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 INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 

 The Georgia Commission on Family Violence (GCFV) was created by the Georgia General Assembly in 1992 to 
 create a comprehensive state plan for ending family violence in Georgia. The mission of GCFV is to provide 
 leadership to end family violence by promo�ng safety, ensuring accountability, and improving jus�ce for 
 genera�ons to come. GCFV is led by 37 appointed Commissioners and a staff of eight and is administra�vely 
 a�ached to the Georgia Department of Community Supervision. Some of GCFV’s be�er known projects are the 
 state’s Annual Family Violence Conference, cer�fica�on and monitoring of Family Violence Interven�on 
 Programs (FVIPs), the Family Violence Fatality Review Project, Support for Survivors of Murder-Suicide Project 
 and statewide support of family violence task forces. 

 In order to meet its legisla�ve charge related to the study and evalua�on of needs, priori�es, programs, policies, 
 and the accessibility of services rela�ng to family violence in Georgia, GCFV also monitors family violence 
 incidence trends and the statutory environment of family violence. That focus has led to numerous ini�a�ves to 
 assess and address the problem of domes�c abusers’ access to firearms in Georgia involving both the U.S. 
 A�orney’s Office for the Northern District of Georgia (USAO-NDGA) and GCFV. During 2022, the partnership 
 prompted an opportunity for research under the Project Safe Neighborhoods ini�a�ve of the USAO-NDGA, with 
 the purpose of determining how abusers’ access to firearms affects the safety of family violence vic�ms, family 
 violence responders, and Georgia communi�es at large. 

 During the summer of 2022, a project team was assembled to implement the project, and research and planning 
 began, culmina�ng in six regional discussions on abuser access to firearms which took place in August 2022. This 
 report summarizes the descrip�ons, opinions and sugges�ons of a range of professionals engaged in domes�c 
 violence response who par�cipated in the regional discussions - from law enforcement, prosecutors, community 
 supervision, and other abuser accountability professionals, to the staff and judges of the courts, and vic�m 
 advocates. Par�cipant opinions should be considered widely applicable statewide, as the communi�es they 
 represent contain a cross-sec�on of rural, suburban, and urban communi�es of varied socioeconomic, poli�cal 
 and cultural backgrounds. 

 Overview of the Problem 
 When a known abuser gains access to firearms, the risk of further harm or even death escalates tremendously – 
 but not only for the vic�m of domes�c violence.¹ It also rises exponen�ally for first responders like law 
 enforcement, community supervision professionals, and for other emergency responders. As we have seen 
 repeatedly in recent events, firearms-related domes�c violence incidents can threaten the community’s safety 
 (including the life of the abuser). 

 Lethality in Domes�c Violence Situa�ons:  Research  has well-documented that the presence of a firearm in a 
 domes�c violence situa�on is an important indicator of increased lethal risk, along with stress factors such as 
 suicide threats, depression, substance abuse, financial insecurity, stalking behaviors and threats against children 
 or pets.² According to the Department of Jus�ce’s Bureau of Jus�ce Sta�s�cs there is a 500% increase in the risk 
 of homicide when an abusive in�mate partner has access to a firearm³, and Georgia research by Saltzman et al. 
 shows domes�c violence incidents that involve a firearm are 12 �mes more likely to result in death than those 
 involving no firearm.⁴  Research by GCFV’s Family Violence Fatality Review Project (2022) has concluded that 
 when firearms are involved in domes�c violence cases, lethal risk is high and ge�ng worse over �me, presen�ng 
 a significant issue statewide: 
 ●  During 2021, Georgia law enforcement reported 1,096  domes�c violence incidents which involved firearms. 

 Family Violence & Firearms in Georgia |  1 



 ●  Firearms-involved incidents represented only 2.57% of all reported incidents, but a dispropor�onate 86% of 
 domes�c violence-related deaths in 2021 were by firearm. 

 ●  Between 2018-2021, an average of 2% of all domes�c violence incidents involved firearms with some areas 
 repor�ng rates at more than 10 �mes the state average. 

 ●  Georgia lost 1,161 individuals to fatal domes�c violence incidents that involved firearms between 2012 and 
 2021. 

 ●  Firearms were the cause of death in 76.6% of fatal domes�c violence incidents in Georgia during that 
 10-year period. 

 ●  Between 2012-2021, there was a 59% increase in domes�c violence fatali�es but an 85% increase in 
 fatali�es with a firearm as the cause of death, meaning that the presence of a firearm during an incident 
 was dispropor�onately impac�ul on the rate of fatali�es. 
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 Inconsistencies in Georgia Law:  The ongoing evalua�on  of domes�c violence fatali�es within Georgia has 
 a�ributed at least some of the danger in these cases to inconsistencies in Georgia’s state laws pertaining to 
 firearms. The Official Code of Georgia (O.C.G.A.) differs from other state codes and with the federal law on the 
 subject of abuser access to firearms. In fact, Georgia is one of only 10 states that has not reconciled its laws to 
 align with the federal law in this area.⁵ This gap, between Georgia and federal laws, makes it more difficult for 
 local law enforcement to act when they encounter a prohibited abuser in possession of an illegal firearm, forcing 
 Georgia law enforcement to either take no ac�on or depend on federal officers for a response. This 
 abuser-benefi�ng loophole in the Georgia law is not new; in its capstone report summarizing research on 
 Georgia domes�c violence fatali�es between 2004-2018⁶, the Georgia Domes�c Violence Fatality Review Project 
 noted a key goal for improving Georgia’s response to domes�c violence was to “u�lize all legal means to restrict 
 abuser access to firearms.” The report found that “consistent strides have been made by stakeholders… But as a 
 state we have failed to comprehensively address the fundamental issue that would reduce the number of deaths 
 in our communi�es: abuser access to firearms.” 
 ●  Thirty-nine states prohibit firearms possession by an abuser subject to a domes�c violence protec�ve order, 

 including all the southeastern states except Georgia.⁷ 
 ●  Twenty-one states require any court issuing a protec�ve order to require the abuser to surrender all 

 firearms – but not Georgia.⁷ 
 ●  Twenty-seven states prohibit firearms possession for any individuals convicted of gun-related or violent 

 misdemeanors – but not Georgia.⁸ 
 ●  The Lautenberg Amendment (1996) to the federal Gun Control Act of  1968  [18 U.S.C. sec�on 922 (g)(8)], 

 prohibits individuals convicted of a qualifying misdemeanor crime of domes�c violence or who have a 
 qualifying protec�ve order against them from purchasing or possessing firearms or ammuni�on. This 
 prohibi�on allows a federal officer (e.g., ATF) to intervene to take possession of firearms. However, 
 rela�onship restric�ons on the federal level make it more difficult to prohibit abusers whose rela�onship 
 with the vic�m does not or has not included marriage, a child in common, or par�es that have resided 
 together.⁹ 

 ●  Georgia Code, O.C.G.A. sec�on 16-11-131 (b), restricts firearms access for convicted felons, however: “A 
 person who is on proba�on as a felony first offender or has been convicted of a felony in Georgia, or 
 anywhere else in the United States, is prohibited from receiving, possessing, or transpor�ng any firearm.” 

 In Georgia, the emphasis is apparently on protec�ng the rights of law-abiding gun owners, but there is less clarity 
 about who is  excluded  from the right to bear arms. This lack of clarity complicates decisions for Georgia law 
 enforcement who need to act when an abuser is allegedly in possession of firearms. 

 Purpose and Objec�ves of the Project 
 The goal of this project, determining how abusers’ access to firearms impacts Georgia, led the project staff to 
 seek an understanding  of how communi�es respond when firearms are involved in domes�c violence. Our 
 intent was to engage mul�disciplinary professionals across the spectrum of crisis response in an ac�ve dialogue 
 about how cases are being handled in their coun�es and communi�es. The objec�ves of these dialogues were 
 to: 
 ●  Determine how professionals’ roles in crisis response can affect their understanding of state and federal law 

 about abuser access to firearms; 
 ●  Gauge local response processes in firearms-related domes�c violence cases; 
 ●  Obtain recommenda�ons from local professionals on any need to adjust laws, policies or procedures; and 
 ●  Iden�fy training opportuni�es and ini�ate conversa�ons about agreements and protocols that might 

 enhance the safety of Georgia’s communi�es. 
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 Data Collec�on Approach 
 The project team divided the 46-county service area of the U.S. A�orney for the Northern District of Georgia into 
 six regions, by assessing commonali�es and differences within communi�es in the area. Experts in fields of 
 prac�ce related to domes�c violence response were iden�fied within each region. Par�cipant experts, 
 represen�ng both their agency and their profession at large, were offered a video orienta�on about  abuser 
 access to firearms and used an online survey to provide project staff a sense of their perspec�ve on the key 
 variables of case studies, which hinged on a domes�c abuser a�emp�ng to or successfully obtaining a firearm. 
 Finally, the project team convened six dialogue groups for three-hour sessions that included 58 expert 
 par�cipants. Data was collected during the dialogue sessions using discussion and instant polling. From that, 
 project staff prepared a detailed summary of each discussion topic, drawing from all the data sources to prepare 
 this report. 

 The  graphic  above  illustrates  the  six  regions  which  were  iden�fied  for  discussion  sessions,  with  red 
 represen�ng  the  Northeast  region,  yellow  the  Northwest  region,  blue  the  North  Atlanta  region,  green  the 
 West region, orange the Atlanta region, and pink the South Atlanta region. 
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 CORE QUESTIONS WITH GROUP RESPONSES 

 Each regional dialog session began with a series of seven broad ques�ons designed to open up the conversa�on 
 and generate discussion. There were a few outliers, but the vast majority of the respondents’ perspec�ves 
 agreed on these broad ques�ons. The project team explored the par�cipants’ awareness of the issue and its 
 effects on performance in their professional role in protec�ng their communi�es. Par�cipants were also asked to 
 reveal something about their thinking on the main issue – that of keeping firearms out of the hands of abusers. 
 The following responses include a chart which details the feedback to each ques�on, including the level of 
 agreement and the region from which the par�cipants’ answer originated. 

 Responses by Group to Ques�on #1 
 “There's a gap between Georgia and federal law on firearm possession in domes�c violence cases. How well 
 do you think the people involved understand this gap?”  Project staff also explained that “the people involved” 
 meant “those partners in a community’s crisis response.” 

 ●  Analysis of Responses:  The South Atlanta group seemed  to believe there is more awareness of this issue 
 in their area of the state than the other groups did. S�ll, the group saw a need for more informa�on on 
 the gap between state and federal law, even in their area. 

 ●  Conclusions:  Sixty-eight percent of the 50 respondents  who answered this ques�on believed there was 
 not much understanding of the gap between Georgia code and federal law on firearm possession in 
 domes�c violence cases among people involved in crisis response in their communi�es. 

 Responses by Group to Ques�on #2 
 “How much does this gap affect your role in protec�ng the domes�c violence vic�m?” 

 ●  Analysis of Responses:  There was a great deal of agreement among the groups on the importance of 
 sharing more informa�on about the gaps in Georgia and federal laws. 

 ●  Conclusions:  Almost all of the 50 respondents (46, or 92%) said they think the impact of not knowing 
 about the gaps in the legal situa�on hurts their performance in protec�ng vic�ms of domes�c violence in 
 their professional roles. 
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 Responses by Group to Ques�on #3 
 “Rate your agreement with the following statement. Keeping guns out of the hands of abusers is essen�al to 
 protec�ng vic�ms in Georgia.” 

 * Note: The first group rank-ordered ques�ons 3, 4, and 5. They thought all were important. To preserve the vote structure, all 
 responses from the Northeast region will be categorized as agree. 

 ●  Analysis of Responses:  One person from the West Georgia  group (or 2% of all respondents) strongly 
 disagreed in a way that all 49 other par�cipants did not, sugges�ng that an abusers’ possession of guns 
 was not a factor in protec�ng domes�c violence vic�ms. Based on the vo�ng mechanism, project staff is 
 not aware of what field this person represents.  However,  this response may also have been a 
 misunderstanding of the ques�on or an error in cas�ng the vote. 

 ●  Conclusions:  Again, there seemed to be overwhelming  agreement. Forty-nine respondents (or 98%) said 
 that keeping guns out of the hands of abusers will protect domes�c violence vic�ms. 

 Responses by Group to Ques�on #4 
 “Rate your agreement with the following statement. Keeping guns out of the hands of abusers is essen�al to 
 protec�ng public safety in Georgia.” 

 * Note: The first group rank-ordered ques�ons 3, 4, and 5. They thought all were important. To preserve the vote structure, all 
 responses from the Northeast region will be categorized as agree. 

 ●  Analysis of Responses:  One person in the Atlanta group  (or 2% of all respondents) said they strongly 
 disagreed that abusers having possession of guns jeopardized public safety. One such vote, like the one 
 in the previous ques�on, might be a�ributable to an error in vo�ng. 

 ●  Conclusions:  The respondents seemed to agree overwhelmingly (49 respondents, or 98%) that keeping 
 guns out of the hands of abusers will protect the public. However, one person in the Atlanta region went 
 against the consensus (if this was a reliable vote and not an error in cas�ng the vote). 
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 Responses by Group to Ques�on #5 
 “Rate your agreement with the following statement. Keeping guns out of the hands of abusers is essen�al to 
 protec�ng those who respond to domes�c violence in Georgia.” 

 * Note: The first group rank-ordered ques�ons 3, 4, and 5. They thought all were important. To preserve the vote structure, all 
 responses from the Northeast region will be categorized as agree. 

 ●  Analysis of Responses:  There was a great deal of agreement  among the groups that abusers with access 
 to guns present a threat to domes�c violence responders. 

 ●  Conclusions:  There was overwhelming agreement that  keeping guns out of the hands of abusers 
 protects responders in Georgia, with 76% (38) of respondents strongly agreeing and 24% (12) agreeing to 
 that effect. None of the respondents disagreed with this asser�on, not even the two outliers who 
 disagreed with guns being a threat to vic�ms and the public in response to earlier ques�ons. 

 Responses by Group to Ques�on #6 
 “Rate your agreement with the following statement. Keeping guns out of the hands of abusers is essen�al to 
 protec�ng abusers in domes�c violence cases in Georgia.” 

 * Note: This ques�on was developed a�er the mee�ng of the Northeast region, so no responses were recorded. 

 ●  Analysis of Responses:  This ques�on generated modest  disagreement among the respondents, more 
 than the other five ques�ons in this series. In the West and South Atlanta regions there was what might 
 be seen as some ambivalence about the risks presented to abusers themselves by possessing firearms. 

 ●  Conclusions:  Fully 85% (34) of all 40 respondents to this ques�on believed that the risks extend to the 
 abusers who own firearms – perhaps reflec�ng knowledge about the incidence of suicide among abusers 
 who use firearms against domes�c violence vic�ms. 
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 Responses by Group to Ques�on #7 
 “Do you believe that having a state firearms restric�on in cases of domes�c violence would reduce the 
 incidence of domes�c violence fatali�es where you prac�ce?” 

 ●  Analysis of Responses:  Two par�cipants from the Northeast region and one from the West region 
 disagreed – saying that firearms restric�ons would not reduce the incidence of fatali�es among domes�c 
 violence vic�ms in their areas. But these three respondents represented only 6% of the 51 votes cast. 

 ●  Conclusions:  Fully 94% of all 51 respondents to this  ques�on agreed that having a state firearms 
 restric�on in domes�c violence cases would reduce the incidence of fatali�es in their areas. 

 SCENARIOS WITH DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 

 The project team developed four challenging scenarios to drive the discussions among the par�cipants of all six 
 groups. These scenarios reflect adjustments along a spectrum of poten�al outcomes, which allowed project staff 
 to determine if the presence of state or federal firearms prohibi�ons or other factors would impact community 
 responses. Par�cipants were prompted to ar�culate their understanding of how federal and state firearms 
 prohibi�ons might affect the case, how repor�ng and response procedures (i.e., inves�ga�on and safety 
 planning) work in their communi�es, and how court orders take shape in similar circumstances. Above all, the 
 groups’ reac�ons to the scenarios highlighted how their community responses varied in the face of differing 
 a�tudes and protocols around firearms prohibi�ons. 

 The project team addressed each scenario one at a �me and asked par�cipants to first review the scenario, then 
 answer each of the ques�ons following the scenario with their own brief narra�ve. Par�cipants were instructed 
 to assume the incidents in the scenarios took place in their county in Georgia, and that the vic�m and abuser 
 were residents there. Par�cipants were informed that the scenarios used male pronouns for abusers and female 
 pronouns for vic�ms, and that this was not intended to minimize the diversity of rela�onships in which abuse 
 occurs, but rather to reflect Georgia data which indicates 69.99% of reported incidents include a male offender 
 and 69.61% of incidents include a female vic�m (GCFV Family Violence Fatality Review Project, 2022). A�er each 
 par�cipant shared a wri�en response, project staff facilitated dialogue to encourage elabora�on using the 
 following ques�ons: 
 ●  “What happens next in your community?” 
 ●  “How does handling it this way affect your ability to protect the community in your role?” 
 ●  “Are you aware of which agencies in your community receive no�ce that an issue has emerged on a 

 pre-purchase background check?” 
 ●  “In your community, would the vic�m who obtained the Temporary Protec�ve Order (TPO) against the 

 abuser become aware that they had a�empted to purchase a firearm? How is that vic�m no�fied and by 
 whom?” 

 ●  “Do orders in your community include specific measures to address firearms access?” 
 ●  “Would the way your community handles this situa�on be impacted by whether the abuser was subject to 

 federal firearms prohibi�ons?” 
 ●  “What, if any, ac�ons would be taken to locate a fourth firearm?” (Scenario #3) 
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 SCENARIO #1 
 “An  abuser  who  is  under  a  12-month  Family  Violence  Temporary  Protec�ve  Order  (TPO)  goes 
 to  a  gun  shop  to  buy  a  firearm.  He  completes  all  the  necessary  paperwork  and  undergoes  a 
 background  check  through  the  Na�onal  Instant  Criminal  Background  Check  System  (NICS),  as 
 required  prior  to  purchase.  The  background  check  process  generates  a  ‘hit’  due  to  the  TPO 
 having  been  entered  into  the  Protec�ve  Order  Registry  and  NICS  confirms  the  details  of  the 
 protec�ve  order  with  the  origina�ng  agency.  It  is  determined  that  the  abuser  and  vic�m  met 
 the  required  rela�onship  status  and  other  qualifica�ons  that  trigger  the  federal  firearms 
 prohibi�ons.  The  order  states  that  the  abuser  ‘shall  not  possess  or  purchase  a  firearm  or 
 ammuni�on  as  restricted  by  federal  law  under  18  U.S.C.  §  922(g).’  The  abuser’s  firearm 
 purchase is denied.” 

 The circumstances explained in Scenario #1 allegedly meet the rela�onship requirements under federal firearms 
 law, sugges�ng that if a firearm purchase were made NICS would detect it.  This scenario  was selected  by the 
 project team to assess the presence of any uniform communica�on protocol that would advise a vic�m and/or 
 law enforcement when an abuser under a protec�ve order a�empts to obtain a firearm in viola�on of the order 
 and of the firearms possession prohibi�ons under the Lautenberg Amendment. More generally, this scenario 
 seeks to determine w  hat happens if an abuser who is  under a protec�ve order in a domes�c violence case 
 a�empts to purchase a firearm from a licensed seller. 

 Scenario #1 Group Responses 
 The six groups were in a great deal of agreement that this situa�on is not one they are organized to deal with. 
 Many of the par�cipants simply did not know what happens in their coun�es when similar circumstances 
 present themselves. An equivalent number said that “nothing happens,” while sugges�ng that this lack of 
 awareness could significantly raise the risks to domes�c violence vic�ms and the public. They a�ributed the 
 increased risk to the fact that the abuser, denied the weapon through legi�mate means, would likely be 
 frustrated and angry – perhaps at the vic�m – and would almost certainly go out and find a firearm illicitly. In 
 that case, there is now a known abuser in the community with a firearm, carrying a grudge, and looking for 
 retribu�on. The par�cipants believed this made Scenario #1 one of the highest risk scenarios in the study, 
 primarily because it is possible that no professionals involved in domes�c violence response would ever be made 
 aware of the problem. Without knowledge of the abuser’s a�empt to obtain a firearm, service providers are 
 helpless to advise a vic�m about the increased risk to their safety, and law enforcement has no reason to be on 
 alert. 

 Many of the par�cipants, who are highly knowledgeable in their fields, simply did not know how the federal 
 background check process works, how informa�on flows, or who would be no�fied if NICS¹⁰ revealed a “hit.” 
 Law enforcement seemed to know more about this process than vic�m advocates or prosecutors. According to 
 law enforcement par�cipants, under the usual condi�ons when an abuser who is under a protec�ve order 
 a�empts to purchase a firearm from a licensed seller, the firearms seller completes and submits the proper form 
 to NICS. NICS finds the protec�ve order and no�fies the Federal Bureau of Inves�ga�ons (FBI) of the existence of 
 a protec�ve order, who no�fies the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) in Washington 
 D.C., who no�fies the ATF’s field office, who no�fies local law enforcement. In a parallel process to the ATF-local 
 law enforcement connec�on, a few par�cipants said the District A�orney's office is no�fied by the U.S. 
 A�orney’s Office, which likely learns about the issue from ATF. In this event, the District A�orney’s vic�m 
 advocate would reportedly no�fy the vic�m of the abuser’s a�empt to access a firearm. 
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 Par�cipants discussed addi�onal problems with the federal background check process and the communica�ons 
 associated with it, including: 
 ●  A “delayed denial,” in which the NICS process takes over 72 hours and the abuser is sold the firearm by 

 default since the background check cannot render a �mely and official “no.” In delayed denials, the threat 
 lies in the response �me. There may be a day or two during which the abuser has possession of a prohibited 
 firearm and nobody in the community knows it – unless a vic�m becomes aware and reports it, or the 
 possession is revealed to local law enforcement “through the grapevine.” 

 ●  The lack of adequate communica�on among community response partners. In those coun�es where 
 partners have few formal channels of communica�on about abusers who a�empt or successfully obtain a 
 firearm, the informal “grapevine” network may fill that gap. But informal communica�on channels were 
 reported by par�cipants only in smaller communi�es. The greatest danger seems to be that the vic�m is 
 rarely no�fied that the abuser has a�empted or been successful in obtaining a firearm in viola�on of the 
 federal law. 

 Some par�cipants believed that the licensed seller’s refusal to sell the firearm to the abuser increases the 
 vic�m’s safety because it provides warning to the abuser that he is being observed.  This perspec�ve  seems to 
 ignore the likelihood that an abuser who violated an order against them would simply find a weapon elsewhere. 
 The sen�ment that vic�m safety could be improved also ignores the importance of safety planning. If a vic�m is 
 made aware of the increased risk presented by the abuser’s a�empt to obtain the firearm, they would have an 
 opportunity to prepare a plan that may offset the risk. Of course, this step may also rely on the vic�m either 
 having knowledge of how to create a safety plan for those circumstances or being referred to an advocate for 
 assistance. 

 Most par�cipants reported that this situa�on is not safe and raises the risk level on not only the vic�m, but 
 also to first responders and the community at large  .  Not knowing about the abuser’s a�empt to purchase a 
 firearm was described as “terrifying” by many par�cipants. The groups cited recent mass shoo�ng events 
 na�onwide as examples of the nega�ve impact that a similar lack of informa�on has had on community safety. 

 Further discussion included the fact that if local law enforcement had no�ce of the abuser’s viola�on of the 
 protec�ve order and law, their response in this scenario would depend a great deal on the priority placed on this 
 scenario. If there were other ma�ers considered more cri�cal in wai�ng, the officer might (or might not) a�empt 
 to convince the abuser to simply comply with the order rather than take ac�on to escalate abuser accountability 
 or no�fy the vic�m of the issue. One law enforcement professional who par�cipated in the dialogue said this 
 scenario represented purely a federal ma�er, and therefore local law enforcement would decline to act. The 
 par�cipants largely agreed that in many communi�es no criminal case would be ini�ated in response to this 
 scenario. In contrast, many advocates, legal professionals and court staff indicated they would like to know of the 
 abuser’s a�empt to circumvent the civil court order, to poten�ally pursue the abuser for contempt. 

 Pa�erns Among the Six Regions 
 It appears there were no significant differences among regions in the ways they share informa�on about this 
 par�cular kind of incident. There are differences in the a�tudes various communi�es take to balancing Second 
 Amendment rights¹¹ with poten�al or known threats to vic�ms. A couple of par�cipants noted that local law 
 enforcement or a magistrate judge might be influenced by the belief that many people own firearms to protect 
 themselves, including abusers and domes�c violence vic�ms. 

 In every discussion there was a clear consensus that if the abuser was under supervision by the Georgia 
 Department of Community Supervision (DCS) there would be a provision against possessing firearms in the 
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 abuser’s terms of supervision (proba�on or parole), and there would be very li�le hesita�on among DCS officers 
 to enforce a search and enact an arrest of a violator. This agreement meant that the greatest under-addressed 
 risks for this scenario would be among cases where there were viola�ons of civil orders of protec�on and/or 
 where the abuser was not under ac�ve supervision. 

 What Ac�on Should be Taken in Georgia? 
 Post-discussion, many of the par�cipants indicated they intended to immediately firm up their understanding of 
 what happens in similar situa�ons in their coun�es, and to develop informa�on-sharing protocols with their local 
 partners. It is apparent that more informa�on needs to be circulated about the provisions of the federal law, how 
 the federal background check process works, and how local crisis response teams have organized themselves to 
 share informa�on or data on firearm purchase a�empts among known abusers. Some par�cipants called for 
 developing a formal mechanism or a model process for sharing informa�on on these incidents, especially with 
 vic�ms and advocates, who need �me to work out a safety plan. 

 SCENARIO #2 
 “An  abuser  who  is  under  a  12-month  Da�ng  Violence  Temporary  Protec�ve  Order  (TPO)  goes 
 to  a  gunshop  to  buy  a  firearm.  He  completes  all  the  necessary  paperwork  and  undergoes  a 
 background  check  through  the  Na�onal  Instant  Criminal  Background  Check  System  (NICS),  as 
 required  prior  to  purchase.  The  background  check  process  generates  a  ‘hit’  due  to  the  TPO 
 having  been  entered  into  the  Protec�ve  Order  Registry  and  NICS  confirms  the  details  of  the 
 protec�ve  order  with  the  origina�ng  agency.  Because  the  abuser  and  vic�m  never  lived 
 together,  had  a  child  together,  and  were  never  married,  it  was  determined  that  he  did  not 
 meet  the  required  rela�onship  status  to  trigger  the  federal  firearms  prohibi�ons  under  18 
 U.S.C.  §  922(g)(8).  However,  the  order  required  that  the  abuser,  ‘surrender  any  and  all 
 firearms  to  the  County  Sheriff’s  Office  for  safekeeping  and  not  possess  any  therea�er  for  the 
 dura�on of the order.’ The abuser’s firearm purchase is approved.” 

 The circumstances explained in Scenario #2 are largely the s  ame as those in Scenario #1, except the abuser  and 
 vic�m never lived together, did not have a child together, and were never married.  This scenario was selected to 
 examine the risks raised when the firearms prohibi�ons under federal law are not engaged because the situa�on 
 fails to meet the rela�onship requirements (as they stood before June 2022) and therefore the abuser’s gun 
 purchase is allowed.  This scenario affords the opportunity  to  again assess the presence of any uniform 
 communica�on protocol to advise a vic�m and/or law enforcement of the abuser’s purchase of the firearm, to 
 discuss how commonly protec�ve orders in these communi�es include specific prohibi�ons against firearm 
 possession, and to determine the likelihood that firearm surrender would be enforced in communi�es. 

 Scenario #2 Group Responses 
 The six groups expressed agreement that this is a problem they are not equipped to deal with.  The par�cipants 
 did not appear to have a process for dealing with cases such as the one proposed in the scenario. They reported 
 there is no formal procedure for no�fying law enforcement in this case, par�cularly given that the firearm 
 purchase was approved when there was no NICS “hit,” and it appeared to the group that this would mean there 
 would be no local awareness of the purchase. Par�cipants believed that any ac�on taken would depend on 
 someone (e.g., a vic�m, a family member, or a friend) calling 911 or otherwise contac�ng law enforcement to 
 report the firearm. Similar to Scenario #1, the groups reported that informal, word-of-mouth reports happen 
 more in smaller communi�es, where people are more likely to know the abuser, the vic�m and maybe a law 
 enforcement officer. Some par�cipants misinterpreted this scenario as “a federal situa�on,” perhaps misreading 
 the da�ng violence provision as not included in Georgia law. Whether local law enforcement considers the 
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 scenario a federal situa�on or not, may not ma�er; there would likely be no ac�on taken because there is no 
 official prompt in this scenario to officially engage local or federal law enforcement because the firearm purchase 
 was approved. 

 Most of the par�cipants indicated that they had no idea what would happen in this situa�on.  Many said  that 
 nothing would happen  ,  and therefore the risks to the  vic�m would be higher. The abuser now has a gun, despite 
 the protec�ve order’s provision to surrender firearms, and no one knows about it. That said, the groups’ law 
 enforcement par�cipants said that in many coun�es – but not all coun�es – if there are specific prohibi�ons 
 against possessing firearms in the order  ,  they would  a�empt to secure those weapons when they first served the 
 order. It is also possible that if anyone learns about the firearms a�er the TPO was served and no�fies law 
 enforcement, they might go out to do a “knock and talk,” in which they a�empt to recover the firearms from the 
 abuser voluntarily. In this circumstance, however, group par�cipants who worked in law enforcement reported 
 that if the abuser denies having any firearms, they would likely be powerless to follow through with any ac�on – 
 what one par�cipant called a fear-inducing “honor system.” However, these par�cipants indicated that if there 
 was a waiver of the abuser’s Fourth Amendment rights¹² on file, an addi�onal search would be virtually 
 guaranteed. Across the groups there was uniform agreement that without a Fourth Amendment waiver, in this 
 scenario there would be li�le cause provided to officers to allow them to search – and waivers of this type are 
 infrequent in most coun�es of North Georgia. 

 Nearly all par�cipants stated that the vic�m who obtained the TPO would not become aware of the abuser’s 
 a�empt to purchase a firearm or the poten�al threat it posed to their safety.  Historically, a da�ng  violence 
 rela�onship would not have generated a NICS “hit” when a protec�ve order was in place, which means there 
 would be no predictable way that responders in the community would be no�fied of the issue. Further, there is 
 no incen�ve for the firearm seller themself to engage law enforcement. Officers might only become aware of the 
 issue if the abuser posts or brags about the purchase publicly. Fortunately, according to par�cipants, if an officer 
 obtains an abuser’s weapons at the �me of service of the TPO or later under a voluntary surrender, law 
 enforcement is fairly reliable in providing no�fica�on to the vic�m and/or advocate. 

 Most par�cipants reported that if the abuser keeps the firearm, the risks to the vic�m and to public safety 
 would be higher than in Scenario #1  . More than one  par�cipant also pointed out that this scenario also provides 
 a heightened risk of abuser suicide than the earlier scenario, as the abuser was given a firearm without the delay 
 implied by an ini�al denial. Generally this unfe�ered access to a firearm, despite the history of rela�onship 
 abuse, leaves law enforcement without cause to respond, advocates unable to safety plan, and the community 
 completely unaware of the danger in their presence. This scenario seemed to s�r up the most anxiety among 
 par�cipa�ng responders, because the lack of informa�on is cri�cal. One par�cipant noted that “the onus is on 
 the gun shop owner now.” Another relayed that the only possible relief under the current law seemed to be 
 informally establishing be�er rela�onships with firearms vendors who might be encouraged to report such 
 incidents if they know about a buyer’s history of abuse. There seemed to be consensus that, as things stand right 
 now, vic�m no�fica�on in such a scenario would be a ma�er of luck, depending en�rely on informal 
 communica�ons built on personal rela�onships between partners engaged in domes�c violence response and 
 the community at large. 

 The par�cipants were divided about how commonly TPOs include specific prohibi�ons against firearm 
 possession.  The responses were mixed, and all regions  seemed affected similarly: 
 ●  A few par�cipants said they did not know the language typically contained in the orders, sugges�ng there is 

 some training needed about the varied relief possible under a TPO. 
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 ●  A few par�cipants said, “no, the judge does not use specific language in our orders.” In some coun�es it was 
 reported that the judge will simply refuse to include firearms prohibi�ons, even if requested by the vic�m 
 advocate, civil a�orney or prosecutor. These judges were described as allowing their personal posi�ons on 
 the Second Amendment to influence decisions that had significant impacts on vic�m and public safety. 

 ●  A few par�cipants also noted that the outcome of what is included in a TPO depends largely on which judge 
 hears the evidence and noted that decisions vary among judges even in a single jurisdic�on. Some judges 
 will include a firearms prohibi�on, but only if a firearm was involved in the presen�ng claim of domes�c 
 violence, or if the case involved a significant degree of risk for lethality. 

 ●  A few par�cipants said “yes,” the orders are specific in all cases. In these courts, the judge includes 
 boilerplate language used in federal cases in all domes�c violence protec�ve orders that appear on their 
 docket, civil or criminal. In these jurisdic�ons it was relayed that, at the �me of an Ex Parte TPO the vic�m 
 advocate asks the court to add the phrase, “the respondent/abuser will not possess firearms” to the order. 
 For 12-month orders in those jurisdic�ons, all TPOs automa�cally include boilerplate language prohibi�ng 
 the possession of firearms. In at least one court there are also Fourth Amendment waivers signed as a 
 condi�on of the protec�ve order to support post-adjudica�on enforcement of the firearms prohibi�on. 

 Par�cipants agreed that in this scenario, to have any hope of ge�ng a law enforcement response to firearms 
 issues in a civil case, the orders in place should specifically prohibit firearms.  Without that, unless  a waiver of 
 the abuser’s Fourth Amendment rights are in place, law enforcement is limited in its ability to secure those 
 weapons without a search warrant – which could be difficult to obtain without specific language which points to 
 a viola�on of the TPO. Fortunately, felony criminal cases in Georgia are different. If the offender has a criminal 
 record and is under DCS supervision, the presence of a Fourth Amendment waiver would allow community 
 supervision officers or allied law enforcement to conduct a search. If a weapon is found at that �me, the 
 offender would be arrested and their proba�on or parole would be revoked, adding to the longer-term safety of 
 the vic�m. Par�cipants, including DCS officers, noted that Fourth Amendment waivers are “profoundly helpful” 
 in protec�ng vic�ms. 

 Pa�erns Among the Six Regions 
 Unlike Scenario #1, based on the circumstances in this case, community responses seemed to be differen�ated 
 at least somewhat by region. In the Northwest region there seemed to be a more widespread commitment to 
 using specific firearm prohibi�ons and Fourth Amendment waivers than in other regions. This treatment seemed 
 to be modeled a�er the orders used in drug accountability courts throughout the state.  In the North Atlanta 
 region, there was a strong sense that Second Amendment rights would dictate against specific orders prohibi�ng 
 firearm possession; a prosecutor noted that in their service region magistrate judges will simply refuse to order 
 these prohibi�ons and that newer judges are more resistant to the recommenda�on than more senior ones. In 
 the South Atlanta region, some courts may issue specific orders against firearm possession, but not in da�ng 
 violence cases  .  In the Atlanta region, when an advocate  can assist the vic�m in providing evidence of firearms 
 issues, there may be a pe��on for the sheriff’s office to seize firearms and federal language may even be 
 bolstered by special condi�ons being added to the order. However, it was also revealed that judges in the Atlanta 
 region seldom demand Fourth Amendment waivers in civil cases, even though they are regularly a part of orders 
 in criminal cases. 

 What Ac�on Should be Taken in Georgia? 
 There was agreement among the groups that Georgia should change its law to come closer to matching the 
 federal law  .  In par�cular, those adjustments might  include da�ng violence among the types of rela�onships 
 covered by firearms prohibi�ons and standardizing the mechanisms for repor�ng viola�ons of protec�ve orders 
 when a�emp�ng to obtain a firearm. There was widespread support for more informa�on or training on 
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 developing informa�on-sharing protocols and raising awareness of best prac�ces being implemented by some 
 communi�es to that effect. There are working approaches in some coun�es that specifically prohibit the 
 possession of firearms under orders of protec�on, and some par�cipants suggested that their own courts might 
 do well to adopt some of these approaches. Some also made a case for increasing training opportuni�es for 
 advocates and court personnel on both the benefits of spelling out prohibi�ons in orders of protec�on, and the 
 risks of failing to monitor firearm possession. 

 While it appears there is a good deal of varia�on in the use of Fourth Amendment waivers in civil cases, there 
 are lessons being learned from accountability courts where there is an expecta�on for closer monitoring and 
 follow-up for defendants. These lessons may help domes�c violence courts increase abuser accountability, such 
 as including firearms prohibi�ons  specifically  in  orders and scheduling compliance review dates at which the 
 abuser is required to provide proof that they have turned their weapons over for safekeeping. 

 There was some specula�on among par�cipants that in some coun�es, local law enforcement might be reluctant 
 to recover firearms from abusers ci�ng their lack of storage space. If that turns out to be true, there might be an 
 effort to determine the problem’s significance, as well as to learn more about how firearms storage works in 
 suburban Atlanta, where firearms storage is allegedly made available for other jurisdic�ons. 

 SCENARIO #3 
 “  A  vic�m  contacts  you  and  informs  you  she  is  concerned  that  her  abuser  has  access  to  a 
 firearm  and  she  may  be  in  danger.  This  a�ernoon,  when  the  vic�m  returned  to  her  car  a�er 
 running  errands,  she  found  a  used  paper  shoo�ng  target  on  her  windshield.  She  recognized 
 the  target  as  iden�cal  to  the  targets  used  by  her  abuser.  The  vic�m  recently  obtained  a 
 Temporary  Protec�ve  Order  (TPO)  against  her  abuser,  which  required  the  abuser  to  turn 
 over  all  firearms  for  safekeeping  when  the  order  was  served.  The  vic�m  explains  that  when 
 she  obtained  the  TPO,  she  completed  a  form  which  included  a  descrip�on  of  the  loca�on  of 
 the  four  firearms  the  abuser  owned  and  where  they  were  kept.  At  the  �me  of  service, 
 depu�es  obtained  three  of  the  four  firearms  and  the  abuser  told  them  the  fourth  did  not 
 exist.” 

 The circumstances explained in Scenario #3 resemble the previous two scenarios in that there is a specific TPO 
 addressing firearms access, and it is implied that there is a qualifying rela�onship between the abuser and the 
 vic�m which would trigger firearms prohibi�ons. There is also sufficient informa�on and concern to cause the 
 vic�m to get law enforcement involved. This scenario was selected to  determine what responses take place  in 
 Georgia communi�es when an abuser, under a protec�ve order that requires the surrender of firearms, appears 
 to maintain possession of at least one weapon and then acts in a manner that seems to overtly violate the order. 
 This scenario also affords the opportunity to  assess what efforts are taken by law enforcement when there are 
 inconsistencies surrounding the abuser’s access to firearms reported by the vic�m and abuser. 

 Scenario #3 Group Responses 
 The six groups agreed that law enforcement’s quick and thorough response is key to addressing vic�m safety 
 and abuser accountability.  The immediate safety of  the vic�m and community depends largely on local law 
 enforcement’s capacity to respond and the priority it assigns to the report.  A fast law enforcement response 
 depends on an immediate call to 911, and is important to evidence preserva�on which could prove vital in 
 efforts to hold the abuser accountable. Par�cipants also acknowledged that advocates and other service 
 providers can prove important to this process, namely in their ability to support the vic�m so they feel 
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 comfortable contac�ng law enforcement for assistance. Par�cipants discussed the fact that many vic�ms would 
 shy away from making a report for fear of provoking an abuser they know can be threatening and/or dangerous. 
 But there was also some indica�on that because the vic�m went forward to get the TPO prior to the incident 
 described in the scenario, it speaks to an increased willingness to report abuse – especially if the vic�m 
 experienced a suppor�ve interac�on with the court and service providers. 

 There was also general agreement that the scenario provided sufficient informa�on (e.g., a poten�al TPO 
 viola�on, a shoo�ng target that implies a threat, and the poten�al existence of a fourth firearm) to indicate a 
 high likelihood that law enforcement would ini�ate a response. Par�cipants felt that response would be “step 
 one” in lowering the risk to the vic�m, while the domes�c violence program helps the vic�m establish a safety 
 plan. Law enforcement par�cipants were convinced that a case such as Scenario #3 would not be considered an 
 inconvenience or a low priority because of the poten�al risk level, even if local law enforcement’s capacity to 
 respond was stretched thin. 

 Par�cipants agreed that the longer-term risks to the vic�m and the public would depend on the effort made to 
 pursue evidence of the alleged crime, obtaining a search warrant, loca�ng the fourth firearm, and perhaps 
 detaining the abuser.  Further law enforcement ac�on  might require surveillance, which raises the ques�on of 
 local law enforcement’s capacity to inves�gate if there are many other high-risk cases compe�ng for their 
 a�en�on and limited capacity. Law enforcement par�cipants indicated they would pursue this as a separate, new 
 charge of stalking or aggravated stalking if the abuser failed to cooperate, which would allow a new search 
 warrant to be issued. It is common, according to par�cipants in the groups, for an abuser to deny they have 
 another gun. Even if the ini�al visit doesn’t prove the shoo�ng target was the abuser’s and if poten�al evidence 
 needed to prove the crime was eliminated, par�cipants agreed that any immediate police ac�on would protect 
 the vic�m in the short-term. However, proof of the abuser’s firearm possession or evidence that the abuser 
 placed the shoo�ng target on the car would support at least a contempt filing, if not a new criminal charge. Both 
 op�ons would extend the vic�m’s safety. 

 Par�cipants agreed that securing the fourth firearm might be difficult to accomplish unless there is a warrant 
 or a Fourth Amendment waiver in place.  Par�cipants  also relayed that efforts to locate the weapon might 
 depend on which officers respond, since it would essen�ally be at their discre�on. Most law enforcement 
 par�cipants indicated this scenario represents a serious turn of events, which would make it necessary to 
 respond with at least a consensual encounter with the abuser. At a minimum, during that encounter, if the 
 abuser claimed they sold the fourth firearm, the inves�ga�ng officers would follow up by contac�ng the alleged 
 buyer and obtaining addi�onal warrants needed to conduct more thorough searches. 

 Advocates and legal professionals said there should be a higher priority placed on these cases by law 
 enforcement, but almost all our par�cipants said they know law enforcement agencies are stretched beyond 
 normal capacity now. Scarcity of resources, in par�cular law enforcement’s �me, was discussed with some law 
 enforcement officers indica�ng that, despite it, they s�ll see these cases as serious enough to jus�fy some extra 
 effort. According to advocates in our groups, many vic�ms report experiencing officers encouraging vic�ms to 
 reach out to law enforcement again and return to the court to seek a protec�ve order. Unfortunately, advocates 
 relayed that while a warm referral to addi�onal resources is vital, it also signaled a slowdown in the inves�ga�ve 
 response, because it allowed overburdened officers to assume the case would be addressed by another 
 community responder, freeing the officer to move on to other cases compe�ng for their a�en�on. It was 
 generally agreed that once an advocate gets involved, their con�nued pressure on the system’s partners acted as 
 a “sealer” that fills in the gaps in what can be a disjointed system of protec�on. 
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 Par�cipants agreed that the presence of a specific firearm prohibi�on or a Fourth Amendment waiver in an order 
 helps tremendously; it appears to go beyond making an inves�ga�on more efficient – it frames the interven�on 
 as an en�re community’s priority to protect. Non-law enforcement par�cipants were more skep�cal of law 
 enforcement’s ability to respond promptly and to retrieve the firearm. The advocates who par�cipated 
 acknowledged that the best they could do would be to get the vic�m into shelter or create a more 
 comprehensive safety plan, and that the report of the incident would begin that process if the vic�m was 
 connected to a domes�c violence program. It was universally agreed that law enforcement would play a key role 
 in referring the vic�m for addi�onal services. 

 There was wide agreement that the en�re system of community response to domes�c violence is 
 overburdened and it is not law enforcement alone that faces this issue.  The court in at least one county  said it 
 is handling as many as 50 domes�c violence cases a day, which obviously mi�gates against giving the fullest 
 possible a�en�on to each and every case. Any delays in case procedure increase the likelihood that the risks are 
 also on the rise. While there was agreement that a follow-up hearing to address firearms concerns would be 
 important, it was unlikely to occur largely due to resource shortages within Georgia’s court systems. 

 Most par�cipants believed that the scenario depicted a case at high risk and escala�ng.  However, the  vic�m’s 
 risk level was deemed highest at the �me of the 911 call, and if law enforcement responds in a �mely manner 
 her risk goes down as law enforcement pursues the evidence and advocates work with the vic�m on a safety 
 plan. It was con�nually agreed by all par�cipants that an aggressive law enforcement response is the key. If law 
 enforcement secures the gun and the court imposes penal�es on the abuser, then her risk level may remain low. 
 But if law enforcement’s response is ambivalent (e.g., distrus�ng of or minimizing the vic�m’s report, or referring 
 the vic�m to a domes�c violence program or the court with no addi�onal followup), then the risks are likely to 
 escalate once again. At that point, the circumstances include a disgruntled abuser – presumably s�ll with access 
 to a firearm – and a protec�on system that has broken down. The group generally expressed that they believe 
 the message sent when the system fails to respond quickly and thoroughly is that the community will not act on 
 the abuser’s threats. Some noted this would raise the lethality risk level for everyone in the community, including 
 first responders and the abuser himself – making this the highest risk level described in any of our scenarios so 
 far. Ul�mately, it appeared that safety would depend a great deal on how enforceable the order of protec�on 
 was, how equipped law enforcement was to respond quickly, and whether enough evidence could be iden�fied 
 to authorize a deeper search for the fourth firearm or enact an arrest. 

 There was a general degree of confusion about the applicability of the federal rela�onship requirements in 
 this case.  When asked if the community’s response  would be different if the federal firearms prohibi�on was 
 applicable in this scenario, many par�cipants said they were “not sure.” Some said they “didn’t think so.” Several 
 men�oned the need for more informa�on about the federal posi�on on domes�c violence firearms cases. One 
 par�cipant said plainly that federal law would not apply because the target on the windshield was used to 
 in�midate the vic�m, and that the federal law prohibits firearms and ammuni�on – it does not prohibit targets. 
 Some par�cipants believed that if the federal law applied, ATF would be contacted by local law enforcement, and 
 noted that law enforcement agencies typically have good rela�onships with ATF, DEA and FBI personnel. 

 There seemed to be a broadly held assump�on that the federal agencies have a great deal of available resources 
 to help in such cases, but other par�cipants believed that the federal assets have limited �me to help at the local 
 level. These par�cipants seem to conclude that once the situa�on was known, the federal prohibi�ons in effect 
 or whether law enforcement agencies were involved did not really ma�er – because the risk level is high enough 
 to warrant local law enforcement engagement, which is what ensures safety. One vic�m advocate summed it up 
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 by saying that local partners some�mes have to be crea�ve in working around the lack of local procedures or a 
 shared protocol. 

 Pa�erns Among the Six Regions 
 The descrip�ons about what usually happens in this scenario were nearly universal. Perhaps the greatest 
 differences appeared to be in the degree of overload for any given local law enforcement agency, and how that 
 might affect responses in such cases. In the South Atlanta region, law enforcement resources are stretched thin 
 but the par�cipants felt they would consider this scenario a serious priority. Another disparity seemed to be in 
 whether a community’s leaders have aligned behind a shared vision for how to respond to firearm viola�ons and 
 how to integrate best prac�ces into court processes that impact response. Varia�ons even exist within regions. 
 For example, in the South Atlanta region, in Newton County the District A�orney reportedly always requests a 
 Fourth Amendment waiver for offenders but that does not usually happen in DeKalb or Rockdale Coun�es. Some 
 par�cipants believed the way a court handles viola�ons of orders could overcome some shor�alls in Georgia’s 
 code, but at present how courts consider these viola�ons varies widely. 

 What Ac�on Should be Taken in Georgia? 
 As in the previous scenarios, many par�cipants asked for more informa�on about the state and federal statutory 
 environments for firearms possession par�cularly in a situa�on with the specifics of the case described here. 
 There is an obvious need for local partners engaged in the community response to domes�c violence to share 
 how they respond to a range of incidents so that everyone is on the same page, and perhaps lead to future 
 improvements in informa�on-sharing. Many par�cipants also asked for informa�on on successful approaches to 
 addressing these issues that have been implemented in other jurisdic�ons. There also seemed to be agreement 
 that local leaders within these partnerships have an opportunity to clarify the community’s commitment to the 
 priority status of firearms-related reports and to require that specific ac�ons be jus�fied in such cases. It seemed 
 to be universally agreed this method would build inter-agency commitment. Further, if the teams really do 
 consider the role of the vic�m advocate to be the community response coordinator in these cases, then spelling 
 that out in a manner that ra�fies those rela�onships and du�es might be helpful for a coordinated community 
 response to reported firearms-involved domes�c violence incidents. 

 SCENARIO #4 
 “A  vic�m  contacts  you  and  informs  you  she  is  concerned  that  her  abuser  has  access  to  a 
 firearm  and  she  may  be  in  danger.  This  a�ernoon,  when  the  vic�m  returned  to  her  car  a�er 
 running  errands,  she  found  a  used  paper  shoo�ng  target  on  her  windshield.  She  recognized 
 the  target  as  iden�cal  to  targets  used  by  her  abuser.  The  vic�m  also  observed  a  social  media 
 post  by  a  mutual  friend  of  the  abuser,  which  showed  the  abuser  holding  a  gun  at  the 
 shoo�ng  range.  The  image  was  posted  this  morning.  The  abuser  is  a  convicted  felon, 
 stemming from an incident of abuse against the vic�m.” 

 The circumstances explained in Scenario #4 closely resemble that of Scenario #3, but there is a change in the 
 evidence with the inclusion of a social media post containing a photo. This scenario was selected to discuss the 
 importance of evidence as a factor in determining whether firearms prohibi�ons are enforced. Unlike some of 
 the other scenarios, Scenario #4 also allows the par�cipants to assume that Georgia law would prohibit firearm 
 possession by the abuser, because the abuser is a convicted felon. This means that while federal law may also be 
 in play, community responses can be assessed within a con�nuum of op�ons which clearly includes Georgia law. 

 Scenario #4 Group Responses 
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 All six groups were in a great deal of agreement that the lethality of the situa�on described is considerably 
 more obvious in this case, making what happens next more predictable  . The poten�al presence of DCS 
 supervision and some photo evidence created far fewer “I don’t know” responses among par�cipants regarding 
 the ques�on of what would happen in their communi�es. There was nearly universal agreement that repor�ng 
 this incident would ini�ate a law enforcement response. The consensus was that law enforcement would 
 respond quickly by finding the abuser and visi�ng the gun range, collec�ng video evidence and tes�mony. A call 
 to DCS would also establish the abuser’s supervision status and bring DCS resources into the inves�ga�on. Any 
 evidence, on the basis of the allega�on and the photo themselves, would probably result in the abuser’s arrest. 
 The photo alone was enough for most par�cipants to say law enforcement would obtain a search warrant for a 
 convicted felon in possession of a firearm, although there would need to be some work done to establish the age 
 and reliability of the photo. The par�cipants agreed that because the scenario likely involves new felony behavior 
 law enforcement would be likely to coordinate their ac�ons with the District A�orney’s office and possibly with 
 the U.S. A�orney’s Office. However, importantly, the prosecutors in the groups seemed to agree that what seems 
 like a “slam dunk” to law enforcement would s�ll be challenging for the prosecu�on to establish the alleged 
 crime occurred. 

 The par�cipants agreed that since the abuser is a convicted felon, if the abuser was under supervision through 
 DCS there would certainly be a search of the abuser’s home, vehicle and other proper�es for the weapon, 
 ammuni�on, targets, social media posts, or other affiliated evidence. The group again discussed the importance 
 of a Fourth Amendment waiver which could allow DCS to conduct an expedited search even before officers 
 responding to the vic�m’s report could obtain a search warrant. Par�cipants employed by DCS relayed that the 
 photo alleged to exist in the scenario might be enough for DCS to hold the offender accountable for a technical 
 viola�on, even if there was not enough evidence to pe��on for new charges. DCS par�cipants were confident 
 that this would, at a minimum, hold the abuser accountable and possibly get a firearm off the streets – both of 
 which would have posi�ve implica�ons for vic�m safety. All par�cipants agreed that even if new charges fall 
 short of a criminal convic�on, the temporary a�en�on the abuser received would help protect the vic�m for a 
 short �me. 

 Par�cipants rated Scenario #4 as posing the highest risk of all the circumstances discussed. This is surprising 
 given that the fact pa�ern of alleged abuse is iden�cal to that of Scenario #3.  Like the prior scenario,  this is a 
 high-risk case for both the vic�m and the public from the moment it becomes known, through the surrender of 
 the firearm and the incarcera�on of the offender – at which �me the risks might be contained for a period of 
 �me. But if the case disposi�on eventually falls short of a convic�on, the risk for all will escalate again, relaying 
 the message that the abuser’s behavior is acceptable if the abuser goes without accountability. 

 There was consensus that the presence of new evidence had a significant impact on the available responses. 
 Par�cipants agreed that if no photo was found there would be li�le probable cause for an arrest, let alone for 
 holding the abuser in contempt for non-compliance with an order. They also agreed without the photos the 
 likelihood of obtaining a search warrant was iden�cal to that of Scenario #3, again relying heavily on voluntary 
 disclosures by the abuser. 

 Pa�erns Among the Six Regions 
 Because the abuse alleged within this scenario was iden�cal to that of Scenario #3, the groups’ responses were 
 largely in line with those reported earlier. Where varia�on existed between this and the prior analysis, was in the 
 groups’ overes�ma�on of risk in this scenario compared to that of virtually iden�cal Scenario #3. The apparent 
 dis�nguishing factor that made Scenario #4 an effec�ve tool for assessing the impact of applicable firearms 
 prohibi�ons was that this descrip�on was clearer than the others that Georgia law would prohibit the abuser, as 
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 a convicted felon. Overwhelmingly across all regions, par�cipants es�mated this case to be the most dangerous 
 but also the most ac�onable. This supposi�on connects responders’ ability to do something about the problem 
 with their assessment of the level of risk, which is not en�rely accurate. The abuse alleged in this scenario was 
 the same as in Scenario #3, so the risk level was theore�cally iden�cal. Misaligning the risk level of a scenario 
 with the ability to take ac�on which holds the abuser accountable is a prac�ce that more o�en than not will 
 leave the vic�m in unsafe circumstances. 

 What Ac�on Should be Taken in Georgia? 
 A consistent thread among all four scenarios was the need for stakeholders to become more aware of ac�on that 
 could be taken to prohibit abuser access to firearms, par�cularly given par�cipants’ confusion over when 
 Georgia versus federal law would address the abuser’s behavior. There also seemed to be agreement that 
 domes�c violence service providers are powerless to do anything, unless the vic�m ini�ates the contact or they 
 receive a referral from law enforcement. Par�cipants relayed the need to enhance the coordinated community 
 response to domes�c violence, given that so many of the ac�ons to be taken require strong working 
 rela�onships which may not currently exist. One par�cipant pointed out that safety planning “takes a village,” 
 referring to coordina�on among the domes�c violence programs, law enforcement, and prosecutors, among 
 others. These rela�onships between mul�disciplinary agencies could be improved through engaging community 
 task forces against domes�c violence or through community protocols akin to Sexual Assault Response Team 
 community protocols which are implemented by statutory requirement in every community in Georgia. Early 
 involvement of vic�m advocates, whether they be community-based or systems-based, is vital when efforts are 
 being made to hold an abuser accountable, as vic�m safety and offender accountability are essen�ally two sides 
 of the same coin and must be treated with equal value. 

 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Policy Conclusions 
 As the project scenarios got more advanced, project staff noted that there was greater clarity about the proper 
 crisis response among the par�cipants. This was a�ributed to the abuser ac�ng out more overtly, genera�ng 
 clearer evidence (e.g., social media pos�ngs), and making the need for an immediate law enforcement response 
 more obvious. But in several ways the scenarios all challenge the exis�ng statutory framework for crisis response 
 in domes�c violence cases involving firearms in Georgia. First, many experienced and knowledgeable par�cipants 
 simply did not know when and how the federal background check submission, review and no�fica�on process 
 works. There was also a widespread lack of knowledge about the differences between Georgia’s code and those 
 of other states and the federal law. 

 There is also an absence of Georgia policy on the role of licensed firearm sellers in repor�ng purchase a�empts 
 in cases where there is a known history of domes�c violence (regardless of what a NICS search returns). There is 
 also a well-known, na�onwide gap in policies dealing with unlicensed firearm transac�ons and their role in 
 domes�c violence, and this might be a reflec�on of the range of a�tudes about firearm possession in general in 
 Georgia. In all of the scenarios relayed to group par�cipants, the risk to the vic�m and to the community 
 (including responders) was raised by the lack of informa�on about the law and by the absence of established 
 protocols for informa�on-sharing among individuals and agencies engaged in domes�c violence response within 
 Georgia communi�es. When people aren’t sure what to report and to whom, it increases the probability that an 
 armed abuser with a history of domes�c violence is out in the community inten�onally viola�ng a court order, 
 and no one is aware of the need for an immediate law enforcement response. 
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 Policy Recommenda�ons 
 ●  There was reasonably broad agreement among par�cipants (i.e., “this is something we discuss all the �me”) 

 that there should be changes in Georgia law to bring state code into line with the federal law on possession 
 of firearms by abusers, par�cularly as they pertain to TPOs and misdemeanor crimes of domes�c violence. 
 Fortunately, the scenarios revealed rela�vely few challenges for the policy framework currently in place in 
 Georgia when the abuser is a convicted felon. 

 ●  Unifying the inclusion of da�ng violence or in�mate partner violence in Georgia’s criminal and civil statutes 
 would extend important protec�ons to vic�ms in rela�onships recogniz  ed in the recently signed (as of June 
 25, 2022)  Bipar�san Safer Communi�es Act  on the  federal level. This would also unify procedures 
 surrounding TPOs, where relief now varies between order types (family violence, da�ng violence, and 
 stalking) and rela�onship types. Aligning relief along these lines would allow accurate risk assessment by 
 the abuse alleged, rather than by focusing on the rela�onship status of the involved par�es. As the law is 
 currently wri�en, even when an iden�cal fact pa�ern of abuse is alleged, relief by the courts and remedies 
 by law enforcement would depend largely on if a person was in a da�ng rela�onship or married.  These 
 adjustments would also clear up some confusion about which cases demand a �mely law enforcement 
 response. 

 ●  Vic�m no�fica�on of an abuser’s a�empted or successful effort to obtain a firearm in viola�on of the 
 law(s), was iden�fied as a priority area for improvement by project par�cipants. Unfortunately, the prac�ce 
 is also reportedly rare, as there exists a lack of policy obliga�ng vic�m no�fica�on at this �me. Crea�ng 
 policies and prac�ce for no�fying vic�ms about an abuser's access to firearms would represent an 
 important step towards increasing vic�ms’ safety and reducing domes�c violence homicides in Georgia. 

 ●  Principally, manda�ng that domes�c violence protec�ve orders prohibit possession of firearms and obligate 
 the surrender of firearms by the abuser, along with iden�fying which rela�onships are covered by state and 
 federal firearms prohibi�ons, would provide systems responders with a clearer understanding of what legal 
 ac�on could be taken to hold the abuser accountable in this regard. However, c  ourt responses appear to 
 vary widely in response to the issues surrounding abuser access to firearms. Some judges use accountability 
 court approaches to monitor abusers’ compliance, while others reportedly refuse to cooperate with 
 requests from vic�ms, advocates, and/or prosecutors to even include restric�ons on firearm possession or 
 requests for voluntary surrenders, ci�ng the Second Amendment rights of abusers. 

 The project staff consider these differences to be policy posi�ons, rather than procedural nuances; that 
 makes the possible solu�ons more a ma�er of leadership and direc�on-se�ng than figuring out the 
 nuts-and-bolts of protec�ve orders. Georgia should share research on the effec�veness of prac�ces such as 
 specific prohibi�ons, and examine the advantages or disadvantages of gran�ng the courts specific authority 
 to require firearms prohibi�ons and/or surrenders in certain civil cases (e.g., those involving firearms or 
 high risk of lethal violence) by state statute. Standardized approaches to protec�ve orders in 
 firearms-related cases would also encourage more uniformity in the ways courts order and follow up on 
 abusers’ compliance with firearms prohibi�ons. Expansion of domes�c violence courts and evalua�on of 
 the effec�veness of exis�ng accountability court-styled dockets for domes�c violence cases could provide 
 important lessons for such changes. 

 ●  There is great and hidden danger when a widespread assump�on exists that all firearms purchases are 
 through licensed sellers obligated to par�cipate in the background check process, or that a rejected 
 purchase a�empt by a licensed seller will lower the risks to a vic�m. Establishing policies to narrow  exis�ng 
 gaps in abusers’ access to firearms through unlicensed transac�ons is vital to community efforts to increase 
 abuser accountability and vic�m safety. And further, crea�ng a policy that encourages repor�ng by licensed 
 firearm sellers who believe an abuser is a�emp�ng to obtain a firearm, would fill an obvious gap in crisis 
 response that currently leaves communi�es without knowledge of increased risk. 
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 Procedural Conclusions 
 A fully coordinated community response is essen�al for keeping domes�c violence vic�ms and communi�es safe 
 when firearms are involved. Among project par�cipants, there was consensus on the need for more and be�er 
 communica�on among partners in the community response system. There are ques�ons about what informa�on 
 different partners might be permi�ed to share, but clearly local teams can improve informa�on-sharing 
 throughout these cases. Vic�m no�fica�on is a crucial element of risk assessment and safety planning for both 
 the vic�m and the community. Communi�es should take steps to ensure that vic�ms are informed about ac�ons 
 by the abuser that poten�ally jeopardize their safety, so they can adjust their safety plan accordingly. That means 
 informa�on-sharing protocols must ensure that the first person to hear about an abuser’s a�empt to obtain a 
 firearm either contacts the community responder most able to reach the vic�m, or contacts the vic�m directly 
 and makes a warm referral to an advocate. 

 A common thread through all these scenarios is the importance of specifying firearm prohibi�ons in protec�ve 
 orders, along with protocols for securing surrendered firearms and securing waivers or other means of 
 enhancing enforcement of the orders when there is a threat by an abuser.  The key to vic�m safety is  o�en a 
 rapid response that can establish probable cause connec�ng the abuser to a firearm, so that the weapon can be 
 secured and the abuser detained, if necessary. Par�cipants made it clear that the existence of a specific order 
 against possessing firearms enhances law enforcement’s ability to protect vic�ms in the short-term and 
 prosecu�on’s ability to obtain a convic�on in the longer-term. The existence of a TPO that is specific about 
 restric�ng possession of firearms, or even that contains a Fourth Amendment waiver, may be the core of an 
 effec�ve approach to vic�m safety. However, there is a great deal of disparity in how Georgia’s courts use specific 
 firearms prohibi�ons. 

 Procedural Recommenda�ons 
 ●  To address the need for more and be�er communica�on among partners in the community response 

 system, leaders within the space (e.g., vic�m advocacy organiza�ons, law enforcement, prosecutors, or 
 courts) should convene dialogue sessions among the local partners to “get everyone on the same page.” 
 They should conduct conversa�ons about the processes and procedures, priori�es and capaci�es of each 
 partner in the local response system. This is par�cularly important when ongoing cases require 
 collabora�on beyond the ini�al incident report, such as during an inves�ga�on and a�er protec�ve orders 
 are in place. The scenarios used in the dialogues under this project would offer a good point of departure 
 for such discussions. Appendix three provides case scenario worksheets containing the ques�ons from the 
 regional dialogues, which can be u�lized to guide these discussions. 

 ●  Georgia should iden�fy communi�es that have developed strong partnerships and informa�on-sharing 
 prac�ces that pertain to abuser access to firearms and examine what makes them successful. Pilot test sites 
 to extend these innova�ons into other loca�ons could be u�lized. 

 ●  Local procedures should reflect a concern for those abusers who already own firearms.  A broader base  of 
 community ownership of this issue is vital. Communi�es should supply enough person power to directly 
 address abusers known or thought to be in possession of firearms at all available opportuni�es to address 
 the issue. These individuals should possess the tools to protect survivors while pursuing evidence and 
 prosecu�on. Perhaps be�er community support would make it more likely that viola�ons of orders would 
 be reported officially rather than haphazardly through informal rela�onships, and that law enforcement in 
 some loca�ons would be less likely to drop these cases to a lower priority for lack of manpower to respond. 

 ●  In a related idea, law enforcement could make it part of their approach to build closer working rela�onships 
 with firearm sellers, to build trust and a network of informa�on sources for learning about abusers’ firearms 
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 viola�ons. While the idea may face some challenges because of prevailing a�tudes about Second 
 Amendment rights, group par�cipants were confident these rela�onships could be nurtured. Some said, 
 “without the sellers it’s hard to know what those abusers are doing.” 

 ●  Community responders should share the research on domes�c violence lethality with judges handling these 
 cases around the state. An evidence-based approach could improve how courts use their discre�on in 
 including specific firearm prohibi�ons in protec�ve orders. Model prac�ces could be developed to include 
 suggested guidelines on when to use specific prohibi�ons, and the language successful courts use. Data 
 should be gathered and shared on what approaches work in a range of fact pa�erns. The goal would be to 
 convince some skep�cal judges to try criteria for applying these orders, and to offer them some model 
 language and processes for entertaining recommenda�ons from advocates and prosecutors. These 
 approaches would address when to use specific language in criminal cases, Ex Parte and 12-month TPOs, as 
 well as waivers of Fourth Amendment rights. 

 ●  Many par�cipants believed the domes�c violence response system is overloaded with cases. Georgia can 
 develop an acceptable system of priority se�ng – a triage approach that includes addi�onal safety 
 measures based on risk level. One sugges�on was to manage the addi�onal workloads with be�er 
 informa�on technology solu�ons, such as automated no�fica�ons when an abuser is released from jail or 
 status updates about TPO service (e.g., VINElink). Rou�ne use of ankle monitors on high-risk offenders may 
 also reduce ongoing risk for the vic�m and community. 

 Addi�onal procedures which priori�ze longer-term accountability and supervision for violent or repeat 
 offenders should also be considered. DCS par�cipants noted regular violent repeat offender mee�ngs that 
 bring prosecutors together with law enforcement, as an opportunity to decide whether to pursue criminal 
 cases in situa�ons that might bring mandatory minimum sentencing to those convicted of armed crimes. 
 This approach can result in longer sentences, akin to federal cases, and may serve as a framework to reduce 
 caseloads for many community responders for longer periods of �me – as problema�c abusers who are 
 removed from the community also represent reduced risk for vic�ms and reduce accompanying repeat calls 
 for service respec�vely. 

 ●  There should also be incen�ves for conduc�ng compliance hearings, such as addi�onal funding for new 
 court and advocacy posi�ons to follow up on higher-risk cases. Ideally advocates would have sufficient �me 
 to work out safety plans, to keep the court updated about compliance in firearms cases, and to coordinate 
 with local law enforcement for help in planning for vic�m safety. 

 ●  Georgia should study whether there is a problem with local law enforcement’s ability to store surrendered 
 firearms. If limited storage space is affec�ng an agency’s ability to secure these weapons, then it might also 
 be affec�ng its ability to confiscate them. Apparently, there are working arrangements between Fulton 
 County and suburban departments in the area which have allowed shared firearms storage. Similar 
 space-sharing agreements in other loca�ons could benefit both vic�m and community safety. 

 Training Conclusions 
 None of the policy or procedure improvements listed above are possible without a great deal of public educa�on 
 and evidence-based skills training among partners engaged in the response to domes�c violence. Project 
 par�cipants made it clear that there are gaps in the knowledge base of even experienced partners among 
 Georgia’s local crisis response teams. The situa�on requires a consolidated approach to educa�ng the 
 community and training the partners on the approaches known to be effec�ve elsewhere. 

 Training Recommenda�ons 
 ●  Georgia needs a public educa�on campaign, the goal of which should be to mo�vate people to take 

 firearms-involved domes�c violence issues seriously. The intent would be to build support for making these 
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 cases a higher priority for local law enforcement, and to educate the public about the need for aligning 
 Georgia's firearms laws with the relevant corresponding federal law. The campaign should build up 
 community awareness about the risks of firearms by presen�ng preven�on and early recogni�on methods 
 in the schools, faith communi�es, and other public venues as well as differen�a�ng between Second 
 Amendment rights and restric�ons that are necessary for abusers not considered to be “lawful gun 
 owners.” As a side benefit, greater public understanding of the issue could lead to greater support for the 
 resources needed to staff community crisis response components, including law enforcement, prosecu�on, 
 legal services and domes�c violence service providers. 

 ●  Georgia also needs to develop and implement a training program for community responders that would 
 clarify the way the federal NICS system works, and suggest model protocols for partners to address issues 
 when a prohibited abuser a�empts to obtain a firearm. That training should share recent research on the 
 risks and lethality factors, as well as the incidence trends among these cases in Georgia. An important 
 training topic would be informa�on about successful collabora�on models that func�on effec�vely when 
 repor�ng and sharing informa�on during inves�ga�ons and safety planning processes. This might extend to 
 a facilitated approach to nego�a�ng agreements for local informa�on-sharing. 
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 APPENDICES 

 1.  Regional Groupings of Par�cipants for Dialogue Sessions 

 Northeast  Region  Northwest Region  North Atlanta Region 

 ●  Banks 
 ●  Barrow 
 ●  Dawson 
 ●  Habersham 
 ●  Jackson 
 ●  Lumpkin 
 ●  Rabun 
 ●  Stephens 
 ●  Towns 
 ●  Union 
 ●  White 

 ●  Bartow 
 ●  Catoosa 
 ●  Cha�ooga 
 ●  Dade 
 ●  Fannin 
 ●  Floyd 
 ●  Gilmer 
 ●  Gordon 
 ●  Murray 
 ●  Pickens 
 ●  Walker 
 ●  Whi�ield 

 ●  Cherokee 
 ●  Cobb 
 ●  Douglas 
 ●  Forsyth 
 ●  Hall 
 ●  Paulding 

 West Region  Atlanta Region  South Atlanta Region 

 ●  Carroll 
 ●  Clayton 
 ●  Coweta 
 ●  Faye�e 
 ●  Haralson 
 ●  Heard 
 ●  Meriwether 
 ●  Pike 
 ●  Polk 
 ●  Spalding 
 ●  Troup 

 ●  Fulton  ●  DeKalb 
 ●  Gwinne� 
 ●  Henry 
 ●  Newton 
 ●  Rockdale 
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 2.  Lis�ng of Six Regional Dialogue Sessions: Par�cipants by Stakeholder Type 

 Stakeholder 
 Type 

 Northeast  Northwest 
 North 

 Atlanta 
 West  Atlanta 

 South 
 Atlanta 

 Total 
 Par�cipants 

 Sheriff’s Office or 
 Police 
 Department 

 1  0  1  0  0  1  3 

 Solicitor-General’s 
 Office  0  0  1  2  3  3  9 

 District A�orney’s 
 Office  3  1  2  1  5  2  14 

 Community 
 Supervision 
 (Proba�on/Parole) 

 1  1  0  1  1  0  4 

 Family Violence 
 Interven�on 
 Program 
 (Abuser Interven�on) 

 1  1  0  0  0  2  4 

 Judge  0  1  1  0  1  1  4 

 Court Staff  0  0  1  0  1  0  2 

 Legal Aid  1  1  1  2  1  0  6 

 Family Violence 
 Program 
 (Vic�m Services) 

 3  3  2  2  1  1  12 

 Total Par�cipants  10  8  9  8  13  10 
 TOTAL: 

 58 
 par�cipants 
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 3.  Community Response Partners Dialogue Sessions: Worksheets and Scenarios for Discussion 

 Introduc�on 

 In order to benefit communica�on among the partners engaged in the coordinated community response to 
 domes�c violence, community leaders (e.g., vic�m advocacy organiza�ons, law enforcement, prosecutors, or 
 courts) should convene dialogue sessions among their partners to “get everyone on the same page.” They should 
 conduct conversa�ons about the processes and procedures, priori�es and capaci�es of each of the partners in 
 the local response system. This is par�cularly important when ongoing cases require collabora�on beyond the 
 ini�al report, such as during an inves�ga�on and a�er protec�ve orders are in place. The scenarios used in the 
 dialogues under this project would offer a good point of departure for such discussions. This worksheet includes 
 case scenarios and ques�ons u�lized in the regional dialogues, with discussion ques�ons for leading these 
 sessions within Georgia communi�es. 

 Instruc�ons for the Session Facilitator 

 Ask the par�cipants to review each of the following four scenarios, then be prepared to discuss their answers to 
 the ques�ons that follow each scenario. Par�cipants should assume that these hypothe�cal incidents have taken 
 place in their community in Georgia. They should also assume that all the par�es are residents there. Please note 
 that in the scenarios male pronouns are used for abusers and female pronouns are used for vic�ms. This is not 
 intended to minimize the diversity of rela�onships in which abuse occurs, but rather to reflect Georgia data 
 which indicates a male offender and female vic�m in 70% of reported incidents. 

 Background on Scenarios 

 Scenario #1:  The circumstances explained in Scenario  #1 are alleged to meet the rela�onship requirements 
 under federal firearms law, sugges�ng that if a firearm purchase were made it would be detected by the  Na�onal 
 Instant Criminal Background Check System (  NICS).  This  scenario  is intended to assess the presence of any 
 uniform communica�on protocol that would advise a vic�m and/or law enforcement when an abuser under a 
 protec�ve order a�empts to obtain a firearm in viola�on of the order and of the firearms prohibi�ons under 
 federal law. More generally, this scenario seeks to determine w  hat happens if an abuser who is under  a 
 protec�ve order in a domes�c violence case a�empts to purchase a firearm from a licensed seller. 

 “An  abuser  who  is  under  a  12-month  Family  Violence  Temporary  Protec�ve  Order  (TPO)  goes  to  a  gun  shop  to  buy 
 a  firearm.  He  completes  all  the  necessary  paperwork  and  undergoes  a  background  check  through  the  Na�onal 
 Instant  Criminal  Background  Check  System  (NICS),  as  required  prior  to  purchase.  The  background  check  process 
 generates  a  ‘hit’  due  to  the  TPO  having  been  entered  into  the  Protec�ve  Order  Registry  and  NICS  confirms  the 
 details  of  the  protec�ve  order  with  the  origina�ng  agency.  It  is  determined  that  the  abuser  and  vic�m  met  the 
 required  rela�onship  status  and  other  qualifica�ons  that  trigger  the  federal  firearms  prohibi�ons.  The  order 
 states  that  the  abuser  ‘shall  not  possess  or  purchase  a  firearm  or  ammuni�on  as  restricted  by  federal  law  under 
 18 U.S.C. § 922(g).’ The abuser’s firearm purchase is denied.” 

 ●  What happens next in your community? 
 ●  How does handling it this way affect your ability to protect the community in your role? 
 ●  Are you aware of which agencies in your community receive no�ce that an issue has emerged on a 

 pre-purchase background check? 
 ●  In your community, would the vic�m who obtained the TPO against the abuser become aware that they had 

 a�empted to purchase a firearm? How is that vic�m no�fied and by whom? 
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 Scenario #2:  The circumstances explained in Scenario #2 are largely the s  ame as those in Scenario #1, except the 
 abuser and vic�m never lived together, never had a child together, and were never married.  This scenario was 
 selected to examine the risks raised when the firearms prohibi�ons under federal law are not engaged because 
 the situa�on fails to meet the rela�onship requirements (as they stood before June 2022, when the  Bipar�san 
 Safer Communi�es Act gun safety  law was signed into  federal law) and therefore the abuser’s gun purchase is 
 allowed.  This scenario affords the opportunity to  again assess the presence of any uniform communica�on 
 protocol to advise a vic�m and/or law enforcement of the abuser’s purchase of the firearm, to discuss how 
 commonly protec�ve orders in these communi�es include specific prohibi�ons against firearm possession, and 
 to determine the likelihood that firearms surrender would be enforced in communi�es 

 “An  abuser  who  is  under  a  12-month  Da�ng  Violence  Temporary  Protec�ve  Order  (TPO)  goes  to  a  gunshop  to  buy 
 a  firearm.  He  completes  all  the  necessary  paperwork  and  undergoes  a  background  check  through  the  Na�onal 
 Instant  Criminal  Background  Check  System  (NICS),  as  required  prior  to  purchase.  The  background  check  process 
 generates  a  ‘hit’  due  to  the  TPO  having  been  entered  into  the  Protec�ve  Order  Registry  and  NICS  confirms  the 
 details  of  the  protec�ve  order  with  the  origina�ng  agency.  Because  the  abuser  and  vic�m  never  lived  together, 
 had  a  child  together,  and  were  never  married,  it  was  determined  that  he  did  not  meet  the  required  rela�onship 
 status  to  trigger  the  federal  firearms  prohibi�ons  under  18  U.S.C.  §  922(g)(8).  However,  the  order  required  that 
 the  abuser,  ‘surrender  any  and  all  firearms  to  the  County  Sheriff’s  Office  for  safekeeping  and  not  possess  any 
 therea�er for the dura�on of the order.’ The abuser’s firearm purchase is approved.” 
 ●  What happens next in your community? 
 ●  How does handling it this way affect your ability to protect the community in your role? 
 ●  Do orders in your community include specific measures to address firearms access? What are they? 
 ●  Is the no�fica�on process in this scenario any different than the one we discussed in Scenario 1? If so, how 

 is it different? 

 Scenario #3:  The circumstances explained in Scenario  #3 resemble the previous two scenarios in that there is a 
 specific TPO addressing firearms access, and it is implied that there is a qualifying rela�onship between the 
 abuser and the vic�m which would trigger firearms prohibi�ons. There is also sufficient informa�on and concern 
 to cause the vic�m to get law enforcement involved. This scenario was selected to  determine what responses 
 take place in Georgia communi�es when an abuser under a protec�ve order that requires the surrender of 
 firearms appears to maintain possession of at least one weapon and then acts in a manner that seems to overtly 
 violate the order. This scenario also affords the opportunity to  assess what efforts are taken by law  enforcement 
 when there are inconsistencies surrounding the abuser’s access to firearms reported by the vic�m and abuser. 

 “  A  vic�m  contacts  you  and  informs  you  she  is  concerned  that  her  abuser  has  access  to  a  firearm  and  she  may  be 
 in  danger.  This  a�ernoon,  when  the  vic�m  returned  to  her  car  a�er  running  errands,  she  found  a  used  paper 
 shoo�ng  target  on  her  windshield.  She  recognized  the  target  as  iden�cal  to  the  targets  used  by  her  abuser.  The 
 vic�m  recently  obtained  a  Temporary  Protec�ve  Order  (TPO)  against  her  abuser,  which  required  the  abuser  to 
 turn  over  all  firearms  for  safekeeping  when  the  order  was  served.  The  vic�m  explains  that  when  she  obtained  the 
 TPO,  she  completed  a  form  which  included  a  descrip�on  of  the  loca�on  of  the  four  firearms  the  abuser  owned 
 and  where  they  were  kept.  At  the  �me  of  service,  depu�es  obtained  three  of  the  four  firearms  and  the  abuser  told 
 them the fourth did not exist.” 

 ●  What happens next in your community? 
 ●  How does handling it this way affect your ability to protect the community in your role? 
 ●  Would the way your community handles this situa�on be impacted by whether the abuser was subject to 

 federal firearms prohibi�ons? 
 ●  What, if any, ac�ons would be taken to locate the fourth firearm? 
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 Scenario #4  : The circumstances explained in Scenario #4 closely resemble that of Scenario #3, but there is a 
 change in the evidence with the inclusion of a social media pos�ng of a photo. This scenario was selected to 
 discuss the importance of evidence as a factor in determining whether firearms prohibi�ons are enforced among 
 the groups. Unlike some of the other scenarios, Scenario #4 also allows the par�cipants to assume that Georgia 
 law would include a prohibi�on against firearms possession by the abuser, because the abuser is a convicted 
 felon. This means that while federal law may also be in play, community responses can be assessed within a 
 con�nuum of op�ons which clearly includes Georgia law. 

 “A  vic�m  contacts  you  and  informs  you  she  is  concerned  that  her  abuser  has  access  to  a  firearm  and  she  may  be 
 in  danger.  This  a�ernoon,  when  the  vic�m  returned  to  her  car  a�er  running  errands,  she  found  a  used  paper 
 shoo�ng  target  on  her  windshield.  She  recognized  the  target  as  iden�cal  to  targets  used  by  her  abuser.  The  vic�m 
 also  observed  a  social  media  post  by  a  mutual  friend  of  the  abuser,  which  showed  the  abuser  holding  a  gun  at  the 
 shoo�ng  range.  The  image  was  posted  this  morning.  The  abuser  is  a  convicted  felon,  stemming  from  an  incident 
 of abuse against the vic�m.” 

 ●  What happens next in your community? 
 ●  How does handling it this way affect your ability to protect the community in your role? 
 ●  How would the response be different if a photo of the abuser holding a firearm did not exist? 
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 Community Response Partners Dialogue Sessions: 
 Worksheets and Scenarios for Discussion 

 Instruc�ons for the Session Par�cipants 

 Review each of the following scenarios, then be prepared to discuss their answers to the ques�ons that follow 
 each scenario. You should assume that these hypothe�cal incidents have taken place in your community and 
 that all the par�es are residents there. 

 Scenario #1 
 “An  abuser  who  is  under  a  12-month  Family  Violence  Temporary  Protec�ve  Order  (TPO)  goes  to  a  gun  shop  to  buy 
 a  firearm.  He  completes  all  the  necessary  paperwork  and  undergoes  a  background  check  through  the  Na�onal 
 Instant  Criminal  Background  Check  System  (NICS),  as  required  prior  to  purchase.  The  background  check  process 
 generates  a  ‘hit’  due  to  the  TPO  having  been  entered  into  the  Protec�ve  Order  Registry  and  NICS  confirms  the 
 details  of  the  protec�ve  order  with  the  origina�ng  agency.  It  is  determined  that  the  abuser  and  vic�m  met  the 
 required  rela�onship  status  and  other  qualifica�ons  that  trigger  the  federal  firearms  prohibi�ons.  The  order 
 states  that  the  abuser  ‘shall  not  possess  or  purchase  a  firearm  or  ammuni�on  as  restricted  by  federal  law  under 
 18 U.S.C. § 922(g).’ The abuser’s firearm purchase is denied.” 
 ●  What happens next in your community? 

 ●  How does handling it this way affect your ability to protect the community in your role? 

 ●  Are you aware of which agencies in your community receive no�ce that an issue has emerged on a 
 pre-purchase background check? 

 ●  In your community, would the vic�m who obtained the TPO against the abuser become aware that they had 
 a�empted to purchase a firearm? How is that vic�m no�fied and by whom? 

 Scenario #2 
 “An  abuser  who  is  under  a  12-month  Da�ng  Violence  Temporary  Protec�ve  Order  (TPO)  goes  to  a  gunshop  to  buy 
 a  firearm.  He  completes  all  the  necessary  paperwork  and  undergoes  a  background  check  through  the  Na�onal 
 Instant  Criminal  Background  Check  System  (NICS),  as  required  prior  to  purchase.  The  background  check  process 
 generates  a  ‘hit’  due  to  the  TPO  having  been  entered  into  the  Protec�ve  Order  Registry  and  NICS  confirms  the 
 details  of  the  protec�ve  order  with  the  origina�ng  agency.  Because  the  abuser  and  vic�m  never  lived  together, 
 had  a  child  together,  and  were  never  married,  it  was  determined  that  he  did  not  meet  the  required  rela�onship 
 status  to  trigger  the  federal  firearms  prohibi�ons  under  18  U.S.C.  §  922(g)(8).  However,  the  order  required  that 
 the  abuser,  ‘surrender  any  and  all  firearms  to  the  County  Sheriff’s  Office  for  safekeeping  and  not  possess  any 
 therea�er for the dura�on of the order.’ The abuser’s firearm purchase is approved.” 
 ●  What happens next in your community? 

 ●  How does handling it this way affect your ability to protect the community in your role? 
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 ●  Do orders in your community include specific measures to address firearms access? What are they? 

 ●  Is the no�fica�on process in this scenario any different than the one we discussed in Scenario 1? If so, how 
 is it different? 

 Scenario #3 
 “  A  vic�m  contacts  you  and  informs  you  she  is  concerned  that  her  abuser  has  access  to  a  firearm  and  she  may  be 
 in  danger.  This  a�ernoon,  when  the  vic�m  returned  to  her  car  a�er  running  errands,  she  found  a  used  paper 
 shoo�ng  target  on  her  windshield.  She  recognized  the  target  as  iden�cal  to  the  targets  used  by  her  abuser.  The 
 vic�m  recently  obtained  a  Temporary  Protec�ve  Order  (TPO)  against  her  abuser,  which  required  the  abuser  to 
 turn  over  all  firearms  for  safekeeping  when  the  order  was  served.  The  vic�m  explains  that  when  she  obtained  the 
 TPO,  she  completed  a  form  which  included  a  descrip�on  of  the  loca�on  of  the  four  firearms  the  abuser  owned 
 and  where  they  were  kept.  At  the  �me  of  service,  depu�es  obtained  three  of  the  four  firearms  and  the  abuser  told 
 them the fourth did not exist.” 
 ●  What happens next in your community? 

 ●  How does handling it this way affect your ability to protect the community in your role? 

 ●  Would the way your community handles this situa�on be impacted by whether the abuser was subject to 
 federal firearms prohibi�ons? 

 ●  What, if any, ac�ons would be taken to locate the fourth firearm? 

 Scenario #4 
 “A  vic�m  contacts  you  and  informs  you  she  is  concerned  that  her  abuser  has  access  to  a  firearm  and  she  may  be 
 in  danger.  This  a�ernoon,  when  the  vic�m  returned  to  her  car  a�er  running  errands,  she  found  a  used  paper 
 shoo�ng  target  on  her  windshield.  She  recognized  the  target  as  iden�cal  to  targets  used  by  her  abuser.  The  vic�m 
 also  observed  a  social  media  post  by  a  mutual  friend  of  the  abuser,  which  showed  the  abuser  holding  a  gun  at  the 
 shoo�ng  range.  The  image  was  posted  this  morning.  The  abuser  is  a  convicted  felon,  stemming  from  an  incident 
 of abuse against the vic�m.” 
 ●  What happens next in your community? 

 ●  How does handling it this way affect your ability to protect the community in your role? 

 ●  How would the response be different if a photo of the abuser holding a firearm did not exist? 
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