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Answer to Petition for Review – 1 

1. Identity of Respondent 
 Crystal Skov, Respondent at the Court of Appeals, 

asks this Court to deny review. 

2. Introduction 
 Crystal Skov is the victim of years of domestic 

violence by David, evidence of which was presented to 

the trial court in this DVPO case as well as to the trial 

court in the parenting plan modification trial that 

concluded shortly before the Court of Appeals issued its 

Opinion here. The trial court, on revision, denied 

David’s petition for a DVPO, finding that Crystal had 

not committed domestic violence against David. The 

parenting plan modification court considered even 

more extensive evidence of David’s long history of 

abuse, including evidence relating to the incident that 

gave rise to David’s DVPO petition, and found that 

David, not Crystal, was the abuser, entering extensive 

and detailed findings against him. 



Answer to Petition for Review – 2 

 It is highly offensive that David now attempts to 

argue that Washington’s strong public policy of 

protecting victims of domestic violence should be 

applied to protect him, the abuser. He continues to 

claim the status of victim in order to continue his 

abuse of the real victim, Crystal, by prolonging this 

litigation. David’s petition for review is baseless and 

should be denied. 

3. Restatement of Issues Presented for Review 
 David fails to clearly articulate the issues that he 

is asking this Court to consider if review is granted. 

Instead, he states his issues in terms of the criteria for 

granting review. It appears that the issue he wants 

reviewed is whether the Court of Appeals correctly 

dismissed his appeal as moot. His petition does not ask 

this Court to reach the merits of the trial court’s denial 

of his DVPO petition. The sole issue is mootness. 
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4. Statement of the Case 

4.1 Introduction 

 David’s Statement of the Case is based primarily 

on his own version of the events of January 2022 and 

the trial court commissioner’s findings. But, on 

revision, the trial court judge rejected both the 

commissioner’s findings and David’s version of the 

facts and instead found that Crystal did not commit 

domestic violence against David. CP 445-50. Crystal’s 

Brief of Respondent set forth facts consistent with the 

trial court judge’s finding. A brief summary is provided 

below. 

4.2 David’s long history of abuse of Skov and his children. 

 In response to the DVPO petition, Crystal 

presented evidence that David abused his first wife 

both physically and through coercive control. Br. of 

Resp. 2-3. When his first wife fought back, David 

accused her of being the abuser. Br. of Resp. 3. 
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 David also abused his first daughter physically 

and through coercive control. Br. of Resp. 3-5. He 

admitted to this daughter that he was mistreating her 

but made excuses for his behavior. Br. of Resp. 5. 

 Throughout his marriage to Crystal from 2004 

until separation in 2017, David abused Crystal 

emotionally, psychologically, and physically. Br. of Resp. 

5-9. He was also physically abusive to L.T. (one of his 

children with Crystal) and emotionally and 

psychologically abusive to all of his children. CP 267. 

Both A.T. and L.T. now experience suicidal ideation due 

to the abuse they have suffered at David’s hands. Br. of 

Resp. 12-15; CP 270, 497, 488. 

 After separation, David has made a pattern of 

calling the police to accuse Crystal of abusing or 

assaulting him whenever there was a confrontation 

regarding exchanges of the children. Br. of Resp. 9-12. 

In the DVPO proceeding, David did not controvert 

Crystal’s evidence or even deny it. Br. of Resp. 15. 
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4.3 The January 2022 incident. 

 On January 26, 2022, L.T., who has special needs, 

was “activated” and uncooperative in making an 

exchange to David’s custody. Br. of Resp. 18. It was 

Crystal’s understanding that L.T. should not be 

physically forced to comply when in this state. Br. of 

Resp. 18-19. 

 After both parties attempted to talk L.T. into 

going into David’s house, David became agitated and 

angrily threatened L.T. that David would physically 

remove him from Crystal’s car. Br. of Resp. 19. Crystal 

told David that was not okay, but David persisted, 

opened the car door, and pulled L.T. out in a bear hug. 

Br. of Resp. 20. L.T. struggled to escape while David 

carried him into the house and Crystal followed, trying 

to stop him. Br. of Resp. 20.  

 Inside the front door, David and L.T. fell to the 

floor, where David wrestled L.T. and L.T. screamed for 

David to stop. Br. of Resp. 20-21. Julia, David’s new 
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wife, told Crystal to leave the house. Br. of Resp. 21. It 

was around this time that Crystal allegedly kicked 

David and shoved Julia. See Br. of Resp. 22-24. L.T. 

escaped from David’s grasp and ran out of the house 

and across the street. Br. of Resp. 21. 

 Back outside the house, David chased down L.T. 

while Crystal pled with David not to ruin his 

relationship with L.T. by treating him this way. Br. of 

Resp. 21. David carried L.T. back to the house over his 

shoulder with L.T. screaming the whole way for David 

to stop. Br. of Resp. 21.  

 During the chaos, Julia had called 911. Br. of 

Resp. 21. When things calmed down, she tried to end 

the call, but the dispatcher sent officers to the scene 

anyway. Br. of Resp. 21-22. After interviewing Crystal, 

David, Julia, and A.T., the officers found L.T. hiding in 

an upstairs closet, crying and unwilling to talk about 

what had happened. Br. of Resp. 22-23. 
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 Crystal denied kicking David or shoving Julia. Br. 

of Resp. 24. A.T. initially told the officers that Crystal 

had kicked David, but later recanted, explaining that 

she had only said that because she was sure that was 

what David wanted her to say. Br. of Resp. 23-24. 

4.4 The trial court’s denial of David’s requested DVPO. 

 David petitioned for a DVPO against Crystal, 

alleging that she kicked him. Br. of Resp. 24-25. After 

considering documents and testimony, the trial court 

commissioner believed that Crystal had kicked David 

and did not establish that she was justified to do so in 

defense of L.T. Br. of Resp. 25-27. The commissioner 

granted the DVPO against Crystal, finding that she 

had assaulted David. Br. of Resp. 27. 

 Crystal moved for revision. Br. of Resp. 27. Judge 

David Keenan reviewed the records of the case and 

granted the motion for revision, finding that Crystal 

did not commit domestic violence against David. Br. of 
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Resp 27-28. The trial court entered an order granting 

the revision and an order terminating the DVPO. Br. of 

Resp. 27-28. 

4.5 The parenting plan modification court considered 
extensive evidence, including the January 2022 incident, 
and found that David, not Crystal, was the abuser. 

 Crystal separately petitioned for modification of 

the parenting plan, based in part on David’s history of 

domestic violence toward her and the children, which 

had never yet been brought to the trial court’s 

attention. See App. 11. After a lengthy modification 

trial, the superior court made exhaustive findings of 

fact documenting David’s history of domestic violence 

against Crystal and the children. E.g., App. 11-26, 35-

52. The evidence considered by the modification court 

 
1  In supplemental briefing to the Court of Appeals on 
the mootness issue, Crystal provided the modification 
court’s memorandum decision as an Appendix. For this 
Court’s convenience, that Appendix is also attached to 
this Answer. 
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included the January 2022 incident that had formed 

the basis for the denied/terminated DVPO. See, e.g., 

App. 43, 47. The modification court ordered §191 

findings against David for his history of domestic 

violence, restricted his visitation with the children, and 

entered a DVPO against him. Supp. Br. of Resp. 4-5; 

App. 53-60, 65-77. 

4.6 The Court of Appeals dismissed David’s appeal of the 
denial of the DVPO as moot because the parenting plan 
modification decision controls over any prior DVPO. 

 The Court of Appeals, noting that David’s original 

DVPO would have already expired by its own terms, 

requested supplemental briefing from the parties as to 

whether David’s appeal was moot. Crystal agreed that 

the appeal would be moot on those grounds, Supp. Br. 

of Resp. 5-6, but also argued that David’s appeal was 

moot because, even if revived, the original DVPO would 

be superseded by the subsequent decision in the 
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parenting plan modification action, Supp. Br. of Resp 7-

8. 

 David argued that the denial/termination of his 

DVPO “will have significant collateral consequences in 

the parties’ current parenting plan action.” Supp. Br. of 

App. 2. His argument, in essence, was that a DVPO in 

his favor would have had preclusive effect in the 

modification proceedings, requiring entry of §191 

findings and limitations against Crystal. E.g., Supp. 

Br. of App. 9. 

 The Court of Appeals held that David’s appeal 

was moot for two reasons: First, the court could not 

provide effective relief where reversal of the 

termination order would only result in a DVPO that 

had already expired under its own terms. Opinion at 1. 

Second, “Washington law is clear that the parenting 

plan action controls over the DVPO action.” Opinion at 

2 (citing Rodriguez v. Zavala, 188 Wn.2d 586, 595 n.4, 
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398 P.3d 1071 (2017) (“provisions in [DVPOs] are 

subject to parenting plans”)). 

5. Argument 
 A petition for review should be accepted only if 

the Court of Appeals decision conflicts with a published 

decision of the Supreme Court or the Court of Appeals 

or if the case involves an issue of substantial public 

interest that should be determined by the Supreme 

Court. RAP 13.4(b). This case involves none of those 

things. There was no error in the Court of Appeals’ 

dismissal of the appeal as moot. This Court should 

deny review. 

5.1 There is no issue of public interest.  

 David’s argument focuses on the public interest 

prong, trying to portray himself as a victim of domestic 

violence who is deserving of protection under 

Washington’s strong public policy against domestic 

violence. This Court should not allow David, the 
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perpetrator, to claim the benefits of a public policy 

intended to protect Crystal, the victim. Just because 

domestic violence generally is a matter of public 

interest, it does not follow that every DVPO case is of 

sufficient public importance to warrant review by this 

Court. This case does not warrant review. 

5.1.1 The Court of Appeals correctly held that 
the parenting plan modification decision 
supersedes the prior DVPO, rendering the 
appeal moot. 

 First, the Court of Appeals correctly held that the 

parenting plan modification decision supersedes the 

prior DVPO, rendering the appeal moot. No public 

policy or theory of “collateral consequences” can save 

David’s appeal from this mootness. Any collateral 

consequence that could have flowed from the denial of 

David’s DVPO petition is superseded by the 

modification court’s determination that David was the 

perpetrator and Crystal the victim, and by that court’s 

entry of a DVPO against David, not Crystal. 
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 A DVPO is subject to later modification or 

termination, including in a family law proceeding. 

RCW 7.105.500, .550. Courts can realign the parties 

upon finding that the original petitioner is actually the 

abuser. RCW 7.105.210. A DVPO cannot permanently 

modify a parenting plan. Cowan v. Cowan, ___ Wn. 

App. 2d ___, 534 P.3d 853, 864 (2023). A DVPO cannot 

have preclusive effect over a modification trial. See Id. 

at 862-65; RCW 26.09.191(2)(n). Rather, DVPOs “are 

subject to parenting plans.” Rodriguez v. Zavala, 188 

Wn.2d 586, 595 n.4, 398 P.3d 1071 (2017). Indeed, 

David’s DVPO here was expressly subject to any 

parenting plan entered in the then-pending 

modification action. CP 359. In short, a decision of a 

court in a parenting plan trial always prevails over a 

prior DVPO. 

 Even if it were revived on appeal, David’s DVPO 

would, by its own terms and by applicable law, still be 

subject to and superseded by the final orders in the 
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modification action. A revived DVPO would not be 

grounds to vacate the modification court’s final orders. 

Those final orders, entered after a lengthy trial and 

exhaustive findings of fact, reversed the roles of the 

parties and entered a DVPO against David. This new 

DVPO and parenting plan must supersede any 

“revival” of David’s prior DVPO.  

 In the face of the final orders in the modification, 

the Court of Appeals could no longer provide the relief 

David was seeking. The Court of Appeals correctly 

dismissed David’s appeal as moot.  

 The modification court’s decision also wipes away 

any “collateral consequences” that David might have 

suffered due to denial/termination of his DVPO. The 

only collateral consequence he identifies is his claim 

that the termination of his DVPO somehow deprived 

the modification court of relevant information and that 

revival of the DVPO on appeal would have provided 

him with grounds to have the modification decision 
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vacated. See Petition 14-15; Supp. Br. of App. 5. What 

he really means is that he believes that a DVPO would 

have had preclusive effect in the modification trial, 

limiting the modification court’s ability to 

independently weigh the evidence that was presented 

at trial, which included the January 2022 incident. But 

a DVPO does not have preclusive effect on a later 

parenting plan trial.  

 Because of the differences between a DVPO 

hearing and a full parenting plan trial, the DVPO 

decision cannot have preclusive effect on the trial. 

Cowan, 534 P.3d at 863-64. Unlike the California 

statute cited by David in his Petition at 25, a DVPO in 

Washington does not create a presumption in a 

subsequent parenting plan proceeding. RCW 

26.09.191(2)(n) (the weight to be given to a DVPO “is 

within the discretion of the court.”). The parties have 

the right, in a subsequent parenting plan trial, to re-

litigate the factual basis for the prior DVPO. Id. at 865.  
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 Here, the parties did so. The modification court 

considered the evidence presented at trial, including 

both the January 2022 incident and David’s long 

history of abusive conduct. The court was not deprived 

of any information. Rather, it likely had better 

information than the commissioner in the DVPO 

hearing had. The modification court’s decision prevails 

over the prior DVPO. Even if David’s DVPO were 

revived on appeal, it would not be grounds to vacate or 

modify the modification court’s final orders. Rather, the 

DVPO would be subject to those orders. 

 The Court of Appeals correctly determined that 

David’s appeal was moot. There were no collateral 

consequences justifying consideration of a moot case. 

This Court should deny review. 
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5.1.2 The collateral consequences exception to 
mootness applies to an appeal of entry of a 
DVPO against the appellant, not an appeal 
of denial of a DVPO. 

 David’s petition focuses on an argument that 

Washington should adopt a blanket exception to the 

mootness doctrine for all DVPO appeals. He argues 

that other states have adopted such a blanket rule. But 

those other states have done so only by concluding that 

it is justified by the collateral consequences that can 

impact the person against whom the DVPO is entered, 

such as social stigma, adverse effects on employment, 

or other unpredictable future impacts from having 

been found by a court to be a perpetrator of domestic 

violence.  

 The blanket rule adopted in those states applies 

to an appeal from the entry of a DVPO against the 

appellant. Such a rule would not protect David’s appeal 

here, which was a denial of a DVPO against Crystal. 

David would not suffer any stigma or other collateral 
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consequences from having his DVPO denied. The rule 

he proposes does not fit this case. Even if this Court is 

inclined to consider such a blanket rule, this is not the 

case in which to do so. This Court should deny review. 

5.2 There is no conflict. 

 David suggests that the Court of Appeals decision 

conflicts with Danny v. Laidlaw Transit Servs. Inc., 165 

Wn.2d 200, 198 P.3d 128 (2008). Danny was a wrongful 

discharge case before this Court on a certified question 

from federal court. In answering the question, this 

Court held that “Washington State has a clear public 

policy of protecting domestic violence survivors and 

their children and holding domestic violence 

perpetrators accountable.” Id. at 221.  

 There was no question of mootness in Danny. 

There was no discussion of collateral consequences. 

There was no discussion of whether a parenting plan 

modification decision prevails over a prior DVPO. 
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There simply is not the kind of conflict that this Court 

is looking for to warrant further review. 

 David apparently believes that dismissal of his 

appeal as moot does not serve Washington’s public 

policy of protecting domestic violence victims. David is 

wrong. As the parenting plan modification court found 

after a robust trial with more evidence and due process 

than the DVPO hearing, David is the perpetrator. 

Crystal is the victim. Dismissing David’s appeal as 

moot was not only legally correct but also serves the 

public policy of protecting victims by protecting Crystal 

against further abusive litigation by David. 

6. Conclusion 
 The Court of Appeals correctly dismissed David’s 

appeal as moot. That decision does not conflict with 

Danny and does not raise any issue of substantial 

public interest that could warrant this Court’s 

attention. The Court should deny review. 
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