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Good morning Senator Coleman, Representative Tong and members of the committee. The Center for
Family Justice provided life-saving services to over 4000 people served in FY 15. Services provided
inciude Domestic Violence, Sexual Assault, Child abuse, Advocacy, Crisis hotline, Safe house. We serve
victims and their children in the towns of Bridgeport, Easton, Fairfield, Monroe, Stratford and Trumbull in
Fairfield County

HB 5054 & HB 5623

We urge your support of HB 5054 and HB 5623, which will provide the most comprehensive
protection of victims of domestic violence at the most dangerous time and strengthen processes
within a system designed to help them,

The goal of HB 5054 and sections 1-17 of HB 5623 is simple, to protect victims of domestic violence at
the most dangerous time by temporarily removing firearms from their abuser when the abuser has
received notice that he or she is the subject of a temporary, ex parte restraining order. The bill also
addresses several recommendations of the Task Force to Study Service of Restraining Orders
established pursuant Public Act 14-217.

The most dangerous time for a victim of domestic violence is when she or he takes steps to end the
relationship.' Because domestic violence is alf abouit power and control of one partner over the other, this
can be a particularly difficult time for the abuser, who will begin to realize that he or she is fosing control
over the victim. This may result in the offender taking more extreme actions to regain control.

Evidence-based research has shown that domestic assaults that mvolve firearms are 12 times more likely
to result in death than those involving other weapons or bodily force." And women in an abusive
relationship are 5 times more Ilke!y to be kifled if their abuser has access to a firearm." Meanwhile, state
laws prohibiting firearm possession by persons subject to restraining orders reduced rates of mhmate
partner homicide of women by 12-13%, decreasing overall intimate partner homicides by 10%." Finally, at
least 20 other states have recognized that dangerous combination posed by domestic violence and
firearms and have given their courts explicit authority to temporarily remove firearms from some or aff
individuals subject to ex parte restraining orders.”

Connecticut has seen an average of 14 intimate partner homicides annually since 2000 and firearms are
the single most commonly used weapon in those homicides (39%)." The state has a vested interest in
protecting the lives of victims of domestic violence. Existing state law prohibits anyone who is the subject
of a full, one year restraining order from possessing firearms. Not extending the same prohibition during
the temporary order which covers the most dangerous period of time for a victim is a serious gap in our
laws. If this measure saves just one life by requiring the temporary, two week removal of firearms during
ex parte restraining orders, then we believe it deserves the full support of the General Assembly.

| have had some victims of domestic violence speak with me about obtaining a restraining order, not all
the victims understand the process. When the process is explained to them some victims, they will not




apply for the restraining order because they ae very afraid of what may occur when their abuser is
setved. Victims know that when the abuser is served they may be in more danger and that is something
that they fear. In one instance, a victim | spoke with told me "There is no point he will kill me hefore we
make it back fo court within 14 days". This woman was extremely afraid of her abuser and she knew that
he had a gun | explained to the victim that if the restraining order was granted the abuser would have to
hand in his firearms. The victim laughed and said "| will be dead before that happens”. Victims have a
right to feel safe not only with the restraining order being granted but also without having a fear of their
abuser harming them with a gun after the restraining order has been granted for 14 days. Safety planning
with these type of victims is very challenging because victims do not feel that they will be safe at all. In
this kind of situation victims have to relocate either to a shelter or with family out of town that their abuser
may not know about. This process is very difficult for the victims and especially their children because
now they have fo adapt to all these changes and it's very hard for the victim to adapt as well as maintain
their family “safe”. -

A common issue that1 see with restraining orders being served is that the abusers don't always stay in
one place. Victim's might have an address of where these abusers might stay but it's difficult because
sometimes they are mobile and don't have a reliable address. | have had to turn people away because
they do not have an address for the person, victims feel that nothing is going to help them. 1 try to explain
that any address may suffice for example, a work address, a family member, or friend’s address. Victims
are usually overwhelmed and don’t always find an address to give and they feel helpless.

HB 5597

We urge your rejection of HB 5597, which, though well-intentioned, poses an unnecessary risk to
victims of domestic violence.

House Bill 5597 seeks to protect victims of domestic violence from gun violence by requiring the use of a
risk warrant when a victim applying for a civil restraining order elects to state that she or he bslieves that
a family or household member poses a risk of imminent personal injury to them. While we appreciate the
intent of the proponents of HB 5557, we firmly believe that comprehensive protection through the state's
civil restraining order, similar to the policies of 20 other states, remains the most commonsense
mechanism for protecting victims of domestic violence through the very process established by this body
to protect them.

Connecticut Coalition Against Domestic Violence, of which we are a member, has outlined numerous
concerns regarding the risk warrant. We would like to align ourselves with those concerns and reasons
why our coalition believes that the risk warrant should not be the exclusive means to remove firearms
from subjects of temporary restraining orders. We also want to highlight the potential risk posed by this
specific language.

As the bill is written, once the victim chooses to state that she or he believes the respondent "poses a risk
of imminent personal injury” to them, the court must automatically begin the risk warrant process.
Unfortunately, since the state only provides funding for Family Violence Victim Advocates in 4 civil courts
throughout the state, it is not clear that there will be anyone to explain o the victim what a risk warrant is
or process that it entails. The victim will have sought a civil order with the expectation that the police will
not be involved and it is unlikely that any victim completing an application for a restraining order would not
answer in the affirmative this question about “imminent risk,” the very standard for a temporary restraining
order. So now, in every instance, these victims may unknowingly trigger police involvement, including a
full search of the respondent's home. Such a process may easily incense their abuser and increase the
possibility for retaliation. We cannot overstate the risk associated with this well-intentioned proposal. We
urge rejection of this measure.




Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns.

Yolanda Mateo
The Center for Family Justice

 (203)579-7211

Ymateo@centerforfamilyjustice.org
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