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Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am here to express the Ohio Association
of Chiefs of Police’s opposition to Sub. H. B. No. 48. The Association opposes the provisions which
allow the carrying of concealed weapons into places where they are currently prohibited and the
reduction of penalties for carrying onto to a college campus, a prohibited place.

1. Police Agencies: Proponents call police agencies and other restricted areas “victim zones”
because they consider them to be unsafe because they cannot carrying their gun there. During the
129" General Assembly when proponents were advocating for S. B. No. 17 they called restaurants
and pubs “killing zones” because they could not carry their weapon into places that served alcohol.
Does anyone really believe that a police agency is a “victim zone” or a restaurant a “killing zone™?

Why should police put themselves at risk from those who arrive at a police station with no
intention to do harm, but who, for whatever reason, become angry over some issue and have on them
the means to do harm? Again, this is a place where emotions can run high and anger can heighten
quickly.

2. Institutions of Higher Learning: The Association has major concerns with section
2923.12(F)(3) (lines 188-194). The way we interpret this provision, if a person, including a student
or faculty member, is arrested for carrying without a CCW license actually on him and the arrest
takes place on a college or university campus—a prohibited place, the person has committed two
offenses—failure to carry a CCW license which was valid at the time of the arrest and carrying in a
probibited place in violation of Section 2923.126(B). Under current law the penalty for not having
the Heénse with him at the time of the arrest is a minor misdemeanor if the offender was not in a
prohibited place (Section 2923.12(F)(2)(a)-lines 161-169). The penalty for carrying in a prohibited
place is revocation of the CCW license pursuant to Section 2923.128(B)(1)(e). ‘Under the bill, for
these two violations, the penalty would be a minor misdemeanor if the person produces a CCW
license within 10 days. Itshould be stressed that this provision does not state that the license that
is to be produced is a license that was valid at the time of the arrest. If the offender did not have a
CCW license at the time of the offense, but can somehow obtain one in 10 days, the penalty is still
a minor misdemeanor. Either way, the reduction of the penalties to this extraordinary degree is
clearly excessive and does not provide much of a deterrent to prevent persons from carrying a
handgun on campus. For a minor misdemeanor, the court may impose a fine of up to $150 but may
not sentence the offender to ajail term. Under current law, a violation for carrying concealed without
a license is a {irst degree misdemeanor for which the offender can be jailed for up to 180 days and
fined up to $1,000 or both. (Sec. 2929.24). If the weapon is loaded, the offense is a felony of the
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fourth degree. (Sec.2923.12(F)1).

In short, for a licensee who carries onto a college or university campus, a prohibited place,
the penalty goes from revocation of the license to a minor misdemeanor.

The Association believes that concealed handguns should not be permitted on college and
university campuses. Ina poll of 1,649 students surveyed at 15 public colleges in the Midwest, 78%
do not support the carrying of handguns on campus by students or faculty. Kent State University,
the University of Toledo, and Miami University were among the universities that participated in the
survey, In addition, the same percentage said they would not obtain a license to carry a handgun
on campus even if it were legal.

With this provision, it appears that attempts are consistently being made to inch closer to
allowing students and faculty to have guns on college and university campuses despite consistent
opposition including opposition from chiefs of police of college and university police departments.

3. The Association is also opposed to the other provisions of the bill that would allow the carrying
into the other prohibited places. Proponents contend that these restrictions violate their Second
Amendment rights—the Association does not agree, [fthese provision did violate Second Amendment
rights, proponents would not have agreed to them in the first place. Secondly, if they do violate
Second Amendment rights, proponents would have been in court contesting them by now.

In closing, the Association would like to stress that it is not an anti-gun association—chiefs
of police carry weapons every day.



