TO: Senate Government Oversight and Reform Committee
FROM: Angelina Vega, J.D. Candidate — 2017, The Ohio State University Moritz College of Law
DATE: November 30, 2016

RE: House Bill 48

To Chairman Coley, Vice Chair Seitz, Ranking Member Yuko, and members of the Senate Government
Oversight and Reform Committee, my name is Angelina Vega, and I am a current student at The Ohio State
University Moritz College of Law. I am a former police officer at the University of Texas — San Antonio and
a veteran of the United States Coast Guard where I served as a Gunner’s Mate. As a Gunner’s Mate, I was
responsible for the weapons programs at two USCG stations and a cutter. I also trained over fifty personnel in
the proper handling of weapons and ammunition. In both my prior careers, I received extensive training and
education concerning small arms and ammunition. I also presently have my license to carry a concealed
handgun. I appear to present opponent testimony against House Bill 48.

As a former police officer, Gunner’s Mate, and current CCW license holder, I vehemently and adamantly
oppose HB 48.

Although HB 48 may make its supporters feel safer when attacks like the one on Monday at OSU occur, this
bill terrifies me. Should this bill pass, I would be concerned that during an attack or active shooter situation, I
could be shot by a well-meaning vigilante in addition to the threat committing the attack. Instead of the threat
only consisting of the attacker(s), it would also include the well-meaning vigilante with a gun.

In my experience, most people lack the necessary training and experience to effectively stop a threat using a
handgun. Attacks and active shooter situations are extremely stressful and should be confronted by police
officers who have trained extensively in marksmanship and the proper use of firearms. A police officer engaged
in stopping an active threat during a crisis should not be concerned with a civilian who may or may not have
the skill to make an accurate shot against a threat. The police officer should not have to worry about whether
she will be shot in the back by a civilian who lacks the needed skill to be accurate, but still decides to take on
a threat.

I was inside Drinko Hall at OSU on Monday when I received the emergency text notifying me of what was
thought at the time to be an active shooter situation. I admit that while I was sitting in a small office by myself
with the lights off and contemplating who in my family I should text “I love you” to in case I was killed, my
first thought was that I wish I had my handgun. Let me clarify: as an extremely well-trained, experienced
firearms user, 1 wished I had my handgun to stop a threat and protect my classmates. I have the necessary
training and experience, but most people do not. I understand that if I aim my handgun at a threat, I must make
sure to smoothly squeeze the trigger instead of pulling it back like in the movies or else my shots will go low
to the left and innocent people will be hurt. I understand that if [ engage a threat, I must aim for center mass to
stop the threat and not an arm or a leg to disable a threat because those types of shots are more difficult in even
non-stressful situations. Police officers know this. Military members who trained extensively with firearms
also know this. Most of the general, untrained, gun-owning public does not.

I understand that people are afraid because an attack occurred in our backyard, but there are other ways to
improve safety and security in Ohio — continuing to improve our public mental health system or stopping
firearms from getting into the hands of people who intend to do harm. HB 48 does not improve the safety and
security of Ohioans, and I urge you to reject this unnecessary legislation.

Thank you for allowing me to provide testimony today.



