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Over the past four or five years, Virginia's
citizens and legislators have become concerned

about the proliferation and misuse ofhandguns.
Much of this concern has been generated by
the highly publicized handgun murders and
assaults in our inner cities. Hardly a day goes

by without some innocent bystander or juve

nile being shot or killed by handgun fire.
The number of murders involving hand

guns increased by 55 %-from 219 to

340-between 1987 and 1991. In the same
period, the percentage of all murders commit
ted with a handgun increased from 50% to 58%.

Handgun-related incidents and injuries occur
ring in our schools and homes have also increased.
Data from a 1992 report on the risk behavior
ofVirginia students indicate that about 60/0 of

In most Virginia

localities it is

relatively easy to

obtain a concealed

weapons permit.

The average denial

rate is only 14%.

all male students between ages 14 and 17 carry

handguns on themselves at least once a month.!
In 1991, then-Secretary of Public Safety

Robert Suthard asked the Department ofCrimi
nal Justice Services (DCJS) to examine

governmental policy dealing with firearms. Part
ofthat study examined the policy allowing certain
citizens to conceal handguns (Va. Code, sec.
18.2-308). This News Lettersummarizes the re

sults of that study, which looked at the number

ofpersons who may legally conceal a handgun,
the types of reasons that justify concealment,
and the nature of the process by which con
cealment is authorized.

The first part of our study examined the

policies governing the issuance of permits in
the City ofRichmond and the counties ofChes

terfield, Henrico, and Hanover. Included was

an analysis of permit applications randomly
chosen from those filed in 1991 in each ofthese
localities. For the second part, we surveyed the
state's 121 circuit court clerks, to determine

1 Virginia Department of Education, Governor's Drug Policy Of

fice, and Survey Research Laboratory, Virginia Commonwealth

University, 1992 Virginia Youth Risk Behavior Survey Report (De

cember 1992), pp. 1, 8.
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the number of permits issued and denied during
calendar years 1990 and 1991.

The Commonwealth's policyon concealedweap
ons has come under the scrutinyofthe GeneralAssembly
in the past few years. As a consequence, the proce
dures ofadministration are more uniform and clearly
specified than ever before. Though our study does not
evaluate the administration of the policy in all circuit
courts, it does provide evidence that localities differ

• significantly in its implementation.

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS
• To legally conceal a firearm on his/her person, a Vir

ginia resident must first obtain a concealed weapon
• permit. Although the permit is required to conceal

items like a switchblade knife, slingshot, metal knucks,
or blackjack, our research indicates that all but a very
few applications are requests to conceal a handgun.

The typical process for obtaining a concealed
• weapon permit begins when the person desiring the
• permit picks up an application at the circuit court
• serving the locality where he/she resides. The com-
• pleted application is returned to the court with a

$10.00 filing fee (usually nonrefundable). The court
• submits the application to local law enforcement
• officials for a background investigation of the ap-
• plicant. This investigation is usually conducted by

the police or sheriff's department, although some
• jurisdictions also involve the commonwealth's at

torney. Investigation ofa first-time applicant involves,
at minimum, a full set of fingerprints and a check
of local and state criminal history records. Personal
references and employers are often contacted.

Local law enforcement officials determine
• whether the applicant qualifies to carry a weapon
• and, based on their investigation, make a recom

mendation to the judge for or against granting a
permit. The judge reviews the application and all
evidence revealed by the background investigation.

• According to state law [Va. Code, sec. 18.2-308(D)],
the judge shall issue the permit if the applicant:
• is of good character;

has demonstrated a need to carry a concealed
weapon, which may include but is not lim
ited to lawful defense and security;
is physically and mentally competent to carry
such a weapon, and;

• is not prohibited by law from receiving,
possessing, or transporting such a weapon.

As ofJuly 1, 1993, the court also has the op
tion of requiring proof that the applicant has either
completed a firearms safety or training course, or

• has had considerable experience in using handguns.

2 . Once issued, the court must, upon applica
tion, renew the permit every two years unless there

is good cause shown for refusing to reissue a per
mit. If the permit is denied, a court order is to be
published stating the reasons for the denial.

Generally speaking, the law does not apply to
any person while in his/her house or its immediate
environs; police officers, rural mail carriers, and prison
guards; members of target-shooting or weapons
collecting organizations who are going to or from
shooting ranges or exhibitions (provided that any
firearms are to be unloaded and securely wrapped
while being transported); and hunters who are try
ing to protect their firearms in inclement weather.

Concealing a weapon without a permit is a
misdemeanor, while second and third violations are
a felony. Any weapon involved in a violation of the
law is forfeited to the Commonwealth.

APLICANTS
Our study examined random samples of approxi
mately 500/0 of the 1991 applications for the four
largest Richmond-area localities. Table 1 presents
the demographic characteristics of the sample ap
plicants, along with other pertinent information.

The sample data indicate that the concealed
weapon permit applicants in each locality are dis
proportionately male and, except for Richmond City
applicants, disproportionately white. The average
age for each sample ranges between 44 and 48 years.
In each sample, however, age is evenly distributed
across categories from 21 to 80 years.

When the sizable number of Henrico County
sample applicants who were denied permits are removed,
the percentage of Henrico applicants who are male
increases from 89% to 96%, and the average age of
these applicants increases from 46 to 51 years. Though
the Henrico County denials are justified almost en
tirely on the basis of the applicants' failure to
demonstrate a need to conceal a handgun, the pro
cess works to deny more females than males and more
younger persons than older persons.

When the Chesterfield County sample appli
cants who were denied permits are removed, the
percentage of male applicants drops from 900/0 to
89%, and the average age of the applicants increases
from 44 to 46 years. Since Richmond City and
Hanover County rarely deny applicants, they were
excluded from this analysis.

LESOFHANDGUNS CONCEALED
One section of the permit application asks appli
cants to describe "the specific type of concealed
weapon for which a concealed weapon permit is
sought." This language coincides with that in the
Code ofVirginia [sec. 18.2-308(D)] describing the
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permit as a "two year permit to carry a specific type
of concealed weapon." "Specific type" is nowhere
defined, however; as a consequence, some confu
sion exists about what the permit allows.

In Chesterfield County, applicants are allowed
to describe only one handgun on applications. And
unlike the other three localities, each court order
granting a permit specifies the caliber of the hand
gun that may be concealed.

Richmond City, Henrico County, and Han
over County officials, on the other hand, allow
applicants to describe multiple handguns on their
applications. As a result, the 109 persons in the Rich
mond City sample who were issued permits described
133 handguns on their applications. Comparable
figures for the Henrico County sample are 69 per
sons and 86 handguns, and for the Hanover County
sample, 60 persons and 86 handguns.

These data raise the question of whether a
permit authorizes a person to conceal different guns
at different times, or indeed, whether it authorizes
a person to conceal several handguns at anyone time,

In sum, 414 handguns were described on the
applications of the 350 persons granted permits. Of
these guns, 51 % were described as revolvers, 33%
as semi-automatic pistols, and 15% were not iden
tified in terms ofthis distinction. The most frequently
reported calibers of these handguns were .38, 009
mm, and .357.

~SONSFOR CONCEALMENT
The permit process requires applicants to "describe
in detail" the reason or reasons that demonstrate

their need to conceal a weapon. An analysis of our •
four random samples identified 22 specific reasons, •
which clustered under four general areas.

1. To fulfill employment responsibilities:
mentioned by 388 applicants, 248 of whom were •
issued permits. This group included those whose •
work involves collecting, depositing, or transport- •
ing cash or valuables-usually in high-crime areas •
or at odd hours; those employed as security guards •
and private investigators; those who work alone at •
night and at times in high-crime areas; those who •
fear victimization while working (but who did not •
mention carrying cash); and gun dealers who want •
to prevent gun theft.

2. To defend against possible reprisal: men- •
tioned by 93 applicants, 68 of whom were issued •
permits. This group was made up mostly of retired •
police officers, prison guards, and others who hold •
or have held jobs requiring control over mental pa
tients, prisoners, parolees, or others who might seek •
reprisals against the applicant or the applicant's family.

3. To reduce the fear of being victimized:
mentioned by 126 applicants, 45 of whom were is- •
sued permits. This group included citizens who fear •
victimization of themselves or family members be
cause of previous victimization; those who say there •
have been threats to themselves or friends; and fe
male, elderly, or disabled persons who work, live,
or travel in high-crime areas.

4. To provide security while performing cer
tain roles/activities: mentioned by 14 applicants,
of whom 4 were issued permits. This group con
sisted of hunters, amateur gun collectors, firearm •
instructors, and church treasurers.

Some officials
view the possession
of a concealed
weapons permit
as aprivilege,
while others
view it as a right.

a The Richmond City Circuit Court refused 6 permits on the basis that the applicants did not reside in Richmond. 3
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Employment-related reasons were by far the
most numerous. Even those generated by the fear
of reprisal are based on employment-related circum
stances.

DIFFERENCES IN CRITERIA
Our study compared the reasons given by applicants
of the four Richmond-area localities who were is
sued permits, to determine any differences in the
criteria used by these localities beyond the base cri
teria ofgood character, competence, and lawfulness.
To simplify this comparison, each application that
listed multiple reasons was reviewed to discern the
main reason the permit was desired.

As Table 2 indicates, Richmond City, the most
urban of the four localities, and Hanover County,
the most rural, granted about one-fourth of their
permits to persons whose sole or main reason for
requesting a permit was a fear of being victimized.
Officials of the suburban counties of Chesterfield
and Henrico rarely did so.

The relative willingness ofRichmond City and
Hanover County officials to grant permits simply
because residents (being otherwise qualified) fear crime
indicates that local officials use different criteria when
issuing permits. Our research suggests a number of
compelling reasons for this.

Richmond City officials explained that per
mits are given to applicants who fear crime when
the police and the court believe their fear is justi
fied. Many Richmond residents live in neighborhoods
where robbery and other violent crimes occur regu
larly. The police and judges feel they have an
obligation to help these residents. Although offi
cials express confidence in the local police, there is
a belief that the court and/or police would be liable
if a citizen was victimized without the additional
protection ofa concealed weapon. Thus, the judges
consider the fear of crime, especially for older resi
dents and women who live alone, as sufficient
justification for granting a permit.

In the case of Hanover County, the small size
of the sheriffs department and the rural nature of
the community may explain the difference. In rural
areas, law enforcement authorities cannot respond
to crime as quickly as law enforcement authorities
in urban and suburban settings because fewer pa
trol officers are available and the population is sparsely
distributed. Furthermore, rural residents often be
lieve they must be able to fend for themselves when
they need something. A recognition of the isolation
of residents and their bias toward self-reliance may
underlie the tendency ofthe Hanover County judges
to treat concealed weapon permits as more ofa right
than a privilege.

On the other hand, Chesterfield and Henri
co officials are usually unwilling to grant permit
because applicants (being otherwise qualified) are
afraid of being victimized. This may reflect a belief
that, except in rare circumstances, the police, rather
than the citizens, should be relied upon to deal with
the crime problem. The idea that persons should
be allowed to conceal weapons because they feel
endangered may be viewed as adding to the risk of
police work, rather than complementing or reduc
ing it. Though our research cannot confirm this
hypothesis, the Henrico and Chesterfield officials
we talked to were confident that they have the man
power and resources to deal with crime in their
respective localities.

RMBER OF PERMITS ISSUED
The actual number of concealed weapon permits
issued, renewed, or denied by the various circuit
courts is not easy to obtain. We found that neither
court orders, fee receipts, nor judicial case load data
would yield accurate counts of these measures.

The Virginia Code states that a court order is
to be published whenever a permit is denied. Sev
eral court officials revealed, however, that applicants
who fail to qualify for a permit are often told of

TABLE 2
Primary Reasons Given by Applicants Issued Concealed Weapon Permits by 4 Richmond-Area Localities

City of County of

Richmond Chesterfield Henrico Hanover

To fulfill employment responsibilities 56% 80% 75% 57%

To fend off any attempt at reprisal 17% 19% 23% 17%

To reduce the fear of being victimized 23% 1% 1% 23%

To provide security while performing 5% 1% 1% 3%
certain roles and activities

4 . N=108 N=105 N=69 N=62
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Survey data for calendar years 1990 and 1991 re
vealed the following:

their shortcomings and are allowed to withdraw
their applications. The judges mayor may not have
examined these applications; yet no order of denial
is ever published. Even when a denied applicant waits
to see if the judge concurs with the negative assess
ment made by law enforcement officials, an order
of denial may be prepared only if the applicant in
sists on challenging the judge's opinion.

Most circuit courts publish an order after the
judge grants or renews a permit. However, these
orders are usually filed by order number with all
other types ofpublished orders-making it extremely
difficult and time-consuming to identify orders for
concealed weapon permits. In some courts, the closest
thing to an order of issuance is either the permit
itself or the completed application once the judge
has endorsed it. The 1993 General Assembly did
improve the recording of permit data by requiring
that the courts provide the orders issuing permits
to the State Police and to local law enforcement
agencIes.

Fee receipt data are also inadequate. In many
courts, a fee is charged to the applicant only if he/
she is granted a permit. In addition, some appli
cants, like retired policemen, are not required to
pay a fee, so the fee data could produce an undercount
of permits issued.

The Supreme Court requests each court to
report the number ofpermits it grants each month.
Unfortunately, the numbers reported are unreliable.
Some courts have manual record-keeping systems
and simply do not report this data. Others simply
report the number of applications processed rather
than the number of permits issued. This is particu
larly true in localities where permits are frequently
denied.

Furthermore, ifan applicant challenges a judge's
denial and receives a hearing, the matter is often
counted as a " ase" and does not show up in the count
of permits granted or denied. This occurs even when
an initial denial is overturned and the permit issued.

Because of these data problems, our study
surveyed the clerks of the state's 121 circuit courts
about the number of concealed weapon permits is
sued and denied during calendar years 1990 and
1991. Follow-up phone calls ensured that informa
tion was received from every court.

2 There are 107 single-jurisdiction localities, 13 dual-jurisdiction

localities (e.g., Fairfax County and Fairfax City), and one triple-ju

risdiction locality (Prince William County, Manassas City, and

Manassas Park City).

• Our most salient

• finding is the

• tremendous variance

• among the localities

• in implementing

• the concealed

weapon law.

5

DISTRIBUTION OF PERMITS
Virginia localities varied greatly in the number of •
permits issued and in the rate of permits issued
that is, the number of permits issued per 10,000
population. A "locality" is defined as the city or
county, or some combination thereof, that is served
by a single circuit court.2

In terms of the number of permits issued an
nually, the localities ranged from 354 permits issued
(Spotsylvania County) to zero (Winchester City and
Dickenson County). Fairfax County, Virginia's most
populous jurisdiction (838,206 residents) issued only
3 concealed weapon permits during the 1990-1991
period.

The rate of issue (permits per 10,000 popula
tion) ranged from 75 (Goochland County) to zero
(Winchester City and Dickenson County).

As Table 3 shows, the 15 localities with the
highest raw number of permits issued are a mix of •
urban, suburban, and rural localities; the 15 locali
ties with the highest per capita rates are mostly small
and rural. Only 5 localities show up on both lists.

Sixty percent (N=72) of the localities disap
proved fewer than 10% ofthe applications submitted
to them, 32% (N=39) denied between 10% and
49% of the applications submitted, and only 8%
denied more than 50% of the applications. A de
nial or disapproval rate is to some extent a measure
of the ease with which a locality grants concealed
weapon permits; therefore, we can conclude that in
most Virginia localities it is relatively easy to obtain

The number of permits issued increased in
1991 partly because of a change in state law. The
1988 General Assembly extended the permit's life
from one to two years. Therefore, most of the per
sons who applied for permits or permit renewals in
1989 had to renew their permits in 1991. Data from
the Richmond-area localities suggest that approxi
mately 75% of the permits issued in 1991 were
renewals.

The data also show a 33% increase in the
number of denied permits in 1991. This suggests
that there was an increase ofnew applicants in 1991,
in that most permit denials involve first-time appli
cants.

Even though we did not obtain renewal in
formation, we reasoned that about 25% ofa111990
permits were renewals. If this were true, the num
ber of persons in the Commonwealth with valid
permits at any point in 1991 would be about 9,800.

595
791

Permits
Denied

4,654
6,321

Permits Issued
or Renewed

1990
1991
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TABLE 3
Localities Issuing Highest Number of Permits and Highest Number Per 10,000 Population, 1990-1991

Locality Locality

Highest number of permits issued (NUMBER)

Permits issued 1990
annually population

Highest number of permits issued per 10,000 population (RATE)

Permits Per 1990
10,000 population population

Spotsylvania a
Virginia Beach
Norfolk
Chesapeake
Portsmouth
Richmond City
Chesterfield
Henry
York Co.lPoquoson
Lee
Hanover
Goochland

354 57,403
287 393,069
286 261,229
276 151,976
267 103,907
197 203,056
190 209,274
157 56,942
141 53,427
129 24,496
119 63,306
106 14,163
103 55,655

Goochlanda

Spotsylvania
Lee
Louisa
New Kent
King George
Madison
Cumberland
Fluvanna
Orange
Caroline
Westmoreland
Powhatan

74.8 14,163
61.6 57,403
52.6 84,496
49.9 20,325
45.5 10,445
44.0 13,527
38.5 11,949
37.7 7,825
31.4 12,429
29.6 21,421
29.4 19,217
27.8 15,480
27.2 15,328

aThe clerk of the Spotsylvania Circuit Court reasoned that the large number of permits issued by their court in 1990 and 1991 (707) was the direct
result of the well-publicized abduction, rape, and murder of a local woman that took place in 1989. The crime alarmed many persons in this largely
rural county.

a concealed weapons permit. The average percent
age of denial across all 121 localities is only 14%.

What explains the great variation among the 121
localities in the issuance ofconcealed weapon permits?
Our data and discussions with various officials revealed
several factors that are central to such an explanation.
For example, the presence ofcertain occupations pro
duces a demand for permits. Occupations involving
bank security, the deposit ofbusiness receipts, the con
duct ofprivate or corporate investigations, and regular
contact with criminals, prisoners or mental patients
as well as the need to work in high-crime areas-were
all considered by Richmond-area court officials as
legitimate reasons for granting permits.

Personal or political philosophy also plays a
role. We found evidence that some officials view
the possession of a concealed weapon permit as a
privilege, while others view it as a right. Court and
law enforcement officials in Henrico, Chesterfield,
and Fairfax counties, for instance, said that they grant
permits only when applicants meet requirements
beyond those related to character, competence, and
criminal history. In Chesterfield and Henrico coun
ties, these requirements have to do with an applicant's
past or present occupation. In Fairfax County, where
only 3 permits were issued during 1990-1991, there
is really only one requirement-that the applicant
be in a "life-threatening situation."

On the other hand, in Hanover County and
Richmond City-where permits are rarely denied
officials tend to view the permit as something a citizen
is entitled to once it is found that helshe is of good
character, competent, and lawful. The criterion of
"demonstrated need," while not ignored, is relatively
unimportant.

LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS
To examine the distribution ofpermits from a more
analytical perspective, a number of locality charac
teristics thought to effect distribution were correlated
with locality rate of issuance-that is, permits is
sued per 10,000 population.3 Use of a rate as a
dependent variable allowed us to control for the ef
fects of locality population.

The effect of the following characteristics were
examined: ruralism-the percentage oflocality popu
lation classified rural by the U.s. Census Bureau;
urbanism-the percentage of locality population
living "inside urban areas"; crime rate-the num
ber of Uniform Crime Report (UCR) Crime Index
offenses per 100,000 locality population; police of
ficer rate-the number ofsworn officers per 100,000
population; and rate ofpermit denial-the percentage
ofpermit applications disapproved by locality judges
during 1990-1991.

The correlation analysis suggests that three
variables are particularly relevant to the issuance of
concealed weapon permits: a locality's urban or ru
ral character, its crime rate, and its number ofsworn
law enforcement officers per 10,000 population.

First, generally speaking, the more rural a local
ity, the higher its rate ofpermit issuance. For example,

.3 Pearson correlation coefficients (r) that express the strength and

direction ofa linear relationship were generated. This coefficient ranges

from -1.00 (perfect negative correlation), -.50 (moderate negative

correlation), .00 (no correlation), +.50 (moderate positive correla

tion), to +1.00 (perfect positive correlation). With a perfect positive

correlation, an increase of one unit in one variable always accompa

nies a one unit increase in the variable with which it is correlated.

For more details on the results of this correlation analysis, contact

the author.
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the correlation between locality ruralness and locality
rate of permit issuance is r = +.23 (sig..05).

This correlation supports two hypotheses: First,
that rural judges grant permits more readily than
urban judges because the relative unavailability of
patrol officers in rural areas makes rural citizens more
vulnerable to crime. Second, that rural judges grant
permits more readily because they are more likely
than urban judges to view the possession of a per
mit as the right of any lawful citizen.

No test of the second hypothesis is possible be
cause we have no measure ofjudicial belief. However,
the first hypothesis is bolstered by the fact that when
the effect of locality officer rate is controlled, the cor
relation drops from r = +.23 to a partial correlation of
r = +.12. This supports our proposition that rural courts
issue more permits per capita thaan urban courts be
cause judges and citizens agree that the relative scarcity
ofpatrol officers in rural areas make citizens more vul
nerable to crime. The correlation between locality
ruralness and the number ofsworn police officers per
10,000 population is r = -.44.

The relationship between the crime rate and the
rate ofpermit issuance is more complex. One obvious
hypothesis is that the higher a locality's rate of crime,
the higher the propensity ofits officials will be to grant
permits; that is, there should be a positive correlation
between locality crime rate and the locality rate ofper
mit issuance. We would expect this because crime is
partly related to the number and density ofa locality's
population. More people means more targets and op
portunities for crime, more occupations likely to generate
a demand for concealed weapon permits, and more
persons with a greater likelihood of being victimized.

Despite this logic, locality crime rate was found
to be negatively correlated with the locality rate of
permit issuance (r = -14). Though not statistically
significant, this correlation suggests that the higher
a locality's crime rate, the lower its rate of permit
issuance. How might this be explained?

First, note that both variables are population
rates, and thus the effects ofpopulation size are held
constant. When population is not controlled-that
is, when the dependent variable is simply the num
ber of permits issued per locality, the correlation
between crime rate and rate of permit issuance is
strongly positive (r = +.43). The question becomes,
therefore, why does the control of population pro
duce a negative correlation of r = -.14?

We hypothesized that, aside from the influ
ence of population, the larger size of urban police
forces may produce this result. The more urban a
locality, the more sworn police officers it will have,
and the more its citizens will feel accessible to po
lice protection. In addition, larger police forces are
often more professional and their officers often more

apt to convince local officials that only police offic
ers should be authorized to carry and/or conceal hand
guns. As a corollary, urban officials are also more
likely to hold that, to the greatest extent possible,
citizens should not be allowed to carry or conceal
hand guns. For the most part, our correlations sup
port these hypotheses.

One correlation did not conform to our the
sis: the negative correlation between locality officer
rate and locality percentage ofdenial is negative rather
than positive (r = -.12). There is a weak tendency
for localities with high rates of sworn officers per
capita to have lower rates of permit denial.

We believe this correlation reflects the fact that
a fair number of localities with high officer rates
also have very high crime rates, and that particu
larly high levels of crime compel local officials to
approach the granting ofconcealed weapon permits
differently. We hypothesize that there is a thresh
old of criminal activity that, if exceeded within a
locality, motivates the officials ofthat locality to grant
concealed weapon permits more readily (especially
for the purpose of self-protection) than officials of
localities where the level of criminal activity falls
below the threshold. Thus, we would expect the
relationship between locality crime rate and local
ity rate of denial to be positive up to this threshold
point and negative thereafter.

Although it is unwise to deduce the attitudes
and decision-making strategies oflocal officials from
correlations like ours, evidence in our data does sup
port our threshold hypothesis. We found that when
localities are classified on the basis on their level of
crime, the localities with the highest rates of crime
all have very low denial rates. If the range of the
localities' crime index scores (677 to 11,358) is di
vided into thirds, the average denial rate among
localities in the lowest one third is 9.50/0, compared
to a 150/0 denial rate of those in the middle one
third, and a 3% denial rate of those in the highest
one-third.

IMPACT OF LOCAL FEES
The fee for obtaining a permit was examined to see
if cost is a critical factor in the distribution of issued
permits. A survey ofthe 20 localities issuing the fewest
permits found that the average cost of obtaining a
permit in these localities was $13.50. In contrast,
Chesterfield County and Roanoke City officials re
cently increased permit fees dramatically. Chesterfield
charges $160 for a new permit (a $10 court fee and
a $150 police processing fee) and $75 for a permit
renewal. Roanoke City increased its new permit fee
to $266 (a $16 court fee and a $250 police process
ing fee). A review ofChesterfield County court records
shows that the average number of permits issued

• In Chesterfield County

the average number

of permits issued

• per month dropped

• precipitously after

• permit fees were

• increased.
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: per month dropped precipitously after the higher
: fees took effect.

In response to these increases, the 1993 Gen
: eral Assembly inserted the following language into
: the concealed weapon statute:

Any fee charged by the court associated with
the processing ofan application, including costs
associated with the consultation with law en
forcement agencies, shall not exceed twenty-five
dollars.

It is unclear how this language should be in
: terpreted. Does the phrase"any fee charged by the
: court" exempt the processing fees charged by po
: lice? And is this restriction a sign that our legislators
: wish to keep the cost of attaining a permit reason
: able? How these questions are answered will, to some
: extent, indicate whether state or local officials con
: trol concealed weapons policy. Until it is clarified,
: Chesterfield officials have voluntarily reduced their
: processing fee to $15. Roanoke City officials, on
: the other hand, continue to charge their new per
: mit fee of $266.

· SUMMARY
: Our study offers information about the types ofpeople
: who request concealed weapon permits, the hand
: guns they wish to conceal, and the reasons they believe
: concealment is justified. It also reveals the number
: and location of the permits issued during 1990 and
: 1991, and offers some data and speculation about
: the factors affecting the distribution ofpermits across
: the Commonwealth.

The most salient finding, however, is the tre
: mendous variance among the localities in

implementing the concealed weapon law. Does this
variance simply reflect the different circumstances
found in the localities, and are local officials tailor
ing the law to meet the special and legitimate needs
of their constituents? Or does it constitute reason
to believe that the law is flawed, and that judges are
granting permits on the basis of personal or philo
sophical belief?

Officials of the four Richmond-area localities
grant permits to persons with occupations that make
them vulnerable to crime. The officials ofRichmond
City and Hanover County often go beyond occu
pational necessity, by granting permits to persons
who, being otherwise qualified, simply fear being
victimized. Is such a difference between officials in
neighboring localities justified? Why should the fear
of a citizen ofone locality yield the right to conceal
a weapon when the fear of a citizen in a nearby lo
cality does not?

On the other hand, any citizen of Virginia
may legally conceal a handgun within his/her house
or its immediate environs. And for most persons,
the need to possess or conceal a firearm to protect
one's self, family, or property is most likely to arise
while in those environs. Therefore, if citizens al
ready have the right to conceal a handgun on their
property, why would anyone-except for occupa
tional reasons or situations where he/she is clearly
endangered away from home-ever need a concealed
weapon permit?

Our hope is that this information will encourage
local and state leaders to review the purpose of the
concealed weapon law, and to examine the ques
tion ofwhether it is being implemented in a manner
that promotes justice and increases public safety.•
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