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Report of the 

University Police Arming Task Force

I.  Introduction

The University Police Arming Task Force was appointed by President Erik Bitterbaum in February, 2004 to compile and assess information related to the question of whether SUNY Cortland’s University Police Department (UPD) should be armed with guns.  As per our charge, we offer no specific recommendations regarding this question, but rather aim to provide necessary information for use by the President in making his decision on this matter.


History of University Police.  Safety on the SUNY Cortland campus was entrusted to Security Officers, with limited authority, from 1960 through 1979.  In 1980, the United Peace Officer Bill defined SUNY Security Officers as Peace Officers under the State Criminal Procedure Law and the State Education Law.  Expanded powers relating to search and arrest warrants were authorized by that legislation.  Jurisdiction was limited to the campus property and adjoining roadways.  In 1983 SUNY Peace Officers were authorized to issue appearance tickets to local criminal courts, and in 1985 the Officers were mandated to complete law enforcement officer basic training within one year of appointment.    


The University Police Bill, passed by the New York State Legislature in 1998, gave SUNY Public Safety Officers full police powers and statewide jurisdiction.  It also more clearly defined each campus’ geographical area of employment.  This bill led to widespread standardization as well as memoranda of understanding with other local police agencies in communities where SUNY campuses were located.  It allowed SUNY Officers to execute bench warrants and gave them the authority to “stop and frisk,” the only two law enforcement duties not authorized through the years as Peace Officers.  
The authorization of UPDs to carry and use firearms, however, was left to the discretion of individual campus presidents.  SUNY Cortland’s president at the time, Judson H. Taylor, chose not to grant his campus’ officers the authority to carry firearms on patrol.
  Rather, firearms were to be secured at the Department’s headquarters and deployed only as directed by the President on a case-by-case basis.  Cortland’s UPD entered into memoranda of understanding (see “MOU, Sheriff’s Dept.” and “MOU, City Police” in Appendix) with the City of Cortland Police Department and the Cortland County Sheriff’s Department which require that University Police officers not knowingly expose themselves to deadly physical force incidents on or off campus.   Under existing policy, a Cortland UPD officer who encounters a use of force that cannot be controlled with less lethal equipment (pepper spray and/or expandable baton) is to retreat to a safe distance, call for assistance, and wait for municipal, county or state police to arrive (see “Armed Response Situation” in Appendix).  Such a procedure is a well-established law enforcement practice, but has been re-examined and modified since the 1999 Columbine High School shootings.  Law enforcement now trains to respond more aggressively to shooting situations, especially in the case of “active shooters” (perpetrators who engage in ongoing and continuing shooting) where law enforcement delay may result in more injuries or deaths.  

Cortland is currently one of only three SUNY campuses in which University Police officers are not armed.
 A 1993 nationwide survey of campuses found that nearly 70% of public and private colleges with more than 5000 students had armed campus police (“Renewed Debate” 1995).  A 1995 Bureau of Justice Statistics study reported that 64% of all campuses surveyed had armed campus police officers.  Larger institutions were most likely to equip their police with firearms:  95% of campuses with student populations of over 20,000 armed their UPDs, compared to 46% of campuses with student populations of 2,500-4,999.  Public institutions were significantly more likely to arm their police (81%) than private institutions (34%), at least partly because they are typically larger (Reaves 1996).

Charge.  In February of 2004, President Bitterbaum organized the University Police Arming Task Force and charged it to conduct a review of the issue, including:

1. 
“A review of the literature and other pertinent information bearing upon the benefits and risks associated with arming officers, with a special focus on the higher education setting;

2. 
A representative accounting of the SUNY Cortland community’s perceptions regarding this matter, to include all major constituencies; and, 

3. 
An overall analysis summarizing the advantages and disadvantages of arming the College’s University Police and not arming these officers.”


During their first meetings in February and early March, the members of the Arming Task Force consulted a 1991 memorandum from the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs and Special Programs to SUNY presidents on “Discussion Guidelines on the Arming of Campus Public Safety Officers,” as well as the reports of committees that were formed on other campuses prior to their own decisions on arming.  The purpose of this activity was to see how other schools approached the arming decision and what types of matters might be important to investigate at Cortland.  Written reports or other, less detailed documents describing the issues discussed elsewhere were available from:

Binghamton University (1999)

Bloomsburg University of Pennsylvania (2002)

Brown University (2002)

Evergreen State College (2003)

Lincoln University (2003)

Montclair State University (2000)

Plymouth State University (2000)

SUNY College at Alfred (2002)

SUNY College at Canton (1994)

SUNY College of Environmental Science and Forestry (2002)

SUNY College at Fredonia (1995)

SUNY College at Geneseo (1999; 2001)

SUNY College at Old Westbury (1996)

SUNY College at Oneonta

Syracuse University

University of Delaware (2003)


Over the next several weeks, the Task Force sought to complete its charge through the following means:

$ 
Compilation of empirical data.  From the documents and reports from other institutions, the Task Force was able to get a sense of the sorts of literature and statistical evidence it would need to consult.  As directed, the Task Force has collected as much relevant information bearing upon these issues as possible.  Unfortunately, the published literature on the merits of armed and unarmed campus police forces is very limited.   Nonetheless, we have consulted a wide array of published research, police statistics, and items from the press.  One resource that has been particularly useful in the group’s work is the “Bratton Report,” which was commissioned by Brown University in 2002, and which was produced by a team of consultants led by former New York City Police Commissioner William Bratton.  In addition to collecting data at that institution, the Bratton group distributed a questionnaire to police chiefs or public safety officers at 60 institutions in several northeastern states, including 12 SUNY campuses.  Twenty-eight of those institutions responded.

$ 
Solicitation of written input.  In March, using campus email and the College Bulletin, the Task Force invited all members of the college community to submit their views on arming the UPD in writing directly to the committee (see Appendix for the text of the announcement).  Only signed comments were accepted.  By May, 86 written responses had been received.

$ 
Campus meetings.  Task Force members took part in several meetings with campus groups to solicit views and perceptions on the issue.  These included a Student Senate meeting and a meeting of the Multicultural Affairs Council on April 5 (attended by 64 and 13 persons, respectively); a sandwich seminar targeting faculty and management confidential personnel on April 20 (attended by 23 persons); a sandwich seminar targeting staff represented by CSEA, PEF, and Council 82 on April 29 (attended by approximately 24 persons); an “open” sandwich seminar on May 6 for those who had been unable to attend other meetings (attended by 6 persons); a meeting of the College Council on April 30 (attended by 7 persons); and a meeting of the College-Community Forum on April 28 (attended by 25 persons, some of whom were not present specifically for the discussion of arming).    At each of these, it was made clear that we were not there to make a presentation or to inform the audience about the pros and cons of an armed UPD, but rather to listen to what they had to say.  This approach was purposefully adopted by the Task Force members, who agreed early in the process that any attempt to “inform” the campus would necessarily be selective, and would thereby influence the perceptions they had been charged to measure.

$ 
Invited guests.  The Task Force met at least once each week from February through early June.  Several of these meetings were devoted to hearing from persons who we felt might have specific information pertaining to matters we were investigating.  In chronological order, these guests were New York State Police Investigator Jeff Hall (April 8); Annio Corsi, Doug Bonawitz, Jim Lyman, Richard Stevens, and Thomas Smith, representatives of Council 82 (April 15); Assistant Vice Chancellor for University Police Roger Johnson, accompanied by his assistant, Deputy Chief John Sczykowski and SUNY Oswego UPD Chief Larry Jerritt (May 6); Director of Residential Services Mike Holland (May 13); and Lt. Chauncey Bennett and Officer Paul VanValkenburg of the Cortland UPD (May 13), who demonstrated firearms equipment and procedures that would be deployed should the College’s arming policy be modified.

II.  Campus and Community Views

In its work for Brown University two years ago, the Bratton group found that controversy over proposals to arm campus law enforcement officers is the rule rather than the exception at institutions where they are introduced. The same has been true of SUNY Cortland — the question has been intensely, if sporadically, debated since the early 1980s.  The second part of the President’s charge to the Task Force, which was to gauge the perceptions of campus constituencies, essentially called for an enumeration of the beliefs, values, and opinions that lead people at Cortland to their positions in this ongoing debate.  


The Task Force explored these beliefs, values, and opinions through its campus-wide solicitation of written comments and the series of campus meetings it organized. While there were varying degrees of support in different campus constituencies, we found expressions of support for arming the UPD far outstripping expressions of opposition.  Two important points should be kept in mind, however.  First, neither the written input nor the meetings constitute a statistically representative sampling of campus opinion, and the results are not equivalent to a scientific opinion poll.  Second, our sampling of campus views did not take place in a vacuum.  In the weeks and months preceding the formation of the Task Force, most of the constituencies on campus — e.g., the Student Senate, the Faculty Senate, and CSEA — were lobbied by proponents of UPD arming.  There was no comparable activity by opponents of arming, since their side has remained unorganized and reactive rather than proactive.  This observation does not devalue or discredit the pro-arming sentiment we encountered in any way, nor is it intended to.  As context, however, it is worth keeping in mind that campus support for arming may not be spontaneous, and may reflect the degree to which advocates of each side are mobilized.  


The issues that influence the opinions of Cortland’s students, faculty and staff are strikingly similar to the issues that have framed discussions at other campuses, as reflected in the documents we examined at the beginning of our work.   Ultimately, they fall into six overlapping categories: 1) the threat of criminality and violence on our campus; 2) the likely impact of an armed UPD on campus safety; 3) the likely impact of an armed UPD on the climate of the campus; 4) the concerns of minority students, including racial profiling; 5) UPD morale, recruitment, and retention; and 6) general attitudes toward firearms. 


Current threat of violent crime

One frequently-mentioned issue in the e-mails and letters the Task Force received and in the meetings it held has to do with the threat of criminal violence on our campus and whether or not we need the protection of gun-carrying University Police officers. Many persons who wrote or spoke in opposition to arming tend to believe that Cortland is a relatively safe environment, safe enough that there is no pressing need for a new arming policy.  Cortland’s rural setting and the apparent lack of serious violent incidents were frequently mentioned in this regard.  The following written comments exemplify these points of view: 

“The campus now functions in peace; I see absolutely no reason for disturbing this.  We do not go to school in an area that would require an armed police force, nor do we have a history of violence at the school or among the students.  I read the judicial report every month and clearly the type of issues that UPD now contends do NOT call for . . . guns” (student).
“I would want to ask [whether] the officers ever needed to use their guns on campus?  How many students are thought of as a risk to the safety of other students? . . . I just think that if we don’t need [guns], then why bring them in?” (student).

“I know that technology has developed ways to subdue someone without the use of guns.  There is tear gas, pepper spray, rubber bullets, and I’ve seen other devices that can be used from a distance to subdue a person. . . . I have a sense that some of our university police members want this more for image than need” (staff).

Those in favor of arming Cortland’s UPD, on the other hand, often see things quite differently, and maintain that we can no longer take our physical safety for granted. They suggest that the apparent security of the campus is an illusion, particularly late at night.  Some point to the absence of physical barriers to keep outsiders away from the college, others to the presence of gangs and drugs in our community, and even to the threat of terrorism in the post-9/11 context.

“Our society is becoming increasingly violent.  Those of us who spend most of our time on campus during weekdays may not see this trend as extending to college campuses, but I would encourage those members of the committee who do not believe that violent behavior is increasing on our campus to ride along with UPD at night” (faculty member).

“. . . I currently work for the University Police Dept as a student dispatcher.  I have been in the evidence room here and I am appaulled [sic] about the numerous types of weapons housed in there.  I witness numerous guns of various nature including shot guns, throwing stars, knives, etc.” (student).

“Over recent years . . . I have seen a rise in the severity of college crime.  Walking across the campus alone at night is not as safe as it may have appeared in 1985.  I no longer feel secure walking between buildings or through dark parking lots” (former student and wife of UPD officer).


The safety of unarmed UPD officers themselves was of particular concern to many students, faculty, and staff.  It was pointed out during one campus meeting that for many years, the University Police have been required to perform duties (e.g., traffic stops, money runs, expanded off-campus investigations) that, without firearms, place them in a particularly vulnerable position.  Several of the written communications the Task Force received also focused on UPD safety:

“UPD officers . . . are police officers and they are visibly labeled as such (e.g., cars, uniforms).  It is likely that people who commit crime with the use of weapons will assume that they are armed, as virtually all police officers in the nation are” (faculty member).

“Not only do I believe that drugs and weapons are more prevalent in Cortland, with campus being an easy ‘drive through’ from one area of town to another, I also know that Cortland students are targeted for drug sales both on and off campus.  With drugs, oft come weapons.  Our campus may be considered a very easy target (forgive the expression) for people with weapons who know that SUNY Cortland officers are not armed” (M/C).
“I know that the City of Cortland has at least two gangs and that they are known to have access to weapons” (spouse of UPD officer).


Impact of arming policy on campus security

Students, faculty and staff at Cortland also have differing views about how the physical security of SUNY Cortland would be affected by an armed UPD.  Some feel that arming our police would make no difference as far as safety is concerned, especially since nearby law enforcement agencies are able to provide assistance. Others fear that equipping the police with firearms would actually make campus less safe by introducing the possibility of accidental shootings, officers losing control of their own weapons, and the like.  Participants in one of the campus forums suggested that arming might set off a sort of “arms race” in which criminals would begin carrying more lethal weapons in order to counteract the new firepower of the UPD.  The following remarks reflect these views:

“The University Police have gotten along fine for all these years without the use of firearms, and I think they should keep up the good work.  Guns will just give the holders a needless sense of power.  I’d hate to see our students being mistakenly shot due to the overzealous nature of many armed persons” (student/staff). 

“As a combat Veteran of the Vietnam War there were numerous occasions when my self and my comrades had to confront and police unarmed civilians.  However the potential that someone might pose a threat always had us on the ready, with our finger on the trigger so to speak.  Sometimes this feeling of implied danger would have undesirable results, as I know carrying a weapon can often open the opportunity for mistakes that would otherwise not have occurred. . . . I would hate to see an incident like Kent State happen at Cortland” (faculty).
“. . . having guns creates a chance of someone getting shot whether it be the officer using the gun or the gun getting into the wrong hands (on campus or off).  Life is too precious, one mistake could cost a life” (status unknown).


Advocates of arming, on the other hand, are generally more convinced that the carrying of firearms by the UPD would make the campus a safer place.  Some mentioned the deterrent effect that they might have on would-be lawbreakers and/or the faster response to incidents that would be possible if it were no longer necessary to retreat to a safe distance and call in assistance from off campus police agencies.

“If a student, staff member or visitor to campus was confronted with a potentially violent situation (perhaps with an armed assailant), response time is critical.  Although UPD has an excellent working relationship with the Cortland City Police Department, waiting an extra minute or two for armed support from another police agency could prove to be disastrous” (faculty).
“. . . most incidents involving firearms happen too quickly to give the police officer a chance to retreat and I have yet to meet anyone who can out run a bullet.” (Former student and current police officer)


Impact of an armed UPD on campus climate

Colleges and universities are unique environments, predicated on trust and the peaceful exchange of ideas.  Some at SUNY Cortland fear that the presence of firearms on campus contradicts everything an institution of higher learning is supposed to be about.  For people who feel this way, guns are merely an expression of the cultural acceptance of violence in America.  Thus, they are part of the problem rather than a solution.  Responding to the observation that Cortland is one of only three SUNY campuses on which University Police do not carry lethal weapons, one faculty member said that is something of which we should be proud.  Others told us that

“. . . carrying guns creates a very strong aura of power and domination.  I am concerned that arming police will change their real and apparent function on the campus.  In the past, we called them public safety officers, and they wore brown uniforms instead of blue.  That name and uniform connoted helpers, protectors, and problem-solvers.  Guns and blue uniforms connote something very different — intimidation, dominance, authoritarianism, power” (faculty).
“Arming SUNY Cortland’s University Police will undoubtedly intimidate students from expressing their opinions.  A college campus is supposed to be open to all views.  Will students feel intimidated if they where [sic] holding a protest with University Police standing nearby with guns on their belts?” (student).


Again, advocates of a new arming policy told us that the “Ivory Tower” atmosphere of SUNY Cortland is an illusion, that the firearms are already present — in the wrong hands:

“If you look around the state, we see that a student was shot in Binghamton, a student or faculty.  There was a shooting incident in Albany, there was an armed robbery in Oswego just a couple of weeks ago, there was the melee at . . . Fairleigh Dickinson just a couple of weeks ago where students were armed.  We know that both students and visitors are well armed, much better armed than University Police” (faculty).
“. . . our campus is a very popular destination for other college students and other young people who like to come and party here in the community and on campus and attend our events and things like that. . .; we are not this sort of bucolic world campus isolated up on a hill either.  It may look that way, but there is really quite a few people who do come every weekend” (staff). 

These people see no reason to fear that the core functions of an institution like Cortland — teaching, learning, and scholarly research — would be compromised by facing this reality squarely.


Minority concerns

Another concern that arose during this Spring’s dialogs on arming related to the sensitive issues of race, ethnicity, and law enforcement.  SUNY Cortland has struggled over the years to attract a more diverse student body and faculty, a task made somewhat more difficult by the rural setting in which the College is located.  The Task Force was alerted to the fact that some minority students come from backgrounds in which law enforcement officers are not seen as allies.  Some believe that they have been racially profiled -- singled out for suspicion by police because of the color of their skin -- or have known others who have been profiled.  As a result of these experiences, they view police with suspicion, and all the more so when those police carry lethal weapons.  A portion of the African-American and Latino students who take part in the Multi-cultural Affairs Council expressed this sensitivity when members of the Task Force met with that group, and some faculty members expressed it as well.

“As SUNY Cortland strives to increase ethnic diversity, will those students (even if not the CONSCIOUS intent of security forces), be more likely to be (1) assumed to be carrying weapons and (2) shot even if only reaching for their ID?  One also needs to question if having armed police on campus will make it even more difficult for the Cortland campus to attract and retain those from marginalized groups” (faculty).

Opposition to arming the UPD is not universal among minority students, however.  Some feel that the University Police are more likely to have a more enlightened and sensitive approach to people of color, because of their training and experience, than city police or officers from the Sheriff’s Department.  Therefore, they believe anything that reduces the necessity of bringing outside law enforcement personnel onto campus works to the benefit rather than the detriment of African-American, Latino, or other under-represented people.  The Director of Cortland’s Educational Opportunity Program summed up both views for the Task Force:

“In the urban areas of the state, from which many of our ethnic minority students come, police agencies have been involved in too many cases where wrongful injury and death occurs.  Beyond that, the criminal justice system often conspires to give an imprimatur of acceptability to these incidents.  Given the foregoing, it is very understandable that some of our EOP students do not support UPD being armed.”
[On the other hand]“There is no substitute for a police agency knowing the community they protect.  UPD has a far closer connection to the people who live in the college community than does [the Cortland City Police Department].  Such a connection to the College imparts a ring of safety around the community that would be missing with CPD being called on to the campus to respond to an armed intruder.  UPD police officers are . . . fully engaged in daily life as it unfolds on a college campus, and they are much more experienced with persons of color than the local police force” (Director of Educational Opportunity Program).


Similarly, the following statement comes from a message to the Task Force from a student:

“I am a minority student from New York City. . . .  I know that there is a big concern for minority safety when it comes to arming UPD.  I would just like to say that I would feel thousand times more comfortable with UPD officers being armed than Cortland City Police.  UPD officers exude the greatest amount of professionalism and interest in the student body” (student). 


UPD morale, recruitment and retention

Several people asserted that the College’s refusal to arm the UPD represents a failure to acknowledge its officers as “real” police:

“Why do we deny [UPD officers] their equipment?  Do we deny a teacher their chalk, their textbooks?” (student).
“I believe the students would take the University Police a whole lot more seriously if they were issued handguns.  I feel as if the students laugh at the University Police, because they lack the power to carry a handgun, so the students have a mental perception that the University Police are not actual police officers.  If they were allowed to carry handguns, then I believe that the violators on the SUNY Cortland campus would think twice about committing an act that is against the rules” (student).

In a similar vein, concerns were shared with Task Force members about the impact of the current arming policy on the ability of Cortland’s UPD to attract quality personnel and to keep them on our force after making a substantial investment in their training.  For the most part this issue was addressed by UPD officers themselves and by Assistant Vice Chancellor Roger Johnson.

“If the arming of University Police should be turned down, many of our trained officers will transfer to other SUNY colleges that will allow them to utilize their skills to the fullest” (UPD officer)
“Unarmed SUNY campuses will become ‘training stations’ for new officers to go elsewhere.  No dedicated and educated police officer would want to work for an unarmed campus for their entire career.  So, the unarmed college will pay for their training and through the probation period.  At this time, many new officers will seek transfers elsewhere” (UPD officer).


General attitudes toward guns

Finally, it must be acknowledged that the role of firearms in our society is a “hot button issue,” and that people’s general attitudes about guns and gun control seem to influence opinions of UPD arming.   One of the attendees at the final campus meeting the Task Force sponsored, a retired Cortland faculty member, began by identifying herself as a long-time member of the National Rifle Association and made a statement that was as much an affirmation of the individual’s rights to own and use guns for self-defense as it was an endorsement of an armed UPD.  On the other hand, the Task Force also heard opinions that came from the other side of America’s great gun divide: 

“No guns.  Ever.  Not for any reason.  Guns serve a singular purpose, and that is:  kill.  You cannot protect people with instruments of violence . . .” (student).
”. . . arming the university police is unnecessary, politically unwise, and morally suspect.  I shudder to think of one of our students being shot and perhaps killed by the university police.  There are many ways to respond nonviolently to situations on campus that some think call for arming the police” (faculty).
III.  Evidence

In addition to assessing the opinions of groups at SUNY Cortland regarding the arming of the UPD, the Task Force was also charged with reviewing the literature and collecting other relevant information pertaining to the issue.  In order to proceed in a timely fashion, we began our work by examining material from other institutions that have faced a decision on arming and noting those pertinent questions that could be approached empirically.  Even before much input from our own campus was available, we began searching for evidence on those questions.  As noted previously, many of these issues turned out to be the bases of the opinions of Cortland’s own students, staff, and faculty.  Thus, we have also attempted to determine the validity of the many concerns that people on this campus have -- whether pro-arming, anti-arming, or undecided.

Unfortunately, we find that solid evidence is available for some but not all of the questions we set out to answer.  Moreover, it must be recognized that not all the beliefs and perceptions held by the campus community are matters that can be settled using empirical data.   Nonetheless, we can at least suggest answers to some of the issues of the debate.  This is the objective of the following section of the report.

A.  Evidence regarding the threat of criminal violence
1.  Do recent national and local crime statistics suggest increased danger of violent crime on campus?  
In broad terms, the answer appears to be no.  Nationwide, violent crime rates have been declining since the early 1990s.  With respect to crime on college campuses, a pioneering study  (Fisher et al. 1998, 697) noted that “College campuses do not appear to be ‘hot spots’ for predatory offenses -- places, as portrayed in the media, that are ‘armed camps’ and in which heinous crimes are a regular occurrence.  Still, campuses also are not ‘ivory towers’ that insulate students from the harsh realities of life.”  Recent national statistics support this conclusion.  College students nationwide are subject to about 526,000 violent crimes annually – i.e., rape/sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault and simple assault (defined as an attack without a weapon resulting in minor or no injury), with this last category accounting for 63% of all reported crimes.  But the rates for college students are lower than those for non-college students of the same age, and crime rates in all categories have declined.  The trend toward college campuses being safer than society at large is consistent with data on public schools (Spitzer 1999).

From 1995 to 2000, college enrollments nationwide stood at about 7.7 million in the 18-24 age range.  On average, college students were the victims of 68 violent crimes per 1000 persons per year, compared to 82 violent crimes per 1000 non-students of the same age group (18-24).  Annual victimization rates for serious violent crimes (rape, robbery, aggravated assault) were 25 per 1000 for college students, and 34 per 1000 for non-college age peers.  Also from 1995-2000, crime rates dropped in all categories in the United States.  Violent crimes affecting college students dropped 40%, compared to 44% among non-students of the same age.

Violent crimes against college students occur off campus 14 times more often than on campus.  Alcohol or drugs were reported to be a factor in 41% of crimes against college students.  Firearms were present in 9% of violent crimes, 7% of assaults, and 30% of robberies (Hart 2003).


There were 11 criminal homicides on college campuses in 1999, down from 23 in 1998 and 18 in 1997.  According to a report from the U.S. Department of Education (2001), the overall criminal homicide rate at postsecondary education institutions in 1999 was 0.07 per 100,000 enrolled students.  By comparison, the 1999 national criminal homicide rate was 5.7 per 100,000 persons overall, and 14.1 for persons aged 17-29.  

Consistent with national data, recent crime statistics from SUNY Cortland indicate no  clear upsurge in serious campus crime.  In fact, UPD crime statistics for recent years have generally fallen, with arrests declining from 197 in 2001 to 128 in 2003.  Declines have also been noted in most crime categories, as the following tables indicate.

Table 1:

Three Year Comparison

By Crime Category*
	
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Burglary
	15
	16
	6

	Criminal Mischief
	80
	55
	58

	Criminal Trespass
	8
	8
	4

	Disorderly Conduct
	50
	33
	24

	Drugs
	43
	37
	39

	False Reporting
	7
	7
	1

	Grand Larceny
	13
	9
	10

	Harassment
	25
	20
	14

	Petit Larceny
	80
	56
	61

	Weapons
	4
	10
	3


Table 2:

FBI Index Crimes Reported*

	
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Murder
	0
	0
	0

	Forcible Sex Offenses
	4
	3
	5

	Non-forcible Sex Offenses
	0
	0
	4

	Robbery
	0
	0
	0

	Aggravated Assault
	0
	0
	0

	Burglary 
	15
	16
	6

	Motor Vehicle Theft
	0
	0
	0


Table 3:

Non-violent Crimes*

	
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Liquor Law Violations
	118
	69
	56

	Drug Abuse Violations
	39
	30
	27

	Weapons Possession
	3
	1
	3

	Off Campus Affiliated Sites
	0
	0
	0


Table 4:

  Traffic Violations*

	
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Traffic Violations
	138
	206
	379

	Vehicle and Traffic Misdemeanors
	13
	15
	33

	DWI Misdemeanors
	3
	9
	3

	DWI Felony
	0
	0
	0


*SUNY Cortland Data


For the most part, these short-term trends mirror not only national crime statistics, but also those for the surrounding county and city as well.  Drug, alcohol and weapon arrests by law enforcement agencies in Cortland County did rise from 588 in 2001 to 672 in 2002, then fell to 568 during 2003.  Most of the fluctuation was due to changes in the number of arrests for drug possession (as opposed to sale) and alcohol offenses.  Drug sales arrests fell and dangerous weapons arrests rose modestly county-wide (Division of Criminal Justice Statistics, New York State 2004).

2.  Have weapons seizures increased on campus and in the surrounding community?

Several studies in the late 1990s reported that about 6-7% of college students reported carrying some kind of weapon onto campus.  A 1997 survey (Miller, Hemenway, and Wechsler 1999) focused specifically on gun-carrying by students on campus reported about 3.5% of respondents admitted having a working gun at college.
  Ownership rates were highest at public institutions in the South, West, and at those in rural areas.  Gun owners were more likely to be white males, and were more likely to report alcohol use.  Two-thirds of those who reported having guns lived off campus.  A comparable study conducted in 2001 (Miller, Hemenway, and Wechsler 2002) reported a rate of gun ownership by college students of 4.3%.

Possession of weapons on the Cortland campus is prohibited, but they are present nonetheless.  In 2001, four cases of weapons on the Cortland campus came to the attention of the University Police.  In 2002 that number increased to ten, then declined to three in 2003.  Most incidents thus far have involved knives, clubs, and pellet guns.  The danger of guns in the wrong hands at SUNY Cortland is nonetheless a concern, despite the relatively low number of arrests in recent years, because of the physical openness of its campus.  Many other institutions are surrounded by physical barriers such as fences or walls, and visitors must pass through a gate or checkpoint to gain entrance.  Of course, gates and checkpoints do not prevent arms from being brought onto college property, but Cortland lacks even these permeable barriers.  Graham Ave., 

Prospect Terrace, and other campus thoroughfares are essentially extensions of city streets, and there is nothing to prevent armed intruders from entering.


In summary, while local and national crime data fail to support the perception of some in the campus community that violence is reaching crisis proportions at this and other colleges, they do not necessarily contradict the assertion that University Police Departments should be equipped with firearms.  What is true of the stock market is equally true of crime:  past performance is no guarantee of future results.  Opponents of arming the UPD are correct in asserting that our crime statistics and trends do not by themselves suggest a looming crisis.  However, advocates of arming are also correct when they suggest that SUNY Cortland, and most other colleges and universities, have simply been fortunate so far.  The actual use of even a single weapon by a student or a visitor to our campus could indeed have tragic results. 

3.  Evidence concerning potentially violent street gang activity in the Cortland area.
In spite of overall declines in violent crime in America since the 1990s, violent street gangs continue to be a source of concern.  Street gangs have changed in important ways since the 1980s.  For one thing, they are no longer comprised exclusively of juveniles; declining opportunities in the legitimate labor market for people with little education, combined with the promise of lucrative profits from drug distribution and other criminal activities, have led many gang members to remain involved well into adulthood.  Additionally, the lucrative nature of the   drug distribution activities that some of these gangs are involved in have led some of them to acquire and use lethal weapons to defend those activities.  

Still another development in the phenomenon of gangs is that they are no longer confined to particular neighborhoods in large metropolitan areas.  Nationally, some gangs are known to have “migrated” to smaller cities and to have established networks of interrelated chapters, and evidence that major street gangs have moved into Cortland from other cities has been made available to the Task Force. A member of the Cortland County Law Enforcement Interagency Network reported to the Task Force that elements of the Bloods, a loosely federated gang originally based in Southern California, have established themselves in the City and County of Cortland.  This officer also corroborated local police reports that individuals associated with Syracuse-based Crew for Life and Boot Camp gangs have also established a presence in Cortland.  These groups are reportedly beginning to dominate the local market in illicit drugs and have been known to carry firearms.  Information is still rather sketchy, and the Task Force has not been able to weigh concrete, non-anecdotal evidence regarding these gangs.  Nonetheless, local law enforcement agencies are convinced that they are operating locally and that on at least one occasion the Cortland UPD has encountered a member of one of these gangs during a campus traffic stop.  If true, these developments represent a serious concern for the UPD; not only is there a high likelihood that members of these gangs are armed and dangerous, but they might be drawn to campus to exploit the drug market that college students represent.

4.   How often are off-campus police called to campus?  What is the average response time, and how much would response time be reduced if our UPD were armed?
According to UPD statistics, assistance from external law enforcement agencies (City of Cortland Police Department, Cortland County Sheriff’s Department, New York State Police) was requested 69 times between 1999 and 2003.  Many of those requests were for matters that did not involve the threat of violence, such as assistance in locating vehicles involved in traffic misdemeanors.  At the other extreme, however, the list included the following incidents:

· A hostage held at knifepoint in Randall Hall

· A large fight in progress near Memorial Library

· The assault of an officer by three individuals at West Campus

· A domestic dispute at West Campus in which a male threatened a female with a piece of broken glass

On other occasions, outside agencies have requested the UPD’s assistance.  These incidents included the following:

· A suicidal female on Prospect Terrace who was combative and reported to have a weapon 

· Two males who brandished a Glock handgun at a party on Groton Ave., then fled to campus

· A rape in progress on West Court Street

· Suspects in a Dryden armed robbery who fled north on Route 281 and were seen passing the West Campus Apartments

Requests for external police assistance to campus locations from the campus’ eastern edge (bordered by Stevenson St. and Graham Ave.) at one end to the Park Center building at the other are directed to the Cortland City Police.  The geographical area of jurisdiction of the Cortland City Police ends on the west side of the Park Center.  Requests for assistance to points west of the Park Center (the Stadium, Service Group, Central Receiving, and the West Campus Apartment complex off of Route 281) are directed either to the County Sheriff’s Department or the State Police, whose geographical areas of jurisdiction encompass this tract.  The amount of time required by Police or Sheriff’s Department officers to respond depends upon whether officers are already occupied with other duties at the time, and on their physical proximity to campus.  If officers from these departments are available, they may be able to reach the scene in three to ten minutes.  If all officers from the outside agencies are busy with their own calls and unable to free up a patrol, there may be a longer delay.  

B.  Evidence regarding the impact of arming on campus security
1.  Evidence of a crime-suppressing impacts of armed UPDs  


As we have seen, opinions differ regarding the impact that an armed UPD would have for security on our campus.  Some take it as common sense that firearms-equipped officers would have a deterrent effect on would-be assailants.  Others assume that security would be unchanged or even diminished.  Unfortunately, clear evidence regarding the deterrent effect of nearly any particular criminal justice measure (e.g., larger police forces, mandatory minimum prison sentences, death sentences) has been extraordinarily difficult for criminologists to find.  Not surprisingly, then, the Task Force has not been able to collect compelling empirical evidence that an armed UPD would or would not make students, faculty, staff, or even UPD officers themselves safer.  Victimization rates at unarmed SUNY campuses do not appear to differ in important ways from those of armed campuses in similar settings (see Appendix, Tables 5 through 8).  To our knowledge, however, no methodologically-adequate research has been conducted to compare the victimization rates of armed vs. unarmed campuses nationwide.  Such comparisons are difficult because college campuses have rather uniformly low crime rates, and because numerous factors other than arming undoubtedly explain much of the limited variation.  For instance, studies have found that patterns of student victimization are most directly affected by levels of risky behaviors such as recreational drug and alcohol use in conjunction with nighttime partying, campus crime prevention seminars, UPD foot patrols, escort programs, and dormitory security arrangements (Bromley 1995: 132; Fisher et al. 1998, 703).   

Less compelling than independent evidence, but nevertheless useful, are the perceptions of officials at armed-UPD campuses regarding the impact of the change.  In the Bratton survey, over half of the 14 UPD officials at armed campuses who responded to inquiries indicated that there had been no clear change in safety levels since arming had occurred.  About a quarter of the UPD officials believed that crime had decreased following arming, and one campus responded that an increase had occurred.  The remainder responded that they lacked the data to answer the question (Bratton Report, p. 35).

In general, it is impossible to draw valid conclusions regarding the likely deterrent effect that an armed UPD might have.  Indeed, if many potential perpetrators mistakenly assume that Cortland’s officers are already armed, as some have suggested, then a deterrent effect may already be occurring.  

2.  Evidence that UPD arming leads to an "arms race"

What about the possibility that arming the UPD would have lead to the opposite of deterrence?  Some on our campus, as on other campuses that have considered this policy change, fear that the firearms carried by our officers would only make criminals more likely to arm themselves.  


As with the deterrence issue, it is not possible to state conclusively how valid is the concern over a post-arming “arms race.”  Recent SUNY crime data would not appear to support it (see Table 8, Appendix), and we encountered no evidence in the literature along these lines. 

4.   Evidence of impact of arming on subjective sense of security

While there is no evidence that campuses with armed police are safer than those that are not, a separate issue is the subjective feeling of increased security that the presence of armed officers might produce.  A definitive answer to this question would be immensely valuable.  But it would require a carefully designed opinion survey of a large sample of armed and unarmed campuses.  Not only is this Task Force unable to conduct such a survey, but no such survey has been conducted by anyone to our knowledge.  Among the questions that the Bratton group asked of the UPD/Public Safety officials on the campuses it surveyed was the following:

If the campus police are armed, have there been any positive incidents since arming?  Please check all that may apply

· Crimes thwarted

· Greater sense of security on campus

· More positive attitude among officers

· Positive feedback

· Other

According to the report, “nearly every responding armed campus indicated that arming campus police led to ‘a greater sense of security on campus’” (Bratton Report, p. 35).   Unfortunately, this question only measures the perceptions of the UPD officials on the 14 armed campuses that responded to the survey, not the perceptions of the students, faculty, and staff of those campuses, and therefore may or may not reflect accurately the impact on the subjective well-being at those institutions.  Based upon the comments we received, it can clearly be said that many people at SUNY Cortland would feel more secure with an armed UPD, and that at least a few would feel less so.  We lack the sort of evidence from other campuses that we need to predict the impact at Cortland.

4.  On armed campuses, how often do police draw their weapons?
If SUNY Cortland’s president elected to authorize University Police officers to carry firearms, how likely is it that those firearms would actually be drawn?  The answer to this question ultimately depends upon unpredictable events, but the Task Force thought it useful to determine what has happened at institutions that have adopted this policy.  Surprisingly, we found that systematic data on firearm deployment is not collected by SUNY.  UPD officials at Binghamton, the University at Buffalo, Oneonta, and Oswego campuses each told us that guns have been drawn on no more than five occasions over the past several years.  SUNY Brockport’s department does not keep records on firearm deployment, but assured us that this had happened “infrequently.”

5.    Risk of accidental shootings by armed campus police  

The accidental shooting of innocent civilians is perhaps the most frequently mentioned concern of opponents of arming the UPD at Cortland and other institutions for which we have information.  Accidental shootings could be of three types:  1) the injury or death of a bystander caused by a stray bullet from the gun of an officer who was firing at an armed suspect, 2) the injury or death of an innocent person mistaken for a dangerous suspect, or 3) an injury or death caused by the accidental discharge of a police officer’s weapon in a non-criminal situation. 

Guns are inherently dangerous, and concern over accidents is not irrational.  Accidental or unjustified shootings by police officers, however infrequent they may be, nonetheless receive a great deal of press attention.  An extreme example is the case of Amadou Diallo, who was shot 19 times by 41 shots fired by four New York City police officers in 1999.  According to a study of police shootings in major cities in the mid-1990s, more than half of the bullets fired by police miss their targets because of the limited accuracy of handguns (relative to rifles) and the stress that accompanies use of force in real life situations (McAndrew 1996).  While accidental shootings by members of armed UPDs are rare, they are not unknown.  

So far as we have been able to determine, however, there have been no accidental shootings by University Police in SUNY’s history.  Moreover, among the chiefs of the 14 armed departments who responded to the Bratton survey there was only one report of a firearms mishap of any kind -- an accidental discharge of a weapon that caused no injuries.  Of course, the infrequency of accidental shootings must be interpreted in the same manner as the low violent crime rates on college campuses cited above -- the future is not always like the past, and we cannot be absolutely certain that an accidental shooting might not occur at Cortland.  On the other hand, current UPD training is designed to minimize this danger (see University Police Manual of Rules and Regulations, General Order – “Use of Physical Force/Deadly Physical Force and Firearms”).  Moreover, if authorized to arm, the UPD is prepared to equip each of its Glock handguns with the LaserMax handgun laser sight.  Much like a laser pointer used in classrooms, this device projects a visible red dot precisely on the point at which a fired bullet would strike.  While it does not eliminate the risk of misdirected shots, it would seem to reduce it.  It has also been suggested that the device might even make a shot unnecessary, owing to the realization by a suspect that he/she is already in the “crosshairs” of a police weapon.

6.   Risk of campus police losing control of their weapons during incidents
Also mentioned on this and other campuses is the fear that an officer might have a weapon taken from him/her during a struggle, and that that weapon might be used to shoot either the officer or a bystander.  Again, this fear is not totally without merit.  Nationwide, 46 (or 7.2%) of the 636 police officers who were killed in the line of duty between 1993 and 2002 were killed with their own guns.  In all, assailants stole service weapons from 97 officers during that time period (FBI 2003, 6).

On the other hand, the officers of Cortland’s UPD are highly trained in the carrying and use of firearms, including techniques for maintaining control of their weapons at all costs.  In addition, the holsters that will be used by UPD in the event of a new firearms policy are specifically designed to foil attempts by perpetrators to strip officers of their guns while holstered.  Like the laser sights described above, these holsters were demonstrated to the members of the Task Force on May 13.  They employ several safety features, including trigger locks, that make it virtually impossible to seize a weapon out of the holster from behind (the officer’s most vulnerable position in a struggle).  Task Force members were satisfied that this equipment reduces the danger of UPD officers losing control of a handgun. 

7.  Risk of suicide on armed UPDs
It is widely believed that police officers have unusually high suicide rates, due to the stress of the profession and the ready availability of lethal weapons.  Nationally, law enforcement officers do commit suicide more frequently than does the general population, but at a rate lower than white males aged 25-55 (often taken as an appropriate comparison group) (Aamodt and Stalnaker 2001).  Thus, the suicide danger may be exaggerated.  Respondents to the Bratton survey reported no suicides or attempted suicides in any of their departments (2002:35).  We have no information on suicide rates among SUNY UPDs.

The impact of arming on suicide risk is probably negligible in any case.  Nearly all of the officers currently on SUNY Cortland’s force already own their own firearms, making it unlikely that a change in the arming policy would significantly affect the risk of a suicide.  That is, any suicidal officer on our UPD already has the equipment to take his or her own life.

8.  Evidence regarding the impact of Cortland’s unarmed UPD on student recruitment

It is occasionally suggested that SUNY Cortland’s status as one of only three SUNY institutions with unarmed UPDs puts it in an unfavorable position to recruit students.  That is, students and their parents may decide that ours is an unsafe campus because its police are not equipped with firearms, and thus choose to attend college elsewhere.  The only available evidence on this matter is anecdotal and mixed.  The Admission Office, when asked about this matter, informed the Task Force that the current policy has had no measurable impact on recruitment.  Parents do ask about campus safety during recruitment and orientation events, but rarely do their questions go as far as the equipment carried by the University Police.  The Director of Residential Services, on the other hand, told us that the matter does come up in the course of discussions and role-plays on campus safety during orientation.  Whatever the level of concern, recent enrollment trends at SUNY Cortland seem to suggest that our overall enrollment targets are not being affected by current policy.

C.  Likely impact of arming on campus climate

The Task Force has been unable to locate solid factual evidence regarding the likely impact of arming Cortland’s University Police officers on the climate of trust and civility on our campus.  As the preceding section of this report indicates, some faculty and students fear that the impact would be negative.  The Bratton Group’s survey of campus police officials at armed departments reveals no pattern of ongoing controversy or diminished trust.  Similarly, both Assistant Vice Chancellor Johnson and SUNY Oswego Chief Larry Jerritt reported that on SUNY campuses that have armed, controversy disappeared quickly and the adjustment to the new policy has been smooth.  These are all the impressions of persons who favor arming in the first place, of course.  We have no independent data that either confirms or contradicts these impressions.

D.  Evidence regarding minority concerns
7.   Evidence of minority student misgivings about armed campus police.

Without question, a segment of SUNY Cortland’s minority student body is uncomfortable with the prospect of UPD officers carrying firearms on their routine rounds.  Discriminatory treatment, racial profiling, and even unjustified killings of African-Americans and Latinos by American law enforcement personnel have indeed been well-documented occurrences in this country, although not on our campus itself.  Still, the history of police abuses is a part of what many students of color live with.  

These concerns were first expressed to the Task Force in a letter from the Educational Opportunity Program Student Executive Board to Keith Smith, EOP Director.  The letter reported that a majority of the members of the Board were opposed to arming the UPD, with two in favor and one abstaining.  Those who opposed arming based their view on some of the same concerns (i.e., the risk of accidents, the perceived lack of evidence for the need for policy change, and damage to the climate on campus) that other opponents have expressed.  The Task Force also held an hour-long meeting with members of the Multicultural Affairs Council, which is composed of relatively active and involved students of color.  Participants in that meeting engaged in lively debate about the sensitivities of ethnic students, their personal experiences with white police, the problem of racial profiling, and the like.  A straw poll taken by the students at the end of the meeting revealed that opponents of arming outnumbered proponents.

2.  Are officers better trained  to deal sensitively and effectively with multicultural issues on campus than off-campus police?


Not all minority students and faculty see an armed UPD as threatening.  Some students at the MAC meeting referred to the excellent relationship they have with particular campus police officers, and some argued that Cortland’s campus police are in fact less likely to abuse their authority and to misuse lethal weapons than non-college law enforcement personnel in this rural and largely white region of upstate New York.  While it may be impossible to settle this issue conclusively, it is clearly true that University Police receive diversity training that equals and probably exceeds that received by other local agencies.  Until 2001, the UPD had its own basic police academy, which included diversity training.  The UPD academy was closed in 2001 for financial reasons, and all officers now attend regional basic academies.  However, Cortland’s UPD has augmented basic academy diversity training with supplemental training and is highly involved with campus groups such as the Center for Multicultural and Gender Studies, Cortland Against All Rape (CAAR), and the EOP Summer Institute Program.  In addition, the department has a liaison with the Black Student Union and La Familia Latina.  

Nearly a third of the police officials at armed campuses who responded to the Bratton survey, and a fifth of the officials at unarmed campuses, acknowledged that racial profiling had been or still is a problem at their schools.  None, however, believed that arming had made matters worse.  Locally, Chief Steven Dangler reports having received no complaints about racial profiling or insensitivity for many years.  Given the emphasis placed on increasing ethnic representation in city police forces around the country as one way to improve police relations with urban ethnic populations, a similar strategy would surely be useful on our campus as well.  However, the effort by Cortland’s UPD to recruit minority officers to the currently all-white force is hamstrung by the rules of the civil service system that govern hiring procedures, as these procedures severely limit local discretion.  In any case, the Task Force has no data suggesting that arming the UPD would in fact exacerbate tensions with on-campus minorities, and some reasons (existing diversity training and experience) to predict that reduced reliance on off-campus agencies might actually alleviate some of their fears.

E.  Evidence regarding UPD morale, recruitment, and retention
Every college or university wants to have the most qualified personnel in its employ.  Does current policy detract from SUNY Cortland's efforts to attract and retain highly qualified UPD officers?  Clearly, University Police on this campus and others, as well as Assistant Vice Chancellor Johnson, believe that it does.  Detailed records on these matters are not kept either locally or in Albany.  Nonetheless, Chief Danger believes that some applicants for positions on our UPD have declined the offer of interviews with SUNY Cortland upon learning that officers here do not carry firearms.  Moreover, arming is believed to have been an issue (though not necessarily the only issue or the primary one) in 21 of the 37 resignations from the force that occurred from 1981 to the present.  

IV.  Conclusion:  Policy options, and associated advantages and disadvantages

The final element of the President’s charge to the Task Force is the identification of the advantages and disadvantages of arming the UPD.   The two most obvious options available to the president are the continuation of the current policy, under which officers do not carry firearms during routine duties and must secure the president’s authorization to deploy guns in emergencies, and “full arming” – i.e., authorizing officers to begin carrying firearms while on duty.  

There are, however, other options.  One alternative is some form of limited arming.  For example, some institutions have authorized their UPD to carry weapons on late-night shifts and/or while performing particular duties like money transfers, sometimes with weapons secured in patrol cars in case of emergencies.  In other cases, designated personnel (for example, supervisors and investigators) have been authorized to carry firearms, while other officers carry only batons and pepper spray.
  Limited arming could be approached as a “permanent” policy, like the existing model or full arming.  On the other hand, it could be utilized as a transitional model, with adoption of full arming following a favorable assessment at some later date (e.g., one year).

Another alternative to either the current policy or full arming with firearms is the expanded use of “less-lethal” weaponry beyond the expandable batons and pepper spray that officers currently carry. Police in some cities have begun carrying Taser stun guns, which look like pistols but disable their targets with a jolt of electricity,
 beanbag munitions, optical laser “dazzlers” and other devices.

In this concluding section, the advantages and disadvantages of each option are briefly presented.  In order to fulfill our charge, we have tried to avoid exhaustive lists of every conceivable argument for or against particular arming policies.  Rather, we have tried to reach some consensus as to the major pros and cons of each option, and to base our choices, as much as possible, on available evidence rather than mere plausibility.

Option #1:  Retention of current policy
Advantages:  

· SUNY Cortland’s current policy eliminates the risk of accidental shootings by University Police, along with associated liability issues.

· Cortland UPD’s widely-praised past record of performance as a non-gun-armed force supports this as a continued practice.

Disadvantages:  

· SUNY Cortland’s current existing policy increases the chances that UPD officers might be injured or killed by an armed adversary they are not equipped to disable.  

· Reliance on off-campus assistance in emergencies involving weapons, which delays response time by even a few critical minutes, increases the risk that a student, faculty, or staff member could be injured or killed by an armed assailant.

· Reliance on off-campus assistance cedes control of emergencies to officers who are less familiar with college buildings and grounds, less knowledgeable of the campus culture, and less experienced in dealing effectively with minority students, than the college’s own officers.

· The existing policy appears to make recruitment and retention of qualified UPD officers more difficult. 

Option #2:  Full arming of UPD



Many of the major advantages and disadvantages of full arming are the inverse of the advantages and disadvantages of current policy. 

Advantages

· Full arming would reduce the likelihood of the injury or death of a University Police officer at the hands of an armed lawbreaker.

· Full arming would allow University Police officers who encounter a violent crime or weapon at any time of the day or night to take immediate action rather than disengaging and waiting for assistance to arrive.  

· Since UPD patrols have keys to all buildings, they have quicker access to those buildings.  Outside agencies do not have keys, so response to emergencies during evening hours is delayed.

· Many in the college community would feel more secure with an armed UPD.

Disadvantages

· The risk of the accidental shooting of a student, faculty member or staff employee, while remote, is nevertheless raised.

· Some people at SUNY Cortland are very uncomfortable at the prospect of armed officers on campus.  Misgivings appear to be most common among faculty members and minority students.

Option #3:  Limited arming of UPD

Advantages

· If implemented on a trial or phase-in basis, limited arming might allow for a gradual adjustment to the presence of armed University Police by those who have concerns or misgivings.  Moreover, it would express respect for the concerns of persons who spoke in opposition to arming and avoid the appearance of “winners” and “losers.”

· Various types of limited arming would allow the administration to identify potential problems or necessary adjustments, if any, that are unique to the SUNY Cortland environment, and make necessary adjustments before full arming is considered.

· Like full arming, late-shift arming would reduce response time during the evening hours significantly, particularly after campus buildings are locked and inaccessible to off-campus police.   

· While threats to officer safety occur at all times of the day or night, they appear to be most frequent during the night shift.  Thus, late-shift arming would increase the safety of officers above current policy.

Disadvantages

· The emergencies that an armed UPD is better equipped to resolve do not occur only in the evening (for example, when money is being transported).  At other times and under other circumstances, any disadvantages of an unarmed UP would continue to exist. 

· The University Police on our campus and at the Albany headquarters oppose limited arming.  According to Associate Vice Chancellor Roger Johnson, limited arming policies typically evolve into full arming after a short time period.

Option #4:  Enhanced provision of “less-lethal weapons”
Advantages

· Equipping University Police with enhanced less lethal weapons – Taser stun guns, in all likelihood – might enhance officer safety beyond its current level.

· If revised policy allowed University Police to take immediate action in emergencies involving armed suspects, reductions in response times would enhance the safety of students, faculty and staff above their current levels.

Disadvantages

· Although definitive evidence does not yet exist, enhanced less lethal weapons would probably not enhance officer safety as much as firearms.

· If a revised policy still required UPD officers to avoid confronting armed suspects and to wait for off-campus police assistance, there would be no reduction in response time and no resulting enhancement of student, faculty and staff safety.

· On the other hand, if a revised policy allowed Taser-equipped officers to confront armed suspects, their only defense would be a device that has major limitations: e.g., a 21-foot range; the capability to be fired only once, even if the officer misses or if (s)he is faced with multiple assailants; the possibility that the weapon’s electric barb might fail to penetrate thick winter garments.  Thus, arming UPD officers with such weapons alone might place them in greater danger than existing policy does.

· To the extent that arming policy is a sensitive issue with respect to the professional dignity of UPD officers, expanding the arsenal of less lethal weapons would not significantly reduce recruitment and retention problems.

Additional considerations
Liability Issues.  Three liability issues may arise in connection with UPD arming: 1) lawsuits brought by a UPD officer because of some risk associated with the job that cannot be properly met without firearms; 2) lawsuits arising from one or more college community members who are harmed on a campus where officers were not armed and thus unable to prevent their injury; and 3) lawsuits arising from harm caused by armed UP officers against members of the college community, and where such use of firearms occurs in a manner whose justifiability is questioned.  Annio Corsi, legal counsel for Council 82, knows of no liability cases of the first two types having been brought in court.  Ball State University is being sued for $100 million dollars by the parents of a student who was shot and killed in late 2003 by a reportedly inadequately-trained campus police officer
 (“Family of Student” 2004).  The potential for liability actions in any of these categories is apparently remote, however.
Internal and/or external review requirements.   According to the Bratton Report (2002, p. 35), “More than ninety percent of the armed campus police forces responding to the survey require an internal review both when an officer withdraws and when an officer discharges a weapon.”  Should the College adopt a new arming policy, it would make sense to insure that data be maintained on instances (if any) when officers 1) draw, 2) point, and 3) discharge their weapons.  The UPD has already developed a new “Subject Management Report” (See Appendix) that it intends to introduce regardless of the decision on arming.  This form would be useful in collecting data and conducting reviews of firearm deployment.

“Shoot/Don’t Shoot” training.  “Shoot/Don’t Shoot” is a form of firearms training that is widely used by police departments nationwide.  Briefly, it involves the use of computer simulations of law enforcement scenarios in which the officer must make split-second decisions to fire or not fire.  This form of training, which is designed to reduce the likelihood of accidental shootings, is available at low cost at SUNY Oneonta.  The UPD is interested in taking advantage of this training even if the existing policy continues in effect.

Complaint procedures.  In an effort to allay possible concerns among those with doubts about an arming policy, and to build on its already good relations with the campus community as a whole, the UPD should expand and more widely publicize the procedures for filing complaints against UPD officers (see current complaint reporting form, Appendix).  The procedures might be posted on the college web page, included in printed publications, and announced through e-mail communications.  Such a measure would be valuable to UPD-community relations even if the campus arming policy is not changed.
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� President Taylor’s decision was based upon his belief that firearms were not necessary for safety on the Cortland campus due to the excellent relationship that existed between Cortland’s UPD and the campus community. He felt that the introduction of deadly weapons would damage that relationship, and increase the risk of both accidental shootings and officer suicides.  Sources:  memorandum, Judson H. Taylor to Peter Lalla, Public Safety Officers, and Raymond Franco, December 23, 1998; memorandum, Judson H. Taylor to Chauncey Bennett, February 19, 1999; memorandum, Judson H. Taylor to Membership of N.Y.S.C.O.P.B.A., July 3, 2001.


� The other two SUNY units with unarmed UPDs are SUNY Geneseo and the College of Optometry.


� It should be born in mind that the possession of guns on campus is not prohibited at all institutions of higher education.  Some colleges and universities, particularly in Southern and Western states, allow students to keep firearms that have been registered with institutional authorities (Alliance for Justice 2003). 


� Various limited-arming schemes have been used at a number of institutions, often as a transition from unarmed to fully armed UPDs.  Such cases that the Task Force is aware of are SUNY Colleges at Brockport and Buffalo, SUNY College of Environmental Science and Forestry, Evergreen State College (Washington State) and the University at Albany.  Limited arming was also proposed at Plymouth State University in 2000 and Montclair State University in 2000, although we are not aware of the outcome of those proposals.


� Tasers can be fired from a distance of 21 feet.  They fire two probes at the end of an electric cable, and transmit 50,000 volt shocks that cause temporary immobility on the part of the target. According to the Bratton Report (p. 44), they cost about $400 apiece in 2002.  Taser stun guns have been adopted as adjuncts to firearms by police departments in more than 4,000 other towns and cities, including Miami, Phoenix, and Seattle, often in the aftermath of public complaints about police shootings.  Shootings by police have fallen in many of those cities, but there have also been charges that Tasers have on occasion been used to abuse suspects already in custody (Kershaw 2004).  The University of Iowa (Iowa City) issued Tasers to their UP in 2002.


� A grand jury refused to indict the officer on criminal charges.






