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An Act to amend the law of the District of Columbia relating to the carrying

of concealed weapons, 57 Stat. 586, ch. 296 (1943)

1



_ :.'All Counczlmembers o j'.

.____;:':E'_:'":::_":Councalmember Tommy W,_ells Chairperson._e S
- :':Comrmttee on the Judmxary'and Pubhc Safety f':-_' o

'f'-'.'_f':'-DATE ._November 25, 2014 g

N ."SUBIECT Report on Bill 20 930 “Llcense 0 Carry a Plstol Amendment Act of 2014” el

L .' 'T_he Commlttee on the Jud1c1a;ry and Pubhc Safety, to Wh1ch".B111 20 930 the i¢ 1o o
i Carry_ a Pistol Amendment Act of 2014” was referred reports favorably thereon Wlth L
-amendments and recommends approval by the Councﬂ S - "
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- -'-".'Com_mlttee on the Jud1c1ary and Pubhc Safety T e " B November 25 2014': : :
"_.3:__Rep rtonBtllZO 930 L o Page2of36:_~._:_".:--"-'- B

~of handguns in pUth for self—defense by othervnse quallﬁed non—re51dents based soiely on thej:._:': e
fact that they are not resrdents of the Dzstnct : R T

Lo The executlve and the Councﬂ Worked closeiy on: the Dlstrrct 5 1eg151at1ve respo e to R
-Palmer in order 1o ensure ‘that the Drstrlct s laws and regulatlons would be in comphance:_'Wlth.'-_-_'-_ R
- the decision whlle also’ balancmg the | vernment’s _interest ‘in- public safety. This interest:is ©.
-_-_.-_'_:._helghtened given the District’s r_ole as. the * nation’s cap1ta1._f The - result. was - emergency .
o :_'leglslatlon, passed by t the Council on September 23, 2014, and Bill 20-930. Both the emergency - .
- and- permanent legislation follow' the: models of states such as New. York, New Jersey, and
" Maryland, - which -have adopted a ‘similar. l1censmg scheme and wh1ch have Wlthstood R
' Constrtutlonal challenges in federal courts of appeal ' R '

B111 20- 930 is- sound leglslatlon that w111 enhance pubhc safety in. the Dlstnct whﬂe.'-'-' _
S ];'comportmg thh the requrrement_s of the Second Amendment of the U.S; Const1tutlen ‘The- mam_ R
pr0v151ons of thrs 1egrslat10n are drscussed 1n greater deta11 below S

SUMMARY OF GUN CONTROL IN THE DISTRIC‘T OF COLUMBIA

_. The process of reguiatlng the carryrng of plstois in: the Dlstrlct of Columbla dates baek to :
.- at.]east: 1857. The ‘common :law: regulated the -carry of plstois ‘when a person was: w1thout
" reasonable cause to fear an assault ot other injury or violence to his person . . . .”>.Some 75 yea
~later, and two years before adoptron of the National Frrearms Act of 1934; Congress enacted 2
' Act To control the possession,’ “sale, transfer and - use: “of pistols and. other dangerous Weapons in -
* the ‘District of- Columbla, 10 prov1de penaltles to- prescrlbe rules of ev1dence and for'other--'ﬁ--

o : :':purposes (“Plstols and Other Dangerous Weapons Act”) 6.

S = The then—newly elected Councﬂ of the District of Columbra adopted the Flrearrns Control' :
o Regalatlons Actof 1975.7 “Codified as chapter 25 of Title 7, the’ Flrearms Control Reg‘ulanons e
' Act - imposes-a - broad regulatory scheme on the acqu1s1t1on possess1on and transfer of
- fircarms. The act requires reglstratlon ofall’ ﬁrearms restticts:who may: reglster a firearm, and'_}:' S
- ‘prohibits certain, firearms entirely. Until 2008, the act also prohlbrted all private 1nd1v1duals from:' .
" registering a handgun. In 2008, the Supreme Court, in District of Columbia v, Heller; held that ~~
. the Second: Amendment of the’ Constrtutlon guarantees an 1nd1v1dual’s rlght 1o possess a ﬁrearrn - R
~ for the Iawful Purpose: of self-defense: within the home, thereby invalidating the' District’s then= -~
i 'total ban on handguns It also Struck down the Dlstrlct s safe storage provrslon9 -a. prov151on_ R

-_':3Idatp 7. e . S
. *License to Carry a P1stol Emergency Amendment Act of 2014 Act 20~447 (explres Jan 7 2015) .
"3 Revised Code of the District of Colurnbra Prepared Under the Authorlty of the Act of Congress at 570 (A 0 P
7. Nicholsen, Washlngton 1857).. i et
8 47.Stat. 650 (approved July 8, 1932) (codrﬁed at D C OFFICIAL CODE § 22-4501 et seq ) Although amended
wn -f'-perlodlcally durmg the last 70 years thls act remams in effect and is. eodlﬁed as Chapter 45 of Tltle 22 of the: D C _
o Official Code, o
o IDIC Taw1-85, effectlve September 24 1976 (eodrﬁed atD. C OFFICIAL CODE § 7—2501 01 et Seq)
oo bssaus: 570 635 (2008) o et .
i Id at 571,
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November 25,2014 i o

- _'__.-.'Comrmttee on the Jud101ary and Pubhc Safety L s
' Page 3 of 36_' s

o Report on Bill 20-930

; - that requlred all ﬁrearms 1nclud1ng rlﬂes”an .shotguns be kept unloaded: and dlsassembled__or_ :
bound by a trlgger Ioek because it lacked an exphc:lt exceptlon for self defense

R Followmg the Heller case_ the Councﬂ-rewsed the 19753' Flrearms Control Regulatlons-.j- S
o _Act -through the Flrearms Cont'_ 1 Amendment Act of 20(}810 seekmg t0 aecomrnodate' that ST
'___const_ltutional nght whﬁe also p otectlng the cornmumty &om 'un___'v1olence' oL The 2008 act

:agazlnes = mthtary—style dev1ces o
_'__Iuded 11m1t1ng the number of R

S Whlle Heller II was. belng l1t1gated another ease challenglng the Dlstrlct S gun laws was .
'.'._.belng argued In 2009, several plalntiffs Jomed together i lm_er v, Dzstrzct of ( Columbia to ﬁle:_"-.'_'- ._
suit: against’ the: Dlstrlct because they ‘were denied a ‘permit to carry a handgun out31de their -~
- " homes, or because they were denied car -;penmts because y were' not District residents.'® On__f-’_ e
- July 24,2014, the District Court for the District of Columbt'issued the ‘Palmer decision, ruling R
: '_-'___"that the D1str1ct s complete ‘ban on: th _carrymg of handguns in. pubhc is: unconsututlona el i
L 'The Court also proh1b1ted the Dlstnet frorn completely banmng the carrylng of handguns in _; i &

' 10 D C Law 17 0372 effectlve March 3

'_.?ossess See D.C.Law. 19 170, Flrearms ‘Amendment-Act of 20_1 (cffg s t 26 2012)
B 8ee Heller'v. District ofColumbza 698 F.Supp.2d 179; 181 (D.D.C.2010).. e
o The Committee notes that since the Heller decision, there have been 07 handguns and I 814 long guns SR
' _-_reglstered inthe District: (as of October'-3 '2(}14 data prov1ded by anier- during questlonlng at Oct 16 2(] 14 S
. “hearing for Bill 20:930). - . - ' B . EIRETE

: Heller 2 Dzstrtct of Columbta (Heller II) 70 F3d 1244 1264 (D C C]r 201 1)
S o . i

S .” Heller v. District ofC'olumbza, CF Supp 2d ;,_20_14 wL 197
o Palmer v, District ofColumbm, supmnl T e
19[d._at_-16_.- ’ _ R

3(DDC)at*1
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'-:Comrmttee on the Judlcrary and Pubhc Safety November 25 2014 _:_ E

e '--'.:_Réport on Bill 20 930

; o _'_;'ﬁpubhc for self defense by other\mse quahﬁed no _resrdents based solely on the fact that they e
:notr resrdents of the Drstrlct 20 (ernphas1s 1n errgrnal)'_: ST |

S does not prohrbrt': gun use by reshonsrble 1nd1v1du'al.s is W1th1n the scope of the Second-":...-'
_"_'-"Amendment B . . R _ o

i ::UNIQUENESS OF THE DISTRICT R

: Before the Cornmlttee dlscusses the prov1srons of Bﬂl 20 930 the context wrthm Wthh _.: e
the_Drstrret $ ﬁrearms law and regulatrons operate is also usefui ; ' : '

i C1t1es across. the country are’ igrapphng w1th gun Vrolence _The probiem is: not hmrted to;ﬁﬁ:"f SR
v1olent ¢rime, but rncludes acciden al shootings and sulcld' It is'a Substantial problem, both as.a
- matter of publlc safety and pubhc health. Dense, urban:" _ d1et10ns: have. hrgher rates of: vrolent L
: _erlme than suburbs’-‘and rural areas and_ When it comes to crime, handguns are: Very effectwe._ S
hia result,” major cities:. such as ‘New York ‘and’ Ch1eago ut1hze a varlety of . gun. controI
R regulatrons Washmgton, D, C 18 no drfferent and has been regulatmg ﬁrearms smce the :
."_'.Congressronal aet of1932 R e : o S

L Whrle the Drstnct of Coiurnbra shares the problem_ of gun vrolence w1th other dens__ S
. __urban )urrsdrctlons its: pubhc safety and national security . eoneerns are greater. It is the home of
. “the President of the United States; four U.S. presidents have been assassinated by gunfire (twoin. - 0 ©
-+ ‘the District), and’ at least ﬁve ot ers_: have been shot at; nciudmg Ronald Reagan who: W&S';-":_:f_._:
. seriously - wounded” out51de a local hotel in 1981.The Secret. Servrce will ‘not drsclose all.:_._':E IR
. incidents where it has recovere rearms associated Wi threats on the President, but we do-
- know they. happen, indeed, just two years. ago someone hil the Whlte House w1th gun ﬁre The S
e -consequences of an assassrnatlon would be grave to the natron S e

R _ ﬁc_lals and members of Congress The-"_
o January 2011 assassmatron attempt'of then—Congresswoman Gabrrelle Glffords hlghhghts the-_f ;

. The D1str10t is. horne to all hrgh»rankmg federal 8

where they have recovered ﬁre_ A
o '-f_j:--'.know they ‘happen.. In 1998 two
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S '__-_.__;:_"-_3"._;C0mm1ttee on the J ud;clary and Pubhc Sa“fety | |
- Repoxt onBﬂl 20 930 SR

b ";_'theméelves and to. others _
o ;";grows up-htmtm% Kentucky _Th
S 3_'-secur1ty targets

S Pollce Chtef Cathy Lamer dlscussed the umquene_ :_
' :__'-ﬁ_before the Comm1ttee on Bﬂl 20- 930 R

_:fac111t1es, dlgnltanes and pubhc 'ervants are prlme targets'"f;for terronsts both forelgn and"' S
-' -"_domestlc Protectmg govemm ofﬁc1als and lnfrastructure is. a challenge for every c1t oo

P Testimony of Ré'VQiRobérﬂt Schenck, public wittess, at the public g'i?iii'Biil'_io;g_s'd.5ﬁj'0ct.;..'1'6_,';2_0_14
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5 Comrnlttee on. the Jud1<:1ary and Publlc Safety November 25 2014 kR

ﬁ'fattempt on the pre51dent
(o :-_'House = and another shooter ﬁrmg at;’ '

| o than 4. 000 speelal'events annually The D1str1ct' 1s als unrque because of what the bulldlngs and : S
1ocat10n represent all. around the wori S : S e B

-_-‘;:':Symbohcally, we. stand out w1th 50 many targets ltke the Wh1te I-Iouse the Monument or_-' _
- the: Capitol, That baekdrOp stands out for people who Want 10’ do harm to the Umted. o
: '-..._::-_'3-States government : _

S The: Dlstrlct S umque status is: also reﬂecte.__ n the type of trarmng the Metropohtan L R
. Poltce Department recetves Chref Lanrer testrﬁed th Department recelves tramlng thh the_i'- S

OLIS] noted that the Federal Govemment
' e_rs_ he or she cannot wear: therr

s :.'_"_before the U S, House of Representatnfes Commrttee on OverS1ght & Govemment Reform on"Sept 9' __008
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e "_'_._';,'_'.:Comrmttee onthe Judrcrary_and Pubhc Safety ' NovemberZS 2014__::.";_;"-'._.' |
.:_ReportonB11120~930 B Ll T CPageTof36

. Se '_et_ Servrce as well as tralnrng mvolvmg ver ar e5-"dern_onstratrons, _dlgnrtary protectlo 8

-_-_...f';:":.'”mterest in Blll 20 930

S Whlle the Secret Servxce s protectlve operatrons occur arou:nd the World '___glven‘.__ i
-'_that ‘the President; First Family, Vice President, forelgn leaders, and other - -

protectees res1de, isit and work here, we mamtarn a partrcularly hlgh level of R
- j_-protect1on~related actrvmes wrth the Dlstrlct AT e ey SR

: Because DC has S0: many htgh—vaiue targets 1t“1s . 1"0 heavrly patrolled and protected by-'{ R
the 'more than two dozen law: enforcement entltres t_ha_t perate here The' Drstrlct 5 drsttnctrve- PR
_aphy 1s helpful in: thls regar A _ust"68 square mlle . 'd_ 10 percent water - t‘ne Dlstrlct_.{

& :'_armed o' cers or clearmg streets of ali automoblles and'r'estrlctmg pedestrran m_ovement except
G _'_'_through checkpomts “tips: soc1ety away. from “the fre om and. openne we Value-'f_ n our*
o 5001ety At some pomt the Second Amendment mfrmges on-the Flrst Arnendment 5

SR It must be noted that when the Foundmg Fathe_rs and the states rafted and ratrﬁed the L
Second Amendment,’ they were . not considering today’s armamen Today s firearm -yvere_"}'.j' R
__"_lnconcelvable to the Foundlng._f'Fathers today’s ‘pistols: are’ si " their 180 - P
o ;jcounterparts in:name-only. Flintlock pistols were: ___ehable 1naccurate' unrlﬂed smgle-shot,__-.--.'._ —
- ball-shot,” and " slow to - load:'Breachloadrng fircarms - were four generat1ons away,- and-
L semrautornattc ﬁnng mechamsms with hollow-point. bullets were un1mag1nab]e The: Foundmg._' i
- Fathers were not oblivious to public safety, and ‘the then 'rinagm_abl_e lethality: of today S '

B ﬁrearms requlres restrlctrons 1n the natlon s capttal such as- p vided: by Btlll' 20 930

_ It must also be noted because _'the D1strxct jsponse 10 gun control has engendered--'_' L
. criticism from gun: enthusmsts”acr_ the- country, that the egulatton of fircarms must differ
'___:between Jurrsdlctrons The clrcumstances unique: to' the  District. requ1re a regulatory system SN
- different than perhaps any: “other: Junsdrctton and esp _ally, far dlfferent than what would be._ S
e ':necessary for pubhc safety ina rural place S -

o ;'..'__'25 Chlef Lanler Oct. 16 2()14 verbal testunony
-2 See submitted statements in section Vi L : : :
KD --27 See letter dated November 14; 2014 from AT Smlth Deputy Dlrector Umted States Secret Serv1ce to the

Honorable Tornmy Wells Charrman Commrttee on the Judrcrary dE_Pubhc Safety {P. 1) o :
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: ---______'_:.__':_Commrttee on the Judlc1ary and Publrc Safety : _:_':. S November 25 2014:'._'-'-' -
: '___:ReportonBlllZO 930 L S .[ Page80f36

SPECIFIC PROVISI()NS OF BILL 20 930

L The development of Blll 20 930 has been gu1ded by 'th' '_:analysm and decrsrons
-'_'urban -arcas and reﬂects ‘the Dlstrlct S, significant interests: in ‘protecting - pubhc safety ; T
3 preventing crrrne Whrle provtdmg a rnecharusm for those 1nd1v1duals who have a spe01ahzed R
: '.:'._'need for self defense : : SRR EERE SR

: To achleve thrs balance Brll 20-930 revives the Dlstrlct S longstandmg concealed carry. SR

__'_'._f__law w1th minor- amendment as section 3(b) - of the bill% 2. Section 6 of the: Plstols and Other o

Dangerous Weapons Act ‘was approved July 8, 1932 and provrded the parameters for 1ssu1ng.
'.'hcenses to carry: - . S : R :

T The superlntendent of pollce 0 'the_ Dlstrrct of Columbla may .-issue a license to'such. -
- person to carry.a plstol w1thm the District of Columbla for' not more than one year from . -
- date-of issue, if it appears. that the applicant has a- good reason 10 fear: injury to his - -

' person or property or has:any. orher proper redson for. carrymg a prstol cmd t‘har he IS a"
S f‘surtable person to be 50 lzcensed (emphasrs added) ' =

S The Dtst:rtct s prevrous regulatlons 1mplementmg the Ptstols and Other Da_ng" .'ous
Weapons Act Stated that for the purposes of sattsfymg the “have reason to fear 1n3ury t

::31

:vvrrtmg, under oath The apphcant shall also allege that the threats are of a nature that_ he egal
g -ﬂ__possessmn of a prstol Would provrde adequate protectton e

Jurrsd1ct10n = where the 1ssu1ng autherlty has dlscretron 111 grantmg permlts to carry '
""'handguns F2.0f the 50 states, four do not: require a perrmt to carry The other 46 hav _
P .requtrements ‘but the mechanisms differ; Nine states have “may issue” laws; the remammg 37 S
" states have “shall issue” laws, which require the i issuing’ authorlty 10 5grant most perrmts though 7
“at least 20 of these prov1de the rssulng authorlty Wlth some drscretron 3 ‘For: example in Georgra EER

e * There can be httle questron that preventmg crmre and promotmg pubhc safety are. Important govermnent goals
S See, e, z., United States v, Salerno, 48 :739 750 (2nd Cir. 1987), Schall v, Martm 467 1J.8:252,264 (1984).-;
- Under Heller, “longstandmg” proh1b1t1ons are presumptrvely lawful Kachalsky v, County of Wesrchesa‘er 701
S F3d81at90,n. 11 : _
e 047Gt 650at 651, e ' ' S
oo DCMR 2303.11; prev1ous1y contamed rtlcle 52.0f the Pollce_ R 'gulatlorms 1955 Edltlon-1968 Reprmt Tttle S e
35, District of Colurnbla Rules and: Regul ions (DCRR the predecessor of the. DCMR). - L
-2 Gun Control States’ Laws and Requirements for Concea_ied.Carry..P_erfnlts Vary acrOSS.the_ Nation,' U.S. iy
“-Govérnment Accountablhty Ofﬁce Report 1. Congressronal Requester ¢ _1""'2012) GAO—12 717 p.5 (accesse
5 Oct. 19, 2014 athttp:/wwsw.gao.gov/assets/600/592552:pdf)." i
S Informatton ‘compiled at Law.Center to Prevent Gun Vlolence http //smartgunlaws org/concea]ed—weapons- :
e permtttmg pohcy-summary/ (accessed Oc_, 19 2014) ' SR R
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;;"Comxmttee on the Jud1c1ary and Pubhc Safety _ v November 25 2014.._':.'__." Sy

- Report on Bﬂl 20- -930-

a._____shall 1ssue state 1ssu1ng author_'_. may deny the 4perm1t 1f they detennme among other"
thmgs that the apphcant is not of good moral character o : s

"':req ';rement of good characte_r, falnlllarlty._wﬁh safe handlmg,
( _gun 371 New York requu‘es “proper cause,’ which i'S"der'_hon'stratcd

_:w1th any of the requlrements contamed' ] thls Code section
i 33 GAQ;, supran 22, atp.13 R, :
-7 2% Md: Code Ann. Pub; Safety § 5—306(a)(6)

' -j"_if?" NJAC 13 54:2.3.1

_ : means other. than by issuance of a per _
R _-'38 N Y Penal Law 4§ 400 00(2)(f) Examples mclude employment

S .:?9 Woolardv. Gallagher, 712 F 3d 865 (4th .
i ;standard”} Drake v. leko 724 F: 3d 426 (3“’ B

ractlce and huntmg

duct Wlthm the scqpe of th
2““ Clr 2012) (uphold g Ne

20 930 (1 e. “Sectlon 907” e = ._ R

: sectlons created 1n the new Tltle_IX : ound 1n Subsec’uon 2(e) :'_
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i Comrmttee on the. Jud1cla«1‘y and Pubhe Safety November 25',_-_2014_':_ e

_'Report on B1Il 20 930

i :;'gi_nonre51dents Who apply for a Cah’y permrt'do'so uhdersfandmg What weapons 'are allewed-"lr.l the pa
.-.'Dlstrlct L . . S _ AR

_ __:'-.-.Where untfémed use of a' ﬁreafm may result in’ 1nJury to 1nn0
5 __reqmres a carry permrt apphcant to have completed at lea

' .of45 feet

- Sueh trammg reqmrements are. not unusua143 or burdensome “ More than half of the S
o 'States Tequire a carty. apphcant 10 demonstrate they have recelved tramlng in: firearm use and/or:__. R
-5__sa,fety Federal” courts have agreed that. such. training is essent1al for- pubhc safety. As Judge: SR
-+ Richard ‘Posner, wrltmg for the . __0urt of Appeals he - Seventh Clrcult “noted, ‘“some:
R '.states sen31bly reqmre an apphcant for a handgun penmt estabhsh h1s competence in handlmg' SRR

‘” 24DCMR23034and23035 i o ha : Lo
" Seq, e.g ‘Atiz, Rev. Stat: §§13-3101-02 jWe}fa_re and Inst_C de§§'8100 8108 Md Pub Safety Cade § 5
“7133;Neb. Rev, Stat. § 69-2433; and S.D. Coc f : i R
B Seeep Md. PUBLIC SAFETY C

'3::5'_ exemptlon from most of the ﬁreafﬁi's amm : _quuements SR
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November 25 " 2014 -

' _'f_'j.'Commmee on the Judlclary and Pubhc Safety
*‘Report on Blll 20-930 =

: ":s_ A person who carries a gun m-
e to hlmself and others 5 Ind_eed-

SRR '-Pistols and Other Dangerous Weapons' Act also allowed' for”’ carry'permlts for nonres1de
e provided they met the, other’ requlrements of the laW, mcludmg the good Teason 10 fea:r 1n_]ury___ o
: _"_"."ﬁ.:_Prowsxon ' S B v L

B . _ . an in- person--_' .
_-___-1nterv1ew at: MPD headquarters for .purposes 1nc1ud1ng verzﬁcatlo of the appll ant S 1dent1ty:__;__ S
. _:-._::-_i_and verlﬁcatlon of the mformatm_ submitied ‘as part of the pphcant process for a carry license.

©Ata m1n1mum, the in- -person. apphca‘uo__ is essential to. ver1fy the applicant’s identity and eénsure =~ -
. there is no fraud: This réquirement is also not unusual. A cursory review finds similar standards ™ =~
S _.}ln coun‘aes in: Cahforma, Nebraska North ‘Catolina, and Pennsyivama Addltaonally, the in- -
R "-.___person dlSCllSSlOI’l Wlll a531st both the Chlef a:nd the apphcant m the cons1derat10n of good cause. - -
o 1.'_foracarry penmt S - R i RRE :

) 3.__"j-'Llcensee a’uttes- Tl

. Moore v Madzgan 7 02 F 3d 933 941 (7th_C1r 2012) (strlkmg.down the Ilhnms ban on carrymg in pubhc :
erbal testlmony of George L Lyon, Jr: Pre_51dent DC Chapter G mmunlty Assomatlon for Fmearin Education

*3,




Case 1-:15 cv 02234 RJL Document'-lg 1 Flled 0.1/15/16 Page 15 of 332

o _.:'i. Comrmttee on the Judle1ary and Pubhe Safety"“"“ : November 25 2014 R

C I ! ) ine udes.'the rlght to a hearmg Wlthm 72 f' s
___f a tzmely request and then a decision within 7 hours of sucha hearmg These | pr0V151ons E N
add1t1on to sectaon 9{)6 whlch detaﬂs that a hcensee may not ca;rry a p1st01 Whlle 1mpa1re d o :

statee) polhng places (103_-
x:f 'states), _among;;_. thers States also permlt prlvate e
S, to ban guns from then' premzses % L :

g12

bu. nesses and othef prlvate 1nst1t1it1:

. Bll_l _20 930 a1ms to be as: ele_ar as possﬂole regardmg.‘ proh1b1t1ens on concealed ca,rry, " _. o
licensees must: be able to casil understand ‘where they. can and' cannot: carry thelr ﬁrearms S
Sec‘uo __j907 approaches thls in: three Ways sensmve 1ocat10ns sens1t1ve elrcumstanees and-._- o8

Sectlon 901(2) deﬂnes law enforcement ofﬁcer for the purpos f T1t1e IXI to mclude MPD reserve ofﬁcers . -
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-'-_ﬁ.'.'Comm1ttee on the Jud1cra:ry and Pubhc Safety ':_ & ] - _November 25 2014_15-_,.'_'
o --._3__-Report onBlll 20 930 _ [N R Page 13 of36""

Locatlons In the b111 as mtroduced the hs' :of 'ensrtlve places Where carryln_

L .'_":Z'Washmgton Metropohtan Area Trans :
B :-_.-of its vehlcles and: Metroraﬂ statlons &

i I_ S :ftransrt stattons 1o make it exphcrt that concealed pistols are no
_;'__.WMATA i Second the pr1nt strrkes the phrase “but if

= ':' hcensee was adv1sed by a law enforcement ofﬁcer that the ntovement or 'demonstrat _n. was S
*occurring and the licensce’ was ordered to leave the area unttl he or she removed the prstol and'-‘ L
o the hcensee d1d not comply - R _ A

SR Testlmony of’ Tracy Zorpette Washmgt
: -Amertea at the public hea,rmg on, B111 20 930 of
o Supran25atp2
%% Other jurisdictions: have sumlar proh
- bus, train, or form of transportation pai :
7 land parkmg area under the control of pubhc transportatlon fac111ty pald- for in. Whole of in part w1th pubhc funds)
LS WMATA meetmg w1th councrl staff, Aug. 25 3.:2014 see also _Letter dated Oct_ 30 2014 from Ronald A
- A Chief, Metro Transit Police. - : :
s Tho Committee notes that this add
R _someone carfying a pistol should not _
5 The commtttee does not mtend for th__ det mtton to extend to Caprtal Brkeshare

C._' Chapter Advocacf." Lear, Moms Demand Actlon for Gun Sense m:
'Oct 16 2014(p 2) ; : . .
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. ._:_Commrt‘tee on the Jud1c1ary and Publlc Safet}’ ' .:. o B November 25 2014_:*.‘-' ST
-:-Rep"“ onBill20930 o Pageldof36

One w1tness at. the public ‘hearing . sald the 1000 f_oot buffer Zone is overbroad and
rratronal ) The Comm1ttee dtsagrees Ftrst the language read “wrthln 1,000 feet or other lesser

R _-_':.'_and gun—free Zones around areas of partrcular sensrt1v1ty, such as day care centers -schools and S '_-:'3 R
.pu‘ohc l1branes 60 SRR . S S S

§ The Commrttee agrees however w1th the Chref’ S testlrnony that it would 1oe dlfﬁcult for- R

g ;the pohce to. comply with the: personal notrﬁcatron requlrement in Bill 20- 930 as introduced.® :_' L

._'_."The comm1ttee prtnt amends these sectwns 1o reﬂect common’- sense notrﬁcatlon ‘a l1censee-';_-- SR
.. 'should not carry where the “law" enforcement -agency: prov1des notice. of the: petimeter by. the o
. presence of signs, law enforcement vehicles or officers: acting as: a perlmeter or other means__ 10
~make the' area of protectron obv1ous ‘in ‘the event of protected movements and in the even 'of _'_3.: R e
_demonstrations, where the “law enforcement agency provides hotice of the perimeter bythe i
- presence of signs, law. enforcement vehicles or officers acting as.a perlmeter or other means to‘--i___ S
- “make the area of the demonstratton obvious”. This allev1ates the. personal notificatio burde:" on. Lol
g pohce and relles on’ posted srgns or other obvious signs of: pohce pernneters However; altl
alicensee is prohrbrted from carrymg W thrn these des1gnated areas; 1no. cr1m1nal penalty apphes
f-_.unless (a) the above: presence or: not1ce Has occurred or (b) the hcensee is mformed by an: off cer i
o 'that itisa desrgnated arca and fa1ls to leave _ ._ e

ﬁre_z‘a_Lugl,l_ B1ll 20 930 ‘as. mtroduced also contalns two presumpttons in sectlon':f-___"_-' Sl
ﬁ'907(b) (1), prtvate resrdences are presumed to prohtbtt concealed carry: unless the propertyj'i- L
- ownet or person-in control of the. premtses communicates. author1zatlon pers nally o the hcensee__ e
"in advance, ‘and (2)non- -residential private’ property is presumed 10 allow concealed carry, unless
- posted Wlth consprcuous srgnage prohrbrtlng carry or . -unless: the owner or author1zed agent' _
- '_"comrnunlcates the prohlbltlon personally to the licensee. The commrttee prrnt of B_tll 20-930adds _
_-an additional presumption, prov1d1' 'presumed proh1b1t10n in places of W _hlp, unless the- .-
Ll property s posted with, consplcuous signage: allowing: concealed plstols or the: owner or person. . .
" in control of the premises communicates authorization personally to'the licensee in advance.” =
: :-There are at least a dozen stated. that mclude houses of worship on a proh1b1ted loeatlons listor.
. .as presumptlvely ‘prohibited. locatlons The Committee: recerved t_estrrnony in support of th1s :
' addl’uon at the pubhc hearlng, as well as rn submltted statements B : B .

P See. George Lyon Oct. 16, 2014 testlrnony (p 4) o '
. -%D.c. Official Code § 48-904.07a and §.22- 4502 (}l respecnvely
e -61 Chief Lanier Oct. 16,2014 testimony (p. 3) . - - RN
. % However, such places of worshlp not authorlze concealed carry when servtces are conducted in locatrons .
- -already prohtbrted by section 907(a) S
S B See, e.g  AC.AL §5-73-306(16)(A); 0.C.G/
Mlss CodeAnn §45-9- 101(13) RR'S Nel §69-2441(1)(a); Ohi
' See eg. submltted statement ﬁom Terry _ ync_h, Executrve D1rec C

A-,'§16 11- 127(b)(4) Z:La RS §40 1379 3(N)(8) MCLS §§28 4250(e)
Rev. Code Ann§2923.126(B)(6): .
The Downtown Cluster'of Congreg__tlon
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i ".-._:Commrttee on the Judlclary and Pubhc Safety _ i o November 25 2014 :

'.:_handhng of ﬁrearms The Commlttee ¢ 1eves the addltlon of these pubhc mem _ers_wxll prov1def._: S
ST ;'jother 1mportant perspectzves to the Rev1ew Board ' o - : : -

] hearmgs usmg three member pane} :
'}__.'_"__rand the dectsmns of the panels wi

o Ch1ef of Pohee aggmeved by a ﬁnal .-

_ thIl. of the Rev1ew Board may ﬁle an appeal: 3

' "-Prtvacy concems

o When the Councﬂ con51dere Llcense to: Carry a P1st01 Emergency _.Amendm it Act S
o -of 2014 there was discussion on the dais related to the emergenc: - bill’s exemption of con 'jaled i
L carry license information from the Freedom of InformatIon Act.% Upon _.amendment that section o
- was removed from the: emergency leg lation ‘However, under current MPD pohcy".'_personally T
f'f'-idenhﬁable information prov1ded by pllcants on: ﬁreanns-reglstratlon forms s :-eons1dered R
- exempt from disclosure: to the public as “a clearly unwarranted invasionof’ personal privacy.” PR
“During - dlsoussmn ‘at the ‘public hearmg on Bill 20- 930, Chief - Lamer testified that the: R '
- . Department Teleascs. general information only, such as the number of guns reglstered per le o
o eode and stated her coneems on pubh ng'personal mformauon o : '

i __: ':Chapter Advocacy Lear, Moims. Demand Actl on for Gun Se
% Act 20-447 (expiresTan, 7,2018) 0o
R Freedom of Informatlon Act of: 1976 ffe

S Nov, 1, 2014) £ L

¥ See Amendment #3 (Grosso) at Bll] Hlstory, http //hms dccouno1
2014). : S R

8 Helier II at *2

__:eglslat1on/B2O 0926 (accessed Nov
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e ;"_--":_.::Commlttee on the Judlclary and Pubhc Safety ' o November 25 2014 _'.3_: S
© RepotonBil 20930 o vagelbefss

domestlc v1olence I don . thmk ma,k g-that pubhc serves: the mterest of pubhc safety,
and it could i 1ncrease _the I‘lSk for somebody who has already demonstrated that they ha \
aspecrﬁcthreat SR o i LA . _ . .

: he Commlttee shares the concems abou

i .such drsclosure' mrght ‘have on
lice sees_ Accordmgiy the commrttee prmt for Blll 0- S

Ipe :
30 retarns seetlon 909 _' i

: Rulemakm g

CT Leglslatlon routmely delegates reasonable 1mplementat10n rulemakmg to the Mayor ina ';:.:' SR
S _’-‘.'-pro Jforma - clause. ' Bill 20-930, . Wever “sets out mimum - standards - to ensure that the o :
1mplement1ng regulatrons appropnately address a number 'f g 'gmﬁcant prov151ons Sect1on ';_

i -j' requlrements for srgnage on. any prwate property prohlbltmg concealed carry therern' 'and (7) i
: :_1 estabhsh renewal procedures : R _ :

o 'Non-reszdents S

The Palmer decmon stated that the Dlstrlct could not ban otherwrse quahﬁed non—:. :
'remdents from pubhc carrymg for self-defense based solely on the fact that they are notresidents . .
“oft the District. Bill 20-930 ‘addresses this concern by prov1d1ng a. mechamsm for non-residentsto -~ -

" _obtain carry licenses. In section 3(b), the bill revives Section 6 of the License to Carry aPistol .
S Amendment Act Whlch spemﬁes that any person havm'g'a'bona ﬁde re51dence or. place of

' ._'-ﬂ'.he or she meets the same reqmrements '

.ed by George L Lyon Jr who

: C f Lamer Oct 16 2014 verbal testimony; the Chief’s concern _
' tte y_'dangerous 1dea” that w0u1d “-put

e _'ﬁ-testrﬁed that makmg the 1dent1ty of ¢ / lice _e._holders pubhc_i:__ TS
R :mnocent Vlctlms of stalkmg and crime:at s o :
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Comm1ttee on the Judlclary and Pubhc Safety_--jﬂ. . : : November 25, 201 4 e
ReportonBﬂI 20- 930 — SRR e e - SEaesE

Add1t10nally, under sectlon 902(d ;ar pphcant may satlsfy the trammg comp 1€
emonstrating: the: apphcantfhas met su:mlar 1 qti1rements in his or her’ own state of reﬁdence
rovision -ensures ‘that' th ng t _'qulrements of ‘Bill 20~ 930 -are not- repetltw fo
m‘emdents or new remdents who poss' such trammg and seek a cany perrmt in the DIStI’

ZIONCLUSION

i ngeral .Obsermt_zo_n_s S

.__.:;carrymg is 1ncon51stent w1th the Secon
7 aregulatory scheme is poss1b1e that (1 Suffici
' presumably safe peopl' g

SR Second Amendment supporters cr1t1c1ze th B
: --'.-}_1nfrmged carrymg Although the 1egal1ty of gun regulat

B _' assault rape robbery and murder (mtemal quotatlon marké omltted)

e Chnstopher Ingraham More guns Mo im New research debunks a'cenrml theszs of the gun mghts
L meverment, WASHINGTON POST, WONKBLOG, November 14,2014, B
s “http:/fwww. washlngtonpost com/blogs/w lo wp/2014/ 11/ 14/more uns—more-cnme new research—debunks a-

. cenfral-thésis-of-the-gun-rights-moveme - . S

S ChftonB Parker; Rzghr—to-carry gun '

B _"_1:111414 him..
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Comm1ttee on the Jud1c1ary and Publlc Safety . o S = :::' November 25 2014_
RepOrt on Bxll 20 930 : e Page'18'0f36'

PR ThlS is con51stent Wlth anecdotal observat1ons _by Chlef Lanler at the October_ 16 publi
armg on Bill- 20~ 930. In 3 ‘response to quest1 s she. stated that she. had not seen a reduct1_
rime as a result of the reinstatement of handgun reglstra‘ﬂon in the Dlstrlct followmg the
ision. She noted that "burglarzes _ up after Heller; she ‘was not suggestmg a cause and
'ffect,_rather_ that the ablhty of resxdents t _’now possess guns in then' home dld not seem____o dete \

e -.'nght (For now we State that a l___ gstandmg presumptlvely Iawful regoiatory meaéure" SRR
- would likely: [burden conduct] outsuie the amb1t of the Second Amendment) (01tat1ons S
' "_-1nterna1 quotatlons omltted) - - : = :

L ' -.'It is undemable that 1ntrodu01ng a gun 1nto any conﬂ1ct c_an escalate a hrmtecl danger mto:: (R
':.j'a lethal situation. In response 1o: a ques‘non by Council Chairman Phll Mendelson about the-;

o _1nc1us1on of tra1n1ng on snuatlona] awareness, conﬂact management and the dec131ons on use of S

= preven‘non

LT Colln Loftm Ph.D., Dav1d McDowell Pl : :
- Licensing of Handguns on Homicide and Su1c1 ¢ 1n the Dlstrlct of Columbm The New Englana’ Journal of

" Medicine, Vol, 325; No. 23 at 1615 (1991) & R _
& Palmer supran 16 at1l.. 0
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Comm1ttee onthe Judrciary and Pubhc Safety '3_"3.31 November 25 2014 il
Report onB11120 930 - S RE S Page 19 of36-'-..;- SR

our c1ty provrdes a umque opport"'” "ty to
ng gun use 1o 1ts utmost where 1t 1 most

o A law 0 regulate the carrymg of ﬁrearm
g ipress the pubhc safety purpose of regul'_

' approval of Blll 20- 930 as amended

[ '_..I_i. LEGISLATIVE CHRONOLOGY

. September 23,2014 Bill 20-930, “License to Carry fa. stol Amendment Act of 2014°, i SN
S 1ntroduced by Chalrman Mendelson and Counerlrnernber Wells S
 September 23, 2014 Bill 20- 930 is referred t0 the Commrttee on the Jud101ary and Pubhc_':

--.'--_~Safety . R Ce
~ September 26,2014 Abbreviated Notice of Intent o’ act on Blu 20 930 is pubhshed in thef.-_'_'.'-'-
e ---DzsmcrofColumbzaRegzsrer : Lo _ . '

';'September :26.,._;_2014 Notlce of a Pubhc Hearmg 1s pubhshed m the Dlsmct of Columbza.“ T
B A _Regzster R IR, _ o

i e

™ Testimony of D'o_ug._Pen_ni:ng_ton,':publie_:}wi_tness',_:__ ¢ th




:-:':':f.Qct_o.ber.ZQ, 2_01_4 R .- _Brll 20-930 is re—referred sequentrally to- the Cornrmttee on the Judrcrary':-.

S -.1'_-_'-.'f'October 24 2014 The re- referral is publlshed
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T '_Comrnrttee on’ the Jud1c1ary and Pubhc Safety | R November 25, 2014;_'_'.._. L
e _"Report onB11120 930 - . RN e _' _' Page20 of36_.:.-'-

rand- the Pubhc Safety and the Comnnttee of the Whole L

u 5 I_'-ﬁ'.-November 25 2014 _The Comrmttee on, the Judrczary 3~11d P Ubhc Safety rnarks-up Brll 20 930
e -._'_I[_I.I.'"-'? POSITI()N OF THE EXECUTIVE |

Cathy Lamer Chlef, Metropohtan Pohce Department testlﬁed on behalf of the-_- 3

o _-executrve in support of Bill 20- 930 ‘She stated that the - leglslatlon malntarns the. Dlstrrct )

- “commitment to. keeprng guns- out -of  wrong: hands Whlle fully respectlng the - Second - |

e : ':'___:Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.” Chief Lanier provrded a- brief overview: of’ the Palmer'.:_'--_: LT
. "ruling, the joint ¢ effort by the Executive, Councrl Chalrman Phil:Mendelson, and Councrlmember._';_'__ i .

Tommy Wells to’ develop the. leglslatlve response, and the: key. elements of the bill.:

S ~discussed the unlqueness ‘of the District of Columbia, stating that as the seat of th federal R

e government, it is* “a city. ﬁlled with sensitive places from & public: safety perspectlve s She stated L

: ::-_;_ _'_ﬁ_fwrth S0 many ‘critical offrmal and symbollc burldlngs monuments, ‘events,. publi
o -5',1.-d1gn1tar1es and: pubhc servants present in -the  city: every -
- breaches into the. White House as- exarnples of the 1mportance of prohrbrtmg guns from ent

. _j.':that protectlng government officials and infrastructure is challenglng in every city, but “in th
- Distriet. the llkellhood of attack is hlgher and ‘the cha}lenges to- protectmg the city. are'greater

'_day She 01ted the recent ecurrt
o _the perrmeter of a secure area..

Ch1ef Lanler also urged the Councﬂ to make three changes 10 the llst of places where:_ : A

- carrying. handguns would be’ prohlbrted First, she. urged: the Council to. expand the prohrbrtlon of - R
..'_'-.._-handguns in‘government bulldlngs to-also: 1nclude the surroundrng grounds and. parkrng lots. She -
o eited two examples of law enforcement offlcers in Vlrglnla and Pennsylvanra gunned down an
S f:{’pohce parking lots. Second, she urged the Counc1l to remove: the" requrrements that-a law =
- enforcement: ofﬁcer advrsed a hcensee ‘that a pubhc gathering, dignitary - ‘movement,” ) S
[ "j:'demonstratron is. occurrrng ‘and ordered the- hcensee to leave before criminal penaltles apply. ©
.. Instead; she argued, notice should be sat1sf1ed by signs at event entrances; in’ advertrsements and -

i York; and New Jersey, ‘whose licer

e '.tlckets "Third, she urged the Councrl 10 preclude taxi drrvers frorn bemg able to obtam a carry_
L permrt based only on therr status as a taxr drrver B : : : : '

S Chlef Lanler further made 1t known that the pohee department was presently at work on
-"emergency regulations to issue no. later than’ October'_-22Ild ‘She stated that these regulatlons R
~would be based in part of prior District _regulatrons and in part on models from Maryland New: -

ng programs have been found to ‘be:constitutional by the1r__'_-j_--:f i

e .{-respectrve federal Courts: of Appeal Flnally, she conCluded her remarks by: explarnlng that any "
SR '-'___:.tramer already certlﬁed to’ prov1d _f_rreann tra1n1ng'-fo'_____ pe a_l pohce ofﬁcers will be able 10 be
P _--j_certrﬁed to tram new hcensees srrnply by prov1d1ng trammg_currtculum for 1n1t1al certlflcatron S
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i : Commlttee on’ the Jud101a1_'y and Pubhc Safety - .. f . o B November 25 2014.;:..'_::::;;_._ R
s _'_'-Report on Blll 20 930 L _ SR S _ -

| }jlzv;'--'--.f COMMENTS OF. ADVISORY NEIGHBORI—IOOD COMMISSIO 's

: The Comrmttee d1d not reeelve testlmony from any Adv1sory Ne1ghb hood
Comrmssmn I : TR T Rt

SUMMARY OF TESTIMO'_ _ AND STATEMEN__

SR The Commm;ee on. the Jud1c1ary and Pubhc Safety held a pubhc hearmg on- Bﬂl 20 930.':".:__':-' S
e :_';'__"on Thursday, _October 16,:2014: The testimony summarized- brleﬂy below is from that hearmg S
<o Accopy of the witness listis attachedto th1s report and th earmg record mcludmg coples of the:ﬁ; SRR
L full tesumony, is: ava,llable from the'Off cc of the Secre_ ary : O SRR

| "':Bnan Wrenn, Pubhc thness Mr Wrenn testlﬁed 1n Opposmon to the b1ll He:.' S
"d__a_behef that the bll_ : 0 : : Th

LI '.least 16 hours: of tramlng, and 1ﬁeludes houses or Wors
SRR _-_load hldden handguns is prohlblted g
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Reverend Robert Schenck Publzc Wrtnes Rev. .Schenck_ testlﬁed in. favor o. the

and that requ1r1ng 16 hours of trammg is only the begmnmg of masterlrrgg one__S'-- emotlons o
SR mtellect bodles and souls to yleld the lethal power safeEy ' '

Krzs Hammond Publzc Wn‘ness _ Mr Ha_rnmond is: a Ward 5 resrdent -.and test1ﬁed thatf_ S
: j._'the hrgh standards 1mposed on a person seeking a handgun carry. permit would: ace DCoutside .~ .
- the mainstream of American law today. He expressed disagre ement with certain of the prohibited .
'_jlocatlons and requested the - ‘Counil prov -rationales for: each prohrblt_ 1, including. 1n:._-'-' o
i 'government owned or controlied bulldm : at__perrnltted_gpobhc gathermgs He concluded by
e _oplmng that law ab}dmg regzstrants do ot commit gun crlme o

: '.._'_Edzrcatwn Mr. LYOn testlfied in Opposmon to the b111'.;
resident, ﬁrearms enthusrast and' e i

. ;of the mental health system and'."_-
e :_-'_-_also argued that allowmg mcreased cat

% the presumptlon allowmg gun . 'n _rlvate property, to adei houses of worshlp and poilmg Iace
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i “Report on 13111 20 930,

. __:_o-the prohlblted locatlons list, and to allow Journahsts and scholars to FOIA records on hcenses
: for scholarshlp purposes - L e g ' ' R

Jackte, Pubhc Wztness J ackie testlﬁed at"the pubhc hearmg 111 opposruon to B111 2_ 930 e

S 'Ebut dld not prov1de a Wr1tten statement

_ E_Board or: des1gnatmg another Superlo Co ]
i _---_;:Judge Satterﬁeld cited Rule 3 9.0f the Code
o :'-_not '

_ o - In addltlon to the testlmony ab' ¢. the :-followmg statements Were 'sub"'_"_ itted or: the
: __"record ' : : : A o SR
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A T Smlth Deputy Dtrector,' Unite Stat' Secret Servwe submttted commentsff fo
reeord_ supportmg the: Cou;ncﬂ s _effo' g elearly deﬁne the cn*cumsta,nees _surround g

'_.__:_3dest1nat10n S

) T erry Lynch Executlve Dtrecto' The 0)
letter requesting - that ‘houses of worsh1p_ an
"3"3_3100at10ns Where concealed ca:rry is- prohlblted

' _-Jan Core, Washmgton Nattohal Cathedral s sublmtted e, 81gn-en letter requestlng that houses of; i
'worshtp be on the 11st of prohlbzted places : S . - _ .

o Rev Dr BarbamA Reynolds,'Chaplam B[ack Women for Posmve Change Submltted i
e -wr1tten testnnony Opposmg aliowmg the carry. law to penmt the carrylng of ﬁrearms mto ST
o '.'churches L R L S ok

. DC reszdents Meghanj.-- brams, Mmam Szubm‘i iza Glasner, Anna Ravvin, Cheryl .~
B -Aaron, Josh Rachel Brandenbu Stacey 1 submitted: statements opposing ‘the - TR
" section 907(b) presumptton that businy sand prwate .property allow concealed: carry. Allurged .~ "
- the Councﬁ to reverse the presum -atld mstea qulre stabllshments that'want to allow = oo
- guns to put conspicuous signs up. As ; il stores and restaurants, they stated
- they should:feel safe inside estabhshments Also shan - perspective as “parents of young - -
- “children, they want to. know what ___:_p'recautzons they-m___'ij-have to take before takmg the1r B
g _--'.chtidren out e L . ) _ S

R Katerma Herodotou, Partn' _'eeps thage ubmltted 'a statement 1n opposmo 0
T presurnptlon for: busmesses She ' '




R R

L '-_.Comrnlttee on thc Judlclary and Pubhc Safety
"_'Report on Bﬂl 20- 930

LI Dawn Longenecker D;recto Nscip
_ and Joseph P. Deck T, Festival Center E ve:D
L Ichslanon aliowmg people to carry concealed Weapons

. .. - _.._':of the bﬂl however requested the' Councﬂ' 1ncludc hoﬁses of Wofshlp 1n' the': llst' of pI‘.Ohlblted.ﬂ e
locatzons : : _ LR _ _

Joe Stemlleb Pres:dent . and’ _Natahe Avety, Exe__cuttve Dtrector DC BID Counal o

_'_expressed concern that busmcsses posnng a conSpwuo 1gn proh1b1t1ng guns Would negatwelyﬁ_ﬁf-"_ s
- change the look and feel of’ thc 01ty s commcrmal dlstncts and place an undue burden on the e
.;busmesses : : : g : : T

:nat10n s cap1ta1 (cztlng Woollard v
“‘cstnkmg an: approprlatc, full istity _
"__j:.owners to carry conccaled Wcapons n pubhc and protcctlng resuicnts and v1311:0rs in th
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: Drstrrct ? The orgamzatron also recornrnended that the prov1srons regardmg F OIA be: amended .to" :
allow: aggregate or. general 1nf0rrnatron to be released to persons conducttng Journahst 0]
academrc research R o SRR S - - :

: -::abrhty to preVent dangerous and potentrally Vrolent people from carryrng a concealed'?handgun'm-.j_ i S
--_-_3'__--:'pubhc B20 930 respects the balance between pubhc safety and the Second Amendment o

. Jullet A Leftlwck Legal Dlrectar, Law Center ta Prevent Gun leence submrtted.% : " :
o comments on: the blll statlng the Law Center be11eves B20 930 creates a lawful oommon sense._ —

addmg places of worshrp 0. the proh1b1ted places and (4) clarrfymg the meanlng of the ferm -
S ‘defensive plstol and- ammunition’ selectton in the: provision governlng safety tratnmg Ms
e .._.:::_':-'3LeftWICh further stated that the. possession of loaded, ‘hidden guns.in public created a- srgnrﬁcan
- threat to’ publtc safety, _and that many states take reasonable. steps to minimize the risks created
-by the- presence of ‘hidden guns' in: publlc by hrnrtlng licenses only: to. those w1th spemﬁc;._
. requiring: safety tratnlng and testmg, restrlctlng the locatlons where guns may be oarrted

: __'11m1t1ng the duratron of the lrcense B : e : R S

and

VI IMPACT ON EXISTING LAW

- Brll 20- 930 amends the Frrearrns Control Regulatlons Act of 1975 to rnake several ST
o conforrmng amendments related to carrymg concealed plstols and adds a new T1tle IX to provrde SR
L ~therelated: deﬁmuons appllcatlon requrrements hcense exprratlon and renewal provxsrons
e duties of lrcensees revocation. and’ suspens1on of licenses provisions, prohlbztrons on carrylng

o while 1mpa1red a list of locatrons and circumstances where carrying'a concealed: prstol is _

_“prohibited, for the: establlshment of a Revrew Board an, exceptmn to the Freedom of Informatlon o
- : Act penaltres and a rulemaklng prov1s1on o = : :

_ The brll also a:rnends rev1ves sectlon 6 of An Act To control the possessron sale transfer SR
Sl and use of prstols and other dangerous weapons in. the District of: Columbia, to provrde penaltles
" to'preseribe rules of evrdence ‘and for other purposes and to _make conformmg amendrnents SRR
i thereln related to carrYlng concealed plstols e - ERRRE

o Frnally, Blll 20 930 repeals sectlon 101 of the Ommbus Pubhc Safety and Justtce
o r::Arnendrnent act of2009 R SRRy S

VII FIS CAL _”r'-Mf'lj’"?Aj:fcff:fr.J S
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: : '_Report on Bill 20-930

The attached November 25, 2014 Ftscal__'lmpact Statement from the Chref Frnanma
Ofﬁcer states that funds are sufﬁc1ent to 1mplement Brll 20—930 Lo A

.vm SECTION BY- SECTIrO'iN ANALYSIS
Section 1 - | 'States the short t1tle of B111 20-930,
Sect1on2 = Amends the Frrearms Control Regulatlons Act of 1975 as follows

o (a) Adds “place of busmess_of the reg1strant to where a person _may temporarﬂy”'" e

' "-._'.'_-fpossesswn is necessary o prevent 1m _ _' '
-hnnself or herself : e

defense w;thm a person

_ E place of busmess or as part of the hcense to carry
' apphcatlon 2 S

. .(c) Adds stalklng offens to the l1st of offenses that dlsquahfy an appllcant from
o : rece;vmg a. ﬁrearm reglstrauon ' L

| '(d) Prov1des that records

.-lated to reglstratton are not to be made avarlable Ll
the Freedom of Info : g

on Act. o

-'_'(e) Adds a conformmg reference 111 the penalt1es sectron to the new T1tle X
L created below o R . s

o (t) Adds anew. Trtle .. Xl Llcense to Carry a Plstol as follows _ §
AR __'Sect1on 901 provrdes deﬁmtlons L 3

- .Section 902 prov1des aDDllcatron regmrement : i
S (a) The. apphca;nt shall cert1fy and demonstrate to the Chref’ s sa | factro_
. -'that the apphc Bhrlnn S i

- -:"(6.) Follow any procedares stabhshed by rule R
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(b): Requrres that the apphcant have certlﬁcatlon from the't_f--f y ear

. Chref 15 equal": 'r'greater trammg th" requlred in subsectlon (a)(4)(5) |

(d) Prov1des that':" any component of.:"the trarnrng requirement may be:'
- --_satrsﬁed by' demonstrating 1o, the satisfaction’ of the Chief, that the = =
‘applicant - has _eady ‘met that c :'rnponent as. part -of_-'a successful"_.'-__'-_-___.::-:- e

apphcatlon to carry elsewhere rn the33 nited States Rt L

_l.f".'(e) Requrres .-the apphcant to attest t ‘the truth o.f the 1nforrnatlon requ1red::_ o
: under penalty of perjury R : . - 8 . e

' "'-_j(f) Requrres an in- person mtervre_w 5 at MPD for purposes 1nclud1n
_-'verrﬁcatron of the: applicant’s-identit _;:and verlﬁcatron of the 1nforma n
' ..'-'subrmtted as part of the apphcatron process SRR

SR '--':'_:Sect1on 903 prov1des for exmratlon and renewal of lrcenses
i _:_.':'(a) States hcenses explre no, later than 2 years unless revoked

i (b) Explams what is. requlred of the 'ppllcant tO be_' "hgﬂale for_: sieva

o the ChJef may establxsh by"”
e hcensee ) respon51b111ty :

:-_'_"(c) Prov1des that persons Who have renewal apphcatrons denred by appeal :_.-_':': S
ot the_i Concealed Pisto]l Llcensmg Revrew Board Wrthrn 15 days of sl

appears on the- 'cense
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o : plstol to the ofﬁce'..':...
P or the pubhc

e _(e) Provrdes that these dut1es are. 1n_add1_t10n to any other requn‘ements _.: e
' 1mposed by thls act or appllcable law R =

- :(i) Provrdes that v1olat1ng thls sectlon subjects the_ hcensee to revocatlon ': ': o
R of the 11cense and any other penalty prov1ded _.y}jlaw ' :

: _ Sec 905 'Revooatlon of. hoenses

| aé apiarojorrate)

L ..'.-'(c) Any person whose hcense has been revoked may, Wlthln 15 days of ST
' notlce of the revooat1on appeal to the Rev1ew Board o SR

':___'Sec 9_06 Car_rymg whrle 1mpa1red o

: prohlbited to carry.




M@WM ;

Case 1 15 -cv- 02234 RJL Document 19 1 Flled 01/15/16 Page 33 of 332

MM &fﬁ&@%&%ﬁ’m

Comlmttee on the Jud1c1ary and Pubhe Safety . 'f : S November 25 2014
Reporton Btll 20 930 S SRR BT Page 30 0f36

" 'transﬁ" system and its statlons ' e
SR (7). Any premlses or: portlon thereof hcensed as. a tavern or
-._-.nlghtclub S . = S
(8) Any stadlum or. arona e ; S
(9) Any gathermg or spec_1al e_vent open to the pubh :

o (1 0) The pubhc memonals "on the Natlonal Mall and:{aiong the
L T1dal Basm and any area where firearms are pro_hlblt ‘under federal law
_“orbya federal agency or entlty, 1nciud1ng U S Ca
) (1 1) The area a;round the Wh1te House betwee : Constltuuon .
R _'-Avenue NW.; and H Street N _W ""and between 15th Street N W and

.:-17th Street NW. SR S
' (12) The U S Naval Observatory and its. grounds and from the 3'_ P
o perlmeter of'its '_:fence to the curb of Massachusetts Av_e_nue N.W. from TN
- 34th Strect, N, W. south on Massachusetts Avenue N W to Observatory
o .Clrele NW :
' (l 3) Wlﬂ‘lln a perlmeter destgnated by the Chlef when a. dlgmtary "
or hlgh—rankmg- ofﬁ01al is movmg under protectlon _ 'rov1ded that no :
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(1) Provrdes that any p1 _.ate resrdence shall be presumed to _
. proh1b1t concealed plstols' unless! property oWIer or person in: con
- -of the premises otherwrse authorrzed;and communlcated personally to

-'llcensee in advance of entry ST oo
(2) Provrdes that any church synagogue mosqu "__or oth

in advance of entry onto the prop ovlded that such places may not o
L "'_authorrze concealed plstols ‘wher serv1ce's are conducted in locatlons on e
- the hst of proh1b1ted places list sbsection (a) L
' (3) Prov1des that any privat prop'erty that s, not f'remdence shall
' itali artying a conceale'_ :pIStOI to enter the

. property unless gnage ith
S posted; or the ‘owner-or authorrzed agent commumcates such proh1b1tron
e personally to the hcensee : S :

e 3(c) Requrres a 11censee who approaches any prohrblted locatlo ol
- subject to any: prohlbrted circumstance to (1) secure the plstol in. a'vehrcl
- if ‘one s avarlable -or (2) 1mmed1ately leave the prohlbrted 1oca‘non

. _._crrcumstance PR _ : SR

o -:__of thls sectlon : for the purpose of p1ck1ng up or dropprng ff a student ora oo
_ ~child;. prov1ded_ that the licensee shall secure the concealed Weapon o
o before leaVIng the parked vehrcle SRR - - :

L '(e) Prohlbrts a hcensee to carry a prstol openly

(f) Prov1des that a 11censee who vrolates thrs sectlon shall be subject to' '
- revocation of  his’ or: her. hcens in addltlon to any other penalty
prov1ded by iaw ' ' S _ '

. -(g) Deﬁnes demonstratlon pubhc transportatron and re51dence S

S | _ -_"'Sec 908 Concealed Prstol L1censmg Rev1e_w Board

B seven "mernbers.' (the Umted..' \ tates Attorney for the Dls ct- of'}"'_'_ e
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| "'Columbra or h1s or. her “de51gnee he Attorney General for the Drstrrct:
- of Columbia or his or her designee; a_nd five members appornted
= _Mayor a mental heal_th '

'_:'-Vacancy appomtments, and'-- remov_al and states that members shall};“'**_" REaR
- serve without __o_mpensatron - may. Teceive: aetual and necessary.:_ R
= __expenses 1ncurred_1n the performanee of ofﬁcral dut1es

.(c) Requ1res the Mayor 0 prov1de hearmg facrllttes and admmlstratlve"'__' L
_ suppOrt from ex1st1ng resources in ﬁscal year 201 5 :

- (d) Prov1des that four members shall cons’utute a quorum except that two _' S .
“°‘members’ Shall be a quorum w ing panels of three members are e
a351gned fo. conduct a hearmg an make a ﬁnal de0151on also prov1des o
“that the: hearmg panel ‘shall- include at least one member from the:__'-_'-_-.:_'_'_'-
USAO OAG ‘or former law enforeement L : e

= L (e) Requlres the Mayor to estabhsh hearmg procedures by rule

- (f) Pr0V1des that Board meetmgs and hearmgs shall be eonﬁdentlal ang
E closed to. the pubhc . o _ S S

_'(g) Prov1des that any person or the Chref aggneved by a ﬁnal actron of the _. ﬁ. .: =
I Board may ﬁle an appeal : N e

L -":Sec 909 Freedom of 1nformat10n exeen‘uon, reoort SR
N _'(a) Provides:that records related to- those Wwho have. apphed reeelved or-."
had revoked ' any license - are: not to.. be’ made ‘available under the
Freedom of Informatron Act prov1ded that aggregate data may be used j
! for the purposes of the pubhc report in- subsectron (). o
-(b) Requires MPD. to make pubhc 4 report;: every 2 years that 1ncludes B
- information on the number of. 1censes 1ssued in the ‘most recent 2=year. .
-'-_:perlod the total number of Vahd _1censes the number of hcensees
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(a) Prowdes that except _ therw;se prov1ded in th1s t1t1e

_.convicted of a ‘violatic ion of this title, rules or reg
. issued: under. authonty itle, shall be. fined accordmg to th
'__Crlmmal Fme Proportlonahty Act or lmprlsoned for not more than 180

'days s

- -.__."'-(b) Prov1des that 01v11 ﬁnes penaltles and fees may_be _1mposed 'as_ sl
aiternatwe sanct;ons ' U . B SRR :

:' _:'.'(C) Prov1de5 that_:'all prosecu‘nons for Vlola‘nons of thlS tltle shall be
brought by OAG ' : . S .

_ '-."-Sec 911 Rules . o : - Py
. Requires th ":'Chlef to issue rules to. 1mp1ernent the prov151ons of thls act
o2 including rules: L S
: .'(1) To esta_b _'h crlterla for dete ; mmg when an apphcant has e s

' (A)Demonstrated a good e n'to fear injury to’ his-or her person" d

- which shall at a minimum require a. showmg ofa spemal need .

for Self-protectlon distlngulshable from the. general co'mm' i

mlmum 1nolude ev1dence that _th

~.._applicant meets the. requzrements of section 902; S

B (2) To estabhsh " ﬁ_type and amount of ammumtlon that may be carrledi-’ RIARER R
. concealed bya licensee; - RN

.| -7(3) To.establish the methods- by Whlch a plstol may be carrled 1nclud1ng S
oovany standards for safe holstermg, o i

plstoi wh1ch shall ats

i forms mvestlgatlon procedures

S_e_c_t1£>n_3
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prescrrbe rales of evrdence, nd fo '::-other purposes approved July 8 1932 (4
Stat 650 D C Ofﬁmal Code §-2‘ 4501 et Seq ) as foIlows s :

(a) Amends the lea anguage’ 1n. Sectlcn 4(a) to reﬂect the add1tron of_;the- TR
R ab1hty to- carry ‘concealed: and_makes a’ conforrnmg amendment to reﬂect ai.'-:_ Lo
e concealed carry 11ccnse e : e g

(b) Revwes sectron 6 Issuance of a hcense to carry a plstol w1th ﬁve'.-_._" S
'_subsectlons R _ L e o

.: | : -_-:'-years 1f the applrcant has goo" reason: to fear mJu _‘_to hIS or her person or'_;':-_-' : |
" property -or has any other proper reason for carrymg a prstoi and is e
o _'-othermse surtable to be so 11censed : S

R Subsectlon (b) provrdes that a non-res1dent who 11ves ina state that doe
o not requlre a-carry. license may apply for. acarry - llcense in: the Dlstrlct_
- provided he or she meets. the same reasons and requlrements in: subsectlon :

..'.(a)

eographic area, .
'.'and"may "r'evok'e'_ SR

L _Subsectlon (c) prov1des that the IC _ f-;‘may hmlt th
- . circumstances, or times. in Whrch the"'hcense is’ effectl_ :
e '-_'-'the lrcense for good cause . e A
PRREREY Subsectlon (d) provides that the hcense apphcatlon must be on a forrn i
prescrlbed by the Chief,. that includes. ‘name, address descrrptron e
- photograph, and sighature of the: hcensee REC S
"+~ Subsection e)'prowdes for an appeal to the Concealed Prstol chensmg'f o
g -Revrew Board : e R : :

o Section 4 Repeals sectlon 101 of the Ommbus Pubhc.iSafety and Just1ce Amendment act of =
2009, effectrve De 10, 2009 . C ‘Law 18-88; D. C: Ofﬁc1al Code § 22-2511),
which made 1t unIa_wfui fora person to:_ bev untarrly in:a; motor: Vehlcle if that
S 'person knows that ﬁrcarm_ is:in the ehicle; unless the ﬁreaml is- bemg lawﬂtlly e
- ..carried or lawfu ly tran; . 1on"was held unconst1tut10na1 in Conley;_-
~-v. United States 2013 D c App LEXIS:633 A3d (Sept 26, 2013) | |

- Sect10n5 .: '.Adopts the ﬁscal“"mpact statement

_ Sect10n6 Prowdestheeffecuvedate T T
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IX

COMMITTEE ACTION

..;:aganrst the.person' '-allowed to '
--amendment reﬂected her pers

L in order to! better anatyze the: conse Liences of our conce aled carry law ._Councrlmember Cheh =
P stated: that havmg this aggregate, anonymous data would t-the Dlstrlct ina better posrtlon 1o
i '.'_:"_glean SOme: basic: mformatlon about the consequences of the concealed carry law Charrperson L
"-.Wells accepted this amendment as frlendly B RS - .

Followmg the dlscussron the vote_ on the prmt Was__unammous Chalrperson Wells then___i_ o . Ty
e 3moved the report with:leave for Staff‘"o-_make technical, editorial, and conformmg changes After -
an opportumty for drscussmn the vote on the report Was unammous

The meetmg adjourned at 11 40 am




; Case 1 15 -Cv- 02234 RJL Document 19 1 Flled 01/15/16 Page 39 of 332

Comrmttee on the Judlc1ary and Pubho Safety . ! o November 25 2014.'._;::.'-:
Report on Blll 20 930 R : :_-'.;-: R T Page 36 Of36._._-'-31-'_- :

X ATTACHMENTS{_' S

1.0 .-Blll 20 930 as mtroduced
Wltness list - PR
S300 1857 law _' L
41932 law i '
-5. 7. ‘Police Regulatlons Act 50 55 (1 968)
-._'.-j';'--"_-'1974 regulations o e T R ER RN
-+ Statements from the Chlef of Pohce the U S Secret Serv1ce and the U S Capltol SR
o Pollce ' :
8. Chrlstopher Ingraham More guns ‘more. crz New research debunks a central
B ._thes:s of the gun mght' movemem‘ Washlngton Post November 14 2014

_ S _ _Ftscal 1mpact statement
e .’?Legal sufﬁc:tency determmatlon by the General Counsel




| Case1:15-cv-02234-RJL Document 19-1  Filed 01/15/16 - Page 40 0f 332

g

".f;}:Rewsed Code of the Dl_strlct of Columbia Prepa od
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= -same,

' g flabors

_::f: : anci statutes of Marylé.lid, passed prmr to --the " ’_Zth'. day of Feb-"*-. _
ruary, 1801 a8 modlﬁed”by the constltutwn and laws of the Umted." .

) : In ma.ny casea, the
smce passed away,

B ::3 _ m almost every othar cxv:.lxzed.' _ommumty. _
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Deeply 1mpressad w1th thesa vxewa,'_the oommlsswner' have en-::_-. L

'-law, 1t {8 no ubtmtted to the people _-of_.' thxs“ Dmtnct '; fo .theu_' .
'Qonsxderatzon___ i : . : O

BOBT; OULD,
WAL B.B. CROSS

Wmnmomx Gr'nf,“ I
Novcmber 1857
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Ssc. 2. On the trml of every mdxctment the party accused shall %
: .'.'-"be allowed to. be hesard: by, counsel, and he _may defend_hlmself' and:
"~ he shall. have 8 nght toproduce mtnesseé and proofs in his favor, s
. and to- be confronted w:th the w:tnesses who'are produc.ed agamst o
.hm:. T : L
i S!w. _3 No person mchcted for an oﬁ‘enee aha.ll -_be convxcted thereof :
‘unless’ by confossion. of his. guilt in open court, or by admtt’cmg the
'-.r_truth of the cha.rge"agamst him: ’by his plea or demﬁrrer, or by the
. verdict of a jury, accepted and recorded by the cours.” L S
.. BEe. 4. No person shall be held to answer on ._ecand mdlctment:_::--'-_'_
"f._".'for any offence of which he has been acqmtted by the jury, uponthe . = .
facts. and: merits, or a ;former trial; but:  sucl aci;mttai may be. pleaded e
by him ‘in bar of a.ny _suhsequent prosecutmn “for the same oﬁ'ence, L
- '.:ﬁnoththstandmg any defect in the form or in t‘ne sabstanee of thej'-ﬂ_'_: G
“ . indictment on which he was acqmtted e e
. Bro.5."No person who'is charged wzth any oﬁ'ence agamst thef.:. g
_:5___._.law, sha}l be- pumshe& for such oﬂ'ence, uuless he shall have been
. duly and legally convicted thereof in:a court 'na.vmv competent
: '.Junsdlctmn of the cause. and of tha person. : '
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SEcrION 1 The Judo-e ot‘ the emmna.l_ court or. any Judge of the cir-
: _cuxt court, in vacation as well as in term, an _
- peaee, shall have '_power to cause. all ]aws made for the preservatlonf’_ g

- Sscuox =

‘warrant to eonsubieﬁ 34 Burmi of .dﬁld hody md pay )

F‘orm of wamnt. e

_mortemtobemude,' : :
“or chemlcnl anu,lysw to detect potson Rk 29. Propo rty ou body lo bo ”]d :ud dw'

: S .Testlmony of witnm mdueed to writ- |

: Ssc. 2_ _Whenever complamt ahall ba made to any such magmtmte_i
'-':;3_'that any person has threatened to oomunt' an oﬁ'ence agamst the
©.person or property of: another, the maglstrate shall: examine the com-"
_'_f”piamant ‘and any witness who ma.y be prociuced on oatl; cand rednce
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~33; Coroher, duty in case of‘ felomom k.u--.’ :
i ingy &e. o :

'_ mts.

decemd

“oof e money. :
0. When Juattce of tlne pea.eo to aet a.l
' oeronar. o A s

and a.lso all Jnstlces of. the L

such complmnt to__wn_tmg, and cause: the ss.me-to ‘be sub' :'rlbed __by the o

complamant A

o - band, or' anybody élse may pray such suret

1fé'may pray. snrety of_ th':"'peace agamst: 'h'er hus— ok R

‘in*her. behalf avfamst

-~ him; and such person sha.ll in ‘such proceedmg, be deemed the com-

ST plammg witness,

- 8re. 3. If, upon. e_xammatmn, it shall appear that such aﬁdant i

: rotectlon of the Iaw, and not. from anger or-
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S Szc 5 Upon comply
L party camplame& of sl;_ali be dwcharged

L county Jaxl durmg the. per:od for Which he was:__eqmred to gwe sectx- -f L e
- _-nty, or-until he shail 80 recogmse statmg m the warrant the ca.use e
o of commxtmeat wli;h the smﬁ and- the t:me fcr whwh seeunty Was -
B Ssc 7 If‘ upon exammatmn, it shall not _ap ear: that there is Just"_ S
= _'_-.'cause to fear. that any such ‘offence will be (,é'mmltted'by the ‘party o S
: "._.complmned of, he shan be. forththh dxseharged 'nd it the magis- L

_ _;"committed untll such costs a.re pmd or he is. etherw:sa legaﬂy dzs- s
--f-’charged SRR - PR
B 9. Any person aggrzeved by the order of any‘ Justxce of the o
._._'{?_peace requiring him to' recognise- a8’ aforesax &y, on’ gmng ‘the T
- security required, app___'_l'-'to the cnmma.l court at'lts next 8ession to SRR

'SI-be dlschm-ged therefrdm. SO S S R
o S 10 The. magistrat : from whose or{ier an appeal is 80 takeu _
BHES &s'he may thmk ecessary to support the o e
theu' appeamnce at the eourt. to whwb the -j S

i sha‘al reqmre such w
" complaiat, to; recoo-ms fo

"':'appeal is maée : : S T
bmc 11 The cnmmal court may aﬁlrm the order of the 3uatwe or
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. _dtscharge the appellant or may reqmre the appeilant to enter mto a_{’-.
U new reeogmzance, with uﬁicxent suref.les, in- such stim and forisuch
: .’t:me as the court shall thmk pmper, and: may ‘also. make such der
REAGA ¥ relatzon to the cosf.s of prosecutzon ﬁs maybe deemed 3u5
B ressonabie -
o Ssc 12, If auy_.party appeahng shall fmi to prcsecnte hls appeal
o ".._h:s recogmzance sﬁaﬂ remain in fn}l foree and eﬁ'ect asto any breach‘-:_
... -'of ‘the condition th_out B0 afﬁrmstion of the 'udgment or ot er
_.__'-'.of the ‘magistrate, nd:"sﬁsil also’ stand-’a & security far' any. costs.
o which” shall 'be ordared by the conrt appeaied to to, be pmd by the'._
. appellant, . S SRR
S Bro, 18. Any person eommxtzed for not dmg sureties, or. ref ing S
to recognise, a8 required by the court or maglstrate may ] be: dmcharged*f-'
- by any judge or Justha of the pea.ce on gwmg such secnnty as wns'-'ﬁ."' o
o '{requxred S R . . . B
U Bre. 14 Every recogmzance taken pursuant to the foregomg pro-_ RS
: f__'._'_.vxsmns shall be’ transmitted by the magxstrate bo the criminal oenrt'--::;"f L
©. " on or before the first da.y of the ‘mext term, ané shall be there ﬁled'.'_'
"3'.:'bytheclerk R B SRR
b o BEc. 16, Every Person who shal! in the presenoe of ‘any - aﬁcer:_';.'._" :
i :_-_mentxoned ins the first: sectmn of thls cha.ptér,_: make an’ aﬁ‘ray, or
._'_-::'threaten to kil or. beat another, or to eommxt'auy violence or outrage':
_agamst his Pﬁl‘BOD or: PFOPG"W , and’ 3"9"5' per 50““'*‘01__'. the presenee :
““of ‘such ofﬁcer, shall conténd " with hot &nd_angry words, to thi
: :'3dlsturbance of. tha peace, .may - be ordered xthout process: or-é yﬁ' :
S "other ‘proof, to recogmse for. keepmg the peaee, or bemg of good
""_baha.v:or, for & term not exceeding. one. year, and m case of refz:sal'.___
- may.be commltted 88 before directed. e ' '
SEG 16 If sny peraou shail go. armed w:th a du‘k dagger, sword
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o --cgrculated or: dxstrihuteé or to be m. o u.
- ;.___'__or place of educatmn 5 . _ gl

T sorted to fdf th
_ ant.hly, to Y

o oﬂicer to search m the da.y tlme, thé ho_
o -.Pwperty or. cher thmgs, for: wfnch ‘he

y"the Justice be o
the sewure of oth_ -

o B 'to be used m ewdenee -_'and as soon _ wards as may be such Stolen’__'_.- S
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:"' : or’ embezzied praperty shall be restored to 1ts cwn:er,. anei the other-__.g..__:'.'_' =
L -:-:' thmgs speetﬁed burnt or etharwxse destroyed under the (}n'ectton of-_'
auch gustxce R . SRR e

g : eonoms INQUES'IE :
.'3  Ssc 24 Coroners __Bha.ll -take__mquests upon t.he w.ew of the dea&;_
bod;es of such perscm nly 'hall be suppo ed to. bave come to thexr'_

:'.-:j": coimf:y o appear before' uch coroner, at the tzme anci fﬁace expressed S n
o vincthe warrant w}nc 8y. be zssued vnth or thhout 8 seai and dp
R 'substauce ag follows o 5 RN

"3 B8,
'I‘o A B comtabia of —— Greatmg

"":'_You are’ hereby reqmre& :mmedaately to summon- 8ix- good anfl__-}_’:.
S laﬁ'fui men of the couuty of - , to appear before me, — P
e ' aid county, at the dwe}hug house: of (or at. 8
,) w hm the cxty, (or town or county) of’

: .'._place called
at the hour of

- !__j.'_

be.coron'er, and ef hig:
_ tabIe who sh&ﬁ {_mueee'

i __-_f'..i"_make return thereo'
'-_":hxs hami and any
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: pena}txes, a8 if 1
'eourt of justtce

_ analysxs of‘ th '
. "'h&ve been tak
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) '-.:_:'.ten doﬂm‘s, nnless prevmusly sanctroned by the ju{iga of t’he cnmmal“- Lo

o SEC 31 The test:mony of all wzt‘.uesses e ammed before any mquest-'. :
v sh&ll be’ rednced to writing by the ‘coroner,: some oi;her person ’Oy e
' .-.ius dlreetmn, a.nd be subscnbed by th' __w1tuesse' S e ST

: "'_, in the coanty eff
before—o:_‘___._ AR

.:"'_':-_'-f_:mltted such oﬁ'ence all no£ be in cust_ady 'the coronér s‘nall héve_. n i
..:i::-_-the same power 8. & Justwe of ’she peace 0 msue process for hxs._i:_:
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NN apprehenmon, aud mch warrant' shan be _ade retumable befare any

o -:";ustxca of. ‘the peace,: or: other m at_rlstra or. rf:' havmg wgnmnee'_ .
.- of the case, ‘who  shall- procea& -therem _ 1f fsuch perscn had heen_'.:- .
S jarrested on eomplamt dnly made = . :
SEC 3a When the eorouer shaii take 0. mquest upon the vxew of

' States

o of the decea.sed bemg a stranger, : _;q propnated to payzng h:s.__'.:...
. barial expensea ' B

Spe. 87, In: case “the body ahall nat be 1dent:ﬁed it shall be the

" District, a descr:ptwn of ‘the. deceased ‘and the amount ‘of moneyor
. other valuables found i m his, possessaon" -And though the body may
" be identified, if money or other valusbles
. :"'i_-persou entatled t.hereto shall clmm the

i_;ha crzmmal court jin 9.11 ether eases the :tpeizses 05_: :
,in hke manner, by the Unztedﬁ_}:'

T ch 36 The coroner: Bhali requu‘e the _;ury empanneled', to'aiie_._-:
-_-a report B}gued by them and the ccrqner, and to be returned watix T

_;. found on or W1th the de&d bady, am _.such money or o{sher propert}’, = ' PR
"1f there ba no. person t_o take charge of the eame, ahall be p!aoed R

for But 80 m.ﬁ"ﬁf thereof as may be necessary ms.y", m the eveat : _

. duty of' the coroner’ to pubhsh, in: some newspaper prmted in: t}ns_' : :

e within sixty days it
ctlce, as aforesa:d of.-_-._ SR
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__Afnf_Act To control the possessmn sale transfe

eVIdence-_anQd for othe'” "p'_u rposes

47 Stat 650 (approved July 8 1932)
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0 CE_'REGULATIONS At 50, See. e

. 59. DEFINITIOHS L ”
e e Requiat:ons (Arnc:le 5(} ﬁ;rouqh:;__ L

ecm -.the ._Chﬁef of Polxce_.o :
) Colambia:

es"'_ot mclude a kaecn-m'th
or cen&er _{u-e izxed

crmmuniticn
(@)
o rernuda,
PR ¢ redasign _
' -'-'_3-:plosive :

S -zhe'expioswe i q fixed shotqun sheIl fo: fire throughr_a émooth';'.-; TR
R bore either o mber of bctl% _sh ‘or ¢ single pro;ecﬁle ior ec:ch R

off: _ShOt.g-Q_’.:l_. or ._achine gun define’d herein a’nd inciudes cnyf:__: T
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gszmas _omcn REGULATIONS : 'Art 51, Sec. 3

(c} Ecrch person wh ‘bring
T _shotqun acquired outsicie f

B .--".c: nc:tturdl. person, fhls informaticn ‘shail’ refer g% principcxl.
E officer of the appliccnt c:nd shall ccmtain in addition ihe'
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T numbered registrcxiion

-f_"_'---':crimincd proceedzng mth e
-.._-_:‘prior to.or concurrentiy
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o --within forty—elqht hours Eollowmg such sale; trcmsfer or disposition T

_152337 S POLICE REGULATIGNS o ATt 51, Sec 0

U m to notiiv the Chief of Police in wr:_ting of: 1he scie, trcmsfer__ L
S or other ciisposttion of ‘any-pistel, rifle ot shotgun 1eg iaterad. 6 him -

" except ds provided for in Art. 55, Sec 8 of these Reguiaiions S
' .Sueh notiﬁcaﬁon shali-'contcnn— L R
{1 the’'nome, residence ‘and. business addrsss within the._f--"-" ey
e -Distrlct the' accupation, and’ date: of: ‘birth of the person o
whom the pistol, rifle-or shotqun has been soid ‘or tronslemes
L s (2 the  make model, caliber 6 gauge, _mcmufcxcturers.
o :idenﬂﬁcczﬁon ser, ‘serial numbe ner-identl :
" marks of the pistol; riﬂe ‘or shotgun: sold or: ircnsfezred ond .
woo(3)the number of the registrmion certiﬂcc:te 1ssued to the
S reqistered owner, B L
(c) to return:to the Chief of Police oi registraﬂon certiﬁccrze for_ L
.amvy pistol, rifle or shotgun ‘which is: 105 ;-stolenor. destz'oyed e
-which he’ sells, ircmsfers or ctherwise disposes of ‘at the . time he Sl
notifies” the Chief of Police of such }oss, 'the{t destmcticn, ssie,- i
1I?rcznsfsar or other disposziion : S

Sec. 8. 'No person shall within the Disirict—f. .3 BT R
- {a) lend or qive or allow the use of ¢ regzsfmiion cer%iﬁcc:ief.""’_'_. i
“tssued to him by cmy other person. for. ideniification, ‘Except, that

. when o registered ‘owner ‘of a pistol, rifle or shotgun lends or .

- to such other per' n the reqistration ceréﬁiccﬁe for ecch pisicl
orifleor ahotgtm 5o | aned or deiivered

SR y issued 10 cmother parson

- delivers “the’ same’ to another person in: &ccordanice with - the
'--_'provisions of Art. 55 ‘gec. 6 of these' Requiaiions ‘he ‘shall deﬁver,':

(b) reprssen{ himself cxa i‘he owner of cx registration cerﬁﬂccxté

Sec. 10 This Article of these Regulations shall noi appiy to—— ol
' {a) any person licensed under Art. 55 of these Regulations asa '~ o
- Iicsmsed retail decxler,- Provr.ded 1hat this exception shcxii oniy QP
- ply 10 pistols, rifles or i
e normal: conduct of his business and kept by such person cxi his;f'* R
- place of business; and ‘further. Provided. that- this exception shell =" =
- not apply to such person for any pistol rifleior’ ‘shotgun kept by - o
" him for his privata uss. or protsction, or ior the protedion of his_'_ G S

' -'-:-jbusiness, ori

i) any non-résident of the Disidct participcrﬂnq in any. iawful.'-. el e
“ " recreational ‘activity in' the District involving the use. of. plstols,” -

e tifles or shotguns; or transporting such pistol. mifle or. shotgun 10 or -

.~ from such lawiul recreationat Gctivity:. Provided, that such nonrest- -

e -dent shall upon detnand of ‘ony: enforcement officer exhibit proof

. thcxt his possession of such pisto} riﬂe cr shatqun ls reqlstered cmd o '
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"-_Art 51 Sec 10 POLICE REGULATIONS 152335:'_{

S Iegal in zhe ]urisdxctzon in thch he resides, oF: proof of resldencej'_' CEN
ointae Jurisd;ciiqn_which does not- requzre registrahon o§ a: pzstol
:riﬂe ~orshotgun; 5 :
L (c) any officer; _crgen{ or empﬁoyee of the Distz‘ict of Coiumbicz oF:
" the Federal: Govemment or any. officer; agent.or empioyee ofthe
: .___'-govemment of czny stctie or subdivs.sion thereof or. _cmy:membe .

Ry 5 rgmber is: c:uthonzed o ccu‘ry o pistol rifle or s Mo
Lo is carrqu a pistoi n_fle or shotgun whﬂe on dut i

e B.RTICLE 52.

mmrme THE SALE AND cmms oF

i ﬁ.':-:_'3207} shall be @niitled fa: pﬁrchcxse a pistei within the D;sfnct c:nd QT
S -'-selzer fs lcrwhxlly entiﬂed te sell & pistoi to such a person No. such P

-'__E_Code, sec. 20- 3204) ex::ept as othem1se authbriéed by scrid sec-'.
""_ticm of the Act. : ' :

Tl .'-t-'or shotgun 10
'_.under A:t 54'

ofﬂﬂs mcfg;_-:%-:z.; St

shotgun 1icense issugzi cxccordinq to -Section"
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'-'_:'_":__zszEas R POLICE REGULATIONS _' At 52, Sec i

(2) tha sellsr forwcards to the hlef of Police a” he hme of
the sale the purchaser's | ' i
gun. beinq sold pursucmt :_io Art_

maﬁcauon oi sale pursiant 16 Art 51, Sec 8 {b}
(d) ‘No* p@rscn w1ﬁhin tha Disiﬁct shcrli imgsort or ;

AT "éhail Wit}nn foriy alqht hours following delivery to him submit cxn :
R -_'cxppiicaﬂcxn to regxster He rifle or: sheigun_ pursucmt 10 Art.

f hall B sigmed by the et Dbt i oa sl o
Ceach apphcation for a licansa shall be mgned by ihe appiiccnﬁf'f
..;_._for the Iidense . |

_'f-'zs necesscxry to conduct effxczent ar
to eﬁectuate the purposes of the Ac :

o '_such businesaes or: plc:cvaS cf em;:ioymeni LI
(4) the date and place of birth of ‘the c:ppliccmf, SEREE

meilgibie for a llcense to-_' SN =
.____'-o he Act: (D G Code, sec, 22- o

__hds 'previousiy béeﬁ denied any 1stoL or riﬂe or shotqun"'::'-”'_' _:'j.:-.. S




Art 52 Sec 5

';izcense number. if. .he is u H
" 'theseRegulations. " -
(c) 'I'he Chief of Pohce m

'pistol ora rzﬂe cr shot shite]
cen ."_che, black cmd white pl__lo alep

e __recxson of 'inscxmt’y any: court 'cr'? as been "ord;udiccﬁed a
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i :Drug Ac’x for the D%stric*i of: Coiumbict ' ap:proved Iuiy 24, 1956;- s FE -
-:'(70 Stctt 612 _tiiie II sec. 202 D C Code,j sec: 33..7(31) SR

: _qun hcense zf'.':--.-'_
atter mves_t_iqc.s_tio or fest; that the.

(i} does cmswe one ‘or more of - -d.‘?s.@ipii_ons_'__ s
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e e i
i

| Art 52, Sec 7 0 POLIC‘E: REGULA’I‘IC}N

L enumemted in subpczmqmphs {c) (1) thmuq
R jsection, or : :

(e) The Chief oi Pohc
' _ﬁ__rzﬂe and. shotgun license

section _ S
' {f) The Chiei of Pohce _mo:y xssue to an qpphco._nt

'. .'.'acﬁcns of the c:tppliccmt in the use of the. nﬂe of shotqun; ar i
. i the applicant ke ot disaualified by subsectioﬁ_(d) oo

s j-'zmmedicﬂe possession any pi
S __”_issued. to. him pursucmt fo

' as the Chicl of Pohc'e
“. . in the public inferest;
;Arti.cle shczﬁ be hnnte

: _-3..'.-::o£ thts Articke B




S Case 1: 15 -0v-02234-RIL Document-lg i

1 why his’ license shéuld not be revoked: the: €

. ;.-fbeyond the' dczte of an order’ revokinq

DR S s

152E43 : POLICE REGULATIONS_.:_: Art 52 Seca

: '.'hcensee may reques.t in wr ting a hearing ore the Chxef within;; T
5 days, ond: the ‘Chief shall grent such: heczz‘inq within 15 daysdff 0
It the licensee does not reéquest a hedring ot show proper cousdlyl
tef of Police shall " -
issue ‘and:serve tipon the licensee. an order revoking the license” -
and ‘no license issued under these: Requlations_shull be in eﬂect '

e shcﬁl expire fzve yeexs cfier issuancs un}eés sooner o ._ SR
_revoked S 3 Lo : U

. the busines 'address of a: license__ saler for purpose of
: __--Iepcﬁr or sale; or to any person’ directly tromgporting such 0
. pistél ‘from ' the: business address of o licensed ‘dedler torhis: L
. ‘tesidernice, place of business or cther chnd: aneci by hzm:__' R
...-cjter the: pu:chcxsa of repair. S
_ (2) Any person ‘directly ’:rcmsporiing
" 'the residence, place of business o
- chaser after the privcrte sale oi su
Chiei oi P _iice‘ R i _
- 3 ch person directly trcmspoﬂmg any pistoi 10 fmy_ :
. police: precinct house io surrender %he sc:me do’ the Chiei of-_
-'?olica, T :
L Rk cxny:'nonresident of the Disirict activeiy pm'tlcipatmq in' L
“ . omy Jawhul recreational aetivity in the District involving the .~ -
Yo use :'of'-a'ﬁistcl, ‘ortransporting su_ch pistol directly toor
B -.'-'direcﬂy from such Jorwhal- recreaﬁcna}. cctivity, Pwvided. X

; eq%stersd pistol io S
id owned by the pur- .-
piatol approved bY th@_"'_:'__'; I

o a pzstol is. péfmitted cmd legal in the :ﬁ_nsdiétion in whtch
s ha. resides~ or: proof of residence in a'-;urisdicﬁon which does

'y c;fficer, agent ST
tede -or. subdivision L o
gc_es cf the Uniied o

o ._thereéi,_? o
o S_tq_tes{ﬁ thi :

_'._""'perfor'rﬁcmce ‘of h1s offieial authoﬁzed 'functioris, or'
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‘POLICE REGULATIONS

-:'--emment or b}" an _ or subdivision theraof
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' ..'_;3-152«E45 POLICE REGULATIONS Am 52 Sec 5

(c) Any‘ r_iﬂe or_ hotqun beiﬁq carried shcxII except when lc:w _3 :

(c:) The sctle or. trcnsfer is mada' iy a_-icsca-io-face tmnsuction,
(b)Y The purchcrser exhibits at the time of the scde_or_tmnsfer

_ 'bo_na fxcie coHectors of__ BT
X t_ion"fo' : he_ei_r coiiections e

.idct & bona fide coliec— o
( _tha selier whenever__ 2

:'_business of elliné', or mdnufcxctm‘inq, or" repcziring cmy pisiol
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oimgma

i ':.'request a heczrinq or show propar ccusa why ‘his ixcense'should PN
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A SN0

[ nt 19 1 Filed 01/15/16 Page 9 Of 332

Ar‘c. 54 Sec 5

ISEAT POLICE REGULATIONS G

SO -not ba revoked the Cl'uef of Pohce shcxﬁ. xssu cmd_ erve upon the
'licensee ‘amorder. revoking ‘the seg a. Jicense: 1ssued:' '

o under this Articie shell be'in eﬁe{:t beyond_; e ;:_iqte ‘of-an c_;r_der'
T rsvoimng such ct hcense T o

: _ c:t' shall;’ beiore
"}ic:e 'n mvcice

A . delivery of the’ ixrecrrm
o Hsting: ‘his nczm" S
i 'number, t%}.e n

- {c} bid sich shipment is by other than ommeon carrier, the cc:py'.-j__; S
of ihe Jinvoice 'shcxﬂ be fumlshed fo the éealer at tha izme of;’ _' G

'_'33posaession or u
-5 offer for scxle, :_'

_--22»»3219 {4} "oy
i suc:h 1£ems _qre

St (c) Ec:c:h Jice
o :.';Chzef of Pclics

R "hsh su::h othe
R x_xece_sscrry Sne

Zioﬁ durmg thczt penod :




Art 54,Sec8 FOLICEREGULATIONS : o : -152348_ S

' : g msued under.'.-'_f.:_'
A.rncie 2. of thes Requlctions whzch exhibﬁed by the pur—_.

chaser, and

A3 the qucmtit‘y '.cnphon of the. ccmmumt"on soId to.__ :

-gun or cxmmunitlo' e
PRt hcensed to ‘COTTy i

o o Chist o
o pistol, - rifle, shotgun. or__ Gmmunihon _
% Provided thczt this :

ot obtcr ninq icense:
"__b}_ No. Iicens._._. dea




; ':_ his. ident{ty
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POLICE REGULA’.I'IONS Art 55 Sec 3 g

sy
i ncu: ss. i mscmmous pnovzszons

: Req\iietzons;

S Any pérson within the DJStrict may summon o police officer
- jto his residence or p}ace of buszness_fcr the purpose of volmuarﬁy-l_

or'_fhe txcmsfer of a pistol,:
owner thereof fo his helr’_
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o _-"-.'Azét 55, See, 5 _' : ?or.’.:éni REGﬁEATiO o isamsg.

' -'by the larws of mtestctcv,
' 'be subiect tr:) :_cﬁi other b

o '_qumred under or czuthonzed by thess. Requlation :
g --_1:19' emd: idenixfymg ecxch fn'eazm owned posaesse

S compositlon of such czmmun cti makes it unsultctble or unsafé Eor (e
ni _:._gny laewhal use. - - :

Ll Sea,. 5. Whenever.
8 -devxce 1s foumi wstha ;

: "such flreccrm, cmmumiio _
sion o§ the occupcmis oi

"of a vehmie or by the owncccupants o:_ ' whet in .-the ccxsa : - o
““of a vehicle, or ‘by 'the last :known eccupants or owner ‘n ’(he e
_-case of a siruciure or b_ iqu : : SR
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Case 1 15 cv 02234 RJL Document 19 1

_.".the Act’ {D C Code, Se

o {_ﬂons, or: B

oAb such person to Whom
o _-"-hﬁeen yeais o

'of hls que, I
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i e

S Art 55, SEC 14 POLICE BEGULA'I‘IONS e mzmsz: i
U any such person be deemed in defcmit under the hcensing provi
[ sions ‘of these. requlunons “whi -

L submit&ed within thctt time_' i

ary 15 1969 provided that the Chief of Police mcxy' accepf'-_':" o
S ;xpplicctions for reqistration of ﬁreczrms mmedtcrtely upon c:dop-"
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2303 APPLICATION REQU REMENTS FOR LICENSES FOR i
: CON CEALED WEAPONS '

. f:23 03. I The resndence reqmrements for a hcense to carry a. concealed weapon shall be as: follows

N (a) g ". ':Apphcant shall have a bona ﬁde resrdence or place of busmess_rn the DlStrlCt of
BURCRIN j_Colurnbra or.. T BT :

R () R 'If the appheant does not: have a bona ﬁde resulenee or place of business in the -

U District of Columbia; the pplicant. a‘bona fide residence or place of .. -

"~ 'business within the United Stat and: a icense 1o: cdiTy 8 pistol concealed upon his

har her person 1ssued by the }awful ail hormes of that State or sub d1v1s1on of the
. Umted States ' R i : .

L 230_3.'2' No apphcant shall be a person PI’OhlbIted from pOSSGSSlng a 1315'“)1 under D C Code §§22 3201
e '-through §22-3217(1981). = : | £

' 23033 Apphcant shall be of sound mlnd The Chle of Pohee or h1s or_ her des1gnated agent ma v
e '_'presume an apphcant is not of sound m dif any of the fo]Io __.mg eondmons are present

SR ) R Apphcant was prevrously determmed by a court or admrmstratlve agency to be of
e unsoundmlnd R PR L . G s
: '_'(b)_ - _Apphcant was found not gmlty of a crlme by reason of 1nsan1ty,'__-: o
@
. comrnrtment was Voluntary Or mvoluntary_ : '_ -
) s 'Applleant reeerved treatment for a rnental drsorder ona regular bas1s e :
. (_e):.'_' _ A rehable wrtness or wrtnesses supphes the Chref of Pohce a wrrtten notarlzed
R staternent that the apphcant is of unsound rnmd or '
N :(f)' _ S Observat1on by pohee ofﬁe1als mdicate that the apphcant is. not rnentally:c mpet

~In this instance, at least two (2) ofﬁelals of the rank of: Sergeant or above shall state
" in writing their conclus1on and facts supportlng therr conelusmn that the apphean
rnentally 1ncompetent : B .

o 23034 The Chlef of Pohce or hls ‘or, her desrgnated agent may dlsregard the 1mped1ments of §§2303 3 (a)
EE R ()} (c) or.(d) if five (3) vears have elapsed since the last recorded treatment or _Iudreral
5 determmatlon of mental mco ete_nee_. : SN : :

: _230_3_5 To rebut a presumptron that th applrcant is of unsound mrnd, an appheant may offer the .

L5 U notarized report of a register psychologlst or psychlatr hat the psychologist or psychratrist R

- has examined the apphcant wrthm Six (6) months prlor to submlttmg the statement and: found the S
_- . appheant to be of sound mind." o o L R

sl "'f_.3-.23.0'3._6_ The Chref of. Pohce or:hls or her desrgnated agent may Tequire. the apphcant to submlt to :
i psyehlatrle testing by'a’ psychratrl_st or: psychologrst selected by the Chlef of. Pohce at the expense
3__'fi of the Metropohtan Pohce’D" arl:ment : : =

. 23037 'No apphcant shall ever have been conv1cted i the Dls_t_r:lct.of Columbla or. elsewhere of a felon
S 'or shall ever have been { nv1cted of v101at1on of any of the' ollowmg R

@ DC Code §§22-3201 through 22-3217 (1981), or- i
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.'-._A'weap_on_s _o_ffens_g_m: y jurisdiction. "

(a)- :_ L -'_'Under 1ndictment for: a"felony or facmg ertmmal m1sderr1eanor charges 1nvolvmg

IR wrongful use of a ﬁrearm in any _]uI‘iSdlCthﬂ, pe - :

o (b) 20 : "Charged in. any competent court in, any ]ur1sdrotron of a felony at the time hlS or he
R apphcatlon s, pendmg, . D . T e

- ) ."'('c) A fugltrve from Justlce or have prevrously been conv1cted of a ﬁrearm v1olat10n in
' L "-_-any jurrsdrctron or e : : . : : BT Ry

; ."-'(d) - An alc:ohollc ora user of 1llegal narcotle or: halluemogens

g : 2303 9 Apphcant shall eomply w S

_' : (a) _-Be Over twenty_one (21) yeaI'S Of age

'3' (b) :f.ﬁ_. Be. free from physwal defects whtoh would 1mpa1r-hls' or. her safe use of the weapon
R -'_sueh as paraly51s of hand or arm, poor v151on or laek of coordmatlon due to age o

R ey .- _'_THave reason to fear 1njury to hrs or her person or property or any other proper reason

S 'Be properly tramed and experleneed m the use functronmg, and safe operatlon of the o
R .-_'._ptstol and S S i : . :

: the use and servremg of the weapon

_ :Apphcant shall test ﬁre hlS or her weapon at the standard pohce eourse under Metropohtan Polic
- ._EDepartment supervrswn 1o dk r_nonstrate his or her. ablllty 10 o_ot accurately and'safely, An "
-k additional fee of twénty. dollars' ($20) shali be requtred for thlS servrce However : thls test and_ fee
shall not be requrred for lleense renewals B PR iR

.-2_303'._'1'1_ _For the'purposes of sat1sfylng the speelﬁcatlons of §2303 9(0) apphoant shall allege erious:
- threats of death or serious bodily hart ‘person-or theft.or destrucuo of property

S 'wrltmg, under oath The appli 5he 11_5 also allege th the threats are of a nature tha ;the leg

R possessmn of a prstol would provide ade : Ny i

x ;'_2303.'1_2 The Chief of Pohce or h1s o esrgnated agent shall cond ct and 1nvest1gatron 1nto the
S allegatrons of the: applroant to determine.ifithe: alleged hreats are setious and factual and- are of Qi
">+ ‘nature that can be- protected rcarrying apistol. Factors to-be considered inchide the substance: of S
“the alleged threat, whether or not the apphcant made a'timely report to the police of such’ threats
S and. whether ornot: the ‘applicant. has made a sworn cornplamt to the pollee'-rn the courts of the
L ”Dtstrlct of Columbra : S i : S

_-Zz'The Chtef of Pohce or hIS or her des1gnated agent s ll ﬁn th normal pohce protectlon a
S --commisSion as'a Spec1al Police Officer pursuant to D:C. Code §4-114 (1981) ordt'the d}scret1on
o :'_of the Chief of Pohce , spec al-pollce protectlon 1S 1 fﬁc1e to protect the applroant from th

S falleged threat o hlS or: her person or property : G T
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o : _ﬁ'-"._SOURCE Final Rulemakmg pubhshed at 21 _DCR 413 '(September 3 _ 974) 5




LICENSES FOR CONCEALED WEAPONS

471 -A hcense granted for concealed weapons" shall be vahd for one (]) month from the date of :' ;
- issuance. " : : R LR

| :A hcense may be renewed__a of one (1) month upon A wr1tten showmg of continue d jeed
~.“for.the license."Applicants who-feui 10 apply for-a renewed 11cense before the explratron date,
o j shail be requlred to pay the apphcatlon fee for re-apphcatron P

::": ‘the w.eapon shall be part of the':'l :
S carrled o

_ “'_3-:-'_At the tjme of the 1mt1al mtervrew ith the Chlef of Pohee T, hrs or her desrgnated agent 5
% -;_apphcant shail brmg the plstoi which he or she will c:arry pursuant to t’he hcense and the ho e i
: ':'or holsters in whlch the weapon w111 be carrled, R D g I

E prphcant shaH surrender:po es" 'on of the weapon a h 1 'ter to the Metro p 'htan Pohce o
- artmeént-for.achec crmine _ vas reported stolen, to verify that the
o '.'ijeapon'ls safe,in. good operatm oondltlon -and. to ob ...m_ st fired: balhstlcs sp ;
- fuiture comparison if the weaponis. fired and to' ensure that the holster(s) meets 'mlmmum :
: jstandards for safe carrymg of the weapon ' - RIS A

CIf the Weapon is’ reported stol_e h' ' _weapon shali not be returned to the apphcant untﬂ 1t is
- properly processed. through the. Metropohtan Pohce Department Property DlVlSlOll and a’ :
o deterrninatlon of the rrghtful owner is rnade Jas o
A If the prstol is found not to be in good operatmg conchtlon the p1stol shall be returned to. the -
R apphcant No license: shall be issued for a pistol’ which'is:not’ in the rrghtful possessron of the
L apphcant or: whrch is not 1n good operatmg condrtron

-8 :"f-:E_The p:stol for whrch the hcense is: apphed shall be a ﬁve 5) or sixi (6) shot revolver of no greater
e .':than a th1rty-e1ght ( 38) cahbre Automatrc or sernr-automatrc piS’[OlS shall not be: approved

“ i .currently possessed
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e

Each hoensee shall submrt a report 0. the Chlef of Poltce each trrne he or she ﬁres hlS or her-::.f';
L weapon The report shalk state the complete details of the shootmg of the weapon s

g '2304 15 An appilcant sha]l regtster the 'p ol fc Wthh the hcense W1II apply

S 2304 16 A hcense to carry a Weapon shall be requtred whether the Weapon is to be camed openly Or-on.or
- about the person ina concealed manner, [ Do :

1 ;_Appllcants shali ﬁrst be persona]}y mtemewed by . rdes
-agent at which. tlme apphoant shall be f“mgerprmted and photographed and shall obtain
apphcatlon form ' L - LR

4. Appht:atlons shall be made 111 wrltmg only on the forms prov1ded by the Chlef of Pohce or his
T -'her desrgnated agent for that purpose - S e

B _.-230_4;19 Apphcants shall submtt to the Chlef of Pohce or hlS ' _' herdesrgnatedagentthefollowmg
. e (_a_)'- - :- A compIeted apphcatron and . ._ B | S |
o '. (b) : The requu'ed fee of two dollars ($2) Whtch 15 nonnrefundable R

o .23(_)'4;'20 Upon recerpt of a cluly ﬁied appltcatton the Chlef 0 P
ST __w1th1n thu'ty (30) days do the followmg s

(e} : : :Determme whether the apphcant shall sub
N [ -personal mterv1ews or mechcal mforrnatto_

227 Al 1ssued hcense may: be rey ke_d for any reason whr_ Would act asa’ bar to 3
: apphoatlon for a license: fn‘addition; a icense may- be revoked for mlsuse of the veapon. Misuss
L '--mcludes but is not llrmted to the’ foliowmg LA : o

(a) : ang wammg.shots.: and

| -'.:_'-(b)_ Playmg or "clownmg" wrth the weapon

3 Revocatron shall be ln wrltmg and'shall be served in the same: manner a owr] prooess in the D.C
: -"-'.__Supenor Court L : S

0t ent-notlce to the apphcant that the:'
date of apphoatlon the apphca‘non

4.25 :'_'__Apphcauon forms shall 1nc]u written releaée of med_ al reoords necessary for ajdetermmat:on
e that the apphcant is a sultable erson to be hcensed 10 carry a-ptstol ' : -

OURCE Fmar Rulemakmg pubhshed at21 DCR413 417(September3 1974)




_-i"c:ase 1:15-cv- 02234 RJL Document 191 Flled 01/15/16 Page 91 of 332_ - |

Testlmony _

Chlef of Polzce M'PD

U S Secret __Serwce

U S Ca pltol PO:'.IC.e
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: Casel 55

" Government of the District of Columbia

_ Mectropolitan Police Department

S Tes‘umény'of R <
Cathy L. Lanj_' ;r_ ;.- e
Chlef of -iPo.hce

Commlttee on the Jud1c1ary & Pubhc Safety

Tommy Wells, Chan’

Councﬂ of the Dlstrlct of Columbla
' October 16 2014

John A Wﬂson Bulldmg
1350 Pennsylvama Avenue; NW
Washmgton DC 20004
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:".Good mornmg, Councrlmember Wells members 'of the Commrttee and gucsts As the Chlef of : --: g
_ _-._Pohce T-am testlfymg on behalf of the Execut"' i ) ort of. the__L_zcense to Carry a sttol
. Amendmeanct of 20] 4 As you. know the Executwe a5 'orked :losely Wlth _Charrman -

wn o :_-by Congres '_ " 'hat authorlzed the Chlef of Pollce to 1ssue a_ cense to carry a concealed plstol 1f 1t i
i ".appears that the apphcant has demonstrated T -

:-_':Good reason 1o’ fear m}ury o hls or her person 1ncludmg ev1dence of spec1ﬁc threats or
_ .prev1ous attacks ' i . R R e,

: '.'-::.Any other proper reason for earrymg a prstol such as employment that requrres the apphcant to o
B --transport cash or other valuable uPon the apphcants person and : i '
o _'--": : That the apphcant isa surtable person to be so llcensed

R '.';The proposed leglslatron follows mOde]S.: of states such as’ New York New J ersey, _and Maryland
e whrch have adopted a similar 11cens1ng Y heme ‘each of whrch has had its state: lrcensrng scheme aE
R _upheld agamst Constrtutional challenges' by a federal court of appea]s ' B

e _"_".:_Other h1ghl1ghts of the draft b}ll mclude that anyone applymg for a concealed carry hcense must

L. j'_.Meet the- ex1st1ng requrrements fo _.a person 10 regrster aiﬁrearm :
o _ -Successfully complete a trammg program on gun safety 'nd relevant Drstrict laws and

e :Estabhsh that: he or she does not currently suffer nor: has suffered in the prev1ous five years from: g
Ceany ‘mental ﬂlness or condrtlon that ] eates a substantral ::that he orshe'i isa danger to hrm or
) herselfor others R _

_.at_a non- res1dent may obtaln a-

S _ : : : ards asa Drstnct resrdent So an
| ':apphcant from outside the Drstr}ct must meet all other el:grblht. requrrements as1de from resrdmg .
L in or ownmg a busmess n the Dlstrlct ' ' : : T : e

- 1-"-In response to the court ruhng, h




o and requrrements for licensees, the law establishe

S ;mcrdents Were carrred out by a l

: The darly movements around the. crty of the PreS1dent_"V1ce Presrdent and their famrhes and the
o .'.'approxrrnately 3 000 foretgn dtgmtarles on: officlal vrsrts
o _‘-means that all of our. roadways are a challenge to, secure_.

g "States has some: vulnerabrhty Law enforcernent needs to'

 Case 1:15-cv-02234-RIL Document 19-1 _Filed 01/15/16 Page 94 0f 332

:'In addrtron to meludmg crlmlnal and elvll penaltre' 'fo. g nse-holders Who farl to follow the dutres
_ 5-p orson: panel_to hear appeals for. any-denlal'

o revocatrons of hcenses The panel will mclude:'a represen' tive from the mental health_ :

- '-where alcohol is sold and served schools and umversrtl
o '.:pubhc ofﬁc1als wisiting drgmtarres and- demonstrators is _'ount The laiter is cr1t1cal here n._ithe_'_ _
L .'Dist'r-iet o’fZColumbia. ‘As t_h_e.;Su-preme_;.cqurt__noted i'n H_elié _laws forbtddmg the: carryrng of R '
- 'ﬁrearms m sen51t1ve plaees such as schools and. govemment bmldmgs are constrtutlonal '

and in crrcumstaneesj here protectron of =

R 'As 1 have test1ﬁed before the Drstrrct of Columbla as the eat of the federal government wrth 1ts
multitude of crltleal ofﬁcral and. symbohc hurldmgs 'monuments ‘and events and h1gh proﬁle R -
',_pubhc ofﬁcrals traversrng its streets ‘every day, is-a c1tyf lled wrth sensrtrve places from a pubhc R
'-safety perspectrve Our laws should reﬂect that reallty Govent S .
R pubhc servants are prtrne targets for terrorlsts both forergn and'demestrc Protectmg governmen' .
- officials:and 1nfrastructure isa challenge for every: city in the United States Bu "'the Dlstrlct the
" likelihood of attack is. hlgher and the challenges to protectrng the crty are greater CAST f
o -2011 Wwe'saw an assassmatron attempt on'the pres1dent ‘where: fortunately the only thmg the e
. shooter hit was the Whrte House = nd"another shooter firmg at mrhtary 1nsta11at10ns Both of these":- S
on ".gunman angry at one facet or. another of the U S government S

ment faorhtres drgrntarles ‘and:

B The h1gh~proﬁle human targets are 'obv1ous and pote "rally attractrve target The Drstrlct is G
' '.'vulnerable due to the sheer volum_ of _secure motorcades avehng in Washmgton on any gtven day'._ L .

J_ust spendrng tnne in our crty each year- : S
: _nd as the September 19“h mc1dent earhers R
- this year at the Whlte House' demonstrated even the home and’ ofﬁce of the Pres1dent of the Unrted ot ; g
i ble o prohtbrt guns from eniering the'_ B
_h_oo_d_ that an armed gunman willbe

B perrmeter of a secure area in order- to be able to lessen the 11
able to make it close to protected targets R -

-1 would urge the Councﬂ to make three changes to the lrst of plaees from Whlch handguns w1ll be T
' -proh1b1ted . : e

. First, although the proposed br | prohrbrts handguns from' _ovemment bulldmgs rt should be '
broadened to prohrblt them frorn_ e grounds and parkmg ots. We-note; for example the fatal
T j_ shootmg at: the Pennsylvama State _ ollce barracks__m'-Bloommg Grove and the 2006 fatal
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'. -_shootmg in the Drstrret suburb of Farrfax Vrrgrnra '--In both 1nstances ofﬁeers were gunned
“*down in pohee parkrng Tots durlng shift changes While_these _two exampies are of pohee _
o .;accordrng toa 2013 study pubhshed by the- U-S. Departmen of Justree, government employees
i _{are more than three t1mes as 11ke1y as prrvate sector eranOyees to be victimis.of Workplace
i .:f_ _vrolence ‘While: prohrbrtmg guns from bemg earried in: the lots is. not sufﬁelent to. stop a-
"'__._-_determrned gunman; it: does give. pohce the: authorrty to. stop anyone 1n the parkmg lot or on. the
.-_:ﬁ'_.grounds that they have areasonable suspicion is armed, JT_ 1s can help to save: 11ves Ofc course
people seektng fo regrster agun at the pohee headquarters ca,n strlI brlng therr unioaded gun L
L ‘Moreover, the provision in Seetron 907(d)(2) allows.a fire rearm 10 be stored in eornphanee wrth o
L lawful transportatron requrrements in’ relevant parkrng lots Thrs currently applres to. subseetrons ST
- "-(a)(2) and (3) and can be: expanded to coyer (a)(l) ' : : g o o

. - :Seeondly, subseetlons 907(&)(8) (12), and (13) all rndleate that guns can be prohlbrted from _ i
B '_eertarn events or loeatrons but provrde however that 1o crrmmal penaIty shall apply uniess i

A) The hcensee has been advrsed by a 1aw enforce- _ent ofﬁcer that sueh a pubhe gathermg,
drgnrtary movement or dernonstratlon is oeeurrrng, and :

B) The lrcensee has been ordered by the law enforcement ofﬁcer to Ieave the area: unt1l he
o or She removes the handgun from h1s or her possessron in cornphanee vvlth the lavv '

L 'We have several coneerns about these - provisions. For one, the Ireensee should not need to be
i '_;_'personally 1nformed of the requn‘ement Thete'are plenty of opportunrtres to. provrde due notree
o '.to a licensee, rncludrng event materrals signs at all entrances, advertrsements and trekets It
may bea reasonable defense that a heensee did not have due notrce ‘but ofﬁeers should not have :
: n to determme that faet on: the spot before belng able to take aetron agalnst someone w1th agun at.

o '.-"an event open o the publlc Moreover event organlzers should not. have to rer on hrrrng pohee .
= 'jjofﬁeers to notlfy attendees that ﬂrearms are prohrblted Irnagrne for mstanoe hovv many
= .;'.::_-Off‘ icers- Would be needed at the Barbe.eue Battle—an- annuaI eornpetrtlon held in: the Drstrlct .' '
S 'famong restaurants from around the country and dozens of entertalners frorn around the -
_ : ':".:eountry—rn order to ensure personal notice to heense S If the faet that the event is. a gun -free.
'_'::.':_event 18 both posted and advertrsed that should, be sufﬁclent for notree purposes. In addrtlon
" onee so notrﬁed that: ﬁrearrns are: prohrblted heensees are'aiready requrred to know Dlstr1et lavv

'fdrrectrng them to remove the handgun from the event They

- legal defense t0- nnneeessarlly compheate prosecutron that'they were not personally drreeted by
lavv enforeemen’t to remove the un from the event e ' :

L http EWWW, washrngtonpost corn/wp-dyn/content/artreie/QOOé/O5/08/AR2006050800968 html
2 us Department of 1 ustice, Bureau of Iustlce
L Employees 1994- 201 1. SER

"atrstres Special Report' Workplace Vzolence Agamst Govemmenr o




. _This _(_:_onclud_es- 'm_y- prgfiaréd_ remark AtthlS _:tir_ne,"l w111behappyt0address any of yourquestlon

_'_-We urge the Counml to con51der these changes to the legzslatlon . e

. the hlghest Eevel of prlvate buﬂdln securlty w111 only need to prov1de trammg cumculum fo =
= '_mitlal cert1ﬁcat1on T o

L Case 1 15 -CV- 02234 RJL Document 19 l _ Fll'ed '01/15/16 Page 96 of 332'

Lastly, the biH Would proh1b1t carrymg a conceal d' handgun on aH pubhc transportatlon exc

plan for pubhc safety




U S Department of Homeland Securlty
UNITED STATES S‘E_ ';R'ET SERVICE

Woshmgfon DC 20223

S DEPUTY
© o “DIRECTOR

e o _ _ November 14 2014 .
The Honorab]e Tommy Wells ' L

| . '.In its current form the legls r_;_':estabhshes a 000 feet zone around dlgmtanes : |
L and other h‘gh rankmg official (where handgun _Olild remain: prahlblted) when i
. _;--_they are movmg under the protectlon of the Metropohtan Pohce Department

| DA94
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.: ':'-'".'The Honcr&bic 'E’Qmmy Wdls
;PaGeQ ' :

' :__:(MPI}) We suggest el;mznatmg 1he requzr ent th&t a protectee in thes& mstances S
. must be “moving” so that the 1, 000 feet zone may also include situations When an
- - protectee has arrived at his. or her mtcnd&é--éestmatton or has’ temporarziy siopped
~ " en route to that destination. Furihcr ‘because the movements of Secret Semcc
- protectees, within the i)zstmt may not mvolv MPD sistance, we: suggest
- clarifying that this provision also. apphes to protectees of other agericies Wa’fh a.rrest
e aﬁthonty in the Drstrict su{:h as the Secret Se_'_' i:e Umformed szsaon : :

A ' am, i than}( ‘yez.a for ysur'w.l mgnass to- cons,ider m}r ;:;f: -spectwe {}f,t th;s pxece of Sl
gislation; 1would like to highlight that the Secret Service’s mission success is dzrent!y SRR R
d to the unwavering suppo'ri; four partners at the 1 state and Federal levels: g et
particular, we greatly appreciate the. MPD and the sf:mngpcirmersth we maintain mt_ (B

on mgmm any: addztzonai mformat}on ﬁ'om thc Se_ ._Serv;ce as you c:ons;lder th;s B
ﬁ 1 encaumg&: you ‘io contaci n}@ ' . S ST B

.'.:.-_a-Henorable Phal Merzcieigon Chazrman e
._{Zeuﬂcxi Of the Dismc‘c f:}f Geimma o

. DA%s
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PHing 209-220-9806" "

u Tm sm?“gs CA?T@L ma c
e O?fffis G??H& f‘HiFf

e e D STREET NE
. '_w;\smum‘c}%ﬂ 10 2081

'-"?hfi Mendeison Chazrman RO
~Coungil of the District of Col umbm' S
John A, Wilson Butidmg, _ -
1350 Penﬁsyivanm Ave N. W
' -Washmgton D.C,___70004

Lk 1.a§0 ?eumxivama A\ee" N W o
R Was ington, D.C. 20004 -
: 'isaa:_c_;ou;tcgl us

Subject D C BIEE 20~ 9.70 Liceme m Larr;; P&siof airrendmem icf of ?W»f

- Dear Charrmam \flandeiqon aud Chairperswn Weils

. recf}rd pzowc&eé 1t as subm}tied_ :
' ﬂcomments on behaif of ﬂn, U S Cagstoi Pohcc be made'_;a rt

= that new Tit]e IX Llcmscs, ‘to Car'__

. ss{oi'”Secimn 9(}7(21) be fuﬁhér ames}ded b&f thgz iailguagf: m red o i
: read a‘; foi]ows ' : S : _ . L S

( i ()) The. pz;bhc memorials an rize Nam)nai ..Malf :rma" aiong the. }" rcfaf
R ':._Basm and any. r)fher dreg w wing gre p; rohibite _under federal. fmf? ar éy
u fedz,mi agency oF .__e;fnz_ziy,

: (‘(gg)mi Emfa%zm mzci { i oemff e

including.

o ..'..ﬂéaﬁa,?&éiy.ﬁmm{ﬁf&?d.&y'{nﬁ.Qoznﬂﬁssjbh'ghﬁcﬁdéﬁon.fﬂféa’?W"E{‘!‘f_{)ﬂ:éfﬁé’nt.ﬁ_g_c_eﬁi?ies, e,




Case 1: 15 -cv- 02234' RJL Document 10- 1 Flled 01/15/16 Page 100 of 332 i

(12} ;flfhm f OQG]’E{;&} {)} 0;};@;7 [‘?“C’f‘ dla’ffa}z

des"‘onared by z!ze Chig f

g "15?4;5 }m ﬁf’é?%’?{t&f ,{?esmi!v sirai f 53}}3?55% wxé’en

: [f3) W zthm 4, Qﬁ?{) fée{ 0} Uf]lf,’i ?csw? c!isfa;me? dm;gfmfed 333, z}:e (ij
S Gf‘ fw or her de,argnee of a demo;mff*az;{m m a pzsf)]zc p[a,ce 'oifz’e; f%zztm féz:?ef{ff
L g}rz}g@ms, pmwded nocr zmmaz’ pemifysi}aﬂ} ﬁ;){?f)r Ei?lj(?ﬁ TR

leﬁ the staiui()rv res;aazzs;b I 'éz_s'of' ihc .8, 'Capiaa ?alrce aﬂd fﬁéeraj ‘:iatuies plohsbttmg?

‘Chiefof Poliee -

o _'-Ch]ef Ca{hv " Lamer ST
3 Metropolztan Poime De;:artmem

~

o Nicoée,@aines, A_dmini*stf&t .;
_bhc %afc%\f '

Commlttee on the fndzazar} and
Cs}unml of the. Dtsu iel of C{)]ambea '
jnmmes’&bdccmmm? us o
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ARN MORE

By Christopher Ingraham. November 14" &5 .dyem_se_m.e_n

S _."M'akin_g'_.the_ world safer, or less safe? (Flickr user.Robert Nelson / CC) ™~ = -

.'-;_:"'More guns less crime'’ —surelyyouve heard thls B R
b ok devoted to'- o

e mantra before" There seven an ent1

| 1t As Emlly Badger noted awhlle back it. has become a : -

T staple of our natlonal gun control debate "The idea

B '.:_that more guns lead to less cmme appears on gun pohcy .

: 'fact sheets as evzdence debunklng gun control mythS" e

The Most Popu!ar

in congress1ona1 comm1ttee reports
| | | All Over

A99

http //www_washmgtonpost comfblogs/wonkblog/wp{2014/ 11/ 14/more guns-more crime-.. -1 1/16/2014 e




o ._.f.'T he notlon stems from a paper PUthhed n 1997 by

L -_:-economlsts John Lott and David Mustard, who 1ooked

S at county—level emne data from 19’77 tO 1992 and

i concluded that "allowmg c1tlzens to carry concealed '

o weapons deters wolent crlmes and it: appears to

produce no increase in acc1denta1 deaths Of course, L

S .::':' then (no thanks o Congress) Some researchers have S

e ':ﬁgone s0. far asto call Lott and Mustard's orlglnal

o 'study completely drscredﬁed mo

o : One of the major crlthues of the study came from the i

-other ords, "More guns, less crime'?

:Now Stanford law professor J: ohn Donohue and hls

analys1s, extendmg 1t through 2010, and have

:_crlme

R _ "The totahty of the ev1dence based on educated

‘_'_-_that right-to-carry laws are assoc1ated wuh

. | substantlally hlgher rates" of aggravated assault

L _' 'robbery, rape and murder Donohue sa1d inan

o mterwew mth the Stanford Report The

http //www washmgtonpost com/biogs/wonkblo /wp/201 / ;

o ;the study of gun crlme has advanced s1gn1f1cantly s1nce'-'_" -

\_(_‘J.L/ L

olleagues have added another full deeade to the '_ _' e

-:concluded that the opp051te of Lott and Mustard s _' - o ey

R Judgments about the best statlstlcal m"'dels suggests i e

1/ 14/more-guns-more cnme-.
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_ST LOUIS POST-DISPATCH

.'M;zzou wins w1th offenswe B
D '_expiosmn
: _THE BALTEIVEORE SUN T i
. .'-'f-\gents questlon North Carolma SRR
- man dlscovered w1th mlssmg
-FAST COMPANY o

HowTo MakeNeanendsAsAn- o
’ Adult [ :

BN :'_Our.'('_)h_!_i_n__e"Gam'es_"” B

 Play rightfrom this page

. - Spider. Solitaire )
= 'Genre(s) Card
. -'Splder Soistawe is known as the klng
‘ 3ofal|soi|talregamesl e

e '-52 card plckup
v 'Genre(s} Card -

;Plek up cards as fast _as you canl .

; ._'Trl Peaks Solltalre
» _Genre(s) Card
- Reveal eards as you clear your way to

the top'

5 ._Carmball

i _..orlgmal conclusmn is true more guns equal more. S T Genre(s): Arcade

This amusment. park classic will brmg

. back some;oyous memorles
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"_'._';.'ewdence suggests that rlght'to CaITY laws are . i
gy ass o clated w1th an 8 percent lncrease in the 1nc1dence
- __.:___f._'of aggravated assault accordlng to Donohue He says
e i-thlS number is 11kely a ﬂoor, and that some statlstlcal
£ ."'methods show an 1ncrease of 33 percent in aggravated

assaults 1nvolv1ng a ﬁrearm after the passage of rlght—to

These findlngs bulld on and strengthen the cOnclusmns BUEE

of Donohue s earher research Wthh only used data

through 2006 In addltlon to havmg nearly two

decades Worth of addltlonal data to work Wlth

Don hue s ﬁndmgs also nnprove upon Lott and

Mus ard s research by uszng a Varlety of dlfferen’c

These:_ _ew ﬁndmgs are strong But there s rarely such a :

__-_thrng as. a slam dunk i in soc1al smence research

Do nohue notes that "different statlstlcal models can . -
:yleld dlfferent estlmated effects and our abrhty to
certaln the best model is 1mperfect Teasmg out

cause from effect in soc1a1 sc1ence research is often a

S : __fraught proposmon

| --'.___.-f-iBut for this very reason it's 1mportant for pohcymakers S |
S on both s1des of the gun control debate to exercise S

cautlon 1n 1nterpret1ng the ﬁndmgs Of any one study

: : . Gun rlghts advocates have undoubtedly placed too
o -much stock in Lott and Mustard S o.rlglnal study, Whlch i 3

s now gomg on 20 years old The best pohcy is often

4/1

/more-guns-more-crime-..
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oY _fmformed by good research And as researchers rev131t e

_ helr data and assumptlons 1t makes sense for

S B __-'-3pohcymakers todo the same.

Chrlstopher Ingraham writes about pOlltICS drug S _
' policy and all things. data He prewously worked at =
" the Brooklngs Inst;tutlon and the Pew Research SERT
© - Center. R :
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o --'SStanford Report November 14 2014 T e : S
- Right-to- carry gun laws lin -edézto'{*morease 1n
G 3V1olent crime, Stanford research. shows

Stanford research reaffrrms that right- to-carry gun Iaws are connected wrth
'_:..'_-:an mcrease in violent: crrme Thrs debunks - Wrth the Iatest emprrrcal
f_evrdence earher clarms fhat more guns actually Iead to Iess crime.

: By Clrfton B Parker e

T New Stanford research conflrms tha o
- right- to—carry gun laws are: Ilhked to an" e
mcrease in vrolent crime. SN

- nght to~carry or concealed—carry Iaws _
o _-'have generated much debate |n the past
two. decades do they make somety s

'afer or more dangerous” R

:.'.Whlile'there is no federat Iaw on
concealed—carry permlts atl 50 states
: ve;passed Iaws allowmg crtrzen's'to T Research : i Donobos inds that |
arry certaln concealed frrearms in’. o ' b
‘public; elther wrthout a permlt or after - -
: obtalmng a permlt from tocal government or Iaw enforcement

nght to- carry gun iaws are Imked to an increase in violent cime. |

| Recently pubhshed cholarshsp updates the emplncai ewdenc_:e on thls |ssue Stanford law -
"'Professor John J: Donohue Ilt Stanford Iaw student Abh: :__yjAneJa and doctoral student
':--'Alexandna Zhang from Johns Hopklns Umversﬂy were the co—authors of the study

_ _::-'f'Trylng to estlmate the |mpact of r "ht-to-carry Iaws has been a vex:ng task over the Iast two
- decades,’ " sard Donohue the C. Wendell and Edlth M Carlsmlth Professor of E_aw inan--
S :_mterwew '

.'3:He explalned that prror research based on data through 1992_ rndrcated that the Jaws
'decreased V|olent cnme But 1n 2004 he: noted the Natron 'Research Counc:l rssued a
_report that found that even extendmg thls data through 2000 reveated no cred:ble statlstlcal
T .ewdence these partlcular Iaws reduced crzme L U :

- | .-'Totahty of the evrdence

_'-'_-.Now Donohue and his colleagues have shown that extendrng the data yet another decade
S (1999-2010) provrdes the most conv _:_c;ng evrdence to date that nght-to-carry Iaws are
. 'assocrated with an mcrease |n vrolent crime.”

http //news stanford edu/news/2()l4/november/donohue guns? study-l 1 1414 html‘?vww—p'

1162004
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| :; “The totality of the evrdence based on. educated judgments about the best statistical models
e -_-:-suggests that rrght—to-carry laws are assocrated' 'h-substantrally hrgher rates of :
SR -'_-aggravated assault rape robbery and murder said Donohue ' '

. _' s The strongest ewdence was for aggravated assault WIth data suggestrng that nght—«to carry
i _:_'3 E(RTC) laws mcrease thrs crlme by an est|mated 8 percent = and thrs may actually be
L understated accord;ng to the researchers L -

"Our analysrs of the year—by-year |mpact of RTC Iaws also suggests that RTC laws mcrease SR e
-:aggravated assaults they wrote : : :

._.__'_The evrdence |s less strong on rape and robbery, Donohue noted The data from 1979 to

__:"":_2010 when the “confoundrng mfluence" of the crack. cocam _ epldemtc is controlled for. The
_study found that homrc;des mcreased in elght states that adopted rlght-to-carry laws durlng
Sl 1999-2010, - S S

'”Research obstacles next step

3“D|fferent statistlcal models can yleld dlfferent estimated effects and our abrht '-to ascertaln

ﬁ'the best model lS |mperfect Donohue sald descrlblng th;s as the most surprlsmg aspect of
_._the'study ' ' SRR

'k e__sard that many scholars struggle w:th the issue. of methodology in researchlng the
" _ffects of rrght—to—carry Iaws But overall hrs study benefrts from the recent data :

"Donohue suggested it is worth explorlng other methodolog|cal approaches as wetl . R
Sensmve results and anomalles such as the: occasronat estlmates that nght—to carry laws
: 'lead to higher rates of property crlme have plagued thls mqulry for over a decade_‘; 'he i

Medla Contact

' :.J Donohue Ill Stanford LawS-hooI (650) 72-1_ 6339 donohue@iaw stanford edu

"--fcnfton B Parker Stanford News Serwce (650) 725-0224 cbparker@stanford edu 3-_ : -}: B

@ Stanford University. All Rights Reserved. Stanford, CA 94305. (650) 723-2300. -

A 105

http’-'//news_stanford edu/news/ZOl4/november/donohue guos-stu

' :-111414 hl:ml'?vww—p 11/.1:6/2014;.:
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SPECIAL : AR'I‘ICLE

EFF ECT S OF RESTRICTIVE LICENSING _OF_ HANBGUNS ON HOMICIDE AND SUICIDE IN
' THE DISTRICT OF C.OLUMBIA AR

OLIN LOFI'IN PH D, DAVID MGDOWALL, PH D. BRIAN W!ERSEMA AND TALBERTj COTTEY M S

cujes'- by 'rearms (a reduciion of 3 3 pef month o 25 =

SR Thefe were also no increases in homlmdeé or 'smmdes by
s _'other methods, as. wouid be: expected %.‘--eqaally leth

“of Columbla prevented an average of 47
: deaths each year affer. the' Iaw was lmp{emented (N Engl-
-3 Med 1991 325: 1615 20)

Looef thc Dlsmct of Co[umbm rcmstatcd thc ]aw, and its pr(}wsmns B
[Yecm-c again on February 21; 1977.%
i The law.restricts the possession of ﬁrearms to persons ‘who hold AR
regisiration certificates, Persons who owned firearms at'the lec the
Claw was 1mpleme _tcd and who had regxstered them-under the provi- = 07
68 code were given 60 days 1o rcrcglster them_”'_" :
ter the; .rc_regxs:ranon ‘period, handguns became ‘wnregis- .. s L
'-tcr_ablc and theréfore: legal - Newly. acqunrcd Tifics and shotguns SR TTI AR L
can be Tegistéréd 'if ‘they are ‘obtained m -person from-a ‘licensed. SRR
dealer-in’ the district and. il the owner ‘meets, spe(:lﬁcd requires
ments relating-to age; “criminak record, physical fitness, and Knowk-.- 2
" edge [of firearms:laws and. safe ‘use. Finally, the faw. reguires '+
. that registrants’ fircarms unioaded and disassembled orlocked. -
- up excepUwhile they are being used for lawful recreational purposes_-"- :
. or ‘whern thé _'-kcpt at-a place cof ‘business, The pcnalty origt- -
. nally specified:: or-viglation of the-Jaw was “10 days. in jail and
a $300 fine: It was mcrcascé to one- year in JalE and a $l DOD finein -
] March 1981 : . :

st i5 10 examine patterns. of mortah{y
: hanges in local state; ‘o nanonal Teg-

- . Study Deslgn

We undertooka ]ongltudmal study, companng the mean monthly T

its nmplcmcntatl Compansons Witk other: arcas “and: ‘other types. B
“-of deaths were used to deterntine. whczhcr the obscrvcd d:ﬁ’crcnees L
were spec1ﬁc 1o the: stmct of Columbia;:For comparison we used - :
.- suicides-and homicides committed in the district without firearms, 7700

. homicides: and suicidés committed with’ ﬁrcarms in ad_\accm metrg-. .

. politan ‘areas in ‘Maryland and: V;rgxma and ‘homicides and sui-_
cides™ comm:tttd without. ﬁrcarms i the adjaccnt mctmpohlan_
areas, ; . .

The Law

: ; o SR - fln nadc i
The stmct of Columblas Flrcarms Control Reguiatzons Act - Be itlo " i [assmcat on. Gf Cases

'was s:gncd by the mavoron July:23, 1976, and:went inig effeci'on’
_'Scpiﬁmbcr 24,71976.. A restraining order . issued ‘on; Decernber 9,
: 'EQ?S m:erruptcd xts cnforcemcnt for 49 days, but the Appca 5 Court__ o

L b\_.lrban Maryland and V:rgxma c:lurmgr the! permd ol
1987 (thc dast ‘year:for’ whlch dala were ava:lablc).’- o

o Fromih:: lecnoe Research Gmnp‘ Institute of Cnmmai]ust and Criminal: e
- Cogy  University-of Maryland.a¢ Cotlege Park, 2220 Lisfrak Hall, College: Park; .- - place-of ocurrence (w:thm the D;smct of Columbxa orinan ad_]a-_-
‘MD 2@742 8235, ‘where’ rcpnnl requests should be addn:ssc,d_- Br boﬁr nient mc{ropohtan arca), cause of death (hom)c;dc ar su)(:ldc} mode:.._

) The Hew Engtanﬁ Joumalof
: Downioaded fmm ne)m arg al GEORGE MASON UNW S
. Copynghi @. 199'1




abie 1 Mean Nurnbers of Homlcncles and Smmdes per. Month
coordmg fo durisdiction and Method, before and after the imple-
: mentauon of the District of Columbia Law. "

Frveeor F.\_m_m_v BEFORE THE

L AND.Locaion Law - CHANGE AFTER 'ng.s _L.AW*_' ._I-Sn‘un;c
.. S e oo 55 . %
“Homiclde |
"Dts“n"ic('o'fColumbia T L
‘Gun-related - 13 07 =33 048 258 —6T3
. Mon-gun-relsied S SR 0.36 " =4 =083
aryland ‘and Vlrgmia.f- P P ST
“Gun-related - TSNS 04035 =T e AT
“Non un—rela:ed 38 0.7 0.26 2300268
o Dlstm:_ Co _mbla e S R
Gun-refated "0 006 L T 00 17020 1 T=23
Noti-g Trclawd Sl A 4 —04 0 028 9
Matyland and’ Vlrgmia T e
L Gunielated o920 LT 045 2
- 0.49. PR 4

Non unr:tla(cd -_'9.9 AR B

'ltfexmce bclwecn the mean number uf Sauhnes ‘per month bcfol:c Ih: lmplemenm!mn of
- §mmmg lew and’ lhn: roean number aftey its. lmplcm:manun

AY s constituted.in'1967,% exclusive of the District ol Colum-

' Case 1 15 cv 02234 RJL Document 19 1 Flled 01/15/16 Page 111 of 332

_wdnd E965:5° through E969 in TCD-9- (IM); suicide by firearms {E955

_. ~and £950 throtgh E954 and E855 5 thfough £959-in 10 D0 GM)
. Unintentional deaths” (E922)and  deaths “caused by: firearms in’ o5
~whieh.the intent was unknown:{E980. through E989) were excluded

: by's cc;ﬁc types of ‘firearms, such as handguns, was'not possible .

i ':bcfbre ‘the: zmplementatlon of ‘the: law ‘and ‘135 ‘months thcreaftcr) X _.

L Qctober 1976,

_(ﬁrearrns o othcr means) “and month of occurrcncc Thc__-.-
{ métropolitan ‘areas ‘were’ithe, parts ‘of the Washmglon,.'. :
ryland~V1rg1ma Standard Mezropo!:tan StanisticaliArea

; pcmﬁcaily, this’ area mcluded Lhc cities of Aiexandrla Falrfax )

- .Staﬂshcai Ana!ys}s :

'sz.rmrz'_'(ICD 8) and Intzmatmnai Cia.rszﬁca!wn af .Dmam, 9:!: Rgm—_ o
sion; Clinieal Modﬁmtwn (ICD 9 CM) 78 Four, groups Were defined; -

i G__uﬁ—!icensing law

" Dec. 5, _.199-]: .. :
EBS.S 4.in ICD-9- CM) homlcnde by other means {E%O t%zrough
E964 and "E966 through E868 in: JCD-8, and EO60 through E964

“in’TCD-8 and £955.0 through £955.4in 1CD:9:CM); and suicidé b
other means (E950 through'E954 and E956 throygh E959in 1CD-8

o because the monthly frequencies were toolow for. mcamngful analy:"
U gts, Afurthcr reﬁnernant that would: havc classified deaths ascaused.

the:ICD-8 codes did nat- distinguish’ handguns from other .
“lnail czght separate 240-morith’time series {105:months

were analyzed. The ﬁrst momh aﬂer ihe law wcnt mta effect was.

“As a check. agamst posstb]c eﬁ'ccts of: changes in the populatmn

:':w: conduct'd 4 slmxlar :malysxs using annual mor:alny rates, For,
: is treated ‘as a state for. repomng i
ates from 1958 through:1987 for

oups (<5 5 through 19 20 through 44 45 through 64
cords.? i‘D:’
hc adjacent mctmpobtan areas populatlon estimate ccordmg o,
re: not available, but total popilation estimates for. 1968
obtalned fmm the:Census Bureau s 'Current Popu-.:
alues for'1969,.1978, and 1579 were: dnterpolated,
vel- cst:matcs wcrc not; gcneratcd by ‘the Ccnsu

'standardxzcd TAtES weTe calculatcd by the dlrect mcthod w;th the:
.:.populaaon of ‘the dlstrzct esumerated in-the 1970, census a3 th
- standard:*? Crudé rates were calcnlated for the surrounding metio- -
. politan areas “The-frst year after the law was xmplcmcntcd Lhat s
'mcluded in: thc annual analysss is 1977 R ; :

atis rences wcre based on’ two approaches Fzrst 1he'.
" observations were assufned to be independently sampled from the’
populat:ons m ihc DlStrlCt of Columbla bcforc and aftez’ the i

1968 1970 .. 1972 19747

The honzen!al hnes shdw the means before and aﬂer

- . Tl-e New Englana Joumal of Medacme Py
annioaded from riejm arg al GkDRGE MASON UNIVERSITY.on February 27, 2012 forp
. : - Sapyrighl 8 1@91 Massachuwﬂs Medlcal Squety Al

171980+ ¢ 1984 001986 . 1988

Year

Fsgure 1z Number of Hormc:c!es by F:rearms per Month 1 Washmgton D C I i
€ lmpiementahon of the gun inoensmg Iaw mdrcated by the ver’ncal Ime

se. only, Mo viher uses without permission,
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‘Gun-icensing faw 5

1978 704980 1982 1984 1986 1988

1970 1972 1974

1968

Year

; O Flgure 2. Number of Smcides by Flrearms per Momh in Washmgtors D C - :
The horlzonta! !mes show the means before and aﬂer the tmplemenlatron of tha gun-hcensmg Iaw, mdu:ated by the vemcaE Eme

lcmcnaatmn of the !aw' Accordmg 0 tlns modei the dlﬂ'crence be- Of 13 0 per month before the daw: was 1mpiemcntcd,
-lwecni-.thc mean monthly ratcs of fatallt:cs ‘is zm estimaie of the dechncd an of 9 7 per month thereaftcr (Flg

. the effect of i the Jaw); and - .i) L euin e L g : :
: of ihc dzﬂerences can be assesscé w:th the -

- clined froma mean of 2 6 per month te 2 0 per.] month
- {Figl 2). ‘When we used hoth’a samphng modet that
: assumed mdcpendcnt observatlons (Tabfc 1} and oneg’

the’ law wcnt mto cﬁ'ect were. statxstlcally mgmﬁc&nt
s Tepresenting. the effcct of ¢ - (P<0 001:for homlmdes and P ; _0 005 for sulades
ol n_addcd For 'each’ scru:s weconsidered Accordmgl :

models ‘in:which changé was abrupt and-permanent; gradualiand whi h th
P 'mancm_ or abrup% and {emporary PUAl: Lhesc analyses were . WHIC c

r the; naiysx_ of the data on . monthly frcqucncy, scrlal mrrela-
was mmlmai thcrc!bre, thc simple t-test statistics are présent- - o
4 For some of the anmial- mortahty rates; thereiwas cwdenceof a -~ 1.
] ""rciatwely strong: serial. ‘correlation - ‘amongthe’ obscrvatmns For’
i these 'seris, statistical /inferences arc based on'the ‘more ‘compiéx =7\
“"Box—Tizo models. Detaili'abeut the Box——T;ao csumates are ava)la-
'b]e clscwhere * AH P valucs are two- taxlcd G :

RESULTS

s In the Dismct of Columbxa lhc mean cquency of . _whzch wel i not subjcct to the change in gun reguia_._, e
R both suicides and ‘homicides by firearms de lined by . tlons dzd not havc dcchnes in. gun-related hormcxdes
" ““aboutone quarter in the period after thelaw went into DTN
-'eifcct (Tab ¢ l) Gun—relatcd homicxdes, i

o *See NAPS documeni o, 04909 for four pages of supplemenmry matenal
L -Order fmm NAPS «lo MlcroﬁChe Publicatlons P.O. Box 35 3G

; 'postage of H 50 (51 ?S for mzcroﬁahe poslage) Tbere is aSlS mvowmg chargc o
- _On all orders filled bcfore paym:nl . .

niy Naolherus%wuhaul parmxsslon L

Cupyr‘igh! @ ?99 AGM feserysd.
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" THE NEW ENGLAND JOURNAL OF MEDICINE .

- Gua-licensing law . 1

1968 1870. | 1972 1974 - 1978 'j

'-197'8 1980 19821984 1986 - 1988

: "_'.Flgure 3 Number of Homtcndes by Means Oihef than Flrearrns p Monih m _Washlngton B C :
The honzontal Imes show the means before and afte; the |mpiementatnon of the gun.llcensmg'iaw mdwated by the vemcal fine

ies of cases in Maryiand and Vnrgxma pro- -
fatalmcs _

nal cvxdencc that the dechne 1'_

can “lys1s of annual mortailty ratcs gave rcsuits

general pattern Eo those of the _analyms of .

means mcfeameci (P = 0082) and that of 5 1(:1des
:--by other neans d:d not change* (P 0 653)- 1

) '_"'.law Thr: reducttons wcre spec:ﬁc to fataimc involy-

il ..Order from NAPS. cio. Microfiche Publicatiops, P.0. Box-3513G, ‘Central

v . Station; New York, NY. i0163»3513 -Remit in advancc {in U 8 fonds prly)

" §7.75 or photocopms or $5 for.microfiche.>Outside’ the 4J'S.’ and Canada’ add

postage of $4.50'($1.75 for microfiche postage) Thcre is a$151 0ic gcha:ge N :

-~ on al! arders ﬁ)ied befom paymcnl

':gun law

*See NAPS docume.n: no. 049()9 for four pagcs Of supp!cmenmzy.matersal e _COlnCldcntai Changes In demog‘"aphlc ﬁCOI’lOmlC Clli-. i

me Mew [.ng tand Jouma of Madmne
Downloaded from nejm.org &% GEORGE MASDN uwvwsm' an Februayy 77, 2012 Fol pers

Capynghl © 1991 MaBAMedjlsTso

fic: and is unhkeiy to'be’ sm’lulated by

is unhi(ely_ ay hey wouid afftct only deaths 1nvolvmg:{ i
- guns and that ‘the: changcs would be hmm:d o the'

€ only No ‘afar uses w:thout perm\ss-cr'

: _Degl 5, 1991 R
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. 'Gu_n-licensing__ia_\qv. Lol

GUA9707 1972 - 4974 1976 1978 '.'-.:_-.19_130_; 7qgB2 . 1984 . 1986

Year

N determlned @ .klil but othcrs do so 0 y’ becau
is readlly avallabic ' :

des and suicides by. firearm; "wcre not - -
: 10 hanges in charac{cnstms of the res:df:nt popu~

to other causes cannot be attnbuted to a fa:lurc 10 .
u study thc appropnatc populanon : '

. 'data is the. wcapon chome theory devclop g by "Z1m— .
ring 2 Cook 2 and others. 2% According t i :
. -agsaults;: whcther agamst Uthers ‘orself- dlrccted va.ry -

- -_w1th respect to_intent -to kill. Somc are. character— i

'mus]y rcg1stcrcd handguns and did not'_ TR
& existing. guns:from ‘their owners: In--__. R

: ';whcrcas in othcrs thc mtcnuon is more ep:s
: _“ambwalemly motivated. I{ “the resolve is 3
...short-lived, the relative Frequcncy w1th; whic .a._pan bseryers argued that: ‘social. condmon

- licular type of weapon is.used will be influenced byits - high levels. of ‘criminal violence and fe
S avaliablllty 3 The kcy element in thc thcory is that_ L v:cam;zamon w'erc not aﬁ"ectcci and thai thcrc 'would

The-Hew Enqlanu Jou 5 ulMad cine T L
* Dowrioaded trom nejm.org a1 GEORGE MASON UNNERS\TY an-Fehryary. 27:2012, For parsona use oty No ins ses wihoul perml<slun L

Copyri .gm@isg@sﬁeus]iqiﬁjj:y Al nghis Haserveu_ L
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thus contmuc to be.a- hxgh 1evc1 of demand for 1E1c:gal_-' i
“guns. that could easily be supplied from neighboring "
Jurisdictions.**?® In. spite of these limitations, the law P
reduced. gun—rc}atcc{ suicides and homicides. substan-.' o
tlally'and abruptly.. Becausé people volin arlly dis- -
.guns or altered their: pattems of storage and

r_that in the dastnct ‘asin many othcr:'
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ERAL COUNQ,EL
y _Coiumbza i
e W, Sulte§

OFFICE OF THE (
. S0 Cownel of the D
: 13‘50 Pennsylvania’ A
) Washmg’ttm DC: 20004
i (202} 724 8026

S 'FROM
| | ..November--25 '.
- RE . ':'E_..Legal sufﬁele ermination § .(.)I."Blli 20~930, the

e '.-_:'Llcense to Carry a P ndment Act of 2014

" The measure 1?. legally and techmcaﬁyeufﬁment for Councﬂ

e ;:Bﬂl 20 93{) amends the Flrearm Control Reguiamons Act of 1975 effectlve : o
'-.'_'.__September 24, 1976 (D C Law 1 85 D C Offzmal Code § 7 2501 01 et e

T seq) to

' "'(1) Permit a person to reglster a ﬁrearm for self defense 1n the1r T IR TR
- home 01" place of busmess L . S

: (2) Prov1de Freedom of Informatmn Act exceptlons for records
- regardmg 1nd1v1dua15, who have apphed for, recewed or had
revoked a pzstol reg}stratlon or hcense ’ro carry a concealed
p1st01 : :

- '_(3) Estabhsh apphcatmn requzrements for a hcense ’co carry a-
* concealed pistol, mc]udlng requirements. for: completion of a -
fmearms trammg course and range tr 'nmg, : )

(4} Prov1de that a hcense to carry a conceaied pastoi shali expuﬂe 2 PR
- years after the date of i issuance and set forth reqmrements for RIS
renewal of the hcenee : S SR

-_--_.'._:(5) Provide for. summary revocatmn suspensmn end permanent s
' revocatlon of a hcense to carry a concealed pzs’rol '

L _(6) Prohabl‘f the carrymg _of a conceaied plstoi whlle nnpazred

A Under eurrent an a person may onIy reglster a ﬁrear e_r-use of self &_efense in:
that pereon s heme See D C: Ofﬁczai Cede § 7 2502 O2(a)(4)(C) s
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LSD for Blll 20 930
Page 2 of 2

(7) Estabheh prohlbltmns on carrymg a concealed plstol in specnfied T

~locations, including District bulldmgs hospﬁals penal Sl

' msmtumone pubhc tranepor tion Vehiclee and metro stat10ns i

L and’ premises licensed as a tavern or mghtclub andin specxfzed
R mrcumstances mcludmg circumstances in which a property -

o OWNer or. rellglous place of wersh1pjhas not expressly allowed

R ".'the carrymg of a concealed _p1stol and S

LN (8) Estabheh the' onceale{l Pl‘}tﬂl Lmensmg Rewew Board to hear
e .--appeals from a denial of an app renewa plicatic e
© . to carry a concealed plstol summat ] : 'str;chon Lt
. onthe hcense to carrya concealed plstol or permanent A

. revocatwn of a hcenee to carry' .concealed plstol and to o

(9) Seﬁ fOrﬁh pena—ltles I

B1ll 20 980 aleo makes conformmg amendments _' SR

' r"'I arn waﬂable 1f you have any questmns
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Abstract

For over a decade, there has been a spirited academic debate over the impact on crime of laws that grant citizens the
presumptive right to carry concealed handguns in public — so-called right-to-carry (RTC) laws. In 2004, the
National Research Council (NRC) offered a critical evaluation of the “More Guns, Less Crime” hypothesis using
county-level crime data for the period 1977-2000. 15 of the 16 academic members of the NRC panel essentially
concluded that the existing research was inadequate to conclude that RTC laws increased or decreased crime. One
member of the panel thought the NRC's panel data regressions showed that RTC laws decreased murder, but the
other 15 responded by saying that “the scientific evidence does not support” that position.

We evaluate the NRC evidence, and improve and expand on the report’s county data analysis by analyzing an
additional six years of county data as well as state panel data for the period 1979-2010. We also present evidence
using both a more plausible version of the Lott and Mustard specification, as well as our own preferred specification
(which, unlike the Lott and Mustard model presented in the NRC report, does control for rates of incarceration and
police). While we have considerable sympathy with the NRC’s majority view about the difficulty of drawing
conclusions from simple panel data models and re-affirm its finding that the conclusion of the dissenting panel
member that RTC laws reduce murder has no statistical support, we disagree with the NRC report’s judgment on
one methodological point: the NRC report states that cluster adjustments to correct for serial correlation are not
needed in these panel data regressions, but our randomization tests show that without such adjustments the Type 1
error soars to 22 - 73 percent.

Our paper highlights some important questions to consider when using panel data methods to resolve questions of
law and policy effectiveness. We buttress the NRC’s cautious conclusion regarding the effects of RTC laws by
showing how sensitive the estimated impact of RTC laws is to different data periods, the use of state versus county
data, particular specifications (especially the Lott-Mustard inclusion of 36 highly collinear demographic variables),
and the decision to control for state trends.

Across the basic seven Index I crime categories, the strongest evidence of a statistically significant effect would be
for aggravated assault, with 11 of 28 estimates suggesting that RTC laws increase this crime at the .10 confidence
level. An omitted variable bias test on our preferred Table 8a results suggests that our estimated 8 percent increase
in aggravated assaults from RTC laws may understate the true harmful impact of RTC laws on aggravated assault,
which may explain why this finding is only significant at the .10 level in many of our models. Our analysis of the
year-by-year impact of RTC laws also suggests that RTC laws increase aggravated assaults. Our analysis of
admittedly imperfect gun aggravated assaults provides suggestive evidence that RTC laws may be associated with
large increases in this crime, perhaps increasing such gun assaults by almost 33 percent.

In addition to aggravated assault, the most plausible state models conducted over the entire 1979-2010 period
provide evidence that RTC laws increase rape and robbery (but usually only at the .10 level). In contrast, for the
period from 1999-2010 (which seeks to remove the confounding influence of the crack cocaine epidemic), the
preferred state model (for those who accept the Wolfers proposition that one should not control for state trends)
yields statistically significant evidence for only one crime -- suggesting that RTC laws increase the rate of murder at
the .05 significance level. It will be worth exploring whether other methodological approaches and/or additional
years of data will confirm the results of this panel-data analysis and clarify some of the highly sensitive results and
anomalies (such as the occasional estimates that RTC laws lead to higher rates of property crime) that have plagued
this inquiry for over a decade.

Keywords: Crime control, econometric methodology, right-to-carry legislation, model sensitivity
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1. Introduction

The debate on the impact of “shall-issue” or “right-to-carry” (RTC) concealed handgun
laws on crime—which has now raged on for over a decade—is a prime example of the many
difficulties and pitfalls that await those who try to use observational data to estimate the effects
of changes in law or policy.” John Lott and David Mustard initiated the "More Guns, Less
Crime" discussion with their widely cited 1997 paper arguing that the adoption of RTC laws has
played a major role in reducing violent crime. However, as Ayres and Donohue (2003a) note,
Lott and Mustard’s period of analysis ended just before the extraordinary crime drop of the
1990s. They concluded that extending Lott and Mustard’s dataset beyond 1992 undermined the
“More Guns, Less Crime” (MGLC) hypothesis. Other studies have raised further doubts about
the claimed benefits of RTC laws (for example, see Black and Nagin, 1997 and Ludwig, 1998).

But even as the empirical support for the Lott and Mustard thesis was weakening, its
political impact was growing. Legislators continued to cite this work in support of their votes on
behalf of RTC laws, and the “More Guns, Less Crime” claim has been invoked often in support
of ensuring a personal right to have handguns under the Second Amendment. In the face of this
scholarly and political ferment, in 2003, the National Research Council (NRC) convened a
committee of top experts in criminology, statistics, and economics to evaluate the existing data in
hopes of reconciling the various methodologies and findings concerning the relationship between
firearms and violence, of which the impact of RTC laws was a single, but important, issue. With
so much talent on board, it seemed reasonable to expect that the committee would reach a
decisive conclusion on this topic and put the debate to rest.

The bulk of the NRC report on firearms, which was finally issued in 2004, was

uncontroversial. The chapter on RTC laws was anything but. Citing the extreme sensitivity of

2 The term “RTC laws” is used interchangeably with “shall-issue laws” in the guns and crime literature.
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point estimates to various panel data model specifications, the NRC report failed to narrow the
domain of uncertainty about the effects of RTC laws. Indeed, it may have increased it.
However, while the NRC report concluded there was no reliable statistical support for the “More
Guns, Less Crime” hypothesis, the vote was not unanimous. One dissenting committee member
argued that the committee's own estimates revealed that RTC laws did in fact reduce the rate of
murder. Conversely, a different member went even further than the majority’s opinion by
doubting that any econometric evaluation could illuminate the impact of RTC laws owing to
model specification and endogeneity issues.

Given the prestige of the committee and the conflicting assessments of both the
substantive issue of RTC laws' impact and the suitability of empirical methods for evaluating
such laws, a reassessment of the NRC’s report would be useful for researchers seeking to
estimate the impact of other legal and policy interventions. Our systematic review of the NRC's
evidence—its approach and findings—also provides important lessons on the perils of using
traditional observational methods to elucidate the impact of legislation. To be clear, our intent is
not to provide what the NRC panel could not—that is, the final word on how RTC laws impact
crime. Rather, we show how fragile panel data evidence can be, and how a number of issues
must be carefully considered when relying on these methods to study politically and socially
explosive topics with direct policy implications.

The outline of this paper is as follows. Section II offers background on the debate over
RTC laws, and Section III describes relevant aspects of the NRC report in depth. Section IV
discusses how the NRC majority presented some panel data models based on the Lott and
Mustard specification in support of the conclusion that one could not reach a definitive

conclusion about the impact of RTC laws. While this conclusion was correct, the models
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contained an array of errors that opened the door for the Wilson dissent to argue that RTC laws
reduce murder. We discuss these errors in depth and show that Wilson would have been unable
to make his dissent if the errors in the presented models (and standard error calculations) had
been corrected.

Sections V and VI explore two key econometric issues in evaluating RTC laws—whether
to control for state-specific trends (which the NRC panel did not address) and whether to adjust
standard errors to account for serial or within-group correlation (we show that the NRC report
was in error when it concluded such adjustment was not needed). Section VII extends the
analysis through 2006, and Section VIII offers improvements to the NRC model by revising the
regression specification in accordance with past research on crime. Section IX discusses the
issue of whether the impact of RTC laws can be better estimated using county- or state-level
data. Section X delves further into the issue of omitted variable bias in assessing the impact of
RTC laws, and in particular, how the difficult-to-measure effect of the crack epidemic may
influence our estimates. Section XI offers concluding comments on the current state of the
research on RTC laws, the difficulties in ascertaining the causal effects of legal interventions,
and the dangers that exist when policy-makers can simply pick their preferred study from among

a wide array of conflicting estimates.

II. Background on the Debate

In a widely-discussed 1997 paper, “Crime, Deterrence, and Right-to-Carry Concealed
Handguns,” John Lott and David Mustard (1997) argued, based on a panel-data analysis, that
right-to-carry laws were a primary driving force behind falling rates of violent crime. Lott and

Mustard used county-level crime data (including county and year fixed effects, as well as a set of
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control variables) to estimate the impact of RTC laws on crime rates over the time period 1977-
1992. In essence, Lott and Mustard’s empirical approach was designed to identify the effect of
RTC laws on crime in the ten states that adopted them during this time period. Using a standard
difference-in-difference model, the change in crime in RTC regions is compared with the change
in crime in non-RTC regions. The implicit assumption is that the controls included in the
regression will explain other movements in crime across states, and the remaining differences in
crime levels can be attributed to the presence or absence of the RTC laws.

Lott and Mustard estimated two distinct difference-in-difference-type models to test the
impact of RTC laws: a dummy variable model and a trend, or “spline,” model.> The “dummy
model" tests whether the average crime level in the pre-passage period is statistically different
from the post-passage crime level (after controlling for other factors). The “spline model”
measures whether crime trends are altered by the adoption of RTC laws. Lott and Mustard noted
that the spline approach would be superior if the intervention caused a reversal in a rising crime
rate. Such a reversal could be obscured in a dummy variable model that only estimates the
average change in crime between the pre- and post-passage periods. An effective RTC law might
show no effect in the dummy model if the rise in the pre-passage crime rate and the fall in the

post-passage rate were to leave the average “before” and “after” crime levels the same.

3 In Lott’s “dummy model” specification, RTC laws are modeled as a dummy variable which takes on a value of
one in the first full year after passage and retains that value thereafter (since no state has repealed its RTC law once
adopted). In Lott’s "trend model," RTC laws are modeled as a spline variable indicating the number of years post-
passage. In prior work, including previous drafts of this article, we had followed this specification choice. But this
approach adds noise to this key RTC variable because of heterogeneity across states in the effective dates of RTC
laws. Accordingly, we decided to modify our approach to these laws in the most recent version of this paper to
more precisely model the impact of the RTC laws based on the actual effective dates of these statutes. Using the
text of relevant statutes and information on the court cases that challenged them, we determined the exact date when
each state’s RTC law took effect. (A more precise description of what was involved in this process can be found in
Footnote 17.) Our “dummy model” specification uses a variable that takes a value of one for every full year after
each law takes effect and is equal to the fraction of the year that the law is in effect the first year it is implemented.
Similarly, our “trend model” specification uses a spline variable indicating the number of years post-passage which
takes into account the portion of the year the law was initially implemented.
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In both regression models, Lott and Mustard included only a single other criminal justice
explanatory variable -- county-level arrest rates -- plus controls for county population, population
density, income, and thirty-six(!) categories of demographic composition. As we will discuss
shortly, we believe that many criminological researchers would be concerned about the absence
of important explanatory factors such as the incarceration rate and the level of police force.

Lott and Mustard’s results seemed to support the contention that laws allowing the carry
of concealed handguns lead to less crime. Their estimates suggested that murder, rape,
aggravated assault, and overall violent crime fell by 4 to 7 percent following the passage of RTC
laws. In contrast, property crime rates (auto theft, burglary, and larceny) were estimated to have
increased by 2 to 9 percent. Lott and Mustard thus concluded that criminals respond to RTC
laws by substituting violent crime with property crime to reduce the risk that they would be shot
(since, according to them, victims are more often absent during the commission of a property
crime). They also found that the MGLC contention was strengthened by the trend analysis,
which ostensibly suggested significant decreases in murder, rape, and robbery (but no significant
increases in property crime).

From this evidence, Lott and Mustard (1997) concluded that permissive gun-carrying
laws deter violent crimes more effectively than any other crime reduction policy: “concealed
handguns are the most cost-effective method of reducing crime thus far analyzed by economists,
providing a higher return than increased law enforcement or incarceration, other private security
devices, or social programs like early education.” They went even further by claiming that had
remaining non-RTC states enacted such legislation, over 1,400 murders and 4,100 rapes would
have been avoided nationwide, and that each new handgun permit would reduce victim losses by

up to $5,000.
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A. The Far-Reaching Impact of “More Guns, Less Crime”

The first "More Guns, Less Crime" paper and Lott’s subsequent research (and pro-gun
advocacy) have had a major impact in the policy realm. Over the past decade, politicians as well
as interest groups such as the National Rifle Association have continually trumpeted the results
of this empirical study to oppose gun control efforts and promote less restrictive gun-carrying
laws. Lott has repeatedly invoked his own research to advocate for the passage of state-level
concealed-carry gun laws, testifying on the purported safety benefits of RTC laws in front of
several state legislatures, including Nebraska, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin (Ayres
and Donohue 2003a).

The impact of the Lott-Mustard paper can also be seen at the federal level. In 1997, ex-
Senator Larry Craig (R-Idaho) introduced the Personal Safety and Community Protection Act
with Lott’s research as supporting evidence. This bill was designed to allow state nonresidents
with valid handgun permits in their home state to possess concealed firearms (former football
athlete Plaxico Burress sought to invoke this defense when he accidentally shot himself in a
Manhattan nightclub with a gun for which he had obtained a Florida permit). According to
Craig, Lott’s work confirmed that positive externalities of gun-carrying would result in two
ways: by affording protection for law-abiding citizens during criminal acts, and by deterring
potential criminals from ever committing offenses for fear of encountering an armed response.*
Clearly, Lott’s work has provided academic cover for policymakers and advocates seeking to
justify the view—on public safety grounds—that the 2" Amendment conferred a private right to

possess handguns.

4143 CONG. REC. S5109 (daily ed. May 23, 1997) (statement of Sen. Craig). The bill was again introduced in
2000 by Congressman Cliff Stearns (R-Florida), who also cited Lott’s work. 146 CONG. REC. H2658 (daily ed.
May 9) 2000) (statement of Rep. Stearns).

Indeed, this proposed legislation, now derisively referred to as “Plaxico’s Law,” is a perennial favorite of the NRA
and frequently introduced by supportive members of Congress (Collins 2009).
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B. Questioning “More Guns, Less Crime”

Immediately after the publication of the Lott-Mustard paper, scholars started raising
serious questions about the theoretical and empirical validity of the “More Guns, Less Crime”
hypothesis. For example, Zimring and Hawkins (1997) claimed that the comparison of crime
between RTC and non-RTC states is inherently misleading because of factors such as
deprivation, drugs, and gang activity, which vary significantly across gun-friendly and non-gun-
friendly states (and are often difficult to quantify). To the extent that the relatively better crime
performance seen in shall-issue states during the late 1980s and early 1990s was the product of
these other factors, researchers may be obtaining biased impact estimates. Underscoring this
point, Ayres and Donohue (2003a) pointed out that crime rose across the board from 1985 to
1992, and most dramatically in non-RTC states. Since the data set used in Lott and Mustard
(1997) ended in 1992, it could not capture the most dramatic reversal in crime in American
history.

Figures 1-7 depict the trends of violent and property crimes over the period 1970-2010.
For each of the seven crimes, we calculate average annual crime rates for four groupings of
states: non-RTC states (those states that had not passed RTC laws by 2006), states that adopted
RTC laws over the period 1985-1988 (“early adopters”), those that adopted RTC laws over the
period 1989-1991 (“mid-adopters”), and those that adopted RTC laws over the period 1994-1996
(“late adopters”). The crime rate shown for each group is a within-group average, weighted by
population. The figures corroborate Ayres and Donohue’s point: crime rates declined sharply
across the board beginning in 1992. In fact, there was a steady upward trend in crime rates in the
years leading up to 1992, most distinctly for rape and aggravated assault. Moreover, the average

crime rates in non-RTC states seemed to have dropped even more drastically than those in RTC
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states, which suggests that crime-reducing factors other than RTC laws were at work.
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Figure 1:

Figure 2:
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Figure 3:

Figure 4:
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Figure 5:

Figure 6:
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Figure 7:

Ayres and Donohue (2003a) also recommended the use of a more general model, referred
to as the “hybrid model,” which essentially combined the dummy variable and spline models, to
measure the immediate and long-run impact of RTC laws on crime. Since the hybrid model
nests both the dummy and spline models, one can estimate the hybrid and generate either of the
other models as a special case (depending on what the data show). This exercise seemed to
weaken the MGLC claim. Their analysis of the county data set from 1977-1997 using the Lott-
Mustard specification (revised to measure state-specific effects) indicated that RTC laws across
all states raised total crime costs by as much as $524 million.

Just as Lott had identified a potential problem with the dummy model (it might understate
a true effect if crime followed either a V-shaped or inverted V-shaped pattern), there is a
potential problem with models (such as the spline and the hybrid models) that estimate a post-

passage linear trend. Early adopters of RTC laws have a far more pronounced impact on the

14
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trend estimates of RTC laws than later adopters, since there may only be a few years of post-
passage data available for a state that adopts RTC laws close to the end of the data period. If
those early adopters were unrepresentative of low crime states, then the final years of the spline
estimate would suggest a dramatic drop in crime, not because crime had in fact fallen in adopting
states, but because the more representative states had dropped out of the estimate (since there
would be no post-passage data after, say, three years for a state that had adopted the RTC law
only three years earlier, but there would be such data for Maine and Indiana, which were the
earliest RTC adopters). We recognize that each model has limitations, and present the results of

all three in our tables below.’

I11. Findings of the National Research Council

The sharply conflicting academic assessments of RTC laws specifically and the impact of
firearms more generally, not to mention the heightened political salience of gun issues, prompted
the National Research Council to impanel a committee of experts to critically review the entire
range of research on the relationships between guns and violence. The blue-chip committee,
which included prominent scholars such as sociologist Charles Wellford (the committee chair),
political scientist James Q. Wilson, and economists Joel Horowitz, Joel Waldfogel, and Steven
Levitt, issued its wide ranging report in 2004.

While the members of the panel agreed on the major issues discussed in eight of the nine
chapters of the NRC report, the single chapter devoted to exploring the causal effects of RTC

laws on crime proved to be quite contentious. After reviewing the existing (and conflicting)

5We note that in the latest version of his book, Lott (2010) criticizes the hybrid model, but he fails to appreciate that
the problem with the hybrid model —and with the spline model he prefers—is that they both yield estimates that are
inappropriately tilted down as the more representative states drop out of the later years, which drive the post-passage
trend estimates. An apples to apples comparison that included the identical states to estimate the post-passage trend
would not suggest a negative slope. This is clear in Figure 1 and Table 1 of Ayres and Donohue (2003a).

15
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literature and undertaking their own evaluation of Lott’s county-level crime data, 15 of the 16
academic members of the committee concluded that the data provided no reliable and robust
support for the Lott-Mustard contention. In fact, they believed the data could not support any
policy-relevant conclusion. In addition, they claimed they could not estimate the true impact of
these laws on crime because: (1) the empirical results were imprecise and highly sensitive to
changes in model specification, and (2) the estimates were not robust when the data period was
extended eight years beyond the original analysis (through 2000), a period during which a large
number of states adopted the law.

A. The NRC Presents Two Sets of Estimates of the Impact of RTC Laws

One can get an inkling of the NRC majority’s concern about model sensitivity by
examining Table 1 below, which reports estimates from the NRC report on the impact of RTC
laws on seven crimes. The Table 1b estimates are based on the Lott and Mustard (1997) dummy
and spline models using county data for the period 1977-2000 with the full set of Lott and
Mustard controls. The Table 1a estimates use the same data but provide a more sparse
specification that drops the Lott and Mustard controls and provides estimates with no covariates
other than year and county fixed effects. The vastly different results produced by these different
models gave the majority considerable pause. For example, if one believed the dummy model in
Table 1b, then RTC laws considerably increased aggravated assault and robbery, while the
spline model in Table 1b suggested RTC laws decreased the rate of both of these crimes. Noting
that the RTC impact estimates disagreed across their two models (dummy and spline) for six of
the seven crime categories, the NRC report concluded that there was no reliable scientific

support for the more guns, less crime thesis.
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Table 1
Table 1a°
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — Published NRC Estimates — No Controls, All Crimes, County Data, 1977-2000
All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: -1.95 17.91%** 12.34%** 19.99%%* 23 33%** 19 (6***k 2D 58F**
(1.48) (1.39) (0.90) (1.21) (0.85) (0.61) (0.59)
Spline Model: 0.12 2. 1 7Hk* -0.65%** -0.88%** () 57H** -1.99%** -0.71%**
(0.32) (0.30) (0.20) (0.26) (0.19) (0.13) (0.13)

Table 1b’
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — Published NRC Estimates — Lott-Mustard Controls, All Crimes, County Data 1977-2000

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: | -8.33%%* -0.16 3.05%** 3.59%** 12.74%%%  6.19%** 12.40%**
(1.05) (0.83) (0.80) (0.90) (0.78) (0.57) (0.55)
Spline Model: D.03%%* .81 HE* 1.9 %% D 5Qkk -0.49%%* D13 -(.73 ks
(0.26) (0.20) (0.20) (0.22) (0.19) (0.14) (0.13)

Interestingly, the conflicting estimates of Table 1 also led to substantial intra-panel
dissention, with two members of the Committee writing separately from the NRC's majority
evaluation of RTC laws. One sought to refute the majority’s skepticism, and one sought to
reinforce it. Noted political scientist James Q. Wilson offered the lone dissent to the Committee’s
report, claiming that Lott and Mustard’s “More Guns, Less Crime” finding actually held up

under the panel’s reanalysis. Specifically, Wilson rejected the majority’s interpretation of the

SEstimations include year and county fixed effects, and are weighted by county population. Standard errors are in
parentheses below estimations. Robust standard errors are not used in the published NRC estimates. * Significant at
10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%. Throughout this paper, the standard errors appear just below the
corresponding parameter estimate.

7 Estimations include year and county fixed effects, and are weighted by county population. Standard errors are
provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. Robust standard errors are not used in the published NRC
estimates. The control variables (adopted from the Lott-Mustard model) include: arrest rate, county population,
population density, per capita income measures, and 36 demographic composition measures indicating the
percentage of the population belonging to a race-age-gender group. * Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; ***
Significant at 1%.
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regression estimates seen in Table 1. Although the majority saw sharp conflicts in the Table 1b
results between the dummy and spline models, Wilson was impressed that for one of the seven
crimes -- murder -- the dummy and spline models of Table 1b generated estimates that
seemingly suggested there were statistically significant drops in crime associated with RTC laws.
This agreement in the Table 1b murder estimates led him to heartily endorse the "More Guns,
Less Crime" view. Indeed, after dismissing papers that had cast doubt on the MGLC hypothesis
(such as Black and Nagin, 1998) on the grounds that they were “controversial,” Wilson
concluded: “I find the evidence presented by Lott and his supporters suggests that RTC laws do
in fact help drive down the murder rate, though their effect on other crimes is ambiguous” (NRC
Report, p. 271.).

The Committee penned a response to Wilson’s dissent (separate from its overall
evaluation of RTC legislation), which stressed that the only disagreement between the majority
and Wilson (throughout the entire volume on gun issues) concerned the impact of RTC laws on
murder. They noted that, while there were a number of negative estimates for murder using the
Lott-Mustard approach, there were also several positive estimates that could not be overlooked.
In addition, as the NRC panel noted, even the results for murder failed to support the MGLC
contention when restricting the period of analysis to five years or less after law adoption.® The
important task was to try to reconcile these contradictions—and the panel majority believed that
was not possible using the existing data.

Committee member (and noted econometrician) Joel Horowitz was the ardent skeptic,
and not without merit. Horowitz joined the refutation of Wilson but also authored his own

appendix discussing at length the difficulties of measuring the impact of RTC laws on crime

8 The importance of this restriction on the post-passage data was mentioned earlier: as states dropped out of the
post-passage data, the estimated impact of RTC laws became badly biased (since one was no longer deriving the
estimated effect from a uniform set of states).
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using observational rather than experimental data.” He began by addressing a number of flaws in
the panel-data approach. First, if factors other than the adoption of the RTC law change but are
not controlled for in the model, then the resulting estimates would not effectively isolate the
impact of the law (we demonstrate the likelihood of this possibility in Section X below).
Second, if crime increases before the adoption of the law at the same rate it decreases after
adoption, then a measured zero-difference would be misleading. The same problem arises for
multiyear averages. Third, the adoption of RTC laws may be a response to crime waves. If such
an endogeneity issue exists, the difference in crime rates may merely reflect these crime waves
rather than the effect of the laws. Lastly, as even Lott (2000) found in his data, RTC states differ
noticeably from non-RTC states (e.g., RTC states are mainly Republican and had low but rising
rates of crime). It would not be surprising if these distinctive attributes influence the measured
effect of RTC laws. In this event, looking at the impact of RTC laws in current RTC states may
not be useful for predicting the likely result if these laws were adopted in very different states.
Ideally, states would be randomly selected to adopt RTC laws, thereby eliminating the
systematic differences between RTC states and non-RTC states. In the absence of such
randomization, researchers introduce controls to try to account for these differences, which
generates debate over which set of controls is appropriate. Lott (2000) defended his model by
claiming that it included “the most comprehensive set of control variables yet used in a study of
crime” (p. 153). But Horowitz was unimpressed by Lott’s claim, noting that it is possible to
control for too many variables — or too few. He pointed out that Donohue (2003) found a
significant relationship between crime and future adoption of RTC legislation, suggesting the

likelihood of omitted variable bias and/or the endogenous adoption of the laws. Horowitz

9 While his chapter is directed at the analysis of RTC laws, Horowitz's comments applied to an array of empirical
studies of policy that were discussed throughout the entire NRC volume.
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concluded by noting that there is no test that can determine the right set of controls: “it is not
possible to carry out an empirical test of whether a proposed set of X variables is the correct
one...it is largely a matter of opinion which set [of controls] to use” (NRC Report, p. 307).
Noting the likelihood of misspecification in the evaluation of RTC laws, and that estimates
obtained from a misspecified model can be highly misleading, he concluded that there was little
hope of reaching a scientifically supported conclusion based on the Lott-Mustard/NRC model (or
any other)."’

B. The Serious Need for Reassessment

The story thus far has been discouraging for those hoping for illumination of the impact
of legislation through econometric analysis. If the NRC majority is right, then years of
observational work by numerous researchers, topped off with a multi-year assessment of the data
by a panel of top scholars, were not enough to pin down the actual impact of RTC laws. If
Horowitz is right, then the entire effort to estimate the impact of state right-to-carry policies from
observational data is doomed. Indeed, there may be simply too much that researchers do not
know about the proper structure of econometric models of crime. Notably, however, the
majority did not join Horowitz in the broad condemnation of all observational
microeconometrics for the study of this topic. Perhaps a model that better accounts for all
relevant, exogenous, crime-influencing factors and secular crime trends could properly discern
the effects of RTC laws — whether supporting or refuting the Wilson conclusion that RTC laws
reduce murder. On the other hand, an examination of additional models might only serve to

strengthen the NRC majority conclusion that the models generated estimates that were too

10 Note that this nihilistic conclusion was very close to that found by a more recent NRC report investigating the
deterrent effect of the death penalty. Daniel S. Nagin and John V. Pepper, editors, Deterrence and the Death Penalty
(2012). This recent NRC report reviewed 30 years of studies on this deterrence question and found the entire
literature to be "uninformative."
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variable to provide clear insight into the effect of RTC laws on crime.
IV. Panel Data Estimates in the NRC Report

Previous research on guns and crime has shown how data and methodological flaws can
produce inaccurate conclusions. In a follow-up to their initial 2003 Stanford Law Review paper,
Ayres and Donohue (2003b) demonstrated how coding errors can yield inaccurate and
misleading estimates of the effect of RTC laws on crime. Commenting on a study in support of
the MGLC premise by Florenz Plassman and John Whitley (2003), Ayres and Donohue (2003b)
described numerous coding flaws. After correcting these errors, the existing evidence supporting
the “More Guns, Less Crime” hypothesis evaporated.

A. The NRC’s Panel-Data Models

Since the NRC panel based their reported estimates on data provided by John Lott, we
thought it prudent to carefully examine the NRC committee’s own estimates. With the help of
the NRC committee members who provided the NRC 1977-2000 county data set, we were
ultimately able to generate the NRC panel data estimates.'' Once we fully understood the way in
which these NRC estimates were generated (shown in Table 1 above), it became clear that the
NRC report presented estimates that essentially had three flaws: 1) the specification (used by
Lott and Mustard) was problematic in a number of dimensions; 2) the standard errors were
incorrect in two ways, both of which made the results appear more significant than they were;
and 3) there were some errors in the data, which had been supplied by Lott.

Given the NRC majority conclusion that the Lott and Mustard thesis was not supported

by the data, it was a reasonable choice to simply take the Lott and Mustard data and

11 The initial published version of this article -- Aneja, Donohue, and Zhang (2011) -- noted that we had originally
failed to replicate the NRC results, with our efforts complicated because the Committee had misplaced the do files
that generated the NRC estimates. After publication, we were informed of the precise specification the NRC had
employed, which did generate the published NRC estimates (although these estimates are flawed in the manner
described in the text).
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specifications and adhere to their method of computing standard errors. In essence, the NRC
majority was shrewdly saying, “Even if we fully accept everything that Lott and Mustard have
argued for, we still find no support for their conclusion.” The only problem with the NRC
majority approach, though, was that presenting the estimates in Table 1b above opened the door
for James Q. Wilson to argue that some support for RTC laws could be gleaned from the
ostensibly conflicting evidence.

Wilson’s claim, once again, was that Table 1b spoke with clarity, albeit on only one
point. He conceded that the Lott and Mustard dummy and spline estimates conflicted for six of
the seven crime categories, but since they both showed statistically significant reductions in
murder, Wilson claimed that the murder finding was robust and he concluded that RTC laws
save lives. The NRC majority responded that Table 1a did not similarly suggest that RTC laws
reduced murder but Wilson swatted that response aside by saying that a model with no covariates
would not be as persuasive as the Table 1b models with covariates. The NRC majority could
have countered Wilson’s claim far more effectively if they had simply shown that the Lott and
Mustard model was highly assailable and greatly underestimated its standard errors. Indeed,
nothing would have been left standing for Wilson to construct a positive story of RTC laws if the
NRC majority had simply calculated the correct standard errors for the Table 1b models, since
doing so would have eliminated any claim that the RTC laws generated a statistically significant
reduction in murder or any other crime.

B. Problems with the Lott and Mustard Models and Data Published in the NRC Report

Our goal in this section is to improve on the estimates presented in the NRC report (Table
1 above) by correcting what we consider to be clear errors in the Lott and Mustard specification,

data, and standard errors. Thus, we began by constructing our own county-level data set, which
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we will refer to as the "Updated 2013 Data Set." We create the same variables found in Lott’s
data—crime rates, demographic composition, arrest rates, income, population, and population
density—and extend our new set to 2006 (the NRC data ended in 2000).'* This data extension
will also provide us an opportunity to explore how the NRC’s results are affected when using
more current data. As we will see in Section VII, the additional years of data will also enable us
to estimate the effect of six additional state adoptions of RTC laws not present in the NRC
analysis: Michigan (2001), Colorado (2003), Minnesota (2003), Missouri (2004), New Mexico
(2004), and Ohio (2004)."

We obtained our county crime data from the University of Michigan’s Interuniversity
Consortium for Political and Social Research, which maintains the most comprehensive
collection of UCR data. Unfortunately, county-level crime data for 1993 is currently
unavailable. The National Archive of Criminal Justice Data recently discovered an error in the
crime data imputation procedure for 1993 and for this reason, has made 1993 data inaccessible
until the error has been corrected. Thus, for all of the following tables with estimates using our
updated county data, we are missing values for 1993.

In Table 2, we will replicate and extend the Table 1 NRC estimates correcting for three
errors: 1) some data errors that were transmitted to the NRC when they used the Lott county
data set; 2) a clear specification error in the arrest rate controls; and 3) the failure to use both
robust and clustered standard errors. We also modify the RTC variables used in this analysis to
take into account additional information that we have gathered on the effective dates of these

laws.

12 We also add 0.1 to all zero crime values before taking the natural log in our county-level data set, as the NRC
did.

13 Kansas and Nebraska adopted RTC laws which took effect in 2007, which is too late to be captured in our
analysis. A more complete explanation of how these years were determined can be found in Footnote 17 and
Appendix G.
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1. The Lott Data Errors Used in the NRC Estimates

In our original efforts at trying to replicate the NRC estimates derived from their Lott
data set, we discovered a number of small errors in that data set.'* First, Philadelphia’s year of
adoption is coded incorrectly—as 1989 instead of 1995. Second, Idaho’s year of adoption is
coded incorrectly—as 1991 instead of 1990. Third, the area variable, which is used to compute
county density, has missing data for years 1999 and 2000. Fourth, we determined that the NRC
data set was missing all county identifiers for 1999 and 2000, which meant that that both these
years were dropped for the NRC estimates depicted in Table 1. Our analysis corrects all these
errors.

2. Lott and Mustard’s Erroneous Arrest Rate Variables

Since the NRC report followed the Lott-Mustard specification, the regressions it
presented (which we reproduce in Table 1) used arrest rates as the sole criminal justice control
variable in estimating the effect of RTC laws. Although we have already noted Lott’s claim that
his is “the most comprehensive set of control variables yet used in a study of crime,” in fact, the
Lott and Mustard model omits controls for police and incarceration, which many studies -- e.g.,
Kovandzic, Vieraitis, and Boots, (2009) -- have found to be key influences on crime (we will re-
introduce those variables in Section VIII).

Lott and Mustard's use of the arrest rate variables is not a good modeling choice in

general, and the particular approach that Lott and Mustard employed is especially problematic.'

14 We know all too well how easy it is to make these small but annoying errors in creating these data sets, since
regrettably we had a few similar errors in our own data set in the Aneja, Donohue, Zhang (2011) published version,
which are all corrected here. None of the main conclusions of the published paper were altered by those errors, some
of which are set forth in footnote 18.

15 Even apart from the considerable data problems with the county arrest rates, the measure is also not well defined.
Ideally, one might like a measure showing the likelihood that one who commits a certain crime will be arrested. The
Lott and Mustard arrest rates instead are a ratio of arrests to crimes, which means that when one person kills many,
for example, the arrest rate falls, but when many people kill one person, the arrest rate rises since only one can be
arrested in the first instance and many can in the second. The bottom line is that this "arrest rate" is not a probability
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To see the concern, note that the NRC's model (Table 1b in this paper) is trying to explain the
level of seven individual Index I crime categories while using a control that is computed as a
crime-specific arrest rate, which is the number of arrests for a given crime divided by the
contemporaneous number of crimes. Thus, murder in 1990 is “explained” by the ratio of arrest
to murders in 1990. Econometrically, it is inappropriate to use this contemporaneous measure
since it leaves the dependent variable on both sides of the regression equation (at a minimum, a
better approach would lag this variable one year, as discussed in Ayres and Donohue (2009)).
Better still, one could alternatively use the broad categories of violent and property crimes to
compute arrest rates, as have many recent papers (such as, Moody and Marvell, 2008). We adopt
this latter approach for all of our regressions in this paper and also lag the arrest rate one year to
reduce the endogeneity problem.

3. The Erroneous Standard Errors in the NRC Estimates

Surprisingly, when the NRC presented its estimates (which we reproduce in Table 1), the
NRC report did not make the very basic adjustment to their standard errors to correct for
heteroskedacticity. Since Hal White's paper discussing this correction has been the single most
cited paper in all of economics since 1970,'° the failure to make this standard adjustment was

unexpected. Accordingly, in all of our own estimates, we use robust standard errors.

Even more significant in terms of the results, though, is the issue of whether one must
cluster the standard errors. The statistical consequence of the NRC committee's failure to use
robust and clustered standard errors is to massively understate the reported standard errors (and

consequently to overstate the level of significance). Unlike the issue of robust standard errors,

and is frequently greater than one because of the multiple arrests per crime. For an extended discussion on the
abundant problems with this pseudo arrest rate, see Donohue and Wolfers (2009).

16 Kim, E.H.; Morse, A.; Zingales, L. (2006). "What Has Mattered to Economics since 1970?". Journal of
Economic Perspectives 20 (4): 189-202.
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the Committee report actually addressed the issue of clustering, concluding that this adjustment
was not necessary. In Section V, we will show that this was an error. Therefore, we will from

this time forward only present results based on the clustering adjustment to our standard errors.

C. Improving on the Table 1 Estimates by Using Better Data and Slightly Improved

Lott and Mustard Models

Having just identified three problems with the estimates presented by the NRC, we now
seek to fix them. To be clear about our approach, we use annual county-level crime data for the
United States from 1977 through either 2000 (to conform to the NRC report) or 2006. We
explore the impact of RTC laws on seven Index I crime categories by estimating the reduced-
form regression:

Yii = nRTCj; +oi + 0, + Bie + v Xije + &kt ()
where the dependent variable Y;; denotes the natural log of the individual violent and property
crime rates for county 7 and year £. Our explanatory variable of interest—the presence of an RTC
law within state j in year +—is represented by RTC;;. The exact form of this variable shifts
according to the three variations of the model we employ (these include our modified version of
the Lott and Mustard dummy and spline models, as well as the Ayres and Donohue hybrid
model.) Owing to new information that we have gathered about the RTC laws of various states,
we use our own modified dummy and spline variables that take into account the exact date when

these laws were irnplemented.17

17 As noted in Footnote 3, in the dummy variable approach, the RTC variable is a dichotomous indicator that equals
the fraction of the year that the law is in effect the first year the law is implemented and equals one each full year
thereafter. In the spline model, the RTC variable indicates the number of post-passage years (adjusted by the
fraction of the year the law is first in effect). The hybrid specification contains both dummy and trend variables.
Using the effective date when laws were implemented rather than simply assuming that laws take effect one year
after passage changes the initial year of a number of RTC laws. In addition, some states (e.g., Texas) passed RTC
laws that technically “took effect” on one date but which specified another date when permits could begin to be
issued. We treat these states as if their laws took effect on the second date. We also took court-mandated delays in
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The variable o; indicates county-level fixed effects (unobserved county traits) and 6;
indicates year effects. As we will discuss below, there is no consensus on the use of state-
specific time trends in this analysis, and the NRC report did not address this issue. Nevertheless,
we will explore this possibility, with B; indicating state-specific trends, which are introduced in
selected models. Since neither Lott and Mustard (1997) nor the NRC (2004) focus on state
trends, this term is dropped when we estimate their models. The term Xjj; represents a matrix of
observable county and state characteristics thought by researchers to influence criminal behavior.
The components of this term, however, vary substantially across the literature. For example,
while Lott uses only “arrest rates” as a measure of criminal deterrence, we discuss the potential
need for other measures of deterrence, such as incarceration levels or police presence, which are
measured at the state level.

Table 2 reproduces the regressions depicted in Table 1, while correcting for the three
problems mentioned above (the inaccurate Lott data, the poorly constructed Lott arrest ratios,
and the incorrect standard errors), changing the manner in which RTC dates were determined,
and using our reconstruction of the county dataset from 1977 through 2000 (which omits the
flawed 1993 county data). Tables 2a and 2b represent our improved estimates of what the NRC
reported and we depict in Tables 1a and 1b. Table 2b appends our hybrid model, which
estimates the effect of RTC laws with both a dummy and a spline component (thus nesting the
individual dummy and spline models).

The bottom line is that the superior Table 2 estimates look nothing like the Table 1

estimates presented in the NRC report. Table 1 shows estimated effects that are almost

implementing RTC laws into account when determining when permits would actually first be issued (and the
corresponding value of the RTC dummy). In short, the process of reviewing the effective dates of different RTC
laws led us to change the effective year of a number of these laws, changes which are described in greater detail in
Appendix G.
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uniformly statistically significant -- at times suggesting crime increases and at times suggesting
crime decreases. Table 2 shows far fewer statistically significant effects, but every one of which
suggests RTC laws increase crime -- for rape, aggravated assault, robbery, auto theft, burglary,
and larceny. There is not even a hint of any crime declines.

Recall that James Q. Wilson thought that the most important regressions to look at were
those presented in Table 1b, because they provided the full set of controls from the Lott and
Mustard specification. While for six of the seven crime categories the story that emerged from
Table 1b varied sharply on whether one looked at the dummy or the spline model, Wilson was
content to find a beneficial RTC effect on murder because the Table 1 estimates for murder both
appeared to be negative and significant.

When we switch to Table 2b, however, we see that there is nothing resembling a
statistically significant impact of RTC laws on murder. In fact, we see that assault, auto theft,
and larceny now have estimates that are simultaneously statistically significant and positive for
both the dummy and spline model. Thus, the results that Professor Wilson found to be consistent
evidence of RTC laws reducing murder (see Table 1b) disappear with better data and a superior

. . 1
specification.'®

'® In the process of reviewing our previous published models and data from ADZ (2011), we discovered some errors
in the two data sets that we had constructed (the so-called updated 2009 county data and updated 2009 state data),
which are corrected in this paper. For the county data set, we miscoded the state trend variable for Arkansas.
Second, Kansas counties had been incorrectly coded as belonging to Kentucky for years 1997-2006. Third, our
spline and hybrid models had included a counter variable to capture the effect of a post-passage trend, but they
inadvertently omitted the overall trend variable off of which this post-passage trend was to be estimated. Fourth,
Vermont was coded as a “may issue” state instead of a “shall issue” state, although this did not affect our results
owing to the inclusion of state fixed effects in our regressions. Fifth, the real per capita income measures from our
previous datasets had been calculated incorrectly, and these changes have been made for real per capita income and
income maintenance, unemployment insurance, and retirement payments. (This last change was also made to the
state data set.)

In addition to these errors that we discovered, Moody, Lott, Marvell, and Zimmerman (2012) identified
three other errors: duplicative observations for Alaska county 2060 were improperly included for 1996, Kansas' year
of adoption was coded incorrectly as 1996 instead of 2006, and South Dakota's year of adoption was coded
incorrectly as 1986 instead of 1985. All of these errors have been corrected in the tables prepared for this paper.
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In fact, this was essentially the message of the NRC report. Small changes made the
estimates bounce around so much that it was difficult to reach any conclusion about the true
causal impact of RTC laws. Perhaps it might have been helpful to Wilson if the majority had
gone one step further and presented something like the alternative results from Table 2. As we
will see in the ensuing sections, there are many additional avenues that could have been explored
to probe the robustness of the Table 1b findings that Wilson had accepted so unquestioningly.

We will explore these factors in subsequent sections: Section VI will explore whether
one should control for individual state trends in crime, section VII will look at additional years of
data (adding data beyond 2000 to 2006), section VIII will alter the Lott and Mustard
specification (beyond the already mentioned correction for the contemporaneous, crime-specific
arrest rates and changing the method used to construct the two RTC variables), section IX will
go beyond the county data to look at state data, and Section X will consider the additional
problem of potential omitted variable bias. But a key aspect of the Table 2 results is that the
standard errors were adjusted using the cluster command, and this is one area where the NRC
majority stumbled in concluding that this adjustment was not needed. Section V will now

address the clustering question.

Moody, Lott et al also claimed that Florida's year of adoption was coded incorrectly as 1989 instead of
1987 but this simply reflects their misreading of our coding. Our county data does not have crime information for
Florida counties in the year 1988 (this is evident in the NRC data set as well), so observations for Florida’s counties
in this year are dropped. Thus, while it may seem that our first year of adoption is erroneously coded as 1989, this
simply reflects the fact that we have not included observations for 1988. Note that we maintained consistency with
our other trend variables by beginning the post-passage variable counter with a value of "2" in year 1989 to
demonstrate 2 years since the passage of RTC legislation.

For the state data set in ADZ (2011), we note the following corrections: both North and South Dakota
should show RTC adoption in year 1985. Similarly, Oregon’s date of adoption for its RTC law should have been
1989 instead of 1990 in the state data set.

Additional changes made to the RTC indicator variables used in this paper are described in footnotes 3 and
17, as well as Appendix G. The state dataset has also been re-constructed with the most recently available data, the
sources of which are provided with this paper at http://works.bepress.com/john _donohue/.
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Table 2

Table 2a"

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — with ADZ Changes — No Controls, All Crimes, 1977-2000
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)

Changes: Updated Dataset, Robust and Clustered Standard Errors, Alternative RTC Dates

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: -0.07 34.43 22.85 26.21% 32.76 32.24 38.42
(8.48) (24.72) (19.88) (15.02) (21.20) (22.51) (26.15)
Spline Model: 0.65 4.41* 3.83* 2.96 4.41%* 4.65% 5.59%
(0.88) (2.61) (2.07) (1.86) (2.44) (2.42) (2.93)

Table 2b

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — with ADZ Changes — Lott-Mustard Controls, All Crimes, 1977-2000
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)

Changes: Updated Dataset, Lagged Violent/Property Arrest Rates, Robust and Clustered Standard Errors, Alternative RTC Dates

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto

Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: -1.13 17.60 17.01%%* 11.69* 19.54%**  10.70** 20.89%**

(7.15) (11.88) (6.16) (6.11) (7.15) (5.07) (5.75)

Spline Model: -0.08 1.35 1.76* 0.70 1.99%* 0.86 1.97*

(0.82) (1.42) (0.92) (0.84) (0.77) (0.71) (1.01)
Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -1.11 16.41 13.14%* 12.04%* 15.28%* 9.73% 17.28%**

(7.96) (10.34) (6.04) (6.93) (7.74) (5.63) (4.71)

Trend Effect: -0.00 0.28 0.91 -0.08 1.00 0.23 0.85

(0.90) (1.26) (0.99) (0.83) (0.71) (0.78) (0.92)

' All table estimations include year and county fixed effects, and are weighted by county population. Standard
errors are robust and clustered at the state level. * Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
In Table 2b, the control variables (adopted from the Lott-Mustard model) include: lagged arrest rates, county
population, population density, per capita income measures, and 36 demographic composition measures indicating

the percentage of the population belonging to a race-age-gender group.
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V. Debate over the Clustering of Standard Errors

A. Is Clustering Necessary?

Aside from neglecting to use heteroskedastic-robust standard errors, the NRC committee
also did not use a cluster adjustment. Research has found that the issue of whether to “cluster”
the standard errors has a profound impact on assessments of statistical significance. This issue
gained prominence beginning primarily with a 1990 paper by Brent Moulton. Moulton (1990)
pointed to the possible need for the clustering of observations when treatments are assigned at a
group-level. In such cases, there is an additive source of variation that is the same for all
observations in the group, and ignoring this unique variation leads to standard errors that are
underestimated. Lott, however, suggests that clustered standard errors are not needed (Lott
2004), claiming that county-level fixed effects implicitly control for state-level effects, and
therefore, clustering the standard errors by state is unnecessary.

The NRC committee (2004) sided with Lott on this point, stating that “there is no need
for adjustments for state-level clustering.” (p. 138). However, we strongly believe the committee
was mistaken in this decision. One must account for the possibility that county-level
disturbances may be correlated within a state during a particular year by clustering the standard
errors by state. There is also a second reason for clustering that the NRC report did not address.
Specifically, serial correlation in panel data can lead to major underestimation of standard errors.
Indeed, Bertrand, Duflo, and Mullainathan (2004) point out that even the Moulton correction
alone may be insufficient for panel-data estimators that utilize more than two periods of data due
to autocorrelation in both the intervention variable and the outcome variable of interest.
Wooldridge (2003, 2006), as well as Angrist and Pischke (2009), suggest that clustering the

standard errors by state (along with using heteroskedasiticity-robust standard errors) will help
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address this problem, and at least provide a lower bound on the standard errors.

B. Using Placebo Laws to Test the Impact of Clustering

Our Table 2 estimates (which include clustering) reveal that this adjustment makes a
major difference in the results generated by the Lott and Mustard models that the NRC report
adopted in its analysis -- completely wiping out any sign of statistically significant crime
reductions attributable to RTC laws. But who is correct on the clustering issue—Lott, Mustard,
and the NRC panel on the one hand, or Angrist, Pischke, and several other high-end applied
econometricians on the other? To address this important question we run a series of placebo
tests. In essence, we randomly assign RTC laws to states, and re-estimate our model iteratively
(1000 times), recording the number of times that the variable(s) of interest are “statistically
significant” at the 5% level. For this experiment, we use our most flexible model: the hybrid
model (that incorporates both a dummy and a trend variable) with the controls employed by the
NRC.

We run five versions of this test. In our first test, we generate a placebo law in a random
year for all 50 states and the District of Columbia. Once the law is applied, it persists for the rest
of our data period (beginning the year after the law’s randomly generated effective date), which
is how laws were coded in our original analysis. We run 1000 trials (where each trial consists of
a randomly generated set of RTC passage years) and then proceed to take a simple average of the
percentage of significant dummy variable and spline variable estimates. In our second test, we
apply a placebo law in a random year to the 32 states that had actually implemented right-to-
carry laws between 1979 and 2006. The remaining 19 states are assumed to either have no RTC

law or to have had one during the entire analysis period.”* Here again we run 1000 trials in

20 For the purposes of this analysis we do not consider Nebraska or Kansas to have passed an RTC law during this
period. These states passed RTC laws in 2006; however, their laws did not take effect until 2007.
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which each iteration consists of randomly generated RTC passage years and proceed to take a
simple average of the percentage of significant estimates. Third, we randomly select 32 states to
receive a placebo law in a random year (to ensure that any random sample of 32 states does not
have the potential to inaccurately bias results, we repeat this entire procedure 5 times — that is,
we take 5 samples of 32 random states and for each sample, run the aforementioned process of
assigning a random year of RTC adoption 1000 times). Then, we take a simple average of the
number of statistically significant dummy variable and spline estimates. Thus, we are, in effect,
counting the number of significant dummy and trend estimates generated from 5000 hybrid
regressions. Fourth, we apply a placebo law in a random year to the 19 states which did not pass
RTC laws within the period, dropping the other 32 states from our dataset, and take the simple
average of the statistically significant dummy variable and spline estimates. Finally, we
randomly select 12 of the 19 states (to correspond to the previous randomly generated 32 states)
to receive an RTC in a randomized year of adoption and iterate this process 1,000 times over five
separate samples. The results of these five tests are presented in Table 3.

Given the random assignment, one would expect to reject the null hypothesis of no effect
of these randomized “laws” roughly 5 percent of the time if the standard errors in our regressions
are estimated correctly. Instead, the table reveals that the null hypothesis is rejected 21-69
percent of the time for murder and robbery with the dummy variable and even more frequently
with the trend variable (35-73 percent). Clearly, this exercise suggests that the standard errors
used in the NRC report are far too small.

Table 3b replicates the exercise of Table 3a, but now uses the cluster correction for
standard errors (by state). Table 3b suggests that clustering standard errors does not excessively

reduce significance, as the NRC panel feared. In fact, the percentages of “significant” estimates
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produced in all three versions of the test still lie well beyond the 5% threshold. Similar results
are found when we replicate Tables 3a and 3b using a random selection of either 32 or 12 states
while employing the dummy model instead of the hybrid model (we do not show those results
here). All of these tests show that if we do not cluster the standard errors, the likelihood of
obtaining significant estimates is astonishingly (and unreasonably) high. The conclusion we
draw from this exercise is that clustering is clearly needed to adjust the standard errors in these
panel-data regressions. Accordingly, we use this clustering adjustment for all remaining

regressions in this paper.
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Table 3*
Table 3a

Percentage of Significant Estimates (5% Level) — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1977-2006 — No Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)

Hybrid Model
. . Dummy Trend
0,
All figures reported in % Variable Variable

Murder 45.8 67.5

1. All 50 States + DC: Robbery 538 63.9
Murder 64.6 72.0

2. Exact 32 States: Robbery 68.9 730
Murder 56.1 68.3

3. Random 32 States: Robbery 56.6 62.7
Murder 21.7 34.9

4. All 19 States: Robbery 36.3 454

5. Random 12 States: Murder 23.6 42.1
Robbery 39.0 46.6

Table 3b

Percentage of Significant Estimates (at the 5% Level) — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1977-2006 — With Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)

Hybrid Model
) Dummy Trend
0,
All figures reported in % Variable Variable

Murder 8.8 13.2

1. All 50 States + DC: Robbery 7.8 8.5
Murder 10.9 11.4

2. Exact 32 States: Robbery 8.1 9.8
Murder 11.0 133

3. Random 32 States: Robbery 8.5 7.6
Murder 13.9 12.9

4. All 19 States Robbery 12.7 13.8
Murder 15.9 18.7

5. Random 12 States: Robbery 14.1 14.4

2! Simulation based on NRC with-controls model, which, similar to above estimations, includes year fixed effects,
county fixed effects, and weighting by county population. The control variables (adopted from the Lott-Mustard
model) include: lagged arrest rate, county population, population density, per capita income measures, and 36
demographic composition measures indicating the percentage of the population belonging to a race-age-gender
group. All ten tests use robust standard errors.
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VI. Debate over the Inclusion of Linear Trends

An important issue that the NRC did not address was whether there was any need to
control for state-specific linear trends. Inclusion of state trends could be important if, for
example, a clear pattern in crime rates existed before a state adopted an RTC law that continued
into the post-passage period. On the other hand, there is also a potential danger in using state-
specific trends if their inclusion inappropriately extrapolates a temporary swing in crime long
into the future or otherwise mars the estimate of the dynamic effect of the policy shock (Wolfers
2006). Lott and Mustard (1997) never controlled for state-specific trends in analyzing handgun
laws in their main analysis (only adding these trends for one robustness check mentioned in a
footnote), while Moody and Marvel (2008) always controlled for these trends. Ayres and
Donohue (2003a) presented evidence with and without such trends.

Table 4 replicates the NRC’s full model (with the appropriate clustering adjustment) from
Table 2b with one change: here we add a linear state trend to this county-data model. Strikingly,
Table 4 suggests that RTC laws increase aggravated assault by roughly 3-4 percent each year,
but no other statistically significant effect is observed. Thus, the addition of state trends
eliminates the potentially problematic result of RTC laws increasing property crimes, which
actually increases our confidence in these results. Certainly an increase in gun carrying and
prevalence induced by a RTC law could well be thought to spur more aggravated assaults.
Nonetheless, one must at least consider whether the solitary finding of statistical significance is
merely the product of running seven different models, is a spurious effect flowing from a bad
model, or reflects some other anomaly (such as changes in the police treatment of domestic

violence cases, which could confound the aggravated assault results).*”

22 We tested this theory by creating a new right-hand side dummy variable that identified if a state passed legislation
requiring law enforcement officials to submit official reports of all investigated domestic violence cases. Eight
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Table 4%
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1977-2000 — Clustered Errors and State Trends
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)
. Aggravated Auto
All : ted in % £8
Jigures reported in 7 Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: -0.82 -5.23 9.90 1.41 5.73 -1.29 3.61
(6.44) (11.23) (6.20) (7.52) (8.22) (5.98) (5.56)
Spline Model: -0.30 -3.77 4.11%* 1.00 1.56 0.13 1.34
(1.54) (4.79) (1.79) (2.50) (1.97) (1.96) (2.05)
Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -0.53 -1.34 5.91 0.38 4.34 -1.51 2.33
(6.06) (7.60) (6.07) (7.49) (7.88) (5.94) (5.4
Trend Effect: -0.27 -3.70 3.79%* 0.98 1.32 0.21 1.22
(1.46) 4.54) (1.79) (2.54) (1.90) (1.98) (2.07)

VII. Extending the Data Through 2006

Thus far we have presented panel-data regression results for the period 1977-2000. Since
more data are now available, we can further test the strength of the MGLC premise over time by
estimating the NRC Lott and Mustard covariates specification on data extended through 2006.
Table 5a presents our estimates (with clustering), which can be compared with Table 2b (which
also clusters the standard errors in the main NRC model, but is estimated on the shorter time
period). This comparison reveals that the additional six years of data do not substantially change
the picture that emerged in Table 2b showing that RTC laws increase aggravated assault, auto

theft, burglary, and larceny (although the results showing an increase in aggravated assault are

states have passed this legislation of which we are aware: Florida (1984), Illinois (1986), Louisiana (1985), New
Jersey (1991), North Dakota (1989), Oklahoma (1986), Tennessee (1995), and Washington (1979). We included
this dummy variable when running both the NRC specification (through 2000) and our preferred specification
(through 2006) without state-specific trends, and found that this dummy indicator of domestic violence reporting
statutes did not undermine our general finding that RTC laws increase aggravated assaults.

3 Estimations include year and county fixed effects and are weighted by county population. Robust standard errors
are provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables (adopted from the Lott-Mustard model)
include: lagged arrest rate, county population, population density, per capita income measures, and 36 demographic
composition measures indicating the percentage of the population belonging to a race-age-gender group. *
Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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stronger with the additional years of data for the dummy model).

Table 5b simply adds state trends to the Table 5a model, which can then be compared to
Table 4 (clustering, state trends, and 1977-2000 county data). Collectively, these results suggest
that the added six years of data do not appreciably change the results from the shorter period.
The inclusion of state trends on the longer data set suggests that RTC laws increase aggravated

assault by roughly 8-9 percent.
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Table 5*
Table 5a
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1977-2006 — Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)
. Aggravated Auto
All A ted in % g8
Jigures reported in % Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: -3.03 15.45 15.30%** 7.55 17.72%* 11.20%* 16.40%**
(6.46) (14.68) (5.12) (5.23) (7.59) (4.67) (5.15)
Spline Model: -0.20 0.98 1.05 0.43 1.01 0.36 1.05*
(0.59) (1.25) (0.71) (0.53) (0.63) (0.46) (0.53)
Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -2.61 13.65 13.06%** 6.97 16.30** 11.90%** 14.45%%*
(6.72) (12.51) (4.58) (6.15) (7.08) (5.41) (5.29)
Trend Effect: -0.09 0.39 0.49 0.13 0.31 -0.15 0.42
(0.60) (0.96) (0.71) (0.61) (0.51) (0.52) (0.55)
Table 5b
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1977-2006 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)
. Aggravated Auto
All ted in % g8
Jigures reported in % Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: 0.03 -8.30 9.45%* 6.79 9.20 3.71 6.03
(5.61) (10.75) (4.33) (6.19) (6.16) (4.93) (5.14)
Spline Model: -0.44 -5.57 1.65 -0.54 -0.84 -1.37 -1.54
(0.99) (4.49) (1.48) (1.83) (1.81) (1.54) (1.66)
Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: 0.23 -5.85 8.79%* 7.09 9.66* 4.37 6.78
(5.68) (9.28) (4.18) (6.11) (5.76) 4.71) (4.78)
Trend Effect: -0.45 -5.46 1.48 -0.68 -1.03 -1.45 -1.67
(1.01) (4.40) (1.47) (1.83) (1.76) (1.53) (1.65)

4 Estimations include year and county fixed effects, and are weighted by county population. Robust standard errors
are provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables (adopted from the Lott-Mustard model)
include: lagged arrest rate, county population, population density, per capita income measures, and 36 demographic
composition measures indicating the percentage of the population belonging to a race-age-gender group. *
Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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VIII. Revising the Lott-Mustard Specification

We have already suggested that the Lott and Mustard specification that the NRC
employed is not particularly appealing along a number of dimensions. The most obvious
problem — omitted variable bias has already been alluded to: the Lott and Mustard (1997) model
had no control for incarceration, which Wilson considered to be one of the most important
influences on crime in the last 20 years. In addition to a number of important omitted variables,
the Lott-Mustard model adopted by the NRC includes a number of questionable variables, such
as the dubious ratio of arrests to murders, and the 36 (highly collinear) demographic controls.

To explore whether these specification problems are influencing the regression estimates,
we revise the NRC models in a number of ways. First, we completely drop Lott and Mustard's
flawed contemporaneous arrest rate variable and add in two preferable measures of state law
enforcement/deterrence: the incarceration rate and the rate of police.” Second, we add two
additional controls to capture economic conditions: the unemployment rate and the poverty rate,
which are also state-level variables. Finally, mindful of Horowitz’s admonition that the Lott-
Mustard model might have too many variables (including demographic controls that are arguably
irrelevant to the relationship between the guns and crime, and may have a spurious, misleading
effect), we decided not to follow the NRC in using the 36 demographic controls employed by
Lott-Mustard. Instead, we adhered to the more customary practice in the econometrics of crime
and controlled only for the demographic groups considered to be most involved with criminality

(as offenders and victims), namely the percentage of black and white males between ages 10 and

25 We also estimated the model with the arrest rate (lagged by one year to avoid endogeneity concerns), and the
results were qualitatively similar to Table 6a except that dummy variable estimates for Rape (10%), Assault (1%),
Robbery (5%), Auto (5%), Burglary (1%), and Larceny (1%) are now all significant. For Table 6b, the dummy
variable estimates for murder, burglary, and larceny shift from negative to positive (but still remain insignificant)
and assault and auto theft become positive and significant at the 10% level.
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40 in each county.

The results with this new specification are presented in Tables 6a-6b (which correspond
to Tables 5a-5b estimated using the Lott and Mustard specification). Note that had the NRC
panel used our preferred specification while maintaining its view that neither clustering nor
controls for state trends are needed, we would have overwhelming evidence that RTC laws
increase crime.”” We don’t show these regression results since we are convinced that clustering
is needed, although of course when we cluster in Table 6a, the point estimates remain the same
(while significance is drastically reduced). Table 6b shows that this model is sensitive to
whether we control for state trends, since adding these trends reverses the sign of most of our
estimates (while making all of them statistically insignificant). Essentially, our preferred
specification shows almost no statistically significant crime effects (with the large standard

errors reflecting a considerable degree of uncertainty).

26 To test the robustness of this specification to changes in the demographic controls, we also estimated the
following variants from our 6 demographic controls: only black males between ages 10 and 40 (three variables);
only black males between ages 10 and 30 (two variables); and black and white males between ages 10 and 30 (four
variables). The results were again qualitatively similar across our tests.

27 Re-estimating Table 6a without clustering (no state trends) shows all dummy variable point estimates (except
murder) positive and significant at the 1% level. The murder dummy variable is positive, but not significant. For the
spline model, all spline estimates (except murder) are positive and significant at the 1% level, whereas murder is
positive and significant at the 5% level.
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Table 6*

Table 6a

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1977-2006 — Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto

Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

Dummy Variable Model: 1.59 2533 22.65 22.27 27.46 30.08 3133
(7.63) (18.81) (19.54) (14.82) (21.81) (23.09) (26.54)

Spline Model: 0.38 2.81 3.19 2.58% 3.07 3.64 4.19

(0.82) (1.76) (1.95) (1.53) (2.25) (2.38) (2.72)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -0.43 14.75 8.74 12.20 15.81 15.49 13.56
(7.75) (15.38) (17.15) (12.83) (17.82) (19.46) (21.54)

Trend Effect: 0.40 2.11 2.77 2.01 2.32 291 3.55

(0.86) (1.45) (1.81) (1.42) (1.97) 2.17) (2.41)

Table 6b
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1977-2006 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)

. Aggravated Auto
All ted in % £8

Jigures reported in % Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

Dummy Variable Model: -2.66 -15.99 -2.36 2.73 1.26 -6.39 -7.06
(6.34) (13.35) (11.59) (8.58) (11.70) (13.18) (14.71)

Spline Model: -0.43 -7.93 0.58 -0.60 -0.71 -2.23 -2.68

(1.26) (5.54) (2.66) (2.41) (2.98) (3.05) (3.42)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -2.50 -12.80 -2.62 3.00 1.56 -5.50 -6.00
(6.56) (12.20) (12.09) (8.95) (12.14) (13.73) (15.24)

Trend Effect: -0.38 -7.69 0.63 -0.66 -0.74 -2.13 -2.57

(1.31) (5.50) (2.75) (2.48) (3.08) (3.17) (3.55)

2% Estimations include year and county fixed effects and are weighted by county population. Robust standard errors
are provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables for this “preferred” specification
include: incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate,
poverty rate, population density, per capita income measures, and six demographic composition measures. *
Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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IX. State versus County Crime Data

In their initial study, Lott and Mustard (1997) tested the “More Guns, Less Crime”
hypothesis by relying primarily on county-level data from the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reports
(UCR).” These FBI reports present yearly estimates of crime based on monthly crime data from
local and state law enforcement agencies across the country. The NRC report followed Lott and
Mustard in this choice and presented regression estimates using only county data. Unfortunately,
according to criminal justice researcher Michael Maltz, the FBI’s county-level data is highly
problematic.

The major problem with county data stems from the fact that law enforcement agencies
voluntarily submit crime data to the FBI. As a result, the FBI has little control over the accuracy,
consistency, timeliness, and completeness of the data it uses to compile the UCR reports. In a
study published in the Journal of Quantitative Criminology, Maltz and Targonski (2002)
carefully analyzed the shortcomings in the UCR data set and concluded that UCR county-level
data is unacceptable for evaluating the impact of RTC laws. For example, in Connecticut,
Indiana, and Mississippi, over 50% of the county-level data points are missing crime data for
more than 30% of their populations (Maltz and Targonski 2002). In another thirteen states, more
than 20% of the data points have gaps of similar magnitude. Based on their analysis, Maltz and
Targonski (2002) concluded that:

“County-level crime data cannot be used with any degree of confidence...The crime rates
of a great many counties have been underestimated, due to the exclusion of large
fractions of their populations from contributing to the crime counts. Moreover, counties
in those states with the most coverage gaps have laws permitting the carrying of
concealed weapons. How these shortcomings can be compensated for is still an open
question...it is clear, however, that in their current condition, county-level UCR crime
statistics cannot be used for evaluating the effects of changes in policy” (pp. 316-317).

29 Lott and Mustard present results based on state-level data, but they strongly endorse their county-level over their
state-level analysis: “the very different results between state- and county-level data should make us very cautious in
aggregating crime data and would imply that the data should remain as disaggregated as possible” (Lott and
Mustard, 1997, p. 39).
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Because of the concerns raised about county-level crime data, it is prudent to test our
models on state-level data. According to Maltz and Targonski (2003), state-level crime data are
less problematic than county-level data because the FBI’s state-level crime files take into
account missing data by imputing all missing agency data. County-level files provided by
NACID, however, impute missing data only if an agency provides at least six months of data;
otherwise, the agency is dropped completely (Maltz 2006). As with our estimations using
county-level data, we compiled our state-level data from scratch, and will refer to it as “Updated
2013 State-level Data.”°

A. State Data Results Using the Lott-Mustard Specification

Unsurprisingly, the regression results reproduced using state-level data are again different
from the NRC committee’s estimates using county-level data. This is shown in Table 7a, which
presents the results from the NRC’s specification (the Lott-Mustard model) on state data through
2010, with the cluster adjustment.>’ Table 7b simply adds state trends. When we compare these
state-level estimates to the county-level estimates (using the Updated 2013 County-Level Data
Set), we see that there are marked differences. Considering the preceding discussion on the

reliability—or lack thereof—of county data, this result may be unsurprising. 32 Looking across

30 State poverty data for years 1977 and 1978 are unavailable from the census. Thus all regressions run on our state
dataset are effectively using data from 1979 onwards. State poverty figures from 1980 onwards come from the
Census Bureau’s Historical Poverty Table 21 found at
(http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/data/historical/people.html). The data for 1979 comes from the Census
Statistical Abstract for 1982.

31 Our placebo test on county data showed that standard errors needed to be adjusted by clustering. In Appendix A,
we again find that clustering is needed for state data. Thus, all our state-level estimates include clustering.

32 We also estimated the model on data through 2000 (the last year in the NRC report). Though those results are not
shown here, our point estimates for this model are qualitatively similar to those shown in Tables 7a. Interestingly,
the patterns of statistical significance are extremely different. For example, when Table 7a is estimated through the
year 2000, there is a statistically significant decline in aggravated assault in the hybrid model with no other impact
on violent crime. When estimated to the year 2010, however, Table 7a shows no statistically significant decline in
aggravated assault and evidence of declines in rape and robbery. Moreover, while Table 7b shows some hints of
crime declines for rape and aggravated assault when estimated through 2000, when the data is extended for another
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the models with and without state linear trends, there is evidence of increases in aggravated
assault and murder and decreases in robbery, burglary, auto theft, and rape after the passage of
RTC laws.

As Ayres and Donohue (2003; 1231) noted, the most important driver of the ostensible
decline in crime from RTC laws comes from the Lott and Mustard use of 36 highly collinear
demographic variables. The Ayres and Donohue finding that “The results are incredibly
sensitive to the inclusion of various seemingly unimportant demographic controls” still
applies even after augmenting the data set with 10 more years of data. To demonstrate the
strong influence of these variables, we rerun the regression shown in Table 7a after substituting a
more defensible set of 6 controls for black and white men in the higher crime ages (the ADZ
demographic variables) for the full set of 36 controls used in the Lott-Mustard specification.
Examining the results of this process (shown in Table 7c) reveals that 27 out of the 28 resulting
estimates of the effect of RTC laws on crime are positive, with at least some evidence of
statistical significant crime increases for 5 of the 7 crime categories. The story is somewhat
muddier when state trends are added (Table 7d), but the strongest effect in this modified version
of the Lott and Mustard specification on more complete data suggests substantial and statistically

significant increases in aggravated assaults.

decade, the table shows only statistically significant evidence of increases in aggravated assault. We also estimate
the NRC's no-controls model through 2010 on the state-level data. See Appendix B for these results.
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Table 7+

Table 7a

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1977-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: -2.96 -5.07** -0.69 -7.53%* 1.78 -3.35% 2.24
(3.60) (2.23) (4.56) (2.92) (4.03) (1.92) (1.76)
Spline Model: 0.49 -0.23 0.64 0.03 -0.54 -0.26 0.39
(0.36) (0.38) (0.62) (0.45) (0.32) (0.35) (0.25)
Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -4.91 -4.70* -2.94 -8.28%** 3.75 -2.75 1.10
(3.59) (2.68) (3.76) (3.01) (4.48) (1.90) (1.59)
Trend Effect: 0.62* -0.12 0.71 0.24 -0.63* -0.19 0.37
(0.34) (0.42) (0.60) (0.43) (0.35) (0.35) (0.25)

Table 7b

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1977-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

Dummy Variable Model: -0.87 -3.54 -2.93 -3.91 2.20 -2.28 0.45
(3.48) (2.43) (3.07) (2.76) (3.10) (1.51) (1.36)

Spline Model: 0.70 0.03 1.70%** 0.23 -1.62%* 0.20 0.18
(0.75) (0.60) (0.56) (0.86) (0.74) (0.55) (0.44)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -1.50 -3.68 -4.49 -4.23 3.68 -2.53 0.31
(3.39) (2.59) (3.02) (2.74) (3.20) (1.68) (1.46)

Trend Effect: 0.76 0.17 1.87%%* 0.39 -1.75%* 0.29 0.16
(0.73) (0.63) (0.56) (0.85) (0.79) (0.57) (0.45)

33 Estimations include year and state fixed effects, and are weighted by state population. Robust standard errors are
provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables (adopted from the Lott-Mustard model)
include: lagged arrest rate, state population, population density, per capita income measures, and 36 demographic
composition measures indicating the percentage of the population belonging to a race-age-gender group. *
Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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Table 7 (Continued)*

Table 7c

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — Lott-Mustard Controls (with ADZ Demographic Variables), 1977-2010 — Clustered Standard
Errors

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto

Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: 2.20 9.67* 7.86 12.04 17.15 11.21* 10.40**

(6.84) (5.37) (5.42) (8.97) (10.70) (6.22) (4.55)

Spline Model: 0.62 0.86 1.18% 1.59% 1.39 0.95 1.05%*

(0.64) (0.59) (0.67) (0.80) (0.93) 0.61) (0.43)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -1.21 6.54 2.22 4.82 12.55 7.96 6.31*

(5.78) (4.76) (4.62) (6.86) (8.30) (4.81) (3.75)

Trend Effect: 0.66 0.61 1.09 1.40%* 0.90 0.64 0.80%*

(0.59) (0.56) (0.68) (0.69) (0.70) (0.51) (0.39)

Table 7d

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — Lott-Mustard Controls (with ADZ Demographic Variables), 1977-2010 — Clustered Standard
Errors and State Trends

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

. Aggravated Auto
All ted in % £8
Jigures reported in % Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

Dummy Variable Model: 0.77 -4.65%* -3.33 -2.01 3.10 -0.63 0.24
(3.91) (2.41) (3.55) (3.16) 4.72) (1.90) (1.87)

Spline Model: 0.46 0.15 1.82%* -0.26 -1.49* 0.02 -0.39
(0.72) (0.59) (0.68) (0.95) (0.78) (0.59) (0.55)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: 0.43 -4.88* -4.83 -1.86 4.31 -0.66 0.54
(3.95) (2.50) (3.38) (3.29) (4.63) (2.15) (2.05)

Trend Effect: 0.45 0.31 1.97%** -0.20 -1.63%* 0.04 -0.41

(0.72) (0.60) (0.67) (0.98) (0.79) (0.63) (0.58)

* Estimations include year and state fixed effects, and are weighted by state population. Robust standard errors are
provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables (adopted from the Lott-Mustard model)
include: lagged arrest rate, state population, population density, per capita income measures, and the six
demographic composition measures used in the ADZ model. * Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; ***
Significant at 1%.
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B. State Data Results Using the ADZ Preferred Specification

Table 8 mimics Table 7 in that we again employ state data through 2010 but now we use
our preferred set of controls. Here the ostensible evidence that RTC laws increase crime is very
strong: all three models in Table 8a have positive coefficients for every crime category, and 12
of the 28 coefficients are statistically significant. Table 8b once again shows highly significant
evidence (in the spline model and in the trend effect of the hybrid model) that RTC laws increase
aggravated assault. Some significant but conflicting predictions for auto theft emerge with both
dummy effects positive and significant, while both trend effects are negative and significant.
None of the remaining coefficients are statistically significant.”

While there are a number of differences in the modified Lott-Mustard specification
versus the ADZ specification, the most important difference in generating the different estimates
of the impact of RTC laws is the Lott-Mustard use of 36 demographic variables. We illustrate
this in Table 8c, by substituting Lott’s chosen thirty-six demographic variables in place of our
own. Under this specification, RTC laws are no longer associated with any statistically
significant increases in crime and rape, robbery, and auto theft appear to decline. Adding state
trends in Table 8d brings back a result similar to that in Table 7d: aggravated assault rises

sharply and auto theft seems to fall with the adoption of RTC laws.

35 As a robustness check for the Tables 8a and 8b results, we explored the effect of dropping the states with the
highest residual variances from the aggravated assault regressions in these two tables. Appendix C shows the results
of this exercise. Essentially, the basic patterns of Tables 8a and 8b persist, but evidence of RTC laws increasing
aggravated assault is strengthened when the high variance states are dropped from Table 8a and somewhat
weakened when dropped from Table 8b.xxx
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Table 8a

Table 8%

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in %

Dummy Variable Model:

Spline Model:

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy:

Trend Effect:

Table 8b

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in %

Dummy Variable Model:

Spline Model:

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy:

Trend Effect:

Aggravated Auto

Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
3.31 11.53%* 8.03* 13.85% 17.83* 12.54* 10.80%*
(6.51) (5.73) (4.46) (8.03) (8.95) (6.28) (4.70)
0.58 0.82 1.05%* 1.27 1.20 0.81 0.85%
(0.64) (0.63) (0.60) (0.82) (0.80) (0.63) (0.49)
0.82 9.23% 3.91 9.58 14.59%* 10.46* 8.18%**
(5.35) (4.79) (4.01) (6.86) (7.47) (5.21) (4.00)
0.56 0.51 0.92 0.95 0.72 0.46 0.58
(0.58) (0.58) (0.62) 0.77) (0.66) (0.55) (0.46)

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Aggravated Auto

Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
-0.74 -3.16 -1.80 1.66 8.72% 0.87 1.03
(3.94) (2.30) 3.61) (3.16) (4.50) (2.19) (1.83)
0.77 -0.25 1.88** -0.23 -1.32% -0.08 -0.59
(0.74) (0.65) (0.80) (0.79) (0.76) (0.64) (0.52)
-1.33 -3.05 -3.23 1.87 9.90** 0.95 1.49
(3.86) (2.34) 3.51) (3.33) (4.42) 231 (1.98)
0.81 -0.16 1.99%** -0.29 -1.64%* -0.11 -0.64
(0.72) (0.65) (0.79) (0.83) (0.73) (0.66) (0.55)

3% These regressions include year and state fixed effects, and are weighted by state population. Robust standard
errors are provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables for this “preferred” specification
include: incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate,

poverty rate, population density, per capita income measures, and six demographic composition measures.

* Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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Table 8 (Continued)

Table 8c¥

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls (with Lott-Mustard demographic variables), 1979-2010 — Clustered
Standard Errors

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

Dummy Variable Model: -4.55 -5.46%* 0.48 -6.62%* 3.87 -3.29 0.98
(3.46) (2.50) (4.23) (3.23) (3.14) (2.16) (1.95)

Spline Model: 0.21 -0.30 0.64 -0.26 -0.75% -0.38 0.13
(0.35) (0.35) (0.58) (0.46) (0.38) (0.33) (0.27)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -5.51 -4.91%* -1.47 -6.27* 6.43* -2.34 0.66
(3.46) (2.73) (3.59) (3.49) (3.45) (2.22) (2.01)

Trend Effect: 0.33 -0.19 0.68 -0.12 -0.89%* -0.33 0.11
(0.35) 0.37) (0.56) (0.46) (0.37) (0.33) (0.28)

Table 8d

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls (with Lott-Mustard demographic variables), 1979-2010 — Clustered
Standard Errors and State Trends

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

Dummy Variable Model: -0.32 -2.36 -2.50 -0.21 5.20%* -0.74 1.12
3.27) (2.54) (3.08) (2.60) (2.30) (1.61) (1.19)

Spline Model: 0.96 0.05 1.92%%* 0.49 -1.36% 0.38 0.09
(0.73) (0.60) (0.69) (0.88) (0.75) (0.56) (0.46)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -1.17 -2.49 -4.26 -0.64 6.65%%* -1.10 1.08
(3.10) (2.65) (3.00) (2.59) (2.32) (1.68) (1.30)

Trend Effect: 1.01 0.14 2.09%** 0.51 -1.62%* 0.43 0.05
(0.69) (0.62) (0.69) (0.89) (0.76) (0.58) (0.48)

37 These regressions include year and state fixed effects, and are weighted by state population. Robust standard
errors are provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables for this “preferred” specification
include: incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate,
poverty rate, population density, per capita income measures, and thirty-six demographic composition measures.

* Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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Given the strong influence that demographic variables have on the estimated effect of RTC laws
on crime, it is important to reflect on why we prefer our demographic variables to the
specification used in the Lott-Mustard model. The first thing to note about the Lott-Mustard
specification is that it is entirely idiosyncratic: no other major study in the entire empirical
literature on crime has used the sheer number of demographic controls found in the Lott-Mustard
model. In fact, many published papers use fewer demographic controls than the six that we
include in our own preferred model. Table 9 modifies our specification by reducing our six
demographic controls to only three that represent the size of the younger black male population
(in the three age groups of 10-19, 20-29 and 30-39). The effect of this change can be seen by
comparing Table 9a to 8a (no state trends) and Table 9b to 8b (with state trends). Beginning
with the first comparison, we see that using even fewer demographic controls only strengthens
our finding that RTC laws are generally associated with higher, not lower, crime rates. Table 9a
suggests that RTC laws caused every crime category apart from murder to rise by 9.5 percent or
more. The comparison of Tables 9b and 8b (with state trends) shows that changing the
demographic variables has a small influence on the results when controls are included for state
trends. Nevertheless, reducing the number of demographic variables in Table 9b does not

change our finding that there is no evidence that RTC laws decrease violent crime.>®

¥ A fairly standard set of demographics that can be seen in the crime literature includes controls for a few age
categories across all races combined with a single identifier of the percentage of blacks in the state. Table D1 and
D2 in Appendix D provide this tweak to the ADZ model by putting in four such demographic variables — the percent
of the population falling into the three age categories of 10-19, 20-29, and 30-39 plus the percent black -- in place of
the ADZ six demographic variables. The results for violent crime are not dramatically different from the main ADZ
models of Tables 8a and 8b. Table D1’s and Table 8a’s estimated violent crime increases for rape, aggravated
assault, and robbery are substantial in both sets of dummy variable estimates and significant at the .10 level or
better, but only Table 8a has one of these estimates rise to the level of significance at the .05 level (for rape).
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Table 9a

Table 9%

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls (with 3 demographic variables), 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard

Errors

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in %

Dummy Variable Model:

Spline Model:

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy:

Trend Effect:

Table 9b

Aggravated Auto

Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
3.01 10.77** 9.69%* 14.66%* 19.65%* 13.26%* 11.24**
(5.71) (5.36) (3.84) (7.29) (7.76) (5.5D) (4.25)
0.50 0.87 1.04%* 1.26 1.08 0.89 0.88%*
(0.60) (0.59) (0.54) (0.75) (0.72) (0.56) (0.45)
0.84 8.00* 5.79 10.49 17.37%* 10.87** 8.51%**
4.71) (4.43) (3.78) (6.71) (6.82) (4.85) (3.82)
0.47 0.60 0.84 0.90 0.49 0.52 0.59
(0.56) (0.55) (0.57) (0.74) (0.65) (0.52) (0.44)

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls (with 3 demographic variables), 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard

Errors and State Trends

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in %

Dummy Variable Model:

Spline Model:

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy:

Trend Effect:

Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
0.23 -3.46 1.01 4.24 11.14%* 1.93 1.67
(3.81) (2.76) (3.33) (3.19) 4.41) (2.21) (1.79)
0.48 -0.16 1.52% -0.31 -0.77 -0.20 -0.95%*
(0.67) (0.58) (0.79) (0.74) (0.74) (0.64) (0.48)
-0.06 -3.41 0.08 4.50 11.78%* 2.08 2.28
(3.74) (2.80) (3.18) (3.34) (4.44) (2.30) 1.97)
0.48 -0.08 1.52% -0.41 -1.04 -0.25 -1.00*
(0.65) (0.59) (0.79) (0.76) (0.73) (0.65) (0.50)

%% These regressions include year and state fixed effects, and are weighted by state population. Robust standard
errors are provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables for this “preferred” specification
include: incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate,
poverty rate, population density, per capita income measures, and three demographic composition measures.

* Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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C. The 36 Demographic Controls Should Not be Used in Crime Regressions

In his book More Guns, Less Crime, Lott concedes that he “overcontrolled” for
demographic composition out of an abundance of caution, in order to avoid potentially
problematic omitted variable bias. However, it is well known that introducing a large number of
highly collinear variables into a regression model can lead to highly unstable results.** To test
for the degree of collinearity among the independent variables when the Lott-Mustard
demographic variables are used in Table 8c, we run auxiliary regressions of one independent
variable on the remaining explanatory variables and analyze the resulting variance inflation
factor (VIF).*! Table 10 shows that the RTC variable has an uncomfortably high VIF greater
than 5 in both the dummy and spline models when the 36 demographic controls are used. Using
the 6 ADZ variables (or the more limited set of 3 demographics) reduces the multicollinearity for
the RTC dummy to a tolerable level (with VIFs always below 5). Nonetheless, the degree of
multicollinearity for the individual demographics (showing three different black-male categories)
can be seen to be astonishingly high with 36 demographic controls and still high with even more
limited demographic controls. This analysis makes us highly skeptical of any estimates of the

impact of RTC laws that employ the Lott-Mustard set of 36 demographic controls.

0 For a longer discussion of the consequences that multicollinearity can have on a regression model, see
Studenmund (1997).

*I The VIF is an estimate of the extent to which multicollinearity has increased the variance of the estimated
coefficient. A VIF of five or more, calculated as the inverse of the difference between 1 and the coefficient of
determination (R?) from the auxiliary regression, is evidence of severe multicollinearity.
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Table 10*
. Black Male: Black Male: ~ Black Male:
VIF Calculations RTC 10-19 20-20 30-39
36 Demographic Controls: Dummy Varlab'le Model: 59 13888.9 1733.1 1788.9
Spline Mode: 7.0 13888.9 1733.1 1785.7
6 Demographic Controls: Dummy Var}able Model: 4.1 158.8 91.4 74.1
Spline Model: 4.8 1584 90.8 75.6
3 Demographic Controls: Dummy Varlal')le Model: 3.8 136.5 82.1 67.7
Spline Model: 44 136.8 82.6 68.8

D. Addressing the Problem of Endogenous Adoption of RTC Laws

The problem of endogenous adoption of RTC laws during a period of rising crime that is
unique to a state is obviously a concern, since this would likely bias the estimated effect of the
law in a way that would make the law appear more favorable in reducing crime (as crime
ultimately returned to prior mean levels). One way to address this concern is to restrict the
analysis to a period such as 1999-2010, which is a far more stable period of crime in the US.
The 1999-2010 period does not include the immense increases and then declines associated with
the rise and fall of the crack epidemic, which threatened a key assumption of the panel data
model of crime (since these dramatic crime shifts were not uniform across states and thus could
not be expected to be adequately captured by year fixed effects). Table 11a restricts the analysis
of the basic ADZ model to this date range, with the hope that this estimation on a more limited
sample involving only 8 states that adopted RTC laws during that time frame will eliminate
enough endogeneity bias to offset the cost of having a smaller sample size. This approach

generates evidence that RTC laws increased the rate of murder but had no other statistically

2 These regressions include year and state fixed effects, and are weighted by state population. The control variables
for this “preferred” specification include: incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential
endogeneity issues), unemployment rate, poverty rate, population density, and per capita income measures. The
number of demographic variables (excluding the explanatory variable for which the VIF is calculated) varies by row
in the table. The VIF is calculated as 1/(1-R?).
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significant impact on crime for the 8 changing states. Table 11b shows that if state trends need

to be controlled for, the results become more varied, with some crime declines (in rape and

larceny and possibly auto theft) and a possible crime increase in aggravated assault.

Table 114

Table 11a

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1999-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: 7.40 3.00 4.76 -3.55 -0.21 1.79 -3.18
(5.84) (3.50) 3.73) (5.23) 4.07) (3.40) (2.64)
Spline Model: 1.47%* 0.34 1.10 0.12 -0.61 0.59 0.15
(0.55) (0.42) (0.67) (0.43) (0.73) (0.38) (0.33)
Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: 6.73 2.85 4.26 -3.62 0.08 1.52 -3.27
(6.06) 3.51) (3.82) (5.31) (4.05) (3.52) (2.66)
Trend Effect: | 1.42%** 0.32 1.07 0.14 -0.61 0.58 0.18
(0.53) (0.42) (0.67) (0.44) (0.73) (0.39) (0.33)
Table 11b
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1999-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data
All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: 5.70 4.66 6.00%* 1.04 1.66 1.91 -0.38
(5.30) 3.57) (3.24) (6.66) (5.48) 4.11) (2.43)
Spline Model: 1.03 -2.94%* -1.70 -1.41 -5.36% -0.92 -1.72%*
(3.24) (1.22) (1.40) (1.93) (2.79) (1.41) (0.85)
Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: 5.79 4.44 5.87* 0.93 1.24 1.84 -0.52
(5.32) (3.53) (3.21) (6.75) (5.26) (4.07) (2.34)
Trend Effect: 1.10 -2.89%* -1.64 -1.40 -5.35% -0.90 -1.72%*
(3.23) (1.22) (1.35) (1.91) (2.76) (1.37) (0.85)
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X. Additional Concerns in the Evaluation of Legislation Using Observational Data

We now turn to three critical issues that must be considered when using panel data to
evaluate the impact of legislation and public policy (and gun laws in particular). First, we
discuss the possibility of difficult-to-measure omitted variables and how such variables can
shape estimates of policy impact. We are particularly concerned with how the crack epidemic of
the 1980s and 1990s may bias results in the direction of finding a beneficial effect. Second, we
explore pre-adoption crime trends in an attempt to examine the potentially endogenous adoption
of right-to-carry legislation. Finally, given that the intent of right-to-carry legislation is to
increase gun-carrying in law-adopting states, we explore whether these laws may have had a
particular effect on gun-related assaults (which is the one crime category that has generated
somewhat consistent results thus far).

A. Further Thoughts on Omitted Variable Bias

As discussed above, we believe it is likely that the NRC’s estimates of the effects of RTC
legislation are marred by omitted variable bias. In our attempt to improve (at least to a degree) on
the original Lott-Mustard model, we included additional explanatory factors, such as the
incarceration and police rates, and removed extraneous variables (such as unnecessary and
collinear demographic measures). We recognize, however, that there are additional criminogenic
influences for which we cannot fully control. In particular, we suspect that a major shortcoming

of all of the models presented is the inability to account for the possible influence of the crack-

* These regressions include year and state fixed effects, and are weighted by state population. Robust standard
errors are provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables for this “preferred” specification
include: incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate,
poverty rate, population density, per capita income measures, and six demographic composition measures. The
states that adopted shall issue laws during the time period are Colorado (2003), Kansas (2007), Michigan (2001),
Minnesota (2003), Missouri (2004), Nebraska (2007), New Mexico (2004), and Ohio (2004).

* Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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cocaine epidemic on crime.**

Many scholars now suggest that rapid growth in the market for crack cocaine in the late
1980s and the early 1990s was likely one of the major influences on increasing crime rates (and
violent crimes in particular) during this period (Levitt 2004). Moreover, the harmful
criminogenic effect of crack was likely more acute in urban areas of states slow to adopt RTC
laws. Meanwhile, many rural states adopted such laws during this era. If this was indeed the
case, this divergence between states could account for much of the purported “crime-reducing”
effects attributed by Lott and Mustard to gun laws (which were then supported by scholars such
as James Q. Wilson). The regression analysis would then identify a relationship between rising
crime and the failure to adopt RTC legislation, when the actual reason for this trend was the
influence of crack (rather than the passage of the RTC law).

We now explore how results from our main models vary when we restrict the analysis to
the time periods before and after the peak of the American crack epidemic. According to Fryer et
al. (2005), the crack problem throughout most of the country peaked at some point in the early
1990s. Coincidentally, the original Lott-Mustard period of analysis (1977-1992) contains years
that likely represent the height of crack-induced crime problem. With this in mind, we run our

main regressions after breaking up our dataset into two periods: the original Lott-Mustard period

44 Although Lott and Mustard (1997) do attempt to control for the potential influence of crack cocaine through the
use of cocaine price data based on the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency's STRIDE program, we find their approach
wanting for both theoretical and empirical reasons. First, a control for crack should capture the criminogenic
influence of the crack trade on crime. We know that prior to 1985, there was no such influence in any state and that
after some point in the early to mid-1990s this criminogenic influence declined strongly. Since there is little reason
to believe that cocaine prices would be informative on the criminogenic influence of crack in particular geographic
areas, it is hard to see how the cocaine price data could be a useful control. Second, the data that Lott and Mustard
use is itself questionable. Horowitz (2001) argues forcefully that STRIDE data is not a reliable source of data for
policy analyses of cocaine. The data are mainly records of acquisitions made to support criminal investigations in
particular cities, and are not a random sample of an identifiable population. Moreover, since the STRIDE data is at
the city-level, we are not sure how this would be used in a county-level analysis. The data was collected for 21
cities, while there are over 3,000 counties in the U.S. In addition, the data is missing for 1988 and 1989, which are
crucial years in the rise of the crack epidemic in poor urban areas. Lott and Mustard drop those years of analysis
when including cocaine prices as a control.
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of analysis (1979-1992) as well as the post-Lott-Mustard period (1993-2010). We first present
the results for the era that includes the crack epidemic (1979-1992)*° on our preferred model.
We run these regressions (with clustered standard errors) on state-level data, with and without
state trends. These results are presented in Tables 12a and 12b. We then estimate the same
models on the post-crack period (see Tables 13a and 13b).

Note that, with a simple naive reading, the regression results in Table 12 from the initial
14-year time period (1979-1992) do suggest that violent crime rates are dampened by RTC laws
if state trends are not needed and that murder, rape, and robbery may have declined if state trends
are needed. If we look at the following 18 year period from 1993 — 2010 in Table 13, however,
there is no longer any evidence of a statistically significant decline in violent crimes. Instead,
RTC laws are associated with higher rates of murder, aggravated assault, robbery, and burglary.
This evidence supports the theory that the initial Lott and Mustard finding was likely the result of

the crime-raising impact of crack in non-RTC states.

45 As mentioned in footnote 29, poverty data is not available before 1979. Thus, although the Lott-Mustard period
originally was 1977-1992, for our preferred specification the analysis covers 1979-1992.
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Table 12a

Table 124

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1979-1992 — Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in %

Dummy Variable Model:

Spline Model:

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy:

Trend Effect:

Table 12b

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in %

Dummy Variable Model:

Spline Model:

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy:

Trend Effect:

Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
-4.88 -7.28%* -9.71** -5.46 7.95% -3.12 -0.20
(4.28) (3.40) (4.48) (4.02) (4.38) (2.70) (1.51)
-1.48 -0.93 -0.30 -2.49%%* 0.27 -0.42 0.04
(1.18) (0.63) (1.53) (0.60) (0.83) (0.75) (0.30)
-1.02 -7.20%* -13.75%* 2.58 11.14%* -2.97 -0.49
(5.02) (3.67) (5.64) (5.06) (5.13) (3.56) (1.69)
-1.35 -0.03 1.42 -2.81** -1.12 -0.05 0.10
(1.40) 0.77) (1.19) (0.86) (0.81) (0.84) (0.31)
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1979-1992 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
-4.83 -6.19%* -2.93 -2.80 1.37 -1.86 2.75
4.27) (2.81) (2.75) (5.25) 4.54) (3.07) (2.32)
-5.56%* -0.39 -0.72 -4.03* -1.17 -1.96 0.86
(2.34) (1.22) (1.07) 2.21) (1.79) (1.19) (1.07)
5.65 -7.95%*%* -2.56 5.11 4.58 1.76 1.98
(6.22) (2.83) (3.61) (6.88) (4.20) (3.99) (2.54)
-6.62%* 1.11 -0.23 -5.00% -2.03 -2.29 0.49
(2.95) (1.15) (1.34) (2.76) (1.87) (1.44) (1.23)

“ Estimations include year and state fixed effects and are weighted by state population. Robust standard errors are
provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables for this “preferred” specification include:

incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate, poverty
rate, population density, per capita income measures, and six demographic composition measures. * Significant at
10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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Table 13a

Table 137

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1993-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: 4.77 -1.53 2.03 291 5.18 6.20%%* 2.26
(4.68) (3.45) (4.49) 4.57) (4.32) (3.09) 2.77)
Spline Model: 1.25%* 0.28 1.37%* 1.28%* 0.61 0.68 0.16
(0.51) (0.55) (0.60) (0.62) (0.87) (0.57) (0.43)
Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: 4.15 -1.68 1.34 2.27 4.89 5.96%* 2.19
(4.94) (3.55) (4.58) 4.74) 4.11) (3.23) 2.77)
Trend Effect: 1.22%* 0.29 1.36%* 1.26** 0.58 0.65 0.15
(0.52) (0.54) (0.61) (0.63) (0.86) (0.57) (0.43)
Table 13b
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1993-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data
. Aggravated Auto
All ted in % £8
Jigures reported in % Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: 6.30* 0.94 1.85 4.38 4.22 1.12 -0.94
(3.38) (3.29) (3.27) (3.26) (4.25) (2.54) (2.30)
Spline Model: -0.26 0.43 1.66 -0.21 -3.87%* -1.14 -1.61%*
(1.40) (0.87) (1.24) (0.93) (1.50) (0.73) (0.65)
Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: 6.62%* 0.74 1.03 4.61 6.38 1.76 -0.12
(3.46) (3.23) (3.01) (3.54) (4.07) (2.47) (2.13)
Trend Effect: -0.62 0.39 1.61 -0.46 -4.22%%* -1.23 -1.60**
(1.32) (0.86) (1.24) (1.03) (1.61) (0.77) (0.70)

7 Estimations include year and state fixed effects and are weighted by state population. Robust standard errors are
provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables for this “preferred” specification include:

incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate, poverty
rate, population density, per capita income measures, and six demographic composition measures. * Significant at
10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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Figure 8 depicts a measure of crack prevalence for the period 1980-2000 in the five states
with the greatest crack problem, as well as the five states with the least crack, according to Fryer
et al. (2005). Figure 9 shows the murder rates over time for these two sets of states. We see that
crime rose in the high crack states when the crack index rises in the mid-to-late 1980s, but that
the crack index does not turn down in those states at the time crime started to fall. Apparently,
the rise of the crack market triggered a great deal of violence, but once the market stabilized, the
same level of crack consumption could be maintained while the violence ebbed.

Of course, omitting an appropriate control for the criminogenic influence of crack is
problematic if the high-crack states tend not to adopt RTC laws and the low-crack states tend to
adopt. This is in fact the case: all of the five “high-crack” states are non-RTC states during the
time period of Figure 9, whereas four of the five “low-crack” states are RTC states (all four
adopted an RTC law by 1994).*® The only exception is Nebraska, a state that did not adopt an

RTC law until 2007.*

*8 New Mexico, one of the five highest crack states, became an RTC state in 2004. Wyoming and Montana adopted
RTC laws in 1994 and 1991, respectively. North Dakota and South Dakota both adopted their laws by 1985.

* Out of the ten states with the lowest crack cocaine index, seven adopted an RTC law by 1994. The exceptions are
Nebraska (2007), Minnesota (2003), and Iowa (2011).
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Figure 8: Prevalence of Crack in the S Most and 5 Least Crack-affected States

Top S High & Low Crack States:
Average Crack Index, 1980-2000
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on the crack index of Fryer et al (2005).

Figure 9: Murder Rates in the S Most and S Least Crack-affected States

Source: FBI UCR Data.

Moreover, as Table 14 reveals, the 13 states that adopted RTC laws during the initial
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Lott-Mustard period (1977-1992) had crack levels substantially below the level of the five high-
crack states shown in Figures 8 and 9. Of the RTC adopters shown in Table 14, the largest has
an average crack index of 1.46 (Georgia), while the high-crack states had an average population

weighted crack level of 1.76.

Table 14: Population-weighted Statistics of RTC-Adopting
States between 1977 and 1992°

Year of RTC

State Law Adoption Murder Rate Crack Index
Indiana 1980 6.56 0.30
Maine 1985 2.34 0.09
North Dakota 1985 1.32 0.04
South Dakota 1985 1.96 -0.04
Virginia 1986 7.97 1.13
Florida 1987 11.53 1.24
Georgia 1989 12.89 1.46
Pennsylvania 1989 5.75 1.13
West Virginia 1989 5.53 0.42
Idaho 1990 3.04 0.34
Mississippi 1990 11.50 0.44
Oregon 1990 4.85 1.14
Montana 1991 3.69 0.07

Top Five Crack

States”’ 10.64 1.76
RTC Adopters 8.04 0.96

In other words, over the initial Lott-Mustard period of analysis (ending in 1992), the
criminogenic influence of crack made RTC laws look beneficial since crack was raising crime in
non-RTC states. In the later period, crime fell sharply in the high-crack states, making RTC
states look bad in comparison. Therefore, the effects estimated over this entire period will

necessarily water down the initial Lott-Mustard results. The hope is that estimating the effect

%0 The crack index data comes from Fryer et al (2005), which constructs the index (beginning in 1980) based on
several indirect proxies for crack use, including cocaine arrests, cocaine-related emergency room visits, cocaine-
induced drug deaths, crack mentions in newspapers, and DEA drug busts. The paper does suggest that these values
can be negative. The state with the lowest mean value of the crack index over the data period from 1980 to 1990 is
South Dakota (-0.03), and the state with the highest mean value is New York (1.58).

>! The top five states with the highest population weighted average crack index in the period 1980-1992 were
California, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, and Rhode Island. None of these states adopted RTC laws during
this period.
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over the entire period will wash out the impact of the omitted variable bias generated by the lack
of an adequate control for the effect of crack.

As an additional test for potential omitted variable bias in both the NRC and our own
preferred model specification, we perform an analysis inspired by Altonji et al. (2005). In their
influential paper, the authors provide a practical method to test the extent to which potential
omitted variable bias drives the results of a multivariate analysis. This test assumes that the
selected, observable variables are chosen from a broader set of possible controls, and then
explores how strong selection on unobserved variables would have to be relative to selection on
observed variables to produce an OLS estimate if the true effect (in our case the effect of RTC
laws on crime trends) were zero. We provide further details on this test procedure in Appendix F.

Using the Altonji et al (2005) test procedure, we analyzed the relative strength of the
Table 1b estimate from the NRC Report that RTC laws were associated with an 8.33% reduction
in murder rates (using the Lott-Mustard county data estimate for 1977-2000). The Altonji test
procedure suggests that this Lott-Mustard estimate has a potential bias of -1.03, which implies
that the ostensible finding of a crime-reducing estimate would be entirely driven by selection
bias if selection on unobservables were only 8 percent as strong as selection on observables.
This is strong evidence that the NRC/Lott model suffers fatally from omitted variable bias. In
comparison, an analogous test of our preferred specification using state data from 1979 to 2010
(Table 8a) — which showed an estimated increase in murder of 3.31% (albeit not statistically
significant) — shows that the potential bias in the murder effect was -0.35. In other words, in our
case, the implied bias is negative, which means that the positive and statistically insignificant

effect of RTC laws on murder that we found is a likely a lower bound for the true effect.
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B. Endogeneity and Misspecification Concerns

To this point, our analysis has remained within the estimation framework common to the
NRC/Lott-Mustard analyses, which implicitly assumes that passage of right-to-carry legislation
in a given state is an exogenous factor influencing crime levels. Under this assumption, one can
interpret the estimated coefficient as an unbiased measure of RTC laws’ collective impact.

We probe the validity of this strong claim by estimating a more flexible year-by-year
specification, adding pre- and post-passage dummy variables to the analysis.”> Pre-passage
dummies can allow us to assess whether crime trends shift in unexpected ways prior to the
passage of a state's RTC law. Figures 10 through 13 present the results from this exercise in
graphical form. Using our preferred model as the base specification, we introduce dummies for
the eight years preceding and the first eight years following adoption. We first estimate this
regression for each violent crime category over the full sample of 50 states plus the District of
Columbia. However, because of the presence of five states that adopted their RTC law within
eight years of 1979, and seven states that adopted laws within the eight years before our dataset
ends, we have twelve states that cannot enter into the full set of pre- and post-adoption dummy
variables.” Because Ayres and Donohue (2003) showed that the year-by-year estimates can
jump wildly when states drop in or out of the individual year estimates, we also estimate the
year-by-year model after dropping out the earliest (pre-1987) and latest (post-2002) law-adopting
states. In this separate series of regressions, our estimates of the full set of lead and lag variables

for the 22 states that adopted RTC laws between 1987 and 2002 are based on a trimmed data set

52 In Appendix C, we further analyze the issue of misspecification and model fit by analyzing residuals from the
regression analysis.

53 We also include a control for more than 8 years before the passage of RTC laws, although these are not shown in
the following charts.
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that omits the 12 early and late adopters.™

Autor, Donohue, and Schwab (2006) point out that when analyzing the impact of state-
level policies using panel data, one would ideally see lead dummies that are near zero. For the
crime of aggravated assault (Figure 12), this desirable pattern is roughly approximated.
Therefore, we would expect these estimates to perhaps be the most reliable among the four
violent crime categories. The graphs for murder, rape, and robbery, though, suggest the possible
presence of systematic differences between RTC law adopters that can complicate or thwart the
endeavor of obtaining clean estimates of the impact of right-to-carry laws. Rather than being
close to zero in the pre-passage period, the levels of murder, rape, and robbery seemed to be
lower in the pre-passage period and rising rapidly. Such a pattern raises concerns about the
presence of endogenous adoption that complicate our thinking about the influence of right-to-

carry laws on violent crime.

54 The states that drop out (with dates of RTC law passage in parentheses) include: Indiana (1980), Maine (1985),
North Dakota (1985), South Dakota (1985), Virginia (1986), Colorado (2003), Minnesota (2003), Missouri (2004),
New Mexico (2004), Ohio (2004), Kansas (2007), and Nebraska (2007).
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Figure 10>
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Figure 10: Normalized Year-by-Year Estimates of the Impact of RTC
Laws on Murder (State Data, 1979-2010)
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If one looks at the four lines in Figure 10, one sees four different sets of year-by-year

estimates of the impact of RTC laws on murder. The lines have been normalized to show a zero

value in the year of adoption of a RTC law. Let's begin with the bottom line (looking at the right

hand side of the figure) and the line just above it. The lower line represents the naive year-by-

year estimates from the preferred model estimated on the 1979-2010 period, while the line just

above it drops out the early and late adopters, so that the estimated year-by-year estimates are

based on the "clean" sample of all non-adopting states (over the sample period) plus the 22 RTC

adopters for which complete data is available from 8 years prior to adoption through 8 years after

55 Estimations include year and state fixed effects and are weighted by county population. The control variables
include: incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate,
poverty rate, population density, per capita income measures, and six demographic composition measures.
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adoption. One sees that the trimmed estimates are different and less favorable to the “More
Guns, Less Crime” hypothesis, as evidenced by the higher values in the post-passage period.

How should we interpret these trimmed sample estimates? One possibility is to conclude
that on average the pre-passage estimates are reasonably close to zero and then take the post-
passage figures as reasonable estimates of the true effect. If we do this, none of the estimates
would be statistically significant, so one could not reject the null hypothesis of no effect.

Perhaps, though, what is most important is the trend just prior to passage. This might
suggest that rising crime in fact increases the likelihood that a state would adopt a RTC law. In
particular, since murder is typically the crime most salient in the media, we suspect it has the
greatest effect on the implementation of purported crime control measures such as RTC
legislation. Of course, this would suggest an endogeneity problem that would also likely lead to
a bias in favor of finding a deterrent effect. The mechanism driving this bias would presumably
be that rising crime strengthens the NRA push for the law, and the mean reversion in crime
would then falsely be attributed to the law by the naive panel data analysis (incorrectly premised
on exogenous RTC law adoption). But in the trimmed model, there is no sign of mean
reversion. Murder rates keep increasing after RTC adoption. There is certainly no evidence of a
beneficial impact from RTC laws, but conclusions about causation are difficult given the strong
pre-passage crime trends.

Another striking feature we note is the strong influence of Florida and Georgia on our
estimates of the impact of RTC laws on murder (Figure 10). When we remove these two states,
the post-adoption trend lines for murder clearly shift upwards. Moreover, when dropping them
from the set of RTC states that already excludes the early and late adopters—still leaving us with

20 RTC states to analyze—we see that murder increases in each post-adoption year. As previous
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papers have noted, Florida experienced enormous drops in murder during the 1990s that may
have been completely unrelated to the passage of its right-to-carry policy. Donohue (2003)
points out that the 1980 Mariel boat lift temporarily added many individuals prone to committing
crimes to Florida's population, causing a massive increase in crime in Florida during the 1980s.
Thus, it is plausible that the massive 1990s crime reductions in Florida were not driven by the
adoption of the state's RTC law but rather a return to traditional population dynamics that were
less prone to violent crime (again, a reversion to the mean). This is important to consider given
the strong downward pull of Florida on aggregate murder rates.

The line based on dropping Florida and Georgia from the trimmed sample would suggest
that for the 20 other states, the impact of RTC laws on murder was highly pernicious. Again a
number of interpretations are possible: 1) Florida and Georgia are unusual and the best estimate
of the impact of RTC laws comes from the trimmed sample that excludes them (and the early
and late adopters); 2) there is heterogeneity in the impact of RTC laws, so we should conclude
that the laws help in Florida and Georgia, and tend to be harmful in the other 21 states; and 3)
omitted variables mar the state-by-state estimates but the aggregate estimates that include Florida
and Georgia may be reasonable if the state-by-state biases on average cancel out.

Note that Figure 11, which presents the comparable year-by-year estimates of the impact
of RTC laws on rape, shows a similar yet even more extreme pattern of apparent spikes in crime
leading to the adoption of RTC laws. The rape estimates are less sensitive than the murder
estimates to the dropping of the early and late adopters (or Georgia and Florida). Clearly, the
rate of rape is higher in the post-passage period but Figure 11 shows why the controls for state
trends can be influential for this crime. If one believes that the pre-passage trend of increasing

rapes would have continued without the adoption of RTC laws then you might conclude that the
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RTC laws moderated that upward trend. Alternatively, a dummy variable model that just
compared pre- and post-passage would show greater evidence of RTC laws increasing the rate of

rape.

Figure 116

Figure 11: Normalized Year-by-Year Estimates of the Impact of RTC
Laws on Rape (State Data, 1979-2010)
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56 Estimations include year and state fixed effects, state trends, and are weighted by state population. The control
variables include: incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues),
unemployment rate, poverty rate, state population, population density, per capita income, and six demographic
composition measures.
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Figure 12°7

Figure 12: Normalized Year-by-Year Estimates of the Impact of RTC
Laws on Assault (State Data, 1979-2010)

25%
=#¢=Full Sample

20%
=== Dropping Florida and Georgia

15% Dropping Early and Late Adopters

=@ Dropping Early and Late Adopters, Florida
and Georgia

10%

5%

Percent Change

0%

-5%

-10%

Years Relative to Law Passage

57 Estimations include year and state fixed effects, state trends, and are weighted by state population. The control
variables include: incarceration and police rates, unemployment rate, poverty rate, state population, population
density, per capita income, and six demographic composition measures.
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Figure 13*

Figure 13: Normalized Year-by-Year Estimates of the Percent Change
in Robbery (State Data, 1979-2010)
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As noted, the pattern of near-zero pre-passage estimates for the crime of assaults gives us
greater confidence that we are able to estimate the impact of RTC laws on this crime. The
general story here seems to be that assault increases markedly over the time period after law
passage, which squares with our results discussed in previous sections. One observes positive
coefficient changes that are initially modest, but that increase dramatically and uniformly over
the second half of the post-passage period. Moreover, in contrast to the year-by-year murder

estimate, assault trends are not demonstrably different when we alter the sample to exclude early

58 Estimations include year and state fixed effects, state trends, and are weighted by state population. The control
variables include: incarceration and police rates, unemployment rate, poverty rate, state population, population
density, per capita income, and six demographic composition measures.
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and late adopters, as well as Florida and Georgia. The pattern is generally unaffected by sample,
giving us some confidence that RTC laws may be having an adverse impact on the rate of
assault. Robbery rates similarly increase over time after the passage of RTC laws.

If the near uniform increases in assault coefficients means that aggravated assault did
actually increase over time with the passage of right-to-carry legislation, this would strongly
undercut the "More Guns, Less Crime" thesis. Interestingly, the robbery data (Figure 13) either
suggests a pernicious effect similar to that on aggravated assault (particularly for the trimmed
estimates dropping only early and late adopters) or a strong upward trend in crime, starting well
before passage, that might be taken as a sign of the absence of any impact of RTC laws on
robbery.

C. Effects of RTC Laws on Gun-related Assaults

A general concern in evaluating the impact of generic law X is that there is not some
other law or policy Y that is generating the observed effect. In this case, the apparent finding
that RTC laws increase aggravated assaults raises the question of whether changes in reporting or
documenting aggravated assaults might be a possible confounding factor. Specifically, over the
last two decades a number of states and municipalities have launched programs designed to
combat domestic violence by increasing the arrests of likely perpetrators. These programs could
influence the count of aggravated assaults appearing in the FBI crime data we employ. If such
programs are more likely to be adopted in either RTC or non-RTC states than the potential for
bias must be considered.

One way to address this problem would be to collect data on the various state or
municipal initiatives that lead to higher rates of arrest of those committing acts of domestic

violence. However, collecting uniform panel data along these lines that also fully captures the
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nature and intensity of the police initiatives is extremely difficult. An alternative approach is to
look at assaults that we think are less likely to be influenced by these domestic violence
initiatives (or by other shifts in the likelihood of arrest for potentially assaultive conduct), but
which are most likely to be influenced by RTC laws (if there is in fact such an influence).

Counts of gun assaults would seem to meet these two criteria, because assaults with a gun tend to
be serious enough that the level of discretion as to whether to arrest is reduced, and because gun
assaults are precisely the types of crimes that we might expect would be influenced if more guns
are on the street because of the passage of RTC laws. For this reason, we may get more reliable
estimates of the impact of RTC laws by looking at gun-related aggravated assaults than at overall
aggravated assaults.

To test this possibility, we estimate our preferred regression using gun-related aggravated
assaults as the dependent variable (both with and without state-specific trends) in Table 15
below. Unfortunately, our confidence in these results is undermined by data quality issues
similar to those described in section IX. Since agencies report gun assault data to the FBI on a
voluntary basis, there are significant gaps in which areas are reporting their gun assault totals in a
given year. In addition, if reporting bias were correlated with either the gun assault rate or a
state’s adoption of an RTC statute, our coefficient estimates of the effect of RTC laws on the gun
assault rate would be biased (although the direction of this bias would depend on the nature of
this correlation). Nevertheless, we report our results for these regressions to examine whether
they are consistent with our other evidence that right-to-carry laws increase aggravated assault
rates.

Comparing these new results with the assault estimates in Tables 8a and 8b and Figure 12

above, our bottom-line story of how RTC laws increase rates of aggravated assault is further
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strengthened when limiting our analysis to assaults involving a gun. Without state trends, we
uniformly see very large, positive estimates, some of which are significant at the 5% and 10%
level. With state trends, we again see some evidence that gun-related aggravated assault rates
are increased by RTC legislation, although none of the resulting coefficients are statistically
significant. These results again suggest that RTC laws may be generating higher levels of
assaultive conduct, although more refined tools (or cleaner data) will be needed before confident

predictions can be made.

Table 15°
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws on Gun-Related Aggravated Assaults —
ADZ Preferred Controls, 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data
All figures reported in % Gun-Related Gun-Related
Aggravated Assault Aggravated Assault
(No State Trends) (With State Trends)
Dummy Variable Model: 32.96%* 4.36
(13.24) (8.19)
Spline Model: 2.86* 3.07
(1.47) (2.13)
Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: 23.49%* 2.08
(9.77) (8.01)
Trend Effect: 2.08 3.00
(1.30) (2.11)

> Estimations include year and state fixed effects, and are weighted by state population. Robust standard errors are
provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables for this “preferred” specification include:
incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate, poverty
rate, population density, per capita income measures, and six demographic composition measures. * Significant at
10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%. The gun assault data comes from the FBI master file, available
upon request from the agency. The data is provided at the local level; thus for state values we sum the reported gun
assaults over all of the reporting agencies by year. However, not all agencies report their estimates during each
reporting period, leaving our gun assault figures likely to be undervalued.

75

DA 207



Case 1:15-cv-02234-RJL Document 19-1 Filed 01/15/16 Page 211 of 332

XI. Conclusion

In this paper, we have explored the question of the impact of RTC laws on crime and the
NRC panel’s 2004 report concluding that the then-current literature was too fractured to reach a
conclusion on what that impact is. We agree with the conclusion that the NRC panel reached at
that time, as well as with the pointed rebuke the panel gave to James Q. Wilson who argued --
without scientific merit according to the NRC majority -- that RTC laws reduce murder. We do
take issue, though, with the NRC majority report in a few respects.

First, as we show in this paper, there is a clear need to employ the cluster correction to
the standard errors when estimating panel data models of crime, and the NRC majority erred
when it concluded otherwise. As our placebo tests show, the standard errors that the NRC
presented in their panel data models were far too low and greatly exaggerated the statistical
significance of their results. Indeed, the clustering gaffe was on top of the NRC failure to use the
robust correction for heteroskedascticity, which created additional downward bias in the standard
errors (although less dramatically than the failure to cluster). Both corrections are needed, and
this error alone set the stage for Wilson's dissent. With correct standard errors, none of the
estimates that Wilson thought established a benign effect of RTC laws on murder would have
been statistically significant. Thus, getting the standard errors right might have kept Wilson
from writing his misguided dissent -- to the benefit of Wilson, the NRC majority, and the public.

Second, beyond getting the standard errors correct and therefore undermining the
ostensible statistical significance of their presented murder regression, the NRC majority could
have said much more than they did to refute Wilson's reliance on extremely limited statistical
evidence to endorse the view that RTC laws reduce murder. Wilson's conclusion essentially

rested on the NRC report's presentation of two Lott and Mustard models (the dummy and the
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spline) based on county data from 1977-2000. The NRC majority did point out that the
estimates for six out of 7 crimes were contradictory (some suggesting crime increases and some
suggesting crime decreases), so the fact that for the seventh crime -- murder -- both models
suggested RTC laws reduced crime might well be a spurious result. But the NRC majority could
have given many more reasons to be cautious about relying on the two Lott and Mustard
regressions.

Specifically, the NRC response to Wilson could easily have noted that Wilson had
previously written that incarceration was perhaps the most important factor explaining the drop
in crime in the United States in the 1990s, and he had also written on the importance of police
(Wilson, 2008). Yet the Lott and Mustard model that the NRC presented (and that Wilson relied
on) did not control for either of these factors.” Thus, on these grounds alone, one would have
thought Wilson would have been particularly wary not to rely on a regression which was
potentially subject to a charge of omitted variable bias. Neither the NRC majority nor Wilson
ever noted this omission.

Moreover, we note in this paper some of the data problems with the Lott data set that the
NRC panel used and then address an array of issues about data and model specification that
Wilson ideally should have explored before he uncritically accepted the ostensible finding of a
RTC impact on murder. These issues included the danger of omitted variable bias concerning
the crack epidemic, the choice of county over state-level data, the inclusion of state-specific
linear trends, and the over-use of highly collinear demographic variables, all of which have
enough impact on the panel data estimates to influence one's perception of the "More Guns, Less

Crime" theory and thus warrant closer examination than they received from Wilson.

60 The Lott and Mustard model omitted a control for the incarceration and police rates (which is indicated implicitly
—though not explicitly highlighted — in the notes to each table of the NRC report, which listed the controls
included in each specification).
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Perhaps Wilson was so wedded to his position that nothing could have persuaded him not
to write his ill-conceived dissent, but the NRC majority could have done more to buttress their
entirely correct assessment that “the scientific evidence does not support [ Wilson's] position”
(pg. 275). As a result, Lott now claims that Wilson, one of the most eminent criminologists of
our time, supports his position (Lott, 2008). If one of the goals of the NRC report was to shield
the public and policymakers from claims based on inadequate empirical evidence, the Wilson
dissent represents a considerable failure.

A number of important lessons emerge from this story for both producers and consumers
of econometric evaluations of law and policy. The first and most obvious is that a single
statistical study cannot resolve an important question. Instead, one must wait until a literature
has developed. But even then, the conclusion that emerges may be one of uncertainty as the
NRC report showed.

A second lesson is how easy it is for mistakes to creep into these empirical studies. The
pure data errors that entered into the NRC data set when Lott transmitted an imperfect data set or
the error in the 1993 Uniform Crime Reports data (or the errors that entered into our own work in
Aneja et al (2011), which are described in greater detail in Footnote 18) were not major enough
to have an impact, but at times the errors will be decisive (and the process of peer review is not
well-equipped to detect such errors). This episode underscores the value of making publicly
available data and replication files that can reproduce published econometric results. This
exercise can both help to uncover errors prior to publication and then assist researchers in the
process of replication, thereby aiding the process of ensuring accurate econometric estimates that
later inform policy debates.

A third lesson is that the "best practices" in econometrics are evolving. Researchers and
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policymakers should keep an open mind about controversial policy topics in light of new and
better empirical evidence or methodologies. Prior to the important work of Bertrand, Duflo, and
Mullainathan (2004) on difference-in-differences estimation, few researchers understood that
clustering standard errors on the state-level in order to account for serial correlation in panel data
was necessary. The results in many pre-2004 published papers would be wiped out with this
single adjustment. Despite its impressive array of talent, the NRC report in 2004 got this
important issue wrong, even though most applied econometricians today would make this cluster
adjustment to avoid greatly increasing the level of Type I error.

While the NRC majority decision of uncertainty was clearly influenced by the sensitivity
of the estimates to various modeling choices, the separate statement by Horowitz was even more
categorical in its nihilism, essentially rejecting all applied econometric work on RTC legislation,
as indicated by his independent statement in an appendix to the NRC’s (2004) report:

“It is unlikely that there can be an empirically based resolution of the question of whether
Lott has reached the correct conclusions about the effects of right-to-carry laws on
crime.” (p. 304, NRC Report.)

Of course, if there can be no empirically based resolution of this question, it means that short of
doing an experiment in which laws are randomly assigned to states, there will be no way to
assess the impact of these laws. But there is nothing particularly special about the RTC issue, as
the recent National Research Council report on the deterrence of the death penalty shows
(essentially adopting the Horowitz position on the question of whether the death penalty deters
murders). The econometrics community needs to think deeply about what these NRC reports and
the Horowitz appendix imply more broadly for the study of legislation using panel data
econometrics and observational data.

Finally, despite our belief that the NRC’s analysis was imperfect in certain ways, we
agree with the committee’s cautious final judgment on the effects of RTC laws: “with the current
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evidence it is not possible to determine that there is a causal link between the passage of right-to-
carry laws and crime rates.” Our results here further underscore the sensitivity of guns-crime
estimates to modeling decisions.®’ But not being able to “determine” with the level of certainty
one strives for in academic work does not mean that one cannot offer conclusions at some lower
level of certainty such as “more probable than not.” Since policymakers need to act, it is more
useful to offer guidance as to which evidence is likely to be most reliable than to simply reject all
evidence until the highest level of certainty has been attained.

Clearly, we now have more believable panel data models of the type used in the NRC
report estimated on more complete state and county data, coupled with the additional evidence
presented in this article examining gun assaults (Table 15) and estimating year by year effects on
crime (Figures 10-13). Can a consistent story be distilled from this evidence?

We would consider our preferred regression models run on either the most complete data
(state data from 1979-2010) or the data likely to be free of the confounding effect of the crack
cocaine epidemic (state data from 1999-2010) as likely to yield more reliable estimates of the
effect of RTC laws on crime than the Lott-Mustard specification. If we estimate both the
dummy and spline models using our preferred specification without state trends for each of these
two time periods (overall or after 1999), then we have 4 estimates of the impact of RTC laws for
each of seven crime categories (Tables 8a and 11a). In each of the seven crime categories, at
least one of these four estimates suggests that RTC laws increase crime at the .10 level of
significance, with murder, rape, and larceny estimates reaching significance at the .05 level.
These crime increases are substantial, with the dummy variable model for the complete period

(Table 8a) suggesting that RTC laws increased every crime category by at least 8 percent, except

61 For a quick and clear sense of how sensitive estimates of the impact of right-to-carry laws are, see Appendix E,
where we visually demonstrate the range of point estimates we obtain throughout our analysis.
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murder (in that model, murder rose 3 percent but it is not statistically significant). For the post-
1999 regressions, spline estimate (Table 11a) suggests that RTC laws increased the rate of
murder by 1.5 percentage points each year (significant at the .05 level). In none of those 28
regressions was there any statistically significant estimate suggesting that RTC laws decreased
crime.

Thus, the evidence that RTC laws increase crime is strongest if one accepts the dummy
variable model with our preferred specification on state data (the Table 8a and 11a results) and
accepts the Wolfers (2006) critique that one should avoid controlling for state trends.®> But even
here questions remain. First, one might argue that the fact that estimates suggest that RTC laws
increase property crime is an indication that these models are not giving credible causal estimates
since this link is not based on a strong theoretical foundation.” Second, for all but aggravated
assault, the state year by year estimates of Figures 10-13 raise endogeneity concerns that may
undermine the state panel data results.

But the fact that Figure 12 shows a more ideal pattern of no pre-RTC adoption effects

followed by sharp rises in aggravated assault and that the data on gun aggravated assaults also

52 If one were to reject the Wolfers proposition and conclude that one must control for state trends in estimating the
impact of RTC laws, the story becomes even more complicated. Exhibit E shows (using the .10 level or better for
significance) that there are two estimates with state trends suggestive of crime decreases in rape, six suggestive of
crime increases in aggravated assault and one suggesting a decrease in this crime, four suggestive of decreases in
auto theft and one suggesting an increase in this crime, and one suggestive of decreases in larceny.

% It is not clear why the property crimes of burglary, auto theft, and larceny would rise as a result of RTC passage.
Three possible explanations for this finding come to mind. First, the results are correctly capturing the impact of
RTC laws and perhaps the indirect effect of increasing the weapons available to criminals (through loss or theft)
facilitates all criminal activity (perhaps by emboldening newly armed criminals) or the increase in violent crime
diverts police resources so that property crime is stimulated. Second, it is possible that states adopting RTC laws
were less successful in fighting crime than non-adopting states, so the RTC law was not itself increasing crime but
was simply a proxy for states that on the whole adopted less successful crime-fighting strategies over the last quarter
century. Third, it is possible that states chose to adopt RTC laws at a time when crime was on the rise, so their post-
passage crime experience reflects an adverse crime shock that is incorrectly causally attributed to RTC laws. If this
endogenous timing argument is correct, then it might suggest that post-1999 estimates of Table 11a are preferable,
since that has been a period of greater crime stability (as opposed to the dramatic crime swings of the late 1980s and
1990s). The Table 11a estimates show that RTC laws only affected one crime category — with the laws causing a
substantial increase in murder.

81

DA 213



Case 1:15-cv-02234-RJL Document 19-1 Filed 01/15/16 Page 217 of 332

provides evidence that RTC laws increase these crimes may provide the strongest conclusion of a
causal impact of RTC laws on crime. The evidence that RTC laws increase aggravated assault is
not overwhelming but it does find support in different models and different time periods using
both state and county data sets in different panel data regressions both for all assaults and gun
assaults (Table 15), and in models estimating year-by-year effects. As Tables E5 and E6 reveal,
eleven of the 28 estimates of the impact of RTC laws on aggravated assault meet at least the
minimal standard of significance at the .10 level and show evidence of crime increases (against
only one model showing a significant decline, but only if the data stops in 2000 instead of
2010).** Moreover, the omitted variable bias test suggests that if anything our 8 percent estimate
of the increase in aggravated assault from RTC laws (at the .10 level, see Table 8a) is likely to
understate the true increases in aggravated assault caused by RTC law.®

Further research will hopefully further refine our conclusions as more data and better

methodologies are employed to estimate the impact of RTC laws on crime.

% The one regression suggesting declines in aggravated assault was the Lott/Mustard state data dummy model with
linear state trends estimated only through 2000. Even this effect disappears when the full data set through 2010 is
used).

65 Note that the assaults can be committed either by RTC permit holders or those who have acquired their guns --
either via theft or appropriation of lost guns.
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Appendix A: Using Placebo Laws to Test the Impact of Clustering in the State Data

Table 3 reports the results of our placebo tests using county data. In this appendix, we
use state-level data to again conduct our experiment with placebo laws to examine the effects of
clustering the standard errors. As seen in Tables 1-4 of Appendix A, we find results similar to
those generated with our county data: without clustering, the Type 1 error rates are often an
order of magnitude too high or worse for our murder and robbery regressions (see Tables A1 and
A3). In fact, even with clustered standard errors (Tables A2 and A4), the rejection of the null
hypothesis (that RTC laws have no significant impact on crime) occurs at a relatively high rate.
This finding suggests that, at the very least, we should include clustered standard errors to avoid

unreasonably high numbers of significant estimates.
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Appendix A

Table Al

Percentage of Significant Estimates (5% Level) — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1979-2010 — Hybrid Model
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

. . Dummy Trend
0,
All figures reported in % Variable Variable
1. All 50 States + DC: Murder 47.6 639
' ates U Robbery 46.5 63.7
2 Exact 34 States: Murder 46.9 61.6
. Exac ates: Robbery s1s cad
3 Random 34 Stat Murder 52.4 68.0
. Random ates:
© ° Robbery 53.0 67.1
4. All 17 States: Murder 36.4 58.5
Robbery 454 72.5
5. Random 11 States: Murder 354 64.4
Robbery 43.4 73.0

Table A2

Percentage of Significant Estimates (5% Level) — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1979-2010 — Hybrid Model and Clustered Standard
Errors

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

. Dummy Trend
0,
All figures reported in % Variable Variable
1. All 50 States + DC: Murder 16.1 28.5
' ates P Robbery 13.4 183
5 Exact 34 Stab Murder 15.8 23.0
. Ex :
act 0% States Robbery 14.6 153
Murder 21.5 35.1
3. Random 34 States Robbery 17.1 25.8
Murder 23.9 45.5
4. All 17 States Robbery 242 53.0
Murder 23.7 48.7
5. Random 11 States:
Robbery 23.0 53.7

% Simulation based on NRC with-controls model, includes year fixed effects, state fixed effects, and weighting by
state population. The control variables (adopted from the Lott-Mustard model) include: lagged arrest rate, state
population, population density, per capita income measures, and 36 demographic composition measures indicating
the percentage of the population belonging to a race-age-gender group.
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Appendix A (Cont.)

Table A3

Percentage of Significant Estimates (5% Level) — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1979-2010 — Dummy Model
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

. . Dummy
0,
All figures reported in % Variable
1. All 50 States + DC: Murder 47.1
' aes ' Robbery 46.9
2. Exact 34 States: Murder 46.3
. Exac ates: Robbery 06
3. Random 34 Stat Murder 61.6
. Random ates:
? es Robbery 56.8
4. All 17 States: Murder 35.9
Robbery 45 .4
5. Random 11 States: Murder 37.5
Robbery 498

Table A4
Percentage of Significant Estimates (5% Level) — Lott-Mustard Controls, 1979-2010 — Dummy Model and Clustered Standard
Errors

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

. Dummy
0,
All figures reported in % Variable
1. All 50 States + DC: Murder 163
' ates U Robbery 132
Murder 13.7
2. Exact 34 States:
Robbery 13.1
Murder 29.6
3. Random 34 States Robbery 214
Murder 222
4. All 17 States Robbery 244
Murder 252
5. Random 11 States:
Robbery 28.0
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Appendix B — Panel Data Models over the Full Period with No Covariates

The NRC panel sought to underscore the importance of finding the correct set of
covariates by presenting county panel data estimates (on data through 2000) of the impact of
RTC without covariates but including county and year fixed effects. For completeness, this
Appendix presents these same no controls estimates for models (with and without state trends)
estimated on both county and state data for the periods from 1977-2006 and 1977-2010
(respectively).

If one compares the results from these four tables with no controls with the analogous
tables using the preferred model for the same time period, one sees some interesting patterns.
For example, if we compare the county results without state trends from both our preferred
specification (Table 6a) and the no-controls specification (Table B1), we see that both sets of
results are always positive (suggesting crime increases) but rarely statistically significant when
covariates are added (although quite frequently for the no-controls model). The basic story in
these two different county data regressions seems to be that there is no evidence of an effect of
RTC laws on murder, while if there is any RTC effect on other crimes generally, it is a crime-
increasing effect. When we compare those from the county models that include state trends
(Tables 6b and B2), some negative point estimates emerge, although there is no sign of any
statistically significant results at even the .10 level in either Table.

When we shift to a comparison of the state-level results, we again see similarities
between the preferred and no-controls specifications. When looking at the results without state
trends (Tables 8a and B3), we see that the estimates are fairly similar in terms of direction,
although the no-controls estimates are often larger in magnitude and more statistically significant
(with Table B3 showing statistically significant increases at the .05 level in all crime categories

other than murder and rape). When doing a similar comparison of the specifications that now
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add in state trends (Tables 8b and B4), we also see similar results. In both tables, the only
statistically significant effect on violent crime at the .05 level is that RTC laws increase

aggravated assaults.
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Appendix B¥
Table B1

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — No Controls, 1977-2006 — Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)

. Aggravated Auto
All : ted in % &8

figures reported in %% Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

Dummy Variable Model: 0.53 3543 28.59 28.64%* 36.66 39.79% 41.22
8.91) (23.88) (19.84) (15.18) (22.40) (22.93) (26.50)

Spline Model: 0.35 3.25% 2.96* 2.75%* 3.30%* 3.68% 4.08%*

(0.73) (1.92) (1.61) (1.32) (1.96) (1.95) (2.23)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -2.02 24.26 16.86 18.64 25.58 27.02 25.84
(9.13) (20.04) (18.53) (13.86) (19.05) (20.58) (23.32)

Trend Effect: 0.45 1.99 2.08 1.78 1.97 2.27 2.73
(0.71) (1.24) (1.29) (1.07) (1.47) (1.54) (1.70)

Table B2

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — No Controls, 1977-2006 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 County Data (without 1993 data)

. Aggravated Auto
All ted in % £8

figures reported in %% Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

Dummy Variable Model: -1.93 -13.42 3.00 4.37 5.28 -0.25 -0.04
(6.33) (12.08) (11.00) (8.89) (10.58) (12.16) (13.23)

Spline Model: 0.04 -5.77 2.50 0.29 0.51 -0.43 -0.39

(1.26) (4.40) (2.36) (2.41) (2.59) (2.44) (2.59)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -1.98 -9.90 1.43 4.24 5.03 0.03 0.21

(6.45) (11.32) (11.62) (9.40) (11.19)  (12.99) (14.14)

Trend Effect: 0.09 -5.55 2.47 0.19 0.40 -0.43 -0.40

(1.28) (4.40) (2.46) (2.49) (2.69) (2.59) (2.76)

57 Estimations include year and county fixed effects, and are weighted by county population. Robust standard errors
are provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. * Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at
1%.
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Table B3

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in %

Dummy Variable Model:

Spline Model:

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy:

Trend Effect:

Table B4

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in %

Dummy Variable Model:

Spline Model:

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy:

Trend Effect:

Appendix B (Cont.)
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — No Controls, 1977-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors
Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
1.07 13.83 13.38%* 21.63%* 26.88%* 23.32%%* 17.63%%*
(8.23) (8.98) (5.51) (8.99) (12.81) (8.00) (5.73)
0.37 1.10 1.33%* 1.86%* 1.79 1.70%* 1.32%*
(0.72) (0.84) (0.61) (0.85) (1.16) (0.73) (0.52)
-1.62 9.48 6.96 13.62* 21.32%* 17.27%* 12.75%*
(6.86) (6.26) (4.36) (7.59) 9.10) (6.52) (4.98)
0.44 0.70 1.04%* 1.29 0.90 0.98 0.79
(0.66) (0.70) (0.61) (0.80) (0.93) (0.63) (0.47)
Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — No Controls, 1977-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
-0.83 -4.56* 0.57 4.45 9.59 3.10 1.98
(4.57) (2.67) (3.64) (4.59) (5.92) (3.60) (2.50)
1.09 -0.53 2.03%* 0.13 -0.27 -0.41 -1.03%*
(0.73) (0.88) (0.86) (1.03) (1.12) (0.62) (0.48)
-1.36 -4.34 -0.40 4.42 9.78 3.32 2.48
(4.43) (2.70) (3.39) (4.76) (5.94) (3.76) (2.54)
1.10 -0.47 2.04%* 0.07 -0.41 -0.46 -1.07**
(0.73) (0.88) (0.86) (1.05) (1.13) (0.65) (0.51)

Note: In earlier tables, our data period begins in 1979 for models that include the

poverty rate as a control since that is when that information becomes available.
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Appendix C — Trimming the Sample to Address Questions of Model Fit

Given our concerns about how well the guns-crime econometric models fit all 50 US
states (plus D.C.), we decided to examine the residuals from various regressions models. For
example, one potentially important issue is whether one should include linear state trends in our
models. To further explore this issue, we examined the variance of the residuals for the
aggravated assault regression estimates using our preferred models on state data for the period
through 2010—both with and without state trends.®® In particular, we found that the residual
variance was high for smaller states, even when we do not weight our regressions by
population.®

We explored how these “high residual-variance” states (defined from the aggravated
assault regressions on our preferred model through 2010) might be influencing the results. We
estimated our preferred model (both with and without state trends) after removing the 10 percent
of states with the highest residual variance. This step is also repeated after removing the highest
20 percent of states in terms of residual variance. Our results for our preferred specification
(which includes clustered standard errors and is run over the 1979-2010 time period) are shown
in Table 8a and 8b (without and with state trends, respectively). The results from our two
trimmed set of states are presented below. Tables C1 and C2 should be compared to Table 8a (no
state trends), and Tables C3 and C4 should be compared to Table 8b (adding in state trends).

Removing high residual-variance states (based on the aggravated assault regressions)

68 Since evidence that RTC laws increased aggravated assault appeared in a number of different models and with
different data sets, we focused specifically on the residuals obtained using assault rate as the dependent variable.

69 We removed the population weight for this exercise because it is likely that when regressions are weighted by
population, the regression model will naturally make high-population states fit the data better. As a result, we
expect that residuals for smaller states will be higher. We find, however, that the results are qualitatively similar
even when we obtain the residuals from regressions that include the population-weighting scheme (although the
patterns of statistical significance sometimes change significantly when dropping the highest variance 20% of states
from the sample).
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does not alter the story told in Table 8a (no state trends) that there is no hint that RTC laws
reduce crime and this message comes through again in Tables C1 and C2. Indeed, removing the
high variance states has increased the statistical significance of the finding that RTC laws
increase aggravated assault from the .10 level in Table 8a to the .05 level in both Tables C1 and
C2. Removing the high residual-variance states from the models with state trends again reveals
the same Table 8b estimates of a statistically significant increase in aggravated assault at the .05
level (Table C3), but reduces this level of significance to the .10 level in Table C4.

Of the states dropped from Tables C1 because of their high residual variance, all adopted
RTC laws during the 1977-2010 period (with date of adoption in parentheses): Montana (1991),
Maine (1985), West Virginia (1989), North Dakota (1985), and Tennessee (1996). Of the
additional states dropped from Table C2, the following two states adopted RTC laws during the
1977-2010 period (with date of adoption in parentheses): Nebraska (2007) and Oregon (1990).
Results from Table C3 come from dropping Montana, North Dakota, New Hampshire, Nebraska,
and Vermont.” Finally, in addition to the five RTC states that were dropped in Table C3, Table
C4 dropped the following five RTC states: West Virginia (1989), Nevada (1995), Kentucky

(1996), Indiana (1980), and South Dakota (1985).

70The dropped states are slightly different between Tables C1 and C3, as well as between Tables C2 and C4,
because the state ranks based on residual variances differed when the models were run with and without state trends.
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Appendix C"

Table C1

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

Dropping States with Highest Residual Variance (Top 10%: ND, MT, WV, TN, ME)

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto

Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: 3.54 11.70%* 8.48%* 14.12%* 19.32%%* 12.40%* 10.43%%*

(6.66) 5.74) (3.93) (8.13) 9.15) (6.26) (4.76)

Spline Model: 0.61 0.65 1.03* 1.21 1.31 0.79 0.87*

(0.65) (0.64) (0.59) (0.84) (0.80) 0.61) (0.50)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: 0.95 10.35%* 4.51 10.22 15.82%* 10.44* 7.66%*

(5.60) (4.96) (3.39) (7.13) (7.83) (5.40) (4.06)

Trend Effect: 0.57 0.30 0.88 0.87 0.78 0.44 0.61
(0.60) (0.60) (0.60) (0.80) (0.67) (0.55) (0.48)

Table C2

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

Dropping States with Highest Residual Variance (Top 20%: ND, MT, WV, TN, ME, NE, NH, HI, OR, VT)

. Aggravated Auto
All ted in % g8

Jigures reported in % Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
Dummy Variable Model: 3.93 12.52%* 10.21%* 15.19* 20.26** 13.11* 10.85%*

(7.01) (5.91) (3.92) (8.48) (9.54) (6.56) 4.97)

Spline Model: 0.80 0.78 1.30%* 1.49%* 1.43* 0.91 0.91*

(0.65) (0.65) (0.58) (0.83) (0.83) (0.62) (0.53)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: 0.47 10.62** 5.23 10.06 16.33* 10.64* 8.01%

(5.83) (5.20) (3.58) (7.35) (8.17) (5.64) (4.26)

Trend Effect: 0.78 0.43 1.13* 1.16 0.89 0.56 0.64

(0.59) (0.60) (0.59) (0.78) (0.70) (0.55) (0.50)

! Estimations include year and state fixed effects, and are weighted by state population. Robust standard errors are
provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables for this “preferred” specification include:
incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate, poverty
rate, population density, per capita income measures, and six demographic composition measures. * Significant at
10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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Appendix C (Cont.)

Table C3

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

Dropping States with Highest Residual Variance (Top 10%: MT, ND, NH, NE, VT)

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

Dummy Variable Model: -0.13 -3.20 -0.33 1.86 9.64** 1.12 1.11
(4.02) (2.34) (3.62) (3.21) (4.52) (2.24) (1.88)

Spline Model: 0.86 -0.23 1.71%* -0.26 -1.41% -0.10 -0.57
(0.76) (0.65) (0.79) (0.83) (0.76) (0.65) (0.53)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -0.78 -3.10 -1.63 2.10 10.95%* 1.23 1.57
(3.93) (2.38) 3.51) (3.40) (4.43) (2.37) (2.06)

Trend Effect: 0.89 -0.13 1.76** -0.33 -1.76%* -0.14 -0.62
(0.74) (0.65) (0.79) (0.86) (0.73) 0.67) (0.56)

Table C4

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls, 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard Errors and State Trends
Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

Dropping States with Highest Residual Variance (Top 20%: MT, ND, NH, NE, VT, WV, NV, KY, IN, SD)

All figures reported in % Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

Dummy Variable Model: -0.30 -3.11 1.36 2.56 10.91%* 0.89 1.24
(4.26) (2.47) (3.44) (3.25) (4.38) (2.36) (1.97)

Spline Model: 0.94 -0.15 1.38% -0.11 -1.39 -0.13 -0.55
(0.83) (0.71) (0.78) (0.89) (0.84) (0.73) (0.57)

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy: -0.98 -3.07 0.40 2.70 12.16%** 1.01 1.67
(4.16) 2.51) (3.38) (3.49) (4.30) (2.50) (2.18)

Trend Effect: 0.97 -0.06 1.37* -0.20 -1.78%* -0.17 -0.60
(0.81) 0.71) (0.79) (0.94) (0.80) (0.76) (0.61)
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Appendix D - Alternative Demographic Variable Specification

A fairly standard set of demographics that can be seen in the crime literature includes
controls for a few age categories across all races combined with a single identifier of the
percentage of blacks in the state. Table D1 and D2 in Appendix D provide yet another
robustness check to the ADZ model by putting in four such demographic variables — the percent
of the population falling into the three age categories of 10-19, 20-29, and 30-39 plus the percent
black -- in place of the ADZ six demographic variables. The results are not dramatically
different from the main ADZ models of Tables 8a and 8b, and they essentially show only
evidence of RTC laws increasing crime. Table D1’s and Table 8a’s estimated violent crime
increases for rape, aggravated assault, and robbery are substantial in both sets of dummy variable
estimates and significant at the .10 level or better, only Table 8a has one of these estimates rise to

the level of significance at the .05 level (for rape).
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Table D17

Appendix D

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls (with four demographic variables), 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard

Errors

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in %

Dummy Variable Model:

Spline Model:

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy:

Trend Effect:

Table D2

Aggravated Auto

Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny
225 9.45%* 8.15%* 12.06* 15.06* 11.33%* 11.06%*
(5.75) (5.43) 4.27) (6.51) (8.15) (4.88) (4.29)
0.47 0.97 1.07 1.27 1.12 0.83 0.93*
(0.63) (0.64) (0.64) (0.76) (0.76) (0.58) (0.49)
0.08 5.90 3.81 7.31 11.73 8.90%** 8.02%*
(4.69) 4.21) 3.77) (5.52) (7.12) (4.00) (3.49)
0.47 0.77 0.94 1.03 0.72 0.52 0.66
(0.60) (0.60) (0.66) (0.75) (0.70) (0.55) (0.47)

Estimated Impact of RTC Laws — ADZ Preferred Controls (with four demographic variables), 1979-2010 — Clustered Standard

Errors and State Trends

Dataset: ADZ Updated 2013 State Data

All figures reported in %

Dummy Variable Model:

Spline Model:

Hybrid Post-Passage Dummy:

Trend Effect:

Aggravated Auto
Murder Rape Assault Robbery Theft Burglary Larceny

0.60 -2.86 -0.73 3.25 9.47%* 1.74 1.52

(3.99) (2.57) 3.97) 3.17) 4.34) (2.13) (1.72)
0.59 -0.28 1.53* -0.70 -1.06 -0.42 -0.71
(0.70) (0.63) (0.78) (0.94) (0.79) (0.61) (0.48)
0.15 -2.71 -1.95 3.88 10.54** 2.11 2.12

(3.89) (2.63) (3.90) (3.41) (4.23) (2.29) (1.86)
0.59 -0.19 1.59%* -0.82 -1.39% -0.49 -0.78
(0.68) (0.64) (0.78) (0.97) (0.75) (0.63) (0.52)

2 These regressions include year and state fixed effects, and are weighted by state population. Robust standard
errors are provided beneath point estimates in parentheses. The control variables for this “preferred” specification
include: incarceration and police rates (lagged one year to avoid potential endogeneity issues), unemployment rate,
poverty rate, population density, per capita income measures, and four demographic variables (percent of the
population that is between 10 and 19, 20 and 29, and 30 and 39 as well as percent black in the state).
* Significant at 10%; ** Significant at 5%; *** Significant at 1%.
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Appendix E — Summarizing Estimated Effects of RTC Laws Using Different Models, State
v. County Data, and Different Time Periods

This appendix provides graphical depictions of 14 different estimates of the impact of
RTC laws for both the dummy and spline models for specific crimes using different data sets
(state and county), time periods (through 2000, 2006, or 2010), and models (Lott and Mustard
versus our preferred model and with and without state trends). For example, Figure E1 shows
estimates of the impact on murder using the dummy model, designed to capture the average
effect of RTC laws during the post-passage period. The first bar in each of the first six
groupings corresponds to county-level estimates; the second bar corresponds to state-level
estimates, for a total of 14 estimates per figure. Since our county model estimates are generally
run through 2006 and our state model estimates are run through 2010, we generally paired state
and county model results that were otherwise identical and which were run through 2010 and
2006 (respectively). Additionally, the last two estimates only contain one bar corresponding to
state models run between 1999 and 2010. The value of the figures is that they permit quick visual
observation of the size and statistical significance of an array of estimates. Note, for example,
that only one of the estimates of RTC laws on murder in either Figure E1 or Figure E2 is
significant at even the .10 threshold. This is the estimate for the 1999-2010 period on state data,
which shows a statistically significant increase in murder (at the .05 level) in the spline model.
This sharp contrast to the conclusion drawn by James Q. Wilson on the NRC panel is in part
driven by the fact that all of the estimates in this appendix come from regressions in which we

adjusted the standard errors by clustering.
In contrast to the solitary statistically significant estimate for murder (suggesting an

increase), the estimates of the impact of RTC laws on aggravated assault in Figures ES and E6
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are significant at at least the .10 level suggesting crime increases in 11 of the 28 estimates
depicted, as indicated by the shading of the columns.” Note that the overall impression from
these two figures is suggestive that RTC laws increase aggravated assault, although the evidence
is not uniformly strong in the more preferred models. No other crime category has as strong

evidence of an impact of RTC laws as the findings on aggravated assault.

Figure E1. Various Murder Estimates (Dummy Model)
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Figure E2. Various Murder Estimates (Spline Model)
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3 No shading indicates insignificance, and the shading darkens as significance increases (from a light grey
indicating significance at the .10 level, slightly darker indicating significance at the .05 level, and black indicating
significance at the .01 level).
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Figure E3. Various Rape Estimates (Dununy Model)
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Figure E4. Various Rape Estumates (Spline Model)
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Figure ES. Various Aggravated Assault Estimates (Dummy Model)
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Figure E8. Various Robbery Estumates (Spline Model)
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Figure E9. Various Auto Theft Estimates (Dummy Model)
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Figure E10. Various Auto Theft Estimates (Spline Model)
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Figure E11. Various Burglary Estimates (Dununy Model)
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Figure E14. Various Larceny Estimates (Spline Model)
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Appendix F — Methodological Description of Using Selection on the Observables to Assess
Selection Bias

Altonji et al. (2005) provides a test for whether there is omitted variable bias in a
regression that attempts to quantify whether selection bias drives the OLS estimate. An
underlying assumption of this approach is that the observable controls are selected independently
from the larger set of possible controls. Elder and Jepsen (2013) provides a useful description of

the methodological features of the test, and footnote 6 of that paper states that potential bias can

cov(CS,g;) _ cov(CSyE;)
var(CS,) var(CS,)

be calculated with the given equation , where CS corresponds to our right-to-

carry dummy variable.”*

Drawing on this equation and equation (3) of the Elder and Jepsen paper, one can

cov(CS;,X;y)var(e;)

S Here CS, is given by the formula

generate an expression for the potential bias:

CS; = X;B + CS, (that is, CS, is simply the residual from the regression of CS; on X;B). Putting

cov(Shally,X;y)-var(e;)
var(Shall,)var(X;y)

this formula in terms of our RTC dummy variable gives the expression

Because the beta coefficient of the bivariate regression of the RTC dummy on the fitted values of
the regression of Y; (murder rate) on our full set of controls (less the RTC dummy variable)

cov(Shalli,Xi,y)

amounts to .
var(X;y)

, the only remaining variables needed are var(e;) and

var(S halll). With this information one can calculate the “potential bias,” which then can be

compared to the beta coefficients we estimate in this paper.

The ratio of this implied bias to the estimate of the beta coefficient represents how strong

selection on unobserved variables would have to be relative to selection on observed variables to

™ In Elder and Jepsen’s (2013) paper, CS refers to the effect of Catholic schools on educational achievement.
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attribute the entire estimated effect to selection bias. For the ADZ preferred specification (Table
8a), we find a beta coefficient of 0.0331, with a potential bias of -0.3549. This implied ratio is
negative, implying that selection on observables and unobservables would have to be of opposite
signs to be consistent with a true effect of zero. This finding implies that our slightly positive

coefficient is a lower bound of the true effect of RTC laws on murder.

In contrast, the Altonji test applied to the NRC regression (Table 1b) finding of a
statistically significant beta coefficient on murder of -0.0833 indicates strong evidence of
omitted variable bias. The test reveals an estimate of potential bias of -1.0304, which implies
that the -0.0833 OLS estimate would be solely driven by selection bias if selection on

unobservables were only 8 percent as strong as selection on observables.

Finally, owing to the frequency with which RTC laws are associated with statistically
significant increases in aggravated assault rates, we analyze the results of the Altonji test when
using the ADZ preferred specification (Table 8a) and aggravated assaults as the relevant
dependent variables. The coefficient associated with this model is .080334, with a potential bias
of -.07211. Thus, our results again suggest that selection on observables and unobservables
would have to be biased in opposite directions to eliminate our estimated effect of RTC laws on
aggravated assault. This strongly suggests that our finding that RTC laws increase aggravated

assaults is, if anything, biased toward zero.
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Appendix G — Summarizing Changes to Our RTC Dates

In this appendix, we detail all of the changes that we have made to the years when RTC
laws took effect. As noted in Footnote 3 and Footnote 17, the most recent version of our analysis
includes a change in how the RTC dummy was defined. Whereas in earlier work, we modeled
RTC laws on the assumption that their impact would take effect only during the first full year
after they were passed, we now assume that they take effect immediately after they are actually

implemented.

Missouri: While the state’s right-to-carry law was originally intended to take effect in 2003 (the
date that we used in earlier versions of this paper), a legal challenge based on the state’s
constitution prevented the law from taking effect until February 26, 2004. For this reason, we
use the date that the law’s legal challenges were dismissed rather than the statutory date that the

law was originally intended to take effect as its effective date.

New Mexico & Oklahoma: This law passed in 2003 but took effect January 1%, 2004. For this
reason, while the initial year of the law switches from 2003 to 2004 in our most recent version of
the paper, New Mexico’s RTC dummy does not change after this revision. Similarly,
Oklahoma’s RTC law passed in 1995 (our passage year) but took effect January 1%, 1996 (our

new effective date).

South Dakota: Earlier versions of this paper inaccurately identified the state’s 1986 legislation
modifying its concealed carry laws as making the state “shall issue,” but a careful re-examination
of the details of this statute reveals that the state’s 1985 legislation is a more appropriate

candidate.
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Tennessee: While we earlier identified the state’s 1994 law as making the state’s concealed
carry permitting system “shall issue,” this law continued to allow sheriffs to deny permits “for
good cause and in the exercise of reasonable discretion” without precisely defining what “good
cause” entails. For this reason, we now use the state’s 1996 law (which took effect the same

year) as the basis for determining the effective date of the state’s RTC status.

Texas: Texas’s RTC law passed in 1995 and took effect that same year, but the state’s statute
specifies that permits (even those issued in 1995) are not supposed to have legal backing before
January 1%, 1996. For this reason, while our original passage year for RTC legislation was 1995,

our new effective date for this legislation is actually in 1996.

Virginia: Virginia’s RTC law has undergone so many changes that it is difficult to say which
one eliminated discretion in the issuance of permits. While our earlier analysis used the state’s
1988 revisions as the proper year for this transition, our decision to use this date was based on
the date used in Lott (2000), which was based on research by Cramer and Kopel (1995).
Surprisingly, the language that he identified as coming from the state’s 1988 law was actually
introduced in earlier legislation passed in 1986, so we accordingly changed our chosen effective

date from 1988 to the effective date of this 1986 law.
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A recent study concludes that permissive concealed-handgun-carrying (or “shall-
issue”) laws have sharply reduced crime rates, including the rate of homicide. The
method of the study has been critiqued by several authors. In this paper, I report a quite
different approach that exploits the minimum age requirements for concealed-carry
permits to more effectively control for unobserved variables that may vary over time.
Because even permissive concealed-carry states require permit holders to meet mini-
mum age requirements, any deterrent benefits from these laws should be concentrated
among adults and, therefore, should be reflected in the gap between adult and juvenile
victimization rates. My results suggest that shall-issue laws have resulted, if anything, in
an increase in adult homicide rates. © 1998 by Elsevier Science Inc.

I. Introduction

Crime is one of the American public’s top priorities," a source of concern and frustra-
tion that has translated into individual as well as collective action. Motivated in large
part by fear of crime, between 35% and 40% of all American households keep a total
of 127 million long guns and 65 million handguns [Cook and Ludwig (1997)], despite
uncertainty about whether such widespread gun ownership increases or decreases
public safety [Zimring and Hawkins (1997a) . For the owner, firearms may be used for
protection against intruders, yet keeping a gun also seems to be a risk factor for
unintentional injury, suicide, and homicide [Vernick etal. (1997)]. Keeping a gun also
may impose costs and benefits on others. High rates of gun ownership may produce

Thanks to Dan Black, John Cawley, Jeffrey Conte, Philip Cook, Geof Gee, John Graham, Paul Harrison, David
Hemenway, John Lott, James Mercy, Jean Mitchell, Daniel Nagin, Steve Pischke, Elizabeth Scott, Jon Vernick, Daniel
Webster, Doug Weil, Franklin Zimring and two anonymous referees for assistance and comments. Any remaining errors
of fact or interpretation are mine alone.

For example, a USA Today/CNN/Gallup poll from January 5 to 7, 1996 (N = 1000), found that 66% of voters
listed violent crime as an issue that would be a “high priority” in deciding whom to vote for, second only to the quality
of public education (67%). (USA Today, “Ideal citizens go face to face,” by Richard Wolf, January 22, 1996, p. 6D).

International Review of Law and Economics 18:239-254, 1998
© 1998 by Elsevier Science Inc. 0144-8188,/98,/$19.00
655 Avenue of the Americas, New York, NY 10010 PII S0144-8188(98)00012-X
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general deterrence effects, for example by reducing the frequency with which burglars
rob occupied homes. On the other hand, over 500,000 firearms are stolen each year,
and keeping guns out of dangerous hands is made more difficult by over 2 million
private transfers of second-hand guns annually [Cook et al. (1995); Cook and Ludwig
(1997)]. In a recent survey, 85% of those without guns and 40% of gun owners report
that they would feel less safe if more people in their community obtained a gun
[Hemenway et al. (1995)].

Given the uncertainty surrounding the benefits and costs of widespread gun owner-
ship, it is noteworthy that many states have responded to the crime problem by
expanding the opportunities of private citizens to arm themselves in public. To date, 31
states have enacted “shall-issue” laws, which require local law enforcement authorities to
issue concealed-handgun-carrying permits to any applicant who meets a set of specified
criteria related to age, criminal history, and mental illness [Jost (1997)]. The number
of states with shall-issue laws is likely to increase in the near future, as suggested by the
consideration of shall-issue legislation in California and eight other states during 1997
[Hill (1997)].

The net effects of shall-issue laws are as difficult to predict as those of widespread gun
ownership, though shall-issue laws have an even greater potential for positive and
negative externalities. If gun carrying increases once these laws are passed, homicide
rates may increase as guns are substituted for less lethal weapons in hostile confronta-
tions [Zimring (1968); Cook (1991)]. Shall-issue laws also could cause homicides to
increase if higher rates of gun carrying among potential victims causes criminals to arm
themselves with greater frequency [Cook (1991)]. On the other hand, if shall-issue laws
cause more citizens to carry handguns, then the expected costs associated with com-
mitting crimes may increase. An increase in the costs of crime may deter some criminal
activity [Lott and Mustard (1997)], particularly as the number of permits issued within
a state increases over time. It is also possible that the publicity surrounding the passage
of the law may be sufficient to cause criminals to revise their perceptions of the costs of
crime,” in which case any deterrent benefits may surround changes in the legal regime.

Unfortunately, there is currently little empirical evidence on the relationship be-
tween shall-issue laws and crime. A recent study by John Lott and David Mustard (1997)
analyzes county-level panel data for 1977 through 1992 and finds evidence that shall-
issue laws are negatively correlated with crime rates, including homicide. The authors
conclude that “concealed handguns are the most cost-effective method of reducing
crime thus far analyzed by economists” (p. 65). However, their method has been
critiqued by several authors. Their study seems to suffer from model specification
problems that will bias their estimates, a point that receives empirical support from
Black and Nagin’s (1998) reanalysis of the Lott and Mustard data.

In this paper, I present the results of a quite different approach to examining the
effects of shall-issue laws on crime that exploits the fact that each shall-issue state
enforces a minimum-age requirement for obtaining a concealed-carry permit to help
control for the effects of unobserved variables. Because juveniles will not be eligible for
concealed-carry permits even after shall-issue laws are passed, any deterrent benefits
from these laws should be concentrated among adults. Any deterrent benefits of these
laws should, therefore, reveal themselves in the difference in homicide victimization
rates between adults and juveniles. My sample includes observations through 1994, an

2Zimring and Hawkins (1997b) call this an “announcement effect.”
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important extension of Lott and Mustard, because some of the shall-issue states studied
in their sample enacted these laws as late as 1991. My results suggest that shall-issue laws
have resulted, if anything, in an increase in adult homicide rates.

The paper is organized as follows. The next section offers a critical review of the
available evidence on shall-issue laws. The third section reviews the data and empirical
strategy used in this paper, as well as the results of my analysis. The fourth section offers
a discussion of my findings.

II. Previous Research

The effects of shall-issue laws on crime will depend, in part, on how concealed-handgun
carrying changes when such laws are passed. Although almost nothing is known on this
point, most gun carrying in the United States seems to occur without benefit of a
concealed-carry permit. Cook and Ludwig (1997) find that 7.5% of American adults
carried a firearm on their person or in a motor vehicle at some point during 1994. By
way of comparison, a total of 1.4% of adults had obtained a concealed-carry permit in
Florida 7 years after that state passed a shall-issue law,® and a recent review of other
estimates suggests that in 12 of 16 shall-issue states fewer than 2% of adults had obtained
permits [Hill (1997) ]. Presumably, some fraction of those who apply for permits carried
illegally before the shall-issue law was passed, so the number of permits issued may
overstate the degree to which gun carrying changes. The effects of shall-issue laws on
the prevalence of gun carrying are likely to be small.

Lott and Mustard (1997) examine the effects of shall-issue laws on crime by applying
regression models to a panel dataset of all counties in the United States from 1977
through 1992.* Their dependent variables include the natural logarithm of several
violent and property crime rates. Explanatory variables include age, race, per capita
income, population, people per square mile, and per capita spending on social programs
to proxy for poverty, though whether these proxy variables should be positively or
negatively correlated with an area’s level of material deprivation is not clear.” The
variables also include year-specific dummy variables to capture changes in the U.S.
crime rate over time, county-specific dummy variables to capture unobserved county
“fixed effects,” and the county’s arrest ratio to control for other policy changes that may
affect crime.® Lott and Mustard find that shallissue laws are, in general, negatively
correlated with violent crimes and are positively correlated with property crimes.

Yet, Lott and Mustard’s (1997) analysis may suffer from bias from omitted variables
for at least two reasons. First, the Lott and Mustard fixed-effects approach cannot
control for unobserved factors that influence county crime trends but are not fixed over
time. Crack is one example of a factor that is not explicitly controlled for in the Lott and

3Calculated from permit figures reported in McDowall, et al. (1995, p. 194) together with population estimates from
the U.S. Statistical Abstracts (1995, Table 34).

*McDowall et al. (1995) estimate the effects of shall-issue laws on crime rates using data from three states. Because
their approach is susceptible to the same biases as that of Lott and Mustard, I restrict my attention to the problems with
the Lott and Mustard estimates based on national data.

°A given level of per capita social spending may reflect a large number of pre-government-transfer poor who each
receive a relatively meager transfer payment, or a small number of pretransfer poor who each receive a relatively
generous transfer payment; the implications for the level of material deprivation are obviously different.

5The problems with using arrest ratios in this way have been well known since Blumstein et al. (1978). Yet in practice
the Lott and Mustard results do not seem sensitive to the inclusion or exclusion of the arrest ratio [Black and Nagin
(1998)].
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Mustard study, is likely to be different between shall-issue states such as Idaho and other
states such as California and New York, and is unlikely to have fixed effects over time
[Zimring and Hawkins (1997b)].7 Other examples include gang activity [Klein (1995) ]
and, as noted above, poverty. Second, passage of a shall-issue law presumably reflects a
jurisdiction’s preferences for anticrime measures, which may manifest themselves in
other government anticrime responses beyond passage of shall-issue legislation. Lott
and Mustard include policy variables that are likely to capture only a subset of the many
possible public-sector responses to crime.®

Empirical evidence that Lott and Mustard’s (1997) analysis produces biased estimates
comes from Black and Nagin (1998). By applying a formal model mis-specification test
that exploits the panel structure of the dataset [Heckman and Hotz (1989)], Black and
Nagin find evidence to suggest that the Lott and Mustard regression model is unable to
control for all of the factors that cause crime rates to differ between shall-issue states and
other states before these laws are adopted. As a result, Lott and Mustard’s estimates for
the effects of shall-issue laws will reflect in whole or part the effects of omitted factors
that are not captured by their regression model.”

Lott and Mustard (1997) present an additional set of regressions that uses two-stage
least squares (2SLS) methods in an attempt to control for the omitted variables
highlighted by Black and Nagin’s analysis. To produce unbiased estimates for the effects
of shall-issue laws, their 2SLS approach requires that lagged crime rates (or changes in
crime over time), the proportion of a state that belongs to the National Rifle Association
or voted Republican in the most recent Presidential election, and per capita (and per
crime) police resources will only affect a county’s crime rate by influencing the state’s
shall-issue law status. Nagin (1978) offers a relevant discussion of why many of the
variables used by Lott and Mustard are unlikely to be valid for this purpose. Unfortu-
nately, Lott and Mustard do not present the results of statistical tests such as those
discussed in Hausman (1983) or Newey (1985), which could shed light on the validity
of their estimation procedure.

Yet, some evidence that the Lott and Mustard 2SLS estimates are biased comes from
their implausibly large magnitudes [Lott and Mustard (1997), Table 11]: The estimates
imply that passage of a shall-issue law will reduce homicides by 67%, rapes by 65%, and
assaults by 73%.'° In sum, Lott and Mustard’s analysis seems to suffer from bias and, as

"How to conceptualize and measure drug market activity is not obvious. Lott and Mustard (1997) experiment with
drug prices as an additional covariate, though they ultimately reject this model specification because of missing data
problems. Drug prices may be positively correlated with criminal activity if, as Lott and Mustard (1997, note 50) suggest,
higher drug prices make addicts more prone to commit crimes to finance their habits. On the other hand, prices could
be negatively correlated with criminal activity if low prices reflect the frequency of and (potentially violent) competition
among drug suppliers. Unfortunately, as Kleiman and Smith (1990, p. 102) note, “[N]o city has anything resembling
a quantitatively accurate description of its own drug problem.”

®In addition to controlling for arrest ratios and (in some cases) burglary and robbery rates, Lott and Mustard (1997)
experiment with including variables for sentencing enhancements for crimes committed with weapons, handgun
purchase waiting periods, conviction rates, and sentence lengths (apparently available only for Oregon).

“Lott and Mustard (1997) also experiment with a model specification that includes a county’s burglary or robbery
rate as an additional explanatory variable to control for omitted variables. In unpublished calculations, Black and Nagin
find that this model specification is also rejected using the Heckman and Hotz test (Dan Black, personal communi-
cation).

1%Lott and Mustard (1997) report that the “percent of a standard deviation change in the endogenous variable
[logged crime rate] that can be explained by a 1 standard deviation change in the exogenous variable [predicted
probability of enacting a shall-issue law]” (p. 47). The implied effects on crime rates from passing a shall-issue law can
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a result, is unlikely to provide reliable information about the effects of shall-issue laws
on crime.

III. Empirical Methods and Results

This section presents the results of a new test for the causal effects of shall-issue laws
using state homicide data disaggregated by age. After reviewing the data, I discuss why
my estimation approach may help control for the omitted variables problems that seem
to plague Lott and Mustard (1997). Then, I show that there is little evidence to suggest
that shall-issue laws have reduced homicide victimization rates for adults.

Data

The dataset used in this paper contains information for each state in the United States
from 1977 through 1994. Of the various crime rates that may be used in assessing the
effects of shall-issue laws, homicide is widely considered to be measured most accurately
[Cook and Laub (1997)] and, as such, is the focus of the analysis presented here.
Annual state-by-state homicide counts are taken from vital statistics reports compiled by
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. State population data are taken
from the Statistical Abstracts for the United States, while data on the age distribution
within each state are from the Census Bureau’s Population Estimates and Population
Distribution Branches.'' Descriptive statistics for these data can be found in Table 1.

Lott and Mustard (1997) classify the following states as having enacted shall-issue laws
between 1987 and 1991: Florida (1987); Georgia (1989); Idaho (1990); Maine (1985);
Mississippi (1990); Montana (1991); Oregon (1990); Pennsylvania (1989); Virginia
(1988); and West Virginia (1989). As Lott and Mustard note, whether Virginia and
Maine should be included in this list is unclear, because Maine passed a series of
modifications to its concealed-carry laws starting in 1981, and Virginia enacted addi-
tional shall-issue legislation on July 1, 1995, that eliminated the previous law’s “need-
to-carry” requirement and greatly increased the rate at which permits were issued [Hill
(1997); Webster etal. (1997)]. The appropriate treatment of Pennsylvania in my sample
is also complicated, because the shall-issue law exempts Philadelphia [Lott and Mustard
(1997)].

Several additional states had shall-issue laws in place at the start of my sample period
(Alabama, Connecticut, Indiana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Ver-
mont, and Washington). Although I present descriptive statistics for these states in what
follows, identification of the effects of shall-issue laws using estimation approaches that
control for state fixed effects (as does my empirical strategy) will rest on the states that
change their laws during the sample period.

The minimum age requirement for obtaining a concealed-carry permit in those states
that changed their laws from 1987 to 1991 is 18 in Maine, Montana, and West Virginia
and is 21 in the others. For my empirical analysis, I define juvenile homicide victimiza-
tion rates as those involving victims between the ages of 12 and 17. I exclude homicides
to younger children because they tend to have characteristics that are quite different
from those involving older children or adults, though replicating the analysis presented

be calculated as ¢® — 1 for the coefficient B on the shall-issue variable, because the dependent variable is the logarithm
of the crime rate [for example, see Kennedy (1993), p. 106]. Thanks to Daniel Nagin for this point.

"Annual state population estimates taken from the U.S. Department of Commerce web page, http://www.census.
gov/population/www/estimates/statepop.html.
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TaBLE 1. Descriptive statistics for state data

Adult (21+) Youth (12-17)
Homicide rate homicide rate homicide rate
(per 100,000 population)  (per 100,000 adults) — (per 100,000 youth)

U.S., 1977-1994 9.35 11.17 5.93
Non-shall-issue states, 1977-1994 9.75 11.73 6.07
Rates for states with concealed- 6.68 8.18 3.68
carry laws before 1977,* for
1977-1994
Rates for states that 10.96 13.89 4.08

implemented concealed-carry
laws between 1987-1991,} for
the period before these laws
went into effect
Rates for states that 9.95 11.48 7.62
implemented concealed-carry
laws between 1987-1991,7 for
the period after these laws
went into effect

Notes: All means were calculated using state population figures as weights. Homicide counts taken from U.S. Vital
Statistics, population counts taken from U.S. Census Bureau.

#States with shall-issue laws before 1977: Alabama, Connecticut, Indiana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Vermont, and Washington.

fStates that implemented shall-issue laws between 1987 and 1991: Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Mississippi, Montana,
Oregon, and West Virginia. Pennsylvania, Maine, and Virginia are excluded from the sample for reasons discussed in
the text.

below using victimization rates for all those under 18 years of age produces qualitatively
similar results.'?

Estimation Strategy

Of primary concern with previous research such as Lott and Mustard (1997) are the
difficulties involved in controlling for unobserved or difficult-to-measure factors that
influence local crime rates but change over time. One way to address the problem of
unobserved, time-varying factors is suggested by the requirement in each shall-issue
state that permit holders be at least 18, or more typically 21, years of age. As a result, the
probability of encountering an armed juvenile (the costs of committing crime against
juveniles) should be largely unaffected by shall-issue laws. Any deterrent benefits from
these laws thus should be concentrated among adults and should be reflected by a
decrease in the difference between adult and juvenile victimization rates (that is, adult
rates should decrease relative to juvenile rates).

Both the standard fixed-effects approach and the empirical strategy used here can be
illustrated using Table 2, adapted from Joyce and Kaestner (1996). The standard
fixed-effects approach consists of comparing the rate of change in adult homicide
victimization rates in shall-issue states (a-b) with the change in non-shall-issue states (e-f)
to control for unobserved state fixed effects that cause crime rates to differ between

"?Thanks to an anonymous referee for this suggestion.
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TaBLE 2. Differences-in-differences-in-differences model

Pre-shall-issue Post-shall-issue Difference
Shall-issue states
Adults (“treatment”) b a (a-b)
Juveniles (“control”) d ¢ (¢-d)
Difference in differences (a-b) — (¢-d)
Non-shall-issue states
Adults (“treatment”) ! e (e-f)
Juveniles (“control”) h g (g-h)
Difference in differences (e-f) — (gh)
DDD [(ad) = (cd)] = [(ef) = (¢h)]

Source: Joyce and Kaestner (1996). Cell entries represent homicide rates per 100,000 for the group defined at left.

shall-issue states and other states by the same amount each period. Yet, the fixed-effects
approach will not address the effects of unobserved variables that differ between
shall-issue states and other states and that vary over time. For example, suppose that
crack use and gang activities have increased more substantially during the sample
period in states without shall-issue laws relative to states that have such laws. Fixed-
effects comparisons will reveal that adult homicide rates have grown more slowly in
shall-issue states [(a-b) < (ef)], even if shall-issue laws have no effect on crime.

The “difference-in-difference-in-difference” (DDD) estimation strategy exploits the
fact that juveniles are not eligible to obtain gun-carrying permits after shall-issue laws
are passed but will still be affected by other fixed and time-varying state-specific factors
that influence crime victimization rates. Juveniles thus provide a natural “control
group” for examining the effects of shall-issue laws (the “treatment”) on adults who are
21 years of age and older (the “treatment group”). The difference between the change
in adult homicide victimization rates and the change in juvenile rates [(a-b) — (¢d)]
differences out the effects of both fixed and time-varying factors that cause both adult
and juvenile rates to change over time, and it will reflect only those factors that act on
the difference between adult and juvenile homicides. To control for the possibility that
there are nationwide changes in the differences between adult and juvenile homicide
victimization rates that are independent of the shall-issue laws, the difference in the
adultjuvenile trends in shall-issue states are compared with the difference in the
adultjuvenile trends in other states [ (a-b) — (¢-d) — (ef) — (g-h)]. The DDD estimator
thus isolates those factors that are unique to shall-issue states (such as shall-issue laws)
that will cause adult homicide rates to decrease relative to the rates for juveniles.'?

More formally, the proposition that shall-issue laws reduce adult homicide victimiza-
tion rates suggests that [(a-b) — (¢d) — (ef) — (g-h)] will be negative, which can be
tested by estimating the following regression model:

Vi = 0o+ 0, (Exper;) + 05(Adult;)) + 05(Post,) + 0 ,(Exper;*Adult) + 05(Adult;*Post,)
+ 04(Exper Post,) + 0-(Exper;* Post* Adult;) + v;, (1)

The sample used to estimate equation (1) will include two observations for each state
(7) for each period (f); one corresponds to the state’s juvenile homicide victimization

3The DDD estimator is discussed further in Card (1992), Gruber (1994), and Joyce and Kaestner (1996).
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TABLE 3. Differences-in-differences-in-differences regression model*

Pre-shall-issue Post-shall-issue Difference
Shall-issue states
Adults (“treatment”) (B, + 6, +0,+6,) (6, + 6, +6,+0;+6, (65+6;+ 65+ 6,)
+ 60, + 05 + 0,)
Juveniles (“control”) 8y + 67) 0y + 6, 0, + 65+ 0, (65 + 0)
+ 60, + 05+ 6,)
Difference in differences (65 + 6,)
Non-shall-issue states
Adults (“treatment”) (6, + 65) 8y + 6, + 65 + 65) (65 + 65)
Juveniles (“control”) (89) 6y + 65) (65)
Difference in differences (65)
DDD (65 + 0,) — (65) = (8,)

Source: Modification of Joyce and Kaestner (1996). Cell entries represent homicide rates per 100,000 for group
defined at left.
* Regression model:

Y= 0o + 0 (Exper;) + 0o(Adult;) + 04(Post,) + 0(Exper;*Adult,) + 05(Adult;*Post,) + 04(Exper;* Post,)
+ 0,(Exper* Post* Adult;) + v;,

y;, = homicide victimization rate for observation (either adult or juvenile) in state (i), period ()
Exper; = 1 if state (i) enacts shall-issue law during sample period, 0 otherwise

Adult; = 1 if observation corresponds to adult victimization rate, 0 if juvenile rate

Post, = 1 if observation occurs in post-shall-issue law period, 0 if pre-shall-issue law period

rate in period (t), whereas the other corresponds to the adult rate in period (¢). That
is, with a data sample consisting of N states in the panel, with observations on the states
for T periods that span changes in shall-issue law status in a subset of states, then
equation (1) is estimated using 2N7T observations. The variable y;, represents a homicide
rate measure for state (7) in period (?), whereas Adult; equals 1 if the observation is for
adult homicide rates (zero otherwise), Exper; is equal to 1 if state (i) adopts a shall-issue
law during the sample period (zero otherwise), and Post, equals 1 if the period is after
the shall-issue laws have been enacted (zero otherwise). Equation (1) is estimated using
state populations as weights to control for heteroskedasticity in the regression residuals
[Greene (1993)].

The parameters in this regression model will capture fixed factors that reflect differ-
ences between shall-issue states and other states during the sample period (0,), differ-
ences between adult and juvenile homicide rates (0,), trends over time in homicide
rates (03), differences in the effects of fixed-state factors on adults versus juveniles (0,),
differences in the trends of adult versus juvenile homicide rates over time (05), and
differences in homicide trends over time between shall-issue states and other states (6).
The key parameter of interest is 0,, which represents [(a-b) — (¢d) — (ef) — (gh)],
the effects of the shall-issue law on the difference between adult and juvenile homicide
rates in states that do adopt a shall-issue law during this period versus those that do not.

That the estimate for 0, from equation (1) represents an estimate for the quantity
[(a-b) — (¢-d) — (ef) — (g-h)] can be seen with the help of Table 3, which is identical
to Table 2 except that the homicide rates are now expressed in terms of the parameters
underlying equation (1). For example, the expected value of adult homicide victimiza-
tion rates in shall-issue states after these laws are passed is given by [a = (0, + 0; + 0, +
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05 + 0, + 65 + 05 + 0,)], because each of the dummy variables underlying equation
(1) will be equal to one in this case. The expected value of juvenile homicide victim-
ization rates in states that never pass these laws, during the period before the adoption
of shall-issue laws by the shall-issue states, is equal to [~ = (0,)], because none of the
dummy variables are “switched on” in this case. Taking the difference between adult
and juvenile homicide trends over time in shall-issue states, and subtracting from this
the difference between adult and juvenile homicide trends in non-shall-issue states,
leaves us with 6.

Note also that the DDD approach differs in important ways from that used in Section
IV-C of Lott and Mustard (1997), in which they apply their standard regression model
to data for 1977 through 1992 to examine whether shall-issue laws change the age
composition of homicide victimizations. They find a negative, but not statistically
significant, relationship between shall-issue laws and the proportion of murder victims
above some age level, though the specific age cutoff and regression coefficients are not
reported. Yet, the strategy of using the ratio of adult to total homicides will not help
control for unobserved state factors that vary over time.'*

Empirical Results

Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of my results. The graph shows trends in
the difference between adult (age 21 and over) and juvenile (ages 12 to 17) homicide
victimization rates over time for those states that passed a shall-issue law during the
period 1977 to 1994 (Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Mississippi, Montana, Oregon, and West
Virginia), those that did not have a shall-issue law in effect during this period, and those
that had enacted a shall-issue law before the sample period (Alabama, Connecticut,
Indiana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, and Washington).
The sample excludes Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Maine because of the uncertainty
surrounding how these states should be classified.

As noted above, any deterrent benefits of shall-issue laws should manifest themselves
as a decrease in the difference between adult and juvenile homicide rates. Moreover,
any change in the adultjuvenile difference should be greater in shall-issue states than
in other states if the shall-issue laws themselves exert any influence on adult homicide
rates beyond those factors that affect adult homicide nationwide. However, as seen in
Figure 1, adult and juvenile homicide rates converged throughout the United States
during the 1980s, and the rate of this convergence in shall-issue states after these laws
were passed (1987-1991) does not seem to be noticeably different than the rates
observed in other states. Figure 1 thus presents informal evidence that shall-issue laws
did not serve to reduce adult homicide rates.

The results of testing this proposition more formally by estimating regression equa-
tion (1) are shown in Table 4. The one complication is the proper definition of the
pretreatment and posttreatment periods. Because the states that passed shall-issue laws
between 1987 and 1991 passed these laws in different years, “the” treatment period
actually consists of a several-year window. In my preferred regressions, I define the 10

"“This can be seen by imagining two separate regression equations with adult and juvenile homicide rates as the
dependent variables of interest and the various explanatory variables on the right-hand side. The regression equation
with the ratio of adult to total homicides can be written as the ratio of the adult equation divided by the adult plus
juvenile equations, with a residual term that still includes unobserved, time-varying state effects that influence adult and
juvenile rates equally. These terms will be purged with my differencing strategy.
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Homicide Victimization Rate (per 100,000)
®

;;:E:hanged law during sample a

—B— Shall-issue in effect prior to 1977 [
mple

—k—No shall-issue in effect during sal

Difference between Adult (21+) Homicide Victimization Rate and Juvenile (12-17)

77 78 79 80 8t 82 83 84 85 86 67 88 89 S0 81 92 93 94
Year
FiG. 1. Difference Between Adult (21+) and Juvenile (12-17) Homicide Victimization Rates, 1977-
1994. States that enacted shall-issue laws during the sample period are as follows: Florida (1987),
Georgia (1989), Idaho (1990), Mississippi (1990), Montana (1991), Oregon (1990), and West Virginia
(1989). States with shall-issue laws in effect during entire sample period are: Alabama, Connecticut,
Indiana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, and Washington. Excluded from the
sample are Maine, Virginia, and Pennsylvania (see text).

years before Florida’s implementation of its shall-issue law as the “pretreatment” period
(1977 through 1986) and the 3 years after Montana’s shall-issue law as the “posttreat-
ment” period (1992 through 1994).

Because this analysis compares homicide rates that are averaged over several pre-
treatment and posttreatment years, the method is not well suited for determining
whether shall-issue laws have immediate versus gradual effects on crime. If the effects of
shall-issue laws change over time, for example because the number of concealed-carry
permits issued within a state increases, then the posttreatment effect will reflect the
average treatment effect for states with these laws in place for different lengths of time.
Any bias that may arise from time-varying treatment effects will be exacerbated by
including those states that enacted shall-issue laws before 1977 in the comparison (no
change in shall-issue regime) group, because the change in the comparison-group
homicide rates in this case may in part reflect changes in the shall-issue “dose” in some
comparison-group states. As a result, these states are excluded from the my analytic
sample, though below I examine the sensitivity of my estimates to the treatment of these
states.

The regression results shown in Table 4 reveal that parameter 0,, which captures the
effects of shall-issue laws on adult homicide rates, is slightly positive, implying an
increase of around one-sixth of a homicide per 100,000 adults. With an average adult
homicide victimization rate of 11.17 per 100,000 in the United States for 1977 through
1994, this implies an increase of 1.4%. Because the sample of states that change their
laws from 1977 to 1994 is relatively small, the standard errors around this point estimate
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TABLE 4. Differences-in-differences-in-differences regression results

LEstimate
Explanatory Variablet Coeff. Controls for (standard error)
Exper = 1 if state ever passes 0, Fixed factors which differ —1.53 (0.53)*
shall-issue law (=0 else) between shall-issue and
other states
Adult = 1 if observation is for 0, Differences in levels between 7.19 (0.26)*
adult homicide rates (=0 if adult and juvenile
observation is for juvenile homicide rates
homicide rate)
Post = 1 if period is after 05 Trends over time in homicide 4.80 (0.44)*
implementation of shall- rates
issue laws
Adult X Exper 0, Differences in shall-issue state 2.62 (0.73)*

fixed-effects on adult versus
juvenile homicide rates

Adult X Post 05 Differences in trends of adult —6.10 (0.52)*
versus juvenile homicide
rates over time

Lxper X Post 06 Differences in homicide —1.43 (1.01)

trends in shall-issue v.
other states over time
Exper X Post X Adult 0, Effects of shall-issue laws on 0.16 (1.42)
adult homicide rates
relative to juvenile
homicide rates
N 1,039
Adjusted R? 0.64

Notes: Preprogram years included in the model are 1977 through 1986. Postprogram years included in the model
are 1992 through 1994. The regression model also includes a constant term, the percentage of state population living
in poverty, the percentage of state that is African-American, the state per capita personal income (measured in 1987
constant dollars), and the percentage of the state population living in urban areas, and it is estimated using state
population counts as weights. Shall-issue states are Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, Oregon,
Virginia, and West Virginia. The sample excludes states with shall-issue laws enacted before the sample period
(Alabama, Connecticut, Indiana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, and Washington), as well as
Maine, Pennsylvania, and Virginia (see text). “Pretreatment” period is defined as 1977 to 1986, “posttreatment” period
is defined as 1992 to 1994.

* = significant at 1%.

tDependent variables: Adult (21 and older) and juvenile (12-17) homicide victimization rates per 100,000 popu-
lation.

are somewhat large. The standard errors imply that the point estimate is not statistically
significant, with a 95% confidence interval of —2.68 to 3.00 homicides per 100,000. Yet
even fairly small standard errors (such as those produced by Lott and Mustard’s
county-level ordinary least squares analysis) would imply that these estimates are con-
sistent with positive, negative, or nonexistent effects of shall-issue laws on adult homi-
cides.

As shown in Table 5, the results are not qualitatively different when states with
shall-issue laws enacted before 1977 are included in the comparison group for the
analysis, when the natural logarithm of the adult and juvenile victimization rates are
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TABLE 5. Sensitivity analysis of DDD regression results

Difference in regression model from that used in Estimated effect (standard error) of shall-issue
Table 4 laws on adult homicide rates (per 100,000)

Alternative weighting variable
Use adult (21+) rather than total 0.15 (1.62)
population  as weighting variable
Alternative functional form
Use natural logarithm of homicide —0.04 (0.19)
victimization rates
Alternative definitions of “pre” and “post
treatment” periods

“Pre-law” period defined as 1982-1986 0.35 (1.65)
“Pre-law” period defined as 1980-1986 0.24 (1.55)
“Post-law” period defined as 1992 0.67 (1.98)
“Post-law” period defined as 1992-1993 0.26 (1.62)
“Post-law” period defined as 1993-1994 —0.09 (1.63)
Alternative “comparison state” groupings
Include states with shall-issue laws on books —0.05 (1.33)

before 1977 in comparison group
Alternative “shall-issue” state groupings

Include Pennsylvania as shall-issue state 1.20 (1.23)
Include Virginia as shall-issue state 0.53 (1.30)
Include Maine as shall-issue state 0.43 (1.39)
Drop Florida 0.76 (1.86)
Drop Georgia 1.18 (1.60)
Drop Idaho 0.05 (1.46)
Drop Mississippi 0.11 (1.48)
Drop Montana —0.01 (1.45)
Drop Oregon —0.29 (1.50)
Drop West Virginia —0.29 (1.47)

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Results presented above taken from estimating regression equations similar
to those underlying Table 4; coefficients presented above correspond to the variable in the last row of Table 4.

used rather than the raw values,'® or when the adult (rather than total) populations are
used as regression weights. The results are also generally not sensitive to the choice of
pretreatment and posttreatment periods, though the exclusion of data from 1993 and
1994 causes the estimated positive effect of shall-issue laws on homicide to become even
larger. When Pennsylvania, Virginia, or Maine are included, in turn, as shall-issue states,
the estimated effect of shall-issue laws on adult homicides becomes even more positive,
though the idiosyncracies in how these laws were enacted makes interpretation of these
results difficult.

Previous research has found that the shall-issue “treatment effects” implied by the
Lott and Mustard model vary quite substantially across states [Black and Nagin (1998)].

15

Using the natural logarithm for the homicide victimization rates is complicated somewhat by the fact that several
states reported no homicides to victims ages 12 to 17 for some of the years between 1977 and 1994. Because the
logarithm of 0 is undefined, I substitute the logarithm of (0.1) in these cases. Substitution of the logarithm of yet
smaller values will increase the implied difference between adult and juvenile homicides when there are no juvenile
homicide cases and will serve to make the shall-issue coefficient more negative.
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FiG. 2. Difference in Adult (214) minus Juvenile (12-17) Homicide Victimization Rates in Florida and
Georgia, 1977-1994. Florida enacted shall-issue law in 1987, while Georgia enacted shall-issue law in
1989.

This finding may reflect heterogeneity across states that is not captured by the Lott and
Mustard regression model, including differences in the way that shall-issue laws are
written or enacted and the rate at which citizens within a state obtain concealed-carry
permits. For example, state shall-issue laws vary with respect to fingerprint and safety
training requirements, as well as to permit application fees, and even to the degree to
which carrying privileges are restricted within some counties in a state [National Rifle
Association (1998)]. Estimates for the proportion of adults who have been issued
permits range from 0.2 percentage points in Mississippi to as high as 6.0% in South
Dakota [Hill (1997)]. Although most of the permit holders in shall-issue states seem to
be middle-aged white men, there does seem to be some variation across states in the age
distribution of those holding permits [Hill (1997)].

Figures 2 and 3 provide informal evidence that the effects of shall-issue laws may vary
across states. Figure 2 presents trends in the difference between adult and juvenile
homicide victimization rates in Florida and Georgia, those states with the most notice-
able changes in the difference between adult and juvenile homicide rates. However, as
seen in Figure 3, even after enacting shall-issue laws the remaining states reflect the kind
of cyclicality in homicide rates that is typical in the United States [Blumstein (1995)].

The sensitivity of my estimates to the exclusion of each shall-issue state in turn is
shown in Table 5. As suggested by Figures 2 and 3, evidence for any crime-reducing
benefits are concentrated in Florida and Georgia: The exclusion of these states causes
the estimated effect of shall-issue laws on adult homicides to become even more
positive. This finding is consistent with Black and Nagin (1998), who note that many of
the negative shall-issue effects estimated by Lott and Mustard (1997) disappear once
Florida is excluded from the sample. The results are generally not sensitive to excluding
any of the other shall-issue states from the sample, or even to excluding such atypical
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FiG. 3. Difference between Adult (21+) and Juvenile (12-17) Homicide Victimization Rates for Idaho,
Mississippi, Montana, Oregon, and West Virginia, 1977-1994. Idaho, Mississippi, and Oregon enacted
shall-issue laws in 1990, whereas Montana enacted a shall-issue law in 1991 and West Virginia in 1989.

non-shall-issue states as California or New York, with estimated effects that are consis-
tently no larger than one-third of a homicide in absolute value. Taken together, this
analysis produces little evidence that shall-issue laws reduce crime and suggests that
these laws are as likely to cause crime to increase as to decrease.

IV. Discussion

Whether “shall-issue” laws that liberalize concealed-handgun-carrying requirements
cause crime rates to increase or to decrease has become an increasingly important
public policy question, as a growing number of states adopt or consider such legislation.
The widely publicized study of Lott and Mustard (1997) suggests that shall-issue laws
reduce crime and save lives and money. However, as I have argued above, the Lott and
Mustard study does not seem to have controlled adequately for omitted variables and
other problems and, as a result, is unlikely to provide reliable information about the
effects of shall-issue laws on crime.

In this paper, I present the results of an alternative test for the effects of shall-issue
laws on homicide rates that exploits the fact that juveniles are not eligible for concealed-
carry permits to control for time-varying unobserved state factors. The results of my
analysis suggest that shall-issue laws have resulted, if anything, in an increase in adult
homicide rates.

What explains the difference between the findings in Lott and Mustard (1997) and
those presented here? My use of state-level rather than county-level data is unlikely to
explain the difference, inasmuch as Lott and Mustard’s analysis of state-level data using
their fixed-effects regression approach produces results that are similar to their county-
level analysis. The additional 2 years of data that I use (1993 and 1994) also do not seem
to explain the difference across studies, because excluding data from 1993 and 1994 in
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my analysis causes the estimated positive effect of shall-issue laws on adult homicides to
become even larger.

I believe that the most compelling explanation for the differences between the results
in Lott and Mustard (1997) and those presented here is that my estimation strategy is
able to more adequately control for unobserved state variables that vary over time. Lott
and Mustard’s (1997) analysis is susceptible to bias from any unobserved state or county
factor that varies over time, which in fact seems to be the case on the basis of Black and
Nagin’s (1998) analysis and the implausibility of Lott and Mustard’s 2SLS results. In
contrast, only social or public policy changes that are unique to shall-issue states,
concurrent with the implementation of these laws, and that affect the difference
between adult and juvenile homicide rates may impart bias to the estimates presented
here. It is also possible that some criminals change their behavior after shall-issue laws
are passed and now either victimize juveniles instead of adults or leave crime altogether,
in which case my estimates may be subject to a slight negative or positive bias, respec-
tively. The possibility of some unmodeled heterogeneity in my estimates is suggested by
the sensitivity of the estimates to the exclusion of Florida and Georgia from the sample;
these sample restrictions cause the estimated positive effect of shall-issue laws on
homicide to become even larger. My results are generally robust to dropping other
shall-issue and non-shall-issue states from the analytic sample.

The omitted variables problems highlighted in this paper are of general concern in
evaluating the effects of anticrime efforts and seem even more severe than the problems
involved in evaluating other areas of public policy such as education. In both crime and
education, many of the important factors that influence policy outcomes vary at the
local level. In the area of education policy, the government has invested substantial
resources to collect rich data at levels as disaggregated as the school or student. In
contrast, many of the important factors that influence crime are not measured, are not
systematically compiled by government agencies, or are unusually difficult to measure.
Even sophisticated measurement techniques such as fixed-effects or 2SLS models may
produce biased estimates in the face of these problems, given that many of the unmea-
sured factors that cause crime are likely to vary over time and that valid instrumental
variables are difficult to find. Public policymakers should be made aware of the unique
identification problems in evaluating anticrime policies such as concealed-carry laws
and should recognize that even elaborate studies such as Lott and Mustard (1997) may
not provide reliable information. There may be many reasons for state and federal
legislators to support shall-issue laws, but the belief that these laws reduce crime should
not be one of them.
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Lives Saved or Lives Lost?
The Effects of Concealed-Handgun Laws on Crime

By HAsHEM DEZHBAKHSH AND PAUL H. RUBIN*

The role of handguns in crime has been the
subject of extensive policy and academic de-
bate in recent years. The interest in the issue
has grown with the enactment of the restrictive
(federal ) Brady Bill and the adoption by many
states of the right-to-carry concealed-handgun
laws. These ‘‘shall issue’’ laws make it much
easier for noncriminals to obtain licenses to
carry concealed handguns. (Ten states passed
such laws from 1977 to 1992, and 13 states
have passed such laws since 1992.) This ob-
served dichotomy in policy reflects the lack of
consensus among policymakers regarding the
role of handguns in violence. A similar dis-
agreement exists in academic circles. For ex-
ample, results reported in Philip Cook et al.
(1995), Arthur Kellermann et al. (1995),
Cook and Jen Ludwig (1996), and David
Hemenway (1996) imply that an increase
in gun ownership increases rates of crime.
Daniel Polsby (1995) and John Lott and
David Mustard (1997) are doubtful of such
implications.

There are two theoretical possibilities re-
garding the effects of these laws. Increased
gun ownership might lead to increased crime
because of the increased availability of guns—
the facilitating effect. Alternatively, because
increased gun ownership might help potential
victims to arm and protect themselves, thus in-
creasing the criminals’ uncertainty regarding
an armed response, such laws might lead to
reduced crime against persons—the deterrent
effect. Which effect dominates might depend
on population characteristics in a given
jurisdiction. Concealed-handgun laws might

* Department of Economics, Emory University, At-
lanta, GA 30322-2240. We thank John Lott and David
Mustard for providing us with the data and Bill Sribney,
from Stata Corporation, for helpful programming sugges-
tions. We also acknowledge financial support from the
Emory University Research Committee. The usual dis-
claimer applies.
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lead to increases in crime in some jurisdic-
tions, while leading to decreases in other
jurisdictions.

In a controversial paper, Lott and Mustard
(1997) have examined this issue. They find
that passage of concealed-handgun (shall-
issue) laws by a state causes a significant re-
duction in violent as well as property crimes
{Lott and Mustard, 1997 table 11). They at-
tribute the results to a deterrent effect: as crim-
inals become aware that victims might be
armed, they reduce the rate of commission of
crimes.'

We believe Lott and Mustard’s findings are
suspect, mainly because of the way they pa-
rameterize and measure the effect of permis-
sive handgun laws on crime. They model the
effect as a shift in the intercept of the linear
crime equation they estimate at the county
level. This approach is predicated on two as-
sumptions: (1) all behavioral (response) pa-
rameters of this equation (slope coefficients)
are fixed (unaffected by the law), and (ii) the
effect of the law on crime is identical across
counties. Obviously, if the law affects the be-
havior of the criminals or of citizens, then
these response parameters should change, and
not only the intercept term. Moreover, it seems
highly unlikely that the magnitude of the ef-

' The Lott-Mustard results that have received the most
attention from media and from critics, and that the authors
themselves emphasize in the abstract, are based on their
table 3, which uses least squares and does not correct for
the endogeneity of the arrest rate. This is the specification
that shows a trade-off between violent and property crimes
as states adopt ‘‘shall issue’” laws. In the two-stage least-
squares regression reported in Lott and Mustard (1997
table 11) the trade-off does not exist; they find a signifi-
cant, and very substantial, decrease in all categories of
crime in this specification. Our results are also based on
two-stage least-squares methods. We should also note that
the Lott-Mustard results in their table 11 are based on
predicted arrest rates, from the first-stage estimation,
which does not include the county fixed-effect estimates.
This may also render suspect the results in their table 11.
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fects such laws may have on crime rates in a
county would be independent of economic and
demographic characteristics of the county. In
fact, the effect may vary with the age and gen-
der composition of the population and the eco-
nomic conditions of the counties, among other
things. Others who have commented on Lott
and Mustard (1997) (e.g., Ludwig, 1996; Dan
Black and Daniel Nagin, 1998) have over-
looked this problem, and consequently their
alternative estimates may be subject to the
same criticism; see also the reply by Lott
(1998) to Black and Nagin’s criticisms.

We reexamine the effect of permissive
concealed-handgun laws on crime using a pro-
cedure to overcome these shortcomings,
allowing all behavioral parameters of the
model to change. Our method also allows the
effect of the law on crime rates to be hetero-
geneous across counties so that we can infer
how various factors influence the magnitude
of the change in crime resulting from such
laws. More specifically, we project the 1992
crime rate for counties without such laws if
they had adopted the law by 1992. We then
compare these projections, which are a func-
tion of county characteristics, with actual
crime data for 1992 to infer how the absence
of the law has affected crime in these coun-
ties. We also examine the relationship be-
tween these projected changes and county
characteristics.

1. Model and Estimation Approach

Lott and Mustard (1997) use county-level
panel data to estimate several linear crime
equations. The dependent variable is one of
several crime rates: murder, rape, aggravated
assault, robbery, burglary, larceny, and auto
theft. The regressors include the correspond-
ing arrest rate, a host of economic and socio-
demographic factors, and a (0 or 1) binary
variable measuring the status of the concealed-
handgun law. The other regressors serve as
control variables. The model they estimate is
therefore

(1) Cit=a+'ylir+BAit+8Xir+8ir

where [ is the binary variable, A is the arrest
rate, X includes the economic and demo-
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graphic variables and a set of time and county
dummies (one for each sampling year or
county), ¢ is the regression errot, and i and ¢
denote counties and time periods, respectively.
Lott and Mustard’s inference about the ef-
fect of concealed-handgun laws on various
categories of crime is based on the sign and
statistical significance of the estimated coeffi-
cient of the binary variable: the estimate of +y.
A positive and significant estimate suggests
that concealed-handgun provisions would
increase the crime rate, while a negative and
significant estimate points to the contrary con-
clusion. This representation assumes that the
law only affects the intercept of the crime
equation, so the crime equations for the coun-
ties with and those without the law have dif-
ferent intercepts but identical slopes. The
coefficient of the binary variable captures the
difference between the two intercept terms.
The implicit assumptions behind this char-
acterization is that all other response parame-
ters are identical for the two groups of counties
and that all counties that adopt the law will
observe identical changes in their crime rates.
Both assumptions are unwarranted. Each of
these parameters measures the change in the
crime rate resulting from a change in the cor-
responding control variable (arrest rate,
economic variables, or demographic charac-
teristics ). If adopting the law does indeed af-
fect the action of criminals or their potential
victims, it would do so by altering these re-
sponse parameters.> The statistical conse-
quences of ignoring such changes are biased
estimation and potentially invalid results.
Moreover, assuming the effect of the law on
crime rates (parameter ) to be fixed across
counties is unjustified given the diversity of
the county characteristics. Finally, using an in-
tercept change to measure the effect of a
change in the law causes the estimated effect
to be fragile with respect to small specification
changes. William Bartley et al. (1998) use

% Lott and Mustard (1997) in one of their least-squares
regressions (their table 7) which, as explained earlier, is
inappropriate in the present context, allow the slope co-
efficient of county population (one of the 53 regressors in
their model) to change. However, they do not examine the
combined effect.

DA 258



Case 1:15-cv-02234-RJL Document 19-1 Filed 01/15/16 Page 262 of 332

470 AEA PAPERS AND PROCEEDINGS

extreme-bounds analysis to examine the range
of the estimates of the intercept change and
find it to be apparently quite wide in many
cases.

We reexamine the effect of the concealed-
handgun laws on crime using a regression-
based procedure that overcomes these
limitations. We allow all behavioral parame-
ters of the model to respond to a change in the
status of the law. The data will then show
which of these parameters the law indeed af-
fects. We implement this parameter flexibility
by estimating two separate crime equations,
one for counties in states with a concealed-
handgun law and the other for the remaining
counties:

(2a) Cyu=aL+ BrAv; + 6 Xp, + &L

(2b) Cniy = ane + BaiAnva

+ O Xnrie T Enve

where the subscripts L and NL indicate the
presence or the absence of the concealed-
handgun law, respectively.

First, we examine whether the law affects the
response parameters by using an asymptotic
Wald test of the null hypothesis Hy: @, = Oy
against the alternative Hy: @ # @y, where @
denotes (3, §).* A rejection of the null hypoth-
esis implies that the law affects the response
parameters of the model and therefore the crime
rate. Following Isaac Ehrlich (1973), in all our
estimations we treat the arrest rate, A, as an
endogenous variable that is affected by such
variables as the lagged crime rate, economic
and demographic variables in the crime equa-
tion, police employment and payroll, and vari-
ables to control for political influences. These
include percentage of Republican presidential
votes and the percentage of a states’ population
who are members of the National Rifle Asso-

* The Wald statistic is the quadratic form constructed
on the estimate of the difference (@, — @y, ). The statistic
is asymptotically distributed as a x? variate with degrees
of freedom equal to the number of parameters tested
(Leslie Godfrey, 1988 Ch. 4; Andrew Lo and Whitney
Newey, 1985).
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ciation (NRA); see Lott and Mustard (1997 p.
42). We estimate equations (2a) and (2b)
along with the corresponding arrest equations
via two-stage least-squares (2SLS) analysis, al-
lowing the concealed-handgun law to shift the
coefficients of the arrest equation in the first
stage of estimation; such shifts are incorporated
in cases where the Wald test applied to an arrest
equation suggests that such a change is war-
ranted. This ensures the consistency of the
second-stage estimates. In all our estimations,
we correct the residuals from the second-stage
least square to account for using predicted
rather than the actual arrest rate in estimation
of the crime equation (see e.g., Russell
Davidson and James G. MacKinnon, 1993
Ch. 7).

We estimate for each county the direction
and extent of the change in crime rate that
may result from introducing the concealed-
handgun law. We determine how different the
crime rate would have been during 1992 in
the counties that did not have the concealed-
handgun law in place, had they adopted the
law by 1992. We obtain these estimates,
which are useful for policy purposes, simply
by switching the estimates of the behavioral
parameters in equations (2a) and (2b) and
computing the resulting predicted values for
the dependent variable (the crime rate) over
the relevant year. The estimates are obtained
from € = & + O, Zy., where Zy, denotes
the regressors in equation (2b). These are
predicted crime rates conditional on adopting
the concealed-handgun law. The difference
between these predicted crime rates and the
actual crime rates is our measure of the effect
of concealed-handgun laws on crime. We em-
phasize that our interest is in estimating the
expected 1992 crime rates conditional on the
law being in place in a county that did not
have it in 1992. This estimate is then com-
pared with the county’s actual 1992 crime
rate to estimate the expected change. It is im-
portant to note that, in the above comparison,
one should not use the county’s predicted
1992 crime rate in the absence of the law,
& + BOnZy, in place of the observed crime
rate. This is because the former has no useful
information for our inference that is not con-
tained in the county’s observed 1992 crime
rate. Therefore, if we used @y Zy,. instead of
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the actual crime rate, we would add extra
noise (residual), thus reducing the accuracy
of the inference. Also, note that all the infor-
mation relevant to adopting the law is incor-
porated in @, which is estimated using
counties with the law.

We summarize the predictions we obtain
to make inferences about the scope of the
potential influence of the law in each state
that did not have a concealed-handgun law
in place in 1992. The projections are then
further analyzed to determine factors that in-
fluence their direction or magnitude. The ef-
fect of concealed-handgun laws, therefore,
may vary with population density, racial and
gender characteristics, income, and so forth.

II. Data and Results

We use the data provided by Lott and
Mustard (1997). The complete data set
covers 3,054 counties for the period 1982~
1992. The data set includes the FBI’s crime
data for murder, rape, aggravated assault,
and robbery which comprise ‘‘violent
crime’’ and auto theft, burglary, and larceny
which comprise ‘‘property crime.”” The series
also include the corresponding arrest rate for
these nine crime categories,* population and
population density, population characteristics
for 36 age and race segments (black, white,
and other; male and female; and age divi-
sions), retirement payments per person over
65 years of age, and the ratio of real per capita
income to personal income, unemployment in-
surance payments, and income maintenance
payments. The data set also includes state-
level data on police employment and payroll,
the percentage of Republican presidential
votes, and the percentage of each state’s pop-
ulation who are members of the NRA. This is
the most exhaustive panel data set available for
research in this area.

Using a Wald test for all nine categories of
crimes, we find that the Lott-Mustard hypoth-

*The arrest series we use are slightly different than
those used by Lott and Mustard (1997). As indicated in
the last paragraph of their data appendix, Lott and Mustard
use arrest series that erroneously contain zero’s instead of
some missing values. We use the corrected series.
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esis of no change in slope coefficients is re-
jected strongly (with p values close to zero)
for all categories of crime.® That is, in all
cases, there are significant changes in the slope
coefficients, so that assuming all changes to be
embedded in the intercept is incorrect. This
suggests that the Lott-Mustard results are bi-
ased due to a misspecification. Similar results
for the arrest equation, used in the first stage
of the 2SLS estimation, indicate that the co-
efficients of these equations also change with
the law. In fact, we incorporate these changes
when obtaining the predicted arrest rates. A
comparison of our predicted arrest rates to
those of Lott and Mustard (1997) reveals the
inaccuracy introduced by limiting the change
to the intercept term. For example, depending
on the crime category, the mean-square errors
of Lott and Mustard’s predicted arrest rates are
1.5-5.2 times larger than those of ours. Their
predicted arrest rates also include a large num-
ber of negative values (i.e., out of about
33,000 observations for each crime category,
over 19,000 are negative for auto theft, 9,900
for aggravated assault, and 13,500 for property
crimes).®

We use the two-stage procedure described
earlier to estimate the hypothetical effect on
crime in each county in states that did not
have a concealed-handgun law in place if
such a law had been in effect in 1992. We
examine these effects in two ways, both on
a county-by-county basis. First, we examine
for each crime and county the predicted ef-
fect of changing the law. Second, we ex-
amine the effect of county characteristics on
predicted change in crime rates for each ag-
gregated crime category.

Table 1 contains summary statistics de-
rived from these county-level conditional
predictions; more extensive results including
estimated percentages are available from the

® Results reported here are slightly different than those
in an earlier draft, where we did not use population
weights in estimation. Here the weights are included to
make our specification as close to that of Lott and Mustard
(1997) as possible, given the difference in the way we
model the effect of the law.

® These large negative values may be partly due to Lott
and Mustard’s omission of the county fixed effects from
the predicted arrest rates.
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TABLE 1—THE PREDICTED EFFECT OF ADOPTING
CONCEALED-HANDGUN LAWS ON VIOLENT CRIMES
IN STATES WITHOUT SUCH LAws IN 1992

Aggrevated

State Murder Rape Robbery assault
Arizona no + + +
Arkansas no - no -
Colorado no no no +
Illinois - no mix mix
Iowa no mix + mix
Kansas - - + +
Kentucky - mix + —
Louisiana no no + -
Maryland no no + mix
Michigan no no + no
Minnesota - no + mix
Missouri no mix mix mix
Nebraska no no no mix
Nevada no no + no
New Jersey no no no +
New Mexico no no + +
New York no no no mix
North Carolina no + no +
Ohio - mix + mix
Oklahoma no no no mix
South Carolina no + no no
Tennessee no mix + mix
Texas - - mix mix
Utah no no no +
Wisconsin no + + -

Notes: Entries indicate the effect of such laws on crimes
in 1992 for each state, had the state adopted the law by
then. A + (—) indicates an unambiguous increase (de-
crease), “‘no”’ indicates that no county would have been
affected, and ‘‘mix’’ indicates increases for some counties
in the state and decreases for others. The states with ‘‘no”’
in all four categories are dropped for brevity; these include
Alaska, California, Delaware, the District of Columbia,
Hawaii, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Wyoming, and
Pennsylvania (Philadelphia County).

authors upon request. Our results suggest
that for counties in six states a concealed-
handgun law would have reduced murder
rates, and for all counties in the other 27
states it would have been ineffective. Over-
all, the results indicate arelatively small, and
crime-reducing, effect of concealed-hand-
gun laws on murder rates. There would have
been little effect on rape, with 22 states un-
affected, four states with unambiguous in-
creases, and two states with unambiguous
decreases. The effect on robbery would have
been an increase in crime for many states.
For counties in 13 states, there would have

MAY 1998

been unambiguous increases in robbery;
there would have been a mixed effect (in-
creases in some counties and decreases in
some) in only three states. The overall in-
crease in robbery is not surprising given that
concealed handguns add little deterrence in
this case. Many potential robbery targets al-
ready have armed protection; therefore, con-
cealed firearms would not increase the
deterrence factor. It would, however, have a
crime-facilitating effect, helping the
robbers.

For aggravated assault, 12 states would have
been unaffected, seven states would have been
adversely affected, and four states would have
observed a drop in crime. The result for the
remaining states is mixed. For the three cate-
gories of property crime, the effect would have
been more mixed. The largest percentage of
counties predicted to be affected in one direc-
tion by changing the law would have been the
15 percent of counties predicted to experience
an increase in larceny; all other predicted per-
centage changes in any direction are less than
10 percent.

We next determine which characteristics
of counties are associated with increases or
decreases in each aggregate type of crime
(violent and property crime) for counties.
We do this by regressing the predicted
change in crime rates as a function of a list
of demographic and economic variables for
the county. The economic variables, all
measured per capita, are personal income,
unemployment insurance, and retirement
payments per person over 65. We also in-
clude (predicted) arrest rates and popula-
tion density. We include demographic
variables. Since most crime is committed by
young males, we include the number of
males 10-29 years old, and similarly for fe-
males. We include persons 65 and over,
who are perhaps more likely to be victims
than perpetrators of crimes.” Finally, we in-
clude per capita measures of number of
NRA members in the state and police pay-

7 Experiments with other specifications indicate that
this specification provides most of the useful information
in the data and is sufficiently aggregated so that the results
are easily interpreted.
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roll. In all cases, we measure the effect of
the relevant variable on predicted changes
in crime by category of the passage of a
concealed-handgun law by county.

Regression results show that for counties
that spend relatively more on police the laws
lead to crime reductions. This is plausible:
higher spending on police will not affect the
deterrent benefit of handguns but will reduce
the facilitating effect of handguns that ben-
efits criminal activity. On the other hand, for
counties with higher arrest rates, passage of
shall-issue laws leads to increased crime,
perhaps because there are more criminals in
these counties. The other consistent results
are for likely victims: more elderly people
and more young ( 10—29-year-old) nonblack
females are associated with reduced crime as
a result of passage of gun laws. This may
represent evidence of the deterrent effect in
some cases. Evidence that potential crimi-
nals ( generally, young males) use these laws
to obtain guns and commit crimes is weak;
only one of the four possible coefficients is
significant and positive, and one is negative
(¢t values for both black and nonblack young
males are less than 0.2 in the property-crime
estimate ).

III. Concluding Remarks

We have reexamined the effect of concealed-
handgun laws on crime rates using a statistical
procedure that overcomes the limitations of
previous studies. Our procedure allows us to
assess the full implications of the right-to-
carry gun provisions. We find that the results
of concealed-weapons laws are much smaller
than suggested by Lott and Mustard (1997)
and by no means negative across all crime cat-
egories. For murder, for example, there is only
at best a small reducing effect. For robbery,
many states experience increases in crime. For
other crimes, results are ambiguous, with some
counties showing predicted increases, and
some predicted decreases.

We also examine demographic and other in-
fluences on the likely effect of passage of laws
on crime rates. We find that there are predict-
able patterns on the effect of shall-issue laws
on crime. For example, counties spending
more on police could expect a decrease in
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crime from the passage of a law or a smaller
increase where the law leads to an increase in
crime. The sort of analysis developed here
could be used to enable policymakers to tailor
laws more carefully to particular conditions in
a jurisdiction. More research in this important
area is warranted.
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Abstract

This paper provides new estimates of the effect of household gun prevalence on homicide rates,
and infers the marginal external cost of handgun ownership. The estimates utilize a superior proxy
for gun prevalence, the percentage of suicides committed with a gun, which we validate. Using
county and state level panels for 20 years, we estimate the elasticity of homicide with respect to gun
prevalence as between +0.1 and +0.3. All of the effect of gun prevalence is on gun homicide rates.
Under certain reasonable assumptions, the average annual marginal social cost of household gun
ownership is in the range $100 to $1800.
© 2005 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Like many other private decisions about health and safety, such as getting vaccinated,
purchasing LoJack (Ayres and Levitt, 1998), or driving a sport utility vehicle (Gayer,
2004), private gun ownership may impose externalities. Widespread gun ownership in a
community could provide a general deterrent to criminal predation, lowering the risk to
owners and non-owners alike. But widespread gun ownership could also lead to increased
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risks of various sorts, including the possibility that guns will be misused by the owners or
transferred to dangerous people through theft or unregulated sale. Whether the social costs
of gun ownership are positive or negative is arguably the most fundamental question for
the regulation of firearms in the United States.

Previous research has produced conflicting conclusions. One prominent estimate for the
effects of gun prevalence on homicide is by John Lott (2000), who relates state-level
estimates of gun ownership rates from voter exit polls in 1988 and 1996 to state crime
rates, conditioning on several socioeconomic variables in a cross-section analysis. His
estimate of the elasticity of homicide with respect to state gun ownership rates is
extraordinarily large, equal to —3.3."

Mark Duggan (2001) identifies the relationship between guns and crime using over-
time variation in panels of states and also counties. Duggan’s elasticity estimate, +0.2, is
of the opposite sign from Lott’s and an order of magnitude smaller. There is some question
about the validity of his proxy for gun prevalence, the subscription rate to Guns and Ammo
magazine.

In this paper we follow Duggan’s lead in using panel regression methods to estimate the
effect of gun prevalence on homicide rates, but with a different and well-validated proxy
variable. Our results suggest that the social cost of an additional household acquiring a
handgun depends on the rate of violence and the existing prevalence of guns, but under a
wide range of assumptions is greater than $100 per year.

2. FSS as a proxy for gun prevalence

Since most states lack any sort of registration or licensing system that would generate
administrative data on firearms ownership, household surveys provide the only direct
source of information on this matter. But survey data are not always available or reliable
for sub-national units, so analysts have employed a variety of proxy variables. Two
independent inquiries have recently identified one such proxy as superior to all others for
the purpose of estimating the cross-section structure of gun prevalence across large
geographic entities (Azrael et al., 2004; Kleck, 2004). That proxy is the fraction of suicides
committed with a firearm (FSS).

Our use of FSS is primarily to estimate variation over time rather than in the cross-
section. To validate this use requires consistent estimates of gun prevalence over time,
preferably at a sub-national level. The “gold standard” for national surveys of gun
ownership is the General Social Survey (GSS). We ran panel regressions of GSS-based
estimates of gun prevalence against two proxies, FSS and the subscription rate to Guns
and Ammo, the proxy used by Duggan (2001). The estimated coefficients of our GSS

! Lott conditions on region but not state dummies in his regressions, so his estimates will be identified primarily
by cross-sectional variation in gun ownership rates (Azrael et al., 2004). A more fundamental problem is that
there are serious problems with his voter exit poll data, which suggest that from 1988 to 1996 gun ownership rates
increased for the U.S. as a whole from 27.4 to 37.0% (p. 36). Yet the best source of national data on gun
ownership trends the General Social Survey indicates that individual gun ownership trends were essentially
flat during this period (Kleck, 1997, pp. 98 99).
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measures on FSS are in every case significantly positive, and are especially strong when
year fixed effects are omitted, while the subscription rate to Guns and Ammo performs less
well and in some cases yields a negative coefficient estimate.”

3. Data

The estimates presented below are based on panel data for 200 counties that had the
largest population in 1990, or a subset of those counties, for the period 1980 to 1999. We
also present estimates based on state-level panel data. The 200 largest counties accounted
for 74% of all homicides in the United States in 1990.*

Suicide and homicide counts are taken from Vital Statistics Program mortality data,
based on reports of coroners and medical examiners and compiled by the National Center
for Health Statistics. Data on robbery, burglary, and other types of crime besides homicide
are from the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reports.

Finally, we control for other changes over time in county socio-demographic
characteristics that could affect both crime and gun prevalence. Such data are available
at the county level only from the decennial Census, from which we interpolate data for the
inter-Censal years. Covariates include the prevalence of blacks, households headed by a
female, urban residents, and residents living in the same house 5 years ago.

4. Empirical strategy

The basic empirical approach here is to estimate the relationship between gun
prevalence and homicide by exploiting the substantial across-area differences in trends in
gun ownership over a 20-year period. Our baseline estimates are generated from model
(1), which relates the natural log of jurisdiction (i)’s homicide rate (or, alternatively, the
gun- or non-gun homicide rate) in year ¢ against FSS, the proxy for the jurisdiction’s gun
ownership rate, in year (—1). FSS is lagged by one period out of concern for reverse
causation — gun ownership may be consequence as well as cause of a county’s crime rate —
although the lag can also be justified for substantive reasons: the thefts and secondary-

2 The GSS is conducted by the National Opinion Research Center most years from 1972 to 1993 and biennially
since 1994 (Davis and Smith, 1998), and is capable of providing representative samples at the national or census
region or even division level. Our panel dataset for this validation exercise is defined over the nine Census
divisions and the 14 years in which GSS fielded gun questions between 1980 and 1998. In these regressions, we
condition on fixed effects for Census division in all model specifications. We define “prevalence” in the GSS data
for either handguns or all guns, and for either households or individuals. For additional details, see Cook and
Ludwig (2004b).

3 Kelly (2000) used this sample of counties in studying the determinants of crime rates. The 5 counties of New
York City are combined in our analysis due to data limitations. Oklahoma City was dropped in 1995 due to the
large homicide count associated with the bombing of the federal building there.

4 Also of some interest is what fraction of all guns in the U.S. is found in the top 200 counties. While we cannot
perform this calculation with our FSS proxy, which is not available for all counties, we find that 43% of all Guns
and Ammo subscriptions in the U.S. are in the 200 largest counties.
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market transfers that move guns from households to use by criminals will ordinarily take
some time. To further control for the possibility of reverse causation, we condition on the
natural log of the area’s burglary and robbery rates, which are the kinds of crimes that
seem likely to motivate the acquisition of a firearm for self-defense. These crime variables
also are a good reflection of criminogenic factors in the community that influence
homicide rates (Blumstein, 2000). To account for other county or state characteristics that
affect homicide, the regression model includes year and county/state fixed effects, as well
as the logs of the socio-demographic variables. The regression estimates are weighted by
each county or state’s population to account for heteroskedasticity in the error term.

log Y;; = Bo + B11ogFSS;; | + Xy +d; +d; + &;. (1)

Another concern is serial correlation in the error structure, given that FSS changes only
slowly over time within counties and that other unmeasured determinants of county crime
rates may also have jurisdiction-specific trends.” We address this problem by calculating
Huber—White standard errors that are robust to an arbitrary autocorrelation pattern in the
errors over time within counties. Bertrand et al. (2004) show that this approach works
better than more parametric strategies in panels with a short time dimension.

A final concern in estimating Eq. (1) is that the proxy for gun prevalence, FSS, is
subject to measurement error of two types. First, because it is only a proxy, the correlation
between FSS and the “true” prevalence is presumably less than one. Judging the quality of
the proxy in that sense is difficult, given that there are no error-free measures of the
criterion variable. In particular, survey-based estimates are subject to sampling error and
reporting error. Based on an analysis of national GSS estimates over time, the hypothesis
that FSS is a “perfect” proxy cannot be rejected, but that is not the same thing as
demonstrating that it is perfect in fact.®

Second, and probably more important, is that the reliability of FSS will depend on the
number of suicides used to compute it. For the 21 years of data on 200 large counties, the
10th and 90th percentiles have 27 and 142 suicides respectively, with a median of 52 and a
mean of 196. If the choice of weapon in suicide follows a binomial process, then a
jurisdiction with 50 suicides a year would generate an observed FSS that is subject to a
standard error of 7 percentage points. The effect of this measurement error will be to bias
the coefficient estimate of FSS toward zero. We address this problem in a variety of ways
below, including re-calculating our estimates with state-level data. While the state data
have the advantage of reducing measurement error in FSS, one drawback is that county-

5 Testing for the presence of serial correlation in fixed-effects models is complicated in applications where the
time dimension is fairly short compared to the number of observational units. Following Solon (1984), we test for
serial correlation by first-differencing the data, and then keep the residuals from a regression of the log change in
homicides against the log change in FSS and year effects. A regression of these residuals against their 1-year lag
yields a coefficient of 0.4, close to the value of 0.5 characteristic of an error structure that is serially
uncorrelated. Additional tests indicate that serial correlation is a somewhat greater problem with the state-level
data.

© The correlation between national household handgun prevalence and FSS over 18 waves of the GSS is 0.635,
very close to the mean of a large number of correlations generated from a simulation based on the assumption that
FSS is exact and the GSS estimates are unbiased but subject to normal sampling error. That mean is 0.664.
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics for county data
Full sample Bottom quartile Top quartile
(largest 200) 1980 FSS 1980 FSS
Full period (1980 1999)
FSS 49.9 34.6 66.9
Homicide rate 11.0 10.9 14.4
Gun homicide rate 7.3 6.9 10.1
%Urban 92.6 94.7 91.8
%Percent black 14.0 13.5 19.5
%Female household head 18.0 20.1 18.5
# Suicides 195.8 192.5 120.0
FSS in selected years
1980 48.0 29.2 73.3
1990 52.8 372 69.1
1999 48.0 34.9 59.8

Source: Mortality National Center for Health Statistics, Vital Statistics, Mortality; Crime Federal Bureau of
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports; Demographics US Census Bureau, 1980, 1990 and 2000 Censuses.

level gun prevalence may be more relevant for local gun availability in the used or
“secondary” gun market (Cook et al., 1995).”

5. Results

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the full panel assembled from annual data for
the 200 largest counties for the years 1980-1999 (all calculations are weighted by county
population). Over the entire sample period, the average homicide rate is 11 per 100,000
residents, with half of all suicides having been committed with a firearm.

Table 1 also provides some sense for the variation in gun ownership that identifies the
panel data estimates shown below. The second and third columns of Table 1 present data
for the top and bottom quartiles for our 200 counties ranked according to their gun
ownership rates at the start of our panel, in 1980. The (disproportionately Southern)
counties where guns are most common in 1980 experience a persistent and pronounced
reduction in household gun ownership rates during the 20 years of our panel, as reflected
by the nearly 20% decline in FSS over this period. At the same time, counties where guns
were least common in 1980 (disproportionately in the Northeast and Midwest regions)
experienced an increase in FSS of 20% from 1980 to 1999.

The source of this convergence remains something of a mystery (Azrael et al., 2004). If
whatever drove this convergence between high- and low-gun ownership areas was
orthogonal to the determinants of homicide trends, then a difference-in-differences

7 On the other hand, a potential advantage of the state-level data comes from the possibility that people cross
county lines to obtain firearms. This may not be a very severe problem, at least for youth, who account for a
disproportionate share of all gun crime. When Cook and Ludwig (2004a) regress an indicator for youth gun
carrying against FSS the relationship is much stronger when FSS is measured at the county than at the state level.
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estimate of the effect of FSS on homicide ( Y) would be unbiased. In particular, expression
(2) is an estimate of the elasticity of ¥ with respect to FSS, where A indicates the
difference between 1999 and 1980, and the subscripts Q1 and Q4 refer to “top quartile”
and “bottom quartile” respectively.

(AlnYQ1 — AII’IYQ4)/(A1HFSSQ1 — AII’IFSSQ4). (2)

The elasticity of homicide with respect to FSS estimated in this fashion is +0.18. A
similar calculation for gun homicides yields an elasticity with respect to gun ownership
rates of +0.35. These simple estimates turn out to be quite compatible with those derived
from the panel regression analysis that uses all of the variation across counties over time.

5.1. Panel regression findings

The first column of Table 2 presents the results for our most parsimonious model,
which includes county and year fixed effects but no other covariates. The estimated
elasticity of homicide with respect to the lagged value of log FSS equals +0.100
(p<0.05). The final three columns of Table 2 show that this point estimate is not sensitive
to controlling for several sets of influential covariates.

Table 3 reports results for a number of alternative specifications, in each case for three
dependent variables: the logs of the homicide rate, the gun homicide rate, and the non-gun
homicide rate. If the predominant causal mechanism linking gun prevalence to homicide is
that increased prevalence induces substitution of guns for other weapons in assaults, with a
consequent increase in lethality, then only the gun homicide rate will increase in response
to an increase in FSS. Table 3 generally supports this prediction.

The results are robust to a variety of modifications to our basic estimation approach. In
the second row, additional county-level characteristics are added —percentages of resident

Table 2
Baseline results, county-level data, 1980 1999

Ln(Hom) Ln(Hom) Ln(Hom) Ln(Hom)
LnFSS (¢t 1) 0.100** (0.044) 0.107*** (0.037) 0.085* (0.044) 0.086** (0.038)
Ln Rob (¢) 0.139%*%* (0.043) 0.149%%* (0.042)
Ln Burg (7) 0.258*** (0.068) 0.226*** (0.072)

Ln percent black (¢)

Ln %Urb (7)

Ln %same house 5 years ago
Ln %female headed house

Year fixed effects? Yes
County fixed effects? Yes
R? 0.915
N 3822

0.233 (0.166)
0.389%* (0.161)
10.209%** (0.430)
0.790* (0.460)

Yes Yes

Yes Yes
0.921 0.918
3822 3822

0.278* (0.164)
0.537%%* (0.157)
0.690 (0.419)
0.303 (0.413)

0.923

3822

Parentheses contain standard errors adjusted for serial correlation (see text). Estimates utilize county population as
weight. Analytic sample consists of annual observations for 200 largest counties in U.S. over the period 1980
1999.
* Significantly different from zero at the 10% level.
** Significantly different from zero at the 5% level.
*** Significantly different from zero at the 1% level.
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Ln(Homicide)

Ln(Gun Homicide)

Ln(Non-gun Homicide)

Alternative specifications
Baseline model, final column,
Table 2
2 Additional covariates
(age, poverty, immigrants)
3 Baseline model, unweighted
4 Add census division/year fixed effects
5 Condition on lag dependent variable

Alternative samples
6 Average FSS over 2 years
7 Limit sample to largest 100 counties
8 Limit sample to largest 50 counties
9 State-level data, baseline model
10 State data, add division/year
fixed effects
11 State data, condition on lag

0.086** (0.038)
0.086** (0.036)

0.051 (0.043)
0.068* (0.035)
0.061* (0.033)

0.148%* (0.059)
0.131%%* (0.047)
0.223%%* (0.076)
0.407%%* (0.142)
0.335%%* (0.114)

0.208** (0.081)

0.173%** (0.049)
0.173%** (0.043)

0.167%** (0.043)
0.162%%* (0.044)
0.108** (0.046)

0.317%%* (0.089)
0.207%** (0.066)

0.252%* (0.101)
0.562%** (0.180)
0.534%** (0.167)

0.272%* (0.110)

0.033 (0.040)
0.020 (0.040)

0.061 (0.042)
0.047 (0.038)
0.032 (0.040)

0.054 (0.061)
0.026 (0.051)
0.114 (0.078)
0.106 (0.130)
0.066 (0.099)

0.103 (0.116)

dependent variable

Unless otherwise noted, analytic sample consists of 200 largest counties in US using data from 1980 to 1999.
Each cell in table presents the coefficient estimate and standard error for the log of FSS (¢ 1) (except for row 6),
with the robbery rate, burglary rate, indicators for missing values for robbery and burglary, and percent black as
covariates. Parentheses contain standard errors adjusted for serial correlation (see text). Estimates utilize county
population (rows 1 8) or state population (rows 9 11) as weights.
* Statistically significant at 10%.
** Statistically significant at 5%.
*#% Statistically significant at 1%.

population living in poverty, born outside of the U.S., and in different age groupings —
which have almost no effect on the point estimates for FSS. Re-calculating the estimates
without weighting by county population produces an elasticity estimate for homicide with
respect to guns that is about two-thirds as large as the weighted estimate (row 3). We prefer
the weighted estimates because they provide a heteroskedasticity correction. Finally, the
results reported in rows 4 and 5 demonstrate that the results hold up quite well to the
inclusion of separate year fixed effects for each of the nine Census divisions, or to
inclusion of the lagged dependent variable.®

The second panel of Table 3 reports the results of several efforts to deal with the fact
that our measure of gun prevalence, FSS, is subject to error, primarily due to the relatively
small number of suicides in some counties. To increase the “sample” of suicides, we
average FSS over 2 years (row 6), limit the analysis to the largest 100 or largest 50
counties (rows 7 and 8), and utilize state-level data (rows 9, 10, and 11). The results
suggest that the reduction in measurement error, as expected, tends to increase the point

8 When we condition on county-specific linear trends (or state trends with the state data), the point estimates for
FSS are generally about half as large as in Table 3. These estimates are statistically significant in the state data but
not quite significant in the county data, with p-values on the order of p = 0.2.
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Table 4

Specification checks for county and state results, 1980 1999

Outcome 200 Largest county data State data
Ln(UCR murder) 0.073* (0.043) 0.645%** (0.200)
Ln(UCR rape) 0.012 (0.048) 0.201 (0.382)
Ln(UCR aggravated asslt) 0.040 (0.038) 0.275 (0.168)
Ln(UCR larceny) 0.004 (0.015) 0.096 (0.074)
Ln(UCR MV theft) 0.041 (0.038) 0.046 (0.189)
Ln(Fatality rate from falls) N/A 0.058 (0.158)
Ln(MV crash fatality rate) N/A 0.081 (0.068)

Each cell presents the coefficient and standard error (adjusted for serial correlation) for a separate regression of the
outcome measure described in the first column against the log of lagged FSS, controlling for the log of the
robbery and burglary rates as well as the other covariates described in the final column of Table 4. The county-
level regressions condition on county and year fixed effects and weight by county population, using a sample of
the 200 largest counties in the U.S.; the state-level regressions condition on year and state fixed effects, as well as
weight by state population.
* Statistically significant at 10%.
**% Statistically significant at 1%.

estimates by a factor of from 1.5 to 3 or 4 times our baseline specification. County-level
estimates that adjust for measurement error using the approach suggested by Griliches and
Hausman (1986), based on a comparison of the within- and first-difference estimators, are
also generally about 3 or 4 times those from the baseline model.’

A final way to test for the possibility of bias from unmeasured variables is to determine
whether FSS predicts outcomes that logically have little relationship to gun prevalence, in
the spirit of Altonji et al. (2000, 2002). Table 4 reports the results of estimating the
baseline model (final column, Table 2) on rates of other types of crime from the UCR, and
on the fatality rate from falls and from motor-vehicle accidents. The estimated coefficients
on FSS are not significantly different from zero in any of these regressions.'%!!

Finally, Table 5 provides suggestive evidence that gun prevalence leads to elevated
rates of homicide through the transfer of guns from “legal” to “illegal” owners, rather
than through increased gun misuse by otherwise legal owners. In this exercise, we

 When we recalculate our estimates with the state-level data using a weighted average of the three gun proxies
that are available to us (FSS, gun prevalence from the GSS, and Guns and Ammo subscription rates, where the
weights are calculated using factor analysis as in Fryer et al., 2005), the point estimates are about 1.3 times those
from our baseline model.

10" Another implication from Table 4 is that the results are not sensitive to measuring homicides using data from
the UCR rather than our preferred source, the Vital Statistics. Note that Duggan (2001) also finds evidence that
gun prevalence as proxied by Guns and Ammo subscription rates are not systematically related to other types of
crime besides homicide.

""'We also calculated our estimates using just the long-term variation in gun ownership rates and homicide from
the early 80s to the late 90s. This long-difference approach circumvents the problem of modeling the sharp
increase and fall of the homicide rate during our sample period. We estimate a long-difference model that shows
the changes in log homicides (or log gun or non-gun homicides) from 1980 to 1999, regressed against the change
in log FSS over the same period, conditioning on the log changes in the other explanatory variables included in
our baseline model. This long-difference estimator yields an elasticity of homicide with respect to gun prevalence
of +.3, which is even larger when we pool data from multiple years to correct for measurement error.
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Table 5
Effects of gun ownership on Youth Homicides, State Data, 1980 1999
Ln(Hom 15 19) Ln(Gun hom 15 19) Ln(Nongun 15 19)
State data
Ln(State FSS) 0.593** (0.194) 0.458* (0.205) 0.053 (0.373)

Each cell presents a coefficient and standard error (adjusted for serial correlation) from a separate regression. Each
regression controls for the log of the state’s burglary and robbery rate and percent black, log state alcohol
consumption per capita, and year and state fixed effects. Estimates are calculated using state populations as
weights.

* Statistically significant at 10%.
** Statistically significant at 5%.

focus on homicide rates to victims 15 to 19, a relatively high percentage of whom are
killed in gang- and felony-related attacks by youthful criminals—with guns that are
typically obtained from the secondary market (Cook and Ludwig, 2004a). That this
market is closely tied to the prevalence of gun ownership is suggested by the large
coefficient on FSS.'?

6. Social costs

In sum, gun prevalence is positively associated with overall homicide rates but not
systematically related to assault or other types of crime. Together, these results suggest
that an increase in gun prevalence causes an intensification of criminal violence—a
shift toward greater lethality, and hence greater harm to the community. Of course, gun
ownership also confers benefits to the owners and possibly other members of the
household. The benefits are associated with the various private uses of guns—gun
sports, collecting, protection of self and household against people and varmints. But if
our estimates are correct, the net external effects appear to be negative.

The magnitude of these net external costs is suggested by the elasticity estimates of
homicide with respect to FSS. The baseline model applied to county-level data yields an
elasticity of +0.09 or +0.10, although our various attempts to correct for measurement
error typically suggest estimates on the order of +0.3 or more. All of these have the feature
that the effect on overall homicide is due to changes in gun use, with the possibility of
some substitution away from other types of weapon.

These elasticity estimates with respect to FSS also serve as estimated elasticities
with respect to the household prevalence of gun ownership, if FSS is proportional to
prevalence. Based on cross-section data, FSS does not appear to be strictly
proportional—the best-fit line between FSS and survey-based gun ownership rates is
linear with a significantly negative intercept (Azrael et al., 2004). But proportionality is

12 Note that all of the estimates presented here assume that the elasticity of homicide with respect to guns is
constant across counties. When we test this assumption by including interactions between FSS and indicators for
whether the county’s value of FSS in 1980 is in the top or bottom quartile, these interactions are not statistically
significant.
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a defensible assumption for time-series data: a regression of national handgun
prevalence rates (from GSS data) on FSS yields an intercept with a z-statistic of only
—1. In what follows, we treat the elasticity with respect to FSS as equal to the
elasticity with respect to the prevalence of gun ownership.

The positive elasticity estimates imply that an increase in the prevalence of gun
ownership has positive marginal social cost. It is relevant to translate the elasticity into a
ratio: the annual change in the homicide count associated with a change in the number of
households with guns. That ratio is related to the elasticity by this formula:

Ratio of changes in homicides to gun—owning households = [e x & x n]/g  (3)

where e=elasticity of homicide rate to prevalence of guns; #=homicide rate per capita;
g=household prevalence of gun ownership; n=number of people per household.

This ratio is proportional to the marginal social cost of an additional gun homicide. The
formula implies that the marginal social cost of acquiring a gun increases with the homicide
rate. For a given homicide rate, the marginal social cost is lower for high-prevalence
jurisdictions than low-prevalence—an implication of the log—log specification.

It is important to distinguish between gun types. While handguns make up only about
one-third of the private inventory of guns, they account for 80% of all gun homicides and a
still-higher percentage of gun robberies. Handguns are also used in most gun suicides.
Hence the social costs of handgun ownership are much higher than ownership of rifles and
shotguns. Unfortunately, it is difficult to distinguish between the prevalence of long-gun
ownership and handgun ownership in aggregate data, since they are very highly correlated
across jurisdictions. There is some divergence over time, as overall gun ownership has had
a strong downward trend that is not so evident for handgun ownership. FSS is a better proxy
over time for handgun ownership.

If the marginal social cost of gun prevalence is entirely attributable to handguns, then the
relevant national average is about 20%. Using that value, together with a homicide rate of 10/
100,000 (which is close to the average for the 200 counties), an elasticity of +0.10, and 2
people per household, then the formula indicates one additional homicide per year for every
10,000 additional handgun-owning households. In a county with 10% prevalence and a
baseline homicide rate of 20, there are 4.0 additional homicides per year for every additional
10,000 handguns; if the baseline homicide rate is 5, and handgun prevalence 30%, just 0.3
homicides are engendered. If the true elasticity is closer to +0.3 instead of +0.1, then the
predicted changes in homicides should be tripled.

Two additional questions relevant to calculating marginal social cost cannot be resolved
satisfactorily from our results: which margin, and what geographic unit?

6.1. Which margin?
Most households that own one gun own several.'> FSS is a valid proxy for the

prevalence of gun ownership, but much of the “action” is at the intensive margin. With

13 About three-quarters of all guns are owned by the one-third of gun-owning households that own at least four
(Cook and Ludwig, 1996).
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respect to providing the right attribution of marginal social cost, it is important to
determine whether the acquisition of the nth gun by a gun-owning household has the same
cost on average as the acquisition of the first gun. Of course it is only the latter acquisition
that will change prevalence.

6.2. What geographic unit?

While our focus has been on county-level ownership, we note that guns often travel
across county lines. For that reason, household gun ownership in nearby counties may affect
gun availability to local criminals. If true, then “gun prevalence in nearby counties” is a
variable that belongs in the homicide regressions, since it is substantively relevant and quite
possibly correlated with within-county prevalence. We experimented with specifications
that included rest-of-state FSS in addition to the usual within-county FSS, but the results
were not very sensible. At this point, it is necessary to be guided by other sorts of evidence
regarding the importance of diffuse sources of guns outside of the immediate county. If there
are few frictions in the flow of guns to criminals within a state, then our state-level estimates
are a better basis for imputing the social costs than the county-level estimates.

Translated into the policy domain, the answers to these questions should influence the
nature of regulation adopted in response to the cost argument, and also the geographic scope
of the regulatory system. If the number of households with guns, as opposed to the number of
guns, is the main concern, then a licensing system may be the preferred form of regulation.'*

What would be the optimal license fee per household? Answering this question requires
monetizing the social costs of the additional homicides that appear to be generated by
widespread gun prevalence. One possibility would be to assign each homicide the value
per statistical life that has been estimated in previous research, a range of $3 to $9 million
(Viscusi, 1998), which come primarily from studies of workplace wage-risk tradeoffs. But
even the lower end of this range may overstate the dollar value required to compensate the
average homicide victim for a relatively higher risk of death, given that (as noted above)
such a large proportion of homicide victims are engaged in criminal activity that entails a
high risk of death. For example, a study of the wage premium paid to gang members
engaged in selling drugs suggests a value per statistical life on the order of $8000 to
$127,000 (Levitt and Venkatesh, 2000).

Suppose that given local conditions with respect to violence and gun ownership, we
estimate a ratio of 10,000 handgun-owning households per annual homicide (approxi-
mately what holds at the national average for gun prevalence and homicide with an
elasticity of homicide to gun prevalence of +0.1) Given a conservative value of life, $1
million, then the appropriate license fee for a household would be $100 per year. That
license fee would increase with the homicide rate, and in some jurisdictions, such as
Washington, DC, would become so high that as to be the practical equivalent of a ban on
ownership (a ban on handgun acquisition is currently in place in Washington, Chicago,
and some other cities). Of course, this calculation ignores the problem of compliance.

" If it is the number of guns that matters, as opposed to the number of households, then an annual tax per gun
could be assessed. But our estimates are not directly relevant to estimating the appropriate fee in that case.

DA 274



Case 1:15-cv-02234-RJL Document 19-1 Filed 01/15/16 Page 278 of 332

390 PJ. Cook, J. Ludwig / Journal of Public Economics 90 (2006) 379 391

This calculation will understate the optimal license fee per gun-owning household if our
assumption about the average value per statistical life for homicide victims is too low, or if,
as seems likely, gun violence imposes costs on society that are not well captured by any
study of the value per statistical life.

Contingent valuation estimates intended to capture the complete social costs of gun
violence indicate a value of around $1 million per assault-related gunshot injury (Cook and
Ludwig, 2000; Ludwig and Cook, 2001). On average one in six assault-related gunshot
injuries results in death (Cook, 1985; Cook and Ludwig, 2000). Under the assumption that
this case-fatality rate is stable across time and space, then at the national averages for gun
prevalence and homicide our baseline estimate of a guns/homicide elasticity of +0.10
implies that each additional 10,000 gun-owning households leads to around 6 additional
crime-related gunshot injuries. If these contingent valuation estimates are approximately
correct, the optimal license fee per gun-owning household would be on the order of $600. If
the true elasticity of homicide with respect to gun prevalence is on the order of +0.30 rather
than +0.10, as suggested by some of our estimates that are based on modifications intended
to reduce measurement error, the optimal license fee may be as high as $1800 per
household."

Acknowledgements

The research reported here was supported by a grant from the Joyce Foundation, and
was conducted in part while the authors were residents at the Rockefeller Foundation’s
Bellagio Study and Conference Center. Thanks to Mark Duggan for sharing his data on
gun magazine subscriptions, to Bob Malme, Dmitri Mirovitski, Joe Peters and Eric
Younger for excellent research assistance, and to seminar participants at the NBER Health
Spring 2004 meetings, and to David Hemenway, for helpful comments. All opinions and
any errors are our own.

References

Altonji, J.G., Elder, T.E., Taber, C.R., 2000. Selection on observed and unobserved variables: assessing the
effectiveness of catholic schools. NBER Working Paper, vol. 7831. National Bureau of Economic Research,
Cambridge, MA.

Altonji, J.G., Elder, T.E., Taber, C.R., 2002. An evaluation of instrumental variable strategies for estimating the
effects of Catholic schools. NBER Working Paper, vol. 9358. National Bureau of Economic Research,
Cambridge, MA.

Ayres, L., Levitt, S., 1998. Measuring positive externalities from unobservable victim precaution: an empirical
analysis of LoJack. Quarterly Journal of Economics 113 (1), 43 77.

Azrael, D., Cook, P.J., Miller, M., 2004. State and local prevalence of firearms ownership: measurement, structure
and trends. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 20 (1), 43 62.

!> Note that all of these calculations ignore any additional costs that may arise from increased gun prevalence in
the form of additional gun accidents or suicides (for estimates of the relationship between gun prevalence and
suicide, see Duggan, 2003).

DA 275



Case 1:15-cv-02234-RJL Document 19-1 Filed 01/15/16 Page 279 of 332

PJ. Cook, J. Ludwig / Journal of Public Economics 90 (2006) 379 391 391

Bertrand, M., Duflo, E., Mullainathan, S., 2004. How much should we trust differences-in-differences? Quarterly
Journal of Economics 119 (1), 249 275.

Blumstein, A., 2000. Disaggregating the violence trends. In: Blumstein, A., Wallman, J. (Eds.), The Crime Drop
in America. Cambridge University Press, New York, pp. 13 44.

Cook, P.J., 1985. The case of the missing victims: gunshot woundings in the National Crime Victimization
Survey. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 1 (1), 91 102.

Cook, P.J., Ludwig, J., 1996. Guns in America: Results of A Comprehensive Survey of Gun Ownership and Use.
Police Foundation, Washington, DC.

Cook, P.J., Ludwig, J., 2000. Gun Violence: The Real Costs. Oxford University Press, New York.

Cook, P.J., Ludwig, J., 2004a. Does gun prevalence affect teen gun carrying after all? Criminology 42 (1),27 54.

Cook, P.J., Ludwig, J., 2004b. The social costs of gun ownership. NBER Working Paper, vol. 10736. National
Bureau of Economic Research, Cambridge, MA.

Cook, P.J., Molliconi, S., Cole, T.B., 1995. Regulating gun markets. Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 86
(1), 59 92.

Davis, J.A., Smith, T.W., 1998. General social surveys, 1972 1998 (machine-readable data file)/Principal
Investigator J.A. Davis; Director and Co-Principal Investigator, T.W. Smith; Sponsored by National Science
Foundation NORC ed. National Opinion Research Center, Chicago (producer); The Roper Center for Public
Opinion Research, University of Connecticut, Storrs, CT (distributor).

Duggan, M., 2001. More guns, more crime. Journal of Political Economy 109 (5), 1086 1114.

Duggan, M., 2003. Guns and suicide. In: Ludwig, J., Cook, P.J. (Eds.), Evaluating Gun Policy. Brookings
Institution Press, Washington, DC, pp. 41 73.

Fryer, R., Heaton, P.S., Levitt, S.D., Murphy, K.M., 2005. Measuring the impact of crack cocaine. Working paper,
Department of Economics, University of Chicago.

Gayer, T., 2004. The fatality risks of sport-utility vehicles, vans and pickup trucks relative to cars. Journal of Risk
and Uncertainty 28 (2), 103 133.

Griliches, Z., Hausman, J., 1986. Errors in variables in panel data. Journal of Econometrics 31, 93 118.

Kelly, M., 2000. Inequality and crime. Review of Economics and Statistics 82 (4), 530 539.

Kleck, G., 1997. Targeting Guns: Firearms and Their Control. Aldine de Gruyter, New York.

Kleck, G., 2004. Measures of gun ownership levels for macro-level crime and violence research. Journal of
Research in Crime and Delinquency 41 (1), 3 36.

Levitt, S., Venkatesh, S., 2000. An economic analysis of a drug-selling gang’s finances. Quarterly Journal of
Economics 115, 755 789.

Lott, J.R., 2000. More Guns, Less Crime, 2nd ed. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Ludwig, J., Cook, P.J., 2001. The benefits of reducing gun violence: evidence from contingent-valuation survey
data. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty 22 (3), 207 226.

Solon, G., 1984. Estimating autocorrelations in fixed-effects models. National Bureau of Economic Research
Working Paper, No. 32. National Bureau of Economic Research, Cambridge, MA.

Viscusi, W.K., 1998. Rational Risk Policy. Oxford University Press, New York.

DA 276



Case 1:15-cv-02234-RJL Document 19-1 Filed 01/15/16 Page 280 of 332

| RESEARCH AND PRACTICE |

Investigating the Link Between Gun Possession and Gun Assault

| Charles C. Branas, PhD, Therese S. Richmond, PhD, CRNP, Dennis P. Culhane, PhD, Thomas R. Ten Have, PhD, MPH, and Douglas J. Wiebe, PhD

Among a long list of issues facing the American
public, guns are third only to gay marriage and
abortion in terms of people who report that
they are “not willing to listen to the other side.”
In concert with this cultural rift, scholarly
discussion over guns has been similarly con
tentious.! Although scholars and the public agree
that the roughly 100 000 shootings each year in
the United States are a clear threat to health,
uncertainty remains as to whether civilians
armed with guns are, on average, protecting or
endangering themselves from such shootings.**

Several case control studies have explored
the relationship between homicide and having
a gun in the home,>® purchasing a gun,”® or
owning a gun.” These prior studies were not
designed to determine the risk or protection that
possession of a gun might create for an individual
at the time of a shooting and have only consid
ered fatal outcomes. This led a recent National
Research Council committee to conclude that,
although the observed associations in these
case control studies may be of interest, they do
little to reveal the impact of guns on homicide or
the utility of guns for self defense.>'”

However, the recent National Research
Council committee also concluded that addi
tional individual level studies of the association
between gun ownership and violence were the
most important priority for the future.®> With
this in mind, we conducted a population based
case control study in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,
to investigate the relationship between being
injured with a gun in an assault and an individ
ual’s possession of a gun at the time. We included
both fatal and nonfatal outcomes and accounted
for a variety of individual and situational con
founders also measured at the time of assault.

METHODS

We applied a case control study design to
determine the association between being in
jured with a gun in an assault and an individ
ual’s possession of a gun at the time. To
determine this in the most generalizable way,
we chose our target population to be residents
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odds ratio increased to 5.45 (P<.05).

of Philadelphia prompting the use of popula
tion based control participants. We considered
trial, cohort, and matched cohort designs but
for various reasons (ethical considerations,
prohibitively long implementation time, limited
generalizability, and so on.) these were not
pursued.

We assumed that the resident population of
Philadelphia risked being shot in an assault at
any location and at any time of day or night.
This is an acceptable assumption because guns
are mobile, potentially concealable items and
the bullets they fire can pass through obstacles
and travel long distances."™* Any member of
the general population has the potential to be
exposed to guns and the bullets they discharge
regardless of where they are or what they are
doing. As such, we reasonably chose not to
exclude participants as immune from hypotheti
cally becoming cases because they were, for
instance, asleep at home during the night or at
work in an office building during the day. Instead
we measured and controlled for time based
situational characteristics that might have
changed, but did not eliminate, the possibility of
being shot in an assault.

Participant Identification and Matching
Gunshot assault cases caused by powder

charge firearms were identified as they oc

curred, from October 15, 2003, to April 16,

Objectives. We investigated the possible relationship between being shot in
an assault and possession of a gun at the time.

Methods. We enrolled 677 case participants that had been shot in an assault
and 684 population-based control participants within Philadelphia, PA, from
2003 to 2006. We adjusted odds ratios for confounding variables.

Results. After adjustment, individuals in possession of a gun were 4.46 (P<.05)
times more likely to be shot in an assault than those not in possession. Among
gun assaults where the victim had at least some chance to resist, this adjusted

Conclusions. On average, guns did not protect those who possessed them
from being shot in an assault. Although successful defensive gun uses occur
each year, the probability of success may be low for civilian gun users in urban
areas. Such users should reconsider their possession of guns or, at least,
understand that regular possession necessitates careful safety countermea-
sures. (Am J Public Health. 2009;99:2034-2040. doi:10.2105/AJPH.2008.143099)

2006. The final 6 months of this period were
limited to only fatal cases. We excluded self
inflicted, unintentional, and police related
shootings (an officer shooting someone or
being shot), and gun injuries of undetermined
intent. We excluded individuals younger than
21 years because it was not legal for them to
possess a firearm in Philadelphia and, as such,
the relationship we sought to investigate was
functionally different enough to prompt sepa
rate study of this age group. We excluded
individuals who were not residents of Phila
delphia as they were outside our target pop
ulation and individuals not described as Black
or White as they were involved in a very small
percentage of shootings (<2%). Even after these
exclusions, the study only needed a subset of
the remaining shootings to test its hypotheses. A
random number was thus assigned to these
remaining shootings, as they presented, to enroll
a representative one third of them.

Data coordinators at the Philadelphia Police
Department identified and enrolled new
shooting case participants as they occurred by
reviewing an electronic incident tracking sys
tem and interviewing police officers, detectives,
and medical examiners. Basic data for eligible
case participants were wirelessly sent to the
University of Pennsylvania where study leaders
forwarded them to a survey research firm for
recruitment of a matched control participant.
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More detailed information for each enrolled
case was later filled in with additional data from
state and local police, medical examiner,
emergency medical services, and hospital data
sources.'®

We pair matched case participants to control
participants on the date and time (within 30
minute intervals; i.e., 10:30 pv, 11:00 pm) of
each shooting. This was done because the
factors we planned to analyze, including gun
possession, were often short lived making the
time of the shooting most etiologically rele
vant.'® This also helped to control for a great
many unmeasurable confounders related to time.
We also matched our control participants to case
participants on the basis of age group (aged 21
24 years, 25 39 years, 40 64 years, and 65
years and older), gender, and race (Black or
White). We pair matched on these variables to
avoid extremely sparse data in certain subgroups
given a priori knowledge that exceedingly dif
ferent age, race, and gender distributions existed
among assaultive shootings relative to the gen
eral population of Philadelphia'” We did not
pair match case participants and control partici
pants on location. On the basis of early power
calculations, we matched 1 control participant to
each shooting case.

Control participants were in Philadelphia at
the time their matched case was shot. The
median number of days between the time
a shooting occurred and the time a control
participant interview was completed was 2
days. More than three quarters of all control
participant interviews were completed within 4
days of their matched shooting. Control par
ticipants were interviewed as rapidly as possi
ble to minimize recall bias.

Control participants were sampled from all
of Philadelphia via random digit dialing*'® In
the interest of time, multiple interviewers may
have simultaneously begun and then completed
control participant interviews. This resulted in
7 case participants that had more than 1 control
participant. These few additional control partic
ipants were retained in final analyses. We also
tested for the possibility of unequal sampling
by using an inverse probability of selection
weight defined as the number of eligible control
participants divided by the number of phone
lines in a household. These weighted models
generated only very small differences (<5%) in
our results.
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We took several steps to maximize partici
pation and avoid selection biases caused by
nonresponse.'>'*'9"?! According to standard
formulae, the cooperation rate for our control
participant survey was calculated to be 74.4%
and the response rate 56.0%.2? These rates
exceeded those of other surveys conducted at
about the same time®* and were high enough to
produce a reasonably representative sample of
our target population.>**> Qur control partici
pants were statistically similar to the general
population of Philadelphia in terms of marital
status, retirement, education, general health sta
tus, and smoking status within the age, gender,
and race categories specified earlier.”® Our
control participants were, however, significantly
more unemployed than the general population.

Conceptual Framework and Variables

We conceptually separated confounding
variables in the association between victim gun
possession and gun assault into individual and
situational characteristics, both of which feed
the eventual victim offender interaction that
results in gun assault (Figure 1).2"~2°

Case subsets included fatal gun assaults and
gun assaults in which the victim had at least
some chance to resist the threat posed by an
offender, based on circumstance data and
written accounts from police, paramedics, and
medical examiners. Case participants with at
least some chance to resist were typically either
2 sided, mutual combat situations precipitated
by a prior argument or 1 sided attacks where
a victim was face to face with an offender who
had targeted him or her for money, drugs, or
property. Case participants with at least some
chance to resist were in contrast to those that
happened very suddenly, involved substantial
distances, had no face to face contact, and

had physical barriers between victim and
shooter (e.g., an otherwise uninvolved victim
shot in his living room from a gun fired during
a fight down the street).**~> Each case’s
chance to resist status was assigned after being
independently rated by 2 individuals (initial
rc=0.64 indicating substantial agreement*) who
then reconciled differential ratings.

For case participants, gun possession at the
time of the shooting was determined by police
observations at crime scenes and police in
terviews with victims and witnesses, as well as
confiscation and recovery of guns by police
investigators. We coded case participants as
in possession if 1 or more guns were deter
mined to have been with them and readily
available at the time of the shooting. We coded
control participants as in possession if they
reported any guns in a holster they were
wearing, in a pocket or waistband, in a nearby
vehicle, or in another place, quickly available
and ready to fire at the time of their matched
case’s shooting. We determined gun possession
status for 96.8% of case participants and
99.6% of control participants. We imputed
missing data by using multiple imputation by
chained equations.>3°

We collected participants’ locations as
street intersection or blockface points. We
collected environmental factors as centroid
and population weighted centroid points of
blocks, block groups, and tracts.*” We assigned
study participants cumulative, inverse distance
weighted measures of each environmental factor
on the basis of the points where they were
located and the point locations and magnitudes
of the factors surrounding them. The higher
the measure, the greater the clustering and

magnitude of factors around a participant’s

location !>3®

Individual
characteristics

Victim gun
possession

Offender
and victim
interaction

QOutcome:
gun assault

Situational
characteristics

FIGURE 1—Conceptual framework showing the relationships between victim gun possession,
gun assault, and other important characteristics.
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Statistical Analyses

We modeled gun possession as the focal
independent variable with the outcome of gun
assault and other confounding variables by
using conditional logistic regression.>® We ex
cluded excessively collinear confounders to keep
variance inflation factors less than 10.%

We adjusted all regression models for yearly
age (to control for residual variability within
age groups that remained after matching'”) and
numerous other potential individual and situa
tional confounders based on previous work and
theory (Table 1).5-827323341-48 W defined
workers at high probability of being assaulted
based on their profession (e.g., their job involved
handling of cash) as being at high risk.*® We

| RESEARCH AND PRACTICE |

calculated reduced regression models with con
founders that, when added to the model of gun
possession and yearly age, changed the matched
odds ratio by more than 15%.**°° We also
calculated full regression models with all con
founders that were not excessively collinear re
gardless of how much they changed the matched
odds ratio. Robust sandwich estimators of vari
ance were specified.”! Regression model resid
uals were not statistically significant for spatial
autocorrelation.>*%3

We performed sensitivity analyses to assess
the potential impact of misclassification bias on
our analyses of gun possession and gun assault.
To do this we purposely miscoded the gun
possession status of case participants and

control participants by specifying that a ran
domly selected 1%, 3%, 5%, and 10% of them
had their guns go undetected and then reran
our regression models to determine the effect
on our original odds ratio. We repeated this
procedure 100 times for each percentage
combination of miscoded case participants and
control participants and averaged the results
to produce a mean biased odds ratio and
standard error. The 2 misclassification biases
upon which we most concentrated were case
participants without guns recoded to having
guns (e.g,, to test the bias of a shooting victim
or others on scene disposing of their guns
before police arrived) and control participants
without guns recoded to having guns (e.g., to

2036 | Research and Practice | Peer Reviewed | Branas et al.

TABLE 1—Comparison of Case and Control Participants, by Situational and Individual Characteristics:
Philadelphia, PA, 2003-2006
Gun Assaults Where Victim Had at
All Gun Assaults Fatal Gun Assaults Least Some Chance to Resist
Case Participants Control Participants Case Participants Control Participants Case Participants  Control Participants
(n 677) (n 684) (n 163) (n 166) (n 446) (n 451)
Situational characteristics
Gun possession, % 5.92 7.16 8.80 7.85 8.28 7.37
Alcohol involvement, % 26.34 13.82** 24.55 14.20** 28.94 13.58**
lllicit drug involvement, % 11.27 7.51%* 23.38 4.75%* 9.00 8.85
Being outdoors, % 83.13 9.05%* 70.77 9.24** 82.21 9.65**
Other persons present, mean no. 3.12 291 3.29 2.90 3.36 2.95
Surrounding area
Blacks, mean 1000 persons per mile 26.04 20.19** 24.44 20.62** 25.81 19.56**
Hispanics, mean 1000 persons per mile 4.50 2.68** 421 2.89* 4.65 2.68**
Unemployment, mean 1000 persons per mile 2.44 1.98** 2.29 2.02%* 243 1.96%*
Income, mean million dollars per mile 594.90 652.79** 577.11 632.32 586.65 660.26**
Alcohol outlets, mean no. per mile 79.87 82.12 73.05 82.42 78.48 84.28
lllicit drug trafficking, mean arrests per mile 953.21 563.60** 809.94 634.19* 958.58 551.69**
Individual characteristics
Age, mean, y 30.56 32.65%* 31.99 34.12%* 30.88 32.84**
Black, % 87.89 87.87 87.69 87.31 85.56 85.31
Male, % 91.88 91.67 91.38 91.54 94.40 94.25
Hispanic, % 7.15 3.51** 7.63 423 8.12 3.82%*
Occupation
Professional, % 33.00 29.93 28.68 30.82 34.70 30.43
Working class, % 31.34 46.70 30.77 41.39 30.49 46.40
Not working, % 35.66 23.38 40.55 21.79 34.81 23.17
High risk occupation (those handling cash), % 24.34 11.40%* 13.78 10.45 21.21 10.99**
Education, mean y 11.59 12.73** 11.66 12.68** 11.59 12.76**
Prior arrests, % 53.12 37.06** 54.58 35.95%* 52.80 37.17**
*P<.05; **P<.01.
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test the bias of having been in possession of

a gun but not admitting it to an interviewer).
The levels of misclassification we tested were
based on prior work®*>® and our own data that
indicated less than 1% of our control participants
were not “very sure” of their gun possession
status. Statistical tests were 2 tailed and signifi
cance was indicated by P values less than .05
throughout our analyses.

RESULTS

Over the study period, our research team
was notified of 3485 shootings of all types
occurring in Philadelphia. This translated into
an average of 4.77 (standard deviation
[SD]=2.82) shootings per day, with a maxi
mum of 21 shootings in a single day and an
average of 9 days a year that were free from
shootings. From among all these shootings,
3202 (91.88%) were assaults, 167 were self
inflicted (4.79%), 60 were unintentional
(1.729%), 54 were legal interventions (1.55%),
and 2 were of undetermined intent (0.06%).
When we considered only assaults, an average
of 4.39 (SD=2.70) individuals were shot
per day in Philadelphia with a maximum of 20
in a single day and an average of 13 days a year
in which no individuals were shot.

From among all 3202 individuals who had
been shot in an assault, we excluded those aged
younger than 21 years or of unknown age
(29.83%), non Philadelphia residents (4.34%),
individuals not described as being Black or
White (1.62%), and police officers that had
been shot (0.09%). From the remaining group
of 2073 participants, we randomly selected
and enrolled 677 individuals (32.66%). We
also concurrently identified and enrolled an
age , race , and gender matched group of 684
control participants.

Case participants and control participants
showed no statistically significant differences in
age group, race, and gender distributions, or
in the times of day, days of the week, and
months of the year when their data were
collected. Case participants and control partic
ipants were thus successfully matched on age
category, race, gender, and time.

However, compared with control participants,
shooting case participants were significantly
more often Hispanic, more frequently working
in high risk occupationsl‘z, less educated, and
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had a greater frequency of prior arrest. At the
time of shooting, case participants were also
significantly more often involved with alcohol
and drugs, outdoors, and closer to areas where
more Blacks, Hispanics, and unemployed indi
viduals resided. Case participants were also more
likely to be located in areas with less income and
more illicit drug trafficking (Table 1).

Association Between Gun Possession
and Gun Assault

After we adjusted for confounding factors,
individuals who were in possession of a gun
were 4.46 (95% confidence interval [CI]=1.16,
17.04) times more likely to be shot in an assault
than those not in possession. Individuals who
were in possession of a gun were also 4.23
(95% CI=1.19, 15.13) times more likely to be
fatally shot in an assault. In assaults where the
victim had at least some chance to resist,
individuals who were in possession of a gun
were 5.45 (95% CI=1.01, 29.92) times more
likely to be shot.

When we only considered independent
variables that most strongly affected our
models, smaller but correspondingly significant
adjusted odds ratios were noted. In these re
duced models, individuals who were in pos
session of a gun were 2.55 (95% CI=1.00,
6.58) times more likely to be shot in an assault
than those not in possession. Individuals who
were in possession of a gun were also 3.54
(95% CI=1.18, 10.58) times more likely to be
fatally shot in an assault. In assaults where the
victim had at least some chance to resist,
individuals who were in possession of a gun
were 2.92 (95% CI=1.01, 8.42) times more
likely to be shot (Table 2 ).

Assault: Philadelphia, PA, 2003-2006

TABLE 2—Regression Results Showing the Association Between Gun Possession and Gun

Total Participants
(Cases and Controls), No.

Sensitivity analyses produced no odds ratio
estimates less than 1.00. If we assumed that
both case participants and control participants
had 5% of their guns go undetected, the
observed odds ratio of 4.46 (significant) would
have been reduced to 2.23 (nonsignificant).
Similarly, among gun assaults where the victim
had a reasonable chance to resist, 5% under
detection of guns among both case participants
and control participants would have reduced
the observed odds ratio of 5.45 (significant) to
3.12 (nonsignificant; Table 3).

DISCUSSION

After we adjusted for numerous confound
ing factors, gun possession by urban adults
was associated with a significantly increased
risk of being shot in an assault. On average,
guns did not seem to protect those who
possessed them from being shot in an assault.
Although successful defensive gun uses can
and do occur,>*%7 the findings of this study do
not support the perception that such successes
are likely.

A few plausible mechanisms can be posited
by which possession of a gun increases an
individual’s risk of gun assault. A gun may
falsely empower its possessor to overreact,
instigating and losing otherwise tractable con
flicts with similarly armed persons. Along the
same lines, individuals who are in possession of
a gun may increase their risk of gun assault by
entering dangerous environments that they
would have normally avoided.”®~®° Alterna
tively, an individual may bring a gun to an
otherwise gun free conflict only to have that gun
wrested away and turned on them.

Full Models,
AOR (95% CI)

Reduced Models,
AOR (95% Cl)

at least some chance to resist

All gun assaults 1361
Fatal gun assaults 329
Gun assaults where victim had 897

4.46 (1.16, 17.04)*
4.23 (1.19, 15.13)*
5.45 (1.01, 29.92)*

2.55 (1.00, 6.58)*
3.54 (1.18, 10.58)*
292 (.01, 8.42)*

*P<.05.

Notes. AOR adjusted odds ratio; Cl confidence interval. The full models adjusted for all characteristics listed in Table 1;
reduced models adjusted for age, illicit drug involvement, being outdoors, and unemployment.
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Situations in which the victim had at least
some chance to resist may have generated gun
assault risks when one considers that many of
these events were 2 sided situations in which
both parties were ready and mutually willing to
fight on the basis of a prior argument.?3°
Because both victim and offender had some
sense of each other’s capabilities prior to the
event they may have had more time to prepare
for their ensuing conflict.” More preparation
may have increased the likelihood that both
individuals were armed with guns and that at
least 1 or both were shot.

Although less prevalent, 1 sided situations in
which a victim had at least some chance to
resist an unprovoked attack may have also
generated gun assault risks for victims who
possessed guns.>® In these situations, victim
and offender were often interacting for the first
time and the element of surprise afforded the
offender likely limited the victim’s ability to
quickly produce a gun and defuse or dominate

2038 | Research and Practice | Peer Reviewed | Branas et al.

TABLE 3—Sensitivity Analyses Showing the Effects of Simulated Misclassification Because
of Undetected Gun Possession: Philadelphia, PA, 2003-2006
% of Control Participants Without Guns % of Case Participants Without Guns Randomly Recoded to Having Guns®
Randomly Recoded to Having Guns® 0% 1% 3% 5% 10%
All gun assaults
0% 4.46* 4.80* 5.45*% 6.22* 8.25%*
1% 3.66 3.83 4.51* 5.07* 6.91%*
3% 249 2.69 311 351 4.81*
5% 1.86 2.01 2.37 2.23 3.07*
10% 1.03 1.14 1.32 1.26 1.78
Fatal gun assaults
0% 4.23* 4.76* 5.48* 6.30* 8.36**
1% 3.62 3.87* 4.44* 5.28* 7.21%
3% 2.52 2.85 3.35 3.84 4.45*
5% 1.89 229 2.54 2.87 4.01
10% 1.03 1.31 1.53 1.74 231
Gun assaults where victim had at
least some chance to resist
0% 5.45* 4.78* 5.66* 6.27* 8.34*+*
1% 3.59 475 5.48 6.24* 8.73*
3% 2.46 325 3.82 4.34 6.00*
5% 1.86 2.53 2.80 3.12 4.36
10% 1.03 1.42 1.66 1.83 248
?For instance, to compensate for control participants who failed to disclose their gun possession.
PFor instance, to compensate for case participants who discarded their guns after they were shot.
*P<.05; **P<.01; base adjusted odds ratio is adjusted odds ratios from full models with 0% of case and 0% of control
participants recoded.

their advantaged opponent. If the victim did
produce a gun, doing so may have simply
exacerbated an already volatile situation and
gotten them shot in the process.

In contrast, when victims had little to no
chance to resist, they were almost always
confronted with events that happened very
suddenly, involved substantial distances, had
no face to face contact, and had physical bar
riers between them and the shooter (e.g.,
bystander or drive by shootings). These victims
likely had no meaningful opportunity to use
a gun even if they had one in their possession.

Prior Case—Control Studies

We endeavored to improve upon prior
case control studies that have explored the
relationship between homicide and exposure
to guns.”™® Although gun homicides are impor
tant to prevent, the ability to produce a more
general conclusion about the risk of gun assault,
not simply the risk of being murdered with a gun,

was of greater importance to public health and
safety. This prompted us to enroll all shootings,
regardless of their survival, as one improvement
to our case control study.

A second improvement was our use of an
incidence density sampling framework to select
control participants. This allowed us to make
a judgment about the risk associated with gun
possession proximal to the shooting event itself.
Prior case control work has involved less
proximal gun exposure measures  owning,”
purchasing,”® or having a gun in the home.>®
These measures leave open to question the
actual risk that a gun may pose for an individual
concurrent with the time they were shot. That is,
someone may have a gun in their home, may
have purchased a gun, or may own a gun, but
without knowledge of whether that gun was in
their possession at the time they were shot, the
possibility that they have been misclassified as
being exposed to a gun when in fact they were
not is a potential bias.*>%%53 This bias erodes the
ability to speculate on plausible causal mecha
nisms other than to say that general access to
a gun, over some amount of space or time, is
a risk factor.

Finally, as this was a case control study, we
had the advantage of being able to statistically
adjust for numerous confounders of the re
lationship between gun possession and gun
assault. These confounders included important
individual level factors that did not change
with time such as having a high risk occupation,
limited education, or an arrest record. Other
confounders that we included were situational
factors that could have influenced the rela
tionship under study: substance abuse, being
outside, having others present, and being in
neighborhood surroundings that were impov
erished or busy with illicit drug trafficking.
Although these situational confounders were
potentially short lived (e.g., a participant may
have metabolized the drugs or alcohol they
consumed, moved to another location, or left
the company of others) this was less important
given the incidence density sampling and the
fact that case and control participants were
essentially matched on time.

Study Limitations

A number of study limitations deserve dis
cussion. Our control population was more un
employed than the target population of
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Philadelphians that it was to intended to rep
resent. Although we did account for employ
ment status in our regression models and our
control population was found to be represen
tative of Philadelphians for 5 other indicators,
having a preponderance of unemployment
among our control participants may mildly
erode our study’s generalizability. It is also
worth noting that our findings are possibly not
generalizable to nonurban areas whose gun
injury risks can be significantly different than
those of urban centers like Philadelphia.®*

Certain other variables that may have con
founded the association between gun posses
sion and assault were also beyond the scope
of our data collection system and, therefore,
were not included in our analyses. For instance,
any prior or regular training with guns was
a potentially important confounding variable
that we did not measure and whose inclusion
could have affected our findings (although the
inclusion of other confounding variables pos
sibly related to training may account for some
of this unmeasured confounding).

We also did not account for the potential of
reverse causation between gun possession and
gun assault. Although our long list of con
founders may have served to reduce some of
the problems posed by reverse causation,®®
future case control studies of guns and assault
should consider instrumental variables tech
niques to explore the effects of reverse causation.
It is worth noting, however, that the probability
of success with these techniques is low.%®

Finally, our results could have been affected
by misclassification of gun possession status.
Because of prior discussion®® and likely levels
of misclassification,”*~°° we concentrated on
undetected gun possession. The ensuing sensi
tivity analyses demonstrated odds ratio estimates
that increased and decreased in statistical signif
icance but that did not drop below 1.00, even
when challenged with high levels of misclassifi
cation. Thus, even after simulating high levels of
misclassification bias, a net protective effect of
gun possession was not evident.

Conclusions

On average, guns did not protect those who
possessed them from being shot in an assault.
Although successful defensive gun uses are
possible and do occur each year,***” the
probability of success may be low for civilian gun
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users in urban areas. Such users should rethink
their possession of guns or, at least, understand
that regular possession necessitates careful safety
countermeasures. Suggestions to the contrary,
especially for urban residents who may see gun
possession as a surefire defense against a dan
gerous environment,®*®” should be discussed
and thoughtfully reconsidered. ®
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BACKGROUND

Narcotics Task Forces — Since 1988, the Minnesota Department of Public Safety Office of Justice
Programs has funded multijurisdictional narcotics task forces with a portion of its annual Edward
Byrne Memorial Grant from the U.S. Department of Justice. One of the purposes of the funding is
to support programs that integrate federal, state and local drug law enforcement agencies and
prosecutors to conduct effective multijurisdictional investigations and prosecutions. For many
years, Minnesota’s drug task forces received $2.6 million in federal funding each year.

The 2005 Minnesota Legislature passed legislation to improve coordination of gang and drug
enforcement efforts throughout the state. To ensure an effective outcome, the legislature
established a GANG AND DRUG OVERSIGHT COUNCIL (“Council”) to provide guidance related to
the investigation and prosecution of gang and drug crime. One of the Council’s primary
responsibilities was to establish multijurisdictional task forces to combat gang and drug crime
throughout the state. At the same time, the Minnesota legislature appropriated state funding for
task force efforts to fund statewide gang enforcement efforts and to replace the rapidly and
dramatically declining federal resources used for drug enforcement.

Subsequently, the 2010 Minnesota Legislature established the VIOLENT CRIMES COORDINATING
COUNCIL (VCCC”) to provide guidance related to the investigation and prosecution of gang crime,
drug crime and related violent crime. The Council is comprised of 19 voting members that
represent federal, state and local law enforcement and prosecution agencies and includes four
citizen members. The council provides direction and oversight to the multijurisdictional task forces
and enforcement teams located throughout the state. This new council replaced the Gang and
Drug Oversight Council that had been in existence since 2005.

The council’s primary duty is to “develop an overall strategy to ameliorate the harm caused to the
public by gang and drug crime within the State of Minnesota”. In addition, the council works
closely with the Commissioner of Public Safety and is charged with additional responsibilities:

* The development of an operating procedures and policies manual to guide gang and drug
investigation;

e The identification and recommendation of an individual to serve as the statewide gang and drug
coordinator;

¢ The development of grant eligibility criteria and application review process;

¢ The recommendation for multijurisdictional task force funding termination for those not operating
in a manner consistent with the best interest of the state or the public;

e The development of processes to collect and share investigative data;

* The development of policies to prohibit the improper use of personal characteristics to target
individuals for law enforcement, prosecution or forfeiture actions; and ,

¢ The adoption of objective criteria and identifying characteristics for use in determining whether
individuals are or may be members of gangs involved in criminal activity.

2011 TASK FORCE ANNUAL REPORT -1-
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There are currently twenty-four funded task forces that span sixty-five counties. The task forces
are staffed by over 200 investigators from over 120 individual agencies. Funding available for SFY
11 was $4,975,147 with 85% of the funding coming from state general funds. Annual grant
amounts range from $35,000 to $518,500. The work of the task force teams is supported by an
appointed Statewide Gang and Drug Coordinator; an experienced sworn officer who provides
training, monitoring and technical assistance services to all funded task forces. Task force officers
also sought to develop their own professional skills, completing 11,775 hours of POST certified
training in 2010.

STATEWIDE THREAT ASSESSMENT

As a part of their application for funding that was completed in the Fall of 2009, each task force
was asked to comment on the current threats and emerging trends they were facing within their
service area. They also report on emerging trends when they prepare extensive quarterly
narrative reports submitted to the office of Justice Programs. A summary follows.

DRUG ASSESSMENT

The wide spread production of methamphetamine has continued to taper off, with all regions
reporting significant drops in lab seizures since 2004. The reduction over time is largely attributed
to legislation restricting access to precursor ingredients needed in the production of
methamphetamine. Use by minors has also decreased dramatically due to the success of anti-
methamphetamine advertising campaigns. However, many regions are now reporting smaller
scale production of methamphetamine in remote areas or in mobile labs producing quantities for
personal use. The year 2010 indicated a slight upward trend.
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Despite the reduction in the manufacture of methamphetamine, it continues to be the greatest
concern for many of the task force regions in the state. Increasingly, large quantities of high grade
methamphetamine being trafficked into the area from the southwest U.S. and Mexico. Evidence
of intravenous use of methamphetamine has increased in some task force areas. This all comes
along with high rates of property crimes, child abuse and neglect, and the drain on social services
agencies that are seeing families affected by addiction to methamphetamine.
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Meth Seizures and Arrests: 2007 - 2010
100.0
A 4_-—'"4
=00 / 87.2 T e—— 86.0
60.0 68.5 fend
O—
40.0 e — i
42,5 38.6 40.2
20.0 34.7
0.0
2007 2008 2009 2010
—&— Pounds of Meth Seized —l— % of Arrests Involving Meth

The abuse and illegal sale of pharmaceutical drugs, such as OxyContin, has also significantly
increased. Seizures and arrests involve both pills and fentanyl patches. This has been a particular
problem on Indian reservations in the northern part of the state. In fact, both the White Earth and
Red Lake nations have recently declared public health emergencies related to prescription drug
abuse. In 2005, prescription drugs were involved in 4.5% of drug arrests and that number
increased to 14.3% in 2010. Task forces have reported some significant sale cases where large
quantities of OxyContin have been sold. At an average cost of $1.00/milligram, there is a high
profit margin on the sale of the drug. lllicit sellers are getting their product from forged
prescriptions, “doctor shopping”, paid procurers of the drug and pharmacy burglaries. There have
been an alarming number of minors and young adults abusing prescription medications.
Individuals often take it from household medicine cabinets or receive it or buy it from friends.

Prescription Drugs Seized: 2005 - 2010
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NOTE: Chart does not include 83,746 pills seized in 2009 from an internet pharmacy.

Historically, increases in the abuse of prescription pain killers including OxyContin; morphine;
codeine; and fentanyl patches, reduces the demand for heroin. Despite this, investigators have
seen an increase in the trafficking and use of heroin. Heroin arrests increased 116% from 2008 to
2010. Minnesota has been identified as the state that has the lowest price and highest purity of
heroin available. Heroin overdose deaths and hospital emergency room visits related to heroin
were at a very high level in 2009. Past use of heroin by 12 graders in Minnesota is above the
national average. Marijuana is undoubtedly the most commonly abused and readily available drug
throughout the state. It is cultivated locally and imported from Canada and source states along
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the border with Mexico. As such, the importation and local cultivation of marijuana continues to
be a significant target for task forces primarily with high volume trafficking and the dismantling of
grow operations. The sale of marijuana is very profitable and is often associated with violence.
According to the local Drug Enforcement Administration office, an ounce of fairly low quality
Mexican marijuana retails for $150 - $175. The lack of serious criminal consequences for
cultivators and sellers of marijuana makes it difficult to disrupt the supply of this very available
drug.

In terms of local production, indoor marijuana grow operations are becoming more prevalent, and
operations are often more sophisticated than seen in the past. Nationwide, the environmental and
health hazards of such operations are becoming apparent. The potency of marijuana has risen with
higher concentrations of THC found in seized samples. Task forces have also reported an increase
in the street price of marijuana.
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While crack cocaine continues to be a fairly common drug of abuse it is declining in popularity for
distribution and use throughout the state. The amounts encountered by task forces are not at
previous levels and the cost has increased significantly. However, cocaine and crack cocaine are
more prevalent in the Mankato, Rochester and Duluth areas. In these areas, the importation and
distribution of the drug is often gang related. In Greater Minnesota, the principal wholesale
distribution centers for cocaine and crack cocaine are Minneapolis, Chicago and Detroit.

Other substances have also presented challenges for law enforcement in 2010.

e Qver 1,000 pounds of khat was seized by task forces in 2010, but absent significant
penalties for the importation of the drug, few arrests follow.

e Synthetic marijuana products (K2, Spice, Blade, Red X Dawn, etc.) have been found in many
parts of the state and have become increasingly popular, particularly among teens and
young adults. These products consist of plant material that has been coated with chemicals
that claim to mimic THC, the active ingredient in marijuana, and are sold at a variety of
retail outlets, in head shops, and over the Internet. These products that can cause serious
side effects for users. There have been an increasing number of reports from poison
control centers, hospitals and law enforcement regarding these products.
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® Mephedrone is also being sold in both the metro and greater Minnesota areas. Thisis a
synthetic stimulant. It is reportedly manufactured in China and is chemically similar to the
compounds found in khat. It comes in the form of tablets or a powder, which users can
swallow, snort or inject, producing similar effects to MDMA, amphetamines and cocaine.
In the USA it can be sold legally if labeled as 'plant food' or 'bath salts'.

GANG AND VIOLENT CRIME ASSESSMENT

Gang activity and violence related to the sale and distribution of narcotics is growing, especially in
rural areas, according to many task force reports. Aside from narcotics violations, weapons
violations appear to be the criminal activity of choice. Prostitution and other forms of human
trafficking and victimization of women are also an operating procedure for some street gangs.

The primary distributors of the three most common drugs (cocaine, meth and marijuana) are
Mexican drug trafficking organizations. As a result, illegal drugs are present in increasing amounts.
These organizations are well documented as using extreme violence to advance their interests in
Mexico as well as increasing violence in the southwest US. Some of these organizations have
connections to the La Familia gang and there are multiple cells operating within the northern
portion of Dakota County. It is only logical that their presence will continue to grow in the twin
cities area.

Many regions are reporting intensified recruiting efforts by gangs, and many gang members from
major metropolitan areas such as Chicago, Minneapolis and Detroit are moving into rural regions
for criminal purposes. The Surenos 13 is the fastest growing gang in Minnesota. This is a gang that
has a history of violence and connections to drug cartels in South America. Another growing gang
threat in Minnesota, particularly within the Twin Cities and Rochester areas, is from the evolution
of Somali gangs. Somali gangs are believed to be responsible for crimes ranging from drive by
shootings to drug activity. It has been difficult for law enforcement to penetrate these gangs due
to the very much closed network that they establish.

Outlaw motorcycle gangs operate throughout the state and prison based gang members reside in
many parts of the state. For example, the Supreme White Power “SWP” prison gang members are
now living in the Iron Range area after recently being paroled. This group poses a serious safety
threat to the area as they have a high propensity for violence and has suspected ties to the use
and sale of methamphetamine. One of the SWP members was arrested in the City of Virginia and
is in custody awaiting trial on murder charges for a stabbing death.

Native gangs pose significant threats on tribal lands and in parts of the Twin Cities. There has been
a significant increase in gang violence in the state and local areas involving the Native Mob and
associates. During the past 12-18 months Native Mob members and associates have been the
victim of drive-by shootings, assaults and other violence. It has been reported that as older
members of the Native Mob are being released from prison the gang is becoming more structured
and organized throughout the state. This is substantiated by Department of Corrections
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investigations and informant information. There has also been an increase in 'council' meetings
for the Native Mob across the state.

Both metro and rural task forces are experiencing an increase in the size and violence of hybrid
gangs as they attempt to gain power. Individuals may join one or more of these loosely affiliated
“gangs” that have no hierarchy or code of conduct. In the case of hybrid gangs, rival gang
members are more apt to work together in criminal endeavors. The metro area reports that
currently, gangs tend to be smaller and more factionalized with violence becoming less about drug
territory and more about on-going feuds.

Violence in the community has increased and in many cases is violence for the sake of violence.
Task forces report increases in armed robberies and burglaries. The frequency of weapons seized
during investigations continues to increase. High capacity guns are not unique. It is not unusual
for some gang members, particularly members of outlaw motorcycle gangs, to have a permit to
carry a firearm. The firearm issue has resulted in task forces using a variety of tactics to promote
officer and community safety. Whenever possible, suspects that have potential to be violent or
have access to weapons are arrested in tightly controlled situations. Removal of gun permits
through felony criminal charges is a strategy used to disrupt assignments and structures within

gangs.
BENEFITS OF THE TASK FORCE MODEL

In their regular reporting, task forces provide testimony and examples of the benefits of the task
force approach and examples of how collaboration has fostered success. In the words of one task
force commander, “We also have had some luck in identifying out-of-the-area sources and pass
that information on to other task forces and agencies or collaborate with them on continuing the
investigation. Collaborating with other law enforcement fosters information and resource sharing
and creates relationships that are mutually beneficial.” The situation in the past where there was
competition for good cases has been replaced by cooperation. Data from 2010 indicate the
highest degree of cooperation ever experienced with over 1,500 cases worked collaboratively with
another law enforcement entity.

In previous examinations of the task force model as employed in Minnesota, the following were
identified as benefits: (1) The level of expertise and knowledge increases when you combine a
variety of experience and training in one location; (2) Task force officers have access to training
not readily available to officers on other assignments; (3) When officers return to their home
agencies, they take that experience, training and their resources back to their departments; (4) Co-
location provides for constant communication between task force members and helps to build
rapport, trust and solid relationships. It also provides an atmosphere where a wide variety of
techniques and experiences can be consulted while discussing and planning investigative activities;
(5) Task forces frequently provide assistance and resources to other law enforcement agencies
during other non-drug investigations. That assistance is usually welcomed by other agencies, and
helps task forces produce positive results and create a favorable image within the law
enforcement community.
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RESULTS OF 2010 TASK FORCE OPERATIONS
The following is a summary of task force results throughout the state.

Drug Enforcement - In calendar year 2010, task forces made 3,382 arrests for narcotics violations
with 93% of the arrests at a felony-level. Individuals prosecuted at the federal level numbered 195.
Of the arrests, 40% involved methamphetamine, 36.6% involved marijuana, 14.3% involved
prescription drugs and 17.6% involved cocaine/crack cocaine. In the course of their investigations,
task forces seized 28 methamphetamine labs, 28 pounds of cocaine/crack cocaine, 86 pounds of
methamphetamine, one half pound of heroin, 1,102 dosage units of ecstasy, over 16,000 dosage
units of prescription drugs, 1,284 pounds of marijuana and 7,618 cultivated marijuana plants.
Firearm seizures totaled 662. In addition to drug arrests, task force officers made 307 arrests for
other criminal activity.

STREET VALUE OF SEIZED DRUGS
(IN MILLIONS)

$0.10

$0.19
$0.13

H Vieth ®Cocaine ™ Crack B Heroin B Marijuana ®AIlIRX

TOTAL of 514 million including all task forces, VOTF’s and the St. Cloud MGSF

Results since 2007 indicate that task forces are improving and addressing what the program
intends: major cases that have the potential to significantly affect drug trafficking and related
crimes within their regions. The year 2007 saw the highest results ever in terms of: percentage of
felony arrests and the percentage of cases prosecuted federally. In 2009, the highest percentage
of drug arrests for “sales” was attained. Working these complex cases requires collaboration with
other task forces, as well as other local, state and federal agencies. Data from 2010 indicates that
approximately 45% of all the cases worked by task forces were done in cooperation with another
local, state or federal law enforcement entity.

St. Cloud Metro Gang Strike Force - This multijurisdictional effort between the City of St. Cloud
and Sherburne County began in 2007. In its fourth year of operation, this unit reports 85 felony-
level drug arrests. Forty-six of the individuals arrested were confirmed gang members. Seventeen
additional arrests were made for felony-level violent offenses and fourteen of those arrested were
confirmed gang members. Thirty-five additional arrests were made for non-felony drug arrests,
non-violent Part | offenses and other Part Il offenses. Probation violation or outstanding warrants
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accounted for twenty-three arrests. In the course of their work they executed 24 search warrants,
seized 32 firearms, and took quantities of crack, marijuana and meth off the streets. They
responded to 51 requests for assistance from other agencies and expended over 450 person hours
in doing so. In addition to their enforcement duties they gave many presentations to a variety of
audiences.

The SCMGSF notes a continuing trend of older gang members returning to the community. Most
of these gang members have been released from prison in the recent past. Some of these older
gang members are resuming the distribution of narcotics. In one quarter of 2010, some of these
recently released gang members were involved in five shootings. In addition to responding to
violations of the law, the strike force is working with local probation officers to keep track of the
location and activity of these gang members and to get their probation revoked if they violate
probation conditions.

Gang Specialists Assigned to Task Forces - In 2010, there were 10 task forces outside the metro
area that had a total of 18 assigned gang officers. In addition, 3 suburban task forces added gang
and violent crime specialists to ensure that specialized gang knowledge was not lost with the
demise of the Metro Gang Strike Force. Other metro agencies also incorporated gang specialists
to their task forces. These officers worked hand in hand with the drug agents and their specialized
knowledge of gangs, gang crimes and gang members enhanced the work of the task forces.
Specifically, of the arrests noted above under “drug enforcement,” 116 of the arrests were of
suspected or confirmed gang members. Of the non-drug arrests noted, there were 37 violent Part
| crimes, 4 non-violent Part | crimes and 3 Part Il crimes committed by suspected or confirmed
gang members. In addition, 9 individuals were arrested for outstanding warrants or probation
violation. Eleven of those arrested were charged federally. Forty-four handguns were seized from
the individuals noted above.

Violent Offender Task Forces - Newly funded in 2008 were two task forces in Hennepin County
that target violent offenders. The Violent Offender Task Forces (VOTFs) were started as a new
strategy in combating violent crimes that was increasing in some neighborhoods in Minneapolis
and the surrounding suburbs.

Analyses of the problem showed clearly that the vast majority of the violence was due to guns and
drugs but, more importantly, that the same individuals were at the core of the problem time and
time again. An overloaded system was ineffectively dealing with the same repeat violent
offenders continually engaged in narcotics trafficking, gang activity and related violence.

To deal with these challenges, task forces were formed that consist of local and federal investigators

and prosecutors. The rationale behind the VOTFs is: rather than target a specific crime (i.e. narcotics,

robbery, etc.), target the individuals who are repeatedly causing the violent crimes. The methods of
investigation in these cases are lengthy, complex and resource intensive. In 2010, the Minneapolis

VOTF was reconfigured as a FBI “Safe Streets” task force and the Bureau of Criminal Apprehension
and the St. Paul Police Department joined the effort.
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In 2010, the two Violent Offender Task Forces demonstrated meaningful results. In many
instances they work cases jointly. The VOTFs executed 216 search warrants and seized 152
firearms, including 45 handguns and 49 semi-automatic weapons. Substantial amounts of
narcotics were also seized including: 16.9 pounds of cocaine and crack cocaine, 66 pounds of
marijuana, 38.44 pounds of methamphetamine, 1.9 pounds of heroin and over 15,000 doses of
ecstasy. They arrested 251 individuals for narcotics violations, of which 89 were confirmed gang
members. Thirty-five individuals were arrested for violent crimes and 20 were confirmed gang
members. Ninety-eight of the individuals arrested were accepted for federal prosecution. Of
those that are federally indicted, almost all dependents plead guilty to crimes that will result in
sentences averaging ten years. In addition to their own arrests, the two VOTFs participated
in the arrests of other individuals while responding to requests for assistance from other law
enforcement entities.

There are several excellent examples of the impact that the VOTFs are having on the quality of life
and crime within neighborhoods in the metro area. The Safe Streets initiative developed information
in two separate instances where murders were planned and overt acts to carry out the murders
were made. In both instances, officers conducted surveillance on the suspects in order to
ascertain the veracity of the information. Using advanced, investigative techniques, officers
worked with other local units and agencies and disrupted the murder plots. Guns were recovered
and arrests were made.

“Operation Family Ties” is a case that was worked jointly by the two VOTFs. The violent, criminal
gang it addressed had been making resurgence in Minneapolis since it was hit hard by law
enforcement in the late 1990’s. The reason this violent gang was targeted by Safe Streets was due
to the gang’s stated desire to reorganize after many of its leaders were getting out of prison.
Hennepin County VOTF was of particular benefit in the investigation as the gang was not only
talking about re-establishing their former gang territory through the use of violence, but
expanding their territory to other parts of Minneapolis and the northern suburbs.

Prevention and Education -It is important to note that beyond their objective of combating drug
trafficking through law enforcement, task force officers spent a significant amount of time
educating other criminal justice personnel, health professionals, teachers, parents and members
of the public about drugs and gangs. In the words of one task force, “officers gave five
presentations to community groups, schools, and law enforcement and news agencies. These
presentations are an opportunity to inform the public of our presence and give rudimentary
training on drug and gang activity in the task force area. We also work with local law enforcement
to keep them abreast of gang activity, drug trends, and legal updates pertaining to narcotics and
search and seizure”. In 2010, task force officers made 443 presentations with a total attendance of
16,509 people.

Task force personnel also participate in many local initiatives aimed at reducing the demand for
drugs and sharing enforcement strategies to address emerging issues. For example the task force
in Polk County was compelled to respond when the County Attorney’s Office noted that
approximately 50% of felony drug possession crimes being prosecuted in 2010 were prescription
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related. The Pine to Prairie Task Force has developed a strategy in response to the increasing
prescription drug problem in the area: Working with local heath care providers to create
“prescription drug-seeker” policy; conducting interviews with cooperating defendants to ascertain
the “bigger picture” of the prescription drug problem; collaborating with the county attorney’s
office to obtain successful prosecution of defendants selling prescription pills; and sharing
information learned from interviews and investigations with local law enforcement officers and
public officials.

Another example is that in response to an emerging trend, the Southwest Metro Task Force
produced a PowerPoint slide show educating people about synthetic marijuana and the problems
and dangers associated with its use. It has been presented to the emergency room staff at one of
the local hospitals and was shared with local school liaison officers. It was subsequently presented
to the counselors at a local high school who then showed it to the all of the 9th grade health
classes. At their request, it was presented to one of the local city councils who are acting on
banning the substances.

Last, but not least, task force officers also engage in prevention in a very personal way. The
following are just a few examples:

* Six Minneapolis officers assigned to Safe Streets are active in youth sports and activities to
promote prevention activities and serve as positive role models. The activities included:
hockey, baseball, football, camping, fishing and academic activities.

® One of the Paul Bunyan Task Force officers is the coach for the local football team. Many
of the kids on this team are from dysfunctional families, have learning disabilities and may
have a history of problems at school. The officer has been a positive influence on these
boys and is more than just a coach to them. He also participated in the local area national
night out: a community activity that promotes interaction with law enforcement.

® The BLLRR Task Force commander continues to do his radio talk show "Twenty Minutes
with the Task Force." Most recently he discussed the widespread abuse of prescription
drugs.

ATTACHMENTS

® Gang and Drug Case Summaries
e Map of 2011 Drug and Violent Crime Enforcement Teams
e List of 2010 - 2011 Task Force Grants
e List of Violent Crime Coordinating Council Members
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GANG and DRUG CASE SUMMARIES

The following are selected summaries of completed or active investigations. These are examples
as to the types of investigations and types of illegal activities being committed by different
criminal elements throughout the state.

The Dakota County Task Force, along with Eagan and Apple Valley Police Departments, conducted
a joint investigation involving stolen property and narcotics. Two search warrants were executed.
Stolen property valued over $250,000, 6 grams methamphetamine, marijuana, and $1,300
currency were seized. The Dakota County Task Force also assisted the Apple Valley Police
Department in the recovery of 4,039 doses of Vicodin, 809 doses Hydrocortisone, and numerous
other controlled prescription medication that were stolen during a burglary of a drug store in
Cannon Falls. Two suspects were arrested.

In December 2010, the Southeast Minnesota Task Force arrested 14 suspects after a 7 month
investigation. The task force had 17 First Degree Drug Sales complaints approved for the sale of
cocaine. Twelve of the suspects have been identified as Black P-Stone or Black Disciples gang
members. Gang members were purchasing large amounts of cocaine in Chicago and
Minneapolis. This operation took some significant criminals off of the streets of Rochester and the
entire task force area.

During the fall of 2010, the Buffalo Ridge Task Force and ATF joined forces to recover stolen
firearms in the Worthington area. The burglary, which included the theft of 42 firearms, took
place at a Vail, IA gun store on May 31, 2010. Early in the investigation, the primary suspects, who
were identified as Norteno gang members, were arrested and federally indicted on bank robbery
charges. They had robbed a Rushmore, MN Bank in an effort to raise enough funds to repay drug
debts. Four suspects were identified and arrested at a Worthington residence. Cash from the bank
robbery and two firearms were located and seized. Within a few days, a shooting was investigated
at a Worthington residence. The uninjured occupants of the house were linked to those suspected
in the bank robbery. Further investigation by the task force led to two long guns being located
that were buried in the yard; five handguns in a plastic bag hidden under a tree ; two SKS assault
rifles and magazines located in a body of water in southern Nobles County; and additional
weapons and narcotics located at the scene during subsequent search warrants.

Paul Bunyan Task Force officers were involved in the successful rescue of a child hostage and
subsequent arrest of the suspect at a house in Bemidji. Officers had just finished a drug deal in
Bemidji when the call was received and they were all in a position to act as perimeter cover
officers and eventually make entry into the residence.

Agents of the North Central Task Force executed a search warrant at an apartment in Onamia.
During the execution of the search warrant, a half pound of marijuana was found along with drug
paraphernalia. Children were also present in the apartment along with marijuana smoke and Mille
Lacs Family Services was called in to deal with the endangered children. The suspect and his
girlfriend were both charged in Mille Lacs District Court with the drugs and child endangerment.

2011 TASK FORCE ANNUAL REPORT -APPENDIX -1-

DA 299



Case 1:15-cv-02234-RJL Document 19-1 Filed 01/15/16 Page 303 of 332

Pine to Prairie Task Force officers were requested to investigate a suspected methamphetamine
lab 6 miles north of East Grand Forks. The case was worked in collaboration with other agencies in
conducting the investigation and task force officers processed the methamphetamine lab. The
investigation resulted in one arrest for First Degree-Manufacture of Methamphetamine. The
investigation indicated the suspect had “cooked” meth approximately 50 to 100 times throughout
2009 within three different northwest Minnesota counties.

Paul Bunyan Task Force officers spent many hours investigating gang-related shootings on the
Leech Lake and White Earth Reservations. They worked with investigators from several agencies
during the course of building a case against the shooters at Leech Lake and two people have
currently been charged with attempted murder. We hope to enhance the charges with “crime to
benefit a gang”. The task force gang officer and a DOC investigator have obtained information
that this shooting took place at the direction of Native Mob leaders and was retaliation for prior
conflict between the Mob and victim. The shootings have demonstrated an increased propensity
of the Native Mob to settle its’ problems by violence.

An Anoka-Hennepin Task Force investigation into a suspected drug dealer in Coon Rapids led to a
search warrant. The results of the search were three arrests, two children placed, and the seizure
of 51 grams of marijuana, 24 ecstasy pills, 46 diazepam pills, $1,354 in cash and two handguns.

The Boundary Waters Task Force reports that there have been two deaths in the communities of
Hibbing and Gilbert directly related to pill overdoses and the Gilbert police, a member of the
BWDTF, arrested 7 juveniles that were selling prescription pills inside the junior high school. The
task force remains focused on fighting this problem and have charges currently pending against 16
more individuals for illegal pill sales.

Central Minnesota Task Force investigators concluded an investigation into the distribution of
crack cocaine by local gang members. Three known gang members and a number of previously
unidentified female associates were responsible for a crack cocaine delivery operation. One of the
defendants, a violent felon, was arrested in the possession of a loaded revolver during a crack
deal. This person was already out on bail for possession of a handgun by a felon at the time of his
arrest. This case has been presented to the United States Attorney’s Office for possible charges.

A Red River Valley Task Force officer had a ten day jury trial in federal court which resulted in
guilty verdicts for three upper tier traffickers of methamphetamine. These defendants were
indicted under Operation “Abrasion” and were responsible for approximately 40 pounds s of
methamphetamine trafficked into the region. One defendant was the president of the “Dakota
Riders Motorcycle Club” based in Bismarck, North Dakota.

In December, the Lake Superior Task Force concluded a methamphetamine/pill sales case on a
high profile local dealer with two search warrants. The first warrant resulted in seizure of
methamphetamine, heroin, Opana pills, $754 cash and 2 firearms. A second warrant yielded
seizure of third firearm and large amount of ammunition. Charges were presented and the case
adopted in the federal system.
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In the City of Willmar, a CEE-VI Task Force drug agent bought 200 prescription pills at one time
from two female individuals while there were small children in the vehicle. In addition to drug
charges there were also child endangerment charges.

Members of the South Central Task Force teamed with members of the MN BCA, MN State Patrol
K-9 and Truck Enforcement), DEA, and our local agencies for an interdiction project. This was a
coordinated effort along 1-35 and 1-90, with the State Patrol opening an old scale site for
enforcement efforts on large trucks. Well over 200 traffic stops were conducted by officers,
deputies and troopers as well as a large number of trucks at the scale site. Numerous citations for
license violations, speed, seatbelt, insurance, illegal drugs and paraphernalia were issued. There
was also a 40 pound marijuana seizure from the trunk of a car that was on a semi car hauler. A
controlled delivery of the marijuana was later conducted near the University of Minnesota and
three additional suspects were apprehended.

The Minnesota River Valley Task Force wrapped up a marijuana investigation involving a known
Gangster Disciple gang member in the St. Peter area after he sold marijuana at a local recreation
center while pushing his 9 month old baby in a stroller. Also, what agents believed to be a simple
marijuana search warrant in St. James turned into something a lot more complex after several
items of child pornography were discovered. The local police executed a separate search warrant
and removed a high volume of evidence in that case.

The Lakes Area Drug Investigation Division (LADID) was able to arrest a large supplier of
methamphetamine in the Crow Wing County area as a result of citizen concerns and good police
work. A concerned citizen had been supplying license plate numbers of people frequenting a
house of a known drug dealer. Agents installed a GPS tracker and conducted garbage pulls on the
suspect. Through the use of uniformed officers and drug interdiction techniques, LADID obtained
a search warrant for the residence which resulted in the seizure of 2 ounces of methamphetamine.
The suspect provided useful information about drug trafficking in Crow Wing County.

The Northwest Metro Task Force had a large cocaine seizure during the third quarter of 2010. A
suspect was identified that was believed to be a cocaine dealer. A GPS tracker was placed on the
suspect’s car and eventually the suspect was seen going to Dallas, Texas then turning around after
staying there for only about an hour and coming home. The task force found the suspect entering
Minnesota and with the assistance of the Minnesota State Patrol made a traffic stop on the
suspect. During the stop just over one pound of cocaine was recovered. Follow up search warrants
turned up more cocaine and a large amount of cash.

Ramsey County Violent Crime Enforcement Team officers completed an investigation on a mid-
level methamphetamine dealer who is a member of a local outlaw motorcycle gang. Through the
use of an undercover officer, several ounces of methamphetamine were purchased from the
target. Search warrants were executed and additional meth, 10 pounds of marijuana and 2
handguns were recovered. The target has an extensive criminal history and is a registered sex
offender.
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GRANTS FOR DRUG AND VIOLENT OFFENDER TASK FORCES: January 1, 2010 —June 30, 2011

Grant for New Total

Task Force Fiscal Agent 2010 Grant 1/1/11 - Award
6/30/11
Anoka-Hennepin TF Anoka County Sheriff's Office $290,000 $141,375 $431,375
B-L-L-R-R Task Force New Ulm Police Department $175,000 $86,625 $261,625
Boundary Waters TF St. Louis County Sheriff's Office $100,000 $49,500 $149,500
Buffalo Ridge TF Worthington Police Department $200,000 $97,500 $297,500
CEE-VI TF gi;g;yom County Sheriff's $210,000 |  $102,375 | $312,375
Central MN MCIU Central Minnesota Major Crimes | 595 000 | $143,813 | $438,813
Investigation Unit

Dakota County TF City of Eagan $310,000 $138,938 $448,938
East Metro VCET Ramsey County Sheriff's Office $530,000 $253,500 $783,500
Hennepin County VOTF | Hennepin County Sheriff's Office $470,000 $229,125 $699,125
Lake Superior TF Duluth Police Department $335,000 $163,313 $498,313
Lakes Area TF Crow Wing Co Sheriff's Office $35,000 $17,500 $52,500
MN River Valley TF No. Mankato Police Department $150,000 $74,250 $224,250
North Central TF Mille Lacs County Sheriff's Office $62,500 $30,938 $93,438
Northwest Metro VCET | St. Louis Park Police Dept. $90,000 $44,550 $134,550
Paul Bunyan TF Beltrami County Sheriff's Office $297,768 $145,162 $442,930
Pine To Prairie TF Crookston Police Department $125,000 $61,875 $186,875
Red River Valley TF Moorhead Police Department $125,000 $61,875 $186,875
St. Cloud Metro GSF St. Cloud Police Department $100,000 $49,500 $149,500
South Central TF Owatonna Police Department $160,000 $79,200 $239,200
Southeast MN TF Olmsted County Sheriff's Office $200,000 $97,500 $297,500
Southwest Metro TF Shakopee Police Department $85,000 $42,075 $127,075
Washington County TF | Washington Co Sheriff's Office $135,000 $66,825 $201,825
West Central TF Douglas County Sheriff's Office $160,000 $79,200 $239,200
Safe Streets Task Force | Minneapolis Police $250,000 $75,000 $325,000
Safe Streets Task Force | St. Paul Police $147,000 $75,000 $222,000
Statewide Prosecution | Attorney General's Office $50,000 $25,000 $75,000
TOTAL $5,087,268 | $2,431,513 | $7,518,781
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MINNESOTA VIOLENT CRIME COORDINATING COUNCIL (January 2011)

TITLE

NAME

AGENCY

Acting Superintendent

U.S. Attorney

Deputy Attorney General

Asst. Chief (VICE CHAIR)

Chief

Chief

Chief (CHAIR)

Sheriff

Sheriff

Sheriff

Sheriff

Director

Assistant County Attorney

Assistant County Attorney

David Bjerga

B. Todd Jones

David Voigt

Ken Reed

Tim Dolan

Mike Goldstein

Dana Waldron

Rich Stanek

Matt Bostrom

Bill Hutton

Rodney Bartsh

Cari Gerlicher

Hilary Caligiuri

Benjamin Bejar

Bureau of Criminal Apprehension

District of Minnesota

Office of the Attorney General

St. Paul Police Department

Minneapolis Police Department

Plymouth Police Department

Virginia Police Department

Hennepin County Sheriff's Office

Ramsey County Sheriff's Office

Washington County Sheriff's Office

Wabasha County Sheriff's Office

MN Department of Corrections - Office of
Special Investigations

Hennepin County Attorney's Office

Rice County Attorney's Office

Chief Garr Pemberton Leech Lake Tribal Police

Mr. Hector Garcia Chicano Latino Affairs Council

M. Nicole Matthews Mlnrlle.sota Indian Women's Sexual Assault
Coalition

LEGAL COUNSEL

Asst. Attorney General
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SIXTH CONGRESS. - Sess. IL. Ce. 12,13, 15. 1801 103

one thousand seven hundred and ninety-six, intituled “An act laying riages,” &e.
duties upon carriages for the conveyance of persons, and repealing the CO;”I‘,“"_etdt,With-
former act for that purpose,” as limits the duratjon of said act, shall be ° ;;“2'; 1796
and the same is hereby repealed, and said act is hereby continued in cn. 37, -
force, without limitation of time.

ArproveD, February 25, 1801.
SraTute 1.

Cuar, XIL—4n Jct declaring the consent of Congress to an act of the state of  Feb, 27, 1801.
Maryland, passed the twenty-cighth day of December, one thousand seven hun- ——————
dred and ninety-three, for the appointment of a Health Qficer. [Espired.]

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That the consent of Congress
be, and is hereby granted and declared, to the operation of an act of -
the General Assembly of Maryland, passed the twenty-eighth day of
Décember, one thousand seven hundred and ninety-three, intituled “An
act to appoint' a health officer for the port of Baltimore, in Baltimore
county,” so far as to enable the state aforesaid to collect a duty of one
cent per ton, on all vessels coming into the district of Baltimore from a
foreign voyage, for the purposes in said act intended.

Skec. 2. And be it further enacted, That this act shall be in force for  Continued: by
three years, from the passing thereof, and from thence to the end of the ‘;‘é’;;f Il‘l"th I,
next session of Congress thereafter, and no longer. » oh: 19.

ArPROVED, February 27, 1801.

Srarure II.

Cuar. XIIL.—dn Act o allow the transportation of goods, wares and merchan-  yep. 97 1801,
dise, to and from Philadelphic and Baltimore, by the way of Appogquinimink ,
and Sassafras.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the Goods import-
United States of America in Congress assembled, That any goods, wares ed into Balti-
and merchandise, which lawfully might be transported to or from the f;‘;;‘iﬁ;”mﬁg"‘@;
city of Philadelphia and Baltimore, by the way of Elkton, Bohemia or transported’ by
Frenchtown, and Port Penn, Appoquinimink, New Castle, Christiana Afgﬂ°é1“iﬂi:?ink
Bridge, Newport or Wilmington, shall and may lawfully be transported, tyers.
to and from the city of Philadelphia and Baltimore, by the way of Ap-
poquinimink and Sassafras river, and shall be entitled to all the benefits 1799, ch, 22.
and advantages, and shall be subject to all the provisions, regulations,
limitations and restrictions, existing in the case of goods, wares and
merchandise, transported by any of the routes before mentioned.

APProvED, February 27, 1801.

Srarvre IL.

Cuar. XV.—dn Jct concerning the District of Columbic.(a) Feb. 27, 1801,

Secrion 1. Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives {aws of Vir-
of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That the giniaand Mary-

(a) District of Columbia. The acts for the government and administration of justice in the District of
Columbia, are:

1. An act for establishing the témporary and permanent seat of the government of the United States,
July 16,1790, chap. 28. ] o ‘

2. An act supplementary to an act entitled, “An act concerning the District of Columbia,’® March 3,
1801, chap. 24.

3. An ag:t concerning the District of Columbia, February 27, 1801, chap. 15.

4, An act additional to an act amendatory of an act entitled, ““An act concerning the District of Co-
lumbia,’” May 3, 1802, chap, 52.

5. An act to amend the judicial system of the United States, April 29, 1802, chap. 31, sec. 24.

" 6. An act for the relief of insolvent debtors within the District of Columbia, March 3, 1803, chap. 31.

7. An act to extend the jurisdiction of justices of the peace in the recovery of debts, in the District of -
Columbia, March 1, 1823, chap. 24.

8. Aa act respecting the adjournment of the circuit court of the District of Columbhia, March 3, 1825,
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!am} continued Jaws of the state of Virginia, as they now exist, shall be and continue
distriot. ¢ in foree in that part of the District of Columbia, which was ceded by
the said state to the United States, and by them accepted for the perma-
nent seat of government; and that the laws of the state of Maryland,

h9. An act altering the times of holding the circuit courts in the District of Golumbia, May 20, 1826, -
chap. 131.
10? An act to establish a criminal court in the District of Columbia, July 7, 1838, chap. 192.

11. An act to restrain the circulation of small notes as a currency in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes, July 7, 1838, chap. 212.

12. Resoluggn directing the manner in which certain laws of the District of Columbia shall be executed,
March 2, 1839.

13. An act for granting possessions, enroiling conveyances and securing the estates of purchasers within
the District of Columbia, May 31, 1832, chap. 112.

14." An act changing the times of holding the courts in the District of Columbia, May 31, 1832, chap,114.

Act of February 30, 1839, chap. 30. )

The decisions of the courts of the United States upon this and other statutes relating'to the District of
Columbia, and other questions arising in the district, have been :

The act of Congress of 27 February, 1801, concerning the District of Columbia, directs that writs of
error shall be prosecuted in the same manner, under the same regulations, and the same proceedings
shall be had thereon, as is or shall be provided in case of writs of error on judgiments, or appeals upon
orders or decrees, rendered in the circuit courts of the United States, United States », Hooe et al., 1
Cranch, 318; 1 Cond, Rep. 322.

By the separation of the District of Columbia from the state of Maryland, the residents in that part of
Maryland which became a part of the district ceased to be citizens of the state. Reilly, Appellant v.
Lamar et al., 2 Cranch, 344 ; 1 Cond. Rep. 419. _

A citizen of the District of Columbia, could not be discharged by the insolvent law of Maryland, out
of the distriet, Ibid.

A citizen of the District of Columbia, cannot maintain an action in the circuit court of the United
States, out of the district ; he not being a citizen of a state within the meaning of the provision in the
law of the United States, regulating the jurisdiction of the courts of the United States. Hepburn and
Dundas v. Elizey, 2 Cranch, 445; 1 Cond. Rep. 444. .

A justice of the peace, in the District of Columbia, is an officer of the government of the United States;
and 18 exempt from militia duty. Wise v. Withers, 3 Cranch, 331; 1 Cond. Rep. 552.

Under the sixth and eighth segtions of the act of assembly of Virginia, of the 22d of December, 1794,
property pledged to the Mutual Assurance Society, &c. continues liable for assessments, on account of
the losses insured against,in the -hands of a bona fide purchaser, without notice. The Mutual Assurance
Society v, Watts’ Ex’r, 1 Wheat. 279; 3 Cond. Rep. 570. .

A mere change of sovereignty produces no change in the state of rights existing in the soil; and the
cession of the District of Columbia to the national government did not affect the lien created by the above
act on real property sitoate in the town of Alexandria; though the [Personal character .or liability of a
member of the society could not be thereby forced on a purchaser of such property. Ibid.

Congress has authority to impose a direct tax on the District of Columbia, in proportion to the census
directed to be taken by the constitution. Loughborough v. Blake, 5 Wheat. 317; 4 Cond. Rep. 660.

Congress, when legislating for the District of Columbia, under the fifth section of the first article of the
constitution, is_still the legislature of the Union, and its acts are the laws of the United States. Cohens
v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. 264; 5 Cond. Rep. 90. X 3

An act of the legislature of Maryland, passed the 19th of December, 1791, entitled ¢*.An act toncern~
ing the territory of Columbia, and the city of Washington,’® which, by the 6thsection, provides for the
holding of lands by ¢ foreigners,* is an enabling act ; and applies to those only who could not take lands
without the provisions of that Jaw. It enables a ¢ foreigner’” to take in the same manner as if he were
a citizen, Spratt v, Spratt, 1 Peters, 343. .

A foreigner who becomes a citizen, is no longer a foreigner, within the view of the act. Thus, after
purchase, lands vested in him as a citizen; not by virtue of the act of the legislature of Maryland, but
because of his acquiring the rights of citizenship. = Ibid. }

Land in the county of Washington, and District of Columbia, purchased by a foreigner, before natural.
ization, was held by him under the law of Maryland, and might be transmitted to the relations of the
purchasers, who were foreigners: and the capacity so to transmit those lands, is given, absolutely, by
this act, and is not affected by his becoming a citizen ; but passes to his heirs and relations, precisely as
if he had remained a foreigner, Ibid. . .

The supreme court of the United States has jurisdiction of appeals from the orphans® court, through
the circuit court for the county of Washington, by virtue of the act of Congress of February 13, 18013
and by the act of Congress subsequently passed, the matter in dispute, exclusive of costs, must exceed
the value of one thousand dollars, in order to entitle the party to an appeal. Nicholls et al. ». Hodges’
Ex’rs, 1 Peters, 565,

The statute of Elizabeth is in force in the District of Columbia. Catheart et al. v. Robinson, & Peters,

The levy court of Washing on county is not entitled to one half of all the fines, penalties, and for-
feitures imposed by the circuit court in cases at common law, and under the acts of Congress, as well as
the acte of assembly of Maryland, adopted by Congress as the law of the District of Columbia. Levy
Court of Washington v. Ringgold,*5 Peters, 451.

The supreme court of the United States has no jurisdiction of causes brought before it, upon a dertifi-
cate of division of opinion of the judges of the circuit court for the District of Columbia. The appellate
gurisdiction, in respect to that court, extends only to its final judgments and decrees. Ross v, Triplett.

Wheat. 600; 4 Cond. Rep. 351.

By the insolvent law of Maryland, of January 3, 1800, the chancellor of Maryland could not discharge
one who was an inhabitant of the District of Columbia, after the separation from Maryland, unless previous
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as they now exist, shall be and continue in force in that part of the said

distriet, which was ceded by that state to the United States, and by them

-aceepted as aforesaid.

' 8ec. 2. And be it further enacted, That the said district of Columbia It shall be
shall be formed into two counties; one county shall contain all that part formed into two
of said district, which lies on the east side of the river Potomac, to- “°U"He™
gether with. the islands therein, and shall be called the county of Wash-  Washington
ington ; the other county shall contain all that part of said district,which eounty.

lies on the west side of said river, and shall be called the county of  Alezandria,
Alexandria’; and the said river in its whole course through said distriet county

shall be taken and deemed to all intents and purposes to be within both

of said counties.

Sgc. 8. Be it further enacted, That there shall be a court in said  Circuit court
distriet, which shall be called the circuit court of the district -of Co- establishedinie.
lumbia; and the said court and the judges thereof shall have all the
powers by law vested in the circuit courts and the judges of the circuit
courts of the United States. . Said court shall consist of one chief judge  To'consist of
and two-assistant judges resident within said district, to hold their re- 0one chief judge
spective offices during good behaviour; any two of whom shall constitute apg juﬁ};’ei ssist-
3 quorum;-agd each of the said judges shall, before he enter on his
effice, take the oath or affirmation provided by law to be taken by the

to- that. separation he had entitled himself to a discharge by performing all the requisites of the act
Reilly v. Lamar et al. 2 Cranch, 344 ; 1 Cond. Rep. 419.

No appeal or writ of error lies, in a criminal case, from the judgment of the circnit court of the District
of Columbia, to the supreme court of the United States: the appellate juriediction given by the act of
Congress, is confined to civil cases. United States v, More, 3 Cranch, 159; 1 Cond. Rep. 480.

There 18, in the District of Columbia, no division of powers between the general and the state govern-
ments. Congress has the entire control over the district, for every purpose of government: and it is
reasonable to suppose that, in organizing a judicial department in the district, all the gudicia.l power,
necessary for the purpose of government, would be vested in the courts of justice. Kendall, Postmaster
General v, The United States, 12 Peters, 524.

The circuit court of the United States, for the District of Columbia, has a right to award a mandamus
to the pestmaster-general of the United States, requiring him to pass to the credit of certain contractors
for conveying the mail of the United States, a sum found to be due to them by the solicitor of the treasury
of the United States, the solicitor acting under the special provisions of an act of Congress. !

There can be no doubt, that, in the state of Maryland, a writ of mandamus might be issued to an
executive officer, commanding him te perform a ministerial act, required of him by the laws: and if it
would lie-in that state, there can be no goed reason why it should not lie in the District of Columbia, in
analogous cases. [bid.

The powers of the supreme court of the United States, and of the circuit courts of the United States,
to issue writs of mandamus, granted by the fourteenth section of the judiciary act of 1788, is only for the
gurpose of bringing the case to a final judgment or decree, so that it may be reviewed. The mandamus

oes not direct the inferior court how to proceed, but only that it must proceed, according to its owa
judgment, to a final determination ; otherwise it cannotbe reviewed in the appeliate court. It is different
m the cireuit court of the District of Columbia, under the adoption of the laws of Maryland, which
included the common law. Ibid.

The power of the circuit court of the Bistrict of Columbia, to exercise the jurisdiction to issue a writ
of mandamus to a public officer, to do an act required of him by law, results from the third section of
the act of Congress of February 27, 1804 ; which declares'that the court and judges thereof shall have
all the powers by law vested in the circuit courts of the United States. Tha circuit- courts referred to,
were those established by the act of Febrnary 13, 1801." The repeal of that law, fifteen months afier-
wards, and after that law had gone into operation, under the act of February 27, 1801, could notin any
manner affect that law, any further than was provided by the repealing act. Ibid.

' The circuit courts of the United States, sitting in the states of the Union, have no jurisdiction in 2 case
in which a citizen of the District of Columbia is plaintiff. Westcott’s Lessee v, Inhabitants, &c. Peters?
C.C. R. 45.

The act of Congress of June, 1822, authorizes any person te whom administration has been granted in
the states of the United States, to prosecute claims by suits in the District of Columbia, in the same man-
ner as if the same had been granted by proper authority, in the District of Columbia, to such persons.
The power is limited by its terms to the institution of suits, and does not authorize suits against an exe-
cutor or administrator. The effect of this law was to make all debts due by persons in the District of
Columbia, not local assets, for which the administrator was bound to account in the courts of the district,
but general assets which be had full authority to receiye, and for which he was bound to account in the
couris of the state from which he derived his letters of administration. Vaughan et al. v. Northup et al,,
15 Peters® Rep. 1. :

The courts of the United States in the District of Columbia, have a like jurisdiction upen personal
property, with the courts in England, and in the states of the Union; and in the absence of statutory
provisions, in the trial of them they inust apply the same common law principle which regulates the moda
of bringing such actions, the pleadings acd the proof. M‘Kenna v, Fiske, 17 Peters’ Rep. 245,

Vou. II.—14
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judges of the circuit courts of the United States;-and said court shall
have power to appoint a clerk of the court in each of said counties, who
shall take the oath and give a bond with sureties, in the manner directed
for clerks of the district courts in the act to establish the judiciary of the
United States.

Sessions of the  Sgc. 4. Be it further enacted, That said court shall, annually, hold
f;’“"‘ in Wash-  ¢,r sessions in each of said counties, to commence as follows, to wit:

gton county, . . -

: for the county of Washington, at the city of Washington, on the fourth
m Alexandria ~ Mondays of March, June, September and December; for the county of
county. Alexandria, at Alexandria, on the second Mondays of January, April,

. July, and the first Monday of October. )
thes‘;gjicitzznfcb; Sec. 5. Be it further enacted, That said court shall have cognizance
of the conr ¢ of all crimes and offences committed within said district, and of all cases

in law and equity between parties, both or either of which shall be resi-
dent or be found within said district, and also of all actions ot suits of a
civil nature at common law or in equity, in which the United States
shall be plaintiffs or complainants; and of all seizures on land or water,
and all penalties and forfeitures made, arising cr accruing under the
laws of the United States.

Where local Skc. 6. Provided, and be it further enacted, That all local actions
actions shall be  ghafj he commenced in their proper counties, and that ne action or suit
commenced. f .. .

No suits to be Shall be brought before said court, by any original process against any
brought, but  person, who shall not be an inhabitant of, or found within said distriet,
agane ggi‘:ot;;s at the time of serving the writ
found in the dis- Sec. 7. Be it further enacted, That there shall be a marshal for the
trict. " said district, who shall have the custody of the gaols of said counties,
be“:mﬁftzﬁ]fg and be accountable for the safe keeping of all prisoners legally com-
the district. mitted therein; and he shall bé appointed for the same term, shall take

the same oath, give a bond with sureties in the same manner, shall have

generally, within said district, the same powers, and perform the same

duties, as is by law directed and provided in the case of marshals of the
] United States,

Writsoferror  Sgc. 8. Be it further enacted, That any final judgment, order or de-

and sppeal. cree in said circuit court, wherein the matter in dispute, exclugive of
costs, shall exceed the value of one hundred dollars, may be re-examined
and reversed or affirmed in the supreme court of the. United States, by
writ of error or appeal,(2) which shall be prosecuted in the same man-
ner, under the same regulations, and the same proceedings shall be had
therein, as is'or shall be provided in the case of writs of error on judg-
ments, or appeals upon orders or decrees, rendered.in the circuit court
of the United States. :

An attorney  Sec. 9. Be it further enacted, That there shall be appointed an
to beappointed. _ttorpey of the United States for said district, who shall take the oath

and perform ail the duties required of the district attornies of the United

Allowancesto States; and the said attorney, marshal and clerks, shall be entitled to
the %f:f"“e-’ﬁ" receive for their respective services, the same fees, perquisites and emol-
otk " uments, which are by law allowed respectively to the attorney, marshal

and clerk of the United States, for the district of Maryland.
Sec. 10. Be it further enacted, That the chief judge, to be ap-
pointed by virtue of this act, shall receive an annual salary of two thou-

(@) By an act entitled, ¢ An act to limit the right of appeal from the circuit court of the United States
for the District of Columbia, passed April 2, 1816, chap. 39, it is provided that no cause shall be removed
from the circuit court of the District of Columbia, unless the matter in dispute in the cause shall be of
the value of one thousand dollars and upwards. But when a partyin a cause shall deem himselfaggrieved
by any final judgment or decree of the said circuit court, where the matter in dispute shall be of the
value of $100, and of less value than $1000, on a petition to a justice of the supreme court, if the said
Jjustice shall be of opinion that errors in the proceedings of the court involve questions of law of such
extensive interest and operation as to render the final judgment of the supreme court desirable, the case
may be removed at the discretion of the said justice, ‘
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sand dollars, and the two assistant judges, of sixteen hundred dollars
each, to be paid quarterly, at the treasury of the United States.(a)

Skc. 11. Be it further enacted, That there shall be appointed in and
for each of the said counties, such number of discreet persons to be jus-
tices of the peace, as the President of the United States shall from time
to time think expedient, to continue in office five years; and such jus-
tices, having taken an oath for the faithful and impariial discharge of
the duties of the office, shall, in all matters, civil and criminal, and in
whatever relates to the conservation of the peace, have all the powers
vested in, and shall perform all the duties required of, justices of the
peace, as individual magistrates, by the laws herein before continued in
force in those parts of said district, for which they shall have been
respectively appointed; and they shall have cognizance in personal
demands to the value of twenty dollars, exclusive of costs; which sum
they shall not exceed, any law to the contrary notwithstanding; and they
shall be entitled to receive for their services the fees allowed for like
services by the laws herein before adopted and continued, in the eastern
part of said district.

Sec. 12. And be it further enacted, That there shall be appointed in
and for each of the said counties, a register of wills, and-a judge to be
called the judge of the orphans’ court, who shall each take an oath for

- the faithful and impartial discharge of the duties of his office ; and shall
have all the powers, perform all the duties, and receive the like fees, as
are exercised, performed, and received, by the registers of wills and
judges of the orphans’ court, within the state of Maryland ; and appeals
from the said courts shall be to the cireuit court of said district, who
shall therein have all the powers of the chancellor of the said state.

Sec.-13. And be it further enacted, That in all cases where judg-
mentsor decrees have been obtained, or hereafter shall be obtained, on
suits now depending in any of the courts of the commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, or of the state of Maryland, where the defendant resides or has
property within the district of Columbia, it shall be lawful for the plain-
tiff in such case upon filing an exemplification of the record and pro-
ceedings in such suits, with the clerk of the court of the county where
the defendant resides, or his property may be found, to sue out writs of
execntion thereon, returnable to the said court, which shall be proceeded
on, in the same manner as if the judgment Or decree had originally been
obtained in said court.

Sec. 14. And be it further enacted, That all actions, suits, process,
pleadings, and other proceedings of what mature or kind soever, depend-
ing or existing in the courts of Hustings for the towns of Alexandria and
Georgetown, shall be, and hereby are continued over to the circuit courts
to be holden by virtue of this act, within the district of Columbia, in
manner following; that is to say: all such as shall then be depending
and undetermined, before the court of Hustings for the town of Alexan-
dria, to the next circuit court hereby direcied to be holden in the town
of Alexandria; and all such as shall then be depending and undeter-
mined, before the court of Hustings for Georgetown, to the next circuit
court hereby directed to be holden in the city of Washington: Provided
nevertheless, that where the personal demand in such cases, exclusive
of costs, does not exceed the value of twenty dollars, the justices of
the peace within their respective counties, shall have cognizance
hereof.

Sec. 15. And be ii - further enacted, That all writs and processes
whatsoever, which shall hereafter issue from the courts hereby established

Case 1:15-cv-02234-RJL Document 19-1 Filed 01/15/16 Page 312 of 332

w7

Compensation

of the judges.

Justices of the
peace to be ap.
pointed.

Their juris.
diction.

Registers of
wills and judges
of the orphans®
court to be ap-
pointed..

Act of May
19, 1828, ch. 59.

How to obtain
execution with.
in the district,
upon judgments
already render-
ed in courts of

Maryland and
Virginia.
Suits in the

courts of Hust-
ings for Alexan.
dria-and George-
town continued
to the circuit
court.

Test of writs,

# (@ An act concerning the District of Columbia, February 27, 1801, chap. 15; an act to increase the

salaries of the judges of the circuit court for the District of Columbia, March 3, 1811; an act to increase

the salaries of the judges of the circuit court for t.heg- District of Columbia, April 20, 1818 ; an act con-
hy

cerning the orphans’ court of Alexandria county, in
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within the distriet, shall be tested in the name of the chief judge-of :the
district of Columbia.
_Saving of the Swrc. 16. And be it further enacted, That nothing in this act con-
Hights of corpo~ tained shall in any wise aher, impeach or impair the rights, granted by
) or derived from the acts of incorperation of Alexandria and Georgetown,
or of any other body corporate or politic, within the said district, except
so far as relates to the judicial powers of the corporations of Georgetown
and Alexandria,
Approvep, February 27, 1801.

Srarute 11,
March2 1801, CHaP. XVI—dn et supplemeniory to an act, intituled $An act-to divide the
. territory of the Uniled States northwest of the OQkdo, <nlo two separate govern-

[Obsolete.] ments.?

lgﬁgc, ‘3{,“?3 * Beit enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
Certain suits States of America in Congress assembled, That all suits, and process
revived. and proceedings, which, on the third day of July, one thousand eight
hundred, were pending in any court of either of the counties, which by
the act intituled “An aect to divide the territory of the United States
northwest of the Ohio, into two separate governments,” has been in-
cluded within the Indiana territory; and that all suits, process and pro-
ceedings, which, on the aforesaid third day of July, were pending in the
general court of the territory of the United States northwest of the Ohio,
in consequenice of any writ of removal or order for trial at bar, had been
renioved from either of the counties now within the limits of the Indiana
territory aforesaid, shall be and they are hereby revived and continued;
and the same proceedings, before the rendering of final judgment and
thereafier, may and shall be had, in the same couris, in all suits and
process aforesaid, and in all things concerning the same, as by law might
have been had in case the said territory of the United States northwest

of the Ohio had remained undivided.

Approvep, March 2, 1801.

Sratvre I,
March 2,1801, Cuar. XVIL—dn Act to add lo the district of Mussac, on the Okio, and to dis
——— continue the district of Palmyra in the slale of Tennessee, and therein lo amentd

the act, intituled “An act to egulate the collection of dulies on imports and ton-

[Repealed.} nage.”
‘District of Be 't enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
Masgac. United States of America in Congress assembled, That the district of

Massac, in addition to the territory it already possesses, shall include all
waters, shores, and inlets, now included within the distriet of Palmyra,
and all rivers, waters, shores and inlets, lying within the state of Ten-
nessee,

Skc. 2. And be it further enacted, That from and afier the thirtieth
myra. day of June next, so much of the “Act to regulate the collection of du-
rot oo 1% ties on imports and tonnage,” as establishes the district of Palmyra in

ct of March 2,

1799, repealed. the state of Tennessee, shall be repealed, except as to the recovery and
receipts of such duties on goods, wares and merchandise, and on the ton-
nage of ships or vessels, as shall have accrued, and as to'the recovery
and distribution of fines, penalties and forfeitures,-which shall have been
incurred before and on the said day.

Approvep, March 2, 1801.

District of

8rarure II
March 2,1801. Cuar. XVIH.—4n Jet making appropriations for the Military establishment of
W the United Slales, for the year one thousand eight hundred und one.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That for defraying the
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be paid them by the seller. Before they
Oath of enter upon the duties of their office they
office. shall take an oath before some justice of the ‘
peace for the faithful performance of their
duty.

Approved, November 23d, 1809.

AN ACT making an appropriation for C
street north, from 8th street to Pennsyl-
vania avenue.

Be it enagted by the first and second

chambers of the city council of Washington,

That the sum of eighty dollars be, and the :

Appropria- same is hereby appropriated for opening C ‘
tion for C  street north, from 8th street to Pennsylvania

st.north.  ayenue, out of any monies in the treasurer’s ‘

hands not otherwise appropriated, and that |

the same be expended under the direction |

of the mayor. ’ i '

' Approved, November 23d, 1809.

e AN ACT to suppress horse running and
shooting, in certain cases, in the city of
Washington. 1

(
|

Sec. 1. BE it enacted by the first and
second chambers of the city council of Wash-
ington, That from and after the first of Janu-
ary next, it-shall not be lawful for any person
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to run an animal of the norse
kind in any of the streets or avenues in the Horse-run-
~city of Washington, within three hundred ping in the
yards of any house or building in said city, :xtxll;ex:;:l pro-
ufr;;ler a penalty of ten dollars for each ’
offence. .
Sec. 2. And be it enacted, That if the
owner of any horse shall permit any minor, 000 oe
-slave, or other person, to run his horse in porses in-
any street or avenue of. the city, within cur a pen-
three hundred yards of any house or build. alty if they
ing in said city, he shall incur the penalty of P2
ten dollars for each offence, one half to go m‘:?n e
to the informer and the other half to the sereets by
corporation, and any person shall be autho- slaves, &c.
rized to stop or seize any horse so running
until the owner shall pay the above penalty.
Sec. 3. And be it enacted, That if any
slave shall be seen running any horse in any gjavesto be
street or avenue of the city, within three publicly
hundred yards of any house or building, it whipped
shall be the duty of any constable to take f“” runung
such slave before a magistrate, and on his ype wreots
being convicted of such offence he shall be )
publicly whipped any number of lashes
not exceeding thirty-nine. -
Sec. 4. §nd be it enacted, That if any
person or persons, from and after the first
day of January next, shall shoot with a gun gy, ,04ingin
or other fire arms, within four hundred yards the streets
of any house in said city, or on the sabbath prohibited.
in any part of the city, shall forfeit and pay
a fine of ten dollars, one half of said penalty
to go to the informer and the other half to
the use of the city. . '

Approved, December 9th, 1809.

\
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Sgc. 2. On the trial of every indictment, the party accused shall
be allowed to be heard by counsel, and he may defend himself, and
he shall have a right to produce witnesses and proofs in his favor,
and to be confronted with the witnesses who are produced against
him.

Sec. 3. No person indicted for an offence shall be convicted thereof,
unless by confession of his guilt in open court, or by admitting the
truth of the charge against him by his plea or demurrer, or by the
verdict of a jury, accepted and recorded by the court.

Sec. 4. No person shall be held to answer on a second indictment
for any offence of which he has been acquitted by the jury, npon the
facts and merits, on a former trial; butsuch acquittal may. be pleaded
by him in bar of any subsequent prosecution for the same offence,
notwithstanding any defect in the form or in the substance of the
indictment on which he was acquitted. '

Sec. 5. No person who is charged with any offence against the
law, shall be punished for such offence, unless he shall have been
duly and legally convicted thereof in a court having competent
Jurisdiction of the cause and of the person.

CHAPTER 141.

OF PROCEEDINGS TO PREVENT AND DETECT THE COMMISSION OF

CRIMES,
Saorion Skcrion
1. Officers authorized to keep the peace. 15. Recognizances ; when to be required on
2. Complaint ; how made. view of the court or magistrate.
3. Arrest. 16. Persons who go armed may be required
4. Trial ; recognizance to keep the peace. to find sureties for the peace, &c.
5. Party; when to be discharged. 17. Proceedings when person is suspected
6. Refusing to recognise, to be committed. of selling liquor contrary to law.,
7. Party, when discharged ; and complain- | 18. Surety may surrender his principal, who
ant, when to pay costs. may recognise anew.
8. Payment of costs in other cases. BEARCH WARRANTE.
9. Appeal allowed.
10. On appeal, witnesses to recognise. 19. Search warrants for property stolen.
11. Proceedings upon an appeal. 20. In what other cases to be issued.
12. Recognizance ; when to remain in force. | 21. § ‘Warrant; to whom directed, and when
13. Persons committed for not recognising ; | =2 and how oxecuted.
how discharged. 23. Property seized may be kept as evi-
14. Recognizances to be transmitted to the dence, and then restored to owner or
court, destroyed.
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discharge the appellant, or may require the appellant to enter intos
new recognizance, with sufficient sureties, in such sum and for such
time as the court shall think proper, and may also make such order
in relation to the costs of prosecution as may be deemed just and
reasonable.

Skc. 12. If any party appealing shall fail to prosecute his appeal,
his recognizance shall remain in full force and effect, as to any breach
of the condition, without an affirmation of the judgment or order
of the magistrate, and shall also stand as a security for any costs
which shall be ordered by the court appealed to, to be paid by the
appellant.

Sec. 13. Any person committed for not finding sureties, or refasing
to recognise, a8 required by the court or magistrate, may be discharged
by any judge or justice of the peace on giving such security as was
required. .

Sec. 14. Every recognizance taken pursuant to the foregoing pro-
visions shall be transmitted by the magistrate to the criminal court
on or before the first day of the next term, and shall be there filed
by the clerk.

Sec. 15. Every person who shall, in the presence of any officer
mentioned in the first section of this chapter, make an affray, or
threaten to kill or beat another, or to commit any violence or outrage
against his person or property, and every person who, in the presence
of such officer, shall contend with hot and angry words, to the
disturbance of the peace, may be ordered, without process or any
other proof, to recognise for keeping the peace, or being of good
behavior, for a term not exceeding one year, and in case of refusal
may be committed as before directed.

Sec. 16. If any person shall go armed with a dirk, dagger, sword,
pistol, or other offensive and dangerous weapon, without reasonable
cause to fear an assault or other injury or violence to his person, or
to his family or property, he may, on complaint of any person having
reasonable cause to fear an injury or breach of the peace, be required
to find sureties for keeping the peace for a term not exceeding six
months, with the right of appealing as before provided.

Sec. 17. If any justice of the peace suspect any person of selling,
by retail, wine or ardent spirits, or a mixture thereof, contrary to
law, he shall summon the person and such witnesses a8 he may think
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the limits of this city, shall be fifty dollars per annum, to be paid to ;
this Corporation by the insurance company or agent applying for such !
license before the 1ssuing thereof ; and all licenses under this act shall
be issued for one year from the date of the application and payment
of the tax, and shall be issued by the Register, under the direetion of
the Mayor, by whom they shall be signed, and countersigned by the
Register, and shall express on their face the name of the insurance
company authorized by it to establish an agency in %his city, where
such company is established or located, the kind of insurance it is au-
thorized to effect, and the name of its agent; and such licenses shall
confer authority to establish an agency in this city only to the com-
pany and the agent therein named: Provided, That a license issued
to one insurance company or agent may be transferred to another in-
surance company or agent: but no such transfer shall be valid, or
confer any rights or privileges under it until the transfer has been re-
corded in the Register’s office, and endorsed on the license by -the
Register: And provided, also, That no person shall he authorized,
under one license, to act as agent for more than one insurance com-
pany, and that one the company named in such license ; and any per-
son offending against the provisions of this section shall be liable for
every offence to the fine imposed by the first section of this act. '

Sec. 8. And be it enacted, That all former acts or parts of acts
incongistent with the provisions of this act be, and the same are, hereby
repealed: Provided, That this act shall not be construed so as to
affect licenses for insurance agencies already issued until the expira-
tion of the time for which said licenses huve bLeen so issued.—(See
page 78, Sheahan’s Digest.)

Approved October 29, 1857.

CHAP. 5.
AN ACT to prevent the carrying of dangerous wespons in the City of Washington,

Be it enacted by the Board of Aldermen and Board of Common
Council of the city of Washington, That it shall not hereafter be
lawful for any person or persons to carry or have about their persons
any deadly or dangerous weapons, such as dagger, pistol, bowie knife,
dirk knife, or dirk, colt, slung shot, or brass or metal knuckles, within
the city of Washington ; and any person or persons who shall be duly
convicted of so carrying or having on their persons any such weapon
shall forfeit and pay upon such conviction not less than twenty nor
more than fifty dollars, which fines shall be prosecuted and recovered
in the same manner as other penalties and forfeitures accruing to the
city are sued for and recovered: Provided, That the police officers,
members of the Auxiliary Guard, and the military, when on duty,
shall be exempt from such penalties and forfeitures.

Approved November 4, 1857.
10
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stationery, and for all other contingent and necessary expenses of each
of said schools ; and it shall be the duty of the two Boards to make
provision by law for the payment of all such salaries and other necessary
expenses, out'of any money to the credit of the School Fund, and
when that shall be insufficient, out of the General Fund; and all such
appropriations shall be subject to the order of the Board of. Trustees,
from time to time, as the same may be required, to be properly dis-
bursed, and for which, receipts shall in every case, be taken and re-
turned to the Register of the Corporation, for settlement.
SEc. 12. And be it enacted, That all acts or parts of acts heretofore
passed relative to the Public Schools; to organize and establish a
" Board of Trustees of the Public Schools, the salary of the Secretary
and Treasurer, and the duties of the Board, be, and the same are
hereby, repealed.—(See page 261, Sheahan’s Digest.) '

Approved November 12, 1858.

—

CHAP. 11.
AN ACT to prevert the carrying of conceale(} ;It!:;l dangerous weapons in the City of Wash-
n n.

Be it enacted by the Board of Aldermen and Board of Common
Council of the city of Washington, That it shall not hereafter be law-
ful for any person or persons, to carry or have concealed about their
persons any deadly or dangerous weapons, such as dagger, pistol,
bowie-knife, dirk-knife or dirk, colt, slung-shot, or brass or other metal
knuckles, within the city of Washington, and any person or persons
who shall be duly convicted of so carrying or having concealed about
their persons any such weapon, shall forfeit and pay upon such con- '
viction, not less than twenty dollars nor more than fifty dollars : which J
fines shall be prosecuted and recovered in the same manner as other
penalties and forfeitures accruing to the city, are sued for and recov-
ered ; Provided, That the Police officers and the members of the -
Auxiltary Guard, when on duty, shall be exempt from such penalties
and forfeitures. |

Approved November 18, 1858.

——

CHAP. 12.

AN ACT explanatory of the Seventh section of the “ Act regnlating Auctions in the City of
ashington,” approved June fourth, eighteen hundred and twenty-nine.

Be it enacted by the Board of Aldermen and Board of Common |
Council of the city of Washington, That the true intent and meaning |
of the seventh section of the “Act regulating auctions in the city of |
‘Washington,” is to prevent two or more persons who shall take a joint
license a8 auctioneers, from having different houses of business or es- ‘
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submitting plan and estimate for its improvement; and the Chief of Engi-
neers shall submit to the Secretary of War the reports of the local and
division engineers, with his views thereon and his opinion of the public
necessity or convenience to be subserved by the proposed improvement;
Reports to be sent and all such reports of preliminary examinations with such recommen-
e o pribres™ dations as he may see proper to make, shall be transmitted by the Sec-
retary of War to the House of Representatives, and are hereby ordered
to be printed when so made.
Appropriation for  Sgc, 8. For preliminary examinations, contingencies, expenses con-
examinations, ete. ' . . . . s . .
nected with inspection of bridges, the service of notice required in
such cases, the examination of bridge sites and reports thereon, and
for incidental repairs for which there is no special appropriation for
rivers and harbors, one hundred and twenty-five thousand dollars:

Provisos. . Provided, That no preliminary examination, survey, project, or esti-
No survey, ete., un- . . . s
less provided for. mate for new works other than those designated in this act shall be

made: And provided further, That after the regular or formal report

on any examinafion, survey, project, or work under way or proposed is

o sgtréplte;nf{ﬁ;gg- submitted, no suppleneuntal or additional report or estimate, for the
ports, ¢i6, T0be A% same fiscal year, shall be made unless ordered by a resolution of Con-
gress. Tle Government shall not be deemed to have entered upon any

project for the improvement of any water way or harbor mentioned in

No project autbor- this act until fands for the commencement of the proposed work shall

ized until appropria-

tion made. have been actually appropriated by law_.
Approved, July 13, 1892,

July 13,1892, CHAP. 159.—An Act to punish the carrying or selling of deadly or dangerous
-—————————— weapons within the District of Columbia, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United

District of Colun. States of America in Congress assembled, That it shall not be lawful for-
bia. ' any person or persons within the District of Columbia, to have concealed
e ene® about their person any deadly or dangerous weapons, such as daggers,
air-guns, pistols, bowie-knives, dirk knives or dirks, blackjacks, razors,

. razor blades, sword canes, slung shot, brass or other metal knuekles.
wopenly carrying  Suc, 2. That it shall not be lawful for any person or persons within
pons wi uniuw: - . N . -

ful intent forbidden. the Districet of Columbia to carry openly any such weapons as hereinbe-
fore deseribed with intent to unlawfully use the same, and any person

or persons violating either of these sections shall be deemed guilty of

Punishment, first & Misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall, for the first offense,
offense. forfeit and pay a fine or penalty of not less than fifty dollars nor more
than five hundred dollars, of which one half shall be paid to any one

giving information leading to such conviction, or be tmprisoned in the

jail of the Distriet of Columbia not exeeeding six months, or both such

Provigos. fine and imprisonmeént, in the diseretion of the court: Provided, That
Exceptions. the ofticers, non-commissioned ofticers, and privates of the United
States Army, Navy, or Marine Corps, or of any regularly organized

Militia Company, police officers, officers guarding prisoners, officials of

the United States or the District of Columbia engaged in the execution

of the laws for the protection of persons or property, when any of such

persons are on duty, shall not be liable for carrying necessary arms

for use in performance of their duty: Provided, further, that nothing

pocawlul useof weap- contained in the first or second sections of this act shall be so construed
' as to prevent any person from keeping or carrying about his place of
business, dwelling house, or premises any such dangerous or deadly
weapons, or from carrving the same from place of purchase to his~

dwelling house or place ot business or from his dwelling house or place

of business to any place where repairing is done, to have the same re-

paired, and back again: Provided further, That nothing contained in

the first or-second sections of this act shall be so construed as to apply

Permits. to any person who shall have been granted a written permit to carry
such weapon or weapons by any judge of the police court of the District
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of Columbia, and anthority is hereby given to any such judge to grant
such permit for a period of not more than one month at any one time,
upon satisfactory proof to him of the necessity for the granting thereof;
and further, upon the filing with such judge of a bond, with sureties to
be approved by said judge, by the applicant for snch permit, condi-
tioned to the United Statesin such penal sum as said judge shall re-
quire for the keeping of the peace, save in the case of necessary self-
defense by such applicant during the continuance of said permit, which
bond shall be put in suit by the United States for its benefit upon any
breach of such condition.

SEc. 3. That for the second violation of the provisions of either of Punishment, second
the preceding sections the person or persons offending shall be pro- N
ceeded against by indictment in the supreme cowrt of the District of
Columbia, and upon conviction thereof shall be imprisoned in the peni-
tentiary for not more than three years,

SEec. 4. That all such weapons as hereinbefore described which may Disposition of weap-
be taken from any person offending against any of the provisions of g @ from offend-
this act shall, upon conviction of such person, be disposed of as may
be ordered by the judge trying the case, and the record shall show any
and all such orders relating thereto as a part of the judgment in the
case,

SEC. 3. That any person or persons who shall, within the Distriet of [Tunishment for sale
Columbia, sell, barter, hire, lend or give to any minor under the age 5t * " 7" >
twenty-one years any such weapon as hereinbetore described shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and shall, upon conviction thereof,
pay a fine or penalty of not less than twenty dollars nor more.than one
hundred dollars, or be imprisoned in the jail of the District of Colum-
bia not more than three mouths. No person shall engage in or conduet , ~pecial licenso for
the business of selling, bartering, hiring, lending, or giving any weapon
or weapons of the kind hereinbefore named without having previously
obtained from the Commissioners of the District of Columbia a special
license authorizing the conduct of such business by such person, and
the said Commissioners are hereby authorized to grant such license,
without fee therefor, upon the filing with them bv the applicant therefor
of a bond with surei;igg to be by them approved, conditioned in such
penal sum as they shathfix to the United States for the compliance by
said applicant with all the provisions of this section; and upon any
breach or breaches of said condition said bond shall be put in suit by
saild United States for its benefit, and said Commissioners may revoke
said license. Any person engaging in said business without having pre-  Fenaity for dealing
viously obtained said special license shall be guilty of a misdemeanor,
and upon conviction thereof shall be sentenced to pay a fine ot not less
than one hundred dollars nor more than five hundred dollars, of which
one half shall be paid to the informer, if any, whose information shall
lead to the conviction of the person paying said fine.. All persons whose Registerofsales, ete.
business it is to sell barter, hire, lend or give any such weapon or
weapons shall be and they hereby, are, required to keep a written regis-
ter of the nume and residence of every purchaser, barterer, hirer, bor-
rower, or donee of any such weapon or weapons, which register shall
be subject to the inspection of the major and superintendent of Metro-
politan Police of the District of Columbia, and further to make a weekly
report, under oath to said major,and superintendent of all such sales,
barterings, hirings, lendings or gifts. And one half of every fine im- _ Half of fine to in-
posed under this section shall be paid to the informer, if any, whose ™~
information shall have led to the conviction of the person paying said '
fine, Any police officer failing to arrest any person guilty in his sight Penalty forfailure
or presence and knowledge of any violation of any section of this act ™ *™ ¥ oficer™
shall be fined not less than fifty nor more than five bundred dollars

SEc 6. That all acts or parts of acts inconsistent with the provisions Repeal.
of this act be, and the same hereby are, repealed.

Approved, July 13, 1892,
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States, for the purpose of having such communication delivered by
the post-office establishment of such foreign country to the post-office
establishment of the United States and by it delivered to such
addressee in the United States, and as a result thereof such com-
munication is delivered by the post-office establishment of such
foreign country to the post-office establishment of the United States
and %n it delivered to the address to which it is directed in the
Punishment for. Uniteg States, then such person shall be punished in the same manner
and to the same extent as provided in section 1 of this Act: Provided,
That any person violating this section may be prosecuted either in the
district into which such letter or other communication was carried
by the United States mail for delivery according to the direction
tgereon, or in which it was caused to be delivered by the United
States mail to the person to whom it was addressed.

Approved, July 8, 1932.

Provigo.
Jurisdiction.

[CHAPTER 465.]
AN ACT

To control the possession, sale, transfer, and use of pistols and other dangerous
weapons in the District of Columbia, {0 provide penalties, to presecribe rules of
evidence, and for other purposes.

July 8, 1632,
[H. R, 8754,
[Public, No. 275.]

Unauthorized use, N : .
sto., of pistolsand othef Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
Dismriot of Cotmbla, . United States of Americo in Congress assembled,

Definitions, DEFINITIONS

*Pistol.” Secrion 1. “ Pistol,” as used in this Aet, means any firearm with
a barrel less than twelve inches in length.

“ Sawed-off shotgun,” as used in this Act, means any shotgun with
a barrel less than twenty inches in length.

“8awed-off shot-
n.” .

“Machine gan.” % Machine gun,” as used in this Act, means any firearm which
shoots automatically or semiautomaticaily more than twelve shots
« Person.” without reloading.

% Person,” as used in this Act, includes, individual, firm, association,
wsen” ana “pur- OF corporation. .
chase,” ete,  Sell ” and “ purchase ” and the various derivatives of such words,
as used in this Act, shall be construed to include letting on hire,
giving, lending, borrowing, and otherwise transferrin%.
% Crime of violence ” as used in this Act, means any of the following
crimes, or an attempt to commit any of the same, namely: Murder,
manslaughter, rape, mayhem, maliciously disfiguring another, abduc-
tion, kidnaping, burglary, housebreaking, larceny, any assault with
intent to kill, commit rape, or robbery, assault with a dangerous
weapon, or assault with intent to commit any offense punishable by
imprisonment in the penitentiary.

+ Crime of violence.”

COMMITTING CRIME WHEN ARMED

C itting crime of . . . .
vidonca wher srmed. SE0. 2. If any person shall commit a crime of violence in the

Punishmentfor.  Pjgtrict of Columbia when armed with or having readily available
any pistol or other firearm, he may, in addition to the punishment
provided for the crime, be punished by imprisonment for a term of
not more than five years; upon a second conviction for a crime of
violence so committed he may, in addition to the punishment pro-
vided for the crime, be punished by imprisonment for a term of not
more than ten years; upon a third conviction for a crime of violence
so committed he may, in addition to the punishment provided for the
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crime, be punished by imprisonment for & term of not more than
fifteen years; upon a fourth or subsequent conviction for a crime of
violence so committed he may, in addition to the punishment provided
for the crime, be punished by imprisonment for an additional period
of not more timn thirty years.

Persons forbidden to
PERSONS FORBIDDEN TO POSSESS CERTAIN FIREARMS possess certain  fires
arms,

Skc. 8. No person who has been convicted in the District of Colum- Convicted ofacrime.
bia or elsewhere of a crime of violence shall own or have in his
possession a pistol, within the District of Columbia.

CARRYING CONCEALED WEAPONS

Seo. 4, No person shall within the District of Columbia carry eé}}gﬁﬁgeiou%ﬁzgﬁi
concealed on or about his person, except in his dwelling house or place
of business or on other land possessed by him, a pistol, without a
license therefor issued as hereinafter provideé, or any deadly or
dangerous weapon.

Exceptions.
EXCEPTIONS

Law enforcement of-

Sec. 5. The provisions of the preceding section shall not a{)ply t0 ficers
marshals, sheriffs, prison or jail wardens, or their deputies, policemen , - .
or other duly appointed law-enforcement officers, or to members of sine Corps.
the Army, Navy, or Marine Corps of the United States or of the . ... . .. .
National Gumg or Organized Reserves when on duty, or to the etc.,onduty. i
regularly enrolled members of any organization duly authorized to Other organizations.
purchase or receive such weapons from the United States, provided . . .0 ocesor
such members are at or are going to or from their places of assembly sssombly, ote.
or target practice, or to officers or employees of the United States
duly authorized to carry a concealed pistol, or to any person engaged
in the business of manufacturing, repairing, or dealing in firearms, Manufactarer, ete.
or the agent or representative of any such person having in his
possession, using, or carrying a pistol in the usual or ordinary course
of such business or to any person while carrying a pistol unloaded
and in a secure wrapper from the place of purchase to his home or
place of business or to a place of repair or back to his home or place
of b\;finess or in moving goods from one place of abode or business to
another,

ISSUE OF LICENSES TO CARRY

- Src, 6, The superintendent of police of the District of Columbia Liosnses
may, upon the application of any person having a bona fide residence
or place of business-within the District of Columbia or of any Berson
having a bona fide residence or place of business within the United
States and a license to carry a pistol concealed upon his person issued
by the lawful authorities of any State or subdivision of the United
States, issue a license to such person to carry & pistol within the
District of Columbia for not more than one year from date of issue,
if it appears that the applicant has good reason to fear injury to his
person or property or has any other proper reason for carrying a
pistol and that he is a sunitable person to be so licensed. The license
shall be in duplicate, in form to be prescribed by the Commissioners
of the District of Columbia and shall bear the name, address, descrip-
tion, photograph, and s'ilgnature of the licensee and the reason given
for desiring a license. The original thereof shall be delivered to the
licensee, and the duplicaté shall be retained by the superintendent
of police of the District of Columbia and preserved in his office for
six years.
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SELLING TO MINORS AND OTHERS

ot lling to minors of  Spo, 7, No person shall within the District of Columbia sell any
pistol to a person who he has reasonable cause to believe is not of
sound mind, or is a drug addict, or is a person who has been convicted
in the District of Columbia or elsewhere of a crime of violence or
except when the relation of parent and child or guardian and war
exists, is under the age of eighteen years.

TRANSFERS REGULATED

sioime, ete, provie  Spe, 8, No seller shall within the District of Columbia deliver
a pistol to the purchaser thereof until forty-eight hours shall have

elapsed from the time of the application for the purchase thereof,

except in the case of sales to marshals, sheriffs, prison or jail wardens

or their deputies, policemen, or other duly appointed law-enforce-

ment officers, and, when delivered, said pistol shall be secyrely wrap-

ped and shall be unloaded. At the time of applying for the purchase

Begister to be kept. of g pistol the purchaser shall sign in duplicate and deliver to the
seller a statement containing his full name, address, occupation, color,
place of birth, the date and hour of application, the caliber, make
model, and manufacturer’s number of the pistol to be purchaseci
and a statement that he has never been convicted in the District of
Columbia or elsewhere of a crime of violence. The seller shall, within
six hours after such application, sign and attach his address and
deliver one copy to such person or persons as the superintendent of
police of the District of Columbia may designate, and shall retain the
other copy for six years. No machine gun, sawed-off shotgun, or
blackjack shall be sold to any person other than the persons desig-
nated in section 14 hereof as entitled to possess the same, and then
only after permission to make such sale has been obtained from the
Wholeslotrade.  gyperintendent of police of the District of Columbia. This section

shall not apply to sales at wholesale to licensed dealers,

Limitation,

DEALERS TO BE LICENSED

ooers @ be l- Quo 9, No retail dealer shall within the District of Columbisa sell
or expose for sale or have in his possession with intent to sell, any
istol, machine gun, sawed-off shotgun, or blackjack without being
icensed as hereinafter provided. No wholesale dealer shall, within
the District of Columbia, sell, or have in his possession with intent
to sell, to any person other than a licensed dealer, any pistol, machine
gun, sawed-oft shotgun, or blackjack.

DEALERS’ LICENSES, BY WHOM GRANTED AND CONDITIONS THEREOF

mﬁ&ﬁﬁ&’éﬁ@%‘é‘éﬁ’&f Seo, 10. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia may, in
Ane, p. 553. their discretion,, grant licenses and may prescribe the form thereof,
effective for not more than one year from date of issue, permittin,
the licensee to sell pistols, machine guns, sawed-off shotguns, an
blackjacks at retail within the District of Columbia subject to the
following conditions in addition to those specified in section 9 hereof,
for breach of any of which the license shall be subject to forfeiture
and the licensee subject to punishment as provided in this Act.
1. The business shall be carried on only in the building designated
in the license.
2. The license or a copy thereof, certified by the issuing authority,
shall be displayed on the premises where it can be easily read.

v
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3. No EiStOI shall be sold (a) if the seller has reasonable cause to
believe that the purchaser is not of sound mind or is & drug addict

or has been convicted in the District of Columbia or elsewhere of &

crime of violence or is under the age of eighteen years, and (b)

unless the purchaser is ersonall&known to the seller or shall present

clear evidence of his i£antity. o machine gun, sawed-off shotgun,

or blackjack shall be sold to any person other than the persons

designated in section, 14 hereof as entitled to Fossess the same, and

then only after permission to make such sale has been obtained

from the superintendent of police of the District of Columbia.

4. A true record shall be made in a book kept for the purpose, Records.
the form of which may be prescribed by the Commissioners, of all
pistols, machine guns, and sawed-off shotguns in the possession of
the licensee, which said record shall contain the date of purchase, the
caliber, make, model, and manufacturer’s number of the weapon,
to which shall be added, when sold, the date of sale.

5. A true record in duplicate shall be made of every pistol,
machine gun, sawed-off shotgun, and blackjack sold, said record to
be made in a book kept for the purpose, the form of which may be
prescribed by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia and
shall be personally signed by the purchaser and by the person effect-
ing the sale, each in the (Fresence of the other and shall contain the
date of sale, the name, address, occupation, color, and place of birth
of the purchaser, and, so far as applicable, the caliber, make, model,
and manufacturer’s number of the weapon, and a statement signed
by the purchaser that he has never been convicted in the District of

olumbia or elsewhere of a crime of violence. One copy of said
record shall, within seven days, be forwarded by mail to the superin-
tendent of police of the District of Columbia and the other copy
retained by the seller for six years.

6. No pistol or imitation thereof or placard advertising the sale Display, ete., for-
thereof shall be displayed in any part og said premises where it can %4
readily be seen from the outside. No license to sell at retail shall
be granted to anyone except as provided in this section.

FALSE INFORMATION FORBIDDEN

Skc. 11. No person, shall, in purchasing a pistol or in applying e ioe.alrmstion or
for a license to carry the same, or in purchasing a machine gun,
sawed-off shotgun, or blackjack within the District of Columbia,
give false information or offer false evidence of his identity.

ALTERATION OF IDENTIFYING MARKS PROHIBITED

Sec. 12. No person shall within the District of Columbia change, 1amiiieancn “warke
alter, remove, or obliterate the name of the maker, model, manu- Prohibited.
facturer’s number, or other mark or identification on any pistol,
machine gun, or sawed-off shotgun. Possession of any pistol,
machine gun, or sawed-off shotgun upon which any such mark shall
have been changed, altered, removed, or obliterated shall be prima
facie evidence that the possessor has changed, altered, removed, or
obliterated the same within the District of Columbia: Provided,
however, That nothing contained in this section shall apply to any
officer or agent of any of the departments of the Unite(f) gta,tes or
the District of Colum%ia engaged in experimental work.

Proviso.
Experimental work.

EXCEPTIONS

Skc. 13. This Act shall not apply to toy or antique pistols unsuit- Tovs, ete., excepted.
able for use as firearms,
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POSSESSION OF CERTAIN DANGEROUS WEAFPONS

qibbssesslon of certein  Jpg, 14, No person shall within the District of Columbia possess any
bidden machine gun, sawed-off shotgun, or any instrument or weapon of the
kind commonly known as a blackjack, slung shot, sand club, sandbag,
or metal knuckles, nor ang instrument, attachment, or appliance for
causing the firing of any firearm to be silent or intended to lessen or
Eroviso. muffle the noise of the firing of any firearms: Provided, however,
espHons. That machine guns, or sawed-off shotguns, and blackjacks may be
possessed by the members of the Army, Navy, or Marine Corps of
the United States, the National Guard, or Organized Reserves when
on duty, the Post Office Department or its employees when on duty,
marshals, sheriffs, prison or jail wardens, or their deputies, policemen,
or other duly appointed law-enforcement officers, officers or employees
of the United States duly authorized {o carry such weapons, banking
institutions, public carriers who sre engaged in the business of trans-
porting mail, money, securities, or other valuables, wholesale dealers
and retail dealers licensed under section 10 of this Act,

PENALTIES

ednishment for vie-  Spe, 15. Any violation of any provision of this Act for which no
‘ penalty is specifically provided shall be punished by a fine of not
ﬁaore than $1,000 or imprisonment for not more than one year, or

oth.

CONSTITUTIONALITY

Invalidity of eny  SQpc, 16. If any part of this Act is for any reason declared void
Fommamader. > " *™* such invalidity shaﬁ not affect the validity of the remaining portions’

of this Act.

CERTAIN ACTS REPEALED

reveieas” P % Sgc. 17, The following sections of the Code of Law for the District
of Columbia, 1919, namely, sections 855, 856, and 857, and all other
Acts or parts of Acts inconsistent herewith, are hereby repealed.

Approved, July §, 1932. -

[CHAPTER 466.]
JOINT RESOLUTION

[g.u}?ﬁ’eé?i%z.] Making an appropriation to provide transportation to their homes for veterans
[Pub. Res., No. 85.] of the World War temporarily quartered in the District of Columbia.

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United

World War veterans. S7qtes of Ainerica in Congress assembled, %‘hat to enable the Admin-

FRa transportation 1 £ Veterans’ Affain the t of honorabl

provide transportation istrator o1 Yetera alrs, upon request of any honorably
from Districtof Calum- Jischarged veteran of the World War, temporarily quartered in the

Post, p, 701. Distridt of Columbia, who is desirous of returning to his home, to
provide such veteran with railroad transportation thereto prior to
July 15, 1982, together with travel subsistence at the rate of 75 cents
per day, there is‘hereby appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $100,000: Provided,
That all amounts expended under this appropriation in behalf of any
veteran shall constitute a lean without interest which, if not repaid
to the United States, shall be deducted from any amounts payable

to such veteran on his adjusted-service certificate.
Approved, July 8, 1932.

Proviso.
Credited as a loan,
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PUBLIC LAWS—CHS. 205-207—NOV. 4, 8, 1943 [57 StaT,

[CHAPTER 205] '
AN ACT

Authorizing the Postmaster General to use post-office clerks and city
letter carriers interchangeably.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the Postmaster
General may, 1n an emergency, when the interest of the Service
requires, temporarily assign any post-office clerk to the duties of city
delivery carrier or any such carrier to the duties of such clerk and
in an emergency, when the interest of the Service requires, may tem-
porarily assign any post-office clerk or city delivery carrier to the
duties of a railway postal clerk or any railway postal clerk to the
duties of a post-office clerk or city delivery carrier without change of
pay-roll status, the compensation of any temporarily assigned
employee to be paid from the appropriation made for the work to
which he is regularly assigned.

Sec. 2. This Act shall terminate on June 80, 1945, or such earlier
date as the Congress by concurrent resolution may prescribe.

Approved November 4, 1943.

[CHAPTER 296]
: AN ACT

To amend the law of the Distriet of Columbia relating to the carrying
of concealed weapons.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That section 4 of
the Act entitled “An Act to control the possession, sale, transfer, and
use of pistols and other dangerous weapons in the District of Colum-
bia, to provide penalties, to prescribe rules of evidence, and for other
purposes”, approved July 8, 1932 (47 Stat. 651; D. C. Code, 1940
edition, title 22, sec. 3204) be, and 1t hereby is, amended to read as
follows:

“Skc. 4. No person shall within the District of Columbia carry
either openly or concealed on or about his person, except in his
dwelling house or place of business or on other land possessed by
him, a pistol, without a license therefor issued as hereinafter pro-
vided, or any deadly or dangerous weapon capable of being so
concealed.”

Approved November 4, 1943,

[CHAPTER 297]
AN ACT

To amend the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as. amended.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United Stotes of America in Congress assembled, That the Naval Re-
serve Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby further amended as follows:

Strike out section 502 and substitute therefor the following:

“Szeo. 502. Members of the Women’s Reserve may be commissioned
or enlisted in such appropriate ranks and ratings, not above the rank
of captain, corresponding to those of the Regular Navy, as may be
prescribed by the Secretary of the Navy: Provided, That there shall
not be more than one officer in the grade of captain, exclusive of officers
appointed in the Medical Department of the Naval Reserve : Provided.
further, That military authority of officers commissioned under the
provisions of this title may be exercised over women of the Reserve
only and is limited to the administration of the Women’s Reserve,”

S};:rike out section 506 and substitute therefor the following:
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