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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE OFFICE ON 
VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 2012 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME, TERRORISM,

AND HOMELAND SECURITY, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, DC. 

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room 
2141, Rayburn Office Building, the Honorable F. James Sensen-
brenner, Jr., (Chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Sensenbrenner, Smith, Goodlatte, Poe, 
Chaffetz, Gowdy, Adams, Scott, Johnson, and Chu. 

Staff present: (Majority) Caroline Lynch, Subcommittee Chief 
Counsel; Sarah Allen, Counsel; Harold Damelin, Counsel; Allison 
Rose, Professional Staff Member, Lindsay Hamilton, Clerk; (Minor-
ity) Bobby Vassar, Subcommittee Chief Counsel; Ron LeGrand, 
Counsel; and Aaron Hiller, Counsel. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The Subcommittee will be in order. 
The Chair recognizes himself for an opening statement. 
Good morning, Director Carbon, and welcome to the Sub-

committee. 
Today we will conduct an oversight hearing on the Office of Vio-

lence Against Women at the United States Department of Justice, 
which you have headed since early 2010. 

OVW was originally created in 1995 within the Office of Justice 
Programs at the Justice Department to implement the various 
grant programs established in 1994 by the passage of the Violence 
Against Women Act. In 2003, the Attorney General established 
OVW as a separate office outside of OJP where it remains today. 

The Violence Against Women Act, or VAWA, is an important law 
that has helped countless numbers of victims across the country 
deal with domestic violence and sexual assault. I have been a 
strong supporter of the act from the time of its initial passage and 
continuing through its two reauthorizations in 2000 and 2005, the 
last of which I was the principal author of. 

VAWA established essential programs that support efforts to pre-
vent and prosecute crimes of domestic violence, dating violence, 
sexual assault, and stalking, and to provide assistance and services 
to the women who are the victims of these crimes. Over the years, 
its reach has been expanded to help both the young and the elder-
ly. Across the Nation, OVW’s programs support the work of victim 
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advocates, attorneys, counselors, law enforcement personnel, pros-
ecutors, health care providers, and emergency shelters. 

Since its inception, OVW has awarded over $4.7 billion in grants 
and cooperative agreements to fund and support programs estab-
lished by the 1994 law and its subsequent reauthorizations. Al-
though there exists bipartisan support for OVW’s mission, in these 
very difficult economic times where the Federal Government must 
drastically reduce its spending, we simply cannot continue to allo-
cate resources without verifying that they are being used as effec-
tively and efficiently as possible. 

In this context, today we examine OVW’s grant programs and 
the office’s performance. I am interested to learn what the office is 
doing to address possible duplication among the different OVW 
grant programs and between other Justice programs. 

I am also interested to learn more about OVW’s grant oversight 
efforts. Both the Justice Department’s Inspector General and the 
General Accounting Office have identified what I consider to be sig-
nificant problems with respect to OVW’s grant management. Be-
tween 2005 and 2011, the IG conducted a number of audits of OVW 
grant recipients. These reports detail a series of violations of grant 
requirements ranging from very significant amounts of unsup-
ported or unallowable expenditures to sloppy record keeping and 
failure to file required reports accurately and in a timely manner. 

The violations include a July 2010 grantee audit report where 
the IG considered nearly $830,000 of an $890,000 OVW grant as 
unsupported or unallowable expenditures; a March 2009 audit re-
port of another OVW grantee about which the IG questioned as 
unsupportable or unallowable expenditures of $477,000 of a 
$681,000 OVW grant; and a September 2005 OVW grantee audit 
report in which the IG found over $1.2 million of a $1.9 million 
grant to be unsupportable or questionable expenditures. This is all 
taxpayers’ money that may not have gone toward the intended pur-
pose of helping victims of domestic violence or sexual assault. 

These IG reports cause me to wonder what grant monitoring pro-
cedures OVW has in place that allowed this type of grant abuse to 
occur. As we move forward, these problems need to be addressed 
and corrected during the life of the grant, not after the grant funds 
have already been expended and the IG comes in to do an audit. 

The acting IG recently testified before another House Sub-
committee on the topic of Federal grant program oversight. In the 
course of her testimony, she referenced a 2010 audit of OVW where 
several errors were found by OVW peer reviewers in the calcula-
tion of the grant application scores, resulting in the incorrect rank-
ing of some grant applications and the possible denial of grants to 
qualified applicants. 

The IG also pointed out that the same audit report discovered a 
number of instances where OVW peer reviewers were not properly 
screened for potential conflicts of interest before they were allowed 
to evaluate and score grant applications. 

Lastly, the IG pointed out a 2006 audit report dealing with the 
grant close-out process in which the IG recommended that OVW re-
solve $37 million in questioned costs and de-obligate another $14 
million. The IG noted that we have had multiple communications 
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with OVW since we issued our report in 2006, but OVW has yet 
to fully resolve these recommendations. 

These are serious concerns pointed out by the IG, and I would 
like to know what OVW has done to address them. It is essential 
that we be able to determine how effective VAWA programs are 
and whether grantees are providing adequate services for the 
amount of funding they receive. We need to be sure that the popu-
lation we are trying to help, the victims of domestic violence and 
sexual assault, are actually getting the services that they need. 

I thank the director for appearing, and I now recognize the 
Ranking Member of the Subcommittee, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, Mr. Scott. 

Mr. SCOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for holding 
this hearing on the Office of Violence Against Women. And I thank 
Ms. Carbon for being with us today. 

The Office of Violence Against Women was created specifically to 
implement the Violence Against Women Act. By fostering extensive 
partnerships, OVW facilitates the creation of programs, policies, 
and practices aimed at ending domestic violence, dating violence, 
sexual assault, and stalking. Through formula programs, State coa-
litions, and discretionary grant programs, OVW has been very suc-
cessful in supporting victims and holding perpetrators accountable 
through promoting a coordinated community response. 

Mr. Chairman, we have the responsibility to make sure that the 
grant programs are being administered effectively, and in July 
2010, as part of an audit report, the Department of Justice’s Office 
of Inspector General concluded that OVW worked quickly to make 
Recovery Act grants through a broad range of initiatives and that 
the grant selection process was transparent and objective. 

The OIG’s report cited five areas for improvement that included 
adjustments in the peer review process, tighter internal controls, 
more effective maintenance, and others, and OVW has concurred 
and has made the recommended changes. OVW’s commitment to ef-
fectively managing its grant programs is demonstrated by the 
adoption of the OIG’s recommendations and the establishment of a 
grants financial management division. This unit enables OVW to 
be much more proactive, scrutinize budgets more closely, and iden-
tify other issues before they become problems. 

OVW programs and services have not only provided lifesaving 
services for victims and their children across the country, but have 
also yielded significant monetary benefits and averted victimization 
costs. A 2002 University of North Carolina cost-benefit analysis of 
the Violence Against Women Act of 1994 reported the net benefit 
of the bill is estimated to be $16.4 billion. Because the cost is only 
$1.6 billion, $14.8 billion in averted victimization costs would be 
saved after the implementation of the act. On an individual level, 
VAWA is estimated to cost about $15.50 per U.S. woman and 
would be expected to save over $159 per woman in averted costs 
of criminalization. And so this shows that this is a fiscally respon-
sible program. 

And it is still needed. In Virginia, one our of three homicides are 
related to family and intimate partner violence. Domestic violence 
programs in Virginia are seeing an escalation of violence resulting 
in increased demand for services. According to the Department of 
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Justice, the rate of domestic violence triples when economic strain 
increases. The dynamics that fuel domestic violence can be exacer-
bated by an abuser cycling in and out of employment and a family’s 
inability to pay bills and the threat of losing housing. 

When asked, through a statewide survey of recipients of Vir-
ginia’s domestic violence services, the question was asked, what 
would you have done if the shelter had not existed? 22 percent of 
service recipients indicated that they would have been homeless. 21 
percent said they would have been compelled to return to their 
abusers, and 10 percent believed that they would be dead by now 
at the hands of their abusers. 

The Virginia Sexual and Domestic Violence Alliance reports that 
in 2009, agencies located in my congressional district responded to 
almost 12,000 hotline calls, provided advocacy services for over 
2,000 adults and 664 children, provided emergency shelter to 427 
adults and 400 children, but they had to turn away 148 families 
in my congressional district due to lack of shelter. 

Additionally in 2009, almost half the victims receiving advocacy 
services reported that they had missed time from work or school 
or lost income as a result, and 28 percent of victims receiving serv-
ices had to relocate or became homeless as a result of domestic vio-
lence. 

So, Director Carbon, we look forward to your testimony and look 
forward to continuing to work with you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The Chair recognizes the Chairman of the 

full Committee, the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Smith. 
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The Office of Violence Against Women, which Director Carbon 

has headed since early 2010, plays an important role in our ongo-
ing battle against domestic violence, dating violence, stalking, and 
sexual assault. It administers and oversees the various programs 
authorized by the Violence Against Women Act, also known as 
VAWA, and I have been a strong supporter of the act since its en-
actment in 1994. 

The Office on Violence Against Women was last authorized in 
2006. Today’s hearing is the first step in the Judiciary Committee’s 
review of VAWA and consideration of its reauthorization. 

The Federal Government faces significant long-term budgetary 
constraints. Agencies must get by with less. In this environment, 
the Office on Violence Against Women must focus its resources on 
its most efficient programs that allow it to accomplish the greatest 
good. Congress will not fund programs that are ineffective or waste 
money. 

But with that in mind, I hope the testimony today will highlight 
what this legislation has allowed the office to accomplish. 

I also look forward to hearing your thoughts, Director Carbon, on 
how the grant programs can be streamlined, consolidated, or even 
eliminated to achieve the greatest efficiencies possible. 

I would like to mention two examples that demonstrate how this 
legislation has helped many people. 

In February 1996, after having been authorized by the act, the 
Austin, Texas-based Texas Council on Family Violence launched 
the National Domestic Violence Hotline. Since that time, the group 



5 

has answered nearly 2.5 million calls and saved many injuries and 
lives. The hotline is a life line for victims of domestic violence and 
their families. Over the past 15 years, the hotline has provided vic-
tims with crisis counseling, information on legal advocacy, shelters, 
and health care facilities. When a victim has the courage to reach 
out for help, the hotline is there to guide them to a safe place and 
connect them to the resources they need. The National Domestic 
Violence Hotline is one of the most important services we can offer 
individuals and families who are in crisis. I am glad to have this 
beacon of hope in my home State of Texas. 

The Bexar County Family Justice Center opened its doors in Au-
gust 2005, thanks to funding from VAWA. The center currently oc-
cupies over 11,000 square feet of office space in downtown San An-
tonio. Today it has over 40 on- and off-site partners who use a local 
coordinated community response to deal with the problem of do-
mestic violence and provide comprehensive service to victims. 
These services include assistance with law enforcement and pros-
ecution, employment and educational services, counseling, civil 
legal services, child care and therapy, health care, food, clothing, 
and housing assistance and emergency shelter. Each client of the 
center has the ability to see any service provider at no charge. The 
center serves over 3,700 adults and 2,700 children a year. It is es-
sential that programs like these are in place to protect victims not 
just from physical bruises but from the emotional and mental scars 
as well. 

Funding through VAWA has helped women escape abuse and re-
build their lives. I hope that this hearing will bring to light ways 
that we can continue and improve programs through the Office on 
Violence Against Women. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I thank the Chairman. 
Without objection, all Members’ opening statements will be in-

cluded in the record at this point. 
I will now introduce today’s witness. Susan Carbon is Director of 

the Justice Department’s Office of Violence Against Women, or 
OVW. Prior to serving as director of OVW, she served as super-
visory judge of the New Hampshire Judicial Branch, Family Divi-
sion from 1996 to 2010. Director Carbon was also a member of the 
Governor’s Commission on Domestic and Sexual Violence and 
chaired New Hampshire’s Domestic Violence Fatality Review Com-
mittee. She also served as president of the National Council Juve-
nile and Family Court Judges from 2007 to 2008 and was the presi-
dent of the New Hampshire State Bar Association in 1993 and 
1994. 

She is a graduate of the University of Wisconsin, Madison, and 
then she didn’t stay in Wisconsin to pay income taxes that helped 
pay for her education and left for the DePauw University College 
of Law. [Laughter.] 

The witness’ written statement will be entered into the record in 
its entirety. I ask that Ms. Carbon summarize her testimony in 5 
minutes or less, and to help you stay within that time limit, you 
have got the blinking lights in front of you. I now recognize Ms. 
Carbon. 
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TESTIMONY OF SUSAN B. CARBON, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Ms. CARBON. Thank you very much, Chairman Sensenbrenner— 

and I will do my best to assure that taxes are paid—Chairman 
Smith, Ranking Member Scott, and Members of the Committee, for 
the opportunity to speak with you today about the work of the Of-
fice on Violence Against Women, or OVW, and the success of the 
Violence Against Women Act programs. 

Although violent crime generally has decreased nationwide, do-
mestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, and stalking, the 
crimes which are the focus of our office, still devastate the lives of 
an extraordinary number of women, men, youth, and children. One 
in five women have been raped in their lifetimes. One in four 
women and one in seven men have experienced severe physical vio-
lence at the hands of an intimate partner. 

Given the long-term consequences for victims, their children, and 
our communities, the grant programs authorized under VAWA are 
an investment in our Nation’s future, and we are immensely grate-
ful for your support over these past 18 years. 

OVW-administered VAWA funding has led to significant im-
provements in the civil and criminal justice systems encouraging 
victims to report these crimes, improving evidence collection in sex-
ual assault and domestic violence cases, and increasing the 
issuance and enforcement of protection orders. With OVW leader-
ship, communities are forging effective partnerships across dis-
ciplines to help victims reclaim their lives and hold offenders ac-
countable. 

For instance, an OVW-funded law enforcement officer in Dau-
phin County, Pennsylvania reports that a new partnership with a 
victim advocate allows him—and I quote—to obtain more detailed 
statements and collect evidence, which might have been initially 
overlooked, and then to bring more serious charges. 

Many victims also first turn to their faith communities. So the 
City of Spartanburg, South Carolina has used OVW funds to train 
230 ministers to date on effective responses to domestic violence. 

The impact of this OVW programming is evident. The increased 
availability of legal services has contributed to a significant reduc-
tion in domestic violence. Obtaining a protection order has been 
shown in several studies to reduce future assault and enhance vic-
tim safety and well-being. 4 years after Milwaukee implemented a 
specialized prosecution unit, felony convictions had increased five- 
fold. Thanks to these types of programs, FBI data showed that be-
tween 1993 and 2010, the number of individuals killed by an inti-
mate partner declined 30 percent for women and 66 percent for 
men. 

These programs not only save lives, they save money. A 2002 
study found that by reducing these crimes and the subsequent 
costs to the criminal justice and health care systems, VAWA saved 
an estimated $12.6 billion in net averted social costs in its first 6 
years alone. 

As a family court judge in New Hampshire, I saw firsthand what 
can happen when VAWA services such as legal assistance and 
transitional housing are not always available. Not only did I see 
the adults back in my courtroom, but I also saw their children in 
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child protection cases and their teens in drug court and on our de-
linquency dockets. VAWA’s most profound impact and outcome may 
be breaking the cycle of violence by reaching children and youth. 

We at OVW are committed to using every dollar of VAWA fund-
ing prudently. We take very seriously our grant-making respon-
sibilities and we are dedicated to managing our grant programs ef-
fectively and with transparency. As my written statement reflects, 
I have instituted several changes to our policies and practices that 
reflect my commitment to sound financial management. 

The difficult economy has brought challenges to both victims and 
the programs that serve them. States are struggling to keep shel-
ters and rape crisis centers open, as well as maintain police, pros-
ecutors, probation officers, and even judges. Now more than ever, 
we must invest in innovative ways to prevent violence. OVW is 
using the most current research to target our resources. New ini-
tiatives, such as preventing domestic violence homicides, and fund-
ing the Austin, Texas-based National Dating Abuse Help Line to 
include text messaging. Since launching that text capacity last Sep-
tember, the help line has conducted over 10,000 chat and text con-
versations with young people in need. 

I cannot stress enough how critical it is for Congress to reauthor-
ize VAWA once again and to use this opportunity to sustain and 
strengthen our Nation’s commitment and capacity to end violence 
against women. I look forward to continuing to work with you to 
improve OVW administration and our grant programs to combat 
sexual assault, domestic violence, dating violence, and stalking. 

I thank you very much for your interest in this critically impor-
tant work, and I am very happy to take your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Carbon follows:] 
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you very much, Ms. Carbon. 
I will begin by recognizing myself for 5 minutes. 
In my opening statement, I referred to a number of audits that 

had been done that indicate that a lot of the money in some of the 
grants that had been audited ended up being unsubstantiated or 
wasted. That is a matter of concern to all of us on this Committee 
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because all of us support the thrust of these programs. Every time 
a VAWA reauthorization has come up, there has been over-
whelming bipartisan support for it. 

There is a cloud over the program not in what its goals are but 
in how it has been administered. What are you and your office 
doing to make sure that we do not have any more really awful 
audit reports from the IG that we have had in the past few years? 

Ms. CARBON. Thank you, Chairman Sensenbrenner. 
We take this issue extremely seriously, and we have no more in-

terest than you in seeing that there be any fraud, waste, or abuse 
of any Federal taxpayer money. In my view, it is critically impor-
tant that the funds that Congress appropriates go to the victims 
and to our communities to make them safer. So we have taken sev-
eral steps in our office to ensure that we address these concerns 
and welcome the opportunity to work with you and others to shore 
them up. Let me give you a number of examples. 

The first I would begin with is—— 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Don’t have a long litany because I have 5 

minutes and I have got two follow-up questions on that. 
Ms. CARBON. Let me tell you that we have established our own 

grants financial management division which has been able to pro-
vide a great deal of expertise to our grantees. 

We have also looked into—you speak to the issue of the audits. 
We have looked into those very carefully and worked with the IG 
to resolve those concerns, and I am happy to give you detail later 
if you wish. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Could you please do that in writing? And 
without objection, it will be included in the record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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Ms. CARBON. Certainly. 
In addition to our grants financial management division, we 

work with the OIG to train our new grantees to ensure that they 
will understand what the requirements are so that they will not be 
in a situation where they may unwittingly make mistakes on how 
they report and handle all of their financial management respon-
sibilities. 
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*The information referred to was not received by the Subcommittee at the time this hearing 
record was submitted for printing on February 19, 2013. 

We have also adopted a monitoring manual for all of our pro-
gram staff to ensure that they are giving appropriate guidance and 
that we are collecting all of the information which the OIG has re-
quested. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Now, the DOJ has got an Office of Audit 
Assessment and Management, which is called the OAAM for short. 
And their job is to look at audits and figure out how to do a better 
job. Has the OVW sought the assistance of the OAAM, and if so, 
how successful has this been? 

Ms. CARBON. Actually we do work with OAAM. That is a part of 
the Office of Justice Programs where OVW used to be. We have no 
interest in seeing redundancies, so we do work with OAAM when 
it is appropriate. One example is the high-risk grantee list which 
we have worked with OJP, COPS, and our office to determine those 
grantees that need additional assistance and additional oversight. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Now, when I was on the Science Com-
mittee as the Chairman, there are an awful lot of grants that the 
various agencies under the Science Committee’s jurisdiction pass 
out. And then-Ranking Member George Brown and I were very, 
very supportive of the peer review system. In my opening state-
ment, I indicated that there had been problems with people who 
have been peer reviewers. Have those problems been solved, and if 
not, why not? 

Ms. CARBON. Yes, they have been solved. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Good. 
Now, the final point—it is more of a macro issue—is the concern 

about overlap and duplication of effort with OJP and with the 
COPS program. I think everybody is going to have tough budget 
times as we get through the deficit problems. One of the ways we 
can keep the money flowing to help victims is to make sure it is 
not wasted in duplication of effort. 

What is being done with the other two agencies within Justice 
to put an end to duplication of effort? 

Ms. CARBON. Within the other offices, OJP and COPS? I am 
sorry. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Yes. 
Ms. CARBON. I can speak to what we do with regard to that. Our 

mission is very different from the other missions. I can tell you 
that when we review our grant applications, one of the questions 
which we ask in our solicitations is the extent to which grantees 
are seeking or have received funds from our office. 

We share a monitoring list which has all of the grantees between 
COPS, OJP, and OVW, but specifically with regard to what the 
other offices may do, I would have to respond further to you be-
cause I do not have that level of detail. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you. And without objection, that 
will be placed in the record as well.* 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Scott. 
Mr. SCOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Ms. Carbon, on these audits that found deficiencies, this was not 
your office but was in the grantees’. Is that right? They weren’t au-
diting your office. They were auditing your grantees. 

Ms. CARBON. Yes. The OIG audits our grantees. 
Mr. SCOTT. And that is where they found the irregularities, not 

in your office itself. 
Ms. CARBON. Correct. 
Mr. SCOTT. Now, what portion of the grantees are government 

agencies and how many are volunteer groups? 
Ms. CARBON. I don’t know that I have that breakdown. We fund 

State and local governments. We fund nonprofit organizations. We 
fund educational institutions. I would be happy to get you that fig-
ure, but I apologize I don’t have that. 

Mr. SCOTT. If you could, because State and local governments 
ought to have enough accounting capability. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

Mr. SCOTT. But do you check the accounting capability of your 
potential grantees before you give them grants to make sure that 
they could follow through? 

Ms. CARBON. Absolutely. That is a part of the application proc-
ess. When a grantee applies, we look at their budgets. We look at 
their accounting practices. We look at their policies. We also con-
tinue to review. If we determine that we may award a grant to 
them, we continue to review along the way and we will work with 
them throughout the course of the award as well. 

Mr. SCOTT. Now, the auditors have made recommendations. Did 
you accept and implement all of those recommendations? 

Ms. CARBON. Almost universally, yes. And the only reason I give 
you a caution is that we may have a disagreement with them and 
the OIG may agree that the recommendation ought not to have 
been made. Short of that, yes, we do work with them and resolve 
all issues. 

Mr. SCOTT. Generally speaking, what do you do for prevention, 
not just follow up after domestic violence? What do you do to pre-
vent domestic violence? 

Ms. CARBON. We have programs to address prevention. That is 
an area that we believe is critically important because if we don’t 
begin prevention, we are never going to break that cycle of vio-
lence. 
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Some of the prevention programs we have are in our Engaging 
Men program and in how we work with our children’s programs be-
cause we find that it is important that we are getting services ear-
lier on so that we can begin to stem that tide. Some of our grant 
programs deal with that directly; others deal with it indirectly 
through intervention services. But one example would be through 
our new help line. Another example is through the Children Ex-
posed to Violence program, and a third would be our Engaging Men 
program. 

Mr. SCOTT. Can you tell us generally why OVW needs to be a 
separate office, not combined with others? 

Ms. CARBON. The Office on Violence Against Women has a very 
distinct mission. We are established to be the leading voice on re-
sponding to crimes of violence against women, and Congress recog-
nized the importance of making a very strong statement, back in 
1994 when VAWA was first established and then in 2002 when 
OVW was made an independent office, that the crimes of violence 
are incredibly important and that we recognize and give attention. 
When we focus and have that specialized office, we can dedicate 
the time and resources to it. 

We have recognized that it is critically important that this office 
focus on a whole different process than other offices within the De-
partment of Justice do. Our mission is to address victim safety, of-
fender accountability, and build strong communities through the 
coordinated community response. We don’t believe that we have 
duplication, and we don’t believe that by being separate that we 
are in any way inefficient. And to the contrary, we believe that 
being independent gives us a very strong, distinct voice within the 
Federal Government, across the country, and in fact, internation-
ally as well. 

Mr. SCOTT. And if you were combined with another agency, you 
would lose that focus? 

Ms. CARBON. Yes, yes, absolutely. 
Mr. SCOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The gentleman from Utah, Mr. Chaffetz. 
Mr. CHAFFETZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. CARBON. Good morning. 
Mr. CHAFFETZ. Hi. Good morning. Thank you for being here. I 

appreciate the work that you and your staff do. It is very important 
work and vital and makes a real difference in a lot of people’s lives. 

I just want to touch briefly on a couple different topics. I wanted 
to, at least initially, draw your attention to these biennial reports 
to Congress that seem to have a previous pattern at least of tardi-
ness. I just wanted to get your briefest of comments on that and 
just a commitment that these reports will be a little bit more time-
ly. 

Ms. CARBON. Very briefly, yes. The reports, I am very happy to 
report, are now all current with the exception of one that we hope 
to have to you by the end of the month, and I will do my level best 
to ensure from this point forward they all remain current. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Thank you. 
Perhaps this is included in some of those reports, but if your 

staff could help me. I would love to see, perhaps over the last 2 to 
3 years, a geographical map of where these grants are given, and 
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if you could help me visually see in a synopsis form where these 
grants go. I worry sometimes that we get so diluted that you look 
at a big, heavy topic—and you know, you could pick probably any 
one of these, and we get so diffused. Do we really make a difference 
when there are just so few dollars going here or there? I am not 
saying I am advocating more dollars, but it is curious to me as to 
whether or not more focus would be more effective and then being 
able to spread that out. I would just like to see a geographical map 
of the grants over the last few years. If you could help me with 
that, I would appreciate it. 

The next point I wanted to make is you obviously have had some 
concerns with the amount that is spent on these conferences. I re-
alize it is a minor portion of the budget, but it goes to the 
frugalness of using dollars. I know you are fairly new to this posi-
tion, but I wanted to get your perspective on what you plan to do 
to help rein in. There is this one event, for instance, that there 
were $70,000 for a 5-day conference attended by 60 people. It just 
seemed like an excessive amount of money to spend on event plan-
ning and wanted to get your brief comment on that. 

Ms. CARBON. Let me respond twofold. First of all, we certainly 
take the issue of conference costs very seriously. We have adopted 
within our office, and I think you will find across the Department 
as well, a new approval process for all of the conferences so that 
depending upon the expense for the conference, it is a different 
level of review. We have also established strict limitations with re-
gard to food and beverage, and we are also giving guidance to 
grantees in securing locations so that they can minimize that con-
ference cost as well. 

There are some conferences and some events where you can do 
training very effectively and very efficiently through a webinar, but 
there are also some where you really need in-person training. 
Where you are trying to change behavior, to change practice, hav-
ing face time with people can be critically important to change that 
kind of behavioral programming. So we are very mindful and we 
target dollars on those kinds of events, minimize where we can. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. And I appreciate it. We will not know the im-
provements that you make unless you tell us, and so along the 
way, if you could share those with us, that would be important. 

I want to go quickly to DNA backlogs. Where within this would 
that fall? Is that something that you have engaged in? I am con-
cerned about these DNA backlogs, the processing of DNA after vio-
lence. There have been concerns in certain pockets of the country, 
particularly in California, where sometimes these DNA samples 
have not been tested. The expense for conducting these DNA 
tests—is this something that you all are engaged in? Where would 
that fall within these groups of programs? 

Ms. CARBON. It generally falls within, actually, other parts of the 
Department, but we are very concerned that when there is an act 
of sexual assault, that there can be a test done promptly if the vic-
tim wishes for that to be done. And I think that is one distinction 
that is important to make because some people are not always 
ready to begin and engage the criminal justice process. But there 
are other parts of the Department that are—you know, NIJ, for ex-
ample. 
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Mr. CHAFFETZ. So why wouldn’t this fall within your area of ex-
pertise? 

Ms. CARBON. The DNA testing itself is—just happens to be how 
the Department has allocated resources. Part of that is OVC. Part 
of it is NIJ. But it certainly is a concern of ours to ensure, and in 
programming and policies that we have through our sexual assault 
services program and as well through the SAFE Protocol, it is im-
portant that we ensure that those tests be done promptly. The 
funding of those typically does not come out of our grant programs, 
though. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. And, Mr. Chairman, last question. I am sorry. I 
can’t see the lights. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 10 seconds. 
Mr. CHAFFETZ. Homicide reduction. What can you possibly do 

with $4 million, and homicide reduction is one of the categories 
here. 

Ms. CARBON. We can do a lot. There is a lot of very good research 
that shows what can be done to reduce homicide through lethality 
assessments, through different coordinated responses, through dif-
ferent levels of risk intervention with victims whether they come 
to hospitals or law enforcement, and how we design those programs 
through the reduction or through fatality review committees and 
other initiatives and have a significant impact on reducing domes-
tic homicide. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The gentlewoman from California, Ms. Chu. 
Ms. CHU. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Well, I was once a rape crisis counselor and I went to emergency 

rooms to advocate for rape victims. So as you can imagine, I am 
very interested in the reauthorization of VAWA. 

And I was also very interested in the release of the Center for 
Disease Control National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence 
Survey. This survey collected all kinds of detailed information on 
sexual violence, stalking, and intimate partner violence, victimiza-
tion of adult women and men in the United States and gave a truer 
picture of violence against women and men that goes beyond the 
definition that has existed for the last decade, which was indeed 
a limited one. 

This survey is the first of its kind and it found, amongst other 
things, that if you include all forms of sexual violence, that one in 
two women have experienced sexual violence, and also that one in 
five men have experienced a form of sexual violence other than 
rape in their lifetime. And I would like to enter this survey into 
the record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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Ms. CHU. Well, as you know, the FBI’s definition of rape was re-
vised in December of last year. This revision marked the first up-
date to the Federal definition in nearly a century. Rape is now de-
fined as any kind of penetration of another person regardless of 
gender without the victim’s consent. 

How has the Office of Violence Against Women responded to this 
long-awaited revision? 

Ms. CARBON. Thank you, Representative. We worked very closely 
with the FBI to institute this change and we were very proud that 
we were able to work with them in doing so. 
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We are in the process—the responsibility actually falls under the 
house of the FBI’s Criminal Justice Information Services Division 
there. We are working with them to design the manner in which 
this change can actually be implemented through their data sys-
tems and will continue to work with them over the spring and into 
the summer. And then we will also be working with our technical 
assistance providers to give guidance to law enforcement and pros-
ecutors and others about how to implement that change. But this 
was a change which we greatly welcomed and were very proud to 
be a part of. 

Ms. CHU. Well, let me ask about immigrant victims. Many people 
believe that the immigrant victim provisions in VAWA in the reau-
thorization bill are a brand new expansion, but in reality those pro-
visions have been in VAWA since 1994. So I know that you have 
been implementing some of these, but I still feel like there are gaps 
in the service. Could you talk about what you are doing to address 
immigrant victims of sexual violence and what more could be done? 

Ms. CARBON. That is an excellent question. Thank you. 
All of our grant programs—most of our grant programs—serve 

immigrant women, and we want to do and we continue to train on 
the unique needs that immigrant women face. We have also en-
couraged, through our solicitation process, that—and in fact, a par-
ticular concern this year is that we want to make sure we are 
reaching underserved communities. In many of the reports that we 
receive of the evaluations of our programs, we find that immigrant 
women continue to be underserved. So we are asking our grantees 
to reach out to make sure that they are looking in their commu-
nities, making their resources available to all women, immigrants 
included. So it is extremely important that we do so. 

We also do so from another angle, which is language access. 
Many immigrants come to this country and do not speak English 
or don’t speak it well, and we have worked very aggressively 
throughout the Department, not just our office, in ensuring that 
immigrant women can have all services in a language which they 
can understand so they can have full access to those services. If 
they walk into a courtroom and they don’t understand what is hap-
pening and I or somebody else have not ensured that they have an 
interpreter, then I have not done my job. And we are asking our 
grantees to ensure that across the board as they do their job. 

Ms. CHU. And I would also like to ask about sexual assault. Most 
of the money from the Violence Against Women Act from the first 
decade was dedicated to domestic violence. However, sexual assault 
is, of course, equally important. So please share with us what your 
office is doing to address sexual violence. 

Ms. CARBON. We are ensuring that sexual violence is addressed 
in all of our grant programs where it is appropriate for them to be, 
but across the board. We also are instituting a number of different 
programs within the office, but in particular, you will be aware 
that the sexual assault services program, which Congress funded 
recently, is reaching communities across the country. We also have 
a special demonstration initiative looking at sexual assault, par-
ticularly in rural and tribal communities, to shore up those re-
sources and then develop best practices that we can spread across 
the country. But we are asking that all of the programs make sure 
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that they are serving victims of sexual assault, as well as victims 
of domestic violence, and we often find that there is a very signifi-
cant overlap between the two. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The time of the gentlewoman has expired. 
The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Poe. 
Mr. POE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. CARBON. Good morning. 
Mr. POE. Thank you for being here. 
Director Carbon, last year I sent you a letter asking you some 

questions, and it is one page. And I have received from your office, 
Assistant Attorney General Ronald Welch, a five-page, single- 
spaced, looks like 3-point font response. And you answered all my 
questions. So I do not want to mislead anyone thinking that I am 
complaining about your response. You directly answered every 
question I had. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. POE. Yes. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Does the gentleman want to put the re-

sponse in the record? 
Mr. POE. I ask unanimous consent. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Without objection. 
Mr. POE. The letter and the response. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Without objection. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
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Mr. POE. All right. 
Ms. CARBON. Thank you. 
Mr. POE. I appreciate the work your office does. I will probably 

shock some of my friends in that I actually believe we should con-
sider expanding the role of your office, even financially. 

No one likes waste, fraud, and abuse. Based on the comments 
you responded to in the letter, you don’t like it either and you want 
to get a hold of these grants and these people who received the 
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grants and eliminate them from the system. I commend you on 
that and keep doing it. 

In my other life, I was down at the courthouse in Houston for 
a long time, called the Palace of Perjury. And I have been around 
so long that I remember when domestic violence was treated by 
law enforcement as a family problem, not as a social health issue 
or a crime, but it is a family problem. I am glad we have moved 
away from that concept. 

Tell me about your education process of educating police officers, 
prosecutors, and judges on this issue. 

Ms. CARBON. Thank you. That is a great question, and having 
been a former judge, I can speak from that side of the fence as 
well. 

We have a very aggressive program throughout OVW to educate 
all of the professionals who interface with victims of sexual assault, 
domestic violence, dating violence, and stalking. We do this 
through technical assistance with our technical assistance pro-
viders—we call them TA providers—by doing institutes, sometimes 
in-service training, sometimes technical assistance training. Some-
times it is through bringing groups together as a group of law en-
forcement officers. Other times it is in interdisciplinary fashions 
because it is important that as a coordinated community response 
is implemented, that people understand what each other’s respon-
sibilities are. But we have a number of technical assistance pro-
viders geared explicitly for law enforcement training as we do with 
judges and advocates. 

Speaking to the Judicial Institute, for example, we bring judges 
from around the country together, bring in law enforcement offi-
cers. We bring in other judges. We bring in psychologists. We bring 
in hosts of people to educate judges about how to better respond 
and to understand the dynamics that are involved. That same proc-
ess of institute development is done with other professions as well. 

But there may be occasions where we will send a technical as-
sistance provider directly to a law enforcement agency to work with 
that unit in their home turf. It is not necessarily always at a big 
conference, and I want to make sure that is very clear. We work 
one on one as needed. 

Mr. POE. A couple of quick questions. There are those who claim 
that this legislation demands and requires mandatory arrests. That 
is just not true, is it? 

Ms. CARBON. No, that is not true. 
Mr. POE. It is a State-by-State issue. So that is just another 

myth about VAWA. Is that correct? 
Ms. CARBON. It does not require mandatory arrest. However, we 

do ask, because it is through the arrest program, so if there is a 
grantee for that program, they certify that they have policies or 
procedures or laws in place that would encourage mandatory or en-
courage arrest but only upon probable cause that an arrest should 
be made. 

Mr. POE. When a crime has been committed. 
Ms. CARBON. Right. 
Mr. POE. Or probable cause that a crime has been committed. 
Ms. CARBON. That is often lost. 



154 

Mr. POE. The title, ‘‘Violence Against Women Act,’’ also deals 
with males, does it not? 

Ms. CARBON. It absolutely does, yes. 
Mr. POE. And there are the same services provided under the act 

in your office that help men, and that is violence against men as 
against women. Is that correct? 

Ms. CARBON. That is correct, yes. 
Mr. POE. Is there any reason in your opinion to change the name 

of the act? 
Ms. CARBON. No. There is no reason to. 
Mr. POE. And so let me ask you one other question talking about 

dealing with judges. You are familiar with the case from Maryland, 
domestic violence victim, who—the judge didn’t give her a restrain-
ing order she asked for against her husband. And so he came into 
her business and literally set her on fire. A wonderful lady. And 
we are not talking about statistics here. We are talking about real 
people that are hurt by others who claim they love these people. 

In your education of judges, do you talk about the use of re-
straining orders and items to keep people separated until a divorce 
is pending? Do you talk to judges about that? 

Ms. CARBON. We absolutely do. In fact, I personally was involved 
in chairing a national effort to develop a guide on the issuance and 
enforcement of civil protection orders. So I have both a great per-
sonal as well as professional interest in seeing this. We do educate 
judges all across the country on this and continue to do so. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The gentleman from Georgia, Mr. Johnson. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. Carbon, thank you for appearing before the Committee 

today. I appreciate the work that you do with the Office of Violence 
Against Women. The services that you provide to responding to do-
mestic violence and sexual assault are vital. Because of your work, 
hundreds of thousands of victims have been served and thousands 
of arrests have been made. So I want to thank you for your dili-
gence. 

I am heartened by the remarks of my colleague, Judge Poe, in 
terms of his understanding of the fact that there is a problem and 
he understands the extent of the problem and he even understands 
the fact that the Federal Government has an interest and a role 
to play in that regard as far as funding is concerned. 

And so I wanted to ask you a couple of questions. 
Number one, I know that there have been some oversight hear-

ings on the other side of the Capitol about this program. I think 
Senator Grassley argued that in terms of VAWA reauthorization— 
he argued that during these difficult economic times, we simply 
can’t continue to allocate resources without verifying that the re-
sources are being used effectively and efficiently as possible, kind 
of throwing a little cold water on the efforts of your group. And I 
know we are in a fiscally very conservative time right now. 

I want you to talk about the domestic violence shelters. In Geor-
gia, they turned away 2,636 victims and their children due to a 
lack of available space in 2010. And this is because of cuts from 
State governments, cuts from local governments, and cuts from the 
charitable giving community. And I would like for you to explain 
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how your grants, grants to your organization, assist in helping 
these shelters. 

And also I want you to take a minute to address gun violence. 
Between 1990 and 2005, guns were used to kill more than two- 
thirds of spouses and ex-spouses who were victims of domestic vio-
lence. Last year, this Committee, the full Committee, reported out 
H.R. 822, the National Right to Carry Reciprocity Act of 2011. It 
was considered by this Committee shortly after a lady out in Cali-
fornia at hair shop where she did hair, a beautician, was stalked 
and then killed by her estranged husband. And I think seven other 
people were killed also in that rampage. And we were considering 
at that time a bill that I opposed. It would have allowed States to— 
or it would have allowed a Federal permit essentially to carry guns 
in States that may not allow persons who have been convicted of 
domestic violence from being able to get a license for a weapon. 

Can you comment on all of that for me? 
Ms. CARBON. Under Federal law, if—I am not clear on the per-

mitting process because that typically is done by local and State 
government. But on the issue of under either civil protection orders 
or under criminal cases, I am happy to address the firearms issue 
there. 

If there is a protective order in place, for example, the offender 
is not permitted to have access or possession. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes. Well, now, under the National Right to Carry 
Reciprocity Act of 2011, I don’t know if I would agree with your 
current assessment if that law passes. But at any rate, effect on 
domestic violence shelters. 

Ms. CARBON. With regard to shelters, the Health and Human 
Services Department funds the shelters. We fund transitional hous-
ing programs and emergency housing. So we work in collaborative 
ways with them. 

But I would agree with you the need for shelters is dire. We do 
not have enough beds. They are chronically under-funded, and it is 
a great problem. So I share that concern. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
The gentlewoman from Florida, Mrs. Adams. 
Mrs. ADAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
I agree that we have come a long way from the times when we 

thought that spousal abuse and everything else was a family mat-
ter, from someone who has firsthand experience as a law enforce-
ment officer and other things. 

But I do have some questions because I do recognize this pro-
gram. I have been in the State and dealt with it on many levels, 
both as a law enforcement officer and as a State legislator. So I am 
just going to go through a few things. 

OVW was designed to be an office separate from DOJ’s two major 
grant-making components, OJP and COPS. And the DOJ IG has 
reported areas where these distinctions have caused overlap and 
duplication in grant administration. 

In what ways might consolidation of these offices, particularly 
with regard to sharing systems, procedures, other administrative 
processes, yield greater grant oversight and coordination and re-
duce costs, therefore allowing more money to go where it needs to 
be and that is the grants? 
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Ms. CARBON. We share the concern that we not have any 
redundancies in the grant-making components. Two things I would 
like to stress here. 

Number one, we do have common areas where we do work—for 
example, the grants management system, the computerized system 
for applications, is something we share in common. We share the 
high-risk grantee list. There are a few other things. 

But by having our own grants financial management division— 
I think this is critically important—we believe we can provide a 
better service to the grantees because of having more specialized 
staff, more specialized training, and more specialized technical as-
sistance so that, indeed, the grantees can be using the funds as you 
all intended they be. Victims are getting the services and the com-
munities are being better served as a result of this. 

Mrs. ADAMS. And getting to the grants, GAO in reports and testi-
mony has pointed out that the difficulties in evaluating effective-
ness of various viable grants because grantees either do not collect, 
maintain, and report required information to OVW or the data pro-
vided to OVW by grantees is often difficult to evaluate given vary-
ing definitions among different programs. It is important to be able 
to determine how effective these various VAWA programs are and 
whether the grantees are providing adequate services for the 
amount of the funding they receive. 

So what specific steps has OVW taken to ensure that grant re-
cipients are collecting or reporting accurate and relevant data, and 
what are the major challenges you see with regard to meaningful 
data collection in order to determine program effectiveness? 

Ms. CARBON. Approximately 10 years ago, Congress asked us to 
begin assessing our grant programs and we began a very vigorous 
campaign, working with the University of Southern Maine, to col-
lect the kinds of data that we want. And over time, we have contin-
ued to improve and refine how we gather that data. 

Over the course of every 6 months, we will receive, review, and 
analyze over 1,000 reports from our discretionary grantees and oth-
ers. And then we funnel that information back and forth with the 
program staff, with the University of Southern Maine to make sure 
that we are collecting accurate data. Where we find that the instru-
ments are not clear, we make improvements to that. We have 
worked with the field to continue refining so that definitions are 
consistent, so that the reporting forms are consistent across our 
programs so that we are gathering that data. But each report is 
distinct to the program so that we can gather specific information 
that tells us whether—— 

Mrs. ADAMS. So you are able to determine. 
Ms. CARBON. Absolutely, distinguishing one from another. 
Mrs. ADAMS. Explain OVW’s relationship with the Muskie School 

of Public Service at the University of Southern Maine. What has 
OVW asked the Muskie School to do? How much has OVW paid the 
Muskie School for their services? And is the relationship still ongo-
ing? What is the Muskie School still doing for OVW? 

Ms. CARBON. Yes. And what I was alluding to there with the 
University of Southern Maine is the Muskie School of Public Policy 
at the University of Southern Maine. We entered into an arrange-
ment with them, as I say, in about 2002, if I am not mistaken, al-
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though they had done some work for us for a couple years earlier 
but under a different framework. And with that, we have paid, over 
the course of, I believe since 2001—it may be a little bit earlier— 
approximately $17 million to review our 21 different grant pro-
grams. And of course, those programs have increased over time. It 
wasn’t 21 at the beginning. That collectively comprises about half 
a percent of all of our grant funds, which is very minimal. Congress 
has allowed us to spend up to 3 percent on assessment of that. 

So we gather this information—— 
Mrs. ADAMS. So it is still ongoing? 
Ms. CARBON. It is still ongoing, yes. 
Mrs. ADAMS. I have one other quick question I want to ask, and 

that is on STOP grants, which are OVW’s single largest grant pro-
gram. It is a formula-based program to fund State and local law 
enforcement, prosecution, and victim services. All or almost all of 
these functions are also funded by the Department’s Byrne grant, 
you know, the Byrne/JAG program. You know that program. Right? 

Ms. CARBON. Yes. 
Mrs. ADAMS. And the Byrne grant is also another formula-based 

source of funding for the State and local governments. 
So how does the STOP funding differ from the Byrne grant fund-

ing, and is it necessary to have two such overlapping programs? 
Ms. CARBON. The STOP grant is distinguishable in its coordi-

nated community response to ending sexual assault, domestic vio-
lence, dating violence, and stalking. And we do this through the 
implementation of—a portion of the funding goes to each different 
group, for example, a portion to prosecution, law enforcement, ad-
vocacy, courts, and then there is another fungible area that could 
go to anybody. We do this through the coordination of those serv-
ices and ensuring that all of these four groups respond to the com-
munity-based needs that are determined. And it is up to the STOP 
administrators, working with their implementation team, to deter-
mine where the needs are, where the greatest victim service needs 
are, where the greatest offender accountability areas are, and 
working to do so. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The time of the gentlewoman has expired. 
The gentleman from South Carolina, Mr. Gowdy. 
Mr. GOWDY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Nell Lindsey was a nurse at a local hospital in Spartanburg. Her 

shift had ended and she walked to her car to go home, but the car 
wouldn’t start because her estranged husband had put sugar in the 
gas tank. She called a friend to come get her. She was headed 
home when they saw an ominous sight, which was her husband fol-
lowing them in his car. And he had been ordered to stay away from 
her because he had broken her jaw on a family vacation. He had 
assaulted her in an Appleby’s parking lot, and a judge had ordered 
him to stay away from her. But he didn’t. He followed her. 

And Nell and her friend Celeste did a very smart thing, Mr. 
Chairman. They headed straight for the Inman Police Department. 
They were running red lights, running stop signs, jumping over 
railroad tracks. And Nell got out her cell phone and called 911, and 
they pulled into the back parking lot of the Inman Police Station. 
And just as Nell was getting out with a cell phone in her hand, her 
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husband, Marion Lindsey, pulled up and shot her in the head four 
times with two children in the back seat. 

Marion Lindsey killed Nell Lindsey. But in a very real sense, the 
entire system failed her, from orders of protection that are mean-
ingless and can’t stop bullets to women being asked in South Caro-
lina to go represent themselves in domestic violence court, to inad-
equate training. 

So Lynn Hawkins, through grants, Mr. Chairman—through 
grants—transformed our approach to violence against women, 
training law enforcement, training prosecutors, training magistrate 
judges, training pastors to view domestic violence as a crime and 
not a family matter. In 2008, we had zero domestic-related homi-
cides in Spartanburg County. In 2011, we had one. So we went 
from leading the Nation in men killing women to actually doing a 
pretty good job. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I have got to give credit for that to Lynn 
Hawkins and the approach that she took through these grants, not 
embarrassing prosecutors and cops, but training them and training 
pastors, and putting together a CDV board with the community in-
volved. And we are making tremendous progress in South Carolina. 
This stain on the collective soul of our State is slowly being lifted. 

But there are scores of other stories just like Nell Lindsey’s. 
There is Liz Chesterman and there is Tamika Huston. I have got 
all these names running through my head of women who were 
killed by men in Spartanburg and Cherokee Counties. And we are 
making progress. 

And I want to say this with respect to Lynn and the oversight 
of this grant program, because I sat through some of the review 
sessions, the oversight is in place, at least in Spartanburg, and the 
results are in place. So that is a former life for me, and I don’t get 
to talk to those people anymore. But if you have a chance to talk 
to the people in South Carolina, and Spartanburg in particular, my 
sheriff Chuck Wright; my chief of police, Tony Fisher; Lynn Haw-
kins; Barry Barnett, the prosecutor; Rusty Clevenger, the coroner, 
tell them thank you for taking us from first in the Nation for men 
killing women to having years where we have zero domestic-related 
homicides. 

I yield back. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. That is a very appropriate note to close 

this hearing on. I thank the gentleman from South Carolina for 
sharing this information with us. This shows that the programs 
work. We need to have them work better. We need to have them 
touch more people. We need to do better training. 

And if there are no further questions, without objection, the 
hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 11:04 a.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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