unofficial changed to the plan commonly

proved to work well for f amil iWhite peeentengiplamsi t h o u t
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serve to empower litigants and return a sense of safety during parenting time, when that safety was
establishedljtigants adjusted as necessary or desired without waiting for an official change from
the court. After encouragement from the CRE, one petitioner, Sharon, felt empowered to allow

small changes:

[CRE] said | can expand it if | feel comfortable sometimesan give him like an extra

hour . Li ke |1 can gradually move wup the tir
"Can | keep her for another hour or two?0
want you to spend timepeYidu ngnowmel donatt

be around. And yeah, yeah. So, | do let him do a little extra time sometimes.

The changes Sharon made were within her control and only when she felt comfortable.
Though these changes technically in violation of the asfiprotection, Sharon is demonstrating
she has achieved safety and comfort as a result of the plan, and the stringency of the plan is no

longer necessary.

Impact of COVID on Safe Parenting Plans

All litigant parents were asked about the impact of the COY@Dpandemic on their
parenting plans. Most parents expressed that their parenting plans were not strongly affected by
the pandemic. Specifically, 26.7% of parents felt that the pandemic did not impact their court
experience at all, 20% considered slightpoact s , and 23.3% felt &some

COVID on their court case process.

For litigants that were interviewed earlier in 2021 and prior to the general access to the
COVID-19 vaccine, these parents were more likely to follow safety protocols asiwearing

masks to visits and quarantine if infected with the virus. These protocols were followed to ensure
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safe visitation between the children and parent, and by extension the multiple families that would
be exposed to one another. Additionally, sqmarents shared that visit often had to be canceled or
adjusted in response to individuals being infected with the virus. And of the small number of
individuals that used the supervised visitation centers, they expressed difficulties in scheduling
visits with the centers and noting that many were understaffed, offering limited parenting time,

and were unresponsive to scheduling needs during the pandemic.

Children Wellbeing and Experience with Parenting Plan

An integral part of the parenting plans was tirgpsafe environments for the children to
spend time with their parents arve safe childparent relationships. Both petitioner and
respondent parents reflected on how their children were reacting to the parenting plan and their
experience with parentgntime with the respondent parexithen asked about the impact of the
OP and new parenting plan on their childrenods
a O0strongl y Iypsamsportant o rofe thattip expetience of childrenreat coming
directly from the childrends perspective but
petitioner and respondent. However, there is weight to how each parent is utilizing the parenting

plan toensure safety irheir relationship andace for their children.

Petitioner Reflections on Children Experience with Parenting Plan

For the petitioners, many were learning to foster trust with the respondents to be able to
safely spend time with their shared children. Fortunately, many of titeopets interviewed
expressed that they have been developing closer relationships and spending more time with their
children following their court experienes well awith the OP and parenting plan in place. Many
petitioners noted that their children nganore openly sharing details about their lives and feelings

with them now that there was more emeone time available at home. For the petitioners, this



14¢

vulnerability and openness of the children seemed to signal their emotional safety that then
strenghenedhe relationship between mother and childi@me children are able to build a strong

protective relationship with the petitiongfter experiencing harm.

These petitioner mothers prioritized the happiness, safety, and comfort of their children in
a way that then allowed them to feel and embrace these same values for their own wellbeing. Many
noted the balancing act that surfaced in how petitioners were parenting their children. While many
expressed their parenting has not necessarily changed dicat there remained moments that
required more firmness, kindness, or joy as a response to how the children were adapting to
separated parents, a single parent household, and temporary visits with the other parent. In a way,
these mothers shared how thvegre learning new things about their children in their personalities,
their emotional needs, and their changing relationship with their fathers. It allowed the mothers to
more fully adapt to the needs of their children and advocate for their childreex&awple,
petitioner Sofia was trying to decide whether her child would be safe having visits with his father,

and ultimately made the decision based on her

| feel like this really has allowed me to defengd son and be an advocate to my son. Again,
not trying to keep my son from his dad. My 8orhis dad can see him any weekend that
he wants if he wants to see him during the week.... But even though it allows me to feel
safe for my son, and for my son to feafe as well...It makes me feel a lot more comfortable
knowing that | can secure him that he doesn't have to do anything that makes him feel

uncomfortable.

Ultimately, mothers like Sofia found that the parenting plans allowed them to adapt to the

needs otheir children as they were simultaneously developing a deeper understanding of their
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childrerd allowing the children to voice their feelings and guide their relationships with their

parents.

Many of the petitioner mothers shared that they wanted thigiireh to spend time with
their respondent fathers and wanted to ensure the child and respondent could maintain a safe
relationship together. As many mothers noted, it was important for their children to have the option
to have access to and relationshiphviboth parents. One mother, Julie, conveyed that when her
daughter was not s ltke sad gausk kfeel likeavtety ehild,needslbott of | t
like should have both of their parents. So, when she was able to see him and the fach that she
seeing him in a safe environment, it made me happy and just seeing how she was reacting towards
t hat made me happy. o As Julie implied and as
the mothers to see their children struggle with separation their fathers. It was especially
difficult for the children who were not seeing their fathers and were coping with the loss of a

paternal relationship. However, for mothers, like Julie, who could allow visits with the father, the

joy and connectionthat hi | dren coul d share with their fa
wellbeing.
Chil drends Refusal of Visits

A handful of petitioners indicated challenges with their children refusing to engage in the
scheduled visits with the respondent parent. Petitione f el t as t hough their
visits violated their court order. Some petitioners mentioned their children felt hurt by the
respondent sdéd behaviors and did not want to sqp
more harm. Other p#ibners found themselves trying to encourage their children to visit the

respondents by expressing the importance of visitation, but their children still refused.
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Four petitionersalso indicated challenges with inappropriate parenting by the respondent
father during visits with the children. In these cases, older children shared that they did not want
to visit the respondent father because the respondent was verbally abusive towards the children.
This led to imbalanced visits where some children vighedespondent while others stayed with
the petitioned especially with older children refusing to visit while the younger children attended
visits. For others petitioners, their children refused to visit the respondent early during plan
implementation butased into attending visits over time. Over#liese petitioners became
conflicted as they tried to navigate encouraging their children to visit the respondent fathers while

also allowing their children to make their own choices and defend their owndSesadety.

Respondent Parenting Time with Children

Many of the respondent fathers expressed the limited time they had with their children, but
they were still adamant about using that time to spend quality time with their children. This
narratvewasammon among the fathers, and as responde
| spend with [my daughter] even if itbés | imit
the best of their time and show up for their children with their full cépas fathers. They
expressed deep commitment to doing what they can to ensure they can be present for their children.

Many of the respondent fathers, like David, ultimately wanted to be a good father to their children:

We go back to a familiar space whits the time that we spent with each other together.
|l t6s just reassuring them that |1 6m still t
happy. I want to do fun stuff with them. I

or if they ned to talk or whatever the case is. Even if they need a little bit of space. | just

want to be a good father for my kids.
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These genuine declarations from the fathers were heartening and indicative of the
importance of having parenting plapsrmitthe relatonships between fathers and their children.
However, these sentiments do not erase how much the fathers were grappling to appreciate the
time they had with their children while also struggling with the limitations set at that time. Many
of the fathers wad share anecdotes of their children asking them why they could not spend more
time together or why they could not stay overnight. In telling these stories, the fathers were visibly
struggling emotionally to contend with the reality of those time limiteti@nd the strain that they
can have on themselves and their children. While not many of the fathers used supervised visitation

centers, Jaime expressed how difficult it was to have even tighter time restraints at the visitation

center. He weasarleidk e n@Anadr umbs ki nd of situatior
this to see my kids for half an hour, once a
what, something is better than notNbtiomygidd but

Jaime illustrate how little time he had with his children and how he tried to justify that time with
them, but he also expressed feelings of guilt for prioritizing himself and his desire to spend time
with his children. He exemplified the burden tkaheduling visits and restricted parenting time

can have on the children.

Overall, many of the litigants expressed the importance of the children having time with
their children and time to foster and restore relationships with their children. Howeeer, t
restraints on parenting time were emotionally difficult for the parents and children despite knowing
these restraints were a means to ensuring safety for everyone. This did not diminish the love and

care these parents have for their children in cultigatew ways to maintain safe relationships.
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Fairness and Procedural Justice with Court System

The interviews with litigant parents also aimed to examine how parents experienced
procedural justice and a sense of fairness while going through the cdansitsvas important
to understand how their experiences with the court procedures, their sessions with the CRE, and
their interactions with the judges impacted their impressions of fairness at the court whether or not
their legal outcomes were favorabhdl litigant parents were asked to considew fairly they
felt treated during their court process, and the majority of parents felt some level of fairness: 26.7%

6somewhat fairé6, 23.3% O6moderately fairé, and

Petitioner Experience withudicial Fairness
For some of the petitioners, they felt a sense of fairness when the judges listened to their
experiences and asked them questions to better understand their overall case and concerns. One

petitioner, Yvonne, shared that she felt hearthieyjudge:

| do feel like, after | was sitting there listening to all the ones they go through, to have to

do that all day every day, and to still be able to use sound judgement per case, | thought
that they were really good at that. Because | wasdisming down to the end, | was like,

60h they're gonna be I|ike tired of hearing

listened to the details of my specific case.

Yvonne explained how she felt that the judge listened and noted the detailscakaer
which for her reflected a Asound judgement. 0
the capacity to judge fairly due to the high number of cases that preceded hers. In this way, the
petitioner felt a sense of fairness because she &tltith judge still took time to fully hear her case

regardless of time constraints of the court. Other petitioners reiterated similar experiences where
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they felt a sense of fairness when the judge appeared balanced, not rushed through their case, and

confident in their decisiomaking.

Other petitioners noted that they felt a sense of fairness when the judge listened and
considered both litigants during the court hearing. The respect given to both litigants created a fair
environment that ultimately led teetter decisiormaking for their cases. Jazz expressed that this
respect increased her sense of fairness with
him the same level of respect, to me, plays a big part in how we move forward anervonetbi
thereds a sense of resentment or a sense of
system wi || S u p pJaze teflegted an hanncdmmoro it wagrfer litigants to feel
distrustful of the court system or as if it was biassdards one party over the other. However, the
judge she interacted with allowed for both litigants to be heard and both parties were considered
when making a decision about their shared children. For Jazz, this fair interaction with the judge

contributedto ease in moving forward with decisions that both parents were involved in making.

Petitioner Experience of Unfairness

Not Feeling Heard by Judg®4ost of the petitioner parents felt like they were not heard
by the judges during their court hearingsay petitioners had difficulty communicating with the
judges, often expressing that they were not being listened to, were not acknowledged, and did not
have enough time to share their experiences with the judlgesuple petitioners attempted to
share th& concerns with the judges around communication issues that arose with the respondent.
Unfortunately, both petitioners shared that the judges were unresponsive, dismissive about the
concerns, and frustrated to the point that they could not openly conateuniith the petitioners.
As one petitioner, Sharon, repeda , Al The judges] woul dnodt | et

talk. o The petitioners were frustrated that

t
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needs to the judges. Ultimately, thigstration led to petitioners feeling like they would not receive

the support that was best for their families.

Inability to Share Concerns with Juddéany petitioners especially noted how the judges
relied fully on the information included in the OBtgion and did not leave room or time for the
litigants to share or elaborate on additional concerns they had. While judges do typically focus
primarily on the information given in the petition and ask additional questions only if relevant, this

processélt impersonal and rigid for the petitioners. Samantha shared her frustrations:

If any judge in their right mind would just take five minutes, even just five minutes, and
speak to the parents. | think that these cases would go a lot smoother and yoaveuld

a better understanding to where and how these children are getting shuffled. Because at the
end of the day, my | awyerds not here, the

just us.

Samantha was adamant about the importance of having te ljaten and ask questions
of the petitioners to make the decisimaking process easier and to better understand the familial
situation. As Samantha noted, the children were moving between parents and these details would
be helpful for the judges to fyllunderstand before granting an order. Her last statement was
especially indicative of how the petitioners are in need of solutions and parenting options that work

for them and their family.

Little Time with the Judge®ne of the most frequent litigargftections about their court
experience was not having enough time with the judges and feeling rushed to get through their
cases as quickly as possible. Again, this left litigants feeling like they could not share their concerns

or like their case was imp@ant enough to dedicate time to it. Julie sharedfthatt was s o f a:
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me , ldldiwaadHnd6t expecting it. And | felt 1ikeé
good experience to me because | ftaryalsokharkde t he
similar experiences that the judges were fso

concerned with g e tBothdulie afdtBhttany dustsated howrcongestedjthe 6
court was with cases that judges were not édbkeep up. While the judges were doing what they

could to keep cases moving, it unfortunately resulted in petitioners feeling rushed and unimportant.

Respondent Experiences of Unfairness

Many of the respondents also shared that they often were notagiyespace to share their
concerns or their story with the judges. Many respondents did not even attempt to share their
concerns with the judges as they anticipated that the judges would not want to listen to them. David

was one respondent that attempt@dhare his concerns:

I asked [the judge] 1 f | could say a few wt
when right afterwards he mocked me for trying to defend myself. And then from there, he

set the next court hearing which is whelee wasdong t he same thing wl
letting me speak. But by the end of it, | had to say something becausednly kidc oul d n 6t
just sit there and just let someone else tellmelthatc o ul dnét have any con

That 6s when | v dmykidsiineedyné they neeccmenn thieihlite.t

David shared his deep frustrations for how the judge was mistreating him and discouraging
his concerns over contact with his children. David and other litigants are noting ways in which
poor treatment by thauglges led to deeper struggles in having the court assist or control the

outcomes for their families.
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Overall, many of the respondents felt that the court wassmleel and especially biased
against respondent fathers. Many of the respondents were addroahhow unfairly they were
treated by the judges and the lack of support provided to men and fathers from the court. These
fathers felt that the court would always side with the petitioner mothers and hold more weight for
t he mot her soO g¢ thet respoadertt fathers Telt enfaidyf junlged in court due to a
bias towards the mother. As David expressetl, was never given a fair
or to explain or to be seen by anything other than what was presented to the judge by hdwit she
wr i t Inthiswayp, David and other respondents felt like they were negatively characterized and
perceived before having a chance to speak for themselves and their experiences. The fathers shared
extensively in the interviews about the various wags and fathers were stigmatized in the court.

Luis noted clearly the various ways that fathers were disadvantaged in the court system:

| was very disappointed in the way that the court took this case, and made it biased... They
took everything at face wad by what [the petitioner] said. They never took in consideration
anything that | had to say or had to prove. They just took her story and ran with it before |
could even have a chance to say my say. And that | think it needs to be changed in the state
because fathers are always looked upon as just monetary, financial contribution to the
family, but they don't understand that we also have feelings... With the court with the kids
and everything, well now you're at the mercy of the ex, you're at the metioy pfdge,

and you're at the mercy of everyone that wants to get a piece of you. And | think that that's

totally unfair for fathers.

Luis articulated that the judge did not hear nor consider his experiences during the court
hearing leading to a deep semdaunfairness with the courts. He continued to share the stigma

against fathers and their emotional needs especially in regard to their relationship with their
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children. He recognized the way the court made decisions on behalf of fathers without a fair

asessment of their needs and experiences.

Litigant Experience with Court Procedures

Experience with Zoom CoulMost petitioners and respondents experienced their court
hearings virtually over Zoom. While having court over Zoom was convenient for many tand cu
down on travel time and childcare, there were various challenges that occurred during Zoom court.
The major concern for litigant parents was the hdomg wait time for each court hearing.
Litigants had to stay in the breakout room waiting for them far many hours and had to stay on
the Zoom call during that time to ensure they did not miss their turn or have their case dismissed.
Many respondents shared issues such as not receiving the correct Zoom link to the hearing, having
technical issues prestng evidence during the hearing, and one saying he was muted and removed

from the Zoom call by the judge.

Difficulties with the Zoom logistics were frequent, but there were also issues of discomfort
and lack of privacy that came with Zoom court. Mantitpmers especially expressed that they
were uncomfortable with having the open court over Zoom. They explained that the Zoom hearings
displayed all petitioners and respondents on the same call and each case was heard by all those
witnessing. While openaairt in-person also allowed all litigants to be in the courtroom, the
physical space all owed for some distance bet
especially made petitioners feel unsafe to share their information publicly without having con
over who had access to that information. Yvonne described this Zoom court experience like many

other petitioners:

So | 6ve never been in court, so | didnot k

peopl e, I was | i ke, pé&gm likgia anhopeh toart witrs othero w i t
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people. 6 I just felt as though | was going

And then to have to say that with everyone there, it just-tiedit was a little bit like

uncomfortable. But | knewkKe, why | was doing it and | needed to do it so | sucked it up

and did it, but that piece of it was just

is.

Like many others, Yvonne assumed that the court arrangement was typical, but this did not
make it any more comfortable for the petitioners. These unexpected experiences with the court
only added to many feelings of nervousness, fear, and helplessness that many of the litigants named

as feelings they felt entering their court hearings.

Overall Experiences with Courthous&here unfortunately were pervasive negative
feelings expressed with the overall court experience that left litigants feeling dismissed and
unworthy of legal support. Both4person encounters with court personnel and virtualaotmns
with the court procedure were already overwhelming for parents and grew more difficult by
feelings of disrespect and lack of support within the court environment. A final experience shared
by respondent, Mateo, encompassed the ways many litigdintghen interacting with the court,

whether inperson or virtually:

The experience that | have is me trying to file a court date because when you go there live

i n person, itdéds... they donodot talk teo you
nothing. Like youdre just there to waste t|
a lot of people that go through that court are probably not already in the best state of mind
because theyodre going throungdht a ilkoet iosf hhoewa
to people that are already going through something like that, and they push them down

even more.
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Mateo emphasized clearly how dehumanizing it was to enter a courthouse and to be treated

without respect from court employees.

Discussion

Overall, the majority of parents feel more safe and comfortable with the parenting plans
months after they were initially put in place. Petitioners with unsupervised visitation are navigating
allowing their children to spend time unsupervised with riagpondent fathers while many
respondent fathers are enjoying their ability to spend quality time with their children in a safe
manner. Many parents with supervised visitation with a family member also are feeling more safe
having their children spend terwith the respondent fathers, however there continue to be issues
with scheduling visits for some respondent fathers. More specifically, the unreliability of selected
supervisors are often compromising adgafaly. ent 6s
These issues reveal a gap in training and information shared with chosen supervisors and how to
responsibly supervise a visitation between a respondent parent and child. There have also been
deep limits on the availability of supervised visaa centers that increased with the pandemic.
Only a few litigants had experience with an SVC, but almost no one had argtangxperience
with visits with an SVC due to understaffing, limited visitation time, and an inability to

communicate with theanters.

The issues that arise with chosen supervisors and the lack of supervised visitation center
availability further limits the kind of visitation that can be offered to parents that need additional
safety restrictions when unsupervised visits areansdife option. It is especially frustrating for
respondent fathers who are unable to see their children for long period of times despite having the
right to visit their children as ordered in their parenting plan. These feelings are exacerbated for

responeént fathers that already feel as if they have little time with their children as stipulated in
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the parenting plan. Despite trying to enjoy the time they do have with their children, there are clear
impacts on the ways the fathers can physically and enadliyostrengthen their relationship with

their children.

While separating children from their parents is not ideal, many of the parents expressed an
increased ability to spend quality time with their children and deepen their-paretelationship
without the hostility of both parents together. Petitioner mothers were grateful to be able to have
their children safely spend time with their fathers without having to interact with the other parent.
And respondent fathers were equally grateful to have dtsdicime with their children and having
the opportunity to show up for their children in ways they could not prior to the parenting plan.
These were ideal experiences for families that could benefit from a parenting plan that centered
the children, consiefed safety options, and nurtured healthier relationships between parents and

children.

However, there continued to be challenges with implementing parenting plans that
compromised the safety and wellbeing of the parents and children. Unsafe commubéatatesn
parents as well as between parent and children, children feeling unsafe to attend visits with a
parent, and continued unsafe environments for children continue to be barriers for safe parenting
time. Many of these issues were concerns that inedefear from petitioners to allow visitation
and that often required petitioners to make safety decisions that were beyond the stipulations of
the parenting plan. These safety concerns brought up questions around the ability for petitioners
to adjust parging arrangements in urgent or compromising situations without the need to modify
or amend their parenting agreement in court. It also brought up for both petitioners and respondents
a fear of violating their order by making changes to their plan witloaut ;tervention. Primarily,

parents were unsure and uninformed of how flexible they could be with their parenting plan
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especially when modifying a plan could take a long period of time to go into effect. These
situations left parents conflicted in how best ensure the safety of their children while also

balancing the potential risks of violating their ceartiered plan.

For other parents, making adjustments to the parenting plan was a result of both parents
being able to compromise and adapt to bditeheir familial needs and new situations without
relying on the court. These parents were able to assess their safety needs, the shifts in the child
parent relationship, and desires for more autonomous deas&img. In a way, these changes to
the paienting plan indicate the parenting gaining the skills to collaborate and compromise on safe
parenting options without a third party. It also suggests that the strategies for shared-decision
making modeled with the CRE sessions impacted how parents aaatete those skills on their
own as they grew comfortable with a parenting plan. These experiences reveal possibilities for
families to consider the safety needs of each parent and child without losing the opportunity to

restore healthy relationships betn parents and children.

While the parenting plans increased the safety of many parents, unfortunately many also
did not feel supported nor a sense of fairness with the judges, the court procedures, or with the
courthouse environment. Across both petiipand respondent parents, many felt that they were
not heard nor had a chance to share their concerns with the judges. Many also felt like the court
hearings were rushed, impersonal, and structured to get through large amount of cases with little
time dalicated to each case. Together, the court hearings felt stressful, formal, and centering legal
procedure rather than litigant needs. Some litigants emphasizedefonmnanizing it was to enter
a courthouse and to be treated without respect from court eeasloy is especially difficult when
folks are holding difficult traumatic experiences and are expected to follow court procedures they

are likely unfamiliar with.
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Additionally, many respondents especially felt stigmatized by the judges and court system
that led to frustration and lost trust between the respondent fathers and the court system. Many
noted the false, harmful assumptions that the judges had against fathers without sharing their
experiences or voicing their own parenting and safety conceuhs lcave deep impacts on their
treatment in court and outcomes in their cases. These deep feelings of unfairness were clear for
many fathers that led to a hopelessness in the legal system leaving many with little options to

restore a safe relationship witheir children.

While the court follows strict legal procedure, there is clear desire from the parents for
legal services without compromising their traumatic experiences, their safety needs, and their
voice. Additionally, these concerns acknowledge thatcourt system may not be the space that
facilitates longterm safety options for parents with shared children. While the CRE role and ability
to create a temporary parenting agreement was clearly beneficial to many parents, the long term
challenges anbarriers with the courthouse indicate a need to consider options beyond the court
system that can facilitate safe parenting options for families who have experienced domestic
violence. The parents also shared various experiences where they felt likadhiésle options
beyond the court when situations changed, safety needs changed, and additional financial, social,
and emotional services were desired. In this way, the parent litigants revealed needs beyond the

courthouse that were unattainable for mpagents with shared children.

Criminal Violations of Orders of Protection
Cases from 2015 and 2017 were compared to examine the frequency of respondent parents
that criminally violated their OP within one year from the originally issued OP and assess the

effects of the CRE on their likelihood of violating the order. Cases involving litigant parents with
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children in common who utilized the CRE in 2017 (pBSEP) were compared with cases that

did not meet with the CRE in 2015 (HF€EP).

According to anetotal information from judges at the courthouse, respondent litigants
have a high chance of violating their civil Order of Protection within the first six months to a year
after the OP is granted. However, with the introduction of the @eliief Expedite (CRE), our
hypothesis was that respondent litigants who meet with the CRE would be less likely to violate
their OP due to receiving information and the necessary support from the CRE that were not

present in 2015.

When entering the DV courthouse, petiters and respondents are sent to opposite sides
of the courthouse to receive information on how to proceed with their case. Once respondents are
served, they can enter the courthouse and receive further instruction on how they can respond to
the OP. Whilethey may receive basic information on their OP and the civil process, it is highly
likely that this limited information does not set up respondents well for being able to follow their

OP without risk of violation.

The CRE works with respondents (and fp@tiers) to create an individualized parenting
plan while also providing any necessary information that can assist the respondents with their court
case. Due to this shared time and information, we infer that respondents would be less likely to
violate théer OP, especially a violation due to a lack of proper information on what actions are
considered an OP violation. Through their interaction with the CRE, respondents may feel a sense
of procedural justice for the information offered by the CRE. Regardfabe outcomes of their
OP or parenting plan, their time with the CRE may impact their likelihood of following the

stipulations of the OP. Thus, comparing respo
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allow us to see whether time spent with @RE had an impact on their likelihood of violating
their OP.
OP Violations by Respondent Litigants

The following data table compares respondent cases that met with the CRE in 2017 and
comparable respondent cases from 2015 and their prevalence of cniolatibns. The table
reports the types of criminal charges filed, the total number cfddMed charges, and the rate
and type of OP criminal violations within one year of the granted OP for 2015 and 2017 respondent

cases.

Tablel17. Criminal OP Violations of Respondent Cases

NO. (%)

PREAND POSFCEP

(PZF:E;?EP Eoof;): CEP TOTAL PVALUE
TYPE OF CRIMINAL CHARGES PER CASE LIFETIM 313 (58.8 219 (41.3 532 (100.0)  0.028
NO CRIMINAL CHARGE 182 (58.) 136 (62.) 318 (59.8) 0.360
DV RELATED CHARGE 79 (25.2 64 (29.2 143 (26.9) 0.308
NONDV RELATED CHARGE 52 (16.6) 19 (8.7) 71 (13.3) 0.008"
NUMBER OBVCHARGES PER CASHIME 313 (58.3 219 (41.2 532 (100.0)  0.491
0 DV CHARGES 233 (74.4) 154 (70.3) 387 (727) 0.293
1 DV CHARGE 57 (18.2) 49 (22.4) 106 (19.9) 0.237
2 OR MORE DV CHARGES 23 (7.3) 16 (7.3) 39 (7.3) 0.985
OPCRIMINAVIOLATION WITHINEAROF OP 313 (58.3 219 (41.2 532 (100.0)  0.957
ANY CRIMINAL VIOIGNMWITHIN 1 YEARQF 52 (16.6 36 (164) 88 (16.5 0.957

CRIMINAL VIOLATIONTWSAME PETITIONER | 46 (88.3 33(91.7) 80 (909) 0.905
CRIMINAL VIOLATIONTWDIFFERENT PEONERS 6 (115) 3(8.3) 9(10.2 0.630

NO CRIMINAL VIOLATION WITHIN 1 YEAR OF OP | 261 (83.3 183 (836) 444 (83.5 0.957
TYPE OBPCRIMINAVIOLATIOM/ITHIN 1 YEABE OP | 53 (59.6) 36 (40.4) 89 (100.0) 0.161
VIOLATION OF ORDERPROTECTION (VOOP) 11 (20.8) 16 (44.4) 27 (30.3) 0.047*
BATTERY/DOMESTICTERY 28 52.8) 10 (27.8) 38 (42.7) 0.057
PROPERDAMAGE 3(5.7) 3(8.3) 6 (6.7) 0.651
HARASSMENT/ASSAULT 2(3.8) 2(5.6) 4 (4.5) 0.713
OTHER 4(7.5) 3(8.3) 7(7.9) 0.919
MULTIPLEYPES GIRIMINAL CHARGES 5 (9.4) 2 (5.6) 7(7.9) 0.502
INDEPENDENATEST®R ORCRIMNAVIOLATIONS
MEAN OF OPGLATIONS PER YEAR 0.166 0.164 0.915

* STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT RA\T5
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Analysis began by identifying the types of criminal charges (no chargeel@¥ed charge,
nonDV rel ated charge) filed for each r@&@1% and
the 313 pre~CEP cases, 58.1% did not have any criminal charges, 25.2% hadeddddd charge,
and 16.6% had a nddV related charge. Of the 219 pdSCEP cases, 62.1% of cases had no
criminal charges, 29.2% had a B¥lated charge, and 8.7% hadnonDV related charge. A
Pearson chsquare test revealed statistically significant differenceglpe of 0.028) in the kind
of criminal charges filed preand post~CEP. When assessing the individual types of criminal
charges, there was a statistigall si gni fi cant decr ®Dadse eilmttelle cha@at
(from 16.6% to 8.7%) between 2015 and 2017 while there were minimal changes for cases that
had 6no criminal chargedé or 6DV related charg
multiple criminal charges. While the majority of the cases did not have any DV related charges
(74.4% in 2015 and 70.3% in 2017), 18.2% of cases in 2015 and 22.4% of 2017 had only one DV
charge filed against them. A small percentage of both 2015 and 2017 ca8%es)ad 2 or more
DV related charges filed against them. These results did not reveal any statistically significant

differences between 2015 and 2017 cases.

Cases were then analyzed to identify whether an OP had a criminal violation within 1 year
of the inal OP issuance date, which could be a single EOP or a finalized POP. Overall, 16.6% of
2015 cases had a criminal violation while 16.4% of 2017 cases had a criminal OP violation within
1 year after the original OP was issued. Of the cases that had matrmoiation, 88.4% of 2015
cases and 91.7% of 2017 cases had a criminal charge against a complaining witness that was the
same petitioner on the original OP. Most of these cases violated their OP due to a battery/domestic
battery charge or a specific \@ion or order of protection (VOOP) charge. Specifically for 2015

cases, 20.8% of OP violations were charged with a VOOP and 52.8% had a battery/domestic
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battery charge. For 2017 cases, 44.4% of cases had a VOOP charge and 27.8% had a
battery/domestic ligery charge violate their OP. There was a statistically significant increase of
violation of order of protection (VOOP) charges between 2015 and 26U of 0.047) while

there was also a borderline relationship related to the percent of casedteitfid@mestic battery

charges violating their OPs (0.057). Overall, the mean average of OP violations occurring within
one year of a granted OP did not reveal significant changes between 2015 cases and 2017 cases

that met with the CRE. All specific datadiresults are reported in Tablg@dbove.

Discussion

Overall, when comparing the criminal violation rates of respondent litigants within one
year of their civil OP, there was no statistically significant difference betweeamigost-CEP
cases. In tis way, we cannot confidently attribute a clear impact of FCEP or the CRE on
respondent behavior once they left the court with an OP and their likelihood of violating the OP.
However, we can see some slight changes in the types of criminal charges ltiat v@Ps
between 2015 and 2017. In 2015, OP violations were mainly due to battery/domestic battery
(52.8%) whereas in 2017, charges were mainly from violations of order of protection (VOOP)
(44.4%).The decline in the percent of cases charged with bdtiergstic battery had a borderline
statistical significance also worth noting. This highlighted a shift in the type and severity of
behaviors that were causing OP violations in 2017 and the cause of unsafe circumstances. Battery
or property damage are chaggthat on their own are inherently unsafe, whereas VOOP charges
have a broader range of situations that on their own may be safe but are unsafe due to the nature
of the OP. A VOOP charge could be due to a respondent being in contact with a petitioner, not
following the court ordered visitation, or physically harming the petitioner. In this way, the VOOP

blurs the lines for what was considered safe or harmful based on the situation. This is all to say
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that an increase in VOOP charges and decreases in raorguh charges could suggest that

litigants may be in more safe situations pe&EP and after meeting with the CRE than previously
in 2015. Overall, these changes-prad post-CEP results can suggest to the court to consider
additional support and inforation for respondents to gain more clarity in their OPs and avoid

future violations and criminalization.

There were shifts in the types of charges filed for these cases; primarily there was a
statistically significant decrease in cases havingDUrrelated charges between 2015 (16.6%)
and 2017 (8.7%). It seemed that the decreaseeDNorelated charges shifted into more cases
with no criminal charges (62.1%) or DV related charges (29.2%) in 2017 although these changes
did not result in statistical diffences between 2015 and 2017. There were also slight and
insignificant changes in the number of DV charges filed against cases in 2015 and 2017, with about
a fifth of all cases having just one EX¢lated charge. While there were small shifts in the kinds of
criminal charges and number of charges filed against respondents, these changes were still limited

and the two groups did not differ much in many of the areas examined.

The examination of OP criminal violations also aimed to understand the role ofymaiced
justice on the behaviors of respondent litigants. Early hypotheses proposed that the support and
information provided by the CRE to respondents would influence their positive view of the court
and lower likelihood of the respondents violating theisOFhe slight decrease in OP violations
overall between 2015 and 2017 is small and the change was not statistically significant, thus we
cannot confidently say this reflected procedural justice. However, the increase in cases not having

any criminal chargg the decreased frequency of charges per individual, and changes in the types
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of criminal charges do reveal slow changes in the court that may be influenced by the role of the

CRE and FCEP.



Chapter 6: Conclusion

Discussiorof Main Evaluation Findigs

The findings from this study indicate that the changes made to the Cook County Domestic
Violence court system through Family Court Enhancement Project (FCEP) allowed the court to
better address the safety and wellbeing of families experiencing dowiesicce through civil
Orders of Protection (OPs)he study described how court personnel and court practices adapted
to FCEP and how changes were made to judicial and legal practices in response to civil Order of
Protection (OP) cases thawolved children. Additionally, the evaluation examined how parent
litigants with children in common experienced the court, how FCEP impacted their engagement
with the OP process, how they engaged with their OP and parenting agreement, atichover
they move throgh the court system.
Impact of Changes to Court System on CGR&dated Remedies and Court Practices

The review of Order of Protection petitions between 2015 and 2017 reveassdirable
changes in the type and number of requests for -cbitded remedis before and after the
implementation of FCEPThe most prominerfindings were the statistically significant increases
in child-related remedy requests made by-sgiresented pro se petitioners in 2017 as compared
to 2015. We attribute these notabl@apes in requests by pro se petitioners due to the distribution
of FCEP informational materials at the Help Desk. The informational materials outlined the types

of remedies available to petitioners and how to best request them.
Impact onPro Se Cases

Access to Informational Material&or many pro se setepresented litigants, the
standardized legal forms are complicatet! full of unfamiliar legal jargon that is difficult to

navigate without legal assistance or guidance. This often results in poitinwetitions that do
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not fully express the context and lethality of their abusive experiences and petitions that are
received poorly by judges as well (Ajnd022). Unfortunately, these complex court procedures
and paperwork often prevent survivors fraecessing the court, filing petitions, and not fully
understanding or taking advantage of the protections of granted orders (Ajmi,R0&A)gh the

Cook County DV Court did not expect petitioners to utilize the FCEP informational materials in a
significantly impactful way, the handouts were pivotal to petitioners for requesting remedies
unigue to their families. The availability of concrete, accessible information that walked petitioners
through questions to ask, details to include in the petitioncke@d explanations of various legal
terminology provided petitioners with information that aided their ability to requestretated

remedies in 2017 more than in previous years.

Court Culture Prior to FCEPrior to the introduction of the FCEP infoational materials,
the Help Desk did not provide any information regarding the Order of Protection, how to request
remedies, nor specifics about chiklated remedies and when to request them. In fact, prior to
FCEP, there was little mention of chitdlaed issues or remedies within the court by the judges,
attorneys and advocates, or the Help Desk staff and clerks despite the inclusion-aflatatt
remedies permissible under the lllinois Domestic Violence Act on the petition for the Order of
Protecton. Therefore, it was not practice for petitioners to request-chlited remediesn fact,
attorneys and advocates often dissuaded from advising petitioners to make these requests; and
judges rarely granted chieblated remedies to petitioners. Theaitaulture and practice deeply
discouraged any consideration of chitdated issues, abuses, or forms of relief until the
development and implementation of FCEP. The creation of the FCEP informational materials not

only provided concrete information aliaihild safety to petitioners, but the materials were also a
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physical representation and validation for petitioners to communicate and make decisions about

child-related relief that was not present prior to FCEP

Role of Court Personnel on Pro Se PetiéisThe informational materials were definitely
an integral resource for petitioners, especially for petitioners without assistance from advocates or
attorneys. However, these materials only indicate one impact on how petitioners interacted with
their OP petition. The courthouse experienced an overall shift in how court personnel were
communicating about chiltelated issues and their chitdeéntered practices. FCEP introduced the
judges, advocates, attorneys, court clerks, and Help Desk staff to morgt@unsbnversations
around how to incorporate chilélated issues within the petition. This included the Help Desk
staff asking more screening questions about
safety as well as court clerks assistingjtipmers to best request chitdlated remedies in their
petitions. Attorneys and advocates communicated around best practices for assisting their
petitioners to request certain chilelated remedies. The judges also slowly considered-child
related quesdns to ask petitioners during court hearing to ensure children were included on their
OPs. Overall, there was more information sharing between court personnel around|ateldl
relief and safety. Court personnel did not immediately adopt communieatibpractices around
child-related issues; however, they slowly became normalized and institutionalized in the practices
of the court personnel allowing for more open conversations about litigants with children in

common.

Impact on Attorney and Advocatea€es
While pro se petitioners drastically increased their requests for-rettéted relief, the
change was not as significant for attormepresented or advocaassisted petitioners. Despite

having received SAFeR training through FCEP, there were @ao icldications that the training
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made an impact on attorney and advocate behavior as they assisted their petitioners in requesting

child-related relief. Based on the quantitative data, attorney and advocate assisted petitioners were

requesting childelatel remedies at high rates before (2015) and during (2017) the implementation
of FCEP suggesting a Aceiling effect. o Thus,
petitioners receiving legal assistance. Instead, the data revealed a consistatioynigy
represented and advocatssisted petitioners requesting chiddated remedies well before the

courthouse officially implemented FCEP.

Attorney and Advocate Practice Prior to FABBupport of this finding, the advocate and
attorney focusgrqus as wel | as anecdot al i nformati on
an earlier impact on attorney and advocate practices regardingaatied issues and requests for
child-related remedies. Specifically, there was amith development proceggor to 2017 to
build FCEP programming in collaboration with the judges, attorneys, advocates, and other court
stakeholders to consider various approaches to-ohldded issues and relief. During this time,
court attorneys and advocates were involvednigetings that introduced new approaches to
requesting chilgelated remedies on OP petitions. Additionally, many of these attorneys and
advocates had experience practicing at the Domestic Relations Court, which regularly encouraged
requests for chilgelaed remedies. Therefore, many attorneys and advocates already had the

practice and skills to request chilelated remedies with their petitioners.

As conversations around chitdlated relief increased, attorneys and advocates began
requesting chilgelaed remedies once it was permissible within the Domestic Violence Court to
do so. Moreover, once the court implemented FCEP, an Fatffed specialized attorney
received FCEReferred cases and supervised many of the attorneys at the court representing

peitioners with shared children. This attorney provided guidance to the court attorneys in a way

d



171

that encouraged consistent practices around -ckitded relief that permeated chielated
practices among other attorneys as well as advocates at the&dsmathe court fully implemented
FCEP, most of the court attorneys and advocates were well versed in requestirglateitt

remedies for their petitioners. Therefore, this did not change as much after 2015.

Impact on Judge Practices

Domestic Violence vision judges were also present for many of the FCEP stakeholder
meetings prior to FCEPG6s i mplementation and t'l
there were modest increases in judges asking aboutrehaldd issues in 2017 after FCEP
implementation, there were no clear changes to atgldted remedies granted in OPs by judges.
The SAFeR training in 2016 provided judges with ample information and tools to center child
related issues in their decistomaking practices, including SAFeR matégito reference while on
the bench. Interviews with DV judges revealed that judges in 2017 did utilize these materials to
assist them in childelated questioning during hearings and, over time, they adopted child
centered screening questions in their ficas. However, this was only true for judges present in
2017 and not for judges who were assigned to the Domestic Violence Court subsequent to 2016

and therefore did not attend this training.

Judicial SAFeR TrainingBased on anecdotal observations fraim @ourt partners during
FCEP development, many judges were hesitant to shift towards a focus on child safety and relief
for temporary Orders of Protection. Many judges were unsure how useful the SAFeR training and
FCEP would be within the context of theuct and their own decisiemaking practices. However,
a subsequent SAFeR training was held in 2022 with some of the same judges as in 2016 as well as
new judges; the judges were substantially more committed to the training and the focus-on child

related elief and safety practices. This informal comparison between 2016 and 2022 indicates
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longerterm changes in judge understanding and adopting of SAFeR skills anerethitt
practices that were not fully realized in 2016 or 2017 when FCEP was first isiesin During
interviews with DV judges, it was clear that they frequently receive information from national
trainings, from other judges, from the CHRelief Expedito(CRE), etc. that may further influence
changes to the types of chitdlated questiathey ask and how they grant chitdated relief as

well. Consequently, it is difficult to claim that FCEP training or materials were the sole impact on

how each judge responded to chiédated safety issues.

These reflections on the SAFeR trainingsnpao further discussion about the impact and
implications of training on direct decisianaking practices for judges. Perhaps the training did
not have an impact on judge practices immediately, but rather the training, the availability of
resources, andhanges in overall court discussions around etgldted relief together brought
about longetterm impacts. While more consistent training for judges may be an option, it begs the
guestion of whether training is the best form of information sharing atidskding for judges

that already have limited time off the bench.

Additional Factors Impacting Judge Practitess also important to note that there are
various other factors that could affect judge decisi@king practices beyond SAFeR training
and FCEP resources that would also be difficult to capture in a measurable way. Mainly, each
judge will undoubtedly respond to each OP case and make decisions differently than the next
judge. While there are obvious statutes each judge must abide by, @égehljl still have their
own practices and biases that influence how they interact with litigants, how they ask questions
about children, the remedies they grant for each case, and the types of cases they hear while on the

bench.
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Additionally, the constat turnover of judges within the court has affected the consistency
of FCEP resources and information shared among judges thus impacting how each judge addresses
child-related safety and relief. Throughout the time period on which this research focdged, ju
have left, shifted roles, and new judges have been appointed to the court. Thus, it is difficult to
conduct an accurate comparison -paad post-CEP when the judges have been different.
However, this is also a real reflection of how common judgeottenis within a court and the
need to have a model sustainable enough to withstand changes among judges and their practices.
The goal then is to create a strong and flexible model that can be adopted by new judges in a way
that will not completely altethe progress of the model within the court environment. With FCEP,
this looked like engaging new judges by holding a modified, informal SAFeR training, sharing
FCEP resources, and having consistent communication with the CRE abouelziéd issues
and @ases. While the current court environment may not reflect the original goals as anticipated by
FCEP, the court and judges have concretely engagedrelakdd safety and relief in ways that

were not present prfeCEP.

Impact of ChildRelief Expediter (CR) on Court Processes

The ChildRelief Expediter was a pivotal role introduced into the Domestic Violence Court
through FCEP. Across interviews with judges and focus groups with attorneys and advocates, there
was resounding high praise for the CRE andrbler navigating cases with children in common
between litigant parents. For many of these court personnel, the CRE developed parenting plans
with parents and centered the safety needs of litigants in ways that judges, attorneys, and advocates
were unabléo do within the limits of their own practices. The CRE also played a role in sustaining
the goals of FCEP by sharing information and guidance aroundrehaligéd relief to various court

personnel. In a way, her consistency throughout the time of FCEBRegndd allowed for child
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centered approaches to withstand any drastic changes to the court (e.g., the pandemic, judge
turnover, etc.). The judges saw her as a resource for providing additional case context that directly
informed their decisioomaking aroad safety concerns and childlated relief. Advocates and
attorneys also found the CRE to be a representative for litigant needs around child safety in ways
that they were not always able or allowed to be in court. Overall, the CRE has brought cohesion

between the various court personnel in a way that centered litigants and their safety.

Judge Experience with CREhile the judges have benefited from having the CRE present
in the court, the judge interviews revealed slight inconsistencies in how judggameaeferring
cases to the CRE. Some judges asked a series ofrelatdd questions to determine which cases
to refer, some judges automatically referred any ehldlved case, and others still struggled to
refer appropriate cases to the CRE. Althowyn FCEP resource that outlines the CRE referral
process for cases with children was distributed, some judges remember receiving the resource and
utilizing it while others did not really engage with the resource. It was especially likely for the
newer judjes to refer all childnvolved cases; however, the CRE noted that this can lead to many
cases that are inappropriate for expediting. While many judges are asking various screening and
risk-assessment questions, there is still inconsistencies across ijjndy®s and to what extent
they are referring cases to the CRE that may need to be addressed. Particularly, updating the CRE
referral protocol to ensure all judges are aware of which cases warrant referral and best practices
for when to refer cases to tG&RE. This is especially important as new judges often enter the court

and as the CRE process shifts over the years.

Overall Litigant Experience with CREhe CRE has also been a strong resource for the
litigant parents that move through the expediting @ssc The majority of the interviewed litigant

parents were very satisfied with their experience creating a parenting plan with the CRE. The
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litigants consistently shared that they felt heard and listened to by the CRE in a way that was very
distinct from heir experiences with the judges and other court personnel. Many litigants shared
that the CREOGOS compassion and warmth were espe
very difficult court processes. The CRE sessions provided a space for litigilirngbared children

to navigate their relationship in a way that shifted power dynamics and empowered both parents

to seek safe contact with their children. The goals of the CRE sessions around safety and child
centered care reflect an overarching patlwards litigant empowerment that focuses on
meaningful parenting goals, sefficacy around cgarenting, and shifting towards equitable

power dynamics, especially for the survivor parent (Cattaneo et al., 2016).

CRE Safety Consideration¥hile both petioners and respondents shared these
reflections, the respondents still expressed feeling like they did not have much choice and had to
compromise their wants and needs during sessions. While the CRE is quite intentional about
listening to both petitonerand respondents and trying to inc
al so i mportant to note the CREOG6s distinct rol
appease both parents. We can infer that the respofadbats fad to compromise chilcelated
remedies often due to safety concerns that needed to be addressed, even if the plan was not ideal
for one of the parents. The CREG6s prioritizat
CRE process and traditional mediation. Traditiomeediation focuses on reaching agreement
between parents and compromising on their wants. While the CRE is listening to the needs and
concerns of both parents, the CRE is primarily committed to and responsible for the safety of all
parties during the sess and the safety of the plan. The CRE is actively confronting, offering,
and responding to safety concerns for the parents and children that may arise with the parenting

agreement (Defining ChilRkelated Relief in Civil Protection Orders to Enhance $afdthus,
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the expediting process is both litigant and cle#gshtered in a way that reassures parents that risk
and safety consideratiomse alsolitigant needs even if it may feel like there is less choice or

ability to compromise equally in a session.

Impact of Court Experiences of Parent Litigants on Safe Parenting

Overall, the majority of interviewed parent litigants felt more safe and comfortable with
their parenting plans in place after meeting with the CRE. A key highlight from the interviews was
seeing each parent litigant center their children in their discussion of the parenting plans and goals.
Whether a petitioner or respondent, many of the parents appreciated the parenting plans and having
opportunities to spend quality time with their childr&or many, the parenting plan and separation
from the other parent created an opportunity for each parent to foster their own relationship with
their children. Researchers have noted the importance of having the OP court process as a strategy
to better mvigate a relationship between a petitioner and respondent parent, especially when there
is continued contact between litigants with shared children (Cattaneo et al., 2016). Both the OP
and the additional parenting plan thus encourage parents to btpatenting skills as well as
sustainable relationships with their children and the other parent as a means towards safer parent
child relationships. Petitioners especially noted that knowing that their children could have safe
visits and a personal relatidnp with the respondent parent was a source of safety for themselves

as well.

Informal Modifications to Parenting AgreemeM¢hile many litigant parents benefited
from their parenting plans, many also made informal modifications to their parentingvjilaomst
involving the court or legal procedures. These modifications were primarily made to increase
visitation times and access for the respondent parent in contexts where parenting time was going

well. Many noted that these informal modifications werenprily due to not knowing how to
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proceed with legal modifications through the court, avoiding the inefficiency and time constraints

of the court, or simply not wanting to return to the court to make parenting decisions. The decision
not to involve the cort suggests both frustrations with the court process as well as a desire to
determine parenting decisions between parents without the need forpatttyrdin any case, the
modifications made to parenting plans also signified limitations to the usgdgnsfwhen plans
required modifications as needs changed and as parents became comfortable determining plans for
themsel ves and their chil dren. Parentsd enga
parenting goals reveals a progress and autonomy-paienting skills that empower both parents

to seek longerm positive parenting goals (Cattaneo et al., 2016). However, these informal
modifications also brought on anxieties about potential risk for violation for both parents. These
concerns reflect alear confusion by litigants around how the OP and parenting plan function as
well as who has responsibility or ability to change the OP. This confusion requires more clear
guidance and language from judges about legal obligations surrounding the granteal OP

parenting agreement.

Litigant Experiencesvith CourthousdJnfortunately, many litigants also expressed deep
frustrations and poor experiences with court personnel, especially with the judges, that influenced
their sense of procedural justice. Mangsd that they were not feeling heard by the judges during
their court hearing, they were not treated respectfully by court staff during their various court
procedures, and both petitioners and respondents felt stigmatized and stereotyped by court
personnkbased on their gender, their race, or their perceived behaviors. The pandemic and
subsequent changes to the court deeply exacerbated these experiences, including limited time in
court with judges, limited litiganfacing staff in the courthouse to asdigants, and overall

issues with Zoom court that disrupted communication between litigants and the court. While it is
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understandable that these changes to the court were unprecedented, it does not diminish the
insensitivity felt by litigants moving thugh an unfamiliar courthouse and legal system while also
holding difficult and traumati zing experience

appropriate choice in their | egal matterso (A

It is important for judges and other copersonnel to recognize that litigants are interacting
with a courthouse that W@Athey are not necessar
(Ajmi, 2022) andhesechallengingcourtinteractions directly impact their perceptions of the court
andlegal systems. These types of harmful experiences also often discourage individuals from
returning to the court or utilizing legal services to address their safety concerns (Mazzotta et al.,
2021). Ultimately, these difficult experiences influence how \iddials view the role and
effectiveness of the court and whether it is safe to seek out legal responses to harmful and abusive
situations. While many of the litigants interviewed highly appreciated the role of the CRE and
receiving a parenting plan, theaxperiences with other court personnel weakened their

expectations and view of the court system and sense of procedural justice.

Impact of FCEP on OP Violations

The examination of OP criminal violations also aimed to understand the role of procedural
justice on the behaviors of respondent litigants. Early hypotheses proposed that the support and
information provided by the CRE to respondents would influence their positive view of the court
and lower likelihood of the respondents violating their OPs. Tigbtslecrease in OP violations
overall between 2015 and 2017 is small and the change was not statistically significant, thus we
cannot confidently say this reflected procedural justice. However, the increase in cases not having

any criminal charges, theedreased frequency of charges per individual, and changes in the types
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of criminal charges do reveal slow changes in the court that may be influenced by the role of the

CRE and FCEP.

Culture Shift in the Courthouse and Court System

The Domestic Violenc€ourthouse saw a culture shift in the courthouse and court system
as a result of the Family Court Enhancement Project. There have been increased discussions of
child-related issues, requests for chiédated remedies, and approaches to decisiaking and
advocacy that have slowly become a universal practice in the court among judges, attorneys,
advocates, court staff, and litigants. While the research and evaluation present impacts associated
with the FCEP model, the court experienced other transfomsatitat were immeasurable and
spanned beyond FCEP implementation in 2017. The model included the SAFeR trainings, the
CRE, and informational materials, but the impact of the development, implementation, and
sustainability of the FCEP model cannot be falyptured just in these three elements nor within

the short timeframe of its first year in the courthouse.

LongTerm Development of FCEFhe process of developing the FCEP madeluded

much time spent holding conversations, stakeholder and managenatimgseanterviews/focus
groups with court personnel, and technical assistance that all contributed greatly to the slow shifts
that occurred within the court. These conversations considered current practices and policies
around childrelated relief as wells identifying needs within the court that would improve
information sharing and deliberation of chielated issues. The FCEP planning began in 2013
and continued until its implementation in 2016/2017, so judges, advocates, and attorneys were
primed to start considering childelated issues and relief well before FCEP was finally
implemented within the courthouse. While the comparison of OP petitions and court hearings

between 2015 and 2017 did not fully capture the change in attorneys, advocatesjgend ju
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engagement with chilcelated relief, recognizing the impact of the FCEP development phase
clarifies why many of the indicators we used to consider change in practices between 2015 and
2017 were not statistically significant. Rather, we can infer ttheatchange in knowledge and
practice around childelated relief began earlier than 2015 since there was a time in which
attorneys and advocates were not requesting-oblidded relief, and judges were not asking nor
granting childrelated remedies. Thdoge, the changes within the court with regard to considering
child safety, having petitioners request chitdated relief, and having judges ask chihted
guestions occurred over a longer period of time and became institutionalized once FCER/was full
implemented at the court. The culture change within the court environment and acceptance of
child-related considerations in court policies were nurtured over the larger span of FCEP

development and subsequent implementation in the court.

Impact of Pandmic on Courthousktis important to also state the disruptions that occurred
within the courthouse during the COWI® pandemic. At the start of the pandemic in 2020, the
court shifted to limited capacity within the courthouse and shifted most coumdgeto virtual
Zoom hearings. Court hearings were backed up for months, especially POP hearings, and many
EOP orders and parenting plans were extended consistently for months with occasional status
hearings. Due to these major delays as well as increagdemestic violence during the pandemic,
the judges as well as the CRE were overwhelmed with cases beyond their capacity. Delayed court
hearings limited litigant time with judges, and various CRE sessions scheduled in advance
presented a burden of wohat was not sustainable for court personnel at the time. However, these
changes also brought about changes to protocol, including the expediting process for the CRE. A
clear shift for the CRE was setting up sessions with litigants during their EOP he#iengyeeks

in advance, and having multiple CRE sessions over the course of their case rather than one short
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session often after the POP hearing. While the procedures may have changed, it is important to
recognize the flexibility of the CRE services taptlto the differing needs that arose during the
pandemic while still ensuring the objectives of the CRE did not change and child safety continued

to be centered.

Shifts in Court PersonneAdditionally, it was during the pandemic that the court
experiencd a transformation as the Presiding Judge changed and there was a turnover of judges
and court personnel as well. The shift of judges and hiring of new judges required particular
attention to ensure that judges were versed in FCEP and were knowledgeablehdtirelated
relief. Fortunately, the new Presiding Judge was familiar with FCEP and enthusiastic about
sustaining the policies and practices developed through FCEP, including holding a SAFeR training
again in 2022. Together the new Presiding Judgesemt and new judges, and the CREs are
working to adapt and sustain the learnings from FCEP as the court continues to adapt with hybrid
court hearings and always changing judicial and legal procedure. One of the most difficult shifts
with the court duringhe pandemic was a drastic decrease in litif@acihg court personnel,
attorneys, and advocates. It is clear from the interviews with litigants that the limitations that come
with Zoom cour® poor connection, little informatiesharing and minimal privaéyaffect
overall court experiences. For many litigants, the limitations and safety precautions instilled during
the pandemic drastically impeded safe access to OPs and other legal resources that often were
already difficult to access or insufficient for theeeds (Ajmi, 2022; Weisz, 2020). Whether it be
the present role of the CRE, the physical informational materials, or physical presence of court
employees, it is important and beneficial to offer physical support and accessible resources for

litigants that often face compounded barriers to legal services.
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Sustainability of FCEP
After reflecting on the research and evaluation of the Family Court Enhancement Project,

it is important to consider elements of the FCEP to sustain within the Domestic Violamte Co

SAFeRCurriculum The SAFeR curriculum is at the crux of the FCEP model and molds
the childrelated practices implemented throughout the court. While the original model included
training for court personnel and physical resources to utilize in th&r@omns, many of the court
personnel had trouble remembering the training or only utilized the training materials for short
periods of time. It was clear that judges, attorneys, and advocates gained new skills and practices
over longer periods of time atittough engaged discussions with other court personnel rather than
strictly from one training. On the one hand, there is value to having the SAFeR training and
materials available and accessible for court personnel to refer to beyond -tieeydnaining.On
the other hand, consistent discussions among judges, attorneys, and advocates over longer periods
of time seemed to have a greater impact on streamlined practices in the court aroeratiadhdd

relief and approaches.

Informational Materials The surpising impact of the informational materials on
petitioners, especially pro se petitioners, revealed the strength of physical reminders and sources
of information for individuals unfamiliar with the court. Maintaining the presence of the
informational matgals will be integral for the sustainability of FCEP and will provide petitioners
with avenues towards chtietlated relief. However, there can be improvements such as creating
additional materials in various languages and considering more accessibbglangr folks who
may have lower literacy levels. The research also revealed the importance of having court staff
physically present to assist petitioners in addition to the informational materials. Whether it be

Help Desk staff, court clerks, or advoati is integral to have both written and verbal explanation
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for how to fill out an OP petition to increase accessibility and understanding among petitioners

completing an otherwise daunting and hardinderstand legal form.

Child Relief ExpeditelThe nost beneficial and powerful aspect of the FCEP model was
creating the role of the Child Relief Expediter (CRE). The CRE provides a neutral yet empathetic
space for parents to develop a safe parenting plan for their children with ease. The CRE also models
conflict resolution and carenting skills with parents during their sessions in a way that
encourages parents to engage in safe parenting and empowers them to compromise on parenting
decisions beyond the court and legal processes. The high volume oardsd®ents that move
through the expediting process are overwhelming, thus an additional CRE was hired and ideas for
suburban CREs are moving forward as well. The CRE has been especially impactful through their
communication with judges, attorneys, armtV@cates that encourages discussion around-child
related issues, offers information about SAFeR approaches, and practices litigant and child

centered skills within the court.

Replication of FCEF he sustainability of the FCEP model is also related tahiigty to
be replicated in other settings and other courthouses. An important reflection on the FCEP model
in the Cook County Domestic Violence court is the lomgn investment in developing and
implementing the program. While FCEP technically was at pitogram funded for one year, the
model spanned various years of technical assistance; stakeholder meetings with various court
personnel, legal and advocacy agencies, and other DV networks; development of FCEP roles and
policies; implementation within ghcourt system; and research and evaluation of the program with
court personnel and community members. This means that successful replication requires a model
that is collaborative and adaptable to changes that occur within the court and court pesonnel, t

litigants, and to external changes, such as the pandemic. The pandemic allowed the court to adapt
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to virtual modes of civil OP litigation and parenting agreements; however it revealed the
importance of litiganfacing staff that support litigants as thewpve through an unfamiliar legal
process. Any replication of FCEP should consider ways to best support litigants during and after
OP procedures through physical resources and staff, sources of information, and referrals for post
court services and resoesc The model is also deeply committed to child safety as well as safe
parenting options for both petitioners and respondents, and the sustainability of these values are
engrained in how judges, attorneys, advocates, Célief Expediters, and other cayrersonnel
incorporate these values within their practices and in their work directly with litigants and their
children. Any ongoing model must also take this into account. Finally, having structures for
research and evaluation of the model will allowlérg-term methods of assessing and improving

the model as the court, legal policies, and litigant needs change over time. Overall, to replicate the
FCEP model is to engage various stakeholders, to have the flexibility to adapt to ongoing changes
in the caurt, a commitment to the chicentered values of FCEP, and a ldagn investment in

maintaining and evolving the model.

Recommendation®r the Court

While the presence of FCEP has majorly improved the Domestic Violence Court and its
civil OP proceduresthere are still recommendations for the court based on the research and
evaluation. It is also important to note that these recommendations may require additional funding,
partnerships, or court infrastructure that may not be present currently witltoutie

Increase Court CapacifVhe primary recommendation for the court is to increase and build
capacity among court personnel. It is clear from the review of court hearing transcripts, interviews
with judges, and interviews with parent litigants, ttingre are an overwhelming number of cases

coming through the court each day and not enough staff present to offer quality service. Appointing
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additional judges could increase capacity for judges to dedicate more time to litigants during court
hearings andh turn improve the quality of time spent with litigants to ensure they are respected,
heard, and receiving their needed remedies. It would be equally important to appoint new judges
that specialize in domestic violence and risk assessment to better esfithguerents experiencing
domestic violence as well as to center child safety and values aligned with SAFeR approaches.
The court could build capacity by including additional litigaahtered staff within the
courthouse that support safe parentingastias well as additional resources, legal and otherwise.
The research clearly illustrated the pivot al
implementation. Fortunately, the courthouse has already hired an additional CRE and could benefit
from additional CREs in other county courts as well to accommodate the high volume of litigant
cases with children in common that seek safe parenting agreements. It would also be of great
benefit to have more clerks, Help Desk staff, and advocates physprekgnt within the
courthouse to assist petitioners filing their OP petitions. There has been a massive decrease of in
person supports and direct information shared with litigants since the pandemic, thus increasing
the inperson, litigantcentered stafivailable to provide support and accessible information within
the legal system would alleviate barriers for litigants struggling to understand and move through
their court procedures. It may also be beneficial to take advantage of technological optiaits th
litigants through their petition filing. For example, having a litiglating kiosk or other digital
options to walk petitioners through their OP petitions could offer litigants additional support.
These selguided interviews could walk litiganthrough various questions and explanations
directly related to the OP petition and generate a properly filled out form ready for their court
procedures (Ajmi, 2022). These are all options that could more accessibly engage litigants with

the information thg need to successfully move through their court case.
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Referral System for LitigantMany litigant parents noted a lack of information and
resources around their OP, their legal options, and-qmst support. Thus, the court could
develop a more robuslystem of referrals and resources for litigant parents moving through the
civil court process and beyond their court procedures. Many litigants interviewed shared their
needs and desires for additional resources such as financial support, housing Egains,
resources, counseling, parenting groups, and childcare after going through their OP process. Many
of the litigants were struggling with meeting their basic needs and required social and emotional
support to manage the trauma from their personal egl kircumstances. Many did not know
how to best proceed legally or personally once they had their OP and parenting plan.
Unfortunately, it is common for litigants, especially selpresented litigants, to lack the financial
resources or the knowledgenioavi gat e fAhousing [options], chi
resources necessary to ensure their ability
are also accessible (Ajmi, 2022; Weisz, 2020). Therefore, it would be beneficiaé foourt to
have a system for litigants to receive information not only on their OP, their parenting plan, and
any subsequent legal options but also on local partner service providers and advocacy agencies
that could assist litigants beyond their legaldseddeally, placing a social worker in the courts
could facilitate this process. Studies have shown that litigant experiences are enhanced when civil
justice systems work collaboratively with advocacy or social service agencies to provide additional
aventes of assistance, individualized care, and options for safety planning that ultimately empower
litigants facing abuse (Messing et al., 2017).

Training for Visitation Supervisortn addition to a broad referral system, it would be
helpful to have resourcésr parents who have opted for visitation supervised by a family member.

During the litigant interviews, many shared their concerns about supervised visits with family
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members who were not informed of how to properly supervise a parental visit nor @he leg
requirements of the visits. We would recommend having the required training, meeting, or
discussion between the court and the family members supervising visits to ensure that they are
aware of the responsibilities required for supervising a ewderel visitation time. This would
provide both the visiting parent and supervising member all the necessary information to ensure
the visits can occur within the legal stipulations of the OP and parenting agreement while also
having a resource to refer to ifiyafuture issues came up once visits have begun.

Consistent Communication among Court Persorifie court went through various
changes for the duration of the research and evaluation of FCEP, whether internally related to
judge turnover or externally reéad to the onset of the pandemic. Given that changes continue to
be likely, we recommend that there be mechanisms for consistent communication, reflection, and
education among court personnel. This could include instilling consistent meetings among judges,
attorneys, advocates, CREs, and Help Desk staff that consider how FCEP anelatattlissues
are addressed with litigants. The meetings could be modeledrterprofessional educatiaimat
seeks to engage different professionals to improve collaboranhd the quality of work done
within the courthouse (Guraya & Barr, 2018). This model encourages different learning strategies,
i p r o-bdsed nexchangeased, simulatiohased, observatiebased, and practidea s ed, 0 t ha
court personnel could utilizéo increase tearbased approaches to engaged learning, skill
acquisition, and relationshipuilding (Guraya & Barr, 2018). These meetings could be a space for
all court personnel to reflect on chitdlated issues, consider new court policies and procgdure
share best practices when working with litigants, and proisiglire issues that arise in court when

considering childrelated relief. The goal would be to create a communal space for court personnel
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to learn and adapt their court practices together els a8 havingconsistent and streamlined
sources of information that align with SAFeR curriculum.

Judge Education and Feedba€urther education could also look like requiring judges to
engage in yearly DV training to provide current knowledge about damaslence issues and
resources to refer to during their decisinaking process. It may also be helpful to create
structures for judges to reflect and receive feedback on their practices and engagement with
litigants. Many litigants were struggling t@g@ear in front of judges, and it negatively affected
their experience and perception of the court. While many structural factors may influence how a
judge is moving through numerous court cases, holding the judges accountable for their actions
and having iem reflect on their engagement with litigants will ultimately improve the court
experience for litigants experiencing domestic violence.

Evaluation of Court PracticeBinally, it is important that the court continue to invest in
and instill systems foransistent evaluation of the FCEP model and subsequent structures put in
place as a result of FCEP. This may look like opportunities for litigants to offer their feedback on
their experiences in the court, specifically related to filing their petitionjrafrdnt of the judge
during their court hearings. Additional evaluation practices can be continued through the CRE to
identify litigant need as well as gaps across various advocacy agencies, visitation centers, and
partnering social service agencies. Eadlon measures, such as-past surveys, could also be
implemented for any trainings or consistent meetings used to share information or learn new skills
related to chilerelated procedures and practices. Overall, there should at least be yearly reviews
among the court personnel to collaboratively reflect on how the court is functioning, how cases
with children in common are addressed, and remaining gaps or challenges that impede any court

process or litigantentered service.
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Appendices

AppendixA: FCEPInformational Materials
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Frequently Asked Questions: When the OP is Against the Other Parent

Frequently Asked Questions: When the OP is Against the Other Parent

= What does the judge need to know before | ask for protection for my kids in the OP? =
The judge needs to know the children’s names. The words Minor Children on the OP mean that the Respondent is the
legal or biological parent of your kids.
NOTE: You can protect all your kids on the OP. They don’t have to be the kids of the person you are getting the OP
against (called the Respondent) But, if the Respondent is the other parent, there are certain things you can ask for.

How do | know if the Respondent is the Legal Parent of my kids? When the judge asks, “Has the Respondent established
parentage (Legal Parent)?” you can say yes, if one of these things is true:

» You were married to the other parent when your kids were born

» The other parent’s name is on the birth certificate

» Another court has already entered an order about the kids, like parentage, child support, or visitation.

Who takes care of the kids most of the time? This is called Primary Caretaker. If this is you, tell the judge. If itis the
Respondent and you want that to change, you have to tell the judge why this is important for the safety of everyone.

e Can | ask to keep the other parent away from my kids? se————
Yes, you can ask for some or all of the following on your petition for the order of protection:

Kids are Protected Parties on the OP: This means that you and the kids have the same level of safety. Their names must
be written under Protected Parties, in addition to Minor Children.

Kids live with you (Physical Care and Possession): If they already live with you, everything stays the same. If they live with
the other parent, you will need to tell the judge why you want this to change. If the judge agrees, special arrangements
can be made with the sheriff to get the kids back safely.

You make all decisions about the kids (Temporary Legal Custody): This means you are the only parent who decides about
school, doctors, religion, and other things. The other parent decides nothing.

No Contact with other parent: This means the kids get no calls, texts, emails, or visits from the Respondent.
Visitation Denied: Denied means that as long as the OP is in place, there are no visits.

Visitation Reserved: Reserved means that no decision on visits is made right now. If your kids are Protected Parties and
you mark No Contact, this could mean that no visits will happen unless you or the Respondent asks for them later. To do
that, a Motion can be filed with the clerk. If you decide to start a divorce or parentage case in Domestic Relations Court,
you can file the motion there. (See flier about Domestic Relations Division)

No going to school or day care (Prohibited from Entering or Remaining at): This means the other parent can never go to
the address of anyone who takes care of your kids or to the school. The addresses have to be listed on the OP.

No information about schools or doctors (Denied Access to School or Any Other Records): This means the other parent
can’t get any reports from the school or the doctor. This helps to keep the other parent from knowing where the kids
go to school or to the doctor. If the other parent knows where these places are, it still stops the sharing of information
about these things.
e Can the kids still see the other parent if there is an OP? =——

Yes. There are many ways for the OP to help make everyone feel safer during visits.
It depends on what you ask for and what the judge allows:

Kids are Protected Parties on the OP: This does not stop them from having visits with the other parent. It just helps keep
those visits safer.

Kids live with you (Physical Care and Possession): The kids can live with you and can still visit the other parent.

You make all decisions about the kids (Temporary Legal Custody): The kids can visit the other parent and you still make
major decisions about them. This includes things like
school, doctor’s appointments, religion, and activities.

Other parent has limits on when and how they contact the kids: This can be part of the rules about visits. You can ask
that calls to the kids be on certain phones and at certain times. That way, you don’t have to talk to the other parent
and the kids are called at a time when they are able to talk.

No hiding the kids or taking them out of lllinois: This makes sure that the other parent knows they have to return the
kids to you and not take them someplace where they can’t get back to you.



Other parent can go to school or daycare as long as no contact with you: If your kids have school activities, the other
parent can be allowed to go to them. This is for things like sports, meetings with the teacher, and parties.
Visitation Restricted: That means that there are a lot of rules for visits to help make them safer.

———— \What kinds of things can make visits “Restricted”?
Specific times and dates: You can ask for visits to be on certain days and at certain times. If you ask for that, you have to
make sure that schedule works for everyone.

Safer ways for pick-up and drop-off of the kids: This can happen in a few ways:

» Atcurbside: When the other parent arrives, the kids go out to the car so the other parent can’t talk to you. This
works best for older kids.

» Ata public meeting place: You meet the other parent in a public place and the other parent gets the kids there.
This works best if you aren’t worried that the other parent will do or say things to you in public.

» Someone else helps: A specific friend or relative takes the kids to the other parent and brings them back. This
person must be willing to do this and agree to it in court.

» Atan agency that does Safe Exchange: This is a place where you bring the kids and the other parent gets them, but
you never see each other. (See flier about Supervised Visitation and Safe Exchange)

Supervised visits: The other parent is never alone with the kids. This can help if you are worried that the kids might get hurt
or be in a dangerous place. It also helps stop the other parent from saying things that might scare the kids or might
not be proper for them to hear. There are two ways to do this:

» Someone else helps: Visits are done in front of a person you trust. The person that does this must agree to do it and
sign a paper for the court.

» Atan agency that does Supervised Visits: There are free services that can do this. Remember, if you want an agency
to do this, the schedule cannot change. It has to be at a fixed time that the agency is available. (See flier about
Supervised Visitation and Safe Exchange)

What if | need help figuring out visitation details? =——
Here are some ways to do that:
Talk to someone about visitation before you go to court: The court has a person called a Supervised Visitation and Safe
Exchange Liaison. She can tell you about some visitation options. If you have an advocate, they can help, too.

Expediter Services: The court has a person that can work with you and the other parent to figure out the details of visits.
You must ask the judge for this help in court. (See flier about Expediter Services)

Work it out with the other parent: There are ways to communicate with the other parent and still feel safer. You can get
a special kind of free email account. It can keep track of all messages between you and the other parent. No one can
delete or change a message. Also, if you need copies of the emails for court, you can get them for free if you have an
OP. www.talkingparents.com is one of these email accounts you can try.

= How do | talk to the other parent about the kids if there is an OP? =——

Sometimes you still have to tell the other parent important things about the kids. There are ways to make it safer:

Phone calls: The judge can limit what you and the other parent talk about over the phone. Examples include visitation
times and doctor visits. This works best if the other parent does not threaten you or try to control you verbally.

Texts: Texts can be limited, too. This helps because there is a written record of what BOTH of you say to each other.

Special email accounts: (like www.talkingparents.com described above) You can use accounts like this to arrange for visits.
e (;an ! get mgngy fg[ the kidS? ]
Yes. You can ask for Child Support on your petition.

Even if you only want certain expenses paid for, you still have to ask. It helps to have proof of the other parent’s income.
m—————— Can | change what is in my Order of Protection later? =————

Maybe. You can ask to have your OP Modified and then the judge will decide.
To do this, you have to file a motion with the clerk and mail a copy to other parent. Then at a court date, you can tell
the judge why you want to change it. Remember, the protections in your OP end when it expires.
e
Produced by the Domestic Violence Division of the Circuit Court of Cook County

Legal Disclaimer: This is an educational and informational guide; it may not be used for any other purpose.
This guide confers no legal rights and creates no legal remedies and may not be used in any legal proceeding.
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Victim Information Packet

VICTIM INFORMATION
Welcome to the Circuit Court of Cook County Domestic Violence Division
This court is a safe space where people who may have been abused by an intimate partner,
family or household member can get help, including:
9  Seeking criminal charges against the person who committed the abuse and/or
1  Requesting an Order of Protection, a court order that orders the person who may be
abusing you (the abuser) to do or stop doing certain acts.
You can get an Order of Protection in criminal or civil court. Both courts are located in this

building.

Check in with the Help Desk
| f you have a police report you may be able to file criminal charges and get an Order of Protection.

The Help Desk willsendyoutot he St at ed s Aftra decisioa iffabcsmin@ thargecwd! be filed

today.
1  If criminal charges are filed, the court will issue a warrant or summon s for the abuser. The
Statebs Attorneyds Office will help you ask for |
1  If no criminal charges are filed, return to the Help Desk if you want to ask for an Order of
Protection.
If you do not have a police report or no criminal case has been filed and you want an Order of

Protection, the Help Desk staff will ask you more questions so that you can be linked for further help .
When you are linked for help, you can more fully discuss your needs and complete the steps to ask for an

Order of Protection.

1. Complete the Petition
To complete the paperwork (a Petition) for an Order of Protection , the Help Desk will link you to one of

the following:

a free lawyer,

a law student or advocate who will help you with your paperwork , or

t he CIl er wh&re yoo Wilf receive jnformation about filling out the papers yourself.

2. File the Petition
T Once your paperwork is completed the Clerkds Office

1 Go to that courtroom immediately.
If you have children  withyou t hey will not be allowed in the courtro

Room on the first floor where your children can be safe while you are in court.
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3. Hearing
1 Gointo the assigned courtroom, and check-in quietly with the Clerk at the front of th e courtroom

(even if the judge is hearing a case), then take a seat.
T When your case is cal |l edandamawerthe judged questiens gboutl ge 6 s benc
your situation. If the judge grants you an Emergency Order of Protection, wait until you get a
copy before you leave the courtroom. The Clerk will call your name again and you will get the
copy.
1 After court, the Sheriffwilltryto gi v e ( fihe abuserea@gpy of the Order of Protection and
the Petition at the address you provided. Once the abuser is served, he/lshe must obey the order

of protection or he/she could be arrested.

Who can request an Order of Protection?

You can ask the court for an Order of Protection if you are being abused by someone:

1 You are or were married to; f Who is your fistepo ¢
1 You are or were dating; sibling;
1 You have a child with; 1  With whom you share a blood relationship
1 Who is your adult child; through a child;
1  Who is your parent; or, 1  With whom you are or were related
1 Whois your sibling; through marriage;
1 You live with now or in the past; or,
1 Who is your caretaker, if you are disabled.

What is an Emergency Order of Protection?
An EMERGENCY ORDER OF PROTECTI®BN order the court gives without first telling the abuser that
you are asking the court for protection. To get an E mergency Order of Protection, you must be in an
emergency situation.
1 Ifyou are afraid and/or you think the abuser might harm you or prevent you from getting the
Order of Protection if he/she knew you were trying to get i t, tell the judge.
1 If there has been a delay in getting to the court , explain why your need for protection remains a
current
emergency.
1 If there has been more than one incident , make sure your petition includes that information.
In an E mergency Order of Protection you can ask the court for the following  orders :
1 Prohibit abused includes physical abuse, harassment, stalking, and interference with personal
liberty, intimidation of a dependent or willful deprivation
Grant of exclusive possesion of a residence to you

Stay away order
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Physical care and possession ofa minor child given to you

Prohibit removal or concealment of a minor child from you

Order the person who is abusing you to appear in court alone or with a minor child
Protect property--prohibit transferring, damaging or concealing property

Protect pets

Prohibit entry in residence by the person abusing you while under the influence

=A =4 =4 =4 4 -4 -

Prohibit access to records related to a child

9 Other injunctive reliefd such as no unlawful contact or no contact of any kind
An Emergency Order of Protection lasts up to 21 days . During that time, the Sheriff will try
t o gi ve apusertha pettiah you filed and the Order of Protection. You must give a specific

address where this person can be located so the Sheriff can serve the papers.

If the judge decides that you do not have an emergency, he or she will not give you an Emergency Order of
Protection but may still give you a court date to return to decide if you should receive a longer (final)

Plenary Order of Protection. After the hearing today, the Sheriff will try to give the abuser a copy of the
petition you filed.

If you are afraid that you m ight be harmed if your abuser learns that you are asking the court for help and
youdeci de you dondét want an Order of wikhdram eautpetiiom at

immediately before leaving the courtroom.

A Plenary Order of Protection lasts longer than an Emergency Order of Protection,

and has more protections. A Plenary Order of Protection can last up to 2 years, covers more issues
and gives more protections. In addition to the protections available in the Emergency Order, the Plenary
Order can also contain the following:

Counseling for abuser
Temporary legal custody

Child Visitation

Possession of personal property

Payment of support
Payment of losses
Prohibit firearm possession

1
1
1
i Payment for shelter services

= =4 =8 =4

How do | get a Plenary Order of Protection?
1 The abuser must be served for you to get a Plenary Order of Protection. If the Sheriff cannot

serve the abuser at the address you gave them on your first court date, the judge will ask you for
a different address for the abuser. This is
Protection can be continued for another 21 days.

If you do not return, even if you know the abuser has not been served, your order will end.

9 If you are late for court your case could be dismissed.

cal

e C
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9 When the abuser has been served, the judge may have a hearing. The hearing is your chance to
tell why you need an Order of Protection, the abuser tells his/her side of the story, and the judge
decides whether to grant a Plenary Order of Protection.

How do | enforce the Order of Protection?

Keep your order of protection with you at all times. If your children are also protected on the

Orderrmake copies for their schools, day care center, bab
your c¢childds school that the Order is in place if you
If the abuser harms or harasses you or any protected person, comes to a protected address

or contacts you in any way, call 911 / the police immediately . The police will have a record of

your Order of Protection and whether it has been served. The abuser must be served with the Order for
it to be enforceable.
1 Ifthe abuseris present when the police arrive, he or she will be arrested for a criminal charge
of violation of Order of Protection (VOOP).
9 If the person has fled, the police should complete a police report. Bring the police report (or the
report number) to courtthe next wor king day or as soon as possi bl

will review the facts to determine if criminal charges will be filed.

This information is provided for educational purposes only and does not confer any legal rights or remedies.

OTHER SUPPORT

Do you need to talk to someone for more information or support?
1  City of Chicago Domestic Violence H elp Line
The Help Line operates 24 hours, 7 days a week. Your conversation with the Help Line

Advocate is confidential. The advocate will give you information and support and/or link you to
shelter, counseling, supervised child visitation services, legalservices and other free
community-based sources of assistance. The toll free numberis1 -877-863-6338. A
direct line to this Help Line is available for use while you are at the courthouse. The
Help Desk can tell you where it is.
T Cook County tSotranteeybbss Aaf f i ce Domestic Violence Reso
The Resource Center is located in Room 1600 on the first floor. The Center can identify and

link victims with needed services, including help with education or employment.
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Do you need help understanding y our options? Would you like help with the court

proceedings or with planning for your safety?

1  Domestic Violence Legal Advocates
Non-lawyer Legal Advocates are available to explain court proceedings, assist you in dealing
with court personnel and support y ou during the court case. The Help Line (see above) can
refer you this service or you can seek the assistance of advocates in suite 1500 on the first
floor or Metropolitan Family Services or Family Rescue Legal Advocates, who have officesn
the second floor at the courthouse.

1  Senior Service Legal Advocate
The City of Chicago offers support to those victims who are 60 years of age or older and are

Chicagoresidents. The Help Desk can direct you to this service.

Have you lost money as a result of being a crime victim?
1  Crime Victim Compensation
You may be eligible for financial assistance throu
expenses incurred as a result of being a victim of a crime. For more information call 1 -800-228-

3368.

Do you and the ab user have children together?
1  Supervised Child Visitation and Safe Exchange
If you and the abuser have children, he or she may be granted visitation. If you are afraid that
you or your child would be in danger during the visitation or exchange, the judge may order
supervised visitation or exchange. The Help Line can link you to free supervised visitation
centers so that you can determine if this might be a resource that the court might consider in

your case.
Danger Assessment Tool  The attached tool may help you evaluate the danger that you are in so that you

might seek necessary support and protection. If, after completing the assessment, you have questions or additional

concerns about your safety, contact the Help Line for support or ask to speak to an advocate.




Ways to Feel Safer about the Kids

WHEN YoU WANT AN OP AGAINST THE OTHER PARENT:

Ways to Feel Safer Abhout the Kids

Is the other parent’s name on the birth certificate or have you been to court to prove who the parent is?

FIRST:

Yes No

You can ask for certain things to help you and your The other parent may have no right to see the kids and
kids feel safer. Remember, the judge will be the one cannot be ordered to pay support for them. If you want
who decides. that to change, please read the flier about the Domestic

Relations Division

NEXT: Have the kids been physically abused?

Yes No

You can ask the judge to have the other parent stay You can still protect the kids. If you are OK with visits,

away
place.

from the kids or ask to put safety measures in there are ways make visits safer.

FINALLY: Have the kids seen you get abused?

Yes No

Kids act out in a lot of ways because of this. Feeling Even if the kids were not in the room, they probably
safer can help. know about the abuse and can act out, too.

You Can Ask For Things To Help You and Your Kids Feel Safer

THINGS TO THINK ABOUT |

Does the other parent:

* Hurt the kids?

* Know how to take care of the kids?

¢ Use the kids to upset or hurt you?

* Make the kids keep track of you and report back?
* Question the kids about you?

* Not let you make decisions about your kids?

* Abuse drugs or alcohol when the kids are there?

Or maybe:
* The other parent is fine with the kids
¢ The other parent watches them for you
e It is safer for everyone when there are visits
* Your kids really want to have visits

YOU CAN ASK FOR:

* No visits until the OP ends or the other parent does certain things
* Visits with ways to help everyone feel safer
* No decisions about visits until a later court date

There Are Things You Can Ask for That Help Make Visits Safer for Everyone.



Some ways to Help Visits Feel Safer for Everyone

If You...

Don’t want visits right now but may

want them later-... =>

Need exact times and days for vis-

Worry about your own safety when
the other parent picks up the kids...

=

—

Know that it may be unsafe for the
other parent to be alone with your
kids? =
Think the other parent will quiz the
kids about you and your activities?

Worry that the other parent will hide
the kids and not bring them back?

== >
=

Only want some of your kids to see
your abuser and not others? -

=>

You Can Ask for ....

Visits to be “reserved”. That means the judge won’t decide anything
about visits for now. You can think about it and ask for something dif-
ferent at the next court date.

Visits only at certain times and days. It can be hard to figure out these
details when you don’t want to talk to the other parent. There is help for
that at court. (See flier on Expeditor Services)

Visit pick-ups and drop-offs that have special ways to keep everyone
safe. (See flier on Safe Exchanges & Supervised Visits)

Supervised visits to be done with a person you trust. That person must
agree to do it and sign a paper for the court. There are also free services
that can do this. (See flier on Safe Exchanges & Supervised Visits)

The other parent not to take the kids out of Illinois or hiding them in
any way

Visits with only some of the kids: If you only want some kids to visit,
make sure you write in your papers why you don’t want all of the kids
to have visits. Be ready to tell the judge in court.

What About School or Daycare?

If You...

Worry the other parent will take the
kids from school or daycare without
you knowing.. —=

Don’t want the other parent to know
where the kids go to school or day-
Care.:. _—

Want the other parent to go to the
kids’ school or daycare...

—

You Can Ask for ....

The other parent not to remove kids from you or school or daycare

The other parent to be unable to get records from the school or daycare

The other parent to be able to go to school or daycare if you are not
there

Need Money for the Kids?

The forms have a place to ask for “child support.” If you want the other parent to give you money for the kids,
you can ask for it. Even if you only want certain things paid for, you still have to ask for it.

19¢



You Decide What to Ask for But the Judge Has the Final Say

You will fill out papers today that tell the judge why you need an OP. If you want some protections for your kids,
make sure you write down why. The judge might ask you more questions in court. Be ready to explain why you
and the kids need these safety measures. If the judge wants to give you an OP that does not have the safety mea-
sures you need, you can withdraw your petition in the courtroom before the order in entered. That means you will
not have an OP.

How Do | Ask for These Things?

Anything you want the judge to order must be asked for today. Some things can’t happen until you come back
to the next court date, but you still have to ask for them today. You can ask for things to be in place now. Changes
can be made later. You can ask for all the things you want but the judge decides what is on your order. The judge
might think about what the other parent wants and

e give you EVERY THING you want OR

e give you NONE of the things you want OR

e put MORE safety in place than you want OR
e give you only SOME of the things you want

Also: OPs have an end date.

The safety measures in your order will end when the order expires. If you want to keep some of these things in
place longer, please read the flier about the Domestic Relations Division

Want to Know More?

Look at our Frequently Asked Questions page. It can help you with some of the words that you will see on your
paperwork and which boxes to check.

Produced by the
Domestic Violence Division of the Circuit Court of Cook County

Legal Disclaimer: This is an educational and informational guide; it may not be used for any other purpose. This guide confers no legal
rights and creates no legal remedies and may not be used in any legal proceeding.

This project was supported by Grant No. 2014-FJ-AX-K003 awarded by the Office on Violence
Against Women, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations
expressed in this publication/program/exhibition are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect

the views of the Department of Justice, Office on Violence A gainst Women
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Child Relief Expediter Program

Circuit Court of Cook County: Domestic Violence Division
Child Relief Expediter Program

Are you interested in working with a neutral third party to develop a safe and effective visitation plan for your
children? If so, the Child Relief Expediter may be able to help!

Who is the Child Relief Expediter?
The Expediter is an employee of the court who is trained in domestic violence and conflict resolution.

The Expediter provides a process that may help you and the other parent reach an agreement on a visitation
plan and other child-related issues.

What should you know about the expediting process?

Your participation is voluntary. Both parents must agree to participate before the process can begin. You may
end the session at any time.

Your Expediter is neutral. S/he will not take sides, will not give legal or other advice, will not make decisions
about your case, and will not make recommendations to the judge.

The process is confidential. The information discussed during the session will not be willingly disclosed to
anyone outside of the session, including the judge.

There are exceptions to confidentiality. The Expediter will report to the judge about any agreements that are
reached. If the expediter is concerned about imminent risk of substantial harm to anyone inside or outside of
the session, s/he may need to disclose that to the appropriate persons.

THE EXPEDITER WILL MEET WITH YOU SEPARATELY. You are never required to be in the same room as the other
parent during this process.

You will meet with the Expediter the same day as court, and go back before the judge after the session.

If you reach an agreement, it will become a part of your court order once reviewed by the judge.

If you don’t reach an agreement, or if you reach a partial agreement, the judge will make the decision on the
remaining items.

Who participates in the expediting process?

In addition to parents, attorneys and advocates are welcome, but not required, to participate. If you have other
individuals here for support, they may participate in portions of the session, depending on the Expediter’s
assessment of the situation. Minors do not participate in the expediting process.

How do you get your case referred to the Expediter?

Once both parents are in court, the judge may offer the service of the Expediter. If you have an attorney, your
attorney can request this process. You may also personally tell the judge that you wouid like to work with the
Expediter. However, the judge will make the final determination as to whether the case is appropriate for
referral to the Expediter.

For more information, please contact the Child Relief Expediter Program line
at 312-325-9096 or visit Suite 2100 in the Domestic Violence Courthouse (555 W. Harrison).



Supervised Visitation Center Liaison

Do you want the kids to see their other parent?
If yes, Supervised Visitation may be an option

Supervised Visitation & Safe Exchange Program Services - Questions and Answers for Parents
Why use Professional Supervised Visitation and/or Safe Exchange Services?

Most parents tell us that they want their children to have a relationship with their other parent
but they also tell us they want children to be safe from harm and they don’t want to put
themselves at further risk from their abusive partner.

Supervised visitation & safe exchange programs:

e Provide parents and their children with a comfortable and safe facility for court-ordered
visitation.

e Protect the physical and emotional safety of the parent who has been a victim of
domestic violence and their children, safeguard against further harm, and maintain
parent and child connections.

e Have professional, highly trained, and knowledgeable staff that understand how abuse
affects a family and values the background, unique needs and culture of your family.

What is Supervised Visitation?
Supervised visitation is a time-limited visit between a non-custodial parent and their child(ren)
at a safe, secure , and supportive facility in the presence of trained staff. Supervised visitation
staff work to observe parent-child contact and protect children and the parent who has been
abused from physical and emotional harm by enforcing ground rules and ensuring safety
measures are followed.

What is Safe Exchange?
The supervised transfer of children from one parent to the other parent where parents are
prevented from having any physical or visual contact with each other. Safe exchange programs
can offer a safe location for parents to pick-up and drop-off their children when the courts
determine that the non-custodial parent may have unsupervised visits.

Scheduling Services
To establish supervised visitation or safe exchange services with a professional provider, each
parent will need to complete an orientation appointment. This is an opportunity for both
parties to let the visitation center staff know any important information. During the
orientation you can expect to: tour the facility, discuss safety concerns, learn about the
services, and have time to ask questions. After completing the orientation, all parties will work
with the staff to establish a visitation schedule. Please note that it may take up to two weeks
to receive an appointment and completing an orientation appointment does not guarantee
placement in the program.

If you think you want Supervised Visitation
Go to the second floor, room 2100, to speak with the Supervised Visitation Court Liaison to get
more information. If ordered, the liaison will work with you and the other parent to connect you
to the visitation center that meets your needs.
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Appendix B Review ofOP Coding Too(RQ 1)

6/1/23, 4:.00 PM Qualtrics Survey Software

What time period is this case from?
Continuing Case Review with Transcripts

1. Was this case already reviewed for RQ 1.1 or 1.2?

S ®

2.Case D #

3. Coder

O Yasmeen O Christine O Gina
O Jaspreet O Susan O Other
O Emily

4. What question does this case qualify to answer FIRST?

1.3 (attorney'@gumentation) 1.4 (judg@probing) 1.5 (not neec@in 1.3 0r 1.4)
Basic Descriptors

5. Basic Descriptors for All Cases

6. Coder

O Jaspreet O Christine O Gina

https:/uc.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview ?Context SurveylD=8V_50HP1jhIxCEXauN&ContextLibrarylD=UR_3N... 1/20
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6/1/23, 4:00 PM Qualtrics Survey Software

Yasmeen Susan Other

O O O
O Emily

2015/16 2017

Pre@EP Pos@:EP

8.Case ID #

9. Which helper group(s) were involved in this case?

At any point
Pro-Se D
Advocate D
Law Student D
Attomey D

10. Sex/Gender of Petitioner

Ma@lan Femal@/oman Other or could @be determined

11. DOB Petitioner (mm/dd/yyyy)

12. DOB Child 1 (mm/dd/yyyy OR 01/01/age listed subtracted from OP year if only age is given)

https:/luc.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/Edit Section/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveylD=SV_50HP1jhIxCEXauN&ContextLibrarylD=UR_3N... 2/20



PLEASE DO NOT USE OR SHARE THIS INSTRUMENT OR CODING SCHEMA

WITHOUT PRIOR PERMISSION FROM THE AUTHORS

6/1/23, 4:00 PM Qualtrics Survey Software

13.

DOB Child 2 (mm/dd/yyyy OR 01/01/age listed subtracted from OP year if only age is given)

14.

DOB Child 3 (mm/dd/yyyy OR 01/01/age listed subtracted from OP year if only age is given)

15.

DOB Child 4 (mm/dd/yyyy OR 01/01/age listed subtracted from OP year if only age is given)

16.

DOB Child 5 (mm/dd/yyyy OR 01/01/age listed subtracted from OP year if only age is given)

17.

DOB Child 6 (mm/dd/yyyy OR 01/01/age listed subtracted from OP year if only age is given)

18. A. Is zip code of the petitioner's residence listed?

S ®

19. What is the petitioner's residence zip code?

https:/luc.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/Edit Section/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrint Preview?Context SurveylD=SV_50oHP1jhIxCEXauN&ContextLibrarylD=UR_3N...

3/20
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20. A. Is zip code of the petitioner's address omitted pursuant to statute?

® ®

21. C. Respondent's relationship with Petitioner (select all that apply)

D Spouse D Former spouse D Parent
D Child D Having or allegedly having a D Stepchild
child in common
D Sharing/formerly sharing a D Having or having had a D Other person related by blood
common dwelling dating/engagement relationship or marriage
Sharing a blood relationship Personal assistant to person with
D through a child D disabilities or a person who has

responsibility for a high-risk adult
with disabilities

22. D. Are there other pending cases?

@ Unknown@speciﬁed

23. D. What court is the pending case in?

Criminal Family-Unspecified/other

Family-Divorce Dependency Court

Family-Paternity Other

O O OO

Family-Custody Unknown/Unspecified

Family-Child Support

OO0 O OO

24. F. No "father and child relationship" has been established with any named child? (is the box
checked?)

https:/luc.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/Edit Section/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveylD=SV_50HP1jhIxCEXauN&ContextLibrarylD=UR_3N... 4/20
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LG ®

25. F. Are all minor children in common listed here that are named in the petition, or only some?

O All

O Not all, but some.
O Missing information
O Not applicable (No on Q24)

26. G. Is the petitioner named as the primary caretaker of the minor child/ren?

@ @ Left Blar@nknown Other (co-p@ﬂ or foster)

RQ@s 1.1-1.2: Remedies Requested

27.RQs 1.1 and 1.2: Remedies Requested

28. Which "focus remedies" were requested at the original or amended petition?

Yes in Original Yes in Amended/Subsequent (if applicable)

E. (p2 xref p4) Minor Child(ren) D D

named Protected Parties

2. Exclusive Possession of
Residence

3a. Stay Away from
Petitioner/Protected Parties

3b. Stay Away from Other
Addresses (include if address
listed but not checked)

*3nfa. Stay Away not-specified

5a. Physical Care and
Possession (PCP) of Minor
Children

5b. Return to/Non-removal of
Children from Petitioner

*5nfa. PCP or return not-
specified D D

O 000 0A0
O 000 0A0O0

https:/luc.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/Edit Section/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveylD=SV_50HP1jhIxCEXauN&ContextLibrarylD=UR_3N... 5/20
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