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ABOUT OUR AGENCY

The Georgia Commission on Family Violence (GCFV) is a state agency created by the
Georgia General Assembly in 1992 to develop a comprehensive state plan for ending family
violence in Georgia. The mission of GCFV is to provide leadership to end family violence by
promoting safety, ensuring accountability, and improving justice for generations to come.

Charged with the study and evaluation of needs, priorities, programs, policies, and
accessibility of services relating to family violence in Georgia, GCFV is led by 37 appointed
Commissioners and a staff of eight. GCFV is administratively attached to the Georgia
Department of Community Supervision.



ABOUT THIS REPORT

GCFV provides evidence-based reports to make family violence data accessible and usable to
key stakeholders across the state. In 2020, GCFV published 11 reports detailing specific
trends statewide and in each of Georgia’s 10 judicial districts, based on rates of occurrence of
family violence in Georgia from 2013-2017"'. This report builds upon those, using other
methods of analysis which allow stakeholders to look deeper into the data and reveal new
relationships between variables associated with family violence response.

This report contains aggregate data for the state of Georgia organized by population density,
allowing comparisons between similarly populated geographic areas statewide. It also
contains an examination of relationships between factors in reported incidents of family
violence, such as the presence of Temporary Protective Orders (TPOs) and police action
taken. In-depth analysis of the relationships between these and other factors, reveals unique
strengths and challenges present in similarly populated communities within Georgia. The goal
of this type of analysis is to gauge the success of past recommendations for systemic change
in response to family violence, as well as to develop best practices from emerging data.

This report also provides analysis of domestic violence-related fatal incidents in Georgia.
GCFV has studied the circumstances surrounding these tragic events since 2004, using the
data to inform best practices in reducing domestic violence-related homicide, suicide, and
murder-suicide statewide. Data about fatal domestic violence-related incidents and family
violence incidents capture different sets of relationships between victim and offender , though
some overlap exists. Accordingly, in this report “family violence” (FV) will refer to incidents
between family members (e.g. spouses, parents, siblings) and “domestic violence” (DV) will
refer to incidents between current or former romantic partners (e.g. spouses,
boyfriends/girlfriends, parents of the same children).

NAVIGATING THIS REPORT

To best navigate this report, use the table on page five and the map on page six to identify the
population tier you live or work in. The tier number and color associated with your local area
will allow you to locate data and analysis specific to your county, by population tier.

Maps are included in each section of the data analysis. To best use them, refer to the first
column in the legend adjacent to each map to ascertain the scale and color scheme used.
Maps that include per capita rates are calculated per 100,000 people, using 2017 population
estimates. Except as noted, in maps featuring a purple color scheme, darker color represents
negative outcomes for victim safety and offender accountability, while lighter color represents
positive outcomes. Similarly, for maps in blue, darker colors represent a higher percentage of
incidents with the given indicator, while lighter colors represents lower percentages.

The percentile rankings on the right-hand side of each map’s legend, relay the distribution of
percentages and per capita rates throughout the state for each indicator. The 50" percentile
represents the median of the set, meaning that 50% of Georgia’s 159 counties fall at or below
this number. Correspondingly, the 10" percentile marks the number at which 10% of the
counties fall at or below the number, and the 90" percentile denotes the 90% correspondent.
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In a normal distribution, the median and mean (or average) of each set of numbers would be
the same, however real data does not always conform to a normal distribution. When the
median differs significantly from the mean, it can indicate the presence of outliers (extreme
high or low values). For example, the state mean for the per capita rate (per 100K) of Ex-Parte
Family Violence and Stalking Temporary Protective Orders (TPOs) is about 813, while the
state median is 552, this indicates that there are counties with significantly low TPO rates that
skew the state median far lower than the state mean. This report contains an appendix on
pages 30-36. The appendix contains factor-specific data for each county within the state,
organized by population tier, and may be of assistance in identifying outliers within Georgia
family violence-related data.

A NEW APPROACH

This report utilizes population density to indicate the relative population of a region for
comparison to similar locations statewide. Population density reflects the number of people
who live within a county, relative to its geographic land area. Georgia has an overall population
density of 188 people per square mile,? ranking as the 17th most populated state in the United
States.

Georgia's population density varies significantly throughout the state, ranging from
approximately 2,600 people per square mile in its most populated county, DeKalb County, to
only nine people per square mile in Clinch County, its least populated county. Using population
data,® Georgia's 159 counties were organized into six tiers based on population density. This
tiered system will allow readers to compare geographically similar counties, such as those with
large metropolitan areas like those included in tier six, and more rural counties like those
included in tier one.

It is highly likely that population density also speaks to the amount of resources available in
response to family violence in Georgia. More highly populated areas are generally more
resource rich, while less populated areas tend to be resource scarce.* However, the burden on
the resources available in more densely populated areas can outstrip the availability, thus
creating a scarcity of resources in densely populated areas as well. Overall, in both urban and
rural settings there is often a lack of resources available to support victim safety and offender
accountability.

This report contains analysis of data including family violence incidents, domestic
violence-related fatalities, police action taken (PAT) and Temporary Protective Orders (TPOs)
statewide between 2013 and 2017. Additionally, correlations between factors such as
substance use, child involvement, and firearms were combined with family violence incidence
data to determine if relationships existed between the variables. It is imperative to note that
correlation is not the same as causation. The complexity of family violence incidents does not
allow for simple explanations. Rather, there are multiple factors involved which each contribute
to different outcomes. Methods of analysis such as the use of correlations, allow us to look at
family violence incidents from different perspectives without losing focus on the complexity of
the issue.



Correlation Range Definition

No Relationship: variables being compared do not occur together
Weak (+/-) 0.00 - 0.33 | regularly.

Some Relationship: variables being compared occur together
Moderate (+/-) 0.34 - 0.66 | occasionally but not consistently.

Close Relationship: variables being compared consistently occur
Strong (+/-) 0.67 - 1.00 | together.

Correlations between the factors were categorized as having a weak, moderate, or strong
relationship with the specified variables. The strength of the relationship indicates the
likelihood of those variables being present together. If the correlation is positive, both variables
increase together. For example, in all population tiers the presence or involvement of children
in reported family violence incidents has a strong positive relationship to arrests occurring.
This indicates that the two variables are increasing together. Applying that to the example, it
should come as no surprise that as the number of victims present during an incident goes up
(children present), so does the likelihood of an arrest occurring, considering that more people
present increases the number of witnesses to a crime and also the range of crimes that a law
enforcement officer could potentially charge on-scene.

Conversely, a negative correlation indicates that one variable is increasing while the other
variable is decreasing. To use the same factors as the previous example, a strong negative
correlation between child presence or involvement and arrests would indicate that as one of
those variables was increasing, the other was decreasing. It would be necessary to look at
which variable was increasing and which one was decreasing to understand what was
occurring in the population tier. If more children were present or involved and there was a
decrease in arrests, concern would be appropriate given that family violence has a traumatic
effect on children. However, if it is the case that arrests are increasing and children present are
decreasing in reported incidents of family violence, this could mean that there are less children
being exposed to family violence.

Understanding the relationship between two variables shows how family
violence incidents are being handled in different areas of Georgia.
Ostensibly there should not be differences, given the law does not
change across county lines. However we must acknowledge that

differences in resources and responses do exist, and identifying them
allows concerned Georgians to ask informed questions about why the
differences exist and what can be done to improve our statewide

response to family violence in Georgia.




STATE OF GEORGIA POPULATION DENSITY TIERS
TIER ONE TIER TWO TIER THREE TIER FOUR TIER FIVE
Baker* Appling Macon Banks Lee Baldwin Lumpkin Barrow

Calhoun Atkinson Mclntosh* Ben Hill McDuffie Bartow Madison Bibb
Charlton Bacon Meriwether Bleckley Monroe Bulloch Murray Chatham
Clay* Berrien Mitchell Bryan Morgan Butts Newton Cherokee
Clinch Brantley Montgomery* | Camden Pierce Carroll Oconee Clarke
Early Brooks Oglethorpe | Chattooga Pike Catoosa Peach Columbia
Echols Burke Pulaski Coffee Putnam Coweta Pickens Douglas
Glascock* Candler Rabun Colquitt Sumter Dawson Polk Fayette
Hancock | Chattahoochee Schley Cook Tattnall Dougherty Spalding Forsyth
Jenkins* Crawford Seminole Crisp Thomas Effingham Stephens Hall
Marion* Decatur Telfair* Dade Toombs Floyd Tift Henry
Miller Dodge Terrell Elbert Towns Glynn Troup Muscogee
Quitman* Dooly Treutlen* Evans* Union Gordon Walker Paulding
Randolph Emanuel Turner Fannin Upson Habersham Walton Richmond
Screven Greene Twiggs Franklin Haralson White Rockdale
Stewart* Heard Ware Gilmer Hart Whitfield
Talbot Irwin Washington Grady Houston Clayton
Taliaferro Jasper Wayne Harris Jackson Cobb
Taylor* Jeff Davis Wheeler Jones Lamar Dekalb
Warren Jefferson Wilcox Lanier Liberty Fulton
Webster Johnson* Worth Laurens Lowndes Gwinnett
Wilkes Lincoln* *See data sources on page 27 for list of counties with missing or
Wilkinson Long incomplete reporting of family violence data from 2013-2017.




STATE OF GEORGIA POPULATION DENSITY MAP

Tier

Population
Density

el 18 37| 71| 187| 19| 2,013| 188




FAMILY VIOLENCE INCIDENTS

Ascertaining a complete picture of the breadth of the problem of family violence in Georgia is
impossible given the myriad ways victims and offenders have contact with resources
statewide. There are many formal and informal systems available for victims to access help:
hospitals, DV programs, religious institutions and more. Social stigmas, cultural norms and
lack of awareness of resources all impact whether parties involved in abusive
relationships are ever identified and if crimes of family violence are reported. We
acknowledge that reporting to law enforcement is not the only point of entry for victims of
family violence. While there is no perfect way to capture the volume of people impacted by
family violence, the number of incidents reported to law enforcement agencies statewide is
one reliable metric providing us insight into the complex problem of family violence.

Throughout this report we will refer to family violence incident data and domestic
violence-related fatalities as two related but distinct data sets. While family violence incident
data does include fatal incidents, the bulk of incidents (99.83%) included in the data set
are non-fatal. The total number of family violence incidents in Georgia speaks to where we
are as a state in our pursuit of a violence-free future.

To better understand the impact the volume of reported incidents would have on communities,
we look to family violence incidents per capita. Evaluating the number of family violence
incidents per capita, normalizes the total number of reports per 100,000 people so we can
better study how incident reporting varies across diversely populated geographic areas of our
state and identify possible factors that contribute to relatively higher or lower rates of reporting.
It is important to keep in mind that an increased number of reported incidents is not
necessarily a negative. For instance, tiers two and four have the highest rate of family violence
incidents per capita by a significant margin. These elevated numbers could indicate an
overburdened system compared to other portions of the state. On the other hand, it could also
be an indication that communities in those tiers have successfully reduced barriers to
reporting.

Family Violence Family Violence
Tier Population Count Incidents Incidents per Capita

157,982 3,179 2,012.3

660,480 26,455 4,005.4

913,750 25,701 2,812.7

2,337,523 96,671 4,135.6

2,603,801 71,594 2,749.6

3,755,843 88,375 2,353.0

10,429,379 311,975 2,991.3




FAMILY VIOLENCE INCIDENTS PER CAPITA (2013-2017)

Per .
Capita Percentile
>6,390 9oth
r 4,155 75th
5
-
< 2,610 50th
1,305 25t
455 10t
0 0

MAP DETAILS

All counties in Georgia are shaded to reflect the number of reported family violence incidents
in each county per 100,000 people (family violence incidents per capita). The darker the
color of the county, the more family violence incidents have been reported; the lighter
the county, the less reported incidents. All counties are compared to the statewide median
(50th percentile; 2,619 incidents per 100,000 people). Thus, a darker color is above the
statewide median of family violence incidents reported and a lighter color is below the
statewide median.



FATALITIES

Less than 1% of all reported family violence incidents statewide are fatalities, however fatal
incidents provide some of the most valuable insights into family violence response despite the
small volume. From 2013-2017 there were 518 fatal incidents of domestic violence (DV)
known to take place in Georgia. Those incidents accounted for at least 682 deaths
statewide.

Without considering other factors, one could reason that Georgia's rural communities of tier
one experienced fewer fatalities (n=13), while the more populated regions of tier six
experienced disproportionately higher loss of life to domestic violence (n=216). However,
when we examine the findings per capita, a different picture emerges. The most populous tier
has the lowest number of fatalities per capita (5.8 DV fatalities per 100K people), while tiers
one and three have the highest number of fatalities per capita (8.2 and 9.1 DV fatalities per
100K people, respectively). This suggests the most densely populated areas of Georgia
have developed some level of systemic response or preventative measures that reduce
lethal risk of domestic violence. Tiers two, four and five each have similar numbers of
fatalities per capita.

Comparing the number of fatal incidents to fatalities provides further insight into the nature of
DV incidents occurring across population tiers. Murder-suicides, familicides or fatal incidents
that occur in public places often have more than one fatality per incident. Tiers four and five
have a marginally higher average number of fatalities per incident (1.4 fatalities per fatal
incident) than the other population tiers (1.3 fatalities per fatal incident).

Percent of DV-Related
DV-Related Incidents Fatalities per | DV-Related
Fatal DV-Related Resulting in a Fatal Fatalities
Incidents Fatalities Fatality Incident per Capita
10 13 0.31% 1.3 8.2
34 44 0.13% 1.3 6.7
66 83 0.26% 1.3 9.1
110 149 0.11% 1.4 6.4
130 177 0.18% 1.4 6.8
168 216 0.19% 1.3 5.8
518 682 0.17% 1.3 6.5




FATALITIES PER CAPITA (2013-2017)

CaP:irt a Percentile
>18 90t
10 75t
4.5 50t
2 25t
1 10t
:;'\‘ 0 0

MAP DETAILS

All counties in Georgia are shaded to reflect the number of known domestic violence-related
fatalities in each county per 100,000 people (fatalities per capita). The darker the color of the
county, the more domestic violence-related fatalities are known to have occurred; the
lighter the county, the less domestic violence-related fatalities known. All counties are
compared to the statewide median (50th percentile; 4.5 fatalities per 100,000 people). Thus, a
darker color is above the statewide median of known domestic violence-related fatalities and a
lighter color is below the statewide median.
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POLICE ACTION TAKEN

The police action taken (PAT) when responding to family violence incidents impacts victim
safety and offender accountability. From 2013-2017, Uniform Crime Reporting in Georgia
specified six potential outcomes on incident reports filed by law enforcement officers: arrest,
citation, mediation, separation, other, and none (no PAT). Throughout this report, these
outcomes will be referred to as either arrest or non-arrest outcomes with the latter category
including citation, mediation, separation, other and none. From 2013-2017 there were 523,449
arrests in Georgia; 20.2% of these arrests were in family violence incidents.

Georgia is a preferred arrest state, meaning that officers have discretion in family violence
incidents and are not mandated to make an arrest. Arrest is considered the best practice
for police action taken in reported incidents of family violence. Arrests can have direct
and positive impacts on victim safety, as they remove the aggressor from the situation and
reduce immediate risk to the victim. Additionally, accurately identifying, arresting and charging
the predominant aggressor in a family violence incident is an effective way to increase
offender accountability. From 2013-2017 arrests were the most frequently occurring outcome
in reported incidents of family violence. In a silo, that fact feels like a success; the most
common action taken is also the preferred action taken. However, when you consider that
non-arrest outcomes were noted in approximately two-thirds of cases, the level of preference
given to arrest is called into question.

Evaluating the frequency of PAT across all of Georgia’s population tiers reveals significant
variations among arrest and non-arrest outcomes. For example, there were 31,598 more
arrests in tier six than in tier one during in the five-year period. However, looking at the
percentage of arrests relative to the total number of incidents within each tier provides more
comparable data. Arrest rates are 10% higher in more densely populated tiers than in the less
densely populated tiers. Analyzing arrest outcomes across the tiers provides a more
comprehensive understanding of how well best practices in PAT are being implemented
across diverse regions of the state.

Total Arrests in Family Violence Family Violence Incidents with
Tier Incidents an Arrest

833 26.2%
6,179 23.4%
8,874 34.5%
31,976 33.1%
25,337 35.4%
32,431 36.7%
105,630 30.8%
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PERCENT OF INCIDENTS WITH AN ARREST (2013-2017)

% Percentile
>53 90th
41 75t
32 50t
26 25t
20 10t
0 0

MAP DETAILS

All counties in Georgia are shaded to reflect the percent of reported family violence incidents
in which an arrest occurred (percent of incidents with an arrest). The darker the color of the
county, the fewer arrests which occurred in reported incidents of family violence; the
lighter the county, the more family violence arrests which occurred. All counties are
compared to the statewide median (50th percentile; 32% of reported incidents resulted in
arrest). Thus, a darker color is below the statewide median and a lighter color is above the
statewide median. The darker color indicates a poorer outcome for victims of family violence.
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CHILDREN & ARRESTS

The negative impact of family violence on children has been well documented.® However, the
limitations of crime reporting between 2013 and 2017 leave us with an incomplete picture of
the number of children exposed to family violence in Georgia. Of the 311,975 reported family
violence incidents that took place statewide in the five-year period, 102,704 were known
to have at least one child present and 65,449 were known to have at least one child
involved.

Evaluating children present and involved in incidents of family violence by population tier
reveals both similarities and differences across the data. Tier three has the highest percent of
incidents with children present (35.2%), however there was also a notably strong correlation
between children being present and an arrest occurring (0.91). This analysis reveals that while
children are present in over one third of reported incidents in tier three, arrests are also
occurring in the majority of these incidents. Coupling the data together in this way, allows us to
develop a deeper understanding of what is happening on-scene and in response to these
reported incidents.

The relationship between a child(ren)’s presence or involvement in reported incidents of family
violence and arrests is nearly perfectly related across all population tiers. This indicates that
children being present or involved in reported family violence incidents increases the
likelihood of arrests being made. Given that arrests are generally an optimal outcome for
immediate victim safety, this also translates to increased safety for children. Additionally, this
reduces the likelihood that children are exposed to ongoing family violence and the resulting
trauma.

Percent of Percent of
Incidents with Correlation: Incidents with Correlation:
Child(ren) Child(ren) Child(ren) Child(ren)
Present Present & Arrest Involved Involved & Arrest
24.9% 0.91 14.6% 0.90
26.9% 0.96 16.0% 0.94
35.2% 0.91 21.0% 0.91
36.1% 0.82 22.7% 0.79
31.0% 0.89 18.2% 0.96
32.4% 0.89 23.1% 0.67
32.9% 0.97 21.0% 0.95
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CHILDREN (2013-2017)

CH"—DREN %  Percentile CH"—DREN % Percentile
PRESENT 46 90" INVOLVED 229 g0t
40 75" 25 751
35 50t 22 50t
31 25t 17 25t
24 10t 10 10t
0 0 0 0

MAP DETAILS

All counties in Georgia are shaded to reflect the number of children present and/or involved in
reported family violence incidents (children present, children involved). The darker the color
of the county, the greater the number of incidents in which a child was impacted; the
lighter the color, the lower the number of incidents in which a child was impacted. All
counties are compared to the statewide median (50th percentile; 35% of incidents had
children present, 22% had children involved). Thus, a darker color is below the statewide
median and a lighter color is above the statewide median. While we know the frequency of
arrests increases when children are exposed to family violence, this positive outcome must be
contextualized with the negative impact family violence has on children. This indicator reflects
the nuance of family violence. Accordingly, the color scale in the above maps does not
explicitly indicate a positive or negative outcome for victims, but indicates only the presence or
involvement of children in reported incidents.
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SUBSTANCE USE & ARREST

While substance use does not cause family violence,® drug or alcohol use by either party
involved in family violence incidents is relevant due to its strong positive correlation with arrest
across all population tiers. Substance use refers to the apparent use of alcohol or drugs
independently, or together.

Substance use was involved in a higher percentage of reported family violence incidents in
tiers three and four than any other tier. To have a more complete understanding of the
dynamics of substance use-involved incidents within the data, additional information such as
types of substances used and resources available to address substance abuse in each region
of Georgia would be beneficial. Regardless, the relationship between any substance use and
family violence is clearly illustrated in the data, irrespective of which party was using a
substance at the time of the incident.

The dynamics at play when substance use and arrest are closely aligned could vary
significantly from situation to situation. If a person under the influence of a substance became
the victim of a family violence incident and upon report was arrested, it would be considered a
negative outcome. Conversely, in the same scenario, the arrest of the offender rather than the
victim would be considered a positive outcome, as an arrest increases victim safety and
offender accountability. While GCFV is working with state partners to improve our
understanding of these dynamics in future data sets, information collected between 2013 and
2017 did not reveal specifics about which party was arrested when substance use was
involved. Additional person-specific data - notably, which party(ies) was arrested in the
incident - could illuminate the impact that substance use involved incidents of family violence
have on police action taken.

Percent of Total Correlation: Correlation: Offender
Incidents with Victim Substance Substance Use &
Tier Substance Use Use & Arrest Arrest
28.0% 0.89 0.93
29.4% 0.88 0.92
36.7% 0.85 0.92
34.0% 0.80 0.72
30.0% 0.70 0.79
26.4% 0.81 0.70
30.7% 0.94 0.94
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SUBSTANCE USE (2013-2017)

OFFENDER %  Percentile VICTIM %  Percentile
SUBSTANCE >36 90" SUBSTANCE >16 90t
USE 31 75t USE 13 75t
26 50t 10 50t
20 25th 7 25th
12 10t 4 10t
0 0 0 0

MAP DETAILS

All counties in Georgia are shaded to reflect the number of reported family violence incidents
in which a substance was present (victim substance use, offender substance use). The
darker the color of the county, the greater the number of reported incidents where
substance use was present; the lighter the color, the lower the number. All counties are
compared to the statewide median (50th percentile; offender use of a substance in 26% of
reported incidents, victim use of substance in 10%). Thus, a darker color is below the
statewide median and a lighter color is above the statewide median. While we know the
frequency of arrests increases with substance use; this positive outcome must be
contextualized with the fact that substance use, though not the cause, does coincide with
increased severity in family violence. Accordingly, the color scale in the above maps does not
explicitly indicate a positive or negative outcome for victims, but rather indicates only the
presence of a substance in reported incidents.
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FIREARMS & ARREST

In family violence incidents, firearms present a lethal danger to victims, offenders, law
enforcement officers, and bystanders. Regardless of who owns the firearm, its presence
increases the danger to all people present or involved. Research has shown there is a 500%
increased risk of homicide when an offender has access to a firearm.” Additionally, a
strong relationship between firearm ownership and the rate of domestic
violence-related homicides exists.® The same relationship was not found in homicides that
were not domestic violence-related. This speaks both to the unique danger unrestricted
firearm access presents to those involved in abusive relationships and to the importance of
limiting offenders’ access to firearms.

In Georgia, firearms were present in 1.8% of all reported incidents of family violence
between 2013 and 2017. Examining firearms presence in family violence incidents across
each population tier reveals the percentage of cases involving a firearm are nearly double the
percent of cases with a firearm present in tier one (2.99%) as compared to tier four (1.62%).
Tier two, which features the next lowest population density, also has a rate significantly higher
rate (2.30%) relative to the statewide average (1.80%).

In the most densely populated counties of tiers four to six, the presence of a firearm and the
number of arrests were found to be closely tied. In tiers two and three there was a moderate
relationship and in tier one there was a weak relationship. The correlations indicate that when
a firearm is present in a reported family violence incident, an arrest is more likely to occur in
Georgia’s more densely populated counties than in the less densely populated counties. Every
population tier displayed a close relationship between the presence of a firearm and fatalities.
A firearm was the cause of death in the majority of all domestic violence-related fatalities.
Consequently, the findings suggest that regardless of whether individuals are located in urban
or rural areas of Georgia, firearms pose a lethal risk to everyone involved in family violence
incidents.

Percent of Fatalities
Percent of Incidents Correlation: Firearms with a Firearm as
Tier with a Firearm Present & Arrest Cause of Death
2.99% 0.28 69.23%
2.30% 0.45 68.18%
1.86% 0.58 63.86%
1.62% 0.77 76.51%
1.71% 0.80 71.19%
1.86% 0.91 75.46%
1.80% 0.94 73.46%
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FIREARMS PRESENT IN INCIDENT (2013-2017)

%

>4.0

2.50
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1.35

0.55

0

Percentile
90th
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1 oth

0

MAP DETAILS

All counties in Georgia are shaded to reflect the percent of reported family violence incidents
in which a firearm was present (firearms present in incident). The darker the color of the
county, the more incidents of family violence with firearms present; the lighter the
county, the less reports of firearms present. All counties are compared to the statewide
median (50th percentile; firearm present in 1.85% of reported incidents). Thus, a darker color
is above the statewide median and a lighter color is below the statewide median. The darker

color indicates a poorer outcome for victims of family violence.
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TEMPORARY PROTECTIVE ORDERS

Temporary Protective Orders (TPOs) are a common marker for the health of the systemic
response to reported incidents of family violence. Research has shown that TPOs
significantly reduce or end the frequency and severity of future violence.® As such,
TPOs are considered a valuable source of protection for victims and an effective method of
accountability for offenders.

Typically, the longer a TPO is in effect the better the outcomes are for victims. A longer
period of protection goes hand-in-hand with additional opportunities for protective
systems to intervene or interrupt escalating risk of violence. A measure of this factor is
the extension rate of family violence (FV) and stalking TPOs. The extension rate is the rate at
which an Ex Parte TPO, which typically lasts no more than 30 days, is extended into a
longer-term (6-Month, 12-Month) TPO. The extension rate is impacted by many factors
including judicial discretion, service of notice to the offender, and the victim’s decision to
proceed with seeking the extension.

Looking at extension rates combined with the number of Ex Parte TPOs issued per 100,000
people (per capita), we gain insight into how the system is functioning. In tier one there is a
healthy extension rate that is above the state average for both FV (1: 50.8%, GA: 40.7%) and
Stalking (1: 54.3%, GA: 39.8%) TPOs. However, tier one’s number of TPOs per capita reveals
that not many TPOs are being granted (282.3/100K), leading to questions about access to
TPO services in tier one counties. Conversely, tier six has the highest number of TPOs per
capita (1,017.6/100K), but an extension rate below the state average (FV: 36.6%, S: 35.9%),
demonstrating the need to identify factors that might be negatively impacting the TPO
extension rate. Tier three presents a notable outlier in that there was a significantly higher
extension rate for Stalking TPOs (82.7%) than anywhere else.

FV &
FV FV Stalking Stalking Stalking
FV Longer- TPO Stalking | Longer-T TPO Ex Parte
Ex Parte Term Extension Ex Parte erm Extension TPOs
TPOs TPOs Rate TPOs TPOs Rate per Capita
319 169 50.8% 127 93 54.3% 282.3
2,975 1,369 43.4% 908 603 51.2% 587.9
4,244 1,871 41.8% 4,244 3,742 82.7% 928.9
13,606 6,629 46.9% 5,645 3,168 44.7% 823.6
12,298 5,445 41.7% 4,817 2,641 40.9% 657.3
26,777 10,036 36.6% 11,442 5,252 35.9% 1,017.6
60,219 25,519 40.7% 24,595 12,618 39.8% 813.2
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FAMILY VIOLENCE & STALKING EX PARTE TPOs PER CAPITA
(2013-2017)

Per Percentile
Capita

>1,343 9ot
1,000 75t
552 50t
281 25t
116 10th

0 0

MAP DETAILS

All counties in Georgia are shaded to reflect the number of family violence and stalking Ex
Parte TPOs issued in each county per 100,000 people (family violence and stalking Ex Parte
TPOs per capita). The darker the color of the county, the fewer Ex Parte TPOs issued,;
the lighter the county, the more Ex Parte TPOs issued. All counties are compared to the
statewide median (50th percentile; 552 Ex Parte TPOs per 100,000 people). Thus, a darker
color is above the statewide median and a lighter color is below the statewide median. The
darker color indicates a poorer outcome for victims of family violence.
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KEY TAKEAWAYS: TIER ONE

Tier one had the lowest per capita rate of reported family violence incidents statewide during
the five-year period of 2013-2017 (2,012.3/100K). However, tier one also had the highest
percentage of all family violence incidents that resulted in a fatality (0.31%). This is nearly
double the statewide average (0.17%) and the fatalities per capita in tier one was the second
highest in the state. The presence of firearms and their use in fatal incidents of domestic
violence could help to explain this finding. Tier one had the highest percentage of reported
family violence incidents with a firearm present (2.99%) and the lowest correlation
between firearm presence and arrest (0.28). This indicates that arrests did not result from
the majority of family violence incidents where a firearm is present. These findings are
particularly concerning when we consider the fact that in tier one counties, firearms were
identified as the cause of death in more than two-thirds (69.23%) of domestic violence-related
fatalities.

Another concern in tier one counties is the low number of Ex Parte Temporary Protective
Orders (TPOs) being issued. TPOs are an important safety measure for victims of family
violence, however tier one has the lowest rate of Ex Parte TPOs per capita in the state
during the five-year period. Tier one’s 282.3 Ex Parte TPOs per 100,000 people is well
below the state average of 813.2 TPOs. This raises the question of whether there are unique
or greater barriers to accessing TPOs in tier one counties, or whether the “bar” for obtaining a
TPO is higher in tier one counties than the law requires. The extension rates for family
violence (50.8%) and stalking (54.3%) TPOs are both above the state averages (FV: 40.7%,
S: 39.8%), illustrating that if they are able to gain access to an Ex Parte TPO victims are
generally successful in having their order extended. Perhaps the extension rates are relatively
healthy due to TPOs only being granted in more severe circumstances. Regardless, the
volume of victims accessing TPOs as a protective measure in tier one counties, is
concerningly low.

Tier one's juxtaposition as the leader in DV fatalities while having the lowest volume of
reported family violence incidents and TPOs in the state, points to a potential scarcity
of supportive services and interventions prior to escalation of lethal violence. In
assessing tier one’s data, perhaps the most glaring concern is that much of it is missing.
During the five-year period covered in this report, 10 out of the 23 counties included in tier one
(identified below with an asterisk) had incomplete or zero family violence reports provided by
local law enforcement agencies to the Georgia Bureau of Investigation, as required by law.
The lack of data on law enforcement's response to family violence in tier one leaves
stakeholders with an incomplete, and therefore inaccurate picture of the problem, and must be
addressed.

TIER ONE COUNTIES
Baker* | Calhoun | Charlton | Clay* | Clinch | Early | Echols | Glascock® | Hancock | Jenkins™
Marion* | Miller | Quitman* | Randolph | Screven | Stewart* | Talbot | Taliaferro | Taylor*

Warren* | Webster* | Wilkes | Wilkinson




KEY TAKEAWAYS: TIER TWO

Tier two has the second highest per capita rate of family violence incidents (4,005.4/100K),
twice the rate per capita as its most similar counterpart in tier one (2,012.3/100K). In terms of
fatal incidents, tier two is aligning closely with the state average for fatalities per capita (tier
two: 6.7/100K, state: 6.5/100K). This is somewhat surprising, considering the percentage of
family violence incidents with a firearm present in tier two (2.30%) is significantly higher than
the statewide average (1.80%) and the relationship between firearms and arrests in family
violence incidents lacks strength (0.45). This indicates that in tier two communities, arrests are
potentially less likely to occur even as the presence of firearms in reported family violence
incidents increases in frequency. Tier two has the lowest percentage of family violence
incidents resulting in an arrest statewide (23.4%). This raises questions about the police
action taken in over two-thirds of reported incidents of family violence and how those charging
decisions impact victim safety and offender accountability.

Looking further at the variables with higher correlation to arrests, it appears that arrest is a
more consistent outcome when children are present or involved in family violence incidents in
tier two counties. There is a near-perfect relationship between children being present (0.96)
and/or involved (0.94) and arrests. This indicates that law enforcement officers in tier two
are responding to reported incidents of family violence with children in a manner
consistent with best practices for child safety, limiting exposure to ongoing family
violence. Additionally, when we look at the relationship between substance use by the
offender and/or the victim and arrests, a strong relationship between the presence of
substances and arrests exists (offender: 0.92, victim: 0.88). This is also in line with best
practices.

Tier two has the second lowest number of Ex Parte Temporary Protective Orders
(TPOs) issued per capita, statewide. Similar to tier one, a potential lack of victim access to
TPOs is concerning. While tier two’s healthy family violence and stalking TPO extension rates
(FV: 43.4%, S: 51.2%) are above state averages (FV: 40.7%, S: 39.8%), given that tier two
has the second highest number of family violence incidents per capita (4,005.4/100K),
expectations for considerably higher numbers of TPOs issued are warranted.

A holistic assessment of tier two family violence data is somewhat hampered by the fact that
during the five-year period, law enforcement agencies in six counties (identified below with an
asterisk) reported zero reports or incomplete data to the Georgia Bureau of Investigation, as
required by law. The lack of data on law enforcement's response to family violence in tier two,
leaves stakeholders with an incomplete, and therefore inaccurate picture of the problem.

TIER TWO COUNTIES
Appling | Atkinson | Bacon | Berrien | Brantley | Brooks | Burke | Candler | Chattahoochee
Crawford | Decatur | Dodge | Dooly | Emanuel | Greene | Heard | Irwin | Jasper | Jeff Davis

Jefferson | Johnson* | Lincoln* | Long | Macon | Mcintosh* | Meriwether | Mitchell
Montgomery* | Oglethorpe | Pulaski | Rabun | Schley | Seminole | Telfair* | Terrell | Treutlen*
Turner | Twiggs | Ware | Washington | Wayne | Wheeler | Wilcox | Worth
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KEY TAKEAWAYS: TIER THREE

Tier three is in line with the state’s average number of family violence incidents per capita (tier
3: 2,812.7100K, GA: 2,991.3/100K) but has the highest fatalities per capita statewide
(9.1/100K). In tier three, approximately three more people are dying in reported
incidents of family violence per capita than in the state overall. While police action taken
in response to reported incidents of family violence is in line with the statewide average,
arrests were not strongly correlated to the presence of firearms (0.58).

The moderate strength of the relationship between the presence of firearms and arrest
indicates a lack of consistency in law enforcement response. Arrests are a law enforcement
tool that can alleviate the immediate danger to victims; so tier three’s high percentage of
incidents resulting in non-arrest (65.5%) is concerning in light of the number of fatalities
occurring there (n=83). Further, firearms were the cause of death in nearly two-thirds (63.86%)
of known domestic violence-related deaths in tier three counties in the five-year period.

Tier three stands out in a positive way with an 82.7% extension rate from Stalking Ex
Parte Temporary Protective Orders (TPOs) to longer-term TPOs. This extension rate is
significantly higher than every other tier, and well above the statewide average (39.8%). It
appears that stalking TPOs are being processed in tier three counties in a manner different
from everywhere else in the state, which may point to an anomaly worth further exploration.
The extension rate of family violence TPOs is closely aligned to the statewide average (tier 3:
41.8%, GA: 40.7%). Overall, tier three has the second highest number of TPOs per capita
(928.9/100K) statewide.

Tier three has the highest percentage in Georgia of reported family violence incidents
with substance use present (36.7%). Similar to other tiers, the relationship between the
presence of drug and/or alcohol use to the number of arrests is strong, indicating that when
substances are being used by the offender and/or the victim, arrests are often occurring. The
high percentage of reported family violence incidents with substance use present could point
to a need for additional resources or improved access to services, for both victims and
offenders in relation to drug and/or alcohol use.

Of note, Evans county is the only county in tier three to provide incomplete data to the
Georgia Bureau of Investigation between 2013-2017, as required by law.

TIER THREE COUNTIES
Banks | Ben Hill | Bleckley | Bryan | Camden | Chattooga | Coffee | Colquitt | Cook | Crisp
Dade | Elbert | Evans* | Fannin | Franklin | Gilmer | Grady | Harris | Jones | Lanier | Laurens

Lee | McDuffie | Monroe | Morgan | Pierce | Pike | Putham | Sumter | Tattnall | Thomas
Toombs | Towns | Union | Upson

23



KEY TAKEAWAYS: TIER FOUR

Tier four has the highest rate of family violence incidents per capita (4,135.6/100K);
nearly double the rate of four other tiers and well above the state average
(2,991.3/100K). However, the rate of fatalities per capita is the second lowest in the state
(6.4/100K). This amounts to only 0.11% of all reported incidents of family violence in tier four
resulting in a fatality. Perhaps contributing to this relatively low rate of fatalities is the low
percent of incidents with a firearm present (1.62%) and a close relationship between the
presence of a firearm and arrests.

This does not however, eliminate the lethality of a firearm when it is used in a family violence
incident. Firearms were the cause of death in 76.51% of all fatal incidents in tier four, the
highest rate in Georgia. This highlights the importance of identifying ways to improve law
enforcement and other responses in family violence incidents by increasing offender
accountability and access to supportive services and resources which improve victim safety.

Tier four data showed a relatively high percentage (34.0%) of incidents with substance use
present, ranking second highest statewide and approximately 4% higher than the state
average (30.7%). Additionally, the use of a substance by an offender and/or a victim is
strongly related to arrests in reported incidents of family violence (victim: 0.80, offender: 0.72)
in tier four counties. Tier four has the highest percentage of family violence incidents
with children present (36.1%); this is above the state average of 32.9%. While it should draw
some concern that over a third of family violence incidents in tier four counties are directly
impacting children, in incidents with a child present and/or involved, arrests are occurring the
majority of the time. This follows recommendations regarding limiting child exposure to family
violence.

The average number of issued Ex Parte Temporary Protective Orders (TPOs) per capita in tier
four is in line with the state average and the extension rate for family violence TPOs is 46.9%,
which is above the state average of 40.7%. The extension rate for stalking TPOs is 44.7%,
higher than the state average of 39.8%. The number of Ex Parte TPOs issued per capita
(823.6/100K) and the TPO extension rates in tier four counties indicate victims are
generally able to access TPOs and are reasonably successful at extending their
protections.

TIER FOUR COUNTIES
Baldwin | Bartow | Bulloch | Butts | Carroll | Catoosa | Coweta | Dawson | Dougherty

Effingham | Floyd | Glynn | Gordon | Habersham | Haralson | Hart | Houston | Jackson | Lamar
Liberty | Lowndes | Lumpkin | Madison | Murray | Newton | Oconee | Peach | Pickens | Polk
Spalding | Stephens | Tift | Troup | Walker | Walton | White | Whitfield
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KEY TAKEAWAYS: TIER FIVE

Tier five has less family violence incidents per capita (2,749.6/100K) than the statewide
average (2,991.3/100K) but has nearly 400 more incidents per capita than Georgia’s most
populous counties. This suggests that either family violence incidents are more frequently
occurring in suburban than urban counties, or that more incidents are being reported in
Georgia’s suburbs. Further, domestic violence fatalities per capita in tier five (6.8/100K)
are higher than both the state average (6.5/100K) and the more densely populated
counties of tier six (5.8/100K). This raises questions about how to improve the effectiveness
of current interventions prior to an incident escalating to lethal violence.

Tier five boasts the second highest percent of family violence incidents resulting in an arrest
(35.4%) in the state. When substances are present, children are involved and/or present,
and when a firearm is present, arrests are frequently occurring. Assuming law enforcement
officers in tier five are successfully enacting arrests on the predominant aggressor and
avoiding arrests of the victim or dual arrests, these trends indicate that tier five
appears to be following recommended practices in police action taken in response to
family violence incidents, by utilizing arrest as a tool to hold offenders accountable. While a
majority (64.6%) of tier five’'s reported incidents resulted in a non-arrest outcome, overall
tier five shows encouraging indicators of improving family violence response and denotes
community responses worth building on.

Tier five’s number of Ex Parte Temporary Protective Orders (TPOs) issued per capita
(657.3/100K) is significantly below the state average (813.2/100K) and both of its closest
comparable population tiers (tier 4: 823.6/100K, tier 6: 1,017.6/100K). Indeed, tier five is
much closer to the number of Ex Parte TPOs issued per capita in tier two (587.9/100K), which
is @ much less densely populated area than suburban tier five. This is concerning given that
tier five ostensibly would not have the same barriers to access, such as limited supportive
services, that impact TPO issuance rates in the more rural counties of Georgia.

However, despite the fact that victims are not receiving Ex Parte TPOs at a rate consistent
with tier five’s population size, the extension rates for Family Violence (41.7%) and Stalking
(40.9%) Ex Parte TPOs are in line with the state averages (FV:40.7% and S:39.8%). While
Tier five’s rate of extending Stalking Ex Parte TPOs is in line with the statewide
average, it is also the second lowest statewide. The relatively low numbers of Ex Parte
TPOs issued and the low extension rate for stalking TPOs is a concern in this generally
well-resourced area of the state.

Barrow | Bibb | Chatham | Cherokee | Clarke | Columbia | Douglas | Fayette | Forsyth |

Hall Henry | Muscogee | Paulding | Richmond | Rockdale
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Tier six has a lower rate of reported family violence incidents per capita (2,353.0/100K) than
the state average (2,991.3/100K). Georgia’s most densely populated counties also
possess the lowest rate of fatalities per capita at 5.8 domestic violence-related fatalities
per 100,000 people, which is below the state average (6.5/100K). Potentially contributing
to this favorable finding is the close relationship between the presence of a firearm and the
frequency of arrest in reported incidents of family violence. Tier six has the strongest
correlation between presence of firearms and arrest (0.91). Collectively, these findings
suggest a close relationship between the presence of firearms and arrests may reduce the
overall number of domestic violence-related fatalities. This does not however, eliminate the
lethality of a firearm when it is used in a family violence incident. A firearm was the cause of
death in 75.46% of all fatal incidents, which is above the state average.

Tier six has the highest percentage of reported incidents of family violence resulting in
arrests (36.7%). This is above the state average of 33.9%. Additionally, the relationship
between the use of alcohol or drugs and arrests in reported family violence incidents is strong,
reflecting arrests are generally occurring in incidents with substance use indicated. Tier six
has the lowest percent of reported family violence incidents with substance use
present (26.4%). This could point to a relatively sufficient level of resources to address
substance-related issues in this urban population tier. However, tier six is the only tier in
Georgia in which the involvement of children in family violence incidents is not
strongly related to arrests. This is concerning given the high awareness of the trauma and
safety impact of continued exposure to family violence on children.

The rate at which Ex Parte Temporary Protective Orders (TPOs) are issued per capita in tier
six (1,017.6/100K) is the highest in the state by a significant margin. This is potentially due to
the availability of resources and transportation in urban areas. However, the extension rate for
both family violence (36.6%) and stalking (35.9%) TPOs in tier six are the lowest in the state.
This indicates that in urban centers it is relatively easy to obtain a TPO but more
difficult than other areas of the state to maintain that order or have it extended. This
could be due to multiple factors such as overburdened law enforcement agencies being
unable to successfully perfect service of TPOs on offenders or a stressed court system with
limited resources for direct victim advocacy. Regardless, this finding indicates an area of
potential focus to improve local responses which could bring these areas more in line with
best practices for promoting victim safety and offender accountability.

26



DATA SOURCES
UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS

Data on reported incidents of family violence, substance abuse, children present/involved, and
police action taken (henceforth referred to as “UCR data”) were obtained from the Uniform
Crime Reporting system administered by the Georgia Bureau of Investigation (GBI). GCFV
acknowledges that, as law enforcement agencies report outcomes on a rolling basis, UCR
data can and will shift over time as reported data comes closer in line with actual rates of
occurrence.

We are also aware that the UCR data set contained in this report is incomplete. Over the
course of the five years studied, a number of counties reported zero incidents or failed to
submit a family violence report to the GBI. These counties include: Baker (2013, 2015-2017);
Clay (2013-2015); Evans (2015); Glascock (2013, 2015, 2016); Jenkins (2014, 2015);
Johnson (2013-2017); Lincoln (2016, 2017); Marion (2013); McIntosh (2013-2017);
Montgomery (2013-2017); Quitman (2013-2015, 2017); Stewart (2013-2017); Taylor (2014);
Telfair (2017); Treutlen (2017); Warren (2016, 2017); and Webster (2014, 2015, 2017).

POPULATION DATA

Data on population statistics were obtained from Georgia Data powered by the Carl Vinson
Institute of Government at the University of Georgia.

TEMPORARY PROTECTIVE ORDERS

Temporary Protective Order (TPO) data was obtained from the Georgia Protective Order
Registry, administered by the Georgia Crime Information Center (GCIC) of the GBI.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE-RELATED DEATHS

Data on domestic violence-related fatalities and cause of death in fatal incidents is collected
through GCFV’s Family Violence Fatality Review Project using media monitoring and
independent verification of deaths, supported by domestic violence programs and Victim
Witness Assistance Programs in District Attorney’s Offices statewide.

The data consists of intimate partner violence-related deaths, including those in which one
intimate partner kills another intimate partner, a bystander or law enforcement officer is killed
during an active domestic violence incident, an intimate partner completes suicide during or
immediately following a domestic violence incident, or an intimate partner is killed by law
enforcement responding to a domestic violence incident or while serving a family violence
warrant or TPO.

For our purposes, the term “intimate partner” is intended to reflect that the domestic violence
victim and offender fall into one of the following relationships: dating or formerly dated, married
or formerly married, and/or parents of the same children. This definition varies from state
statute as it pertains to family violence, in that current Georgia law excludes dating partners
from those categorized on incident reports as “family violence” unless those parties have a
common child or have resided in the same home.
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Contact us for an in-depth
analysis or training on family
(404) 657-3412
gcfv.georgia.gov/resources/data
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For More Information Contact:

GEORGIA COMMISSION ON FAMILY VIOLENCE

2 MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. DRIVE, SUITE 470 EAST TOWER
ATLANTA, GA 30334

(404) 657-3412
GCFV.GEORGIA.GOV
GEORGIAFATALITYREVIEW.COM

24-HOUR STATEWIDE FAMILY VIOLENCE HOTLINE:
1(800)33-HAVEN [1(800)334-2836]



	Family Violence in Georgia_Comparitive Analysis 2013-2017
	2021 A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (3)
	Combined appendix pages
	9.24.21_Comparative Analysis Appendix-1
	9.24.21_Comparative Analysis Appendix-2
	9.24.21_Comparative Analysis Appendix-3
	9.24.21_Comparative Analysis Appendix-4
	9.24.21_Comparative Analysis Appendix-5
	9.24.21_Comparative Analysis Appendix-6
	9.24.21_Comparative Analysis Appendix-7a


	updated 2021 A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (3)



