
...RSVP volunteers serving toward a coordinated com-
munity response to family safety in our community with  
goals of safety for victims and children, and ac-
countability for abusers. 

 (Formerly Foster Care Review Advisory Board) (10 O.S. § 1116.6)  

History and Function 
Authorized by the Oklahoma Legislature in 1983 to oversee implementation of 
the state foster care review program. A post adjudication review board, com-
posed of local citizens, is to be established in each judicial district to advise the 
court on the appropriateness of the goals of the service plan for each child ad-
judicated deprived and the services provided to the child and family. The 
board also reviews the case of any juvenile adjudicated delinquent. The legisla-
ture changed administration of the boards from the Administrative Office of 
the Courts to the Commission on Children and Youth in 1991.  

The child's court file is reviewed by the local post adjudication review board 
(PARB) at least once every six months until the court case is dismissed.  The 
PARB's findings and recommendations are submitted to the court within ten 
days of any review hearing.  The review includes consideration and evaluation 
of the appropriateness of the: 
(1) goals and objectives of the treatment and service plan; 
(2) services provided to the child, parents, stepparent, or other adult living in 
the home or legal guardian or custodian; and 
(3) goals and objectives of the permanency plan. 

A PARB member may attend any court hearing concerning the case of any 
child subject to review by PARB.  

Volunteers 

Tulsa County Juvenile Bureau was the site of a PARB training on April 1, 2010 
for individuals, including RSVP volunteers, who have volunteered to donate 
their time and experience to serve on a board.  Board members serve one eve-
ning a month for two hours (with a minimum requirement of one session per 
year) to review case files with a  board team.  Currently, according to RSVP vol-
unteer Narvelle Beard, a retired high school counselor who has been a PARB 
volunteer for five years, and a Court Watch volunteer for four years prior, sev-
eral boards are currently needed to review a backlog of case files.  

For a full program description see: 
http://www.okdhs.org/library/policy/oac340/075/01/0021000.htm  

Post Adjudication Review Advisory Board  
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B. The court, upon motion of coun-
sel, shall conduct a hearing to de-
termine whether the testimony of a 
witness shall be closed to the pub-
lic. In making the decision, the court 
shall document: 

1. The nature and seriousness of 
the issues in the proceeding; 
2. The age of the witness; 
3. The relationship, if any, of the 
witness to the defendant; 
4. The extent to which the size of 
the community would preclude the 
anonymity of the witness; 
5. The likelihood of public disgrace 
of the witness; 
6. Whether there is an overriding 
public interest in having the testi-
mony of the witness presented in 
open court; 
7. The substantial risk that the iden-
tity of the witness would be dis-
closed to the public during the pro-
ceeding; 
8. The substantial probability that 
the disclosure of the identity of the 
witness would cause serious harm 
to the witness; 
9. Whether the witness has dis-
closed information concerning the 
case to the public in a manner 
which would preclude anonymity of 
the witness; and 
10. Other factors the court may 
deem necessary to protect the inter-
ests of justice.  

Case Review  
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In CF-2009-4064, preliminary 
hearing for in-custody Defendant 
Brandon Anderson, Defen-
dant was charged with various 
counts of Rape and Lewd Moles-
tation.   

All observers, including Court 
Watch volunteers, were asked to 
leave the courtroom. Defendant 
remained present. According to 
the Case Summary, the Court-
room was cleared for testimony of 
a minor.  Two Witness Support 
Persons from the District Attor-
neyôs Office were present over 
Defendant's objections.  One Wit-
ness was sworn.   

While the First Amendment to the 
U.S. Constitution guarantees the 
right to public access to criminal 
trials, a right first recognized in 
Richmond Newspapers, Inc. v. 
Virginia 448 U.S. 555 (1980), the 
State of Oklahoma allows for the 
closing of testimony to the public 
for minor or incapacitated wit-
nesses.  (See Okla. Stat. Ann. tit: 
12; Section 2611.2(A) (O) 
2009).  Apparently, several states 
have enacted similar provi-
sions.  (See e.g. Comfort Items 
for Child Witnesses during Crimi-
nal Proceedings at http://
www.ndaa.org Updated July 
2009.) 
  

CF-2009-4064 OKLAHOMA 
OKLA. STAT. ANN. tit. 12, § 
2611.2(A),(C) (2009). Minor or 
incapacitated witnesses--Closing 
of testimony to public--Taking tes-
timony outside courtroomð
Meeting in chambers with judge 
and attorneys--Presence of sup-
port person 

A. It is the intent of the Legislature 
in enacting this section to provide 
the court with discretion to employ 
 unusual court procedures to pro-
tect the rights of incapacitated 
persons, while ensuring the rights 
of a criminal defendant and the 
integrity of the judicial process. 

A Court Watch thank-you goes 

out to all Court bailiffs and the 

role each of you play in the justice 

system. (Shown below are Tulsa County 

Court Bailiffs Angelica Lopez and Linda Dug-

gins..) 

Public Servants  
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Volunteer Notes:  
- òI have seen texting in Protective 
Order Court by attorneys, deputies 

and others individuals  in the court-
room on numerous occasions.ó 
 
- òJudge was firm in his discussion 

with people in the hearings.  Encour-
aged couples with marital problems 
to quit acting poorly, get their lives in 

order so their children will not suf-
fer.ó 
 

 - òMother, plaintiff,  and son, defen-
dant, both on disability.  Son stole 
checks from motherõs checkbook and 

used her ATM card.  Since the son 
moved in with the mom, he has taken 
over the house. Mother has asthma, 

but son smokes in the house, has 
deprived her of sleep while demand-
ing money from her, and is verbally 

abusive.  Son moved out but contin-
ues to call the mom for help. Judge 
issued a continued emergency pro-

tective order with permission for 
them to talk as long as son doesnõt 
harass mother.ó  

ñIt is important to be reminded that 
we are there to serve the people 
coming to our  
courtrooms.ò  ð 
Judge Deborah Shallcross, Tulsa 
County 
District 
Judge, 
04/10  

Tulsa Family Safety Court 
Watch  is a member of the  

National Association of Court 
Monitoring Programs.  

http://www.ndaa.org/
http://www.ndaa.org/


Case number: CF-07-1089.  
The defendant, Joshua Julius 
Anderson, was accused of mur-
der in the first degree of two 
people, Herbert (age 51) and 
Herbertõs mother Rose Mary 
(age 69), and the burning of 
their home.  One morning in 
February, 2007, Herbert cashed 
a check at a grocery store in 
North Tulsa.  Josh allegedly de-
cided to rob the man that eve-
ning.  According to testimony, 
he went to the home with a 
bandana on his face, the mother 
opened the door, Josh de-
manded money, but he got 
nothing at that time.  Later, he 
said to his brother A.C. that his 
face was seen and he was going 
back.   
 
The two men returned to the 
house, robbed the son and 
mother (I heard $140 men-
tioned, but I am not sure of the 
amount).  The man and woman 
were bound for a time.  They 
were released long enough for 
Josh to force them to have sex 
of some kind with each other.  
He then allowed Rose Mary to 
kneel in front of him and pray, 
during which time he laughed 
and shot her in the head.  After 
shooting Rose Mary three times 
in the chest and her son once in 
the chest, he told A.C. that he 
could òmake him pukeó.  Josh 
then ate some of the ladyõs 
brains and sure enough A.C. 
puked on the floor.  This caused 
a problem in the menõs minds, 
because they figured the vomit 
contained DNA which could be 
traced to A.C.  So they got a gas 
can, filled it at a local gas station, 
returned, and burned the house 
to eliminate evidence.   
 
The house fire was investigated, 
and after the medical examiner 
discovered bullets in the two 
òfire victimsó, the crime location 

was treated as a possible murder 
and arson scene.  There were 
about a dozen witnesses in this 
case.  As always the Tulsa Police 
and Firefighters were impressive, 
as was the Forensic Scientist and 
Medical Examiner.  I cannot com-
pliment these fine professionals 
enough for the good they do for 
Tulsa and its residents.  Also tes-
tifying were some jailhouse bud-
dies turned snitches. 
 
I saw for the first time a òstand
-inó for a reluctant witness who 
could not be found.  The stand-
in witness read testimony from 
the preliminary hearing which 
had been previously given by 
the absent witness. 
 
I received an education in arson 
investigation and the forensic 
study of fire remains.  I was im-
pressed by the story of A.J., the 
òaccelerant detection canineó, 
who has been with the fire de-
partment since 2003.  When A.J.õs 
handler arrives on the scene, he 
places a òtest substanceó out of 
A.J.õs view.  Then he tells A.J. 
òLetõs go to workó, at which time 
A.J. earns snacks by first finding 
the òtest substanceó, and then 
smelling out accelerant containing 
areas.  Debris from these areas 
are then analyzed by forensics.   
A.J. had six òhitsó, and three of 
these were confirmed in the labo-
ratory. 
 
The most damning evidence in 
the case was Josh Andersonõs 
taped confession.  After being 
interviewed for a while, he was 
shown a tape of his brother turn-
ing on him.  After this, he com-
mented, òI canõt believe my 
brother told on meó and later 
stated that, òIf I go down, he goes 
downó.  He then admitted the 
whole story.  His snitching friends 
quoted Josh as saying such things 
as, òI think I ____ upó, òI think 

Iõm gonnaõ get life from A.C. and his 
girlfriend running they mouthsó, òI 
think theyõre gonna give us the nee-
dleó, and òI had to do all the work, 
because A.C. was running around like 
a little girló.   
 
The two public defenders never 
stood a chance.  They showed that 
there was no DNA, no fingerprints, 
no shell casings, and no other physical 
evidence.  They argued that the wit-
nessõs testimony conflicted with each 
otherõs.  They tried to mentally wres-
tle with the experts in the case, but 
couldnõt win any major point.  Mr. 
Anderson was convicted of first de-
gree murder in the killing of Rose 
Mary and received a life sentence 
without parole possibility.  In the kill-
ing of her son, Herbert, he was con-
victed of a lesser murder charge (I 
guess he didnõt murder him as 
meanly) and received a sentence of 
life with the possibility of parole.  He 
was convicted of first degree arson 
and received a prison term of twenty 
five years. 
 
Josh spent the entire trial quietly and 
subdued.  He sat with poor posture 
with his head slumped slightly for-
ward.  He appeared harmless.  Be-
cause of this crime in February of 
2007, he will be tried in two other 
murders which occurred in the same 
neighborhood at earlier dates.  It is 
alleged he was the person responsible 
for terrorizing an entire neighbor-
hood for two years.   
 
Joshõs brother A.C. is in prison for 
other crimes.  I donõt know if he will 
be tried in this case.   
 
 
Note: This 2008 case is printed here 
for the educational value it provides re-
garding case process and allowing a 
òstand-inó witness to testify on behalf of 
an unavailable witness. 
 
 

Court Watch Observation: October 21 -23, 2008  
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Child Abuse : Oklahoma ranks 
46th in the nation for child abuse 
fatalities. In 2004, 51 children died 
from abuse and neglect.  
  
2008 Domestic Violence Homi-
cide Victims: 51% of victims 
were killed by a current or former 
intimate partner.  

49% of perpetrators made death 
threats against their victim be-
fore the homicide.  
 

32% of the reviewed cases had a 
child witness.  
 
57% of victims and perpetrators 
were co -habitating.  
 

 
Domestic Violence:  In 2004 in 
Oklahoma, over 24,500 domestic 
violence cases were reported to 
Oklahoma law enforcement. 
Oklahoma ranks 7th nationally in 
the number of females murdered 
by males with 92% of the perpe-
trators being known by the vic-
tim. (KIDS COUNT factbook.)  
 
Sexual Assault: The number of 
reported rapes in Oklahoma has 
risen 20% in the last five years. 
Nearly 1,600 rapes and at-
tempted rapes are reported each 
year. Rapes account for 84% of 
the reported cases of sexual as-
sault. Every five and one -half 
hours a rape or attempted rape 
is reported to law enforcement. 
(Injury Prevention Service, Okla-
homa State Department of 
Health)  
 

Affectionately known as ñMother 
Theresa,ò  Theresa Hansen re-
ceived the 
2009 Okla-
homa Bar 
Association 
Liberty Bell 
Award at the 
OBA Annual 
Meeting in 
Oklahoma 
City on No-
vember 5, 
2009. 
  

Her nomina-

tor wrote: 
ñHer desire to 
alleviate anxi-
ety and pro-
vide support 
for families during difficult times 
motivated her to begin volunteer-
ing at the Tulsa County court-
house.  What has kept her  

and the public. 

The purpose of Court Watch is: 

1. To observe cases that are 
heard in the Courtroom, judgeôs 
chambers or another location. A 
form of checks and balances is 
for the public to be  looking over 
process participantsô shoulders. 
 
2. To make a comparison of the 
process in one courtroom to all 
other courtrooms with the objec-
tive of assuring even-handed jus-
tice for all.   
 
3. To educate Court Watch volun-
teers and the public (who are the 
jury pool) about not only the judi-
cial process and how that is car-
ried out in Court, but also about 
the many challenges Officers of 
the Court face in their daily work.  

From Oklahoma  
AG Drew 
Edmondson Office  

OBA Liberty Bell Award for Court Watch Service  

 

volunteering is her aspiration to 
help people feel comfortable.ò  

 
Theresa is known 
for  tending to the 
needs of staff and 
litigants in the 
Family Division 
Courtrooms.   
 
ñMother Tôsò ser-
vice has led to the 
development of 
quality relation-
ships and mutual 
understanding be-
tween Court Watch 
volunteers and 
Court judges, staff, 
and attorneys. 
  
RSVP Court Watch 

volunteers objectively observe 
cases that contain an element of 
family violence across the lifespan 
report data to the judicial system  
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Might people  
texting  with 
cell phones in 
courtrooms  
compromise  
the judicial 
process? 



EDWARD  L. BENNETT , DEFENDANT   

 
1998-2001 CF-1998-3583 

ñon probation for drug charges 

2004-2006 CF-2004-3627  

ñsame charges as above plus this 
additional charge for violation of pro-
tective order (VPO), assault and bat-
tery upon a police office, and resisting 

arrest 

  

5/1999 PO-1999-1423 
ñpermanent protective order (PPO) 
granted to Lashedda Johnson, PLAIN-

TIFF, against Edward Bennett by Judge 
#1 
 
11/1999 FD-1999-5099 
ñpaternity action filed by Lashedda 
Johnson; 12/16/1999 Parenting Plan 
Conference held with Judge. Plaintiff 
represented by private attorney; de-
fendant was present and not repre-
sented by counsel.  A temporary or-
der agreement was entered.  

Case shown as closed on 12/16/1999. 

2000ñEdward charged with con-
tempt, failure to pay child support, 
warrant issued by Judge #2  
 
2002ñthe contempt case was 

stricken by Judge #3. 

3/27-6/2007ñtrial set on Delinquent 
Child Support docket, defendant failed 
to appear, there was a $23,460 purge 
fee and a bench warrant for defen-
dantõs arrest issued by Judge #4.  
Lashedda was Pro Se and Edward had 
an attorney.  Defendantõs attorney 
was allowed to withdraw from the 

case 7/9/2007.  

10/2007ñdefendant was arrested and 
sent to Tulsa County Jail for six 
months for child support contempt 

issue. 

6/20/2000 PO-2000-1950 

 ñprotective order filed on behalf of 
child by plaintiff; PO was dismissed in 
Oct 2001 because warrant wasnõt 

served.  

9/7/2000 CM-2008-3339 filed  

ñviolation of protective order 

(VPO) domestic assault and battery in 
the presence of a minor child, and 
malicious injury to property charges 
filed and arrest warrant issued be-
cause of 6/2000 incident.  He was not 
arrested until 8/2004.  He was con-
victed on 11/04 and failed to pay his 
Court-ordered fines. 
 
8/20/2004 CF-2004-3627 
Violation of Protective Order, Assault 
& Battery Upon a Police Officer, Re-
sisting Arrest. Convicted 12/16/2004.  
Incarcerated DOC. Didnõt pay his 
Court fines. 
 
 6/16/2006 PO-2006-2007 
ñPlaintiff granted a protective order 
on behalf of child, it was consolidated 
with plaintiffõs paternity action case, 
above, FD-1999-5099, that for some 
unexplained reason is now shown as a 
divorce, rather than a paternity case per 
Judge #2.  
 
6/27/2006ñemergency protective 
order for the child is dismissed be-
cause plaintiff failed to file emergency 
in the divorce case. 
 

12/10/2008 CF-2008-5996 

ñdefendant charged with child steal-

ing from mother 

6/11/2009 case dismissed. 
 
4/20/2009ñplaintiff files for PO-2009
-1224 (details below) on behalf of the 
child and it is again consolidated with 
the FD-1999-5099 case by Judge #5. 
Although consolidated with the FD 
case, details were shown under the 

PO case number.   

5/4/2009ñJudge granted an emer-
gency protective order on behalf of 
the child.  Both Lashedda and Edward 
were present and both were pro se. 
  
5/18/2009ñJudge #7 continued the 
EPO until 7/16/2009 .  Both Lashedda 
and Edward were present and both 
were pro se. 
  
7/16/2009ñJudge #7 continued the 
EPO until 8/13/2009 because a crimi-
nal action is pending. Both Lashedda 
and Edward were present and pro se. 
  

8/13/2009ñJudge #8 continued the 
EPO until 9/10/2009. Both Lashedda 
and Edward were present and pro 
se. 
  
9/10/2009ñJudge #8 granted PO for 
6 months because Edward was not 
present. PO expires 3/10/2010 
  
3/10/2010ñPlaintiffõs motion to ex-
tend final protective order was 
granted by Judge #8. Order setting 
hearing on motion to extend, signed 
and entered.  Set for 3/24/2010 at 
9:00 am. Gave order to pro se plain-
tiff to file to have defendant served 
with motion. The extended final or-
der was signed and entered. 
  
3/24/2010ñPlaintiff present, pro se.  
Defendant not present and service 
was not achieved. Judge #8 issued 
extension of the final protective or-
der that will expire on 9/22/10 at 
9:00 am.  Order setting hearing on 
plaintiffõs motion to extend the final 
protective order was signed and en-
tered, set for 4/21/2010 at 9:00 am 
in courtroom 605 before Judge #8.   
 
4/21/2010ñPlaintiff present, pro se.  
Defendant not present and service 
was not achieved. Judge #8 told 
plaintiff he would extend her final 
PO for six months but still set the 
hearing on her motion so defendant 
could be served. Judge told plaintiff 
he would leave her final extended 
order which expires 9/22/2010, but if 
defendant came in and disputed, 
Judge would dissolve the order be-
cause the defendant had not been 
served. 
  
A total of six Judges made judgments 
in the cases involving mother, father, 
and child.   
 
There is no protective order in place 
for the child.  The child remains un-
protected from violence and abuse. 
  
  

Case History ñA Child Unprotected  
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Court Watch volunteers at the 

March 2010 monthly meeting heard 
domestic violence survivor, Angie, 
tell her story of survival. 
Twenty years ago, Angie was 

forced to take her husbandõs life to 
save hers when he - strung out on 
drugs and alcohol, suicidal, and vio-

lent, came home and told her he 
was going to kill her.  She believed 
him.  And when he pointed his gun 

at her, she had the wherewithal to 
knock it from his hand and use it to 
save herself. 

Angie has been in therapy since 
that time for post-traumatic stress 
syndrome, she suffers from chronic 

depression, and fibromyalgia.  She 
knows those illnesses stem from 
her past life of violence and abuse 

from age 13 forward until her early 
twenties.  
Angie spent no time in jail; the case 

was closed quickly and ruled self-
defense.  The entire rural Okla-
homa community knew Angie was 

being regularly and severely being 
beaten by her husband who was 
known to be violent and addicted 
to substances.  

Yet, the communityñher parents, 
schools, churches, and neighbors 
didnõt know how to intervene, or 

felt òit was a private matter.ó   
Court Watch helps to bring aware-
ness to the fact that family vio-

lenceñchild abuse, domestic vio-
lence, and elder abuse are all part 
of a family system issue.  And the 

entire community bears the brunt 
of tragedies such as what Angie 

survived. Lives are lost and survi-

vorsñAngie, her parents and 
friends, her new husband of many 
years, and their children, as well as 

family members of the abuserñare 
left to support the battle of over-
coming Angieõs  trauma.  Contact 

sherry@rsvptulsa.org to learn how 
you can help through RSVP Family 
Safety Court Watch. 

ƀƀƀ 
A gigantic thank you goes to 
Carolyn Parmeter  and her 
team of PO Court volunteers, 
and Penny Pricer , Court Watch 
friend, for their focused work 
over several months to develop 

a revised PO Court data collec-
tion tool to include data to be 
shared by Court Watch and the 
Courts. 

ƀƀƀ 
RSVP Family Safety Court Watch 
volunteers attended a two day do-

mestic vio-
lence training 
presented by 

DVIS/Call 
Rape, and 
then a one 

day training 
presented by 
DVIS Legal 

staff at the 
Family Safety 
Center 

(FSC). RSVP 

volunteers will serve as victim ad-

vocates at the Family Safety Center 
and in the Courts to assist in the 
completion of emergency protec-

tive order applications with victims, 
and lend support to survivors and 
their children. 

RSVP volunteers completing the 
DVIS training: Dianne Bostic, 
Wilbert Brown, Ann Field, 

Marc Frieden, George Hub-
band, Anamarie Hurt, Pat 
McCall, Marshall Moore, Caro-
lyn Nestle, Carolyn Parmeter, 

Hassieteen Peoples, Gina Win-
ters.  FSC grads were  Parmeter, 
Hubbard, Moore, and Bostic.  

Sherry Clark, RSVP Court Watch 
director also completed the train-
ings. 

ƀƀƀ 

Hereôs a big shoutshout -- out out for  
RSVP Family Safety Court 

Watch volunteers who share 
their time, talent, passion, 

and experience! 
òA small group of thoughtful people 

could change the world; indeed, it's the 
only thing that ever has.ó  

ð Margaret Mead   

 
 

RSVP Volunteers Meet to Learn  
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