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Abstract
This study reports the results of an investigation into the current status of school safety 
plans and how school resource officers can be used to improve existing school safety 
plans.  The author examines the history of assaultive violence in schools, the evolution 
of school emergency plans and school resource officer programs over the last fifty 
years. The results indicate that the plans are normally failing to utilize the knowledge 
of school resource officers about the ballistic resistance of common barriers and 
tactical considerations involved in school shooting responses. The authors propose 
a more active integration of school resource officers, specifically into the planning 
and implementation process for emergencies requiring a school lockdowns (shelter in 
place) response.
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introduCtion: hiStorY of SChool emerGenCY PlanS

The first documented school emergency plans dealt with fire threat.  Starting as early as 
the 19th century, schools in the United States started planning for “fire drills” which were 
probably the first type of school emergency plans (Golway, 2002).  While fire was the most 
common threat to schools, other types of emergencies such as natural disasters and attacks on 
students and staff have always been part of the American educational scene.  Many of these 
early tragedies were much worse than any of our modern school shootings.  For example, in 
Bath County, Michigan, a school bombing in 1927 killed almost three times as many victims as 
the Columbine High School Massacre.  This incident was perpetrated by Andrew Kehoe, who 
carried out a series of bombings killing 45 (including himself) and injuring an additional 58.  
(Ellsworth, 1928).  This would become a familiar pattern, many individuals that attack school 
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inCorPoratinG “tarGeted ViolenCe” PreVention into 
SChool emerGenCY PlanS

Attempts to deal with school violence in a new manner resulted from a major federal 
initiative, following the attack at Columbine High School in 1999.  The Secret Service and 
The Department of Education initiated a study of the thinking, planning and other pre-attack 
behaviors engaged in by attackers who carried out school shootings.  This study was largely 
responsible for adding the concept of “Targeted Violence” to the lexicon of school and law 
enforcement officials.  The term targeted violence originated with an earlier federal project, 
the Secret Service’s 1992 Exceptional Case Study Project (ECSP).  The focus of the ECSP 
study was an operational analysis of the thinking and behavior of those who have assassinated, 
attacked or tried to attack a national public official or public figure in the United States since 
1949.  The ECSP defined “targeted violence” as any incident of violence where a known or 
knowable attacker selects a particular target prior to their violent attack (Fein et al, 1995). 

 Central to the Safe School Initiative project, was the concept of preventing targeted 
violence through prediction.  After careful review of the case histories of the 37 incidents of 
targeted school violence the Safe School Initiative developed 10 key findings.  Those findings 
most relevant to the current discussion were: attackers did not threaten their targets directly 
prior to the attack; there is no accurate or useful profile of students who engaged in targeted 
school violence; and despite prompt law enforcement responses, most shooting incidents were 
stopped by means other than law enforcement intervention (United States Secret Service, 
2004). The study also noted that while in many cases people other than the attackers knew 
about the threat, the information rarely gets to officials. These facts are effectively illustrated 
by the data presented in table 1. An examination of the selected severe shootings in table 1 will 
show that the shooters were; students, ex-students, non-students, varied in ages & ethnicity, 
and chose to end their own lives as alternative to capture. 

Taken together, the findings from the Safe School Initiative suggest that some future 
attacks may be preventable and recommended the use of a threat assessment approach as a 
promising strategy for preventing a school-based (United States Secret Service, 2004). While 
threat assessment shows some promise, it is basically, the concept of carefully investigating 
and evaluating every possible threat.  Since targeted school violence is in reality, a very rare 
event, efforts to predict it are hampered by what researchers call a high false positive rate.  
In effect, of the thousands or hundreds of thousands of possible threats made or detected 
every year, only two or three will be real.  While there is no accurate way to calculate the 
false positive rate, since there is no reliable recording of “threats or perceived threats”, it is 
reasonable to assume that the false positive rate is very high on predicting targeted violence.  
Responding to a large number of false positive threats would consume enormous resources 
and be very disruptive to the educational environment.  While threat assessment as a strategy 
cannot be dismissed, it clearly does not represent “the” solution to school shootings. 

Recognizing that school safety needed a broad spectrum approach, other groups entered 
the discussion with recommendations. Specifically, the National Consortium of School 
Violence Prevention Researchers and Practitioners (NCSVPRP) would recommend a balanced 
approach including physical safety, educational practices, and programs that support the social, 
emotional, and behavioral needs of students. The NCSVPRP consortium would also caution 
against over reliance on any one specific approach including even physical security measures 

settings do not plan on surviving the attack. Another and even greater school tragedy occurred 
in 1937 when a natural gas leak explosion killed almost 300 students and teachers, making it 
the deadliest school disaster in United States history (Smith, 1937).  These two tragedies, even 
though largely forgotten, represent the extreme examples of school mass murder and school 
natural disasters in U.S. History.  These events and many other lesser events are what caused 
a long standing interest in emergency planning to protect our children in schools (Heath et al., 
2007). 

Probably some of the most famous emergency plans or “disaster drills” were developed 
in the 1950s during the “Cold War”.  In the early 1950s, the U.S. Federal Civil Defense 
Administration (FCDA) initiated an educational campaign on how to handle the threat of 
nuclear attack (Brown, 1988).  These efforts, although later criticized and the object of ridicule, 
constituted a move beyond the infancy of school-based crisis prevention programs.  Although 
the FCDA acknowledged that instant death would occur at ground zero, they argued that some 
protection was better than none.  The duck and cover drills of the 1950s were developed to 
protect students against falling debris, radiation burns, and flash burns (Mauer, 1951).  Although 
duck and cover drills for nuclear attacks are no longer practiced, similar drills are performed 
in school districts threatened by earthquakes and tornadoes.  However, controversy continues 
as to whether the benefits of children and adolescents practicing certain drills outweigh the 
risks of increasing children’s anxiety and fear of potential disasters (Comoletti, 1999).  Modern 
emergency planning is still trying to achieve a balance between decreasing risk in the event of 
a disaster and maintaining an environment, which promotes learning and does not cause undue 
anxiety.  The fact that both of the authors still remember “duck and cover” drills is a testament 
to the fact that these early drills clearly had some psychological impact, even if its exact nature 
is difficult to determine.  What we must credit these early duck & cover drills with, is that they 
are the first documented examples of “shelter in place” plans.

School emergency plans have evolved significantly from the early days of fire drills and 
duck and cover drills.  Today’s emergency plans are multifaceted intricate documents that 
accommodate everything; natural disaster, terrorist attacks, fire threats, flu pandemics, disruptive 
students and dress codes.  These plans are also driven by federal and state mandates that have 
a significant level of complexity.  At the state level, California requires all public schools, 
K-12, to develop a comprehensive school safety plan (California. Education Code, 2009).  This 
California mandate comes complete with an Senate Bill 187 Comprehensive School Safety 
Plan Process & Templates document, which is a 138 page formatting document explaining 
how to create “your” school plan (California, 2009).  School administrators also need to be in 
compliance with the National Incident Management System (NIMS) standards (NIMS 2008).   
All K-12 schools receiving Federal preparedness monies through the U.S. Department of 
Education, the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, and/or the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services are required to support the implementation of NIMS.   Established on 
March 1, 2004, by Homeland Security Presidential Directive, NIMS specifies the standardized 
methods all emergency responders should follow to plan, coordinate and carry out responses 
to a variety of incidents. The NIMS implementation standards go on for a total of thirty-two 
pages explaining emergency planning in a vocabulary which is very alien to most school 
administrators (NIMS, 2009).  It is small wonder that many school administrators seem to 
suffer from “planning burnout” in the face of all these standards and requirements.
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school administration in the event of an emergency (Lynne, 2007).  Other common physical 
security improvements would be actions like upgrading locks and doorframes to make them 
more resistant to intrusions.  Like threat assessment, physical security devices can only represent 
one part of the plan to reduce targeted violence in schools.  All of this additional material about 
targeted violence, physical security and student support programming was also implemented 
into school districts’ emergency plans, again contributing to the “planning burnout” effect.  
School administrators find themselves trying to analyze an almost infinite number of threats, 
decide which represent the greatest threat, install physical security to counter those threats 
and implement psychological support programming for unidentified disorders with almost no 
additional budget.

eVolution of SChool reSourCe/SafetY offiCerS

One of the more positive developments of concerns about school safety, was the introduction 
of school resource/safety officers.  The School Resource Officer or “SRO” concept is not a 
new development in American law enforcement.  The first known SRO program began in 
the Flint, Michigan in the 1950’s (POST, 2001).  Since its inception in the 1950s, the SRO 
concept has grown geometrically.  The placement of sworn peace officers in the schools is now 
commonplace throughout the country.  By the late 1960s the school resource officer concept 
was being widely recognized (United States Department of Justice, 1999).

Today there are over 9,000 SRO’s in the United States and the National Association of 
School Resource Officers, which offers a wide range of training and technical support for 
school safety professionals, represents them (NASRO, 2009).   As a result of the integrated 
planning concepts presented through NIMS and the Safe School Initiative, police departments 
and specifically SRO’s, have had at least some ability to contribute to the evolution of school 
emergency plans, especially as they relate to school shooting incidents (Atkinson, 2001). 

Another benefit derived from the SRO, is increased communication on a tactical level with 
local law enforcement.  Historically, when police had to respond to a school shooting they 
knew very little about the physical layout of the school.  Today with SRO’s there are officers 
on hand that know the buildings and school procedures.  

Police agencies have also changed their tactics in response to the growing concerns about 
school shootings.  The most common change was the evolution of a tactical plan known as 
the QUAD (Quick Action Deployment).  The philosophy is that once officers are at the scene 
and they determine that violence was actually occurring, they would enter the building with a 
minimum of four officers.  The mission was to locate and stop the active shooter(s). QUAD, 
also called “Active Shooter Response”, became the preferred philosophy and tactic utilized 
when faced with an active shooter situation (Dorn, 2000).  This rapid deployment philosophy 
represented a significant change from the previous tactic of securing the perimeter and 
assembling a tactical team before any action was taken.  While QUAD has not been empirically 
tested, because of obvious research complications, the change seems logical in light of the 
recognition that “targeted violence” perpetrators frequently do not anticipate surviving the 
attack.  Still, it must be cautioned, that while a QUAD approach reduces the time from event to 
police response, an active shooter may still have a significant amount of time before they can 
be neutralized by police intervention.  The amount of damage that an active shooter can do in 
a very limited time was clearly demonstrated at Virginia Tech.

(NCSVPRP, 2006). Their cautions about dependence on physical security are reasonable, 
since targeted violence is often carefully planned and the assailant is frequently capable of 
carefully assessing the school security measures before an attack and considering methods to 
overcome them (Caster, 2008).

Table 1. SelecTed exampleS of RecenT School ShooTingS

date Country description
March 1996 Britain In Dunblane, Scotland a gunman burst into a primary 

school and shot dead 16 children and their teacher 
before killing himself.

April 20, 1999 United States Columbine High School, Eric Harris and Dylan 
Klebold killed 12 fellow students and a teacher before 
killing themselves

February 2002 Germany In Freising, Bavaria, a former student thrown out 
of trade school, shot and killed three people before 
killing himself

April 26, 2002 Germany In Erfurt, 19-year-old Robert Steinhauser opened fire 
after he said he was not going to take a math test. He 
killed 16 before killing himself.

September 13, 2006 Canada In Montreal, at Dawson College, Gill Kimveer, 25, 
went on a shooting spree wounding 19 and killing 1 
before he killed himself.

November 20, 2006 Germany In Emsdetten, an 18-year-old former pupil opened fire 
at the Scholl school, 11 people were wounded before 
he killed himself.

April 16, 2007 United States In Blacksburg, Virginia Tech student Seung-Hui Cho 
shot and killed 32 people before he killed himself.

November 7, 2007 Finland In Pekka, Eric Auvinen shot and killed six fellow 
students, the school nurse and the principal before 
killing himself.

September 23, 2008 Finland In Kauhajoki, Seinajoki University student Matti 
Saari shot and killed nine other students and one male 
staff member before killing himself.

March 11, 2009 Germany In Winnenden, 11 people were killed and several 
injured at the Albertville-Realschule secondary school 
before the gunman then killed himself.

Source: Stone and Spencer, (2010) Using Textbooks as Ballistic Shields in School Emergency Plans, The 
International Journal of Police Science & Management 12(4) November 2010 

While other groups may have a more positive view of physical security, there is no escaping 
the fact the physical security has some significant limitations.  Schools by their nature are public, 
high traffic environments, so any physical security measures must be adjusted to accommodate 
those conditions.  Physical security must be designed to be reasonably low cost and user 
friendly if schools are expected to actually implement them.  One example of a relatively low 
cost physical security devise is to install a “panic button in every classroom that would alert the 
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• Assault tactics – most officers are taught the basics of the police assault techniques that 
would be employed in trying to intervene in a school shooting event and they understand 
what the tactical response time would be in their area.
• School’s physical construction – officers, specifically SROs, work in the school every day 
and they are familiar with the construction of the points of entry, walls, doors and windows 
for the specific schools in which they work.
• School’s physical floor plan – officers, specifically SROs, are familiar with the schools 
floor plan, knowledge that can be used to help coordinate a QUAD assault to neutralize a 
school shooter. 
• Student type and load – SROs would know which wings of classrooms house students of 
different types and to some extent their ability to evacuate if it is necessary to abandon the 
lockdown status.  

The authors propose that the basic lockdown plan could be revised through a simple 
procedure utilizing the skill sets of the SROs.  The SRO would examine each classroom and first 
consider the fixed ballistic resistant barriers available.  This would be primarily brick or solid 
concrete walls.  Over twenty years ago the FBI conducted extensive tests on bullet penetration. 
The testing was conducted to develop standards for ammunition used by law enforcement 
agencies. In addition, to the development of standards, the tests produced significant insight 
into the penetration capabilities of modern firearms. While a wide range of firearms have been 
used in school shootings the most commonly used cartridge is the 9 mm Parabellum (see table 
2)

The 1990 FBI tests established that a common 9mm cartridge could penetrate an average 
of 29 inches of ballistic gelatin, a substance designed to simulate human tissue. Under 
their standards, 12 inches of penetration was considered the minimum to produce a fatal 
or incapacitating wound. What was even more revealing, is that this same cartridge could 
first penetrate two sheets of gypsum wallboard spaced 3.5 inches apart (simulated interior 
wall) and then still penetrate an average of 27 inches of ballistic gelatin. A barrier of ¾ inch 
plywood also proved to have minimal ballistic resistance leaving an average penetration of 28 
inches in gelatin (FBI 1990). In effect, common interior walls, especially those of “portable 
or temporary” classrooms simply are not effective barriers to common firearms. Sheltering 
in place behind these walls obstructs the vision of the assailant but provides minimal real 
safety. This would also need to be considered when tactical (QUAD) entry by the police is 
being attempted. Students sheltering in place behind non-ballistic resistant barriers would be in 
danger from police gunfire as well as the gunfire of the assailant. 

SRO would also be tasked with considering the ballistic resistance of wall attachments and 
interior furnishings as well. Surprisingly, some items like books can significantly contribute to 
ballistic resistance. The same 9mm that can penetrate ¾ inch plywood and then 28 inches of 
ballistic gelatin can be stopped by a common 2 inch thick textbook (Stone & Spencer 2010). 
The area behind a bookcase on a common interior wall may represent the only “safe area” in 
a classroom. The SRO would be tasked with considering all these factors in identifying and 
marking the “safe area” in each classroom. 

The SROs’ knowledge of physical security would be used to examine the construction 
of the doors and door frames for each classroom. Ideally, the classroom door should have a 

loCkdownS and the modern SChool emerGenCY Plan

It would seem that schools emergency plans to deal with targeted violence have evolved to 
the point that there should be little way that they can be improved.  However, a brief examination 
of several actual school plans did show that there was room for improvement. In 2004, the 
Brookline Schools Readiness Project examined the plans of eight school districts.  School 
personnel from these districts contributed their most current emergency response manuals, 
several of which were created directly from the U. S. Department of Education monograph, 
Practical Information on Crisis Planning.  When carefully reviewed for such attributes 
as, specificity of instructions for response to particular emergency situations, and clarity, 
practicality, and usability of the plans several concerns were noted (Danielson & Shannon, 
2009).  Of these concerns, the lack of practicality and the lack of specific lockdown plans were 
of the greatest concern, since school lockdowns are the most common response to a shooting 
situation and they are the obvious complement to the police implementation of QUAD tactics. 
Lockdown plans also need to be practiced through a regular system of lockdown drills (Lynne, 
2007).  A number of states have recently mandated that schools conduct lockdown drills at least 
once a year. 

In considering what else can be done to improve current lockdown plans, the authors 
realized that any suggestions would have to be “cost effective” and politically acceptable to 
parents, teachers and school administrators.  Some suggestions made in the past such as arming 
teachers were simply not politically acceptable, even if the implementation problems could 
be overcome (McLelland & Frenkil, 2009).  Cost factors are also very important, considering 
the fact that school shootings are very tragic, but also very rare events (Brooks et al., 2000).  
School systems cannot afford to divert significant resources away from educational priorities 
to accommodate threats that are very unlikely to occur.  The authors would also be reluctant 
to suggest more general planning, since planning in the public schools has already gotten to 
the mind numbing stage.  Current plans are already so long and bureaucratic, after all the 
federal and state guidelines have been accommodated, that the goal of improving school safety 
seems to have been lost in the goal of planning.  This left the authors to consider what items or 
resources are already in place in public schools that can be adapted to improve student safety 
during a school shooting situation.  

reViSinG a SChool aCtiVe Shooter emerGenCY Plan

What the authors would propose is that School Resource Officers be tasked with proposing 
revisions to school emergency lockdown plans to make them more practical and improve their 
effectiveness.  As previously discussed, SROs have a skill set that is significantly different from 
those of teachers or educational administrators. The specific skills of interest are:

• Physical security – most officers are trained to do simple security/crime prevention 
audits which include knowledge of locks, door and doorframe construction, and general 
knowledge of physical barriers to entry.
• Firearms capabilities – most officers are trained in both the use of firearms and defensive 
tactics associated with firearms (what you can shelter behind) and therefore understand the 
penetration capabilities of common firearms.
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the emergency plan response would require cooperation both from the school administration 
and local police officials. School administrators must agree to release some degree of control 
and police administrators would need to accept an enhanced tactical role for the SRO. This 
would also logically include sending the SROs to active shooter intervention training when 
possible. The active shooter plan should always include a backup plan to follow in the event of 
the loss of the SRO. As a number of groups (NCSVPRP 2006) have correctly concluded, school 
shooters frequently plan their attacks carefully to neutralize physical security and part of that 
plan could be the neutralization of the onsite SRO.

ConCluSionS

The authors recognize that there are still many unaddressed questions about safety 
considerations in a school emergency plan to deal with an active shooter situation. The 
discussion presented in this article is designed start a dialog between the critical parties 
involved in effective school emergency planning. School emergency plans will always have 
limitations. Plans that attempt to address every possible consideration rapidly become overly 
cumbersome and unrealistic to implement. Most current school plans do address evaluating the 
physical security of the school environment. Unfortunately, schools are frequently instructed 
to assess their buildings security using the same standards as military bases and embassies. 
They are ask to consider the distance between their ram proof barriers and the building, then 
requiring an approach drive to have two 90 degree turns to prevent vehicles from attaining 
speed near a building entrance (FEMA 2003). Yes, it possible that an assault on a school could 
include a car bomb, it actually did in the 1927 Bath school bombing, but as a practical matter, 
it is very unlikely to occur again. School shootings are, unfortunately, much more common 
and effectively addressing them in your plan is of much greater importance. The authors have 
attempted to contribute to the school emergency planning process with minimal real additional 
cost and in a practical manner as the Danielson & Shannon, research suggested. There will 
always be critics with the “what if” questions, such as, “what if the assailant has a high powered 
rifle instead of a 9mm”.  Currently the only answer to these questions is that we simply don’t 
have the ability or the data to effectively plan for everything and that we must first focus on the 
more common threats.

One facet that deserves additional research would be scientifically determining the actual 
ballistic resistance of common school construction techniques. While the original 1990 FBI 
ballistic data makes a significant contribution to planning capabilities, their barrier resistance 
tests were not specifically designed to simulate school environments. They were testing from 
the standpoint of what will police commonly encounter that they might need to shoot through, 
auto class interior walls, etc.  Obliviously, testing the ballistics resistance of actual common 
school construction would significantly add to our knowledge. 

There is significant variation in school construction throughout the nation and older 
schools are constructed differently than more modern schools. However, it would be possible 
to identify the most common types of wall and door construction and test their ability to resist 
forced entry and their ballistic resistance. This information would allow school emergency 
plans to deal with active shooters to take another step forward.

significant ability to resist forced entry if a room is to be used for a shelter in place plan. The 
unfortunate fact is, that because of such factors as wall construction, door construction and line 
of sight considerations some classrooms may not have an effective “safe area” and simply may 
not be suitable for shelter in place tactics.  

The authors would suggest that each year the SRO be tasked with visiting each classroom 
and identify its “safe area” and discuss with the teacher any special considerations the room 
might present. Annual visits would be required because ballistic resistant interior furnishings 
may have been relocated since the last review of the safe area.

In addition to their role in examining and improving physical classroom security, we would 
also suggest the SROs be formally integrated in to any tactical response to an active shooter 
event. All school emergency plans must contain point of contact lists for emergency events 
(NIMS 2008). Typically, the police would be instructed to interface with the school principle 
or superintendent. While this would allow the police to get some tactical information about the 
school layout and events, the school official will not normally be familiar with police tactics 
like a QUAD assault. If the SRO is inserted into this linkage to coordinate the police tactical 
efforts you achieve the advantage of having a contact that understands: the layout of the school; 
the nature of the students involved; physical construction of the environment; police tactical 
practices and who normally already has a radio communication link with officers arriving at 
the school. 

Since the new QUAD tactics are designed to provide a much more rapid response to an 
active shooter situation, the old practice of setting up a command post and assessing the situation 
is an obsolete practice. If we expect effective police intervention, response speed is critical. In 
some jurisdictions, it might even be possible to specifically train the SROs in QUAD assault 
tactics and integrate them into the actual assault process. To improve the SRO interface with 

Table 2. caRTidgeS USed in School ShooTingS

Rifles/Carbines handguns Shotguns
Cartridge events Cartridge events Cartridge events
7.62X39mm     7 9mm Parabellum 19 12 gauge 9
.22 Rimfire               5 .22 Rimfire              10
9mm Parabellum 4 .38 Special 8
.30-06  US         3 .380 ACP 5
.30-30 Win.          1 .45 ACP 3
.30 US Carbine   1 .25 ACP 2
.223 Rem. 5.56mm 1 .44 Rem. Mag. 2

.40 S&W 2

.357 Mag. 1

.32 Auto 1
Note: The number of cartridges exceeds the number of events because some shooters used 
several weapons. Source: Stone and Spencer, (2010) Using Textbooks as Ballistic Shields in 
School Emergency Plans, The International Journal of Police Science & Management 12(4) 
November 2010
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twelve Proof: examining the reasons 12 
States refuse to allow Sobriety Checkpoints

thomas white
University of Texas-Pan American

introduCtion
Twenty years have elapsed since the United States Supreme Court condoned the use of 

sobriety checkpoints in Michigan Department of State Police v. Sitz (1990) to combat the 
growing problem of impaired driving in the United States. The decision came as no real surprise 
as the Supreme Court had earlier intimated that non-discretionary roadblocks might satisfy the 
4th Amendment when it invalidated the use of random stops to check license and registration in 
Delaware v. Prouse (1979). A survey published by the Governors’ Highway Safety Association 
(“GHSA”) in 2009 indicated only twelve states—Alaska, Idaho, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Montana, Oregon, Rhode Island, Texas, Washington, Wisconsin and Wyoming—refuse to 
permit the use of sobriety checkpoints within their borders (GHSA 2009). While only 12 
officially do not allow sobriety checkpoints, a recent article observed that other states obstruct 
their effectiveness with state requirements not contemplated in Sitz (Bodnar 2008, 149-53).

The reasons asserted by the twelve vary but basically fall into 4 categories. The first and largest 
group consists of states that use independent state grounds to find roadblocks unconstitutional, 
largely because they fail to require individualized suspicion. The second category also involves 
state law, albeit statutory law. Many states disapprove of sobriety checkpoints because state 
statutes require some level of suspicion or because the state’s existing roadblock statutes do not 
contemplate detecting intoxicated drivers among the purposes delineated in the statute. A third 
group do not disapprove of sobriety roadblocks but refuse to implement such programs until 
their state legislature provides appropriate guidelines and controls. The remaining category 
consists of only the state of Alaska which is included among those identified in the survey but 
whose constitution, statutes and published court opinions do not articulate why checkpoints are 
impermissible. Although Montana is grouped with the states lacking legislation, the legitimacy 
of sobriety checkpoints is unclear there as well.

This paper explores the constitutionality of sobriety checkpoints and why twelve states have 
chosen not to utilize them. Part I analyzes the Supreme Court’s reasoning in Sitz and the cases 
preceding Sitz that addressed the constitutionality of roadblocks and suspicionless stops. Part II 
examines the legal and policy reasons asserted by the states choosing not to employ them. The 
latter was accomplished by conducting numerous searches in WestLaw and public data bases to 
acquire cases, statutes, legislative history and legal commentary addressing the states’ asserted 
rationales. Additional information was obtained by email correspondence with affected groups 
such as state’s attorney generals and prosecutors, state departments of transportation, and state 
trial lawyers associations. This section will also examine how law enforcement, the courts and 
the legislature in at least 3 of the twelve have attempted to circumvent the prohibition with 
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