Background:  At their September 2007 Retreat, the Board of Trustees authorized the creation of an Ad hoc Task Force to review and make recommendations to the Board on the issues related to arming campus Public Safety Officers by providing a sense of the campus.  The creation of the Task Force was in response to a written proposal submitted by the Public Safety Office as a component of a broader strategy to upgrade security on campus in the wake of the tragedy at Virginia Tech.

The Task Force is comprised of Dave Myers, Chief of Staff for the President; Wayne Bromfield, University General Counsel; Susan Hopp, Dean of Students; Paul McGuire, Professor of Mathematics and Dave Surgala, Senior Vice President for Finance and Administration.  The Task Force asked the Bucknell Student Government to establish an advisory group of students and asked the campus Committee on Complementary Activities to work with the Task Force.  Thus far the task force has held one joint meeting where Chief Jason Friedberg presented his case for arming security, a campus wide open forum on the issue and two other meetings.  The Student Advisory Group has held several meetings and a student only forum.  Given the sensitive and controversial nature of the question and the complexities of the issues attendant to it, all three groups feel that they have had limited time to debate all of the nuances of the issue.
This is certainly not the first time that the issue of arming Public Safety has been raised.  The most recent occurrence was in 2004, in the wake of an external review of the agency, during which the issue of arming was raised.  At that time, the campus Committee on Complementary Activities approved the following motion:

“Given the relatively small number of cases that appear to justify the use of firearms in the administration of duties by Public Safety Officers, and given that the appointment of a new police chief in Lewisburg suggests that the time is ripe for closer cooperation with local police—which may obviate the need for Public Safety Officers to address the most dangerous situations themselves—CCA recommends that Public Safety Officers not be armed for the 2005-2006 academic year.  In that upcoming year, the pattern of needs (on the part of Public Safety Officers as well as other persons and groups on campus) and the pattern of cooperation with local police departments should be studied and evaluated. In addition, if there is a decision to arm, after 2005-06, in addition to considering handguns, thought should be given to less lethal forms of arming (e.g., tazers, pepper spray, etc.)”
Arguments for Arming Public Safety

The Task Force has heard the following arguments in support of arming Public Safety Officers.
Liability.  The post-Virginia Tech legal climate suggests that the University could be vulnerable to lawsuits in the event of a similar incident on campus that would allege that the failure to adequately arm Public Safety Officers contributed to that incident.  Because there have been no test cases on this issue since the Virginia Tech incidents, there is no clear idea of what standard might be applied if an incident were to occur.  As some have pointed out, if an incident were to occur at Bucknell and a parent were to file such a lawsuit, the case would probably be heard in Union County, which has a culture that is more comfortable with guns than some other jurisdictions might be.

The sense among proponents is that arming Public Safety could serve as an indication that the University had done all that it reasonably could to create a safe environment making arming, in effect, an affirmative defense in legal action against the university.  The committee felt that this was the strongest argument offered in support of arming.

At the same time, the fact that our liability insurance premiums would be increased as a consequence of arming, albeit not significantly, is an indication that there are potential liability issues that would arise from arming.  

Response Time for Local Law Enforcement.  Response time for local police, as provided to Public Safety ranges from a best case response of 1 to 3 minutes to a worse case of 10 to 15 minutes; although Public Safety does point out a case where there was a threat of bodily harm which took Lewisburg Police 41 minutes to respond.  The Union County Sheriff’s Office responded that their response time would be 5 to 30 minutes; and the State Police, stationed in Milton, responded with estimates between 5 and 45 minutes, depending on availability of troopers.  Williamsport, which maintains a Strategic Response Team, could respond within 30 minutes.  
The size of the available force was also used as an argument in support of arming.  Lewisburg has two officers on duty at all times; East Buffalo Township has one.  Bucknell Public Safety has significantly more officers employed than do either Lewisburg or East Buffalo.  Some individuals suggested that Bucknell should consider increasing its support for these local police forces instead of arming our Public Safety Officers.
Increase in Crime in the Region.  Public Safety cited state crime statistics and comments by the incumbent District Attorney that crime was on the rise in the area, although they admitted that much of the increase was not attributable to violent crime.  In addition, they cited the increase of gang activity due to the incarceration of gang leaders at the federal penitentiary in Lewisburg.  Finally, they noted that the region is a transportation hub for drug distribution, particularly heroin and methamphetamines.  
Safety of Officers.  Public Safety suggests that the traffic stops are the source of a preponderance of violent crime.  Because they are unarmed, Public Safety Officers are reluctant to conduct traffic stops.  However, even if they are armed, there is a question as to whether or not the number of traffic stops should increase significantly.
Safety of Individuals.  Public Safety argues that arming officers would enable them to better defend innocent bystanders.  They argue that an armed security force at Virginia Tech saved lives, by noting that when the armed officers stormed the academic building and arrived on the floor where the shooter was located, he shot himself.  At that time he was still holding a number of hostages and had a significant number of rounds of ammunition.  The argument is the fact that they were armed and able to storm the building within minutes saved a number of lives that might have been lost had they not been armed.
On a related point, Public Safety argued that wouldn’t it be better for Public Safety Officers to respond to dangerous situations on campus rather than external police, because they are more familiar with the college climate and the people on campus.  There was agreement that even if the University were to rely on outside police to respond to threats that might require deadly force, they should do so in conjunction and in cooperation with campus Public Safety, who are more familiar with the campus, the students and a college setting.
Public Safety presented some outside research that seemed to suggest that the Bucknell campus might be vulnerable to an act of random violence, based on profiling of perpetrators on other campuses.  Frankly, the committee felt that this research was somewhat vague and inconclusive and did not seem to suggest that Bucknell was any more prone to such an incident than any other similarly situated college or university.

Arguments against Arming Public Safety

The Task Force heard the following arguments against
Arming would change the culture of the campus.  Those who spoke against arming suggested that the presence of armed Public Safety Officers would change the climate on campus.  These concerns ranged from a general concern that the presence of armed officers would create a distance between the officers and others on campus, to concerns that, on occasion, the weapons would not be used appropriately or could be taken from the officers and used against them or others on campus.  Members of the faculty presented lab studies that suggest the presence of weapons could exacerbate violence.  While these studies do not directly pertain to armed campus security, some faculty members have argued that armed security officers could create more harm than it would solve. 
There was a sentiment expressed that campus Public Safety Officers are fundamentally different from a municipal police force, in that they have educational responsibilities and personal relationships that would not be typical for a municipal police force.  The concern was that arming these officers could affect these other relationships and that at the very least, if they were armed, Public Safety should be attentive to the impact arming would have, more intentional in how it related to the campus community and how it cooperated with other agencies of the University, such as Student Affairs.
Crime Statistics Don’t Warrant Arming.  Those arguing against arming suggested that the crime statistics don’t warrant the use of lethal force, since most of the crimes are traffic safety or alcohol violations.  The argument was also made that arming securing would not prevent random violence such as occurred at Virginia Tech.  A secondary argument was that most campus crime involves substance abuse and misuse and other typical college campus activities, so that arming Public Safety wouldn’t affect these types of crime.
Arming isn’t a Deterrent.   The question was raised if there was any empirical evidence that arming security was a deterrent to crime; if any campus that has recently armed its Public Safety Officers, has seen its crime numbers drop.  While it is not likely that this is the case, Public Safety is surveying other schools to determine if that has happened.
The question was also asked if there was any empirical evidence that suggests that armed Public Safety Officers on small, private liberal arts campuses in rural areas need to be armed?  What percentage of comparable institutions have armed public safety forces?  At this point we do not have answers to these questions.
Ability of Local Law Enforcement to Respond.  There were a number of variations on this particular theme.  First, if local police can respond within minutes of being informed about an incident, is there a need to arm public safety.  While the one incident referred to by Public Safety where it took Lewisburg Police 41 minutes to respond to a potentially dangerous situation suggests response times may not be adequate, it suggested to others the need to develop better relations with the local police.
For example, one memo received by the Task Force asked the following series of questions:  Are the local police forces inadequate?  Is there data to suggest that they are?  If such data exists, might we not better serve both Bucknell and the larger community by seeking to improve the quality of the local police forces rather than arming our campus safety officers?
In addition, some argued that crime off-campus was the jurisdiction of local police, that they should be prepared to respond to it—and that it wasn’t the responsibility of Bucknell to ensure that the resources were there to respond to off-campus crime.  

To summarize, the sentiments of those opposed to arming Public Safety Officers was best expressed by the faculty affiliated with the Writing Center who wrote “we believe that we should not begin by discussing whether to arm public safety officers but by considering what additional interventions are available to reduce the risk of violent acts by troubled individuals.”
“Since we have not been given any information or rationale to support a decision to arm Public Safety, at this time, we unanimously and strongly oppose the idea of having our Safety Officers carry weapons.  We believe that improving the communication system to guarantee that the local police know as soon as Public Safety does if a situation on campus warrants an armed response would be a safer, more reasonable approach to protecting the campus.  We fear that the presence of guns on campus would possibly increase the chances of an accidental shooting here; might discourage, rather than encourage, human interventions in potentially violent situations; and would forever alter the weapon-free environment that so many of us value.”
There were suggestions by students and faculty that if an investment were to be made in arming Public Safety officers, a similar commitment should be made to enhancing Pysch Services on campus.
Are there other ways to improve response time?  Many felt that the issue of response time to a life-endangering event on campus was important, but raised several related questions.  They included:  Where the response times that Public Safety identified for Lewisburg, East Buffalo and the State Police accurate?  What would be a reasonable response time to an event on campus?  Is there anything the University could do to improve response times for external forces?  And what level of staffing would be required to for Public Safety to guarantee optimal response time to any life-threatening event?  The Task Force was not able to develop answers to these questions in the time that we had.  If the board chooses to engage external consultants, this might be an issue of them to consider.  This issue also raised questions about whether the University should be pursuing a regional police force, which could be supported by the University and might include participation by Bucknell Public Safety. 
Considerations if the decision is made to arm public safety.
If the Board makes the decision to arm public safety, the Task Force believes that it should address the following concerns and issues.  Obviously, if it elects not to arm public safety, it would have a different, albeit smaller set of issues to address as well.

1.  The justification for arming should be clearly articulated.  It is clear that many in the campus community are not aware of the new safety and emergency response measures that have been or will be put in place.  Nor are they aware of the intervention process that is in place to deal with students who might pose a potential threat to themselves or others.  Nor are they aware of the training that Public Safety Officers currently receive, the fact that they are considered Police Officers under Pennsylvania law or the additional training that would be required of them if they were to be armed.  If the board chooses to arm Public Safety Officers it should be clear about the reason or reasons for doing so.  And it will need to be able to substantiate that reasoning.  As stated above, the most compelling argument that the Task Force heard for arming was the increased potential legal liability in the wake of the incident at Virginia Tech.
2.  That there should be broad discussion across campus before officers are armed.  As noted above, it is clear that much of the campus is not aware of the increased security measures that have been put in place or the fact that there are procedures, within the confines of applicable state and federal law, to share information about students who could potentially present a risk to themselves or others.  There should be a strategy for sharing the reasons for arming, the process for arming, and the nature of the arming that has been selected.
3.  That arming should be phased in over time.   If the decision is made to arm Public Safety Officers, the actual arming should be linked to a specific time by which all the requisite training has been put in place, the appropriate protocols and procedures are put in place and communications to campus has been put in place.  This probably would suggest implementing the new policy no earlier than the beginning of the 2008-2009 academic year.
4.  That officers not be armed until they are sufficiently trained and evaluated.   The arming proposal calls for psychological testing for all those Public Safety Officers who would be armed and a comprehensive training program that goes beyond what is required of police officers under Pennsylvania Law.  That training should probably also include specialized instruction in issues related to campus safety.  
5.  That some entity or group of entities external to Campus Security establish the parameters and protocols for arming, for the use of force, and for both off and on campus the procedures for pursuit in the event of an incident.  If the decision to arm is made, some external entity or entities should be responsible for reviewing and perhaps approving making the final decisions about such issues as the protocols for the use of force, parameters for the use of firearms, design of mutual aid agreements with other police forces, the types of equipment that would be used, procedures for pursuit, training requirements, crowd control protocols, etc.  Depending on who does this and how it is done, it could alleviate some of the concern that the decision to arm is simply because Public Safety Officers “want to be treated like cops.”
6.  That consideration be given to the following alternatives to the proposed plan for arming:
a.  Mutual aid agreements with and additional financial support for local police and the state police could be explored.  As an alternative to arming, some have suggested that the University explore entering into mutual aid agreements with the two local police forces, as well as consider provide additional payments to those forces to increase their resources and reduce their response time.  Mutual aid agreements should probably be in force whether or not Public Safety is armed.
b. An on-campus Quick Response Team could be established.  Since the Bucknell Public Safety Officer corps is larger than the comparable local police forces, there was discussion about establishing an on-campus Quick Response Team, either composed of existing officers on a rotational basis or as a supplement to the existing force.  This would entail arming either a portion of the force or all of the force for a portion of the time.  There are a number of ways such a unit could be constituted.  If this is a viable option, the Board might want to consider retaining outside expertise to assist in designing the most effective and efficient program.
c. That consideration could be given to not arming every on duty officer.  
There was some discussion that perhaps not all of the officers on the force should be armed.  And there was discussion about not arming all of the officers at all of the time.  For example, not arming officers who are directing traffic for events or not arming officers who are patrolling on bicycle.  There was also a suggestion that Public Safety consider owning/using police dogs for some of their work, which might obviate the need for weapons under some circumstances.
d. That handguns could be kept in lock boxes in vehicles or in trunks of vehicles.  Rather than having Public Safety carry sidearms on their person, the suggestion was made that they should store them in the trunks of their vehicles or in a lock box in the vehicle.  This presumes that only those officers using vehicles would be armed.  The arguments against storing the weapons includes that it would preclude all officers from being armed and able to respond to an incident; and that it would cut down the response time for officers (the task force was told that it would take up to 15 minutes to put on the holster with the weapon). In addition, it was suggested that the most dangerous situation, the situation that most often results in violence against an officer, is a traffic stop, so that doing traffic stops without weapons could unduly expose officers to danger.  The time to arm estimate was not verified by an outside source.  The individuals who advocated in-vehicle storage, felt that this was a reasonable trade-off in terms of allowing officers to be able to access their weapon, without having to have the weapons in evidence at all times.  Finally, there was a sense by those who proposed this alternative, that if a suspect in a traffic stop was going to use lethal force, he or she was as likely to do that if the officer was armed as he or should would if he was unarmed.
e. That non-lethal options could be thoroughly explored, including use of tasers and non-lethal ammunition, such as beanbag and rubber bullets.  There were suggestions that non-lethal weapons and ammunition could be as effective as lethal weapons within a certain range and posed substantially less of a threat to innocent bystanders.  This assertion should be evaluated and considered. 
Due to the limited time frame for the committee’s review, there was not much focus on some of the elements of  the actual arming proposal submitted by Public Safety—specifically the types of weapons and ammunition that Public Safety is proposing to use.   The arming proposal developed by Public Safety is very detailed in terms of the weapons being proposed.  The proposal should be evaluated by some independent, neutral source as to whether those weapons and the ammunition are reasonable, appropriate and not excessive.  For example, the suggestion was made that the rifles proposed for use by Public Safety are semi-automatic weapons used by the U.S. Military in counterinsurgency efforts; weapons that have a range of up to 1 mile.  And that the proposed bullets for these weapons appear to be armor piercing ammunition.  The board should have comfort that this weapon and the others proposed by Public Safety are reasonable and appropriate before they are approved for use on campus.
Conclusion:  It is safe to say that the campus is divided over the issue of arming Public Safety Officers.  The faculty in particular have expressed deep reservations about arming.  The fundamental issue for the board to decide is what is the appropriate balance between public safety and the risk to the university—essentially, whether the legal climate since the incidents at Virginia Tech has created a situation where the University faces greater liability for not arming its Public Safety officers and whether arming public safety will make the community safer.  If the Board decides that arming is a reasonable strategy, then the Task Force recommends that the Board strongly consider the admonitions listed above. 
Finally, the Task Force welcomes the opportunity to review this issue and, along with the Student Advisory Committee and the Committee on Complementary Activities, stands ready to assist the board in whatever way would be useful.
