
LOVE    LEARN    LEAD 

Strategic Initiatives: 

1. Discipleship 
We will practice Biblical Discipleship by instructing, modeling, and mentoring within 
our ministry and our community to make disciples of Jesus Christ. 

2. St. John’s School & Children’s Center 
We will disciple the families within our schools. 

3. St. John’s Valley of Faith ‐ Arvin 
We will work through St. John’s Valley of Faith to disciple the community of Arvin. 

 

Board of Directors Meeting Agenda – Tuesday, February 21, 2017 at 6:30 p.m. 

Admin Building – Large Conference Room 

Agenda Item  Who  Minutes 

Call to order  Brook  1 

Minutes from January 17, 2017 board meeting  Brook  2 

Financial report  Cary  5 

Prayer – Mutual Thanksgiving and Care  Dennis  10 

SLT Report 
 Strengths‐weaknesses‐opportunities‐threats (SWOT) assessment process 
 Consideration of budget deficit remedies 

Pastors  10 

Report of compliance  Dennis  1 

Elder’s report  Randy  4 

Concealed Carry Weapon (CCW) permission committee report  Nick  5 

Unfinished Business 
 Deferred motion to give Dwayne Clemans permission to carry concealed weapon when 

answering alarms and attending worship services 

   

Congregational meeting to extend call for Children’s Center Director     

Mission Feedback from congregational groups – Learn and Encourage  Attendees  10 

Preferred future visioning  Attendees  15 

New Business     

Reminders: 
 Next Executive Committee meeting – Monday, March 6, 2017 at 11:30 a.m. at Panera on 

Stockdale Hwy 
 Next BoD meeting – Tuesday, March 21, 2017 at 6:30 p.m. Large Conference Room 

  1 

BoD self‐review/thoughts on meeting  Attendees   

Closing prayer  Eric  10 

Meeting Adjourned  Brook   

 



SJLC Board of Directors PRELIMINARY Meeting Minutes 

Date January 17, 2017 - SJLC Admin Large Conference Room 6:33pm – 8:48pm 

Attendees: Brook Luter   (P-12-18T2)          Nick Acquaviva (VP12-19T2)          Cary Evans (T-12-17T1) 
  Leslie Klinchuch (AL-12-18T1)  Dan Shanyfelt  (AL-12-18T1)          Bill Elliott (AL-12-17T1) 
  Rob Duchow (AL-12-19T1)      Matthew Park(AL-12-19T1)           Alan Burzlaff (AL-12-17T1) 
  Randy Horne (Elder rep)      Pastor Hilken (Sr Pastor)             Mary Harris (Secretary) 
  Spencer Peregoy     Pastor VanScharrel       

 

MEETING MINUTES 

 
Meeting called to order by President Brook Luter at 6:33 pm. 

 

Motion to approve Congregational Meeting Minutes of 2/11/16 and December email meeting was made 

by Bill Elliott. 

Second to the motion made by Cary Evans. 

Motion carried. 

 

 

Motion to approve the financial reports was made by Nick Acquaviva. 

Second to the motion made by Rob Duchow. 

Motion carried. 

 

 

All agenda items were discussed. The discussion of the CCW permission was tabled and will be 

continued in the February meeting allowing the committee to gather and present more information to the 

BoD. 

 

 

No New Business. 

 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:48 p.m. by Brook Luter. 

 

Prepared and submitted by. 

 

Mary Morgan-Harris 



SJLC Financial Overview
As of December 31, 2016

Income 12/31/2016 12/31/2015 Difference
  Giving Income $929,112 $1,079,614 ($150,502)
  SJCC Income $707,583 $755,589 ($48,006)
  SJLS Income $1,494,542 $1,540,125 ($45,583)
  Advancement Income $296,626 $171,550 $125,076
  Other Income $149,710 $45,900 $103,810
  Restricted Income $1,626,192 $0 $1,626,192
  Arvin Income $51,590 $63,000 ($11,410)
Total Income $5,255,355 $3,655,778 $1,599,577

Expenses
  Church Ministries $770,115 $791,477 ($21,362)
  SJCC Expenses $676,225 $670,265 $5,960
  SJLS Expenses $1,328,429 $1,297,838 $30,591
  Advancement $91,408 $145,512 ($54,104)
  Operations $303,200 $391,492 ($88,292)
  Depreciation $162,823 $204,372 ($41,549)
  Missions $89,304 $91,501 ($2,197)
  Other Expenses $49,013 $0 $49,013
  Arvin Expenses $101,111 $93,462 $7,649
Total Expenses $3,571,628 $3,685,919 ($114,291)

Net Gain/(Loss) $1,683,727 ($30,141) $1,713,868

YTD Net Gain/(Loss) $1,683,727 ($30,141) $1,713,868
Add: Depreciation $162,823 $204,372 ($41,549)
Less: Restricted Income ($1,626,192) $0 ($1,626,192)
Adjusted Net Gain/(Loss) $220,358 $174,231 $46,127

Notes:
Giving is down from last year to date by $150,502
Taking out restricted income and adding back depreciation, our net difference is $46,127 from last year to date
There is some interest savings in BOH funds paying down the line of credit as construction is delayed
If giving continues to drop, additional cost cutting will be necessary in order to maintain profitability
The increase in other/misc. income of $116,883 this year is what is helping offset lower giving this year.



YEAR TO DATE

GENERAL FUND 2016/2017 2016/2017 OVER/(UNDER) DEC 2015/2016

ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET       ACTUAL

I N C O M E

GIVING INCOME $929,112 $1,079,714 ($150,601) $1,079,614

SJCC INCOME 707,583 718,795 (11,212) 755,589

SJLS INCOME 1,494,542 1,423,985 70,557 1,540,125

ADVANCEMENT INCOME 296,626 316,000 (19,374) 171,550

OTHER INCOME 149,710 27,400 122,310 45,900

RESTRICTED INCOME 1,626,192 0 1,626,192 0

ARVIN INCOME 51,590 101,637 (50,047) 63,000

TOTAL INCOME $5,255,355 $3,667,531 $1,587,825 $3,655,778

E X P E N S E S

CHURCH MINISTRIES $770,115 $826,345 ($56,229) $791,477

SJCC EXPENSES 676,225 722,966 (46,741) 670,265

SJLS EXPENSES 1,328,429 1,337,263 (8,834) 1,297,838

ADVANCEMENT 91,408 86,425 4,983 145,512

OPERATIONS 303,200 304,058 (858) 391,492

DEP/AMORT/PRINCIPAL CONTRA 162,823 0 162,823 204,372

MISSIONS 89,304 169,537 (80,233) 91,501

OTHER INCOME/EXPENSES 49,013 0 49,013 0

ARVIN EXPENSES 101,111 101,637 (526) 93,462

TOTAL EXPENSES $3,571,627 $3,548,230 $23,397 $3,685,919

NET GAIN/(LOSS) $1,683,728 $119,301 $1,564,427 ($30,141)

CHANGE

BALANCE SHEET THIS MONTH LAST MONTH BEG OF YEAR (since 7/1/16)

  CASH ON HAND $147,724 $68,290 $108,751 $38,973

  RESTRICTED FUNDS 1,163,058 560,336 370,075 792,983

  ENDOWMENT FUND 461,029 452,119 437,480 23,549

  SJCC RECEIVABLES $4,782 $3,131 $3,923 859

  SJLS RECEIVABLES $37,342 $35,111 $23,218 14,124

  SSM RECEIVABLES 6,989 1,877 18,337 (11,348)

  MISSION MORTGAGE $1,617,662 $1,640,913 $1,750,749 ($133,087)

  MISSION SCHOOL BLDG 0 0 0 0

  MISSION LINE OF CREDIT (975,526) (925,526) (575,526) (400,000)

  COPIERS CAPITAL LEASE 63,331 65,687 77,275 (13,944)

  ASSETS $25,057,741 $24,242,856 $23,774,921 $1,282,820

  LIABILITIES ($1,633,555) ($1,700,223) ($2,034,463) $400,908

    SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) $23,424,186 $22,542,633 $21,740,458 $1,683,728

ST. JOHN'S LUTHERAN CHURCH

FINANCIAL STATEMENT

December,2016

jac  2/6/2017
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YTD
CurrentAccount

Beginning
of Year Difference

ASSETS

CASH ON HAND

  11011000 Mission General Account $79,532.32 $38,394.19 $41,138.13

  11017000 Mission Scrip Account $55,653.35 $41,631.00 $14,022.35

  11023000 Petty Cash: Admin Office $275.00 $275.00 $0.00

  11024000 Petty Cash: SJCC $150.00 $150.00 $0.00

  11025000 Petty Cash: SJLS $100.00 $100.00 $0.00

  11028000 Petty Cash: Arvin $300.00 $300.00 $0.00

  11031000 SSM Undeposited Funds $15,643.38 $7,955.13 $7,688.25

  11033000 SJCC Undeposited Funds $2,146.89 $15,064.00 ($12,917.11)

  11034000 SJLS Undeposited Funds $17,500.67 $22,939.70 ($5,439.03)

  11039000 Holding (Cash for Courier) ($23,578.00) ($22,352.00) ($1,226.00)

TOTAL CASH ON HAND $147,723.61 $104,457.02 $43,266.59

RESTRICTED FUNDS

  11101000 LCEF Steward Acct: Building Funds $860,427.73 $136,942.90 $723,484.83

  11102000 LCEF Steward Acct: CUF/Reserves $297,238.53 $227,906.49 $69,332.04

  11140000 Youth Gath Endow: Thrivent Mutual Funds $5,196.01 $5,021.75 $174.26

  11152000 Fidelity Stock Account $195.67 $204.00 ($8.33)

TOTAL RESTRICTED FUNDS $1,163,057.94 $370,075.14 $792,982.80

ENDOWMENT FUNDS

  11201000 SJL Endowment Fund $461,028.83 $437,479.99 $23,548.84

TOTAL ENDOWMENT FUNDS $461,028.83 $437,479.99 $23,548.84

ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE

  11503000 SJCC Tuitions Receivable $4,781.91 $3,922.91 $859.00

  11503500 Allowance for Uncollectible Accounts ($1,372.00) ($1,372.00) $0.00

  11504000 SJLS Tuitions Receivable $37,341.95 $23,217.60 $14,124.35

  11504500 Allowance for Uncollectable Accounts ($8,119.00) ($8,119.00) $0.00

  11510000 Other Accounts Receivable $7,361.81 $20.29 $7,341.52

  11520000 Church Accounts Receivable $3,996.25 $3,996.25 $0.00

  11531000 SSM Accounts Receivable $6,988.56 $18,545.56 ($11,557.00)

  11540000 Mortgage Loan Receivable $40,000.00 $40,000.00 $0.00

  11550000 Pledges Receivable $4,329,851.74 $5,130,116.81 ($800,265.07)

  11555000 Allowance for Uncollectible Pledges ($256,506.00) ($256,506.00) $0.00

TOTAL ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE $4,164,325.22 $4,953,822.42 ($789,497.20)

Statement of Financial Position for Period 6 - December
Company#: 1 Name: St. John's Lutheran Church
Fiscal Year Beginning 7/1/2016
Fund Name: 1 General Fund
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YTD
CurrentAccount

Beginning
of Year Difference

DEFERRED EXPENSES

  12001000 Prepaid Expenses $59,124.73 $72,235.65 ($13,110.92)

  12002000 Prepaid Workers' Comp $19,284.80 $10,609.17 $8,675.63

  12005000 Loan Fees $6,480.98 $7,126.58 ($645.60)

TOTAL DEFERRED EXPENSES $84,890.51 $89,971.40 ($5,080.89)

INVENTORY

  13010000 Scrip Inventory on Hand $16,760.00 $11,360.00 $5,400.00

TOTAL INVENTORY $16,760.00 $11,360.00 $5,400.00

FIXED ASSETS

LAND

  15110000 Land (35 Acres) $1,610,264.67 $1,610,264.67 $0.00

  15115000 Land (Arvin) $67,000.00 $67,000.00 $0.00

  15116000 Land (Arvin Parsonage) $28,000.00 $28,000.00 $0.00

  15120000 Land Improvements $2,232,834.88 $2,232,834.88 $0.00

  15130000 Site Improvements $443,711.69 $443,711.69 $0.00

  15130001 Site Improvements Depr ($130,333.91) ($117,526.25) ($12,807.66)

  15150000 Permanent Signage $52,388.21 $52,388.21 $0.00

  15150001 Permanent Signage Depr ($47,590.01) ($44,970.59) ($2,619.42)

  15160000 Security Fencing $59,809.19 $59,809.19 $0.00

  15160001 Security Fencing Depr ($16,336.78) ($14,841.64) ($1,495.14)

  15180000 Running Track $43,481.49 $43,481.49 $0.00

  15180001 Running Track Depr ($4,094.45) ($3,007.37) ($1,087.08)

TOTAL LAND $4,339,134.98 $4,357,144.28 ($18,009.30)

BUILDINGS

  15202000 Work in Process $1,606,896.61 $127,704.63 $1,479,191.98

  15210000 Admin Building $901,594.94 $901,594.94 $0.00

  15210001 Admin Building Depr ($247,308.68) ($235,648.28) ($11,660.40)

  15215000 Youth "Garage" Building $452,225.99 $452,225.99 $0.00

  15215001 Youth "Garage" Building Depr ($56,274.01) ($50,549.59) ($5,724.42)

  15220000 Children Center Building $1,804,032.73 $1,804,032.73 $0.00

  15220001 Children Center Build Depr ($487,440.30) ($464,649.84) ($22,790.46)

  15226000 Child Ctr Bathroom $40,435.48 $40,435.48 $0.00

  15226001 Child Ctr Bathroom Depr ($12,582.08) ($11,908.04) ($674.04)

  15230000 Kidz Connection Building $2,034,403.86 $2,034,403.86 $0.00

  15230001 Kidz Connection Bldg Depr ($329,061.03) ($303,308.97) ($25,752.06)

Statement of Financial Position for Period 6 - December
Company#: 1 Name: St. John's Lutheran Church
Fiscal Year Beginning 7/1/2016
Fund Name: 1 General Fund
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  15240000 Worship Building $6,662,849.31 $6,662,849.31 $0.00

  15240001 Worship Building Depr ($994,111.96) ($909,771.94) ($84,340.02)

  15245000 SJVF Church/Fellowship Bldg $268,000.00 $268,000.00 $0.00

  15245001 SJVF Church/Fellowship Bldg Depr ($16,962.00) ($13,569.60) ($3,392.40)

  15250000 Fellowship Pavillion $109,643.17 $109,643.17 $0.00

  15250001 Fellowship Pavillion Depr ($26,358.74) ($25,023.92) ($1,334.82)

  15260000 Modular Building $17,017.84 $17,017.84 $0.00

  15260001 Modular Building Depr ($16,450.83) ($16,250.85) ($199.98)

  15270000 Gymnasium Building $2,079,899.37 $2,079,899.37 $0.00

  15270001 Gymnasium Bldg Depr ($947,567.98) ($920,976.71) ($26,591.27)

  15280000 SJLS Education Building $1,361,719.07 $1,361,719.07 $0.00

  15280001 SJLS Education Bldg Depr ($617,464.43) ($599,334.83) ($18,129.60)

  15290000 SJLS Jr Hi Building $358,014.38 $358,014.38 $0.00

  15290001 SJLS Jr Hi Bldg Depr ($119,561.79) ($115,046.61) ($4,515.18)

  15295000 SJVF Parsonage $159,228.29 $159,228.29 $0.00

  15295001 SJVF Parsonage Depr ($10,976.71) ($8,700.25) ($2,276.46)

TOTAL BUILDINGS $13,973,840.50 $12,702,029.63 $1,271,810.87

FURNISHINGS

  15310000 Worship Bldg Furnishings $119,786.01 $119,786.01 $0.00

  15310001 Worship Bldg Furnishings Depr ($51,481.58) ($46,285.70) ($5,195.88)

  15315000 Youth "Garage" Furnishings $9,195.57 $9,195.57 $0.00

  15315001 Youth "Garage" Furnishings Depr ($8,073.99) ($7,963.65) ($110.34)

  15330000 Old SJCC Furnishings $40,698.96 $40,698.96 $0.00

  15330001 Old SJCC Furnishings Depr ($40,698.96) ($40,698.96) $0.00

  15340000 Gymnasium Furnishings $3,316.22 $3,316.22 $0.00

  15340001 Gymnasium Furn Depr ($2,360.61) ($2,258.25) ($102.36)

  15350000 SJLS Furnishings $89,352.40 $89,352.40 $0.00

  15350001 SJLS Furnishings Depr ($77,567.18) ($76,104.08) ($1,463.10)

  15360000 Other Furnishings $7,028.98 $7,028.98 $0.00

  15360001 Other Furnishings Depr ($7,028.98) ($7,028.98) $0.00

  15370000 New Admin Furnishings $15,667.90 $15,667.90 $0.00

  15370001 New Admin Furnishings Depr ($15,667.90) ($15,667.90) $0.00

  15380000 New SJCC Furnishings $59,753.89 $59,753.89 $0.00

  15380001 New SJCC Furnishings Depr ($59,753.89) ($59,753.89) $0.00

TOTAL FURNISHINGS $82,166.84 $89,038.52 ($6,871.68)

EQUIPMENT

  15410000 Worship Bldg Equip - General $350,557.34 $350,557.34 $0.00

  15410001 Worship Bldg Equip-Gen'l Depr ($300,371.63) ($290,018.65) ($10,352.98)

  15415000 Youth "Garage" Equipment $23,479.79 $23,479.79 $0.00

Statement of Financial Position for Period 6 - December
Company#: 1 Name: St. John's Lutheran Church
Fiscal Year Beginning 7/1/2016
Fund Name: 1 General Fund
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  15415001 Youth "Garage" Equipment Depr ($23,058.53) ($20,710.61) ($2,347.92)

  15420000 Sanctuary Bosch Organ $368,588.45 $368,588.45 $0.00

  15420001 Sanctuary Bosch Organ Depr ($184,293.60) ($179,686.26) ($4,607.34)

  15421000 Electronic Organ $48,600.37 $48,600.37 $0.00

  15421001 Electronic Organ Depr ($48,600.37) ($47,461.20) ($1,139.17)

  15422000 Zuckermann Harpsichord $8,000.00 $8,000.00 $0.00

  15422001 Zuckermann Harpsichord Depr ($1,366.53) ($1,166.55) ($199.98)

  15425000 SJVF Worship Bldg Equipment $20,110.57 $20,110.57 $0.00

  15425001 SJVF Worship Bldg Equipment Depr ($4,015.80) ($2,892.66) ($1,123.14)

  15430000 Admin Office Equipment $106,726.40 $102,831.52 $3,894.88

  15430001 Admin Office Equipment Depr ($67,312.38) ($58,718.20) ($8,594.18)

  15440000 SJCC/Education Equipment $100,343.97 $100,343.97 $0.00

  15440001 SJCC/Education Depr ($93,378.92) ($91,857.32) ($1,521.60)

  15450000 Gymnasium Equipment $137,942.92 $137,942.92 $0.00

  15450001 Gymnasium Equip Depr ($131,939.16) ($130,792.66) ($1,146.50)

  15460000 Playground Equipment $122,759.07 $122,759.07 $0.00

  15460001 Playground Equipment Depr ($58,408.55) ($53,652.41) ($4,756.14)

  15461000 SJCC New Playground $150,266.43 $150,266.43 $0.00

  15461001 SJCC New Playground Depr ($106,200.43) ($100,495.71) ($5,704.72)

  15470000 SJLS Equipment $195,895.78 $191,638.78 $4,257.00

  15470001 SJLS Equipment Depr ($142,686.25) ($128,861.42) ($13,824.83)

  15480000 Computer Equipment $124,468.25 $104,348.51 $20,119.74

  15480001 Computer Equip Depr ($27,065.00) ($24,984.38) ($2,080.62)

  15490000 Kidz Connection Equipment $34,446.87 $34,446.87 $0.00

  15490001 Kidz Connection Equip Depr ($33,679.80) ($33,168.30) ($511.50)

TOTAL EQUIPMENT $569,809.26 $599,448.26 ($29,639.00)

LEASEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS

  15510000 School Modulars $66,097.74 $66,097.74 $0.00

  15510001 School Modulars Depr ($66,097.74) ($66,097.74) $0.00

TOTAL LEASEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

TOOLS/MAINTENANCE

  15610000 Trustee Shop Tools $6,722.57 $6,722.57 $0.00

  15610001 Trustee Shop Tools Depr ($6,722.57) ($6,722.57) $0.00

  15620000 Maintenance Equipment $127,052.81 $127,052.81 $0.00

  15620001 Maintenance Equipment Depr ($87,258.40) ($83,332.66) ($3,925.74)

  15630000 Maintenance Building $26,347.27 $26,347.27 $0.00

  15630001 Maintenance Building Depr ($12,151.39) ($11,492.65) ($658.74)

TOTAL TOOLS/MAINTENANCE $53,990.29 $58,574.77 ($4,584.48)

Statement of Financial Position for Period 6 - December
Company#: 1 Name: St. John's Lutheran Church
Fiscal Year Beginning 7/1/2016
Fund Name: 1 General Fund
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IMPROVEMENTS

  15710000 SJLS Fellowship Area $10,134.53 $10,134.53 $0.00

  15710001 SJLS Fellowship Area Depr ($9,121.68) ($8,614.92) ($506.76)

TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS $1,012.85 $1,519.61 ($506.76)

TOTAL FIXED ASSETS $19,019,954.72 $17,807,755.07 $1,212,199.65

LONG-TERM ASSETS

TOTAL LONG-TERM ASSETS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

TOTAL ASSETS $25,057,740.83 $23,774,921.04 $1,282,819.79

LIABIL & NET ASSETS

LIABILITIES

PAYABLES

  20101000 Accounts Payable $3,358.00 $75,261.05 ($71,903.05)

  20103000 Credit Cards Payable $60,352.37 $21,538.62 $38,813.75

  20106000 Vacation Payable $68,614.29 $131,473.08 ($62,858.79)

  20120000 Federal W/H ($218.21) $0.00 ($218.21)

  20140000 Other W/H $13,812.84 $4,683.14 $9,129.70

TOTAL PAYABLES $145,919.29 $232,955.89 ($87,036.60)

DEFERRED INCOME

  20201000 Deferred Income $2,860.00 $7,425.00 ($4,565.00)

  20233000 Deferred Tuition SJCC $35,868.50 $14,971.20 $20,897.30

  20233001 Deferred Cap Use Fees SJCC $0.00 $6,100.00 ($6,100.00)

  20234000 Deferred Tuition SJLS $333,989.10 $93,931.91 $240,057.19

  20234001 Deferred Cap Use Fees SJLS $800.00 $51,800.00 ($51,000.00)

  20234002 Deferred Book Fees $0.00 $44,100.00 ($44,100.00)

  20236000 Deferred Tuition Summer Camp $0.00 $25.00 ($25.00)

TOTAL DEFERRED INCOME $373,517.60 $218,353.11 $155,164.49

DESIGNATED FUNDS

CLEARING

  21001000 Clearing Account $11,105.55 $10,006.27 $1,099.28
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  21002000 Pledge Clearing Account $25.00 $0.00 $25.00

TOTAL CLEARING $11,130.55 $10,006.27 $1,124.28

MISSIONS

  22015000 Missions $56,778.40 $35,788.75 $20,989.65

  22020000 Tanzania Mission Project $49,708.99 $6,536.99 $43,172.00

TOTAL MISSIONS $106,487.39 $42,325.74 $64,161.65

PASTORAL

  22201000 Pastoral Care $40,797.38 $47,956.87 ($7,159.49)

  22208000 Staff Gift $11,450.00 $90.00 $11,360.00

  22215000 Confirmation Celebration $25.00 $0.00 $25.00

TOTAL PASTORAL $52,272.38 $48,046.87 $4,225.51

WORSHIP

  22301000 Altar Guild $5,340.05 $4,645.05 $695.00

  22305000 Bell Choir $1,242.93 $1,251.41 ($8.48)

  22310000 Choir Fund $1,644.93 $1,677.18 ($32.25)

  22325000 Music Fund $6,202.79 $6,202.79 $0.00

TOTAL WORSHIP $14,430.70 $13,776.43 $654.27

STUDENT MINISTRY

  22601000 SSM Clearing Account ($3,904.66) $3,314.13 ($7,218.79)

  22610000 SSM Fundraising Account $33,208.14 $29,305.34 $3,902.80

  22612000 SSM Fireworks Booth $0.00 ($865.00) $865.00

  22615000 SSM Mission Fund $2,610.39 $2,812.39 ($202.00)

  22620000 SSM Scholarship Fund $11,211.12 $10,630.12 $581.00

  22650000 College Ministry Clearing $110.50 $110.50 $0.00

TOTAL STUDENT MINISTRY $43,235.49 $45,307.48 ($2,071.99)

OPERATIONS

  22901000 Trustee Funds $354.61 $354.61 $0.00

TOTAL OPERATIONS $354.61 $354.61 $0.00

CHILDREN'S MINISTRY

  23001000 Children's Ministry Clearing $462.99 $417.99 $45.00

  23010000 Quilt Ministry $7,185.36 $6,875.22 $310.14
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  23025000 MOPS Fundraising $1,572.79 $1,572.79 $0.00

TOTAL CHILDREN'S MINISTRY $9,221.14 $8,866.00 $355.14

WOMEN'S MINISTRY

  23101000 Women's Ministry $5,250.29 $3,885.74 $1,364.55

  23115000 LWML Mites $661.61 $77.00 $584.61

TOTAL WOMEN'S MINISTRY $5,911.90 $3,962.74 $1,949.16

CHURCH EDUCATION

  23205000 Men's Ministry $3,784.54 $3,753.54 $31.00

TOTAL CHURCH EDUCATION $3,784.54 $3,753.54 $31.00

SJCC

  23301000 SJCC Clearing $12,446.61 $12,939.42 ($492.81)

  23305000 SJCC Chapel Offerings $1,129.50 $614.50 $515.00

TOTAL SJCC $13,576.11 $13,553.92 $22.19

SJLS

  23401000 SJLS Clearing $13,141.60 $7,209.74 $5,931.86

  23410000 SJLS Chapel Offerings $5,194.99 $6,978.69 ($1,783.70)

  23415000 Student Assessments $3,573.26 $3,606.10 ($32.84)

  23425000 8th Grade Trip $14,132.89 $12,900.72 $1,232.17

  23435000 Student Council $4,431.73 $4,269.92 $161.81

  23445000 Yearbook $26,626.95 $26,626.95 $0.00

  23465000 Library/Resources $20,281.38 $29,113.67 ($8,832.29)

  23484000 Hardship Fund $2,896.95 $2,896.95 $0.00

TOTAL SJLS $90,279.75 $93,602.74 ($3,322.99)

FAMILY LIFE MINISTRY

TOTAL FAMILY LIFE MINISTRY $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

SJVF ARVIN

  24801000 SJVF Women's Fellowship $4,358.24 $4,602.38 ($244.14)

TOTAL SJVF ARVIN $4,358.24 $4,602.38 ($244.14)

TOTAL DESIGNATED FUNDS $355,042.80 $288,158.72 $66,884.08
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LONG-TERM DEBT

MISSION BANK LOAN

  26101000 Mission Bank Mortgage Loan $1,617,662.16 $1,750,748.87 ($133,086.71)

  26103000 Mission Bank Line of Credit ($975,526.06) ($575,526.06) ($400,000.00)

TOTAL MISSION BANK LOAN $642,136.10 $1,175,222.81 ($533,086.71)

  26140000 Capital Lease Payable (Copiers) $77,273.54 $77,273.54 $0.00

  26200000 PG&E LED RetroFit Project $39,665.64 $42,498.92 ($2,833.28)

TOTAL LONG-TERM DEBT $759,075.28 $1,294,995.27 ($535,919.99)

TOTAL LIABILITIES $1,633,554.97 $2,034,462.99 ($400,908.02)

NET ASSETS

EQUITY

  31001000 Net Assets $21,738,187.33 $21,738,187.33 $0.00

Net Assets-Current Year $1,683,727.81 $0.00 $1,683,727.81

Net Assets-Current Year-Total $23,421,915.14 $21,738,187.33 $1,683,727.81

TOTAL EQUITY $23,421,915.14 $21,738,187.33 $1,683,727.81

RESTRICTED EQUITY

  31102000 Perm Restricted Youth Gathering $3,140.00 $3,140.00 $0.00

  31103000 Temp Restricted Youth Gathering ($869.28) ($869.28) $0.00

TOTAL RESTRICTED EQUITY $2,270.72 $2,270.72 $0.00

TOTAL NET ASSETS $23,424,185.86 $21,740,458.05 $1,683,727.81

TOTAL LIABIL & NET ASSETS $25,057,740.83 $23,774,921.04 $1,282,819.79
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Department Name: 1 CHURCH INCOME

41001001 Envelope & Cash Plate $272,209.17 $230,541.93 84.69% $2,151,852.00 $925,681.59 43.02% ($1,226,170.41)

41001002 Sunday School Offerings $6.25 $0.00 0.00% $75.00 $18.89 25.19% ($56.11)

41001005 Love Offering $625.00 $612.00 97.92% $7,500.00 $3,412.00 45.49% ($4,088.00)

TOTAL CHURCH GIVING $272,840.42 $231,153.93 84.72% $2,159,427.00 $929,112.48 43.03% ($1,230,314.52)

Department Name: 4 OTHER INCOME

49001010 Unrestricted Interest/Dividends $150.00 $191.40 127.60% $1,800.00 $989.38 54.97% ($810.62)

49001020 Miscellaneous Income $666.67 $12.47 1.87% $8,000.00 $119,367.85 1492.10% $111,367.85

49001030 Facilities Rental Income $3,750.00 $4,941.00 131.76% $45,000.00 $29,353.00 65.23% ($15,647.00)

49001045 Unrealized Gain/Loss on Investments $0.00 ($3.45) 0.00% $0.00 ($11.57) 0.00% ($11.57)

49001050 In-Kind Donations $0.00 $8,000.00 0.00% $0.00 $8,000.00 0.00% $8,000.00

49001051 In-Kind Donation Expense $0.00 ($8,000.00) 0.00% $0.00 ($8,000.00) 0.00% ($8,000.00)

49001080 Unrestricted Arvin Income $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

49001110 Temporarily Restricted Income $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

49001111 Temporarily Restricted Expense $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

49001120 Wish List Temp Restricted Inc $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

49002002 Building Fund (Restricted) $0.00 $750,000.00 0.00% $0.00 $750,000.00 0.00% $750,000.00

49002010 Restricted Interest/Dividends $0.00 $928.58 0.00% $0.00 $4,502.90 0.00% $4,502.90

49002020 Restricted Endowment Income $0.00 $1,485.00 0.00% $0.00 $12,385.20 0.00% $12,385.20

49002021 Restricted Unrealized Gain/Loss on 

Investments

$0.00 $4,409.60 0.00% $0.00 $8,360.19 0.00% $8,360.19

49002022 Restricted Realized Gain/Loss on Investment $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

49002050 Release Endowment Restriction $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

49003001 Pledge Income $0.00 $35,409.00 0.00% $0.00 $733,404.33 0.00% $733,404.33

TOTAL OTHER INCOME $4,566.67 $797,373.60 17460.72% $54,800.00 $1,658,351.28 3026.19% $1,603,551.28

Department Name: 5 SCHOOL INCOME

SJCC INCOME

43301001 SJCC Tuition $129,055.50 $129,495.00 100.34% $1,433,950.00 $710,494.00 49.55% ($723,456.00)

43301002 SJCC Sibling Discounts ($2,166.67) ($2,256.50) 104.15% ($26,000.00) ($11,879.75) 45.69% $14,120.25

43301003 SJCC Employee Discounts ($750.00) ($657.00) 87.60% ($9,000.00) ($3,419.00) 37.99% $5,581.00

43301020 SJCC Registrations $810.89 $500.00 61.66% $15,990.00 $1,810.00 11.32% ($14,180.00)

43305001 SJCC Hot Lunch $2,800.00 $1,374.90 49.10% $28,000.00 $10,247.60 36.60% ($17,752.40)

43308001 SJCC CapUseFees for Capital Exp $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $6,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($6,000.00)

43309001 SJCC Capital Use Fees $0.00 $510.00 0.00% $0.00 $29,951.00 0.00% $29,951.00

43309005 SJCC Key Fob Income $0.00 $75.00 0.00% $250.00 $330.00 132.00% $80.00

43309020 SJCC Miscellaneous Income $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

TOTAL SJCC INCOME $129,749.72 $129,041.40 99.45% $1,449,190.00 $737,533.85 50.89% ($711,656.15)

SJLS INCOME

43401001 SJLS Tuition $275,842.00 $282,270.00 102.33% $2,758,420.00 $1,416,053.87 51.34% ($1,342,366.13)

43401002 Sibling Discounts ($9,500.00) ($12,626.00) 132.91% ($95,000.00) ($62,225.00) 65.50% $32,775.00

43401003 Employee Discounts ($2,600.00) ($2,486.87) 95.65% ($26,000.00) ($12,434.35) 47.82% $13,565.65

43401004 Prepayment Discount ($900.00) ($970.00) 107.78% ($9,000.00) ($4,930.00) 54.78% $4,070.00

43401020 SJLS Registrations $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $64,050.00 $2,250.00 3.51% ($61,800.00)

43401030 SJLS Book Fees $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $42,700.00 $45,600.00 106.79% $2,900.00

43402001 SJLS Hot Lunch $3,870.50 $7,838.00 202.51% $55,000.00 $31,246.60 56.81% ($23,753.40)

43403001 SJLS Extended Care $8,600.00 $15,464.00 179.81% $86,000.00 $78,955.75 91.81% ($7,044.25)

43408001 SJLS Cap Use Fees for Mortgage $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

43409001 SJLS Capital Use Fees $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $87,600.00 0.00% $87,600.00

43409020 SJLS Miscellaneous Income $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

TOTAL SJLS INCOME $275,312.50 $289,489.13 105.15% $2,876,170.00 $1,582,116.87 55.01% ($1,294,053.13)

FUNDRAISING INCOME

43501001 Scrip Income $48,920.29 $46,885.00 95.84% $115,000.00 $75,297.00 65.48% ($39,703.00)

43501101 Golf Tournament $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $45,000.00 $3,200.00 7.11% ($41,800.00)

43501102 A Bountiful Affair $0.00 $1,010.00 0.00% $200,000.00 $218,128.77 109.06% $18,128.77

43501933 SJCC Miscellaneous Development $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

43501934 SJLS Miscellaneous Development $100.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($1,000.00)

TOTAL FUNDRAISING INCOME $49,020.29 $47,895.00 97.70% $361,000.00 $296,625.77 82.17% ($64,374.23)
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SUMMER CAMP INCOME

43601001 Summer Camp Tuition $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $16,500.00 $25.00 0.15% ($16,475.00)

43601020 Summer Camp Registrations $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,500.00 $0.00 0.00% ($1,500.00)

TOTAL SUMMER CAMP INCOME $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $18,000.00 $25.00 0.14% ($17,975.00)

TOTAL SCHOOL INCOME $454,082.51 $466,425.53 102.72% $4,704,360.00 $2,616,301.49 55.61% ($2,088,058.51)

TOTAL INCOME $731,489.60 $1,494,953.06 204.37% $6,918,587.00 $5,203,765.25 75.21% ($1,714,821.75)

Department Name: 100 PASTORAL

MISSIONS

52001031 District Missions $13,750.00 $13,289.28 96.65% $165,000.00 $80,837.20 48.99% ($84,162.80)

52001032 Other Missions $1,666.67 $6,061.28 363.68% $20,000.00 $6,061.28 30.31% ($13,938.72)

52001033 Love, INC $150.00 $150.00 100.00% $1,800.00 $900.00 50.00% ($900.00)

52001057 College Scholarships $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $3,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($3,000.00)

52001069 Community Outreach $416.67 $0.00 0.00% $5,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($5,000.00)

52001132 Mission Task Force Expense $2,083.33 $46.64 2.24% $25,000.00 $19,142.87 76.57% ($5,857.13)

52001133 Mission Task Force Income ($500.00) $0.00 0.00% ($6,000.00) ($17,637.00) 293.95% ($11,637.00)

52001201 SJVF Arvin Support $10,439.50 $0.00 0.00% $125,274.00 $0.00 0.00% ($125,274.00)

52001202 SJVF Arvin Requests $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

TOTAL MISSIONS $28,006.17 $19,547.20 69.80% $339,074.00 $89,304.35 26.34% ($249,769.65)

PASTORAL

52201006 Outside Counseling $166.67 $0.00 0.00% $2,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($2,000.00)

52201009 Professional Development $250.00 $0.00 0.00% $3,000.00 $79.00 2.63% ($2,921.00)

52201038 Materials/Supplies $25.00 $37.12 148.48% $300.00 $366.24 122.08% $66.24

52201041 Leadership Hospitality $100.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,200.00 $49.65 4.14% ($1,150.35)

52201068 Administrative Contingency $100.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,200.00 $287.33 23.94% ($912.67)

52201094 Jr. Confirmation/1st Communion $156.25 $445.08 284.85% $1,500.00 $573.69 38.25% ($926.31)

52201097 Special Projects $33.33 $1,393.00 4179.42% $400.00 $1,393.00 348.25% $993.00

52201105 Stephen Ministry $166.67 $1,594.00 956.38% $2,000.00 $1,594.00 79.70% ($406.00)

TOTAL PASTORAL $997.92 $3,469.20 347.64% $11,600.00 $4,342.91 37.44% ($7,257.09)

TOTAL MISSIONS/PASTORAL $29,004.09 $23,016.40 79.36% $350,674.00 $93,647.26 26.70% ($257,026.74)

Department Name: 200 WORSHIP

CLASSIC WORSHIP

52301001 Worship Salaries $566.67 $0.00 0.00% $5,400.00 $2,850.00 52.78% ($2,550.00)

52301002 Worship FICA $43.35 $0.00 0.00% $413.00 $0.00 0.00% ($413.00)

52301003 Worship Salary Related $6.39 $0.00 0.00% $44.00 $0.00 0.00% ($44.00)

52301005 Honorarium $416.67 $1,650.00 396.00% $5,000.00 $2,200.00 44.00% ($2,800.00)

52301009 Professional Growth $375.00 $0.00 0.00% $4,500.00 $3,674.50 81.66% ($825.50)

52301011 Dues/Memberships $41.67 $109.28 262.25% $500.00 $732.46 146.49% $232.46

52301016 Worship Materials $666.67 $266.99 40.05% $8,000.00 $1,870.31 23.38% ($6,129.69)

52301023 Instrument Maintenance $550.00 $0.00 0.00% $6,600.00 $2,595.40 39.32% ($4,004.60)

52301024 Music Materials $416.67 $205.20 49.25% $5,000.00 $2,699.09 53.98% ($2,300.91)

52301073 Celebration Choir $83.33 $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00 $460.72 46.07% ($539.28)

52301077 Altar Guild $250.00 $214.98 85.99% $3,000.00 $649.00 21.63% ($2,351.00)

TOTAL CLASSIC WORSHIP $3,416.42 $2,446.45 71.61% $39,457.00 $17,731.48 44.94% ($21,725.52)

CONTEMP WORSHIP/TECH ARTS

52701009 Professional Development $250.00 $0.00 0.00% $3,000.00 $945.99 31.53% ($2,054.01)

52701011 Dues/Memberships $41.67 $99.00 237.58% $500.00 $384.00 76.80% ($116.00)

52701016 Worship Materials $208.33 $0.00 0.00% $2,500.00 $234.41 9.38% ($2,265.59)

52701022 Instruments $83.33 $314.46 377.37% $1,000.00 $314.46 31.45% ($685.54)

52701023 Instrument Maintenance $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

52701024 Music Materials $75.00 $290.20 386.93% $900.00 $658.94 73.22% ($241.06)

52701030 Major Production $0.00 $38.64 0.00% $0.00 $38.64 0.00% $38.64

52701039 Video/Drama Resources $125.00 $141.70 113.36% $1,500.00 $263.68 17.58% ($1,236.32)

52701044 Sound Reinforcement $100.00 $530.22 530.22% $1,200.00 $701.45 58.45% ($498.55)

52701045 Video Production $583.33 $72.79 12.48% $7,000.00 $1,208.45 17.26% ($5,791.55)

52701046 Lighting $250.00 $0.00 0.00% $3,000.00 $18.90 0.63% ($2,981.10)

52701050 Staging $333.33 $263.54 79.06% $4,000.00 $923.61 23.09% ($3,076.39)

52701097 Special Service Rentals $0.00 $431.10 0.00% $4,000.00 $491.10 12.28% ($3,508.90)

52701130 Sanctuary Productions $100.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,200.00 $0.00 0.00% ($1,200.00)

TOTAL CONTEMP WORSHIP/TECH ARTS $2,149.99 $2,181.65 101.47% $29,800.00 $6,183.63 20.75% ($23,616.37)

TOTAL WORSHIP $5,566.41 $4,628.10 83.14% $69,257.00 $23,915.11 34.53% ($45,341.89)
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Department Name: 300 FAMILY LIFE

OUTREACH/ASSIMILATION

52501017 H.I.S. Hearts in Service $83.33 ($1,500.00) -1800.07% $1,000.00 ($3,200.00) -320.00% ($4,200.00)

52501027 Advertising $416.67 $303.00 72.72% $5,000.00 $1,609.75 32.20% ($3,390.25)

52501038 Materials/Supplies $58.33 $2.50 4.29% $700.00 $157.00 22.43% ($543.00)

52501071 New Members $250.00 $0.00 0.00% $3,000.00 $957.26 31.91% ($2,042.74)

TOTAL OUTREACH/ASSIMILATION $808.33 ($1,194.50) -147.77% $9,700.00 ($475.99) -4.91% ($10,175.99)

STUDENT MINISTRY

52601006 SSM Discipleship/Counseling $62.50 $61.54 98.46% $750.00 $151.61 20.21% ($598.39)

52601011 SSM Dues/Fees $25.00 $11.99 47.96% $300.00 $111.18 37.06% ($188.82)

52601027 SSM Communications $16.67 $0.50 3.00% $200.00 $215.85 107.93% $15.85

52601029 SSM Adult Training/Support $414.58 $139.05 33.54% $4,975.00 $2,791.00 56.10% ($2,184.00)

52601038 SSM Materials/Supplies $166.67 $355.91 213.54% $2,000.00 $1,106.63 55.33% ($893.37)

52601081 SSM Trips/Retreats Overflow $414.58 $0.00 0.00% $4,975.00 ($2,346.66) -47.17% ($7,321.66)

52601083 SSM Transportation $833.33 $0.00 0.00% $10,000.00 $270.25 2.70% ($9,729.75)

52601092 SSM Special Events $291.67 $86.73 29.74% $3,500.00 $2,085.11 59.57% ($1,414.89)

52601110 SSM "Momentum" $41.67 $87.40 209.74% $500.00 $113.59 22.72% ($386.41)

52601111 SSM Garage Snack Shop $25.00 ($140.88) -563.52% $300.00 ($821.19) -273.73% ($1,121.19)

52601180 SSM College/Young Adult $41.67 $0.00 0.00% $500.00 $23.00 4.60% ($477.00)

TOTAL STUDENT MINISTRY $2,333.34 $602.24 25.81% $28,000.00 $3,700.37 13.22% ($24,299.63)

KIDZ MINISTRY

53001009 Professional Development $83.33 $95.19 114.23% $1,000.00 $95.19 9.52% ($904.81)

53001037 Club 56 $333.33 $3,988.05 1196.43% $4,000.00 $2,756.52 68.91% ($1,243.48)

53001051 Sunday School $333.33 $1,010.70 303.21% $4,000.00 $3,179.30 79.48% ($820.70)

53001052 V.B.S. $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $14,000.00 $13,692.74 97.81% ($307.26)

53001055 AWANA $285.29 $357.68 125.37% $5,000.00 $2,915.60 58.31% ($2,084.40)

53001056 AWANA Offset $0.00 ($135.00) 0.00% ($3,000.00) ($2,045.00) 68.17% $955.00

53001061 MOPS $166.67 $104.12 62.47% $2,000.00 $1,443.73 72.19% ($556.27)

53001062 MOPS Offset ($41.67) ($29.95) 71.87% ($500.00) ($315.95) 63.19% $184.05

53001092 Special Events ($16.13) $57.69 -357.66% $4,000.00 $1,733.04 43.33% ($2,266.96)

53002001 Nursery Salaries $750.00 $1,094.04 145.87% $9,000.00 $6,385.94 70.95% ($2,614.06)

53002002 Nursery FICA $57.42 $83.67 145.72% $689.00 $488.55 70.91% ($200.45)

53002003 Nursery Salary Related $10.50 $10.52 100.19% $126.00 $55.45 44.01% ($70.55)

53002038 Nursery Supplies $20.83 $29.98 143.93% $250.00 $208.85 83.54% ($41.15)

TOTAL KIDZ MINISTRY $1,982.90 $6,666.69 336.21% $40,565.00 $30,593.96 75.42% ($9,971.04)

WOMEN'S MINISTRY

53101012 L.W.M.L. $29.17 $0.00 0.00% $350.00 $21.18 6.05% ($328.82)

53101038 Materials/Supplies $33.33 $61.00 183.02% $400.00 $536.08 134.02% $136.08

53101065 Fellowship & Recreation $16.67 $0.00 0.00% $200.00 $0.00 0.00% ($200.00)

53101066 Receptions $41.67 $140.85 338.01% $500.00 $747.42 149.48% $247.42

53101069 Women's Conference $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

53101072 Women's Conference Income $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

53101108 Women's Retreat $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $20,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($20,000.00)

53101109 Women's Retreat Income ($3,000.00) $0.00 0.00% ($18,000.00) $0.00 0.00% $18,000.00

TOTAL WOMEN'S MINISTRY ($2,879.16) $201.85 -7.01% $3,450.00 $1,304.68 37.82% ($2,145.32)

CHURCH EDUCATION

53201053 Adult Education $1,366.67 $3,129.22 228.97% $16,400.00 $8,707.28 53.09% ($7,692.72)

53201054 Adult Education Offset ($666.67) ($74.00) 11.10% ($8,000.00) ($3,079.00) 38.49% $4,921.00

53201067 Golden Eagles $100.00 $25.47 25.47% $1,200.00 $367.43 30.62% ($832.57)

53201088 Men's Ministry $166.67 $0.00 0.00% $2,000.00 $8.42 0.42% ($1,991.58)

53201120 Life Groups $250.00 $0.00 0.00% $3,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($3,000.00)

53201121 Life Groups Offset ($83.33) $0.00 0.00% ($1,000.00) $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00

TOTAL CHURCH EDUCATION $1,133.34 $3,080.69 271.82% $13,600.00 $6,004.13 44.15% ($7,595.87)

FAMILY LIFE MINISTRY

54001009 Family Life Ministry $83.33 $186.10 223.33% $1,000.00 $290.52 29.05% ($709.48)

54001019 Volunteer Appreciation $458.33 $1,236.30 269.74% $5,500.00 $2,594.82 47.18% ($2,905.18)

54001026 Fellowship Ministry $291.67 $0.00 0.00% $3,500.00 $70.16 2.00% ($3,429.84)

54001065 Fellowship Supplies $58.33 $0.00 0.00% $700.00 $451.98 64.57% ($248.02)

54001089 Coffee/Donuts $166.67 $1,239.86 743.90% $2,000.00 $1,536.98 76.85% ($463.02)

TOTAL FAMILY LIFE MINISTRY $1,058.33 $2,662.26 251.55% $12,700.00 $4,944.46 38.93% ($7,755.54)

TOTAL FAMILY LIFE $4,437.08 $12,019.23 270.88% $108,015.00 $46,071.61 42.65% ($61,943.39)
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Department Name: 400 FINANCE & FACILITIES

SALARIES/BENEFITS

52101001 Salaries $87,008.25 $86,078.40 98.93% $1,044,099.00 $488,325.83 46.77% ($555,773.17)

52101002 FICA Taxes $4,088.33 $4,026.08 98.48% $49,060.00 $24,355.52 49.64% ($24,704.48)

52101003 Salary Related $20,641.25 $21,133.66 102.39% $247,695.00 $122,528.34 49.47% ($125,166.66)

52101004 Transportation Reimbursement $333.33 $187.09 56.13% $4,000.00 $1,971.99 49.30% ($2,028.01)

52101009 Professional Development $250.00 $0.00 0.00% $3,000.00 $497.47 16.58% ($2,502.53)

52101085 Search/Relocation $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $3,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($3,000.00)

TOTAL SALARIES/BENEFITS $112,321.16 $111,425.23 99.20% $1,350,854.00 $637,679.15 47.21% ($713,174.85)

CHURCH OFFICE

52401013 Postage $548.92 $607.66 110.70% $6,587.00 $3,038.93 46.14% ($3,548.07)

52401014 Office Supplies $458.33 $370.87 80.92% $5,500.00 $2,579.94 46.91% ($2,920.06)

52401015 Printing $484.17 $581.43 120.09% $5,810.00 $3,581.60 61.65% ($2,228.40)

52401018 Outside Printing $184.17 $0.00 0.00% $2,210.00 $0.00 0.00% ($2,210.00)

52401021 Stewardship Resources $250.00 $559.71 223.88% $3,000.00 $2,229.35 74.31% ($770.65)

52401022 Bank Fees/Interest $500.00 $298.37 59.67% $6,000.00 $1,320.00 22.00% ($4,680.00)

52401025 Cell Phones/Pagers $666.67 $734.50 110.17% $8,000.00 $4,420.66 55.26% ($3,579.34)

52401043 Employee Key Cards $29.17 $0.00 0.00% $350.00 $0.00 0.00% ($350.00)

52401065 Fellowship & Recreation $250.00 $1,145.86 458.34% $3,000.00 $1,775.19 59.17% ($1,224.81)

52401091 Confidential Material Handling $25.00 $25.00 100.00% $300.00 $100.00 33.33% ($200.00)

52401100 Audit Expense $0.00 $6,900.00 0.00% $17,000.00 $16,900.00 99.41% ($100.00)

52401101 Planned Giving Resource $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

TOTAL CHURCH OFFICE $3,396.43 $11,223.40 330.45% $57,757.00 $35,945.67 62.24% ($21,811.33)

TECHNOLOGY

52801087 Computers/Peripherals $833.33 $97.60 11.71% $10,000.00 $1,111.62 11.12% ($8,888.38)

52801187 V-Tech Support $2,567.17 $1,393.00 54.26% $30,806.00 $13,792.92 44.77% ($17,013.08)

52801287 Software Support $908.33 $782.71 86.17% $10,900.00 $6,589.25 60.45% ($4,310.75)

52801387 Computer Licenses $208.33 $8.00 3.84% $2,500.00 $48.00 1.92% ($2,452.00)

52801487 Internet Services $83.33 $98.86 118.64% $1,000.00 $618.88 61.89% ($381.12)

TOTAL TECHNOLOGY $4,600.49 $2,380.17 51.74% $55,206.00 $22,160.67 40.14% ($33,045.33)

OPERATIONS

52901034 Utilities - Water $1,601.65 $822.36 51.34% $26,400.00 $6,332.60 23.99% ($20,067.40)

52901035 Utilities - Gas $1,310.59 $586.67 44.76% $10,500.00 $1,172.96 11.17% ($9,327.04)

52901036 Utilities - Electric $6,994.61 $11,692.00 167.16% $140,000.00 $79,598.09 56.86% ($60,401.91)

52901040 Utilities - Phone $500.00 $724.88 144.98% $6,000.00 $4,169.77 69.50% ($1,830.23)

52901058 Safety Compliance $125.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,500.00 $18.91 1.26% ($1,481.09)

52901086 Sewer Surcharge Fee (Students) $666.67 $660.51 99.08% $8,000.00 $3,963.06 49.54% ($4,036.94)

52901091 Trash $500.00 $514.51 102.90% $6,000.00 $2,191.71 36.53% ($3,808.29)

52901143 Security $1,500.00 $2,030.90 135.39% $18,000.00 $11,202.67 62.24% ($6,797.33)

52901144 False Alarm Fees $41.67 $0.00 0.00% $500.00 $0.00 0.00% ($500.00)

52901145 Fire System Upkeep $125.00 $80.24 64.19% $1,500.00 $1,400.76 93.38% ($99.24)

52901154 Janitorial Supplies $2,458.33 $3,153.11 128.26% $29,500.00 $17,547.65 59.48% ($11,952.35)

52901155 Janitorial Service $6,666.67 $8,251.00 123.76% $80,000.00 $36,650.21 45.81% ($43,349.79)

52901172 Campus Improvements $1,250.00 $627.91 50.23% $15,000.00 $1,685.99 11.24% ($13,314.01)

52901176 General Construction & Repair $2,083.33 $1,694.66 81.34% $25,000.00 $11,917.15 47.67% ($13,082.85)

52901190 Yard Care $4,166.67 $3,453.47 82.88% $50,000.00 $19,187.40 38.37% ($30,812.60)

52901200 Facilities Rental Expense $208.33 $215.40 103.39% $2,500.00 $1,978.38 79.14% ($521.62)

52901207 Machine Maintenance $1,250.00 $1,518.85 121.51% $15,000.00 $8,446.48 56.31% ($6,553.52)

52901208 Equipment Leases $1,500.00 $1,743.63 116.24% $18,000.00 $10,461.78 58.12% ($7,538.22)

52901210 Vehicle Expenses $416.67 $196.50 47.16% $5,000.00 $1,263.96 25.28% ($3,736.04)

52901237 Real Estate Taxes $76.25 $86.79 113.82% $915.00 $490.36 53.59% ($424.64)

52901249 Insurance $2,416.67 $2,254.43 93.29% $29,000.00 $13,526.88 46.64% ($15,473.12)

52901278 HVAC Maintenance $1,583.33 $530.56 33.51% $19,000.00 $11,919.96 62.74% ($7,080.04)

52901300 Legal Fees $83.33 $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($1,000.00)

52901329 Capital Campaign Expense $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

52901330 Government Assessments $150.00 $145.58 97.05% $1,800.00 $885.96 49.22% ($914.04)

52901335 Mortgage Principal Expense $20,833.33 $23,250.89 111.60% $250,000.00 $133,086.71 53.23% ($116,913.29)

52901336 Mortgage Interest Expense $4,000.00 $2,473.13 61.83% $48,000.00 $24,100.13 50.21% ($23,899.87)

52901337 Mortgage Offset (Schools) ($16,666.67) ($20,000.00) 120.00% ($200,000.00) ($100,000.00) 50.00% $100,000.00

52901339 Mortgage Principal Contra Acct $0.00 ($23,250.89) 0.00% $0.00 ($133,086.71) 0.00% ($133,086.71)

52901902 Depreciation $0.00 $48,981.08 0.00% $0.00 $295,263.95 0.00% $295,263.95

52901903 Amortization $0.00 $107.60 0.00% $0.00 $645.60 0.00% $645.60

TOTAL OPERATIONS $45,841.43 $72,545.77 158.25% $608,115.00 $466,022.37 76.63% ($142,092.63)

TOTAL FINANCE & FACILITIES $166,159.51 $197,574.57 118.91% $2,071,932.00 $1,161,807.86 56.07% ($910,124.14)
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Department Name: 500 SCHOOLS

SJCC

53301001 SJCC Salaries $71,506.30 $70,884.12 99.13% $868,694.00 $406,903.88 46.84% ($461,790.12)

53301002 SJCC FICA Taxes $5,545.00 $5,319.91 95.94% $66,510.00 $29,831.08 44.85% ($36,678.92)

53301003 SJCC Salary Related $20,876.21 $21,222.95 101.66% $237,750.00 $123,054.17 51.76% ($114,695.83)

53301007 SJCC Machine Maintenance $150.00 $114.63 76.42% $1,800.00 $705.07 39.17% ($1,094.93)

53301008 SJCC Equipment Leases $166.67 $163.60 98.16% $2,000.00 $951.88 47.59% ($1,048.12)

53301009 SJCC Professional Development $500.00 $0.00 0.00% $6,000.00 $1,219.53 20.33% ($4,780.47)

53301011 SJCC Dues/Fees $225.00 $195.25 86.78% $2,700.00 $3,056.50 113.20% $356.50

53301014 SJCC Office Supplies $208.33 $360.15 172.87% $2,500.00 $815.20 32.61% ($1,684.80)

53301015 SJCC Printing $120.83 $42.85 35.46% $1,450.00 $684.19 47.19% ($765.81)

53301020 SJCC Publications $16.67 $0.00 0.00% $200.00 $0.00 0.00% ($200.00)

53301027 SJCC Advertising $83.33 $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($1,000.00)

53301038 SJCC Materials/Supplies $416.67 $2.12 0.51% $5,000.00 $467.69 9.35% ($4,532.31)

53301041 SJCC Hospitality $291.67 $286.28 98.15% $3,500.00 $1,154.38 32.98% ($2,345.62)

53301043 SJCC Key Fobs $58.33 $86.00 147.44% $700.00 $516.00 73.71% ($184.00)

53301047 SJCC Capital Expense $600.00 $0.00 0.00% $6,000.00 ($23.61) -0.39% ($6,023.61)

53301049 SJCC Capital Recovery $8,000.00 $8,000.00 100.00% $80,000.00 $40,000.00 50.00% ($40,000.00)

53301054 SJCC Janitorial Supplies $350.00 $36.49 10.43% $3,500.00 $1,708.91 48.83% ($1,791.09)

53301058 SJCC Health & Safety $166.67 $18.11 10.87% $2,000.00 $209.18 10.46% ($1,790.82)

53301060 SJCC Curriculum $833.33 $47.84 5.74% $10,000.00 $3,329.84 33.30% ($6,670.16)

53301063 SJCC Continuing Education $133.33 $69.50 52.13% $1,600.00 $69.50 4.34% ($1,530.50)

53301068 SJCC Administrative Contingency $83.33 $234.89 281.88% $1,000.00 $407.83 40.78% ($592.17)

53301074 SJCC Nutrition $2,389.66 $1,613.44 67.52% $23,000.00 $9,762.78 42.45% ($13,237.22)

53301075 SJCC Art Supplies $1,250.00 $254.58 20.37% $12,500.00 $4,199.64 33.60% ($8,300.36)

53301076 SJCC Facility Enhancements $50.00 $0.00 0.00% $500.00 $0.00 0.00% ($500.00)

53301084 SJCC Tuition Assistance $2,500.00 $1,854.00 74.16% $25,000.00 $9,270.00 37.08% ($15,730.00)

53301087 SJCC AV/Computer Supplies $1,788.00 $1,545.40 86.43% $17,880.00 $9,986.21 55.85% ($7,893.79)

53301092 SJCC Parents/Special Events $155.42 $106.20 68.33% $4,000.00 $564.79 14.12% ($3,435.21)

53301095 SJCC Tuition Bad Debt $16.67 $0.00 0.00% $200.00 $0.00 0.00% ($200.00)

53302074 SJCC Hot Lunch Program $2,400.00 $3,523.50 146.81% $24,000.00 $8,149.10 33.95% ($15,850.90)

53304001 SJCC Substitute Salaries $3,200.00 $3,829.77 119.68% $32,000.00 $17,664.10 55.20% ($14,335.90)

53304002 SJCC Substitute FICA $244.80 $292.99 119.69% $2,448.00 $1,350.07 55.15% ($1,097.93)

53304003 SJCC Substitute Salary Related $50.00 $54.15 108.30% $500.00 $216.94 43.39% ($283.06)

53305074 SJCC Hot Lunch Program $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

TOTAL SJCC $124,376.22 $120,158.72 96.61% $1,445,932.00 $676,224.85 46.77% ($769,707.15)
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SJLS

53401001 SJLS Salaries $142,912.66 $133,495.25 93.41% $1,607,675.00 $796,864.44 49.57% ($810,810.56)

53401002 SJLS FICA Taxes $7,738.49 $6,811.36 88.02% $87,053.00 $40,145.03 46.12% ($46,907.97)

53401003 SJLS Salary Related $24,262.25 $28,338.28 116.80% $291,147.00 $160,385.90 55.09% ($130,761.10)

53401004 SJLS Mileage $333.33 $2,269.73 680.93% $4,000.00 $3,465.94 86.65% ($534.06)

53401007 SJLS Machine Maintenance $750.00 $830.01 110.67% $9,000.00 $4,260.66 47.34% ($4,739.34)

53401008 SJLS Plant/Equipment Leases $583.33 $1,404.99 240.86% $7,000.00 $4,694.34 67.06% ($2,305.66)

53401009 SJLS Professional Development $11,705.99 $475.43 4.06% $18,000.00 $10,048.66 55.83% ($7,951.34)

53401010 SJLS School Trips $2,500.00 $641.91 25.68% $30,000.00 $13,667.10 45.56% ($16,332.90)

53401011 SJLS Dues/Memberships $125.00 $549.56 439.65% $1,500.00 $3,345.58 223.04% $1,845.58

53401014 SJLS Office Supplies $1,250.00 $22.19 1.78% $15,000.00 $4,092.62 27.28% ($10,907.38)

53401015 SJLS Printing $250.00 $131.45 52.58% $3,000.00 $1,592.15 53.07% ($1,407.85)

53401024 SJLS Music Program $400.00 $591.51 147.88% $4,000.00 $8,211.63 205.29% $4,211.63

53401027 SJLS Advertising $100.00 $1,031.00 1031.00% $1,200.00 $1,031.00 85.92% ($169.00)

53401038 SJLS Materials/Supplies $875.00 $0.00 0.00% $10,500.00 $13,331.23 126.96% $2,831.23

53401041 SJLS Hospitality $166.67 $0.00 0.00% $2,000.00 $715.01 35.75% ($1,284.99)

53401042 SJLS Furnishings $416.67 $0.00 0.00% $5,000.00 $609.36 12.19% ($4,390.64)

53401048 SJLS Campus Improvements (CUF) $0.00 $318.27 0.00% $0.00 $1,906.74 0.00% $1,906.74

53401049 SJLS Capital Recovery $10,833.00 $12,000.00 110.77% $120,000.00 $60,000.00 50.00% ($60,000.00)

53401058 SJLS Health & Safety $125.00 $233.72 186.98% $1,500.00 $1,003.24 66.88% ($496.76)

53401060 SJLS Curriculum $1,870.55 $590.45 31.57% $55,000.00 $43,306.86 78.74% ($11,693.14)

53401062 SJLS Accreditation $100.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,200.00 $660.00 55.00% ($540.00)

53401063 SJLS Continuing Education $208.33 $0.00 0.00% $2,500.00 $0.00 0.00% ($2,500.00)

53401064 SJLS Athletic Program ($3,247.37) ($3,132.50) 96.46% $6,000.00 ($847.43) -14.12% ($6,847.43)

53401072 SJLS Recess Equipment $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $2,000.00 $1,576.03 78.80% ($423.97)

53401073 SJLS Testing $0.00 $5,776.94 0.00% $7,000.00 $5,866.47 83.81% ($1,133.53)

53401079 SJLS Graduation $0.00 $272.39 0.00% $3,750.00 $272.41 7.26% ($3,477.59)

53401084 SJLS Tuition Assistance $11,000.00 $7,077.14 64.34% $110,000.00 $50,881.84 46.26% ($59,118.16)

53401085 SJLS Search/Relocation $1,000.00 $449.62 44.96% $12,000.00 $9,480.02 79.00% ($2,519.98)

53401087 SJLS AV/Computer Support $5,416.67 $4,096.75 75.63% $65,000.00 $21,059.96 32.40% ($43,940.04)

53401090 SJLS Contingency Reserve $1,250.00 $0.00 0.00% $15,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($15,000.00)

53401095 SJLS Tuition Bad Debt $1,250.00 $0.00 0.00% $15,000.00 $5,709.40 38.06% ($9,290.60)

53401096 SJLS Start-Up Expenses $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00 $950.58 95.06% ($49.42)

53401099 8th Grade Trip Chaperones $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $10,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($10,000.00)

53402001 Hot Lunch Salaries $0.00 $478.20 0.00% $0.00 $2,542.75 0.00% $2,542.75

53402002 Hot Lunch FICA $0.00 $36.58 0.00% $0.00 $194.41 0.00% $194.41

53402003 Hot Lunch Salary Related $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

53402074 Hot Lunch Program $5,009.67 $12,866.50 256.83% $55,000.00 $26,937.55 48.98% ($28,062.45)

53403001 Extended Care Salaries $4,128.44 $3,759.05 91.05% $46,140.00 $17,804.29 38.59% ($28,335.71)

53403002 Extended Care FICA $275.67 $287.56 104.31% $3,081.00 $1,361.88 44.20% ($1,719.12)

53403003 Extended Care Salary Related $62.90 $89.79 142.75% $709.00 $462.86 65.28% ($246.14)

53403038 Extended Care Supplies $39.82 $840.00 2109.49% $2,000.00 $1,079.79 53.99% ($920.21)

53404001 SJLS Substitute Salaries $1,966.43 $1,294.73 65.84% $18,000.00 $7,877.71 43.77% ($10,122.29)

53404002 SJLS Substitute FICA $150.43 $99.07 65.86% $1,377.00 $596.76 43.34% ($780.24)

53404003 SJLS Substitute Salary Related $22.29 $18.28 82.01% $251.00 $106.94 42.61% ($144.06)

TOTAL SJLS $235,831.22 $224,045.21 95.00% $2,649,583.00 $1,327,251.71 50.09% ($1,322,331.29)

FUNDRAISING

53501022 Scrip Bank Fees $8.33 $0.00 0.00% $100.00 $0.00 0.00% ($100.00)

53501078 Scrip Rebates $100.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($1,000.00)

53501098 Scrip Purchases $54,841.12 $27,232.47 49.66% $110,000.00 $55,053.16 50.05% ($54,946.84)

53501101 Golf Tournament $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $10,000.00 $346.66 3.47% ($9,653.34)

53501102 A Bountiful Affair $13,050.36 $3,093.15 23.70% $50,000.00 $35,762.82 71.53% ($14,237.18)

53501122 Credit Card Fees $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,250.00 $245.15 19.61% ($1,004.85)

53505000 Misc Fundraising Expense $41.67 $0.00 0.00% $500.00 $0.00 0.00% ($500.00)

TOTAL FUNDRAISING $68,041.48 $30,325.62 44.57% $172,850.00 $91,407.79 52.88% ($81,442.21)
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Acct #

Description

Budget for

Period

Actual for

Period % Period

Budget

Annual

Actual

YTD

Var. Actual

to Annual

Budget %

Var. Actual

to Annual

Budget Dollar

SUMMER CAMP

53601001 Summer Camp Salaries $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $20,000.00 $675.50 3.38% ($19,324.50)

53601002 Summer Camp FICA Taxes $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,530.00 $51.67 3.38% ($1,478.33)

53601003 Summer Camp Salary Related $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $413.00 $0.00 0.00% ($413.00)

53601038 Summer Camp Materials/Supplies $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $2,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($2,000.00)

53601060 Summer Camp Curriculum $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00 $450.00 45.00% ($550.00)

53601095 Summer Camp Bad Debt $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

TOTAL SUMMER CAMP $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $24,943.00 $1,177.17 4.72% ($23,765.83)

TOTAL SCHOOLS $428,248.92 $374,529.55 87.46% $4,293,308.00 $2,096,061.52 48.82% ($2,197,246.48)

Department Name: 600 OTHER

55001000 Gain or Loss on Disposition $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

55005000 Fundraising $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $49,012.60 0.00% $49,012.60

55033000 SJCC Prior Year Restricted $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

55034000 SJLS Prior Year Restricted $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

55035000 Other Prior Year Restricted $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

55055000 Suspense Account $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

55060000 Expense/Asset Contra Acct $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

55096000 Bad Debt - Other $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

55098000 Other (Audit) Expense $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00

TOTAL OTHER INCOME OR EXPENSE $0.00 $0.00 0.00% $0.00 $49,012.60 0.00% $49,012.60

Department Name: 800 SJVF - ARVIN

SJVF INCOME

48001001 SJVF Env & Cash Plate $4,166.67 $8,042.50 193.02% $50,000.00 $23,719.27 47.44% ($26,280.73)

48001005 SJVF LCMS District Support $2,333.33 $5,000.00 214.29% $28,000.00 $15,000.00 53.57% ($13,000.00)

48001006 SJVF Support from SJLC $10,439.50 $0.00 0.00% $125,274.00 $0.00 0.00% ($125,274.00)

48001007 SJVF Parsonage Rent $0.00 $500.00 0.00% $0.00 $2,500.00 0.00% $2,500.00

48001020 SJVF Miscellaneous Income $0.00 $50.00 0.00% $0.00 $10,370.52 0.00% $10,370.52

TOTAL SJVF INCOME $16,939.50 $13,592.50 80.24% $203,274.00 $51,589.79 25.38% ($151,684.21)

SJVF EXPENSE

58001001 SJVF Salaries $8,674.33 $8,369.57 96.49% $104,092.00 $49,795.81 47.84% ($54,296.19)

58001002 SJVF FICA $152.33 $129.50 85.01% $1,828.00 $771.68 42.21% ($1,056.32)

58001003 SJVF Salary Related $2,865.33 $2,822.39 98.50% $34,384.00 $16,338.06 47.52% ($18,045.94)

58001004 SJVF Auto Allowance $100.00 $301.32 301.32% $1,200.00 $1,357.66 113.14% $157.66

58001005 SJVF Preaching Honorarium $41.67 $0.00 0.00% $500.00 $0.00 0.00% ($500.00)

58001009 SJVF Professional Growth $50.00 $0.00 0.00% $600.00 $0.00 0.00% ($600.00)

58001014 SJVF Supplies/Postage $166.67 $431.46 258.87% $2,000.00 $513.92 25.70% ($1,486.08)

58001016 SJVF Worship Materials $200.00 $398.56 199.28% $2,400.00 $1,610.69 67.11% ($789.31)

58001017 SJVF Outreach/Advertising $333.33 ($147.99) -44.40% $4,000.00 $8,127.24 203.18% $4,127.24

58001027 SJVF Advertising $333.33 $1.20 0.36% $4,000.00 $7.55 0.19% ($3,992.45)

58001036 SJVF Utilities $1,000.00 $967.41 96.74% $12,000.00 $6,273.69 52.28% ($5,726.31)

58001040 SJVF Telephone $133.33 $170.19 127.65% $1,600.00 $1,065.81 66.61% ($534.19)

58001052 SJVF V.B.S. $83.33 $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00 $34.70 3.47% ($965.30)

58001068 SJVF Contengency $41.67 $0.00 0.00% $500.00 $82.39 16.48% ($417.61)

58001080 Youth $125.00 $152.51 122.01% $1,500.00 $536.46 35.76% ($963.54)

58001087 SJVF Computer Hardware/Software $83.33 $85.00 102.00% $1,000.00 $510.00 51.00% ($490.00)

58001143 SJVF Security $83.33 $0.00 0.00% $1,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($1,000.00)

58001154 SJVF Janitorial Supplies $50.00 $266.01 532.02% $600.00 $975.51 162.59% $375.51

58001176 SJVF Gen'l Construction & Repair $333.33 $199.55 59.87% $4,000.00 $2,420.53 60.51% ($1,579.47)

58001190 SJVF Lawn Care $375.00 $350.00 93.33% $4,500.00 $2,011.55 44.70% ($2,488.45)

58001207 SJVF Equipment Maintenance $83.33 $5.67 6.80% $1,000.00 $660.74 66.07% ($339.26)

58001208 SJVF Equipment Leases $160.00 $173.60 108.50% $1,920.00 $1,041.60 54.25% ($878.40)

58001237 SJVF Property Taxes $54.17 $54.33 100.30% $650.00 $326.13 50.17% ($323.87)

58001249 SJVF Insurance $333.33 $318.82 95.65% $4,000.00 $1,912.62 47.82% ($2,087.38)

58001278 SJVF HVAC Maintenance $583.33 $0.00 0.00% $7,000.00 $3,684.01 52.63% ($3,315.99)

58001902 SJVF Depreciation $500.00 $0.00 0.00% $6,000.00 $0.00 0.00% ($6,000.00)

58002036 SJVF Parsonage Expenses $0.00 $175.47 0.00% $0.00 $1,052.92 0.00% $1,052.92

TOTAL SJVF EXPENSE $16,939.47 $15,224.57 89.88% $203,274.00 $101,111.27 49.74% ($102,162.73)

TOTAL SJVF - ARVIN NET (INCOME)/LOSS ($0.03) $1,632.07 -5440233.33% $0.00 $49,521.48 0.00% $49,521.48

TOTAL EXPENSES $650,355.48 $626,992.42 96.41% $7,096,460.00 $3,571,627.23 50.33% ($3,524,832.77)

TOTAL NET (INCOME)/LOSS $98,073.62 $881,553.14 898.87% $25,401.00 $1,683,727.81 6628.59% $1,658,326.81
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SLT Report to Board 2017-2-21 
LOVE		�		LEARN		�		LEAD	

The	people	of	St.	John’s	LOVE	God	and	others,	
LEARN	to	be	and	make	disciples	of	Jesus	Christ,	and	

LEAD	others	to	discover	and	live	out	their	calling	as	God’s	people.	
 
Strategic Initiative Discipleship Focus 
 
Discipleship 
We will practice 
Biblical Discipleship 
by instructing, 
modeling, and 
mentoring disciples 
to make disciples of 
Jesus Christ. 
 
 
 
 

 
• SWOT ANALYSIS: A COUPLE OF INSIGHTS 

- MINISTRIES = SUB-FLOCKS In a place that is too big for anyone to know 
everyone, the advantage we have is that our big flock is a series of smaller flocks. 
That’s one of the strengths of our sub-ministries, and a framework that will help our 
individual ministry leads see their role of care, nurture and growth of their flocks.  

- SYSTEMS + EFFICIENCIES Frustrations that repeat themselves are because of 
broken systems. As we see issues arise across multiple ministries, it’s an indicator 
that we need a better system/process. Examples include: facility usage, volunteer 
engagement, having a comprehensive discipleship plan, and member care. We also 
are evaluating the tools we use for these purposes.  

•  ‘BELIEVE’  
- We have had a great response to the “Believe” series so far. We love the engagement 

we have seen in worship, LIFEgroups, and conversation.   
• LENT & EASTER 

- March 1 is Ash Wednesday (7 a.m., 11, and 6:15); midweek services (Theme: “I 
AM”) will be at 11 a.m. and 6:15 p.m. through Lent. Easter is April 16, with services 
in the sanctuary at 7 and 8:30, and two services in the worship center.   

• SANCTUARY OPENING 
- We have scheduled April 2 as the first official Sunday of worship in the Sanctuary. 

Then we get to follow that long-awaited Sunday with Palm Sunday and Easter.  
• TANZANIA 

- Our 4-person team returned this week from Tanzania, where they had a life-changing 
experience. Spencer will share more of this story, but this looks to be a major part of 
the mission of our ministry for the foreseeable future.   

 
St. John’s School & 
Children’s Center 
We will disciple the 
families within our 
schools.   

  
• RE-ENROLLMENT 

- Re-enrollment numbers are strong for both the school and children’s center. We are 
blessed to continue to be the school of choice in Bakersfield.  

• CHILDREN CENTER DIRECTOR RECOMMENDATION 
- Ms. Denise Pacilli, current director of Sunbeams Lutheran Preschool in Kent, 

Washington, came for a visit this past month. It is the consensus of the search 
committee that she we should extend a call to her for the Director position for our 
Children’s Center. This would require setting a congregational meeting to issue the 
call. After she is extended the call, we will still have to wait for her decision. 

		

 
Arvin 
We will work 
through St. John’s 
Valley of Faith to 
disciple the 
community of Arvin.  

 
• ALEJANDRO ALVAREZ & FAMILY 

- If you saw the video on 2/12, you heard the story of an entire family whose path is 
being changed through St. John’s Valley of Faith. Good things are happening in a 
tough place to do ministry: baptisms, membership classes, discipleship, mentoring, 
and SO much more kingdom growth. From human resources to financial, this 
ministry would NOT be happening without the ongoing support of our people. So, 
thank you for this eternal impact! 

 
WORSHIP		�	MISSIONS	�	SCHOOL	�	CHILDREN’S	CENTER	�	LIFEGROUPS	�	WOMEN’S	MINISTRY		

MEN’S	MINISTRY	�	CHILDREN’S	MINISTRY	�	STUDENT	MINISTRY	



From: Susan Day
To: Susan Day
Subject: FW: Concealed Carry Firearm
Date: Friday, February 10, 2017 10:35:31 AM

 

Thank you for providing this safety and security procedure plan for review for the ministry.  Unfortunately,
safety and security is becoming more and more important and it is great to see that the ministry is taking
this critical area so seriously.  The time of a traumatic incident, weather emergency or other safety need
is not the time to realize that an implemented policy and procedure needs to be developed. 

Ultimately, the consultation with a locally licensed attorney is encouraged to ensure compliance with all
applicable law.  However, I am happy to provide some general risk management considerations. The
current policy is very strong and appears to be well drafted.  In fact, it includes many of the aspects that
are generally recommended.   

Use of Force 

The use of force standard generally follows the reasonable person standard.  This is somewhat of an
objective standard.  Essentially, it requires an analysis of what a reasonable person would do under the
same or similar circumstances.  The "reasonable person" is comparable to someone in the local area.
 (e.g. What is reasonable to individuals in New York, may not be reasonable to someone in Texas and
vice versa).   

It is also important to keep in mind the ministry's duty to attending participants in the ministry services or
activities.  The ministry has a duty to protect individuals from an unreasonable risk of harm.  Therefore, if
an individual is posing a threat to others, it could be viewed as reasonable to use force to remove that
individual before the individual can cause undue harm on others.   

The current draft does contain a use of force provision and defines reasonable force using the standards
discussed above.   

Concealed Carry and Arming the Security Team 

Concealed carry laws vary significantly from state to state.  Some states prohibit weapons in church
unless special permission is granted. Others allow weapons in church unless specifically prohibited.
States also vary on what signs or other warnings are required to prohibit concealed carry in states that
require the church to communicate its prohibition to members and visitors.  Also, depending upon the
state, concealed carry laws may also vary when it comes to law enforcement officers, whether on or off
duty.   

When concealed carry is restricted or prohibited by the ministry, there are likely statutory regulations on
the warning and notice signs that need to be posted in order to restrict concealed carry.  It is
recommended that ministry leaders consult with a locally licensed attorney to assist in the development of
the policy. 

It appears from the security guidelines that the ministry permits concealed carry on the property and in
fact may even arm their security team, but only for those trained as law enforcement officers. This is a
good risk management approach to assist in minimizing the risk associated with arming the security team.
  In order to limit possible risk exposure, it is important to ensure armed members of the security team
have received all necessary training and certification.  By following this practice, ministry leaders can be
assured that the security team will know how to react if an incident arises that would require use of their
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firearm. 

Evacuation and Lockdown 

The ministry's policy may benefit from the development of an evacuation and lockdown procedure.  When
developing an evacuation and lockdown plan, there are several areas that ministry leaders may want to
consider: 

1)  Equipment and Systems.  Look at needed equipment such as smoke alarms, detectors, weather
radios, warning systems, communication tools and even flashlights.  Keep in mind appropriate personnel
resources and how the equipment the ministry has can be best utilized.   

2) Leader roles.  Each ministry leader and child care individual will have essential roles during this time.
 The current policy does a nice job of setting forth the team members assigned to each area.  It would
benefit from adding specifics on each individual's duties.  This is important because at the time of the
incident each role needs to be well defined in order to be properly executed.  A few additional questions
ministry leaders may consider in this area include: who has the authority or order the evacuation or
lockdown and give the all clear, how will ministry leaders know who is in the building at any given time so
that everyone is accounted for as well as who operates or activates the warning signals. 

3) Maps, emergency exits, routes.  The policy would benefit from the addition of maps and routes for
further clarity.  This will allow all ministry leaders to know the routes to the proper designated area and
make it easier to know where all members and children will be.  It is also important to ensure that these
routes and maps are appropriately posted in each area and classroom. 

An additional issue is there can be individuals, including children and youth, that may have special needs.
 This can create unique challenges if a lockdown procedure is in excess of 30 minutes for example.
 Ensure that these special needs have been addressed as well through advance planning. 

Finally, no matter how good a policy or procedure, it will not be beneficial if it is not implemented through
proper training and practice.   

Brotherhood Mutual has resources available on the risk management website that the ministry may find
helpful as well.  Some of these include: 

Creating an Evacuation Plan 
Fire Safety:  Create an Evacuation Plan Before an Emergency Happens 
Developing a Disaster Plan Checklist 

Insurance Coverage Considerations 

From an insurance perspective, the ministry and its representatives may or may not be covered
depending upon how the intentional acts exclusion definition in the ministry’s insurance policy would be
interpreted under applicable state law. There is an additional endorsement available with the MinistryFirst
policy that could provide more protection for this situation.  In addition to providing a number of additional
coverages for equipment damage, wage loss, and other liability protections, the Security Operations
Liability Coverage endorsement provides a modification of the policy’s standard intentional acts exclusion
so that only malicious or wrongful acts are excluded.  This helps to alleviate any concerns about a
potential coverage gap for intentionally loading the firearm, intentionally arming the security team,
intentionally firing a weapon, etc.   

Another coverage concern is that even if the ministry is covered, an individual security team member may
only be covered on an excess basis.  This means that the individual would have to file the claim with his

http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/article/creating-an-evacuation-plan/
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homeowners policy first and then after those benefits are exhausted coverage under the ministry's liability
policy would be applicable.  The Security Operations Liability Coverage endorsement does provide
coverage for individual team members on a primary basis as added coverage.   

The ministry leaders can work with you if they are interested in examining these additional optional
coverages.

Brotherhood Mutual has developed several resources that can address these points in more depth: 

Church Security and Armed Security Guards 
Legal Q&A:  Should our church have armed security guards? 
Develop a Volunteer Safety and Security Team 
Legal Q&A:  Safety and Security 
Security Resources 
Safety and Security Guidebook (This resource provides a sample policy and scenarios to use as a
template to develop the ministry's own program.) 

Church Security:  Insurance and the Law (webinar) 

As discussed above, there are coverage gaps in the realm of safety and security.  The chart below will
demonstrate these gaps a bit further and how the optional coverages that Brotherhood Mutual offers
respond to these gaps.   
Coverage Gap Comparison 

I hope this information is helpful in providing additional resources for security.  Ultimately, the consultation
with a locally licensed attorney is encouraged in this area due to the variation in state laws and
requirements. 

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to your inquiry.  Please take a moment to complete this brief
survey about your experience with LegalAssistance so we can continue to improve this service. 

You will also find many helpful resources at our company's online risk management Safety Library. If you
have any follow-up questions regarding our response, you may send a reply to this e-mail.  Otherwise,
feel free to contact us again through LegalAssistance at any time. 

Brotherhood Mutual is pleased to provide this complimentary legal assistance service.  The services we offer through LegalAssistance
are intended to provide general legal information to our current and prospective policyholders.  It does not constitute legal advice.  We
intend to provide information that is helpful, but you should not consider information offered through LegalAssistance to be a substitute for

the advice of a licensed attorney in your area. 

https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/article/should-churches-have-armed-security-guards/
https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/legalassistance/legalqanda/questions/church-armed-security-guards/
https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/article/developing-security-teams/
https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/legalassistance/legalqanda/safety-security/
https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/church-security/security-resources/tips-and-tools/
https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/guidebook/safety-and-security-guidebook/
http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/webinar/church-security-insurance-and-the-law/
http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/www/?linkServID=9FB26AC6-E14D-25C3-221A0B823F4FC36C&showMeta=2&ext=.pdf
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From: Susan Day
To: Susan Day
Subject: FW: Legal - Firearms
Date: Tuesday, October 25, 2016 2:34:32 PM

Unfortunately, security has become a necessity and ministries must always be alert to the possibility of a
violent occurrence.  While I am happy to provide ministry leaders with risk management guidance to
discuss, I cannot provide a legal opinion as I am not licensed to practice law in California.  Ultimately,
consultation with a locally licensed attorney is needed for a legal opinion due to the variance in state
firearm laws. 

Written Permission to Carry Firearms in School Zones 

It appears that Senate Bill 707 amended Sections 626.9 and 30310 of the California Penal Code relating
to firearms and California’s Gun-Free School Zone Act.  It further appears that the amendments to these
Penal Code sections became effective January 1, 2016.   

It seems as though an individual in California is not allowed to have a firearm in a school zone unless the
individual has written permission from the school district superintendent, his or her designee, or
equivalent school authority, or is otherwise exempt from this requirement.  It also seems as though an
individual in California is not allowed to carry ammunition or reloaded ammunition onto school grounds
without written permission from the school district superintendent, his or her designee, or equivalent
school authority, or is otherwise exempt from this requirement.  There does not appear to be much
guidance as to what the written permission needs to state, if there are any limitations concerning who the
ministry can authorize to carry a firearm in a school zone/ammunition or reloaded ammunition onto school
grounds, or who needs to receive and retain a copy of the written permission.   

As I mentioned above, I cannot provide a legal opinion regarding California’s laws because I am not
licensed to practice in California.  Ministry leaders are strongly encouraged to consult a local attorney to
have the local attorney review the ministry firearm waiver to provide a legal opinion as to whether the
waiver complies with law, who needs to receive and retain the written permission, etc.  A local attorney
will be able to ensure that that the ministry is complying with all applicable firearm laws. 

Additionally, below please find some general additional risk management guidance for ministry leaders to
discuss regarding safety and security. 

Developing a Safety Team and a Plan 

Regardless of whether ministries are going to permit or prohibit firearms on their premises, a good risk
management practice for ministries to follow to try to protect members and attendees and minimize
liability exposure is to organize safety teams and develop safety and security plans.  When ministries
have safety teams in place and have developed safety and security plans, ministries likely are better
prepared to respond to difficult situations involving weather, medical emergencies, disruptive individuals,
violence, etc.

Brotherhood Mutual offers a Safety and Security Guidebook that ministry leaders might find to be helpful.
 This easy-to-use guidebook is created specifically for ministries and includes training scenarios, a
sample policy, a sample plan, and sample checklists, applications, and forms and is designed to be a
resource that ministries can use as they develop their own programs with the assistance of a locally
licensed attorney. 

Permitting Firearms on Ministries’ Premises 

As ministry leaders realize, firearm laws vary significantly from state to state.  Some states prohibit
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firearms in church unless special permission is granted. Others allow firearms in church unless
specifically prohibited. States also vary on what signs or other warnings are required to prohibit concealed
carry in states that require the ministry to communicate its prohibition to members and visitors.  Also,
depending upon the state, firearm laws may vary when it comes to law enforcement officers, whether on
or off duty. 

If permitted by law, and ministry leaders want to allow the carrying of firearms on the ministry’s premises,
it is generally easier to coordinate and control the use of firearms on the premises if ministry leaders know
where they are and who is carrying them.  With this in mind, if allowed by state law, one risk management
practice could be to allow the carrying of firearms only when permission is granted by the ministry, which
appears to be the approach the ministry will be taking. This risk management practice could be
accomplished by ministry leaders drafting a policy allowing authorized licensed members of a ministry’s
safety team - plus other ministry members who have a permit to carry firearms and who obtain the
ministry’s permission to carry firearms [if ministry leaders want to allow this] – to carry on ministry property.
 All other firearms must be kept off the property.  By allowing the carrying of firearms on the ministry’s
premises only with special permission, ministry leadership can seek to better control the presence of
lawful firearms within the ministry, most likely keeping the ministry’s congregation safer.  Again, ministry
leaders will need to consult a local attorney to obtain a legal opinion regarding California’s firearm laws as
they pertain to ministries with schools to ensure that the ministry complies with all applicable law.   

Ministry leaders should keep in mind that there may be state laws concerning the arming of the ministry’s
safety team as well.  If permitted by law, and ministry leaders decide to arm the ministry’s safety team
members, then a good risk management approach is to request only those team members with training or
certifications in law enforcement to carry firearms.  This can assist in minimizing the risk associated with
arming the ministry’s safety team.  If other safety team members outside of law enforcement are permitted
to carry, it is important to ensure they have a license and have received all necessary training and
certification in order to try to limit possible risk exposure.  Following these practices likely would better
prepare safety team members to respond to incidents that would require the use of a firearm.   

Prohibiting Firearms on Ministries’ Premises 

Even if carrying firearms is permitted in the ministry’s state, as private property owners, ministries
generally still have discretion as to what is permitted on their property.  Ministries, much like store owners,
can generally place certain requirements on those who visit their property.  If ministry leaders do not wish
to permit the carrying of firearms on the ministry’s premises, they are generally free to prohibit this.
 However, depending on state law, ministries may not be able to prohibit certain individuals, like law
enforcement officers, from carrying firearms on ministries’ premises.  Ministry leaders will want to consult
with a locally licensed attorney to obtain a legal opinion regarding whether (or to what extent) the
ministry’s state law permits ministries to prohibit firearms on ministries’ properties.   

Communicating Ministries’ Policies on Firearms 

When ministry leaders develop and implement policies regulating the presence of firearms on the
ministry’s premises, it is important that ministry leaders clearly communicate the policies to those coming
onto the ministry’s premises and participating in ministry activities.  Notice signs can be good risk
management even if not required by law.  Notice signs can demonstrate the ministry’s position on carrying
firearms on ministry premises and may provide additional deterrence for those individuals that may not be
aware of firearm restrictions (if any) in the ministry’s state. 
  
Further, when ministries put policies in place regarding the presence of firearms on their premises,
ministries will want to be sure that their policies are consistently enforced.  Ministries can potentially
expose themselves to liability if they have policies in place and knowingly allow individuals to violate the
policies.   



Training for Safety Teams

Another risk management practice that can be beneficial is for ministries to require their safety team
members to complete on-going training and instruction.  If safety team members will be armed, then their
training likely would include both weapons training and crisis management training.  However, when
safety team members are not armed, weapons training may not be necessary.  Security consultants are
available to provide training and consultation.  Of course, ministry leaders would want to hire reputable
security consultants and confirm that the training and consultation being provided to their safety team
members comply with all applicable law.  

Screening 

Generally, it is recommended that all employees (regardless of position) and volunteers in a position of
authority (like a safety team member), be screened using tools such as: 1) a background check, 2) an
application that inquires about criminal history (as allowed for by law) as well as traits or tendencies that
pose a threat to individuals (as allowed for by law), 3) a personal interview, and 4) references that are
checked by ministry leaders. This process can aid the ministry in making informed decisions about
individuals before permitting individuals to work on its safety team. 

If permitted by law, and the ministry is considering allowing certain individuals (non-safety team members)
to carry firearms with the ministry’s permission, then ministry leaders may want to consider drafting an
application for those certain individuals (non-safety team members) to complete as well.  Perhaps the
application could inquiry about weapons training, licensing, etc.  Ministry leaders will want to work with a
local attorney to determine if this approach is permissible in California.  A local attorney would be able to
assist with developing this type of application and ensure that it is appropriate and adequate and complies
with any applicable laws.   

Brotherhood Mutual has developed several resources that ministry leaders may find helpful in considering
the sufficiency of their screening process. These resources include: 

Prevent Holes in Your Criminal Background Check 
Common Questions about Background Screening 
Who to Screen 
Background Screening: Obtain Written Consent 

Insurance Coverage 

Ministry leaders should understand that ministries have potential liability exposures whether they ban
firearms, permit firearms by permission only, or allow anyone with a permit to carry firearms on their
premises.  Ministries potentially can be held liable for an incident based upon ministries safety and
security procedures (or lack thereof), if those procedures were followed, if there were safety precautions
in place to prevent an incident of the kind that occurred, and other variables. Because ministries cannot
completely eliminate safety and security liability exposures, it is important for ministries to maintain liability
insurance coverage that can address ministries’ safety and security liability concerns.   

When a ministry decides to allow individuals to carry firearms on its premises, its insurance policy with
Brotherhood Mutual would likely cover claims made against the ministry (for its decision to allow firearms
on its premises) by people injured on the ministry’s premises by those firearms.  If the ministry specifically
directs individuals to carry firearms on its behalf (e.g. safety team members), there would also likely be
some liability coverage available (on an excess basis) under the ministry’s policy for claims of bodily injury
made against those individuals if they used reasonable force to protect people or property when they were
acting on behalf of the ministry and within the scope of their delegated authority.   

It is important to note that individuals who use their weapons on the ministry’s premises on their own

http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/article/criminal-background-check/
http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/background-screening/common-questions/
http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/background-screening/who-to-screen/
http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/background-screening/how-it-works/obtain-written-consent/
Nick
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authority (not a safety team member or otherwise specifically directed by the ministry to act) would likely
not be covered by the ministry’s insurance policy if those individuals caused harm and are sued by an
injured person.  However, the ministry likely would still be covered in that situation.  Of course, coverage
is determined at the time an incident takes place pursuant to policy language and any applicable limits,
conditions, exclusions and limitations. 

Optional Security Endorsements 

Brotherhood Mutual does offer optional security endorsements.  These endorsements are the Security
Operations Liability Coverage (BGL-993) endorsement and the Traumatic Incident Response Coverage
(BGL-991) endorsement.  The ministry has the Security Operations Liability Coverage endorsement and
the Traumatic Incident Response Coverage endorsement on its policy.     

Security Operations Liability Coverage – The Security Operations Liability Coverage endorsement
provides a modification of the intentional acts exclusion so that only malicious or wrongful acts are
excluded.  This helps to alleviate concerns about a potential coverage gap for claims of excessive force
for intentionally loading a firearm, intentionally arming the safety team, intentionally firing the weapon, etc.
  

Another insurance coverage concern with a basic general liability insurance policy language is that even if
the ministry is covered, the individual team member (whether employee or volunteer)  may only be
covered on an excess basis.  This means that the individual would have to file a claim with his or her
homeowners/personal liability policy first, and then after those benefits are exhausted coverage under the
ministry's liability policy would be applicable.  The Security Operations Liability Coverage endorsement
provides enhanced coverage in this regard as it does provide coverage for individual team members on a
primary basis as added coverage.  Again, an individual acting on his or her own authority (not a safety
team member), is not likely to be covered.  However, the ministry likely would still be covered in that
situation.   

The Security Operations Liability Coverage endorsement provides a number of additional coverages.  The
Security Operations Liability Coverage endorsement provides additional medical expense coverage,
broadened wage loss reimbursement coverage, coverage for security-related equipment damage,
individual counseling for emergency response personnel, and a number of other liability protections.  This
optional endorsement applies to emergency response situations that constitute a traumatic incident - a life
threatening, violent attach directed at one or more persons or your organization, pose a threat of harm to
people and property involved in your ministry events or activities, or require a 911 call to summon law
enforcement or emergency medical personnel.  Of course, specific coverage is determined at the time of
an occurrence in conjunction with policy terms, conditions, limits, and any applicable exclusions. 

Traumatic Incident Response Coverage – The Traumatic Incident Response Coverage endorsement
provides supplemental coverages for additional medical expense, broadened wage loss reimbursement,
individual counseling, additional organizational expenses like renting alternate facilities, hiring counselors,
legal and media advisors, security personnel, temporary employees and more.  This optional
endorsement applies to situations involving acts of violence that occur on ministry premises or in buildings
rented by a ministry and acts of violence that occur during a scheduled ministry activity on or off ministry
premises.   

You can provide ministry leaders with additional information and answer any other questions they may
have regarding the safety and security coverages they have with Brotherhood Mutual. 

Policy Exclusion regarding the Violation of Criminal Laws 

Ministry leaders should be aware that Brotherhood Mutual’s liability insurance policy does contain an
explicit exclusion regarding the violation of criminal laws.  Exclusion 19 of the Liability and Medical



Coverage Form (BGL-11) states: 

“We do not cover loss of any kind on behalf of any person or entity who engages in any fraudulent act,
willful harm or the violation of any local, state or federal criminal or racketeering statute.  (But if a criminal
act is sexual in nature, then exclusion 14 above will replace and supersede the first part of the exclusion).
 We also do no pay for fines, penalties, or other non-compensatory damages arising directly or indirectly
out of or in connection with any fraudulent act, willful harm or the violation of any criminal or racketeering
statute.” 

With this exclusion in mind, ministry leaders are strongly encouraged to consult with a local attorney to
ensure that any individual the ministry is considering authorizing to carry on the ministry’s school’s
premises are permitted to do so under California law. 

Additional Resources 

Brotherhood Mutual has developed several resources that discuss safety and security in more depth.
 These resources can be found on Brotherhood Mutual’s risk management website.  Some of these
resources include: 

Prepare for Violence in Your Church 
Church Security and Armed Security Guards 
Legal Q&A:  Should our church have armed security guards? 
Develop a Volunteer Safety and Security Team 
Legal Q&A:  Safety and Security 
Security Resources 
Church Security:  Insurance and the Law (free webinar) 
Creating an Evacuation Plan 
Fire Safety:  Create an Evacuation Plan Before an Emergency Happens 
Developing a Disaster Plan Checklist 

Brotherhood Mutual is pleased to provide this complimentary legal assistance service.  The services we offer through LegalAssistance
are intended to provide general legal information to our current and prospective policyholders.  It does not constitute legal advice.  We
intend to provide information that is helpful, but you should not consider information offered through LegalAssistance to be a substitute for

the advice of a licensed attorney in your area. 

.

http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/article/preparing-for-the-unthinkable-violence-in-the-church/
https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/article/should-churches-have-armed-security-guards/
https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/legalassistance/legalqanda/questions/church-armed-security-guards/
https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/article/developing-security-teams/
https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/legalassistance/legalqanda/safety-security/
https://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/church-security/security-resources/tips-and-tools/
http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/webinar/church-security-insurance-and-the-law/
http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/article/creating-an-evacuation-plan/
http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/index.cfm/resources/ministry-safety/article/fire-safety-evacuation-plans/
http://www.brotherhoodmutual.com/www/?linkservid=6CF1A1A8-2878-429E-A1E7953C2B8CB21D&showMeta=2&ext=.pdf
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Multiple Victim Public Shootings

Abstract

Few events obtain the same instant worldwide news coverage as multiple victim public

shootings.  These crimes allow us to study the alternative methods used to kill a large

number of people (e.g., shootings versus bombings), marginal deterrence and the severity of

the crime, substitutability of penalties, private versus public methods of deterrence and

incapacitation, and whether attacks produce “copycats.”  The criminals who commit these

crimes are also fairly unusual, recent evidence suggests that about half of these criminals

have received a “formal diagnosis of mental illness, often schizophrenia.”  Yet, economists

have not studied multiple victim shootings.  Using data that extends until 1999 and includes

the recent public school shootings, our results are surprising and dramatic.  While arrest or

conviction rates and the death penalty reduce “normal” murder rates and these attacks lead

to new calls from more gun control, our results find that the only policy factor to have a

consistently significant influence on multiple victim public shootings is the passage of

concealed handgun laws.  We explain why public shootings are more sensitive than other

violent crimes to concealed handguns, why the laws reduce the number of shootings and

have an even greater effect on their severity.



I.  Introduction
Few events generate as much national and worldwide news coverage as when several people are

shot and killed in a public place. Some highly publicized examples come readily to mind. Colin
Ferguson killed 6 people in a shooting rampage on the Long Island (NY) Railroad in 1993. A
single gunman indiscriminately killed 22 lunchtime patrons at a Luby’s Cafeteria in Texas in 1991.
An out-of-work security guard killed 21 persons at a California McDonald’s in 1984. More
recently two students shot and killed 13 people at Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado in
1999. In another vein, shootings by disgruntled post office employees have made the phrase
“going postal” part of our language. And with the recent shootings at public schools, a great sense
of urgency entered the debate.

It is widely thought that the way to prevent multiple public shootings (the term we use to denote
shootings in public places where two or more individuals are killed or injured) is to enact new and
tougher laws that make it more difficult for individuals to obtain guns. To take an extreme example,
recent public shootings in Australia and Scotland were followed by strict gun prohibitions in those
countries. In the United States, public shootings have led to demands for national licensing of guns,
laws requiring that guns be kept locked, and minimum waiting or cooling-off periods before a
purchaser actually takes possession of a gun. By making it more difficult or costly for individuals
to gain access to guns, these laws aim to reduce the likelihood that individuals will be able to carry
out shooting sprees. The legislative response to public shootings, however, has not been uniform. In
Texas and several other states, multiple shootings have been followed by the passage of concealed
handgun laws that permit law-abiding citizens to carry concealed handguns (hereafter, concealed
handgun or right-to-carry laws). Likewise, terrorist shootings in Israel have lead to wider licensing
of citizens to carry concealed handguns.

Those opposed to right-to-carry laws reason that these laws will make it easier for criminals to
gain access to guns and that “if you introduce a gun into a violent encounter, it increases the chance
that someone will die.”1 Consider the school shootings that took place from 1997 to 1999. The
perpetrators obtained their guns from a vartiety of choices: relatives, neighbors, people at work, or
other acquaintances. Had guns been less accessible or not purchased in the first place, these acts
may not have been committed. This argument is reinforced by the belief that shootings in public
places often arise from temporary fits of rage that are later regretted. Accordingly, enacting laws that
make handguns less, not more accessible (even temporarily), should prevent many deaths.2

1 Philip Cook quoted in Editorial, Cincinnati Enquirer , Jan. 23, 1996, A8. Others share this belief. "It's
common sense," says Doug Weil, research director at the Center to Prevent Handgun Violence and Handgun
Control, Inc.. "The more guns people are carrying, the more likely it is that ordinary confrontations will
escalate into violent confrontations" (William Tucker, “Maybe You Should Carry A Handgun,” The Weekly
Standard, Dec. 16, 1996, p. 30).
2See P. J. Cook, “The Role of Firearms in Violent Crime,” in M.E. Wolfgang and N.A. Werner, eds., Criminal
Violence, Sage Publishers: Newbury, N.J.(1982) and Franklin Zimring, “The Medium is the Message: Firearm
Caliber as a Determinant of Death from Assault,” Journal of Legal Studies, 1 (1972) for these arguments.
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In contrast, those favoring concealed handgun laws point to the potential benefits of employing
guns for defensive purposes. They argue that the prospect of a criminal encountering a victim who
may be armed will deter some attacks in the first place. National polls showing that people use guns
defensively against criminal attacks in the range of 1.5 to 3.5 million times per year provide some
support for this argument.3 Data from the Department of Justice’s National Crime Victimization
Survey from 1979 to 1987 also indicate that the risk of serious injury from a criminal attack is 2.5
times greater for women offering no resistance than for women resisting with a gun (Southwick,
1996).4 The most comprehensive empirical study of concealed handgun laws finds that they reduce
murder rates by about 1.5 percent for each additional year a law has been in effect, with similar
declines in other violent crimes.5 And contrary to a popular misconception, permit holders are
virtually never involved in the commission of crime, let alone murder (Lott, 2000).6

Just as one can find examples of public shootings that support the desirability of more gun
control, one can find other examples that support the opposite position. Consider the Luby’s
Cafeteria shooting in 1991. One of the surviving lunch patrons, an expert marksman, had left her
handgun in her car to comply with the then existing Texas law. Had the gun remained in her
possession, she might have been able to stop the attacker or, at least, limit the amount of damage he
did. Law-abiding citizens have also used guns to stop gun-toting attackers at schools, restaurants,
offices, and stores.7 (See Lott (2000) for a list of such cases.). Similar examples can be found

3Kleck, Gary, and Marc Gertz, “Armed Resistance to Crime: The Prevalence and Nature of Self-Defense with a
Gun,” 86 Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 86 (Fall 1995). For an extensive survey on this literature
see Kleck (1997, chapter 5) and Cook and Ludwig (1996).
4There are problems with the National Crime Victimization Survey both in terms of its nonrepresentative
sample (for example, it weights too heavily urban and minority populations) and its failure to adjust for many
people not admitting to a law enforcement agency that they used a gun, even defensively. Unfortunately, this
survey provides the only available evidence how the probability of significant injury varies with level and type
of resistance.
5Lott (1998b) finds these effects, but see related discussions by Bartley et. al., 1998; Black and Nagin, 1998;
Bronars and Lott, 1998; Plassman and Tideman, 1998; Lott and Mustard, 1997; and Lott, 1998a. Ayres and
Levitt (1998) discuss related empirical evidence of spillovers for the issue of lojack automobile alarms.
6Unfortunately, no data are available on whether handguns lawfully bought by permit holders are used in crimes
by another party at a later date.
7One puzzle is why the media rarely reports the role of guns in ending attacks. C0nsider the shooting spree at a
high school in Pearl, Miss. in 1997 that left two students dead. An assistant principal stopped the attack by
retrieving his handgun from his car and physically immobilized the shooter for over five minutes before police
arrived. A Lexis-Nexis search indicates that 687 articles appeared the first month after the attack but only 19
stories mentioned the assistant principal and only 10 mentioned that he used a gun to stop the attack.  Some
stories simply stated that the assistant principal was “credited by police with helping capture the boy'' or that he
had disarmed the shooter. No story that mentioned the assistant principal’s role was aired on the national
evening news. A story on CBS with Dan Rather, which ran more than a month later, noted that the assistant
principal “eventually subdued the young gunman.” But these stories provided no explanation how of he had
accomplished this feat.
In another, school-related shooting in Edinboro, Pa., which left one teacher dead, the owner of a nearby
restaurant, pointed a shotgun at the shooter as he was reloading his gun. The police did not arrive until 11
minutes later. Nearly 600 news stories discussed this crime during the next month, yet only 35 mentioned the
restaurant owner’s role. Moreover, these stories did not mention that a shotgun was used to stop the crime. The
New York Daily News, for example, explained that the restaurant owner “persuaded [the killer] to surrender,”
while The Atlanta Journal wrote how he “chased [the killer] down and held him until police came.”
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internationally.On March 13, 1997, a Jordanian soldier shot seven young Israeli girls to death
while they were visiting Jordan’s “Island of Peace.” According to newspaper reports, the Israelis
had “complied with Jordanian requests to leave their weapons behind when they entered the border
enclave. Otherwise, they might have been able to stop the shooting.”8

Referring to the 1984 massacre at a McDonald’s restaurant in California, Israeli criminologist
Abraham Tennenbaum wrote that:

what occurred at a [crowded venue in] Jerusalem some weeks before the California McDonald's massacre: three
terrorists who attempted to machine-gun the throng managed to kill only one victim before being shot down by
handgun carrying Israelis. Presented to the press the next day, the surviving terrorist complained that his group had
not realized that Israeli civilians were armed. The terrorists had planned to machine-gun a succession of crowded
spots, thinking that they would be able to escape before the police or army could arrive to deal with them.9

Obviously allowing Israeli citizens to carry concealed handguns has not eliminated terrorist
attacks. Indeed, terrorists may well have reacted to this change by substituting bombs for guns,
which allow potential victims little chance to respond.

Anecdotal evidence cannot resolve the question whether laws allowing law-abiding persons to
carry concealed handguns will save or cost lives. This study attempts to answer this question with
respect to multiple victim public shootings. Our empirical analysis focuses primarily on right-to-
carry (or “shall issue”) laws, which allow law-abiding citizens to carry concealed handguns. We
also examine the effects on public shootings of (1) laws that restrict access to handguns including
mandatory waiting periods, one-gun-a-month purchase limitations, and safe storage gun laws; and
(2) statutes that impose additional penalties on individuals who use guns in the commission of a
crime 10

At the outset we offer a few remarks explaining why we study shootings in public places. There
is of course the widespread interest or curiosity that people have in these kind of shootings. The
more important reason, however, is that these shootings allow us to test the economic model in an
area far outside the usual domain of economics. Perpetrators of multiple victim shootings are often
thought to be psychotic, deranged, or irrational, and hence not responsive to costs and benefits.
Indeed, a series in the New York Times concluded that “About half [the 100 multiple victim public
killers that they studied] had received formal diagnosis of mental illness, often schizophrenia” and

In this paper we do not try to explain why the news media appear to ignore the role that guns have played in
stopping shooting sprees.
8Rebecca Trounson, “Anxiety, Anger Surround Return of Young Survivors,” Los Angeles Times, March 14,
1997, p. A1
9Baltimore Sun, Oct. 26, 1991. As referenced in an article by Don Kates and Dan Polsby. “Of Genocide and
Disarmament,” Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 86 (Fall 1995): 252.
10We note that many national publications have called for these types of laws in the advent of public shootings.
For example, the New York Times advocated “background checks, trigger locks and gun-show sales” restrictions
as well as more comprehensive background checks as solutions to these attacks (New York Times Editorial,
April 13, 2000, p. A30).
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the killings were described as “impulsive acts”11. Thus, legal sanctions or, as in this case, the
prospect of encountering an armed individual during a shooting spree would have no deterrent
effect on such individuals. Indeed, the act itself is cited as powerful evidence of irrational or
psychotic behavior since a sane person would never kill helpless victims in a public place. From
this, the claim is made that a law permitting individuals to carry concealed weapons would not deter
shooting sprees in public places (though it might reduce the number of people killed or wounded).
Moreover, since concealed handgun laws might well increase the availability of guns to potential
perpetrators, the combination of criminal irrationality and greater availability of guns should
increase the number of multiple shooting incidents.

In contrast, the economic model of crime predicts that a right-to-carry law both will raise the
potential perpetrator’s cost (e.g., he is more likely to be wounded or killed or apprehended if he
acts) and lower his expected benefit (e.g., he will do less damage if he encounters armed resistance).
Although not all offenders will alter their behavior in response to the law, some individuals will
refrain from a shooting spree because their net gain is now negative. The size of this deterrent
effect, in turn, will depend on how many potential offenders are close enough to the margin so that
the passage of a right-to-carry law changes their net benefit from positive to negative. Economics
predicts, therefore, that right-to-carry laws will reduce the number of mass shootings though the
magnitude of this effect is uncertain. One important qualification should be noted. If a right to carry
law also lowers the potential perpetrator’s cost of obtaining or gaining access to a gun—say
because there are more guns on the secondary market or it is easiers to steal a gun—the net effect
of the law may be weaker or may even increase the number of public shootings.

Our study also allows us to compare whether a right-to-carry law will produce a greater
deterrent effect on multiple shootings than on ordinary murders and other crimes. This may appear
surprising in light of the claimed irrationality of individuals who go on shooting sprees. But another
consideration points in the opposite direction. Suppose that a right-to-carry law deters crime
primarily by raising the probability that a perpetrator will encounter a potential victim who is armed.
In a single victim crime, this probability is likely to be very low. Hence the deterrent effect of the
law—though negative—might be relatively small. Now consider a shooting spree in a public place.
The likelihood that one or more potential victims or bystanders are armed would be very large even
though the probability that any particular individual is armed is very low.12 Tthis suggests a testable
hypothesis: a right-to-carry law will have a bigger deterrent effect on shooting sprees in public

11 See New York Times Editorial, 2000, p. A30
12To illustrate, let the probability (p) that a single individual carries a concealed handgun be .05. Assume further
that there are 10 individuals in a public place. Then the probability that at least one of them is armed is about
.40 (= 1 – (.95)10). Even if (p) is only .025, the probability that at least one of ten people will be armed is .22
(= 1 – (.975)10). This calculation assumes that the individual’s probability of carrying a gun is independent of
how many people there are in a public place. One might argue that this probability would be negatively related
to the expected number of individuals because each individual expects (with a positive probability) that another
law-abiding citizen carrying a gun will protect him. Still, the main argument would still hold provided “free
riding” doesn’t wipe out the incentive for any party to carry a gun.
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places than on more conventional crimes. Finally, economists have long recognized that deterrence
can impact not only whether a crime occurs but also its severity (George Stigler (1970)). However,
we are not aware of any studies on severity. Here the data allow us to examine both how many
attacks are deterred as well as reductions in the severity of each attack.

II. Multiple Victim Public Shootings: A First Look
We analyze multiple public shootings in the United States in the time period 1977 to 1997 (and,

in some cases, through 1999).13 As noted earlier, we define a multiple public shooting as one in
which two or more people are killed or wounded in a church, business, bar, street, government
buildings, schools, public transit, place of employment, park, health care facility, mall or restaurant.
The main advantage of restricting the analysis to the United States is that we can compare states
with and without right-to-carry laws at different points in time (holding other factors constant), and
therefore estimate the effects of a state changing its law during the sample period. In contrast, time
series data for a single country faces the problem that many different events may occur at
approximately the same time, which can make it difficult to disentangle the impact of a change in the
law from other factors. Similarly, the alternative of conducting an international cross-country study
was ruled out because of difficulty finding comparable data on gun laws, crime rates, and gun
ownership.

We collected data on multiple shootings from articles in the Lexis/Nexis computerized database
from 1977 to 1997. We did not include all multiple shootings in the Lexis/Nexis database. We
excluded multiple shootings that were byproducts of other crimes (e.g., a robbery or drug deal) or
that involved gang activity (e.g., drive by shootings), professional hits or organized crime. We also
did not count as a multiple shooting serial killings or killings that took place over the span of more
than one day.14 There are two reasons for excluding these types of multiple shootings..

First, since shall issue laws permit law-abiding citizens to carry guns, they should have little
impact on killings related to gang activity, drug deals and organized crime. Putting to one side,
injuries to bystanders, individuals involved in gangs, drugs and organized crime are already engaged
in unlawful activities that often require them to carry guns. Their behavior will be largely

13While the recent rash of public school shootings during the 1997-99 school largely took place after the period
of our study, these incidents raise questions about the unintentional consequences of laws. All the public school
shootings took place after a 1995 federal law banned guns (including permitted concealed handguns) within a
thousand feet of a school. The possibility exists that attempts to outlaw guns from schools, no matter how well
meaning, may have produced perverse effects. It is interesting to note that during the 1977 to 1995 period, 15
shootings took place in schools in states without right-to-carry laws and only one took place in a state with this
type of law. There were 19 deaths and 97 injuries in states without the law, while there was one death and two
injuries in states with the law.
14In a recent paper (see T. Petee, K. Padgett and T. York, Debunking the Stereotype: An Examination of Mass
Murder in Public Places, 1 Homicide Studies 317 (1997)) the authors find felony related mass murders account
for 36 percent and gang motivated mass murder incidents for 5.8 percent over the 1965 to 1995 period. That
study defines mass murders as the killing of three or more persons (so it has much fewer incidents than our
sample).
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independent of whether a law on the books permits or prohibits citizens from carrying concealed
handguns. Hence a “right-to-carry” law should not impact whether gang members or drug dealers
are armed or kill each other.

Second, economic theory suggests a reason why a right-to-carry law will have a greater effect
on multiple shootings in public places than on other types of shootings.15 Assume that concealed
handguns increase the number of individuals carrying handguns. Further assume that a right-to-
carry law will have a greater deterrent effect the greater the likelihood that a potential victim (or
bystander) is armed. Conversely, the law would have little deterrent effect if the offender knows in
advance that the victim (or a relevant bystander) is armed. The latter circumstance is unlikely for
public places unless there are separate prohibitions on carrying guns in certain places (e.g., near
schools). In short, a right-to-carry law should increase the likelihood that an offender will encounter
a potential victim or bystander in a public place who is armed.16

The way we define multiple shootings—requiring two or more killings or injuries, rather than
three or more or four or more and so on—is somewhat arbitrary. To deal with this objection, we
also tested the effects of concealed handgun laws on alternative definitions of multiple shootings
that require a greater number of deaths and injuries. In addition, we tested the effect of concealed
handgun laws on multiple shooting data that others compiled after we started this project.

Since there are well documented problems with the FBI’s Supplemental Homicide Report
(SHR), we and other researchers have used news reports to document multiple victim killings (see
for example, Petee et al., 1997 and for a more popular discussion of using news reports to identify
attacks see Fessenden, 2000). In the SHR, some events are double counted and others are left out.
The SHR does not provide information on where or how the attacks took place or the parties
involved—for example, it does not report whether the shootings occurred during a gang fight or the
commission of a robbery or other crime.17 Another problem in that the shootings we want to study
make up only a small fraction of the number contained in the SHR. Another point is worth
mentioning. We cannot rule out that local or national news coverage reported in the Lexis/Nexis
database may miss some local public shootings involving two or victims. On the other hand, it
seems highly doubtful that news coverage will miss public shootings involving at least two or, say,

15Alschuler (1997, p. 369) claims that concealed handguns should only deter crimes involving strangers.  Our
response is that concealed handguns can deter crimes involving acquaintances as well as strangers, though
deterrence involving acquaintances might be more easily thought of as similar to open carrying of guns.  The
big effect of concealed handguns is that they may allow people to be able to now defend themselves outside of
their home or business.  The passage of the concealed handgun laws may deter crimes against acquaintances
simply to the extent to which it increases gun ownership.
16Most states allow private businesses to decide whether permit holders are allowed to carry concealed handguns
on their premises. State rules may also vary with regard to other places such as government buildings, churches,
and bars.
17Our study has little to say about why gang fights over things like drug turf will be changing over time.  Even
if these cases were identified by the SHR data (and they are not) simply including a dummy variable for
shootings due to gang fights would not properly account for all the impact that these changes might have.
Indeed we would probably have to interact the dummy variable with all the variables used in the regressions that
we will be reporting and thus it would be essentially the same as running a separate regression on these cases.
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four people killed. To deal with the possibility of missing data, we re-estimated some equations
using these alternative definitions of public shootings. As it turns out, our results are not sensitive to
these different definitions.18

Tables 1 and 2 present data on multiple shootings for the United States as a whole, and for
states with and without right-to-carry laws. Overall, we find that states without right-to-carry laws
had more deaths and injuries from multiple shootings per year (both in absolute numbers and on a
per capita basis) during the 1977 to 1997 period. Note also that the number of states with right-to-
carry laws increased from 8 to 31 and the percentage of the U.S. population in these states rose
from 8.5 to 50 percent in this period. Yet, states without right-to-carry laws still account for the
large majority (often around 90 percent) of deaths and injuries. Turning to Table 2, we find that the
per capita rates of shootings and injuries are greater in states without right-to-carry laws in 34 of the
42 comparisons. (See the last two columns in Table 2.) The annual differences are significantly
different at least at the 4 percent level..

One noticeable feature of the data is the sharp increase in multiple shootings in the year 1996,
and while the numbers decline for 1997, they are still high relative to other years.  For example, the
number of murders in 1996 are 47 percent higher than the previous high in 1993. While the share
of multiple victim killings in right-to-carry states rose in 1996 and 1997 (compare columns (8)-(10)
to columns (15)-(17) in Table 1), the number of states and the population covered with right-to-
carry laws rose so much faster, the per capita rates are still lower in right-to-carry states (Table 2).19

Section VI also shows that the increased share during 1996 and 1997 shown in Table 1 arose
because the nine states whose first full year with right-to-carry laws had much more restrictive rules
on where guns were allowed and who could have them than earlier adopters.

Tables 3 and 4 present data for the 23 states that adopted right-to-carry laws between 1977 and
1997.20 (No state has ever repealed this law.) Although there is upward national trend in multiple

18  However, as a comparison, we did use the SHR data.  While the results consistently indicated that concealed
handguns laws reduced the level and severity of attacks, the results were rarely statistically significant.
19 The year 1996 has an unusually high number of murders, injuries, and attacks. Prior to the 128 people who
were killed in 1996, the largest number of deaths had been 87 in 1993. Injuries and the number of attacks
showed the biggest increases in 1996. Prior to the 291 injuries recorded in 1996, the highest number was 92 in
1982. The year 1997 was also unusually dangerous, and includes some of the public school shootings.
20 The twenty-three states that enacted “shall issue” or “right-to-carry” laws in the 1977 to 1997 period (dates in
parentheses) are as follows: Alaska (1994), Arizona (1994), Arkansas (1995), Florida (1987), Georgia (1989),
Idaho (1990), Kentucky (1996), Louisiana (1996), Maine (1985), Mississippi (1990), Montana (1991), Nevada
(1995), North Carolina (1995), Oklahoma (1995), Oregon (1990), Pennsylvania (1989), South Carolina (1996),
Tennessee (1994), Texas (1995), Virginia (1988), Utah (1995), West Virginia (1989), and Wyoming (1994).
Some states like Texas passed the law in 1995, but they did not go into effect until January of 1996.  The
following eight states had “shall issue” laws over the entire period: Alabama, Connecticut, Indiana, New
Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont and Washington. Data on states having laws prior to 1993
are from Clayton E. Cramer and David B. Kopel, Shall Issue: The New Wave of Concealed Handgun Permit
Laws, 62 Tennessee Law Review, 679 (1995). We used a Nexis search to determine the state and date for states
passing laws between 1993 and 1995. These two sources were also used in Lott and Mustard (1997). Because of
objections raised to the dates for “shall issue” laws in Maine and Virginia (see the discussion in Lott and
Mustard), the regression analysis presented in part III examines the sensitivity of our findings to alternative dates
for Maine and Virginia.



8

victim shooting murders and injuries from 1977 to 1997 (see columns (1)-(3) in Table 1), Table 3
shows large declines in crime over time in the states that passed right-to-carry laws.  Murders fell
by about 43 percent and injuries by 30 percent.21 Table 4 indicates that the biggest drop occurred
largely during the first full year after a state enacted its law (year “1” in the first column). Overall,
the decline is so large that we observe zero multiple victim killings in two of the six years for all
states with right-to-carry laws, an event that did not occur during any year before passage of the
law.22

Another point worth noting is that the decline in shootings between the pre-law and post-law
periods in Table 4 is not the result of a few shootings incidents in the former period. The last two
columns in Table 4 show that the two worst attacks accounted for 55 percent of the average annual
deaths in the years before the right-to-carry laws were adopted compared to 64 percent after
(excluding years in which there were no multiple victim murders).

Finally, consider the possibility noted earlier in connection with terrorist attacks in Israel;
namely, the possibility that right-to-carry laws lead criminals to substitute bombings for shootings.
Data on bombings (see Table 3) show that after the passage of right-to-carry laws, actual and
attempted bombings increased slightly, while incendiary bombings and other bomb-related
incidents (involving stolen explosives, threats to treasury facilities, and hoax devices) declined.23

III. Accounting for Other Factors
Although the above tables suggest that right-to-carry laws reduce mass shootings, other factors

may explain these changes. To take account of this possibility and to deal with the count nature of
the data, we estimated Poisson regressions with the following state specific variables: the arrest rate
for murder; the probability of execution (equal to the number of executions per murder in a given
year); real per capita personal income; real per capita government payments for income
maintenance; unemployment insurance and retirement payments; the unemployment rate; the
poverty rate; state population and population squared; and a set of demographic variables that
subdivide a state’s population into 36 different race, sex, and age groups (see data appendix).24

Besides year and state fixed effects, we also include variables for other gun control laws in states
such as whether a state has a waiting period before one can take delivery of a gun; the length of
waiting period in days and days squared; whether a state limits an individual’s gun purchases to

21 The reverse—a particularly large upward trend—occurred in states that did not change their law (see Table 13).
22 Of course, there were zero multiple shootings in individual states in particular years before the passage of
concealed handgun laws.
23  Bombing data are available in the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms annual publication entitled “Arson
and Explosives: Incidents Report.”
24 See the Tracy L. Snell, Prisoners executed under civil authority in the United States, by year, region, and
jurisdiction, 1977-1995, Bureau of Justice Statistics, May 14, 1997.
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one per month; whether a state requires that a gun be safely stored; and whether a state impose
enhanced penalties for using guns in the commission of crime.25

Table 5 lists the variables included in the regression analysis. Since the regression analysis also
includes year and state specific dummy variables, our results hold constant both the effects of any
national trends and state-specific effects on multiple shootings. This implies, for example, that if the
multiple shooting rate declines nationally between two years, the regression coefficient on the law
variable tests if the decline is significantly larger in states that adopted laws during the two year
period. (This approach may actually understate the impact of right-to-carry laws since the year
dummy variables may also pick up some of the changes attributed to the increasing number of
states that passed these laws.)

Table 6 presents regressions for eight different dependent variables (four for multiple shootings
and four for bombings) using a very simple specification of the right-to-carry law variable—a
dummy law variable which equals one if a state has a concealed handgun or “right-to-carry ’ law
and zero otherwise. The regression analysis contains 1045 observations (50 states and the District
of Columbia for 21 years minus 26 observations for various states and years in which we lacked
data on the arrest rate).26 To simplify the table, we only present the incidence rate ratios (and z-
statistics) for the dummy law variable.

Table 6 indicates that concealed handguns laws significantly reduce multiple shootings in public
places (but have no systematic effects on bombings). For example, right-to-carry laws appear to
lower the combined number of killings and injuries (equation (3)) in a state by 78 percent and the
number of shootings (equation (4)) by 67 percent.  The estimates imply that the average state
passing these laws reduces the total number of murders and injuries per year from 1.91 to .42 and
the number of shootings from .42 to .14. Although we might expect large deterrent effects from
these laws because of the high probability that one or more potential victim or bystander will be
armed, the drop in murders and injuries is surprisingly large. And as we shall see, alternative
measures of shootings and adding other control variables do not seem to reduce the magnitude of
the law’s effect.

Appendix 2 shows the incidence rate ratios and z-statistics for all variables using specifications
(3) and (4). We find that while arrest rates for murder lower the number of people harmed and the
number of attacks in a state, income maintenance payments and unemployment have the opposite
effects. A recent compilation of cases by the New York Times also found that so-called “rampage

25 See Lott (2000) for a discussion of these variables. For the source of penalties imposed for when a gun is
used in a commission of a crime see Thomas B. Marvell and Carl E. Moody, The Impact of Enhanced Prison
Terms for Felonies Committed with Guns,” Criminology 33 (May 1995): 247, 258-61.
26 The states and years of the missing observations are as follows: Florida (1988); Illinois (1993-95); Iowa
(1991); Kansas (1993-95); Kentucky (1988); Montana (1994-95); New Hampshire (1984 and 1995);
Pennsylvania (1995) and Vermont (1978-79). As a further check on our results, we reestimated the regressions
in Tables 6 and 7 deleting the arrest variable and adding the 16 missing observations. The coefficients and levels
of significance on the right to carry law dummy variable were virtually unchanged.
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killers” were much more likely than other murderers to be unemployed (Fessenden, April 9, 2000,
p. 28). Higher execution rates reduce the number of attacks and the number of people killed or
injured, but these effects are not statistically significant.27 Finally, none of the other gun laws
produce significant changes in either multiple shooting regression. (We find similar results for
equations (1) and (2). The full Poisson regressions are available from the authors on request.)

Turning to the bombing regressions in Table 6, we observe that bombings are not systematically
related to right-to-carry laws. After the passage of a law, some types of bombings appear to rise,
others fall, and the signs often depend on whether bombings are expressed as a rate or an absolute
number. Most coefficients are not statistically significant. In short, there appears to be no
significant substitution between shootings and bombings in states enacting right-to-carry laws.

Table 7 replaces the dummy law variable with two time trend law variables for those states that
passed laws between 1985 and 1996 (no state passed a right to carry law during the years 1977 to
1984). The first variable is a time trend before passage of the law that takes the value 0 in the year
the law is passed (and 0 in all years following passage), -1 in the year before passage, -2 in the
second year before passage and so forth. The second variable takes the value 0 in the year the law is
passed (and 0 in all years before passage), 1 in the first year after passage and so on. This
specification enables us to test whether the impact of a right-to-carry law increases over time as
more people obtain permits. It may take many years after enacting a handgun law for states to reach
their long run level of handgun permits. For states in which data on handgun permits are available,
the share of the population with permits is still increasing a decade after the passage of the law
(Lott, 1998b, p. 75).28

In Table 7, we find that deaths or injuries from mass shootings remain fairly constant over time
before the right-to-carry law is passed and falling afterwards (though the before law trend is only
significant for the number of shootings). The F-test for the differences in these time trends is
always significant at least at the .002 level. As expected, therefore, the longer a right-to-carry law

27 We note that the arrest rate variable understates the actual (or expected) arrest rate of individuals who go on
shooting sprees. More than 90 percent of these offenders are either arrested or killed, which is slightly greater
than the overall arrest rate for murder. The 90 percent figure (which comes from a Nexis search) represents
perpetrators who were immediately captured or killed. We do not know whether those who escaped were
apprehended later.
28 We note three other points related to Table 7.

(1) Eight states in our sample had shall issue laws during the entire period. All eight passed their laws
before 1960 and so should have reached their equilibrium level of permits before 1977 (the first year in our
sample). The value assigned to two time trend variables for these states and states that never enacted laws is
zero.

(2) A second reason for the split time trend specification is that if (relative to other states) shootings in
states that pass right to carru laws are rising before the law goes into effect and falling thereafter, a dummy law
variable would underestimate the law’s impact (even though the regression contains year dummy variables). For
example, imagine that the increase in shootings before the law is symmetrical with the decline after the law. A
simple dummy variable for the presence or absence of the law could indicate that the law had no effect yet the
law might well have caused a change in the trend from positive to negative.

(3) We also estimated regressions adding two time-squared variables for the law variables. Here we find
the same pattern of declining murders and injuries after passage of the law with the decline flattening out by the
sixth year after enactment of the law.
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has been in effect in any of the 23 states that passed such laws in 1985 of later, the greater the
decline in murders and injuries from mass public shootings. The incidence rate ratio implies about a
15 to 22 percent annual decline in these different measures of crime after concealed handguns are
adopted.

The other gun related law variables generally produce no consistent significant impact on mass
shootings. One exception is the impact of laws limiting a purchaser to no more than one-gun-a-
month. All the estimates imply that limitations on purchases increase multiple shootings, though the
statistical significance of this variable is driven solely by its impact on the number of injuries. The
point estimates on the waiting period variables are not consistent. In some equations, a longer
waiting period increases the risk of mass public shootings, in others it decreases the risk, and in
only one equation is the variable statistically significant. A safe storage law has no significant effect
in any equation. The imposition of additional penalties for using a gun in a crime significantly
reduces the number of murders, but the impact on injuries and the number of attacks is statistically
insignificant. Nor were any of the joint F-tests on the gun control variables statistically significant.
In sum, there is no evidence that these laws systematically reduce multiple shootings.29

Although higher execution rates imply both fewer attacks and fewer people harmed, any
statistical significance on the number harmed is through its impact on the number injured not killed.
Also note that the execution variable is probably only weakly related to the probability that a mass
murderer will be executed, given the long delays before execution, its over-inclusiveness (i.e., the
variable measures the execution rate for all murders not mass murders) and the fact that many of
these offenders are killed during their attack.30

The impact of the death penalty on public shootings is slightly larger in magnitude, but it is not
as consistently significant as evidence on the deterrent effect of the death penalty on “normal”
murders. Using state and county level data, we found that a one percentage point increase in the
execution rate is associated with a four to seven percent decline in the overall murder rate and the
effect is statistically significant at better than .01 percent level.31 For multiple victim shootings, a one
percentage point increase in the execution rate is associated with about a 10 percent reduction in the
number of murders from multiple victim shootings, but it is never statistically significant for either
the number of murders or shootings.

29  We also tried adding in a variable for the Brady Act, but it was essentially zero and had no effect on any of
the other estimates.
30 We also tried including a simple dummy variable for whether the death penalty was in effect. The coefficient
on this variable was never statistically significant, and it did not alter any other results.
31  The county level estimates with the execution rate correspond to the estimates in Table 4.13 (Lott, 1998b),
and the coefficient on the execution rate is -7.21, with a t-statistic of -3.218.  The smaller four percent effect is
associated with the state level data.  For similarly deterrence effects from capital punishment see Isaac Ehrlich,
“The Deterrent effect of Capital Punishment: A Question of Life and Death,” American Economic Review 65
(1975): 397-417; Isaac Ehrlich, “Capital Punishment and Deterrence: Some Further Thoughts and Additional
Evidence.” Journal of Political Economy 85 (August 1977): 741-88; and Isaac Ehrlich and Zhiqiang Liu,
“Sensitivity Analyses of the Deterrence Hypothesis: Let’s Keep the Econ in Econometrics,” Journal of Law and
Economics (forthcoming).
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Specifications (5) through (8) in Table (7) indicate that the passage of concealed handgun laws
have no significant effects on the number of bombings. There is no significant trend in any type
bombing category, either before or after the passage of the law. Indeed, none of the gun control
laws have any statistically significant effect on bombings.

Because of the relatively large number of shootings that occur in the years that the right-to-carry
laws are enacted and in the years immediately prior to adoption, one might suspect that our results
simply reflect a regression to the mean. To deal with this possibility, Table 8 reestimates the
regressions in Tables 6 and 7 removing observations for the year of passage and the two years
passage.  These new regressions confirmed our previous results. The coefficients for right-to-carry
laws in the shooting regressions are statistically significant, with one exception—the change in
before-and-after trends for injury rates remained slightly negative, but was no longer statistically
significant.

In another set of regressions, we added murder and total bombing rates as explanatory
variables. The rationale is that factors not accounted for by the independent variables in previous
regressions may explain overall murders and bombings as well as public shootings. Adding the
murder and bombing variables to the regressions in Tables 6, 7, and 8, however, yield similar results
to the regressions without these variables. In 13 of the 16 regressions, the right-to-carry variable
still has a statistically significant negative effect on multiple shootings.32

To further check whether the estimated impact of the right-to-carry laws is sensitive to the
particular specification, we included different combinations of the various control variables. Some
readers may believe that certain control variables are more likely to affect multiple victim attacks
than other ones. But just as there are potential problems with excluding variables that should be
included, problems can arise by including variables that should be excluded. Since readers may
differ in their beliefs about which variables should be included, we tested the sensitivity of our
results by breaking the control variables into six categories. They are all other gun laws, the
execution rate, populate measures, the five measures of income and transfer payments, state
unemployment and poverty rates, and 36 different demographic variables. We then ran 2K

combinations of these six categories. This involved 64 different regressions for each of the
specifications reported in Table 7.

The range of estimates are reported in Figure 1, which shows both the maximum and minimum
change in incidence rate ratios as well as the median change. For all the multiple victim public
shooting regressions, passage of concealed handgun laws causes the percent annual change in
crime rates to decline. For murders, the estimates range from 9 to 25 percent, for injuries from 1.2
to 22 percent, and for the number of shootings from 12 to 25 percent. The median incident rate
ratio always implies an annual decline of at least 12 percent. By contrast, the bombing regressions

32 Even in the three cases where the coefficient is no longer statistically significant it is still negative. The three
cases correspond to specifications 5, 6, and 8 in Table 8, where the f-statistics for the difference in trends are
2.61, 0.09 and 1.59 respectively.  The other 13 estimates are very similar to those already reported.
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bounce all over the place, with positive and negative values for both the extreme values and even the
signs of median estimates vary by type of bombing.  The estimated median annual percent change
is never greater than 1.3 percent.

In Tables 6, 7 and 8, we assumed that the passage of a right-to-carry law was an exogenous
event. Following Lott and Mustard (1997, pp. 39-48), we now assume that the likelihood that a state
will enact a law depends on several political influence variables. These variables include: the
National Rifle Association membership (as a percentage of the population), the percentage of votes
receivedby the Republican presidential candidate in the state, fixed regional effects, and lagged
violent and property crime rates plus changes in those rates between the two most recent periods.33

The first stage (see the bottom half of Table 9) implies that states adopting these laws tend to be
Republican, with low but rising violent crime rates. Higher NRA membership rates increase the
likelihood of a law being adopted, but it is only significant at the twenty percent level.  The second
stage regressions support our earlier results. Adopting a right-to-carry law is associated with a
significant decline in the combined number of multiple killings and injuries (both absolutely and
per 100,000 persons). In the separate murder and injury regressions, the coefficients are always
negative and either significant or marginally significant (a t-statistic greater that 1.65).34

IV. The Number of People Killed or Injured Per Shooting
The preceding evidence indicates that right-to-carry laws reduce both the number of public

shootings and the total number of people killed or injured. As mentioned in the introduction, we
also expect the amount of harm per incident to decline. The follow examples illustrate this point.
During a shooting spree at a public school in Pearl, Mississippi, an assistant principal retrieved his
gun and physically immobilized the shooter before he caused further harm (CNN, October 2, 1997,
2:40 PM EST). And in the public school related shooting in Edinboro, Pennsylvania, which left one
teacher dead, a shot gun pointed at the offender while he was reloading prevented additional harm
(Reuters Newswire, April 26, 1998). The police did not arrive for another ten minutes. In the
introduction we gave other examples where shooters have been stopped by citizens and thus
presumably prevented from doing more harm. One can also imagine circumstances where right-to-
carry laws increase the availability of guns to potential offenders, or where guns used in self-
defense lead to more, not fewer, killings. However, our results strongly indicate that these effects, if
they exist, are not sufficient to offset the overall negative impact of right-to-carry laws on multiple
shootings.

33 Since presidential elections occur every four years, we interacted the percentage voting Republican with
dummy variables for the years adjacent to the relevant elections. Thus, the percentage of the vote obtained in
1980 is multiplied by a year dummy for the years 1979-82, and so on, through the 1996 election.
34 As a test of whether the shall issue laws were passed because of a shooting, we reestimated just first stage
regression by itself after including the lagged murder or injury rate from the shootings to see if the law was
adopted because of the shooting. While the coefficients on these lagged values were positive, neither variable
was ever statistically significant.
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In Table 10, we examine whether the number of people killed or injured in multiple shootings
declines, holding constant the number of shootings. Table 10 includes the number of shootings as
an independent variable in the regressions in Tables 6 and 7. If right-to-carry laws allow citizens to
limit the amount of harm caused by these attacks, the number of persons harmed could fall relative
to the number of shootings (as the two school shooting examples suggest). Using either the
dummy law variable or the before-and-after time trends, the coefficients in Table 10 indicate that
right-to-carry laws reduce the number of people harmed more than it reduces the number of
shootings.35,36 As expected, the coefficients on the right-to-carry variable are smaller than those
reported earlier, but they are still relatively large with the average number of people dying or being
injured from these attacks declining by around 50 percent and the average annual decline being
around 11 to 13 percent.

V. Alternative Measures of Multiple Shootings
Recently the New York Times ran a major series on so-called “rampage killings.” The Times

collected data on 100 killings that had taken place from 1949 to 1999 (Fessenden, 2000). Their
definition of “rampage killing” had many similarities to our own definition of multiple shootings.
The Times identified cases where at least two people had been killed in a public place and excluded
attacks that arose out of another crime, such as a robbery or gang activity. The two main differences
between the two definitions is that the Times included non-gun killings and excluded politically
motivated attacks. There is, however, a major problem with the Times data. They included all cases
for the years 1995 to 1999, but included only “easily obtainable” cases for years prior to 1995.37

While the five-year period of 1995 to 1999 is relatively short, it still includes the public school
shootings and many other notorious public shootings. We note, however, that public school
shootings in right-to-carry states have occurred in areas where concealed handguns have been
prohibited. Of course, excluding such cases would dramatically strengthens our results (not
shown), but the estimates we report below (as well as our previously reported estimates) include
public school shootings.

Table 11(A) uses the New York Times data in two ways. The first four regressions in Table
11(A) cover the 1995 to 1999 period only and, as a result, data on most of the control variables are
unavailable. These regressions include state population, population squared, and state and year fixed

35 Note that there are 234 observations in the deaths or injuries per shooting regressions although Table 1
indicates that there were 396 shootings in the sample period. The dependent variable in equations (1) – (3) in
Table 10 equals the average number of deaths or injuries per shooting in a state in a year. Hence if there were
two or more multiple shootings in a state in a year, this counted as one observation in the regression.
36 While individuals with permits produce a large social benefit, they risk being shot by the attacker.  We have
no instances where people with permits have indeed been shot, but this risk surely raises the prospects of
whether citizens with permits should be compensated or at least not have to pay large fees for obtaining a
permit.
37  For a discussion of the New York Times series see John R. Lott, Jr., “Rampage killing facts and fantasies,”
Washington Times, Wednesday, April 26, 2000, p. A15.
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effects. The second set of regressions cover the Times data from 1977 to 1998. Here we can
include all the control variables used in our previous regressions. The Times also lists eight
“rampage killings” for the 1949 to 1976 period. All these killing occurred in states without right to
carry laws.

For both the 1995-1999 and 1977-1998 period, we find that “rampage killings” declined by at
least 47 percent after concealed handguns laws are passed. These results are statistically significant
at the 5 percent (or lower) level for a two-tailed z-test (except for the first specification where the
significance level is 12 percent level). The decline in the number of attacks in states enacting right to
carry laws, range from 61 to 71 percent, but the effects are not statistically significant-(significance
levels at around 20 percent).38

In Table 11 (B) we have constructed the dependent variable from the number of multiple
shootings reported in the first section of the New York Times in the period 1977 to 1998. We use
this measure as an estimate of the more serious or, at least, more news worthy multiple victim public
shootings. Because the Poisson regressions with state specific effects did not converge, we
substituted in regional dummy variables.39 The second column also presents OLS estimates that
include state fixed effects variables. Regional and state fixed effects may be important if the New
York Times has a regional or state bias in its coverage of shooting events. Both set of estimates
have problems. State fixed effects are more desirable than regional fixed effects but OLS estimates
are significantly biased towards zero because of many observations with zero values. The results
here are more mixed. The Poisson estimates show a significant decline in the number of Time
reported multiple shootings after states pass right-to-carry laws, but the OLS estimates show no
change.

We are aware of one other study that collects data on multiple victim murders. This study
defines multiple victim murders as shootings in which four or more people are killed (Petee et. al.,
1997). This way of defining the dependent variable greatly reduces the number of public shootings
to 36 incidents over the entire 1977 to 1995 period. We attempted to explain both the per capita and
absolute number of people killed in these shootings using the same specifications as in Tables 6
and 7.40 The results are similar to our earlier ones. We find that right-to-carry laws reduce the

38 The simple means also showed that the states that adopted right-to-carry laws during the 1995 to 1999 period
experienced similar reductions in rampage killings.  The average number of murders and injuries per state fell
from 3.17 to 1.36 and the average number of attacks per state fell from .42 to .20.
39 The Northeast includes Connecticut, Delaware, DC, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont; South includes Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia;
Midwest includes Illinois, Indiania, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio,
South Dakota, West Virginia, and Wisconsin; Rocky Mountains includes Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana,
Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming; and Pacific states includes Alaska, California, Hawaii, Oregon,
Washington.
40 Again, the Poisson estimates do not converge when state fixed effects are used for there is not enough
variation in the data to distinguish the law's impact on these shootings with state fixed effects. Consequently,
the state fixed effects are replaced with regional dummies (Northeast, Midwest, South, and West (the left out
region)).
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number of deaths, and that these deaths were increasing before passage of the law and falling
thereafter.41

VI. Explaining Permit Rates Using Differences in State Laws
There is one extremely notable trend in the nature of concealed handgun laws over time.  The

states that adopted right-to-carry laws early on tend to have much lower fees and training
requirements and fewer restrictions on where concealed handguns can be taken. For example, eight
of the fourteen least restrictive states on where one is allowed to carry a concealed handgun adopted
their laws before 1961.  By contrast, the first full year that five most restrictive states had their laws
was 1996 or 1997.  The exact same breakdown is true for the length of training requirements.  To
put it differently, the nine states whose first full year with the law was 1996 or 1997 required twice
as much training as the 22 earlier states, had 1.9 times higher fees, and had 2.6 times more
restrictions on where one could carry the gun.  The question this section examines is what impact
that these changes in rules have had how these rules have reduced the crime rate.

A. Examining the Differences in Training, Fee, and the Number of Years that the Permit
Rules Have Been in Effect

Central to much of the debate over right-to-carry is the relationship between the percent of the
population with permits and the changes in crime rates.  In the preceding sections, we used as a
proxy the number of years that the law has been in effect.  While the data on permits is limited --10
states provided data over at least a few years (permit data since enactment is available for Florida,
Oregon, and Pennsylvania; more recent data for a few years is available for Alaska, Arizona,
Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming), this data can used to predict how the
percent of a state’s adult population with permits has varied in other states.  Four factors seem to
have played important roles in explaining the percent of the state’s population with permits:  the
length of time that right-to-carry laws have been in effect, the training period required, permit fees,
and the crime rate.

It takes at least a decade for a state to reach its long-run stationary percentage of the population
with permits.  Shorter training periods, lower fees, and higher crime rates are associated with a
greater percentage of the population getting permits.42  However, while everything else equal we

41 In explaining the per capita number of people killed, the shall issue concealed handgun dummy incidence rate
ratio was .325 (z-statistic = 3.1) and the difference in the before and after trends equalled .18 (z-statistic = 4.55).
42  A Tobit regression explaining the percent of the adult population with permits as a result of the number of hours
of training required, the real permit fee, the number of years that the right-to-carry law has been in effect and the
number of years squared, as well as the murder rate yields the following relationship:

Percent of the adult population with permits = -.00134 Hours of Training - .0507 Real Permit Fee
                                                               (4.278)                             (11.417)

+ .00313 Number of Years -.000198 Number of Years Squared + .00095 Murder Rate + .0278
                 (3.360)                          (1.546)                                       (2.503)                     (9.926)
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expect more permits to create a greater level of deterrence, changing the level of training or fees
could affect the type of person who gets permits.  It is quite possible that shortening training
increases the number of permit holders but on net decreases the amount of deterrence simply
because permit holders will not be as able to deal with situations that might arise.  The converse is
also true.  Training may make each permit holder better able to deal with an attack but at the same
time so greatly reduce the number of permit holders that the net effect is to reduce deterrence.

There are two different ways of dealing with the differences in state laws and the rates at which
permits are issued.  We can estimate the relationship between the percent of the adult population
with permits and changes in training, fees, the murder rate, and the length of time that the law has
been in effect over the small sample of states with permit data and then use the much more readily
available data on how these rules vary across states to estimate the predicted permit rate across
states.  Alternatively, we could simply include the different state laws directly in the earlier
regressions.  We examined both approaches, and both support the hypothesis that more permits
reduce the number of attacks.  (To save space, we report only the reduced form estimates, but the
other results indicate a strong significant relationship between the percent of the population with
permits and drops in multiple victim public shootings.)

What exact permitting rules are in place in each state largely depends upon when the laws were
first enacted.  Once in place, the rules seldom change very much.  States that adopted right-to-carry
laws only recently tend to have more restrictive licensing requirements.  For example, the three
states requiring at least 10 hours of training (Alaska, Arizona, and Texas) adopted their rules during
the last few years of the sample period, with Arizona being the only right-to-carry state that requires
additional training when permits are renewed.  Six of the eight states with permitting fees of at least
$100 have also enacted the law during the last few years.  Overall, permit fees range widely, from
$6 in South Dakota to $140 in Texas.  About half the 31 right-to-carry states require no training, a
quarter at 3 to 5 hours, and the remaining quarter between 6 to 10 hours.

The results in Table 12 generally confirm that longer training periods, lower fees, and the
number of years since adoption reduce the number of people harmed from multiple victim
shootings, though neither the effects from training periods nor fees is not statistically significant for
murders. The increased deterrence from having right-to-carry law in effect for additional years
rapidly diminishes with virtually all (99%) the impact on murders occurring within the first 8 years.

B. Examining the Impact of “Gun Free Zones”
One of the more controversial and important regulations of concealed handguns regards where

permit holders can carry their weapons.  Even if a concealed handgun law is in place, banning guns

              Chi-Square = 63.47    Log Likelihood = -198.2   N=36
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from particular locations will defeat the laws ability to prevent an attack, though is some cases like
the Pearl, Mississippi public school shooting it will still be possible for people to stop attacks with
guns that are located nearby.  A recent study of state laws lists 50 different possible places where
permitted concealed handguns are prohibited (Jeffrey 2000, pp.33-39).  A partial list of prohibited
places in right-to-carry states includes bars, professional athletic events, school/college athletic
events, casinos/gambling establishments, churches, banks and financial institutions, amusement
parks, day care centers, school buildings, school parking lots, school buses, and hospitals and
emergency rooms.  Nine states allow private businesses to post whether permit holders are allowed
to carry their weapons on the premises.  Eleven states allow businesses to deny their employees to
carry permitted handguns on the job.  Unfortunately, there is no list of which business in a state
exclude permitted concealed handguns.  States also differ in what penalty is imposed for a violation.
For some it is a felony and results in the immediate loss of the permit.  For others, three violations
are necessary before a permit is suspended for three years.

Based upon these fifty possible places where permits are prohibited and whether the penalty is a
misdemeanor or a felony, Jeffrey creates an index that ranks states on a 0 to 74 scale, where 74 is
the most restrictive rules: two points are given for each place that there is a statutory prohibition
without discretion; one point if there is discretion; and an additional point is added if the prohibition
violation is a felony.  Indiana is assigned a value of zero, because their are no restrictions.
Pennsylvania is the next lowest, with a score of 2, because concealed handguns are banned in court
houses, though there is no criminal penalty for a violation. At the other extreme, six states have
scores over 60 (from highest to lowest they are: Arkansas, Oklahoma, North Carolina, Texas, South
Carolina, and Mississippi).

We did not include this scale in the first section of Table 12, since the weightings are somewhat
arbitrary.  For example, it is not obvious that all places where concealed handguns are restricted are
equally important.  Nor is it clear that a felony is worth one point and that misdemeanors or no
penalty should be treated equally. Yet, despite these concerns, the index is probably roughly
correlated with how restrictive different states are.   To account for these restrictions, we reran the
regressions reported in the first section of Table 12 with a new variable using Jeffrey’s index.  The
one change that we made was to reverse the order of the index so that higher scores now imply
fewer restrictions and change the index so that it ranges from 1 to 75.

The new regressions shown in Section B clearly show that the states with the fewest gun free
zones have the greatest reductions killings, injuries, and attacks.  Each one point increase in the
index is associated with about a two percent further reduction in these crimes and all the estimates
are statistically significant at least at the one percent level.  All the other variables are very similar to
what is reported in Section A.43

43  We also tried running a simple poisson regression on only those states that had the right-to-carry law in effect in
a particular year.  The number of deaths, injuries, deaths and injuries, and attacks was regressed on either a dummy
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VII. Do Shootings Produce More Shootings?
Does a public shooting lead others to imitate or mimic the behavior of the first gunman? One

might reason that the attention and notoriety surrounding the shooting by gunman A might
encourage B to undertake a similar act, and B’s act might encourage C and so on. The notion of a
crime “fad” or epidemic is not new. One of us [Landes (1978, pp. 16-18)] investigated and
rejected the hypothesis that the increase and subsequent decrease in airline hijackings in Europe and
the United States over the 1961 to 1976 period could be explained as a passing fad.  Instead, the
pattern was explained by the increase in apprehension rates and penalties.

To test for fads or imitative behavior, we calculate the number of mass shootings per month for
the 252 months in the 1977 to 1997 period. We specified the dependent variable as the number of
monthly shootings. The regression includes dependent variables denoting various monthly lags in
either the number of shootings (or number reported in the New York Times) or the change in the
number of shootings. We control for the increase in the number of states with right-to-carry laws
during this period by adding a variable denoting the percentage of the U.S. population covered by
these laws.  Because of our concern that passage of the late 1995 Federal law banning guns within a
thousand feet of a school might have encouraged attacks, a dummy variable was included for when
that law was enacted.  If this law is primarily obeyed by law-abiding citizens, it is plausible that the
law encourages attacks by making armed resistence less likely.  We also include month dummy
variables and a time trend (in months). Table 13 reports the Poisson estimates of the regression
equations

In Table 13, we find the following regressions to be consistent in all five regressions: the
percent of the U.S. population covered by right-to-carry laws, the time trend variable, and the one
month lags for the number of shootings and the number of New York Times stories. The positive
coefficients on the lagged values of shootings provide some weak evidence of faddish behavior. But
the lagged values of the New York Times stories imply the opposite.  If coverage in the New York
Times implies that those stories were receiving more national news coverage, any fad effect should
be strongest for that variable, but in fact it shows that recent news coverage reduces the number of
attacks. In short, the evidence on fads is mixed.44

One reason we may not find significant evidence of faddish behavior is that lagged shootings
and lagged stories on shootings in the New York Times are highly collinear. To account for this
collinearity, the last two regressions in Table 13 use either lagged shootings or lagged stories by

variable that equalled one for the states that had an index value above the median and zero otherwise or the index.  In
both cases, the states with fewer gun free zones had fewer attacks and the differences were always significant at better
than the .1 percent level.   Using the simple dummy implied that the states with above the median level of freedom
to carry concealed handguns had 58 percent fewer killings and injuries and 52 percent fewer attacks.
44 Note that October appears to be the most dangerous month although he number of shootings in October is
only significantly greater than the number in January, September and November. Note, however, that the
monthly dummy variables are not jointly significant.
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themselves.  However, the results remain unchanged: lagged values of shootings are positively
related to monthly shootings while lagged differences are negatively related to differences in
monthly shootings. Again, the percent of the population covered by right-to-carry laws continues to
have a statistically significant reduction on the number of monthly shootings.

While we find little consistent support for the copycat hypothesis, we note that our data contains
almost exclusively shootings by adults. The recent public school shootings, which involve children
might be different. However, school shootings are very rare, making it impossible to study these
shootings separately.

VIII. Conclusion
Right-to-carry laws reduce the number of people killed or wounded from multiple victim public

shootings as many attackers are either deterred from attacking or when attacks do occur they are
stopped before the police can arrive.  We are able to provide evidence for the first time that the harm
from crimes that still occur can be mitigated.  Given that half the attackers in these multiple victim
public shootings have had formal diagnoses of mental illness, the fact that some results indicate
concealed handgun laws reduce these attacks by almost 70 percent is remarkable.

Differences in state right-to-carry laws are also important: restricting the places where permits
are prohibited increases murders, injuries and shootings; more training requirements reduce
injuries; and higher fees increase injuries and the number of attacks.  The much greater deterrence
that right-to-carry laws have for multiple victim public shootings than for other crimes like murder
is consistent with the notion that a higher probability of citizens being able to defend themselves
should produce a greater level of deterrence.  The results are robust with respect to different
specifications of the dependent variable, different specifications of the handgun law variable, and
different control variables.  Not only does the passage of a right-to-carry law have a significant
impact on multiple shootings but it is the only gun law that appears to have a significant impact.
While other law enforcement efforts -- from the arrest rate for murder and the death penalty --
reduce the number of people harmed from multiple shootings, the effect is not as consistently
significant as for right-to-carry laws.  Finally, the data provides no evidence of substitution from
shootings to bombings and little consistent evidence of “copycat” effects.

Nick
Highlight
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Table 1
The Number of Multiple Victim Murders and Injuries in Public Shootings by Year and by the Presence of a Concealed

Handgun Law

All States States Without Right-to-Carry Handgun Law (Including the District of Columbia)

Year

Number of
Murders in

Public
Shootings

Number of
Injuries in

Public
Shootings

Number of
Public

Shootings

Number of
States Without
Right-to-Carry

Concealed
Handgun Law

Number of
Murders in

Public
Shootings

Number of
Injuries in

Public
Shootings

Number of
Shootings

Percent of
Total Deaths
(Column 5/
Column 1)

Percent of
Total Injuries
(Column 6/
Column 2)

Percent of
Total Deaths
(Column 7/
Column 3)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
1977 19 46 7 43 19 46 7 100% 100% 100%
1978 14 12 8 43 14 12 8 100% 100% 100%
1979 23 77 13 43 20 74 12 87% 96% 92%
1980 30 51 11 43 22 46 8 73% 90% 73%
1981 44 60 30 43 37 50 27 84% 83% 90%
1982 32 92 20 43 28 92 19 87% 100% 95%
1983 19 36 18 43 16 22 14 84% 61% 78%
1984 56 76 26 43 53 73 24 95% 96% 92%
1985 38 45 24 43 34 37 21 89% 82% 88%
1986 41 54 21 42 41 52 20 100% 96% 95%
1987 44 73 36 42 41 69 34 93% 95% 94%
1988 49 90 35 41 47 85 32 96% 94% 91%
1989 49 84 31 40 39 79 24 80% 94% 77%
1990 29 53 22 37 20 43 20 69% 81% 91%
1991 58 68 22 34 53 58 18 91% 85% 82%
1992 31 55 18 33 29 54 17 94% 98% 94%
1993 87 83 33 33 83 76 30 95% 92% 91%
1994 15 20 10 33 13 19 9 87% 95% 90%
1995 26 11 11 29 23 11 10 88% 100% 91%
1996 128 191 96 23 82 154 76 64% 80% 79%
1997 99 144 71 20 55 94 41 56% 65% 58%



Table 1 (Continued)

States With Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Law

Year
Number of
States With

Law

Number of
Murders in

Public
Shootings

Number of
Injuries in

Public
Shootings

Number of
Shootings

Percent of
Total Deaths
(Column 12/
Column 1)

Percent of
Total Injuries
(Column 13/
Column 2)

Percent of
Total Deaths
(Column 14/
Column 3)

(11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17)
1977 8 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
1978 8 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
1979 8 3 3 1 13% 4% 8%
1980 8 8 5 3 27% 10% 27%
1981 8 7 10 3 16% 17% 10%
1982 8 4 0 1 13% 0% 5%
1983 8 3 14 4 16% 39% 22%
1984 8 3 3 2 5% 4% 8%
1985 8 4 8 3 11% 18% 12%
1986 9 0 2 1 0% 4% 5%
1987 9 3 4 2 7% 5% 6%
1988 10 2 5 3 4% 6% 9%
1989 11 10 5 7 20% 6% 23%
1990 14 9 10 2 31% 19% 9%
1991 17 5 10 4 9% 15% 18%
1992 18 2 1 1 6% 2% 6%
1993 18 4 7 3 5% 8% 9%
1994 18 2 1 1 13% 5% 10%
1995 22 3 0 1 12% 0% 9%
1996 28 46 37 20 36% 20% 21%
1997 31 44 50 30 44% 35% 42%



Table 2
The Rate of Multiple Victim Murders and Injuries in Public Shootings by Year and by the Presence of a Concealed Handgun Law (Population

Weighted Averages)
States Without Right-to-Carry Law States With Right-to-Carry Law Comparison of Rates Between Two Types

of States
Year Number of States

Without Right-to-
Carry Law

(Including the
District of
Columbia)

Murders and
Injuries in

Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Number of
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Number of
States With

Right-to-Carry
Law

Murders and
Injuries in

Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Number of
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Does the Murder and
Injury Rate in States
Without Laws Exceed

the Rate in States
with Laws?

Does the Shooting
Rate in States

Without Laws Exceed
the Rate in States

with Laws?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1977 43 0.033 0.005 8 0 0 Yes Yes
1978 43 0.013 0.006 8 0 0 Yes Yes
1979 43 0.046 0.008 8 0.031 0.002 Yes Yes
1980 43 0.033 0.006 8 0.067 0.006 No No
1981 43 0.041 0.019 8 0.087 0.006 No Yes
1982 43 0.057 0.013 8 0.020 0.002 Yes Yes
1983 43 0.018 0.010 8 0.086 0.008 No Yes
1984 43 0.058 0.017 8 0.030 0.004 Yes No
1985 43 0.032 0.014 8 0.060 0.006 No No
1986 42 0.042 0.014 9 0.009 0.002 Yes Yes
1987 42 0.050 0.023 9 0.033 0.003 Yes Yes
1988 41 0.063 0.022 10 0.021 0.005 Yes Yes
1989 40 0.057 0.017 11 0.037 0.010 Yes No
1990 37 0.034 0.014 14 0.031 0.002 Yes Yes
1991 34 0.061 0.012 17 0.022 0.004 Yes Yes
1992 33 0.045 0.012 18 0.004 0.001 Yes Yes
1993 33 0.085 0.021 18 0.002 0.003 Yes Yes
1994 33 0.017 0.006 18 0.004 0.001 Yes Yes
1995 29 0.046 0.007 22 0.004 0.001 Yes Yes
1996 23 0.148 0.074 28 0.059 0.024 Yes Yes
1997 20 0.103 0.028 31 0.069 0.024 Yes Yes

Average 38 0.055 0.0166 13 0.033 0.005 Yes

(Testing whether
the Difference in
annual means is
not equal to zero

t=2.269
P>|t| = .0345)

Yes

(Testing whether
the Difference in
annual means is
not equal to zero

t=4.950
P>|t| = .0001)



Table 3
The 23 States that Adopted Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Laws Some Time Between 1977 and 1997 (Each cell in the

first three rows shows the mean and, in parentheses, the standard deviation.  The cells in the last two rows shows the difference in
means between either rows (1) and (2) or (1) and (3).  The t-statistic for these differences are shown in parentheses and the level of

significance for a two-tailed t-test are shown below that.).

Twenty-three States
that Changed from Not
Having to Having a
Right-to-Carry
Concealed Handgun
Law

Murders in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Murders and
Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Number of
Shootings

Per 100,000
People

Actual and
Attempted
Bombings

Per 100,000
People

Actual and
Attempted
Incendiary
Bombings

Per 100,000
People

Other Bomb
Related

Incidents
Per 100,000

People

Total
Explosive
Incidents

Per 100,000
People

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(1) Years during
Which These States
Did Not Have Right-
to-Carry Concealed
Handgun Laws
(Observations = 374)

.021
(.0938)

.028
(.0916)

.050
(.1611)

.0119
(.0410)

.584
(.5648)

.135
(.1864)

.961
(.8565)

1.681
(1.2379)

(2) Years During
Which They Did Have
Right-to-Carry
Concealed Handgun
Laws (Observations =
109)

.012
(.0313)

.020
(.0664)

.0326
(.095)

.009
(.0226)

.721
(.5595)

.1395
(.1363)

.954
(.8443)

1.8079
(1.1452)

(3) Years During
Which They Did Have
Right-to-Carry
Concealed Handgun
Laws --Excluding
cases in involving
school and government
buildings where
permitted concealed
handguns were
obviously forbidden
(Observations = 109)

.0099
(.0251)

.0137
(.0424)

.0236
(.0640)

.0076
(.0161)

Difference Between
Rows (1) and (2)

-.0098
(1.068)
28.6%

-.0075
(.795)
42.7%

-.0172
(1.063)
28.8%

-.0024
(.581)
56.2%

.137
(2.235)
2.6%

.0045
(.235)
81.4%

-.0075
(.080)
93.6%

.127
(.960)
33.8%

Difference Between
Rows (1) and (3)

-.0119
(1.314)
18.9%

-.0143
(1.589)
11.3%

-.0263
(1.664)
9.7%

-.0042
(1.052)

29%



Table 4
Examining the Means for States that Adopted Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Laws During the 1977 to 1997 Period (Based

on years before and after the adoption of right-to-carry laws in which at least 10 states have the law in place)
States that Adopted Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Laws During the 1977-1997 Period: Using State Averages to Compute Rates

Years Before and
After the

Adoption of the
Law (Year 1 is

the first full Year
that the Law is

in Effect)

Number of
States that
Fall into

that
Category

Murders in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Murders and
Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

The Number of
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Total Number
of Murders in

Multiple
Victim Public
Shootings for
all States in

this Category

Total
Number of
Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings for
all States in

this Category

Worst attack in
terms of number

of murders

Worst attack in
terms of number

of injuries

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
-8 23 0.0101456 0.0405985 0.0507441 0.0103365 11 48 Arkansas (2)

South Carolina (2)
North Carolina,

South Carolina (9)
Pennsylvania (7)

-7 23 0.0197525 0.0473767 0.0671293 0.0144247 19 50 Kentucky (8)
North Carolina (4)

Kentucky (12)
North Carolina (5)

-6 23 0.0371508 0.0220103 0.0591611 0.0194834 16 14 Idaho (5)
Florida, Texas (2)

Florida (3)
Texas (2)

-5 23 0.0033196 0.0019764 0.005296 0.0007807 8 5 Florida (8) Florida (3)
Pennsylvania (2)

-4 23 0.0162439 0.022061 0.0383049 0.01125 41 39 Texas (23)
Pennsylvania (4)

Texas (18)
Pennsylvania (7)

-3 23 0.0078046 0.014694 0.022498 0.0045959 10 25 Texas (2)
Florida (1)

Arizona, Texas.
(6)

-2 23 0.0144374 0.015557 0.0299943 0.0085042 12 13 Virginia (3)
Texas (2)

Arkansas (7),
Georgia (2)

-1 23 0.0347137 0.054553 0.0892667 0.028057 13 17 Florida (6)
Virginia, Texas (2)

Georgia,
Wyoming (4)

0 23 0.0240361 0.0606451 0.0846812 0.0295402 40 69 Florida (6)
Texas (5)

Florida (10)
Louisiana (6)

1 23 0.0102542 0.0131601 0.0234143 0.008053 18 25 Texas (5)
Kentucky (3)

Texas (6)
Georgia ,

Louisiana (4)
2 20 0.0072348 0.0070638 0.0142986 0.0078284 14 14 Arizona, Texas (3) Pennsylvania,

2 North Carolina
(3)

3 14 0.0174765 0.0398359 0.0573125 0.01494 10 10 Florida (8)
Alaska, Tennessee

(1)

Florida (6)
Alaska (3)

4 10 0 0.0016 0.0016 0.00083 0 2 none Pennsylvania (2)
5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 none none
6 10 0.0113749 0.0230758 0.0344507 0.0119722 9 19 Mississippi (4)

Florida (3)
Mississippi (10)

Florida (3)



Table 2
The Rate of Multiple Victim Murders and Injuries in Public Shootings by Year and by the Presence of a Concealed Handgun Law (Population

Weighted Averages)
States Without Right-to-Carry Law States With Right-to-Carry Law Comparison of Rates Between Two Types

of States
Year Number of States

Without Right-to-
Carry Law

(Including the
District of
Columbia)

Murders and
Injuries in

Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Number of
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Number of
States With

Right-to-Carry
Law

Murders and
Injuries in

Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Number of
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Does the Murder and
Injury Rate in States
Without Laws Exceed

the Rate in States
with Laws?

Does the Shooting
Rate in States

Without Laws Exceed
the Rate in States

with Laws?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1977 43 0.033 0.005 8 0 0 Yes Yes
1978 43 0.013 0.006 8 0 0 Yes Yes
1979 43 0.046 0.008 8 0.031 0.002 Yes Yes
1980 43 0.033 0.006 8 0.067 0.006 No No
1981 43 0.041 0.019 8 0.087 0.006 No Yes
1982 43 0.057 0.013 8 0.020 0.002 Yes Yes
1983 43 0.018 0.010 8 0.086 0.008 No Yes
1984 43 0.058 0.017 8 0.030 0.004 Yes No
1985 43 0.032 0.014 8 0.060 0.006 No No
1986 42 0.042 0.014 9 0.009 0.002 Yes Yes
1987 42 0.050 0.023 9 0.033 0.003 Yes Yes
1988 41 0.063 0.022 10 0.021 0.005 Yes Yes
1989 40 0.057 0.017 11 0.037 0.010 Yes No
1990 37 0.034 0.014 14 0.031 0.002 Yes Yes
1991 34 0.061 0.012 17 0.022 0.004 Yes Yes
1992 33 0.045 0.012 18 0.004 0.001 Yes Yes
1993 33 0.085 0.021 18 0.002 0.003 Yes Yes
1994 33 0.017 0.006 18 0.004 0.001 Yes Yes
1995 29 0.046 0.007 22 0.004 0.001 Yes Yes
1996 23 0.148 0.074 28 0.059 0.024 Yes Yes
1997 20 0.103 0.028 31 0.069 0.024 Yes Yes

Average 38 0.055 0.0166 13 0.033 0.005 Yes

(Testing whether
the Difference in
annual means is
not equal to zero

t=2.269
P>|t| = .0345)

Yes

(Testing whether
the Difference in
annual means is
not equal to zero

t=4.950
P>|t| = .0001)



Table 3
The 23 States that Adopted Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Laws Some Time Between 1977 and 1997 (Each cell in the

first three rows shows the mean and, in parentheses, the standard deviation.  The cells in the last two rows shows the difference in
means between either rows (1) and (2) or (1) and (3).  The t-statistic for these differences are shown in parentheses and the level of

significance for a two-tailed t-test are shown below that.).

Twenty-three States
that Changed from Not
Having to Having a
Right-to-Carry
Concealed Handgun
Law

Murders in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Murders and
Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Number of
Shootings

Per 100,000
People

Actual and
Attempted
Bombings

Per 100,000
People

Actual and
Attempted
Incendiary
Bombings

Per 100,000
People

Other Bomb
Related

Incidents
Per 100,000

People

Total
Explosive
Incidents

Per 100,000
People

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(1) Years during
Which These States
Did Not Have Right-
to-Carry Concealed
Handgun Laws
(Observations = 374)

.021
(.0938)

.028
(.0916)

.050
(.1611)

.0119
(.0410)

.584
(.5648)

.135
(.1864)

.961
(.8565)

1.681
(1.2379)

(2) Years During
Which They Did Have
Right-to-Carry
Concealed Handgun
Laws (Observations =
109)

.012
(.0313)

.020
(.0664)

.0326
(.095)

.009
(.0226)

.721
(.5595)

.1395
(.1363)

.954
(.8443)

1.8079
(1.1452)

(3) Years During
Which They Did Have
Right-to-Carry
Concealed Handgun
Laws --Excluding
cases in involving
school and government
buildings where
permitted concealed
handguns were
obviously forbidden
(Observations = 109)

.0099
(.0251)

.0137
(.0424)

.0236
(.0640)

.0076
(.0161)

Difference Between
Rows (1) and (2)

-.0098
(1.068)
28.6%

-.0075
(.795)
42.7%

-.0172
(1.063)
28.8%

-.0024
(.581)
56.2%

.137
(2.235)
2.6%

.0045
(.235)
81.4%

-.0075
(.080)
93.6%

.127
(.960)
33.8%

Difference Between
Rows (1) and (3)

-.0119
(1.314)
18.9%

-.0143
(1.589)
11.3%

-.0263
(1.664)
9.7%

-.0042
(1.052)

29%



Table 4
Examining the Means for States that Adopted Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Laws During the 1977 to 1997 Period (Based

on years before and after the adoption of right-to-carry laws in which at least 10 states have the law in place)
States that Adopted Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Laws During the 1977-1997 Period: Using State Averages to Compute Rates

Years Before and
After the

Adoption of the
Law (Year 1 is

the first full Year
that the Law is

in Effect)

Number of
States that
Fall into

that
Category

Murders in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Murders and
Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

The Number of
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Total Number
of Murders in

Multiple
Victim Public
Shootings for
all States in

this Category

Total
Number of
Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings for
all States in

this Category

Worst attack in
terms of number

of murders

Worst attack in
terms of number

of injuries

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
-8 23 0.0101456 0.0405985 0.0507441 0.0103365 11 48 Arkansas (2)

South Carolina (2)
North Carolina,

South Carolina (9)
Pennsylvania (7)

-7 23 0.0197525 0.0473767 0.0671293 0.0144247 19 50 Kentucky (8)
North Carolina (4)

Kentucky (12)
North Carolina (5)

-6 23 0.0371508 0.0220103 0.0591611 0.0194834 16 14 Idaho (5)
Florida, Texas (2)

Florida (3)
Texas (2)

-5 23 0.0033196 0.0019764 0.005296 0.0007807 8 5 Florida (8) Florida (3)
Pennsylvania (2)

-4 23 0.0162439 0.022061 0.0383049 0.01125 41 39 Texas (23)
Pennsylvania (4)

Texas (18)
Pennsylvania (7)

-3 23 0.0078046 0.014694 0.022498 0.0045959 10 25 Texas (2)
Florida (1)

Arizona, Texas.
(6)

-2 23 0.0144374 0.015557 0.0299943 0.0085042 12 13 Virginia (3)
Texas (2)

Arkansas (7),
Georgia (2)

-1 23 0.0347137 0.054553 0.0892667 0.028057 13 17 Florida (6)
Virginia, Texas (2)

Georgia,
Wyoming (4)

0 23 0.0240361 0.0606451 0.0846812 0.0295402 40 69 Florida (6)
Texas (5)

Florida (10)
Louisiana (6)

1 23 0.0102542 0.0131601 0.0234143 0.008053 18 25 Texas (5)
Kentucky (3)

Texas (6)
Georgia ,

Louisiana (4)
2 20 0.0072348 0.0070638 0.0142986 0.0078284 14 14 Arizona, Texas (3) Pennsylvania,

2 North Carolina
(3)

3 14 0.0174765 0.0398359 0.0573125 0.01494 10 10 Florida (8)
Alaska, Tennessee

(1)

Florida (6)
Alaska (3)

4 10 0 0.0016 0.0016 0.00083 0 2 none Pennsylvania (2)
5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 none none
6 10 0.0113749 0.0230758 0.0344507 0.0119722 9 19 Mississippi (4)

Florida (3)
Mississippi (10)

Florida (3)



Table 5
Means and Standard Deviation of Variables

Obs. Mean Standard
Deviation

Shall Issue Law Dummy 1071 0.2586368 0.4380902
Arrest Rate for Murder 1045 88.17906 52.77598
Murders in Multiple Victim Public Shootings Per
100,000 Persons

1071 0.0188385 0.0782509

Injuries in Multiple Victim Public Shootings Per
100,000 Persons

1071 0.0307867 0.1806079

Murders and Injuries in Multiple Victim Public
Shootings Per 100,000 Persons

1071 0.0496252 0.2380429

Murders in Multiple Victim Public Shootings 1071 0.8618114 2.622253
Injuries in Multiple Victim Public Shootings 1071 1.420168 4.614375
Murders and Injuries in Multiple Victim Public
Shootings

1071 2.281979 6.678102

Attempted or Actual Bombings Per 100,000
Persons

1071 0.5768352 0.4942879

Attempted or Actual Incendiary Bombings Per
100,000 Persons

1071 0.1543275 0.2231764

Attempted or Actual Other Bombing Incidents Per
100,000 Persons

1071 0.7380498 0.6925256

Attempted or Actual Bombings 1071 27.13259 43.94869
Attempted or Actual Incendiary Bombings 1071 8.420168 19.3333
Attempted or Actual Other Bombing Incidents 1071 30.53035 45.27652
Deaths per shooting 293 1.616356 1.44935
Injuries per Shooting 293 2.655577 4.085048
Deaths or Injuries per Shooting 293 4.271933 4.426812
Number of Shootings 1071 .5620915 1.533922
Number of Shootings per 100,000 Persons 1071 .0128497 .0656067
Murders per 100,000 Persons 1068 7.532612 7.571831
Death Penalty Execution Rate per 1,000 murders 1068 1.3425 5.8497
Waiting Period Dummy 1071 0.3582726 0.4759902
NRA Members Per 100,000 Persons 1071 4766908 5181944
State Population 1071 4.96E+13 1.24E+14
State Population Squared 1071 13082.76 2377.003
Real Per Capita Personal Income 1071 170.1907 67.42687
Real Per Capita Income Maintenance 1071 70.53992 43.68931
Real Per Capita Unemployment Insurance Payment 1071 394.2354 610.888
Real Retirement Payments Per Person Over 65 1071 355.6367 1382.601
Unemployment Rate 1071 6.41378 2.087943
Poverty Rate 1071 13.49024 4.193104
Percent of the Population that is:
Black Males 10 to 19 Years of Age 1071 1.000924 1.073925
Black Females 10 to 19 Years of Age 1071 0.9861901 1.08779
White Males 10 to 19 Years of Age 1071 6.522034 1.554608
White Females 10 to 19 Years of Age 1071 6.212554 1.518811
Other Males 10 to 19 Years of Age 1071 0.3739574 0.7276978
Other Females 10 to 19 Years of Age 1071 0.3619659 0.7037917
Black Males 20 to 29 Years of Age 1071 0.9357873 1.002613
Black Females 20 to 29 Years of Age 1071 1.010992 1.181078
White Males 20 to 29 Years of Age 1071 7.05599 1.303731
White Females 20 to 29 Years of Age 1071 6.904337 1.339297
Other Males 20 to 29 Years of Age 1071 0.362629 0.6881269
Other Females 20 to 29 Years of Age 1071 0.3671231 0.6964837
Black Males 30 to 39 Years of Age 1071 0.7481225 0.8423609
Black Females 30 to 39 Years of Age 1071 0.8550366 1.002243



White Males 30 to 39 Years of Age 1071 6.746516 1.202193
White Females 30 to 39 Years of Age 1071 6.692243 1.196271
Other Males 30 to 39 Years of Age 1071 0.3210689 0.67081
Other Females 30 to 39 Years of Age 1071 0.3520146 0.7068117
Black Males 40 to 49 Years of Age 1071 0.5086571 0.5992915
Black Females 40 to 49 Years of Age 1071 0.5975951 0.7313905
White Males 40 to 49 Years of Age 1071 5.158535 1.146857
White Females 40 to 49 Years of Age 1071 5.170353 1.114372
Other Males 40 to 49 Years of Age 1071 0.2235525 0.5198493
Other Females 40 to 49 Years of Age 1071 0.2504653 0.5625374
Black Males 50 to 64 Years of Age 1071 0.5150453 0.6695444
Black Females 50 to 64 Years of Age 1071 0.6479795 0.8692419
White Males 50 to 64 Years of Age 1071 5.740179 1.032121
White Females 50 to 64 Years of Age 1071 6.146133 1.212804
Other Males 50 to 64 Years of Age 1071 0.207363 0.6047414
Other Females 50 to 64 Years of Age 1071 0.2421665 0.6969355
Black Males Over 64 Years of Age 1071 0.3613871 0.4908613
Black Females Over 64 Years of Age 1071 0.5593317 0.8077022
White Males Over 64 Years of Age 1071 4.374812 1.160827
White Females Over 64 Years of Age 1071 6.357397 1.686213
Other Males Over 64 Years of Age 1071 0.1328229 0.4933583
Other Females Over 64 Years of Age 1071 0.1559203 0.5368273

Violent Crime Rate Per 100,000 Persons 1061 487.6289 339.2621
Murder Rate Per 100,000 Persons 1068 7.532612 7.571831
Rape Rate Per 100,000 Persons 1061 34.05506 15.72533
Aggravated Assault Rate Per 100,000 Persons 1068 287.2832 179.6146
Robbery Rate Per 100,000 Persons 1068 161.1047 174.7755



Table 6: The Impact of Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Laws on The Average Rate of Public Shootings and
Bombings

(The regressions use the Poisson procedure, and the incidence rate ratios are reported. The regressions include the following independent variables:
detailed demographic information by sex, race, and age; population and population squared; state unemployment rate; state poverty rate; real per
capita personal income, unemployment payments, income maintenance, and retirement payments per capita; arrest rate for murder; the execution rate;
waiting period dummy, and length of waiting period in days and days squared; one-gun-a-month law; safe storage gun law; penalties for using guns
in the commission of crime; and state and year fixed effects.  The absolute z-statistics are shown in parentheses.)

Endogenous Variables

Exogenous
Variables

Murders in Multiple Victim
Public Shootings

Injuries in Multiple Victim
Public Shootings

Murders and Injuries in
Multiple Victim Public

Shootings

Number of Shootings

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Right-to-Carry
Law Dummy
Variable

.2457
(5.435)

.1877
(7.769)

.2151
(9.609)

.3280
(3.820)

Model Chi-Square 1919.76 3682.4 5260.4 1210.6
Log Likelihood -1033.42 -1437.4 -2080.73 -679.71
Number of
Observations 1045 1045 1045 1045

Endogenous Variables

Exogenous
Variables

Attempted or Actual
Bombings

Attempted or Actual
Incendiary

Other Bombing Incidents Total Bombing Incidents

(5) (6) (7) (8)
Right-to-Carry
Law Dummy
Variable

.9596
(0.179)

1.1897
(0.352)

.9784
(0.108)

.9929
(0.050)

Model Chi-Square 216.47 117.34 345.66 470.27
Log Likelihood -796.12 -352.03 -892.87 -1235.52
Number of
Observations 1045 1045 1045 1045



Table 7: Including Other Gun Control Laws and Death Penalty Execution Rates
(The regressions use the Poisson procedure, and the incidence rate ratios are reported. The regressions include the following independent variables: detailed demographic
information by sex, race, and age; population and population squared; state unemployment rate; state poverty rate; real per capita personal income, unemployment
payments, income maintenance, and retirement payments per capita; arrest rate for murder; the execution rate; waiting period dummy, and length of waiting period in days
and days squared; one-gun-a-month law; safe storage gun law; penalties for using guns in the commission of crime; and state and year fixed effects.  The absolute z-
statistics are shown in parentheses.)

Endogenous Variables

Exogenous
Variables

Murders in
Multiple Victim

Public
Shootings

Injuries in
Multiple Victim

Public
Shootings

Total Murders
and Injuries in

Multiple Victim
Public

Shootings

Number of
Shootings

Attempted or
Actual

Bombings

Attempted or
Actual

Incendiary

Other Bombing
Incidents

Total Bombing
Incidents

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Time Trend for
Years Before the
Right-to-Carry Law
Went into Effect

1.0347
(1.112)

.9664
(1.247)

.9968
(0.165)

1.0724
(1.835)

.9897
(0.413)

1.0036
(0.070)

1.0011
(0.056)

.9958
(0.282)

Time Trend for
Years After the
Right-to-Carry Law
Went into Effect

.8238
(3.177)

.7791
(5.114)

.7967
(6.283)

.8449
(2.550)

1.0226
(.401)

1.0313
(.258)

1.0537
(1.117)

1.0441
(1.281)

Waiting Period
Dummy

4.6569
(1.647)

.7340
(0.461)

1.2054
(0.368)

2.1098
(0.763)

1.3123
(0.338)

.8887
(0.067)

1.162
(.206)

1.2515
(0.439)

Length of Waiting
Period in Days

.6471
(1.561)

1.0149
(0.072)

.9073
(0.642)

.7603
(0.970)

.9109
(0.454)

.9771
(0.052)

.8843
(0.648)

.8980
(0.816)

Length of Waiting
Period Squared

1.0170
(1.032)

.9879
(0.858)

.9957
(0.422)

1.0110
(0.653)

1.0062
(0.561)

1.0019
(0.079)

1.0087
(0.852)

1.0072
(1.025)

One Gun a Month
Purchase Rules

2.1932
(0.892)

7.9701
(2.484)

4.022
(2.350)

3.638
(1.255)

.5357
(.694)

.3206
(.511)

1.0702
(0.342)

.5534
(.996)

Safe Storage Gun
Laws

.83198
(0.798)

.7980
(1.050)

.7987
(1.474)

.6477
(1.435)

1.2021
(0.676)

1.4434
(0.640)

1.2652
(0.871)

1.2380
(1.187)

Additional Penalty
for Using Gun in
the Commission of
a Crime Dummy

.5918
(1.975)

1.2652
(1.106)

.9649
(0.222)

.6534
(1.255)

.9740
(0.104)

.8422
(0.347)

1.0702
(0.342)

.9873
(0.087)

Death Penalty
Execution Rate

.9892
(0.858)

.9634
(2.536)

.9787
(2.361)

.9976
(0.179)

.9970
(0.042)

.9871
(0.664)

.9942
(0.180)

.9939
(0.371)

F-test for
Differences in Time
trends (probability
in parentheses)

13.00
(.0003)

16.69
(.0000)

33.16
(.0000)

10.26
(0.0014)

0.28
(.5940)

0.04
(.8347)

.99
(.3194)

1.64
(.2005)

Model Chi-Square 1901.5 3644.6 5203.2 1205.98 216.76 117.29 346.9 471.96
Log Likelihood -1042.5 -1456.3 -2109.3 -682.0 -795.97 -352.1 -892.3s -1234.7
Number of
Observations 1045 1045 1045 1045 1045 1045 1045 1045



Table 8: The Impact of Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Laws on the Rate of Public Shootings and Bombings
When the Data for the Year of Adoption and the Two Years Prior to Adoption are Dropped

(The regressions use the Poisson procedure, and the incidence rate ratios are reported. The regressions include the following independent variables:
detailed demographic information by sex, race, and age; population and population squared; state unemployment rate; state poverty rate; real per
capita personal income, unemployment payments, income maintenance, and retirement payments per capita; arrest rate for murder; the execution rate;
waiting period dummy, and length of waiting period in days and days squared; one-gun-a-month law; safe storage gun law; penalties for using guns
in the commission of crime; and state and year fixed effects.  The absolute z-statistics are shown in parentheses. Number of observations is 976 for
all specifications.)

Endogenous Variables

Exogenous Variables
Murders in Multiple

Victim Public Shootings
Injuries in Multiple

Victim Public Shootings
Murders and Injuries in
Multiple Victim Public

Shootings

Number of Shootings

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Right-to-Carry Law Dummy
Variable

.2742
(3.877)

.2642
(4.619)

.2725
(6.191)

.4728
(1.932)

Model Chi-Square 1811.4 3492.03 4971.9 1122.7
Log Likelihood -956.2 -1316.3 -1922.3 -620.6

(5) (6) (7) (8)
Time Trend for Years Before the
Right-to-Carry Law Went into
Effect

1.0286
(0.849)

.9296
(2.437)

.9493
(2.227)

1.0532
(1.241)

Time Trend for Years After the
Right-to-Carry Law Went into
Effect

.8969
(1.493)

.9192
(1.340)

.8736
(3.600)

.9348
(.803)

F-test for Differences in Time
trends (probability in parentheses)

2.80
(.0941)

0.02
(.8746)

2.89
(.0890)

1.48
(.2236)

Model Chi-Square 1798.4 3477.8 4939.5 1120.9
Log Likelihood -962.7 -1323.4 -1938.5 -621.5



Figure 1: Sensitivity of the Relationship Between Right-to-Carry
Laws and Annual Change in Crime Rates
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Table 9
Simultaneous Poisson-Logit Estimates

(The regressions control for sex, race, age; population, population squared, state unemployment rate, state poverty rate, real per capita personal
income, unemployment payments, income maintenance payments, retirement payments, arrest rate for murder and state and year fixed effects. The
first stage estimates do not report the various demographic and fixed effects that were in the regression. Incidence rate ratios are reported for the
second stage estimates.  Absolute z or t-statistics are shown in parentheses.)

Second Stage
Estimates Endogenous Variables

Exogenous
Variables

Murders in Multiple Victim Public
Shootings

Injuries in Multiple Victim Public
Shootings

Murders and Injuries in Multiple Victim
Public Shootings

Right-to-Carry
Law Dummy
Variable

.534
(2.223)

.3116
(4.672)

.3842
(5.249)

Model Chi-Square 4287.95 7893.02 11379.8
Log Likelihood -1591.7 -1997.8 -2862.02
Number of
Observations 984 984 984

First Stage
Estimate

Exogenous Variables

Endogenous
Variable

Lagged
Violent
Crime
Rate

Lagged
Property
Crime
Rate

Change
in
Violent
Crime
Rate

Change
in
Property
Crime
Rate

% Rep.
Pres. in
State
Vote *
Year
Dummy
1977-
78

% Rep.
Pres. in
State
Vote *
Year
Dummy
1979-
82

% Rep.
Pres. in
State
Vote *
Year
Dummy
1983-
86

% Rep.
Pres. in
State
Vote *
Year
Dummy
1987-
90

% Rep.
Pres. in
State
Vote *
Year
Dummy
1991-
94

% Rep.
Pres. in
State
Vote *
Year
Dummy
1995-
98

Log
likelihood

Chi-
Square

Right-to-
Carry Law
Dummy
Variable

-.0089
(4.869)

-.00009
(0.305)

.0075
(2.346)

.00007
(.118)

.045
(0.397)

.022
(0.396)

.1751
(2.632)

.2401
(3.141)

.2942
(3.192)

.3142
(5.116)

-216.88 823.6



Table 10
The Impact of Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Laws on the Number of Deaths or Injuries

from each Shooting
(The regressions use the Poisson procedure and incidence rate ratios are reported. The regressions include the following
independent variables: detailed demographic information by sex, race, and age; population and population squared; state
unemployment rate; state poverty rate; real per capita personal income, unemployment payments, income maintenance
payments; retirement payments; arrest rate of murder; and regional and year fixed effects.  Regional fixed effects were used
because the specifications were otherwise unable to converge.  The absolute z-statistics are shown in parentheses.)

Endogenous Variables

Exogenous
Variables

Murders in Multiple Victim
Public Shootings

Injuries in Multiple Victim
Public Shootings

Total Murders and Injuries in
Multiple Victim Public

Shootings

(1) (2) (3)
Right-to-Carry
Law Dummy
Variable

.4790
(2.936)

.4747
(3.427)

.4709
(4.732)

Number of
Shootings

1.3987
(15.461)

1.3425
(16.567)

1.355
(22.599)

Model Chi-Square 2202.2 3989.8 5842.2
Log Likelihood -892.2 -1283.7 -1789.9

(4) (5) (6)
Time Trend for
Years Before the
Right-to-Carry
Law Went into
Effect

1.001
(.0394)

.9558
(1.598)

.9768
(1.148)

Time Trend for
Years After the
Right-to-Carry
Law Went into
Effect

.8922
(1.876)

.8737
(2.815)

.8743
(3.772)

Number of
Shootings

1.406
(15.734)

1.3549
(17.358)

1.3655
(23.389)

F-test for
Differences in
Time trends
(probability in
parentheses)

3.45
(0.0632)

3.02
(0.0823)

8.59
(0.0034)

Model Chi-Square 2197.2 3987.1 5834.1
Log Likelihood -894.7 -1285.1 -1793.9

Number of
Observations 1045 1045 1045



Table 11: Using the Data Collected from the New York Times
A) “Rampage Killings”
(The regressions use the Poisson procedure and incidence rate ratios are reported.  The first set of regressions account for state population and
population squared as well as state and year fixed effects.  The second set of regressions as well as the estimates in section (B) include the following
independent variables: detailed demographic information by sex, race, and age; population and population squared; state unemployment rate; state
poverty rate; real per capita personal income, unemployment payments, income maintenance, and retirement payments per capita; arrest rate of
murder; execution rate for the death penalty; waiting period dummy and length of waiting period in days and length squared; one-gun-a-month law;
safe storage gun law; penalties for using guns in the commission of crime; and state and year fixed effects.  The absolute z-statistics are shown in
parentheses.)

Endogenous Variables

Exogenous Variables
Murders in “Rampage

Killings”
Injuries in “Rampage

Killings”
Murders and Injuries in

“Rampage Killings”
Number of Attacks

Using the New York Times Data
from 1995 to 1999 and
controlling for state population
and population squared as well as
state and year fixed effects

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Right-to-Carry Law Dummy
Variable

.5301
(1.554)

.2642
(4.619)

.2524
(4.926)

.3898
(1.310)

Model Chi-Square 259.6 454.2 625.4 81.22
Log Likelihood -234.0 -274.7 -463.2 -95.72
Number of observations 253 253 253 253

Using the New York Times Data
from 1977 to 1998 and
controlling for all the variables
used in the earlier regressions

(5) (6) (7) (8)

Right-to-Carry Law Dummy
Variable

.02933
(5.435)

.2565
(1.910)

.0603
(6.541)

.2943
(1.254)

Model Chi-Square 1325.4 1985.9 3040.7 309.5
Log Likelihood -352.7 -350.9 -695.6 -129.6
Number of observations 1093 1093 1093 1093

B) News Stories on Multiple Victim Public Shootings in the First Section of the New York Times
(Number of observations is 1045 for all specifications.)

Exogenous Variables

Multiple Victim Public Shooting Stories Appearing in
the First Section of the New York Times for a State

(Poisson estimates)

Multiple Victim Public Shooting Stories Appearing in
the First Section of the New York Times for a State

(ordinary least squares)

Right-to-Carry Law Dummy
Variable

.1889
(3.335)

.0089
(.045)

Chi-Square 1029.7
Log Likelihood -388.8
adj-R2 0.3746



Table 12: Examining the Differences in State Laws

(The regressions use the Poisson procedure and incidence rate ratios are reported. The regressions include the following independent variables: detailed
demographic information by sex, race, and age; population and population squared; state unemployment rate; state poverty rate; real per capita
personal income, unemployment payments, income maintenance, and retirement payments per capita; arrest rate of murder; execution rate for the
death penalty; waiting period dummy and length of waiting period in days and length squared; one-gun-a-month law; safe storage gun law; penalties
for using guns in the commission of crime; and state and year fixed effects.  The absolute z-statistics are shown in parentheses.)

A. Examining the Differences in Training, Fee, and the Number of Years that the Permit Rules Have Been in Effect

Endogenous Variables

Exogenous Variables
Murders in Multiple

Victim Public Shootings
Injuries in Multiple

Victim Public Shootings
Total Murders and Injuries
in Multiple Victim Public

Shootings

Number of Multiple
Victim Public Shootings

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Train Period in Hours .9704

(0.476)
.2642

(4.619)
.9267

(2.036)
1.062

(0.845)
Real Permit Fee 1.387

(0.488)
3.9135
(2.626)

1.9558
(1.771)

1.2512
(1.726)

Years After the Adoption of the
Right-to-Carry Law

.4740
(4.234)

.5248
(4.700)

.5020
(6.473)

.5892
(2.890)

Years After the Adoption of the
Right-to-Carry Law Squared

1.0878
(3.548)

1.0599
(3.285)

1.0697
(4.832)

1.0494
(2.114)

Murder Rate 1.1649
(4.252)

1.1296
(4.057)

1.1281
(5.449)

1.1019
(2.183)

Model Chi-Square 1937.4 3679.2 5268.5 1217.83
Log Likelihood -1024.6 -1439.0 -2076.7 -676.1
Number of observations 1045 1045 1045 1045

B. Examining the Areas Where Permitted Concealed are Allowed
Index of Prohibited Places
(75 implies that that the
concealed handgun law has no
prohibitions, 1 equals the most
restrictive concealed handgun law)

.9774
(4.324)

.9732
(6.040)

.9748
(7.623)

.9844
(2.721)

Model Chi-Square 1909.15 3658.3 5227.15 1203.3
Log Likelihood -1038.7 -1449.5 -2097.4 -683.4
Number of observations 1045 1045 1045 1045



Table 13
Do Shootings Encourage Yet More Shootings?

(Equations use the Poisson procedure. The regression also includes monthly dummy variables.   Incidence rate ratios are reported and the absolute z-
statistics are shown in parentheses.)

Endogenous Variable: Number of Shootings Per Month
Exogenous Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Number of Shootings in Previous Month 1.0842

(6.534)
1.0698
(4.358)

1.067
(4.168)

1.0775
(6.028)

. . .

Number of Shootings Two Months Ago . . . 1.0199
(1.323)

1.0002
(0.015)

. . . . . .

Number of Shootings Three Months Ago . . . . . . 1.0305
(2.138)

. . . . . .

Number of New York Times’ Stories in
the Front Section in Previous Month

.8928
(3.084)

.8907
(3.177)

.8865
(3.427)

. . . .9236
(2.452)

Number of New York Times’ Stories in
the Front Section Two Months Ago

. . . .9648
(0.992)

.9597
(1.160)

. . . . . .

Number of New York Times’ Stories in
the Front Section Three Months Ago

. . . . . . .9310
(1.797)

. . . . . .

Percentage of the Nation’s Population
Covered by Right-to-Carry Laws

.0413
(2.799)

.0461
(2.660)

.0632
(2.364)

.0286
(3.156)

.0298
(3.223)

Monthly Time Trend 1.0060
(3.525)

0.139
(3.719)

1.0057
(3.262)

1.0061
(3.610)

1.0064
(3.874)

Safe School Act 4.3138
(5.789)

4.1764
(5.587)

3.9361
(5.290)

4.6002
(6.073)

7.9725
(9.382)

Model Chi-Square 385.12 386.44 390.31 370.3 340.6
Log Likelihood -422.34 -420.27 -416.14 -429.7 -444.6
Number of Observations 251 250 249 251 251



Appendix 2
Examining the Means for States that did not Change Their Concealed Handgun Laws During the 1977 to 1997 Period

States that did not Change Their Concealed Handgun Laws During the 1977-1997 Period: Using State Averages to Compute Rates
Year Murders in

Multiple
Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Murders and
Injuries in
Multiple

Victim Public
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Number of
Shootings Per

100,000
People

Number of
Murders in

Public
Shootings

Number of
Injuries in

Public
Shootings

Number of
Murders and
Injuries in

Public
Shootings

Number of
Shootings

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
1977 0.0131 0.0840 0.0970 0.0059 19 35 54 5
1978 0.0252 0.0543 0.0794 0.0148 14 10 24 7
1979 0.0031 0.0294 0.0325 0.0069 10 19 29 7
1980 0.0020 0.0060 0.0080 0.0015 5 11 16 3
1981 0.0282 0.0215 0.0496 0.0195 21 29 50 18
1982 0.0145 0.0504 0.0649 0.0097 12 72 84 8
1983 0.0036 0.0059 0.0095 0.0048 5 11 16 8
1984 0.0120 0.0250 0.0370 0.0081 31 52 83 12
1985 0.0095 0.0126 0.0221 0.0067 15 16 31 9
1986 0.0052 0.0090 0.0143 0.0052 11 24 35 11
1987 0.0149 0.0213 0.0362 0.0115 18 26 44 15
1988 0.0238 0.0250 0.0487 0.0122 32 42 74 18
1989 0.0168 0.0232 0.0400 0.0140 21 58 79 15
1990 0.0038 0.0103 0.0141 0.0047 16 38 54 16
1991 0.0153 0.0113 0.0266 0.0043 29 30 59 8
1992 0.0105 0.0139 0.0244 0.0053 27 43 70 14
1993 0.0212 0.0156 0.0368 0.0072 73 61 134 25
1994 0.0150 0.0092 0.0242 0.0087 13 19 32 9
1995 0.0070 0.0034 0.0104 0.0033 13 7 20 7
1996 0.1061 0.3432 0.4494 0.1421 72 194 266 89
1997 0.0627 0.1142 0.1768 0.0446 55 94 149 41



Data Appendix

Death Penalty Execution Rate
- Death penalty executions by state  U.S. Census Bureau of Justice Statistics
- # of murders per state  FBI Uniform Crime Reports

Crime rates per 100,000 people  FBI Uniform Crime Reports

Arrest rates per crime (Violent crime, murder, property crime, rape, robbery,
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft)
-  Arrest rate  FBI Uniform Crime Reports, though the data is not available for all years.

State populations
U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates Program  released on Internet at
www.census.gov/Press-Release/state02.prn

Income measures  based on tables from
http://fisher.lib.virginia.edu/reis/county.html
These tables could not be downloaded in a condensed form via the Internet.  I
had to contact Al Silverman at the U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Economics and
Statistics Administration, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic
Measurement Division  (202-606-9277) to have him send me a readable table that
includes all states for all years.  Numbers are based on those published in
June, 2000 for the years 1995-1998.

Per Capita Personal Income (RPCPI) is in Table SA05
Per Capita Income Maintenance (RPCIM) is in Table CA30
Per Capita Unemployment Insurance Benefits (RPCUI) is in Table CA30
Per Capita Retirement & Other (RPCRPO) is in Table CA30

°ßReal°® refers to 1982-1983 dollars (average of those two years)
- Consumer Price Index conversion factors based on table at
http://www.orst.edu/Dept/pol_sci/fac/sahr/cv98.htm

Unemployment rate
- From custom tables at Bureau of Labor Statistics website -
http://146.142.4.24/cgi-bin/dsrv?la

Poverty rate
- Bureau of Labor Statistics - Table 25. Poverty Status by State and Ten Large
Metropolitan Areas in 1998     (same for 1997)
http://ferret.bls.census.gov/macro/031998/pov/new25_001.htm (1997 data)
http://ferret.bls.census.gov/macro/031999/pov/new25_001.htm (1998 data)

Demographic variables from census
U.S. Census Bureau - 1990 to 1998 Annual Time Series of State Population
Estimates
By Age, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin  - Table ST-98-39  (for 7/1/97 and
7/1/98)
http://www.census.gov/population/www/estimates/st_sasrh.html



Appendix 2

More Detailed Set of Regression Coefficients from the Simple Estimate Reported
in Table 6

(Number of observations = 1045)
Table 6 Column 3
Explaining total

deaths and injuries

Table 6 Column 4
Explaining the

number of shootings
Exogenous variables Incidence

Rate Ratio
absolute

z-statistic
Incidence

Rate Ratio
absolute
z-statistic

Shall Issue Law Dummy 0.2151 9.609 0.3280486 3.82
Arrest Rate for Murder 0.9960666 2.942 0.9952213 1.818

Execution Rate 0.9715 1.209 0.9931 0.505
Waiting Period Dummy 0.8975358 0.71 4.198896 1.515
Waiting Period in Days 0.9939132 0.584 0.6725213 1.425

Waiting Period in Days Squared 1.014414 0.09 1.016592 0.982
One-gun-a-month Law 1.109443 0.191 0.8748271 0.144
Safe Storage Gun Law 1.073774 0.459 0.8250622 0.628

Penalty for using a gun in a commission of
crime

2.91E13 3.078 0.6718624 1.166

State Population 0.9999999 0.712 1 0.92
State Population Squared 1 1.573 1 0.243

Real Per Capita Personal Income 1.000023 0.239 1.000258 1.355
Real Per Capita Income Maintenance 1.005806 3.131 1.002375 0.666

Real Per Capita Unemployment Insurance
Payment

1.001974 1.136 0.9986415 0.364

Real Retirement Payments Per Person Over 65 0.9998008 0.612 0.9997663 0.378
State Unemployment Rate 1.343001 6.553 1.24501 2.424

State Poverty Rate 0.9480791 2.37 1.026594 0.617
Percent of the Population that is:

Black Males 10 to 19 Years of Age 0.0309393 0.992 0.2262022 0.21
Black Females 10 to 19 Years of Age 5341.427 2.433 137.6209 0.704
White Males 10 to 19 Years of Age 23.66847 1.9 25.9636 0.941

White Females 10 to 19 Years of Age 1.27E01 1.2 0.0341304 0.939
Other Males 10 to 19 Years of Age 8.28E+08 4.998 1891463 1.775

Other Females 10 to 19 Years of Age 1.70E13 6.707 3.23E08 1.996
Black Males 20 to 29 Years of Age 0.8167172 0.108 0.1138905 0.58

Black Females 20 to 29 Years of Age 20.24739 1.549 69.20485 1.09
White Males 20 to 29 Years of Age 0.1132487 3.417 0.2358618 1.12

White Females 20 to 29 Years of Age 14.88749 3.919 2.971733 0.773
Other Males 20 to 29 Years of Age 265.2411 1.65 0.975273 0.004

Other Females 20 to 29 Years of Age 9.35E01 0.02 0.0163516 0.63
Black Males 30 to 39 Years of Age 1.56E06 5.426 0.0017685 1.248

Black Females 30 to 39 Years of Age 6622.304 4.514 16.02969 0.706
White Males 30 to 39 Years of Age 2931.809 5.823 5.983502 0.703

White Females 30 to 39 Years of Age 8.18E04 5.521 0.1100072 0.909
Other Males 30 to 39 Years of Age 0.0000256 2.906 0.0125477 0.587

Other Females 30 to 39 Years of Age 15353.86 2.78 55.37337 0.572
Black Males 40 to 49 Years of Age 0.0897098 0.868 0.0864408 0.45

Black Females 40 to 49 Years of Age 4475.959 3.33 1263.454 1.435
White Males 40 to 49 Years of Age 2.284444 0.736 1.268709 0.103

White Females 40 to 49 Years of Age 5.264373 1.394 1.866689 0.252
Other Males 40 to 49 Years of Age 2050366 2.98 105.0116 0.491

Other Females 40 to 49 Years of Age 1.71E06 3.288 0.0061294 0.661
Black Males 50 to 64 Years of Age 0.0007524 2.163 0.0019288 0.967

Black Females 50 to 64 Years of Age 0.5939145 0.184 0.2258918 0.266
White Males 50 to 64 Years of Age 2092.919 6.121 2.955171 0.439

White Females 50 to 64 Years of Age 0.0012159 6.487 0.1355853 0.953



Other Males 50 to 64 Years of Age 5.89E+08 4.036 10895.66 0.968
Other Females 50 to 64 Years of Age 5921817 3.279 35.11413 0.378

Black Males Over 64 Years of Age 6.30E07 4.656 2.94E06 2.012
Black Females Over 64 Years of Age 21782.44 4.657 17103.05 2.201
White Males Over 64 Years of Age 16.42544 2.886 0.5631965 0.298

White Females Over 64 Years of Age 4.65E01 1.153 1.23927 0.161
Other Males Over 64 Years of Age 9.49E+02 1.134 1.87E+08 1.637

Other Females Over 64 Years of Age 1.97E12 5.233 6.26E10 2.161
Year Fixed Effects

1978 0.6144086 1.867 1.55637 0.774
1979 2.419846 3.374 2.874282 1.671
1980 1.345762 0.854 2.543089 1.205
1981 1.40725 0.792 6.546625 2.087
1982 0.7702999 0.511 2.975671 1.035
1983 0.2209044 2.601 2.13218 0.65
1984 0.8123332 0.327 3.5013 0.98
1985 0.4271977 1.21 2.893901 0.759
1986 0.383171 1.235 2.158159 0.5
1987 0.2857228 1.512 2.550774 0.575
1988 0.2195504 1.69 1.829284 0.344
1989 0.1474414 1.975 1.44242 0.195
1990 0.0431717 2.975 0.7075152 0.17
1991 0.0214102 3.356 0.3822376 0.437
1992 0.0058973 4.132 0.211221 0.653
1993 0.0074061 3.645 0.2843393 0.491
1994 0.0011508 4.742 0.0693321 0.986
1995 0.0017162 4.008 0.1080188 0.735
1996 0.0094291 2.905 1.262951 0.077
1997 0.006131 3.195 0.7214349 0.108

State fixed effects
Alaska 9.28E07 2.873 2273.677 0.872
Arizona 315.1895 2.014 1601230 2.571

Arkansas 4.365399 1.162 186.3471 2.072
California 2.440504 0.346 166.7339 0.976
Colorado 21.46203 1.059 48874.94 1.956

Connecticut 58.64235 1.669 15476.08 2.031
Delaware 1.02E06 0.046 7.05E07 0.065

D.C. 0.0421282 0.616 2.05E06 1.281
Florida 4.83E+02 2.938 4327.855 1.915
Georgia 0.345945 1.496 0.1434456 1.332
Hawaii 6.39E33 5.461 1.98E07 0.615
Idaho 3.145178 0.355 173727.4 1.933

Illinois 2.457148 0.566 33.78523 1.06
Indiana 735.1607 3.191 28185.45 2.505
Iowa 11.55945 0.829 81700.39 1.957

Kansas 231.4512 2.136 296075.2 2.521
Kentucky 275.7836 2.507 12924.33 2.147
Louisiana 0.3802884 1.299 0.1998901 1.169

Maine 8.050525 0.643 106969.7 1.862
Maryland 1.465251 0.32 26.21247 1.439

Massachusetts 1153.813 2.694 74088.35 2.16
Michigan 19.02617 1.887 210.9348 1.716
Minnesota 16.10909 0.947 92580.94 2.005
Mississippi 0.0282325 2.601 0.0018076 2.31
Missouri 62.75716 2.238 3059.725 2.198
Montana 0.1028048 0.645 425725.4 1.934
Nebraska 64.66929 1.491 93351.13 2.086
Nevada 4.73E11 0.078 0.0208509 0.012

New Hampshire 4.496229 0.449 108751.2 1.837
New Jersey 20990.25 1.702 6.433943 0.216



New Mexico 340.1913 1.806 1967074 2.282
New York 26342.01 1.705 0.1482885 0.211

North Carolina 59.80803 4.83 74.89252 2.578
North Dakota 1.712374 0.158 2069468 2.197

Ohio 106.9125 2.57 645.0559 1.727
Oklahoma 109.1635 1.849 54169.02 2.186

Oregon 5.277829 0.539 288417.7 2.135
Pennsylvania 515.5245 3.071 2975.216 1.897
Rhode Island 238.1297 1.915 118140.2 2.07

South Carolina 0.8126614 0.232 0.4070634 0.553
South Dakota 0.0000363 0.033 22.12971 0.009

Tennessee 1.188541 0.119 27.37615 1.283
Texas 683.977 3.75 317.7401 1.526
Utah 756.0805 2.12 276217.5 2.012

Vermont 49.71928 1.195 226144.5 1.949
Virginia 146.215 3.742 1348.581 2.842

Washington 2.719711 0.333 184117.6 2.123
West Virginia 58.00059 1.497 109994.8 2.197

Wisconsin 5.079271 0.626 38522.63 2.088
Wyoming 0.019079 1.082 26236.05 1.473

Model ChiSquare 5260.4 1210.6
Log Likelihood 2080.7 679.7



The Facts about Mass Shootings 
It’s time to address mental health and gun-free zones. 

By John Fund — December 16, 2012 

A few things you won’t hear about from the saturation coverage of the Newtown, 
Conn., school massacre:

Mass shootings are no more common than they have been in past decades, despite the 
impression given by the media.

In fact, the high point for mass killings in the U.S. was 1929, according to 
criminologist Grant Duwe of the Minnesota Department of Corrections.

Incidents of mass murder in the U.S. declined from 42 in the 1990s to 26 in the first 
decade of this century.

The chances of being killed in a mass shooting are about what they are for being 
struck by lightning.

Until the Newtown horror, the three worst K–12 school shootings ever had taken 
place in either Britain or Germany.

Almost all of the public-policy discussion about Newtown has focused on a debate 
over the need for more gun control. In reality, gun control in a country that already 
has 200 million privately owned firearms is likely to do little to keep weapons out of 
the hands of criminals. We would be better off debating two taboo subjects — the 
laws that make it difficult to control people with mental illness and the growing body 
of evidence that “gun-free” zones, which ban the carrying of firearms by law-abiding 
individuals, don’t work.



First, the mental-health issue. A lengthy study by Mother Jones magazine found that 
at least 38 of the 61 mass shooters in the past three decades “displayed signs of 
mental health problems prior to the killings.” New York Times columnist David 
Brooks and Cornell Law School professor William Jacobson have both suggested that 
the ACLU-inspired laws that make it so difficult to intervene and identify potentially 
dangerous people should be loosened. “Will we address mental-health and 
educational-privacy laws, which instill fear of legal liability for reporting potentially 
violent mentally ill people to law enforcement?” asks Professor Jacobson. “I doubt 
it.”

Gun-free zones have been the most popular response to previous mass killings. But 
many law-enforcement officials say they are actually counterproductive. “Guns are 
already banned in schools. That is why the shootings happen in schools. A school is a 
‘helpless-victim zone,’” says Richard Mack, a former Arizona sheriff. “Preventing 
any adult at a school from having access to a firearm eliminates any chance the killer 
can be stopped in time to prevent a rampage,” Jim Kouri, the public-information 
officer of the National Association of Chiefs of Police, told me earlier this year at the 
time of the Aurora, Colo., Batman-movie shooting. Indeed, there have been many 
instances — from the high-school shooting by Luke Woodham in Mississippi, to the 
New Life Church shooting in Colorado Springs, Colo. — where a killer has been 
stopped after someone got a gun from a parked car or elsewhere and confronted the 
shooter.

Economists John Lott and William Landes conducted a groundbreaking study in 
1999, and found that a common theme of mass shootings is that they occur in places 
where guns are banned and killers know everyone will be unarmed, such as shopping 
malls and schools.

I spoke with Lott after the Newtown shooting, and he confirmed that nothing has 
changed to alter his findings. He noted that the Aurora shooter, who killed twelve 
people earlier this year, had a choice of seven movie theaters that were showing the 
Batman movie he was obsessed with. All were within a 20-minute drive of his home. 
The Cinemark Theater the killer ultimately chose wasn’t the closest, but it was the 
only one that posted signs saying it banned concealed handguns carried by law-
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abiding individuals. All of the other theaters allowed the approximately 4 percent of 
Colorado adults who have a concealed-handgun permit to enter with their weapons.

“Disarming law-abiding citizens leaves them as sitting ducks,” Lott told me. “A 
couple hundred people were in the Cinemark Theater when the killer arrived. There is 
an extremely high probability that one or more of them would have had a legal 
concealed handgun with him if they had not been banned.”

Lott offers a final damning statistic: “With just one single exception, the attack on 
congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords in Tucson in 2011, every public shooting since at 
least 1950 in the U.S. in which more than three people have been killed has taken 
place where citizens are not allowed to carry guns.”

There is no evidence that private holders of concealed-carry permits (which are either 
easy to obtain or not even required in more than 40 states) are any more irresponsible 
with firearms than the police. According to a 2005 to 2007 study by researchers at the 
University of Wisconsin and Bowling Green State University, police nationwide were 
convicted of firearms violations at least at a 0.002 percent annual rate. That’s about 
the same rate as holders of carry permits in the states with “shall issue” laws.

Despite all of this evidence, the magical thinking behind gun-free zones is unlikely to 
be questioned in the wake of the Newtown killings. Having such zones gives people a 
false sense of security, and woe to the politician or business owner who now suggests 
that a “gun-free zone” revert back to what critics would characterize as “a wild, wild 
West” status. Indeed, shortly after the Cinemark attack in Colorado, the manager of 
the nearby Northfield Theaters changed its policy and began banning concealed 
handguns.

In all of the fevered commentary over the Newtown killings, you will hear little 
discussion of the fact that we may be making our families and neighbors less safe by 
expanding the places where guns aren’t allowed. But that is precisely what we may be 
doing. Both criminals and the criminally insane have shown time and time again that 
those laws are the least of the problems they face as they carry out their evil deeds.

— John Fund is a national-affairs columnist for NRO.
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