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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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Violent encounters between police officers and individuals resisting arrest have historically been 
a source of injury to officers and subjects. These violent encounters have often resulted in 
complaints of the level of force used by the police. Concern for these issues along with 
increased civil liability and court imposed limitations on the use of deadly force have 
necessitated the search for safe and effective less-than'lethal (LTL) force alternatives. One 
alternative that has gained popularity is Oleoresin Capsicum (OC) spray, or as it is commonly 
called, pepper spray. 

Despite extensive field application in virtually hundreds of police departments, few evaluative 
studies of OC have been conducted. To address this issue, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) 
awarded a grant to the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) to evaluate the 
effectiveness of pepper spray. The IACP, in turn, partnered with the Baltimore County, 
Maryland, Police Department (BCPD) as the site agency for pepper spray implementation and 

I evaluation. Key elements of the study include pre- and post-introduction assessments of assaults 
on officers, subject injuries and the number of use-of-force complaints. Implementation/process 
issues, including product selection, training and operational considerations, were also examined. 

I 
i 
l 

I. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Various forms of chemical agents have been used in war as offensive weapons for centuries. 
After World War I, however, officials expressed an interest in extending the use of chemicals 
into the realm of law enforcement. It was hypothesized that these agents could effectively 
control criminals and riotous crowds as effectively as they controlled enemies during warfare. 

I Chloroacetophenone (CN) 

I . 

I 
! 

I 
I 
I 

This organic compound, in its most pure form, is a white crystalline solid resembling salt or 
sugar. It is available in many forms (e.g., mist, vapor or dust), and must be projected into the 
air to disperse the lacrimating (tear-producing) material. For use as a liquid aerosol, CN must 
be mixed with alcohol or ether. CN is a te.~ng agent that causes the eyes to water profusely 
and the respiratory passages to become irritated. Breathing thus becomes shallow and difficult. 
Other physical symptoms include tightness in the chest, stinging sensations on the skin and 
nausea. Psychological effects of fear and panic may also occur (Jones, 1976). 

As an irritant that relies on pain compliance, CN is most effective on those individuals who are 
lucid and have a normal pain threshold. Those who are intoxicated, extremely agitated and/or 
mentally ill are generally less affected by the agent because of their greater tolerance for pain 
(Jones, 1976). 

Although humans are susceptible to agent effects, animals suffer little, if any, from the " 
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symptoms induced by CN. In addition, CN effectiveness is temperature-dependent. Although 
the agent is useful in any temperature over 50* F (Oleoresin Capsicum Chemical Agent Study, 
1991), it is most effective when utilized in temperatures of 72* F and above (Jones, 1976). 

CN presents an additional problem of decontamination. The microscopic particles can remain 
airborne for some time after being discharged. Dissipation time depends upon the amount of 
the agent dispensed, the air current, temperature and humidity. 

Finally, CN cross-contamination between subjects and police officers is common. Officers note 
that they are often contaminated by the agent when arresting and transporting sprayed subjects. 
This cross-contamination is purportedly responsible for officers' reluctance to use this agent. 

Ochlorobenzflidene-Malononitrile (CS) 

The U.S. Army and the National Guard continued to use CN as a riot control agent until 1960, 
whereupon it was replaced with the oehlorobenzylidene-malononitrile (CS). Officials held that 
CS was considerably less toxic and more effective than CN (Jones, 1976). Following military 
protocols, American law enforcement agencies subsequently adopted CS in 1965. 

In pure form, CS is a white, crystalline substance similar to talcum powder that can be 
discharged in smoke, liquid or dust form. Like CN, it is classified as a solid, not a gas, since 
it requires a carrying agent to disperse it into the desired target area. 

CS is a lacrimating irritant that immediately affects the mucous membranes producing tears, 
runny noses, and persistent coughing and/or sneezing. Additional symptoms include respiratory 
distress accompanied by tightness in the chest, a burning sensation on the skin, and nausea or 
vomiting. In addition to the physical effects, CS also causes intense fear, panic and cognitive 
disorientation. 

According to military and law enforcement personnel, CS is a preferred alternative to CN 
(Selected Military Reports on CS Riot Control Agent). It produces immediate effects and is less 
toxic (Jones, 1976). Like CN, CS is also more effective on those areas of the skin that are 
moist (Compton, 1987) and virtually ineffective on animals. 

Unlike CN, CS is considered to be effective over a wide temperature range. The 
microparticulate nature of CN results in agent persistency and thus can make decontamination 
problematic, especially in enclosed/confined spaces. 

Serious injury to an individual is improbable if CS is used properly. Extensive toxicological 
testing indicates that in spite of the potency of CS, it is a more safe, less toxic and more 
effective alternative to CN (Special Summary Report on the Toxicology of CN, CS and DM). 
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Oleores in  C a p s i c u m  (OC) 

CN and CS are still used by many law enforcement agencies, especially for tactical use in crowd 
control situations. However, some law enforcement officials contend that these chemical agents 
are neither effective nor reliable. The potential risk of injury and cross-contamination, as well 
as decontamination problems, have led law enforcement officials to seek a safer, more effective 
alternative chemical agent. Another less-than-lethal alternative that has recently gained 
popularity and acceptance is Oleoresin Capsicum (OC), also referred to as pepper spray. 

Although OC has been available since the mid-1970s, it has become widely used only within the 
past few years. Unlike the synthetic chemicals CN and CS, OC is a naturally occurring 
substance derived from the cayenne pepper plant. 

OC is considered an inflammatory agent, unlike the traditional chemical irritants (i.e., CN and 
CS). Upon contact with OC, the mucous membranes of the eyes, nose and throat become 
inflamed and swell. The symptomatic swelling produces involuntary eye closure, nasal and sinus 
drainage, gagging, coughing and shortness of breath. A burning sensation occurs on any 
exposed skin areas. 

Because OC is an inflammatory agent, it is purportedly more effective than CN and CS on 
violent, intoxicated/drugged and mentally ill individuals. Moreover, the symptomatic 
involuntary closing of the eyes and the automatic irritation of the respiratory tract explain why 
OC is so effective on animals. 

No special decontamination protocols are required for OC because it is biodegradable. Unlike 
chemical irritants, OC will not persist in clothing or affected areas. 

Examination of in-custody deaths that occurred subsequent to OC use has excluded the agent as 
a contributory factor. To date, OC has not caused any deaths, even among persons with 
pre-existing conditions (Granfield, Onnen and Petty, 1994). Finally, unlike the other chemical 
agents, OC use will not result in dermatitis, skin depigmentation or bums. 

Currently, OC spray does not fit into a category or classification that would place it under the 
jurisdiction of any federal regulatory agency. Many people within the OC industry and law 
enforcement officials would like to see OC spray come under the jurisdiction of a regulatory 
agency so issues of product standards and safety could be more extensively examined. Clinical 
studies employing human subjects are needed; however, until such studies are conducted, 
information will be derived solely from experience in the field. 

H. THE RESEARCH SETTING 

Baltimore County, Maryland, site of this research project, has a population of approximately 
695,000 people and covers an area of 612 square miles. The county covers urban, suburban and 
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rural areas. The Baltimore County Police Department (BCPD) has sole responsibility for 
delivery of police services to Baltimore County. The department has an authorized strength of 
nearly 1,500 officers, 80 percent of whom are assigned to the Field Operations Bureau. These 
officers responded to 442,436 calls for service in 1993, which included 44,074 Part I offenses. 
Police service is generally provided through the Patrol Bureaus' nine precincts. 

BCPD Interest in a Force Alternative 

As a result of a strong commitment by the chief and the executive corps for experimentation and 
research into police functions and technology, and more importantly, a significant concern for 
officer and public safety, an examination of less-than-lethal alternative weapons was initiated. 
A committee was established that subsequently gathered information from other police 
departments and agent vendors. They analyzed concerns relative to legal and medical issues, 

• product selection, training requirements, funding ability and safety. The committee decided that 
OC was a safe and effective alternative that, relative to existing forms of force, could result in 
a lowered incidence of officer and citizen injury. Moreover, it was suggested that civil liability 
suits and citizen complaints would diminish as OC use: (1) does not produce lasting injury; and 
(2) would not result in any overt visible signs of injury to the suspect like those associated with 
normal officer and subject struggles. 

"If. PROJECT METHODOLOGY 

This evaluation was designed to examine two major components: (1) how OC was adopted and 
implemented by BCPD; and (2) the impact that OC use had on police and subject injuries and 
brutality/use-of-force complaints and its effectiveness in subduing uncooperative or physically 
resistant subjects. 

Process Evaluation 

In order to examine OC project development, officers and command staff members who initiated 
and were critically involved with the project were identified. Those identified met intermittently 
throughout the entire project. Formal and informal meetings were continually held by BCPD 
during which specific OC-related issues were addressed. Research staff attended these meetings 
and collected information on the process of OC adoption and implementation. The issues 
addressed during the process evaluation included: 

selection of pepper spray product line 

development of written use policy 

development of training program and materials 
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• implementation of documentation for post-use reporting 

• identification of required follow-up (in-service) training needs. 

Outcome Methodology 

Outcome evaluation was concerned with assessing the impact of OC spray in confrontations 
between police officers and citizens, as well as police officers and animals (dogs). Five 
principle research questions were developed: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1.Would assaults on officers be reduced in arrest and other confrontational 
encounters? 

2.Would injuries to police officers be reduced in arrest and other confrontational 
encounters? 

3.Would injuries to suspects be reduced in arrest and other confrontational 
encounters? 

4.Would use-of-force complaints on police officers be reduced in arrest and other 
confrontational encounters? 

5.How effective is OC in human and animal encounters? 

I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 

Development of the Measurement Instruments 

Measurement of the effectiveness of OC spray is critically dependent on the data received from 
the field. Data collection instruments were developed to obtain information from the field on 
each OC spraying incident. A form was constructed as the initial collection instrument to be 
completed by each officer who used OC. The form included both open-ended and forced-choice 
questions relating to the following: weather conditions, suspects, OC application, injury, 
decontamination and animals. The form would be completed along with the departmental 
incident report as soon as practical after the conclusion of the event. 

A second measurement instrument, an unstructured follow-up interview, was developed to 
validate all information collected by the data form. This interview was conducted by the on-site 
observer with each officer after the data collection form was received. The unstructured 
interviews addressed the same issues as the data collection form, allowing, however, the officers 
to add any comments, suggestions or observations. 

Prior to their use in BCPD, the data collection sheet and the unstructured follow-up interview 
were pilot-tested in the Anne Arundel County, Maryland, Police Department (AAPD). Pilot 
testing indicated that the measurement instruments were suitable for the needs of the project and 
were generally user-friendly. Following the pilot test, the form was printed in quantity for 
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distribution throughout all BCPD precincts and operations sections. Upon completion of the data 
collection forms and unstructured interviews, incident reports were requested and subsequently 
mated with the other measurement instruments. These reports further verified the data validity. 
This methodological triangulation provided the research team with official (the incident report), 
structured (the data collection form) and unstructured (the unstructured follow-up interview) 
sources, thus preventing reliance on one sole information source. 

Data Collection 

Data collection for both the impact and process evaluations began in mid-July 1993 with a site 
visit to the BCPD. Prior to the research team's arrival, the department had undertaken a 
considerable study of the type of OC product (fog delivery system spray versus stream, 
manufacturer and desired strength of OC) it wanted to provide its officers. The data were 
provided by BCPD's Crime Analysis Unit and Internal Affairs Section. Monthly Maryland Law 
Enforcement Officers Killed or Assaulted data sheets were also utilized. The time periods for 
which data were collected were: 

ii:iflii!i ::!ii!iii::iiiiii!i:~iiiii:. f :.i/ilfi!ii:i:;::i!i~."Pre=OC 1: ::!-:: ~:uiy 1: i990 to March 3i:i"199i:ii::ii."::!::!ii !::-ii:~:i:ii~::::iii::ii!ii!!:.ii!i::::!ii~iiii;:i:i: 
!.i~i!"iiii::: ::).:;i::!iii~:~ili:::iii~iiii:: :~~.~i~.i::~::..::. ,,.i"Pre-oC 2: .i.... JUly ~i ,: 1991 to March:31 ,1992: : .;. .:~ !: i:i !:-ii.::ili :.;;i ~ ;~ ~. i:::i!i: i! 
:i:i~!(::::::~i~::~i~::ii:i!iii~i:.~:i!i;:~:~:iii!!ii:~ii! .: !.?i.;?i:!:~ilii:i:i:i.=,~i:Pre20c 3::. :i::.(July i, 1992 to March 31L1993~i~!~:~:~:::!:~:i~::~::~!~!f~:f~:~:~!:~i~:~i!i~!~::~!~i:~::~:::.:::~::::::ii!!~:i!~i~:~:ii!: 
ii:i;::~i.:~i:i;i!!,i::::::i~i::iiii!i!iiiiii::::i~:: I- i::;i;i::!.::::"::.~:.": -:.m:introduction of OC- July 1993 ~ -: ;~:* -..:/iiiii!:i!::d.:.: .i:i:....:!:.::fi::.i:i::ii~:.!il 

;.!i::!i:i:::::i:.:!;::;i:::i!ii~.:i!i::::!i:.~i:::i:i: .i.:.!:.::iii.:.!".:: kii:.PoSt-oc 4:.:JulYi,*' 1993 to March 31, 1994. " . ::":: :::::::::::::::::::::::: 

:i!ii!;!!::iiii:iiiii::!:il;ii~:il;iii!~ili;:::~: . :.:"!:.i:!:ii.:: .*:. Cbmparison:data. Were gathered ~ for tile post :":. " .:. :" '. ..:":~ ::.;~.!i ::~ 
:ili:;i;::i~!:-!i!:::i:i:~:::~i::~:iiiiii::~:i!;i!i:.~: ;. :.~:i-:~..:::::!;i.i:::!?: ~:.:;period (July:1993to March 1994). ' . . . . .  -:- " ' -  . .. ! . " :::..:;:.~:::.:::: 

While the information provided by Crime Analysis and Internal Affairs was important, each 
incident of spray was additionally "tracked" through the use of a spray data collection form that 
was developed by the research staff. As mentioned, each officer using his/her spray in a 
confrontational encounter with either a human or animal was required to complete the form. 

IV. FINDINGS: OUTCOME EVALUATION 

The types of encounters in which Baltimore County officers generally used OC were routine 
disorder complaints that beat police officers often handle. These types of complaints generally 
involved aggressive, excitable behavior on behalf of both the complainant and victim. 
Moreover, they tended to escalate quickly, resulting in confrontational outcomes. 

Findings indicated that 39 percent of the incidents occurred inside (e.g., house, car) while the 
other 62 percent occurred outside. Weather conditions did not seem to affect an officer's 
decision to use OC or OC's effect on suspects. Of the human sprays, 84 percent were males 
and 16 percent were females. Generally, individuals who were intoxicated (drugs or alcohol), 
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belligerent and/or combative were sprayed with OC. The preponderance of incidents involved 
physical threats by the suspect to the police officer. Very few incidents involved use of firearms 
or knives. 

Data indicated that almost all officers applied OC to the face as they had been instructed in 
training. However, the officers did not spray from a distance of four to six feet as instructed. 
Many of the sprays in this sample (144 of 194) were done at a distance of three feet or less. 
There were 102 incidents where OC was sprayed at a distance of two feet or less. 
Consequently, the OC may not have been maximally effective on the suspects. 

OC was effective in the majority of incidents in our data. Most incidents (143) only required 
the use of one spray to incapacitate a subject. There were, however, four incidents where 
officers used full cans of OC in attempts to control suspects. There is no indication in our data 
that spraying more is better, if the subject is given a "good" spray the first time. Lastly, if 
suspects were properly sprayed, they became sufficiently incapacitated to be arrested in 90 
percent of all cases. 

Find ings :  The  Five  Pr inc ip le  Ques t i ons  

I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 

!i. ::..::::..:::!:..~:~i~i:.;::~:.:":~ ........ :"/.. ~;~.~::..:;.:.~:~:.." .•-::.i..::ii.:: - •• ..i~:~:iii:!:i::ii::i..:: ...-: .. :::~i..:::i;::::::-::...-.. " ~.!:;.:i.~::..:..i:;i.. • . :....::: :..: .-. :~::.: ::-...~.:..:: :..:;•...::.i-!:i.i...i!i..;::~:~::i:@:::: i::i:~!ii~ii!:iiii: 
ii:ii:ii.::ii:i i if! i :.i ~ii::ii:i.ii:. ::IIII~!!I!SII~I:.I; i:;;i!~iiii:i:iiiiii!i:i!iii:i..iii:~:i iiii!ii!:!~:ii~:!;ili:~u.estion::1!.! ~i!i !ii::i ..... ./.i !!i!::: :ii..i.: I ...::i.!!!,i!i~!~. iiiii::i!i.i:!!i i!!i;i!:::ill !ilil ili::i:i;:!ii!!!i!i!iiill 
::.~:.!:i:::::.!ii~:::!iii:::iiii~ilassauits:::~::Office~;i[):d:::reduced in a r r d ~ t : a n d b t h e r  cO~hft~ntati~nai:i:!i: ~ :::i::::ii!iii::~i!iiiii! 
~:.i:~::!:.~:::ii~:::~::i!~i!~nc~untbrs~s:a~.~:res~t~::~f:::th~!~.t~:se.~f OC spray?..:::.~::!:i::::..:i:i :::~.:. ..~i.:::.!::i::::-:.:-:.~i: ~..!::::..::i:::::~i::~i!!~:!~:::: :!:~:~:iii~iiii~iiii!ii! 

Three years of  pr ior "assault" data (pre-OC data) were collected, to be comp~ed to the time 
period after which OC was adopted by the department (post-OC data). The pre-OC data were 
examined to idendfi) any possible trends regarding assaults. Overall, these data showed that 
officer assaults were decreasing prior to OC use. Similarly, the post-OC data indicated that 
assaults continued to decline. Most importantly, the total number of officers assaulted in the 
post-OC data period was substantially lower than any of the pre-OC data periods. (Note: While 
it is likely that the introduction of OC spray accounts for these declining trends, this can only 
be considered a preliminary finding, since the pre and post data for this study are not strictly 
comparable in all eases.) 
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Data from the spray collection form showed that few officers were injured when they used OC 
to control a confrontational encounter. Of the 194 total (human or animal) spray incidents, only 
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21 officers (11 percent) reported receiving any injuries. Most of the injuries officers received 
were minor and did not result in any work time lost. While data from the pre-OC use period 
was not comparable and did not permit a complete pre-post analysis, the relatively low level of 
officers injured in the post-OC period suggests that OC use has the potential to lessen officer 
injuries. 

.... ,., .: .... i •i•. ~•• ii~: ~ 
i:: i i : :  . : i  : i:: .... : i i  i ;:Question 3; : : :  :~ i:i!i:ii::::::i;~:: 
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The number of injuries to suspects was very similar to the number of injuries to officers: very 
few suspect injuries occurred during the post-OC project period. Of the 174 spray incidents, 
only 14 suspects (eight percent) received any injuries. Although staff were unable to collect 
comparable pre-OC suspect injury data, post-OC data indicate that all suspect injuries were 
minor, not requiring hospital treatment. 

Given that staff were not able to gather the pre-OC comparison data, other methods were 
employed to examine how suspect injuries might be affected by OC. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that if suspects were injured, complaints of force would be filed more often. 
However, the data indicated that such complaints were decreasing. Consequently, it is likely 
that OC had an equally positive effect on reducing the number of suspect injuries. 
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Data suggest that despite an increase in calls for service and fewer patrol officers working their 
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beats, use-of-force complaints substantially declined. A 53 percent decrease in complaints 
occurred between the first pre-OC period and the post-OC period. Likewise, a similar reduction 
of 40 percent occurred between the second pre-OC period and the post-OC period. Since no 
other major policy changes regarding use of force took place during pre and post data 
correction, it is likely that pepper spray did account for the decline in complaints. 

Interviews with Internal Affairs officers further substantiate this finding. They note that OC, 
unlike impact weapons, does not have lasting effects or leave identifiable marks on suspects, and 
as such lessens the probability of brutality or excessive force complaints being lodged. Also, 
individuals who were sprayed received aftercare from the officers who sprayed them. Officers 
were instructed to assist those they sprayed. This too may have lessened the need to complain. 
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OC proved to be very effective for the Baltimore County Police Department. Overall the 
effectiveness of OC on humans in confrontational encounters was 90 percent. A total of 156 
individuals of 174 in the study were incapacitated enough to be "effectively" arrested. If the 
animal sprays are included with this total, OC is found to have a 91 percent effectiveness level, t 

Generally, if a suspect was properly sprayed (a one to three-second burst from a distance of four 
to six feet), he/she became submissive and/or complied with the instructions of the officer. The 
data showed that 117 individuals (65 percent) were classified as submissive by the officers after 
the OC had been applied. There were 26 individuals (15 percent) that were listed as complying 
with the officer's instructions after application. The difference between the terms submissive 
and complying seems substantively subtle 2 and therefore it might be more appropriate to collapse 
the two categories into one category. When that is done, 143 individuals (82 percent) of the 174 
humans were affected enough to comply with officer instructions. There were 29 individuals 
(16 percent) that struggled and did not follow officer instructions. Only seven individuals (four 
percent) were not affected after OC was applied. 

Data analysis also uncovered 18 subjects (nine percent) who were not incapacitated in the 
opinion of the officer. This suggests that a suspect's behavior at encounter may determine how 
well OC works or does not work. In seven of the 18 incidents, officers reported that OC had 
"no effect." In those conditions where individuals exhibited drugged behavior or seemed to have 
mental problems, spraying with OC to control that subject's behavior had no effect. 

tAll Twenty animal sprays were reported 100 percent effective at deterring an attacking 
or threatening dog. There were no reported failures when the animals (dogs) were sprayed. 

ZThe terms submissive and complied were terms used by the officers completing the data 
collection form. In many respects the difference between the two seems slight and it would be 
easy to collapse the two categories into one. This brings into the question the meaning of 
submissive and complied. There may well be wide differences in the use of the terms depending 
on the individual officer's understanding and expectation of what OC is to do to a suspect. Some 
officers might believe that the purpose of OC is to totally incapacitate a subject with no 
resistance (individual was submissive), therefore the product worked. If  the OC did not do this, 
the product was reported to have no effect, despite the fact the OC made the person easier to 
arrest. Other officers might believe that the product worked well even though the individual 
offered a struggle. This discussion is offered as a possible word of caution for interpreting this 
information. 
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those conditions where individuals exhibited drugged behavior or seemed to have mental problems, 
spraying with OC to control that subject's behavior had no effect. 

From these data, there is indication that individuals who are heavily intoxicated, drugged and/or 
mentally ill are in such a state that OC will have little or no effect and may make the individual more 
difficult to control) Additionally, these types of encounters may cause the officer to be cross- 
contaminated if the incident escalates to a physical confrontation. Training officers may want to 
stress to patrol officers the importance of assessing the effect of the spray in such an encounter and 
be prepared to move to another force alternative to control the subject. 

Animal Control 

Examination of the effectiveness of OC to incapacitate dogs revealed success. Interest in how 
successful OC is in animal encounters was high because previous to the implementation of the OC 
project, BCPD had experienced a number of incidents where officers were forced to shoot dogs. 

During the OC field study, there were 20 incidents in which dogs were sprayed with OC. Officers 
used their spray when the dog posed a threat. The data showed that officers sprayed the dogs at 
distances greater than those from which they sprayed humans. Officers sprayed the majority &dogs 
at a distance of three to eight feet, whereas officers sprayed humans at a distance of one to three feet. 
The difference in application distances may account for the differences in the effectiveness levels for 
dogs and humans. OC was effective almost 100 percent of the time in all dog encounters (one officer 
was bitten but required no medical treatment). 

The majority of the dogs sprayed were medium to large in size. 
between 25 and 50 pounds, and six were greater than 50 
pounds. Attacking and aggressive animals were affected 
by the OC spray. 

Summary of Outcome Findings 

In the nine-month period OC spray was adopted and in 
use by the BCPD, the spray was used 194 times on either 
humans or dogs (see Figure A). The arrest/intervention 
incidents necessitating the use of spray were, in the 
majority, battery, assault, disorderly conduct, domestic, 
mental and traffic-related (see Figure B). Most incidents 
occurred outdoors (62 percent) with the remaining 
incidents either indoors or in vehicles. Most of the 

Ten of the dogs sprayed were 
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This is not unlike the findings presented in an earlier study on OC and in-custody deaths. 
See Appendix B for a copy of the study. However, due to the low numbers in this category, more 
research is required to obtain definitive answers to how intoxication, drug use and/or mental 
illness affects a person's reaction to OC spray. 
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humans sprayed were males (84 percent) of either medium or large frame size. 

The sprayed humans at the time of encounter were predominantly intoxicated, belligerent or 
combative with a large number both combative and intoxicated. (See Figure C.) The force or threat 
used by the sprayed individuals toward the officers was largely physical (79 percent) versus with any 
type of weapon. 
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IACP, Legal Offices Section (See Appendix J.) In most 
cases (91 percent), the spray was administered 
to the face of the individual, typically (74 percent) from a 
distance of one to three feet. Twenty-one officers and 14 
suspects were injured in the 194 applications. 

In the vast majority of cases of OC use, officers reported 
that the individual sprayed was effectively controlled: 65 
percent were ')submissive" and anotherI5 percent were 
"compliant" (see Figure D). 
Overall, officers reported that in 90 percent of incidents the 
individual was sufficiently incapacitated to permit arrest or 
other officer actions. In the 18 cases where OC spray was 
not effective, some combination alcohol/drug use and 
combative behavior appeared to prompt or even permit 
individual resistance to OC spray. 

Rimto 

Suspect Actions after AOplication 

~m 

Looking at comparative data from pre-OC spray periods in 1992 and 1993, the total number of 
complaints by citizens alleging force were lower during the OC spray use period (see Figure E). 
Similarly, the total number of officers assaulted was lower during the OC spray period than in the two 
non-OC spray periods (see Figure F). While only a preliminary investigation of OC effectiveness and 
impact, this comparative data certainly imply that OC has the potential to reduce the number of 
officers assaulted and the number of force complaints lodged against the department. 
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V. FINDINGS: PROCESS EVALUATION 

BCPD Training Issues 

The need to train approximately 1,400 officers in a three-hour block of instruction, not affect 
assignments or manpower, without necessitating payment of overtime, required a phase-in approach 
to OC training in BCPD. BCPD addressed their OC training needs by conducting the three-hour 
block as an addition to officer in-service firearms training. Firearms in-service with OC training began 
on July 12, 1993 and continued through December 31, 1993. During this time, 1,345 officers were 
trained in the use of OC and issued OC canisters. 

Decontamination 

OC decontamination was another significant concern addressed by the BCPD entities. 
Decontamination of OC spray and assurance to the suspect of the temporary nature of its effects are 
two very important requirements an officer must deal with alter a subject has been sprayed and is no 
longer combative. 

Standard Operating Procedures 

The BCPD committee charged with examining the feasibility of the department adopting OC drafted 
a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP). The document was developed following consultation with 
BCPD's legal counsel, training officers, Internal Affairs, and command and staff officers. Additional 
directives were added following instructor training and writing of the lesson plan. 

The SOP requires that all members of BCPD whose normal duties include making arrests or 
supervising arrest situations carry OC spray. Uniformed members of the department carry the device 
on their gun belt in an issued holster, while non-uniformed officers carry pen-sized containers. 

- x i i  - 



I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
i 
i 
i 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 

containers. 

Use-of-Force Issues 

The BCPD, like most other police departments, adheres to the use-of-force continuum and its 
range of response, beginning with the mere presence of an officer and escalating to the use of 
deadly force. BCPD places the use of OC spray above verbal commands on the force 
continuum. Officers who find that verbal commands are ineffective or inappropriate, or who 
find that physical confrontation is necessary and/or anticipated, are justified in employing OC 
as a means of control and restraint. BCPD emphasizes that OC is not a substitute for a firearm. 
If when faced with an armed individual the officer deems deadly force necessary, then the 
firearm is the correct weapon. 

Reporting the Use of OC as a Use of Force 

Departmental reporting of OC spray was another significant issue of concern for personnel, 
including the executive corp, patrol officers and the FOP. BCPD policy states that a use-of- 
force report must be completed if the subject complains or goes to the hospital for treatment. 
If neither of these situations occur, then a use-of-force report is not required. 

Discussion among BCPD officials occurred prior to the adoption of OC about the possibility of 
having each use of OC a reportable use of force. However, since any other LTL use of force 
did not require a report unless a complaint was made or hospital treatment was required, it was 
concluded that treating OC differently could inappropriately hinder its use. 

During the time of data collection 0uly 21, 1993 to March 31, 1994) and over the span of 194 
sprayings, five complaints of brutality and one use-of-force case were received by BCPD. These 
complaints centered on the officer and his/her purportedly inappropriate behavior. The 
complaints did not address the spray itself. At the time of this report, BCPD has not had any 
complaints or suits filed that relate to the issue of OC spray itself. 

Police Use of Deadly Force in Defense of an OC Spray Attack 

During the study, patrol officers voiced significant concern about whether they would be allowed 
to use deadly force if attacked with OC spray. The Legal Officers Section of the IACP holds 
that an officer may use deadly force to protect himself from the use or threatened use of OC 
spray when the officer reasonably believes that deadly force will be used against him if he 
becomes incapacitated. Incapacitation includes situations in which officers may be unable to 
adequately defend themselves due to the effect of chemical sprays. 

In determining whether an officer's use of deadly force was reasonable, the following factors 
may be considered: 
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When a criminal attacks an officer with OC spray, he does so with the intent to harm the officer, 
escape or both. It is common knowledge that a high percentage of officers who are incapacitated 
or have had their guns taken away from them are later shot with their own weapons. It would 
be unconscionable to ask an officer to take a chance that the OC spray attacker is merely going 
to walk away after incapacitating the officer. 4 

4 IACP, Legal Officres Section (See Appendix J.) 
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INTRODUCTION 

Violent encounters between police officers and individuals resisting arrest have historically been 
a source of injury to officers and subjects. These violent encounters have often resulted in 
complaints on the level of force used by the police. 

Concern for these issues along with increased civil liability and court-imposed limitations on the 
use of deadly force have necessitated the search for safe and effective less-than-lethal ('LTL) 
force alternatives. One alternative that has gained popularity is Oleoresin Capsicum (OC) spray, 
or as it is commonly called, pepper spray. OC is a naturally occurring substance found in 
cayenne peppers that, when used in a spray, is reported to be both safe and effective. The agent 
is relatively inexpensive and, according to anecdotal evidence, reduces injuries, civil litigation 
and excessive force complaints. 

Despite extensive field application in virtually hundreds of police departments, few evaluative 
studies of OC have been conducted. Although anecdotal information has been reported and 
some police departments have analyzed their use of OC for effectiveness, as well as injury and 
complaint reduction (Onnen, 1993), no formal field evaluation has been completed. To address 
this issue, the National Institute of Justice (Nil) awarded a grant to the International Association 
of Chiefs of Police 0ACP) to evaluate the effectiveness of pepper spray. The Baltimore County, 
Maryland, Police D ~ e n t  (BCPD) was selected as the site for this implementation/evaluation 
project. Key elements of the study include pre- and post-introduction assessments of assaults 
on officers, subject injuries and the number of use-of-force complaints. Implementation~process 
issues, including product selection, training and operational considerations were also examined. 

Grant monies were allocated to purchase the pepper spray product for BCPD, to hire a grant 
manager, and secure the services of a researcher and on-site observer. The BCPD independently 
selected a pepper spray product through the normal procurement process as required by 
Baltimore County regulation. BODYGUARD OC spray in a three-ounce canister with a five 
percent concentration level and a fogger delivery system producing a full-cone pattern of spray 
was selected for patrol use. A pen-like canister, consisting of the same concentration level and 
delivery system, was selected for plain-clothes officers. The BCPD trained their officers in the 
use of the OC spray, required officers to complete a form detailing its use in subsequent 
incidents and allowed access to key departmental personnel and necessary information by the 
IACP research staff. 

OC training and issuance began in conjunction with the start of BCPD's semi-annual in-service 
firearm training on July 12, 1993. Concomitantly, a news release was issued by BCPD 
informing the public of OC adoption (See Appendix A). Training and issuance continued and 
was subsequently completed on December 31, 1993. 
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Various forms of chemical agents have been used in war as offensive weapons for centuries. 
In 428 B.C., the Spanish used wood soaked in sulfur and pitch, which, once ignited, generated 
choking fumes. According to historians, this was the origin of what eventually became known 
as "weeping gas" or "tear gas." In 673 A.D., "Greek Fire," comprised of sulphur, quicklime, 
pitch, resin and petroleum, was used in battle to produce suffocating vapors. The United States 
first used chemical agents, specifically "Greek Fire" and sulphur-soaked wood, during the Civil 
War (Jones, 1976). 

After World Wax I where tear gas was used extensively, officials expressed an interest in 
extending the use of chemicals into the realm of law enforcement. It was hypothesized that these 
agents could effectively control criminals and riotous crowds as effectively as they controlled 
enemies during warfare. 

Chloroacetophenone (CN) 

The French used chloroacetophenone (CN) during the late 1920s to break up riots. Relative to 
the nightstick and the respective harm that this weapon could cause, CN was considered a 
humane method of crowd control. The effectiveness of the product encouraged law enforcement 
agencies from around the world to adopt CN as a supplement to standard issue equipment 
(Jones, 1976). 

This organic compound, in its purest form, is a white crystalline solid resembling salt or sugar. 
It is available in many forms (e.g., mist, vapor or dust), and must be projected into the air to 
disperse the lacrimating (tear-producing) material. For use as a liquid aerosol, CN must be 
mixed with alcohol or ether. CN is a tearing agent that causes the eyes to water profusely and 
the respiratory passages to become irritated. Breathing thus becomes shallow and difficult. 
Other physical symptoms include tightness in the chest, stinging sensations on the skin and 
nausea. Psychological effects of fear and panic may also occur (Jones, 1976). 

As an irritant that relies on pain compliance, CN is most effective on those individuals who are 
lucid and have a normal pain threshold. Those who are intoxicated, extremely agitated and/or 
mentally ill are generally less affected by the agent because of their greater tolerance for pain 
(Jones, 1976). 

! 
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Studies have also indicated that relatively darker-skinned individuals are less susceptible to the 
effects of CN. Those who have lighter skin, particularly blondes with freckles, are much more 
sensitive to the burning effects of the agent (Jones, 1976). 

Although humans are susceptible to agent effects, animals suffer little, if any, from the 
symptoms induced by CN. The agent cannot easily penetrate animal fur. In addition, their tear 
ducts are underdeveloped, therefore, the agent does not produce the profuse tearing that occurs 
in humans. However, even though the skin and eyes are not highly affected, animals do tend 
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to suffer from temporary respiratory distress. 

Finally, it has been concluded that the level of CN effectiveness is temperature dependent. CN 
relies on the evaporation process for effectiveness, and the evaporation depends significantly on 
weather/temperature conditions. Cold weather hinders the effects because slow evaporation 
occurs under these conditions. Consequently, agent effects may not occur until subjects are 
placed in warmer areas. Extremely hot and/or humid weather will intensify the effects on the 
skin since the agent adheres to areas that are moist with perspiration. The agent is useful in any 
temperature over 50 ° F (Oleoresin Capsicum Chemical Agent Study, 1991), but is most effective 
when utilized in temperatures of 72 ° F and above (Jones, 1976). 

CN presents an additional problem of decontamination. The microscopic panicles can remain 
airborne for some time after being discharged. Dissipation time is dependent upon the amount 
of agent dispensed, air current, U:mperature and humidity. When used outdoors, no 
decontamination procedure is required. However, when used in enclosed areas, decontamination 
procedure requires thorough ventilation and cleansing of contaminated objects. 

First aid treatment is relatively simple. The affected individual should be removed from the 
contaminated area. Upon contact with fresh air, subjects will begin to experience immediate 
relief. The initial recovery period can range from five to ten minutes. To expedite the process, 
eyes can be flushed with water, boric acid, or a two percent solution of sodium bicarbonate 
(/ones, 1976). 

CN must be removed from the skin as soon as possible. The longer the chemical lingers on the 
skin, the more damage the agent will render. Water can be used with non-oil based soap to 
wash the exposed skin. Soda ash or caustic soda are also proven decontamination agents 
(Logman, 1993). A change of clothing is also suggested. 

Finally, CN cross-contamination between subjects and police officers is common. Officers note 
that they are often contaminated by the agent when arresting and transporting sprayed subjects. 
This cross-contamination is purportedly responsible for officers' reluctance to use this agent. 

Even though serious injury can be minimized by decontamination, CN does potentially present 
dangers. To date, four deaths have been attributed to the use of CN (Special Summary Report 
on the Toxicology of CN, CS and Dlvl). Each incident involved police intervention with a 
subject in an enclosed area. Pathological exams concluded that the cause of death in all cases 
was attributed to air passage and lung damage (Logman, 1993). Animal testing similarly 
indicated that mortality is attributable to lung damage (Special Summary Report on the 
Toxicology of CN, CS and DM). 

Opinions regarding the carcinogenic potential of CN vary. Scientists have reported no link 
between tear gas and cancer. According to Dr. Robert F. Dyer (Jones, 1976), Director of the 
District of Columbia Police and Firemen's Clinic, an association may be possible, but rare. 
Cancers in a certain occupational group could be merely coincidental (Jones, 1976). An officer 
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or chemical agent instructor would have to be exposed to a significant amount of CN over an 
extensive period of time to suffer any risk to his/her health (Jones, 1976). 

Although cancer is unlikely, other damaging skin conditions can develop: dermatitis 
(inflammation of the skin), erythema (redness caused by congestion of small capillaries), edema 
(swelling) and necrosis (hemorrhage and death of cells) (Logman, 1993). 

Although the risk of severe damage to the skin is minimal, CN can Cause chemical burns. As 
mentioned earlier, the agent has a more concentrated effect on those areas of the skin that are 
prone to heavier perspiration, such as the armpits, elbows, knees and buttocks. These areas can 
develop a condition similar to a bad sunburn that can last several days. The sooner the skin is 
cleansed, the less the risk of injury. 

Finally, permanent eye damage can occur if a significant amount of CN, in the form of dust, 
is expelled at close range into a subject's eyes (Jones, 1976). Although the likelihood of such 
damage is improbable, caution should be exercised when using the product. Any subject who 
is the direct target of CN should be sprayed in the upper torso, not directly in the face. 

Ochloroben~lidene-Malononitrile (CS) 

The U.S. Army and the National Guard continued to use CN as a riot control agent until 1960, 
when it was replaced with ochlorobenzylidene-malononitrile (CS). Officials held that CS was 
considerably less toxic and more effective than CN (Jones, 1976). Following military protocols, 
American law enforcement agencies subsequently adopted CS in 1965. 

In pure form, CS is a white, crystalline substance similar to talcum powder that can be 
discharged in either smoke, liquid or dust form. Like CN, it is classified as a solid, not a gas, 
since it requires a carrying agent to disperse it into the desired target area. 

CS is a lacrimating irritant that immediately affects the mucous membranes producing tears, 
runny noses, and persistent coughing and/or sneezing. Additional symptoms include respiratory 
distress accompanied by tightness in the chest, a burning sensation on the skin, and nausea or 
vomiting. In addition to physical effects, CS also causes intense fear, panic and cognitive 
disorientation. 

According to military and law enforcement personnel, CS is a prefened alternative to CN 
(Selected Military Reports on CS Riot Control Agent) as it produces immediate effects and is 
less toxic. Minimal tolerance can be developed for CS, and it is virtually impossible to endure 
the effects for more than two minutes. To date, there have been no successful defenses for 
either CN or CS, other than the use of a gas mask (Jones, 1976). 

Subject incapacitation generally occurs within the first few seconds after dispensing the agent. 
Although the reaction time for nonviolent individuals occurs immediately (within three to ten 
seconds), the reaction time increases when CS is used on individuals who possess a higher level 
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of pain resistance. Those who are drug and/or alcohol intoxicated, mentally disturbed or 
extremely agitated will either experience an increased reaction time or experience no effects at 
all. However, if the agent does take effect, increased control of the subject can be maintained 
by a police officer. 

As with CN, CS is also more effective on those areas of the skin that are moist (Compton, 
1987). The mixture of the vapors with human sweat results in burning or stinging sensations. 
It has also been determined that fair-skinned individuals, who are more susceptible to sunburn, 
experience more intensified effects from the product (Selected Military Reports on CS Riot 
Control Agent). 

CS, like CN, is virtually ineffective on animals. The absence of fully developed tear ducts and 
the presence of fur tend to hinder the full effects of CS. Generally, animals experience only 
minor respiratory distress (Jones, 1976). 

Unlike CN, CS is considered to be effective over a wide temperature range and is considered 
more persistent, especially in humid climates where the effects are accentuated causing the odor 
and irritation to linger. Concentration amounts depend on wind conditions, and rain or snow 
tend to flush the agent from the air (Compton, 1987). 

The microparticulate nature of CS results in agent persistency and thus can make 
decontamination problematic, especially in enclosed or confined spaces. If CS is used in an 
enclosed space, the decontamination process can be accelerated by providing proper air 
circulation (i.e., opening doors and windows) and using exhaust fans. Heating the area will aid 
in vaporizing the agent, and vacuuming will also remove the particles. In extreme eases, an area 
may need to remain unoccupied for days. 

If CS is used outdoors, the decontaminating procedure is relatively simple, requiring little, if 
any, attention other than perhaps hosing down the affected area with water. Although no 
extensive procedures are required for individuals, the importance must not be underestimated. 
The initial recovery period for CS can range from five to ten minutes. First aid is similar to that 
used with CN. Individuals should be exposed to fresh air while facing the wind, and their eyes 
should be flushed with water. To minimize any serious skin injury, a cool shower and a fresh 
change of clothes is recommended. It should be noted that a hot shower will open the pores, 
resulting in increased irritation to the exposed areas of the skin. A solution of five percent 
sodium bisulfide can be used in situations where a heavy concentration of CS was involved 
(Jones, 1976). 

Serious injury to an individual is improbable if CS is used properly. Extensive toxicological 
testing using several thousand volunteers, inclusive of both military and civilians, was conducted 
in England, the United States, Germany, France and Vietnam (Jones, 1976). None of the 
subjects, who were of different ages and of various ethnic backgrounds, developed any 
significant complications or serious side effects. These findings were consistent for healthy 
individuals and for those who had pre-existing health conditions. In spite of the potency of CS, 
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it was determined to be a safe, less toxic and more effective alternative to CN (Special Summary 
Report on the Toxicology of CN, CS and DM). 

Thorough animal testing was also conducted to determine toxicity levels (jones, 1976). 
Although no animals died during their exposure to CS, some died several days later. Autopsy 
results indicated that the CS obstructed the air passages, resulting in the poor transfer of oxygen 
to the bloodstream (Special Summary Report on the Toxicology of CN, CS and DIVD. To date, 
however, there have been no recorded human deaths related to the use of CS (Special Summary 
Report on the Toxicology of CN, CS and DM). Experimental results (Jones, 1976) indicate that 
the lethality threshold for humans is at least 2,600 times greater than the amount delivered to 
the animals. Even if CS was used indoors in a confined area, it would be highly unlikely that 
any individual would ever be exposed to such a concentrated amount in one incident. 

l 
I 

As with CN, it has also been implied that CS is a cancer-producing agent. To date, there has 
." been no conclusive evidence to support this claim (Jones, 1976). However, individuals 

to CS will suffer from a certain degree of respiratory distress. The  amount of discomfort can 
be even more apparent from the effects of CS than from CN. An individual may experience 

I significant difficulty in breathing. This symptom, combined with a sense of panic and 
disorientation, can result in hyperventilation. Reassurance that the effects of CS are only 

i temporary will often prevent this phenomena from occurring. 

Subjects suffering from asthma, epilepsy or fainting spells may be more prone to experience an 
attack at the time of CS exposure (Jones, 1976). In addition, individuals with hypertension (high 
blood pressure) may be more susceptible to a stroke (Jones, 1976). However, there have been 
no reports of anyone collapsing from CS (Jones, 1976). It appears that these reactions are 
attributable to the stress generated by an arrest/police encounter. 

! 

I 
! 
I 

! 

It has been suggested that ff an individual is exposed to an excessive amount of CS in a confined 
area, lung damage or chronic bronc.hitis could develop (Jones, 1976). Although it is a potential 
risk, the possibility of permanent damage to the lungs is highly remote (Jones, 1976). 

Similar to CN, CS can also cause dermatitis or eczema (an inflammatory skin disease) if the skin 
is continuously exposed over an extensive period of time (Selected Military Reports on CS Riot 
Control Agen0. An excessive concentration of CS could cause blistering, but if properly 
treated, will not likely lead to scarring. 

Finally, it should be noted that CS is much less capable of causing serious permanent eye 
damage than CN. However, the force of any product expelled from a projectile-type mechanism 
could cause damage if used at close range. 

Oleoresin Capsicum (OC) 

I CN and CS are still used by many law enforcement agencies, especially for tactical use in crowd 
control situations. However, some law enforcement officials are troubled with the risks, 
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cross-contamination and the decontamination problems that these chemical gents pose. 
Increases in violent police encounters coupled with court-imposed limitations on the use of force 
have resulted in an almost universal demand for an alternative. Increased civil liability and 
injury-related costs have further necessitated the development of a viable option. Another 
less-than-lethal alternative that has recently gained popularity and acceptance is Oleoresin 
Capsicum (OC), also referred to as pepper spray. 

Pepper spray has been used for centuries to ward off adversaries. The Chinese utilized "stink 
pots" composed of red pepper, which, when burned with oil, created a blinding and suffocating 
smoke (Jones, 1976). The Japanese also temporarily blinded their opponents by throwing 
rice-paper bags filled with ground pepper in their faces (Jones, 1976). 

Although OC has been available since the mid-1970s, it has become widely used only within the 
past few years. This increased acceptance is, in part, attributable to a study conducted by the 
FBI Firearms Training Unit ~ and the U.S. Chemical Research and Development Center 
(CRDEC). This two-year study revolving animal and human subjects assessed the safety of OC. 
Research findings revealed no long-term health risks associated with the use of OC. 

I Specifically, the FBI reported that no ill effects adverse reactions the o r  w e r e  experienced by 
899 participating subjects (Weaver and Jett, 1989). The CRDEC further reported that neither 
mutagenic nor carcinogenic effects were found in laboratory animals exposed to OC via 
gastrointestinal doses, subcutaneous injections, droplets to the eyes and skin patch tests (Weaver 
and Jett, 1989). Since then, hundreds of law enforcement agencies have adopted OC as a 
reliable LTL alternative. 

! 

! 
! 

Unlike the synthetic chemicals CN and CS, OC is a naturally occurring substance derived from 
the cayenne pepper plant. An organic oily resin, OC is currently used for pharmacologic (e.g., 
as a topical analgesic) and food spicing purposes. 

! 

! 
! 

OC is considered an inflammatory agent, unlike the traditional chemical irritants (i.e., CN and 
CS). Upon contact with OC, the mucous membranes of the eyes, nose and throat become 
inflamed and swell. The symptomatic swelling produces involuntary eye closure, nasal and sinus 
drainage, gagging, coughing and shortness of breath. A burning sensation occurs on any 
exposed skin areas and, depending on the complexion of the individual, some temporary redness 
may appear. Additional symptoms include nausea, loss of coordination and upper body motor 
skills, disorientation and fear. 

Because OC is an inflammatory agent, it is purportedly more effective than CN and CS on 
violent, intoxicated/drugged and mentally ill individuals. However, there are reported instances 
in which pepper spray was less than effective on highly intoxicated and on combative subjects 
(Granfield, Onnen and Petty, 1994). However, in these reported incidents, OC did cause the 
eyes to shut, causing temporary blindness, thus, enabling law enforcement personnel to acquire 
heightened control (Granfield, Onnen and Petty, 1994). 

Involuntary eye closing and automatic irritation of the respiratory tract explain why OC is so 
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effective on animals. As mentioned earlier, animals possess underdeveloped tear ducts that 
consequently negate the effects of CN and CS. However, OC affects animals in the same 
manner as humans, swelling the eyes and restricting respiration. Anecdotal evidence suggests 
that OC has been very effective in many situations where police officers and postal workers have 
been unexpectedly confronted with threatening or attacking animals (Oleoresin Capsicum 
Chemical Agent Study, 1991). Unlike its counterparts CN and CS, OC is effective over a wide 
range of temperatures and has been used successfully in both warm and cold climates. 

No special decontamination protocols are required for OC because it is biodegradable and, unlike 
chemical irritants, it will not persist in clothing or affected areas. Sprayed subjects should be 
exposed to fresh air as soon as possible to expedite relief. Any eyeglasses or contact lenses 
should be removed, and the eyes and skin flushed with cool water. Oily soaps or creams should 
be avoided, as they will clog pores and intensify agent effects. Although the immediate effects 
are short-term, the full recovery period can range from 30 to 45 minutes. 

OC will not persist in clothing or fabrics unless it is mixed with CN or CS. Fresh air is 
generally all that is required to remove any OC particles. If desired, exposed garments can be 
washed without contaminating any other clothing. Police officers can prevent 
cross-contamination by waiting, if possible, until the spray has "settled" before coming into 
physical contact with the subject. 

In an enclosed area, doors and windows should be opened to accelerate the dissipation of the 
OC. Large exhaust fans are generally unnecessary since the agent does not linger for any 
significant amount of time. 

As earlier mentioned, results from the two-year study collaboratively conducted by the FBI and 
the CRDEC concluded that OC was non-toxic and not associated with any long-term health risks 
(Weaver and Jett, 1989). Regarding OC use on persons with pre-existing respiratory conditions, 
Fuller, Dixon and Barnes (1985)found no significant difference in either the magnitude or 
duration of bronchoconstriction between normal, smoking or asthmatic subjects. Occupational 
Health Services, Inc., a private research facility contracted by the Kansas City, Missouri, Police 
Department, repo m that the use of OC on persons with respiratory problems could, in rare 
instances, cause death (Bowers, 1991). However, they further state that such an occurrence is 
statistically improbable. 

Examination of in-custody deaths that occurred subsequent to OC use has excluded the agent as 
a contributory factor (Granfield, Onnen and Petty, 1994). To date, OC has not caused any 
deaths, even among persons with pre-existing conditions (Granfield, Onnen and Petty 1994). 
The individuals died from a variety of other causes including positional asphyxia, excited/cocaine 
delirium, drug and/or alcohol overdose and neuroleptic malignant syndrome. (See Appendix B 
for an extensive discussion of this issue.) 

Finally,  O C  use will not result in dermatitis, skin depigmentation or burns. The burning 
sensation experienced by sprayed subjects is harmless, resulting from the naturally occurring 
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pepper oil. These symptoms will remain constant regardless of spray concentration and 
frequency of exposure. 

Although statistically possible, the probability of serious eye damage from OC spray is quite 
improbable. Manufacturers suggest that OC should be sprayed in the face and upper torso of 
the subject to realize the desired optimal effects; however, there is always the possibility of 
injury from the force of the propellent agent when expelled at close range. 

Currently, OC spray does not fit into a category or classification that would place it under the 
jurisdiction of any federal regulatory agency. Its unusual status is attributable to the fact that 
it is a naturally occurring substance and that it is used on people. Interestingly, if OC was 
marketed or advertised as a product for use on dogs, or as was done for some time, marketed 
as a bear repellent, then the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) would have regulatory 
authority because OC would have to be classified as a pesticide. Similarly, the U.S. Consumer 
Product Safety Commission (CPSC) has no regulatory authority as this agency does not regulate 
weapons used on people. Furthermore, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has no 
authority because the agent is not used as either a drug or a food product. 

Many people within the OC industry, law enforcement and the public would like to see OC 
spray come under the jurisdiction of a regulatory agency, so issues of product standards and 
safety could be more extensively examined. Currently, the only comprehensive laboratory 
testing has been undertaken at facilities contracted by OC manufacturers. Extensive clinical 
studies employing human subjects are needed; however, until such studies are conducted, 
information will be solely derived from experience in the field. Data collection and evaluation 
activities began simultaneous to actual spray use by officers. 
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m- . .  THE RESE,ARCH SETTING 

I Baltimore County, Maryland, site of the Pepper Spray Project, has a population of 
approximately 695,000 people and covers an area of 612 square miles. The county covers 

m .... urban, suburban and rural areas. The county is a separate jurisdiction from Baltimore City and 
provides a full range of public services, including police protection. The county has 281,553 
housing units with a median, home value of $99,900 and a median household income of $38,837. 

i The county is home to 18,392 companies employing 302,184 workers; 462 of these companies 
employ lO0 workers or more. 

! 
• 22.0 

m • 14 .0  
• 85.0 
• 12 .0  

i • 3 . 0  
• 5.5 
• 78.4 im • 25.0 

Demographically, the county population consists of: 

percent under 18 years of age 
percent 65 years of age or over 
percent white 
percent black 
percent other 
percent who earn below the poverty level 
percent high school graduates or higher 
percent with a bachelor's degree or higher. 

m 
m 

The Baltimore County Police Department has sole responsibility for delivery of police services 
to Baltimore County. There are no incorporated cities or towns, and the police have 
county-wide jurisdiction. The mission statement of the department follows: 

m 

m 

:ii;:.!:i;~i)!i!iiiii:iiiiiii!!!iw6:arv?i0tilly committed to' 6nhancing lh/k:quality:"0f life in.Baltimore:.County.by:Ibf0~tlng!:~iif~i::!iii:~!il):.iiii)i!iii!iiiiiii~!!i 
::~i~iiii:iiii',iiii~,ii!iiii~.:p~; ::p~Ve,/~g c~,.. e.forcm:~ ~w; ~uc~ag:~ and p~ing :~.~ ~,~..~:~i'~i:~ii!i!~,iii!i!iiiil 
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m 
I 
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The department is a nationally accredited agency and follows the community policing model. 
The department has an authorized strength of nearly 1,500 officers, 80 percent of whom are 
assigned to the Field Operations Bureau. These officers responded to 442,436 calls for service 
in 1993, which included 44,074 Part I offenses. Police service is generally provided through 
the Patrol Bureaus' nine precincts (see Appendix C). In a typical day, these patrol officers will: 

Respond to over 1,000 calls for service 
Drive 38,788 miles 
Handle the reporting and investigation of 222 crimes (one every 12 minutes) 
Arrest 79 persons 
Issue 353 moving citations 
Have three of their members assaulted. 
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BCPD Interest in a Force Alternative 

As a result of a strong commitment by the chief and the executive corps for experimentation and 
research into police functions and technology, and more importantly, a significant concern for 
officer and public safety, an examination of less-than-lethal alternative weapons was initiated. 
In January 1992, a committee was assembled to conduct this examination. The committee 
consisted of seven members representing: the Patrol Division, Technical Support, Services 
Division, Training Division, Tactical Unit and Safety Unit. 

Once convened, an early concern of the committee was a need for an alternative to shooting 
dogs who attacked officers. Upon contacting several local police departments and other 
departments nationwide, BCPD found that many departments were using OC for subduing dogs. 
Moreover, departments noted that the agent was highly effective as a alternative weapon on the 
use-of-force continuum including incidents involving human suspects. 

The committee gathered this information from police departments and agent vendors and 
analyzed concerns relative to legal and medical issues, product selection, training requirements, 
funding ability and safety. Following their investigation, the committee decided that OC was 
a viable option worth adopting. They held that OC spray was a safe and effective alternative 
that, relative to existing forms of force, could result in a lowered incidence of officer and citizen 
injury. Moreover, it was suggested that civil liability suits and citizen complaints would 
diminish as OC use would not result in any overt visual effects like those associated with many 
officer and subject struggles. 
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HI. PROJECT METHODOLOGY 

Evaluation of BCPD's adoption of OC was designed to examine two major components. The 
first component evaluated how the program was actually conceived and the process of OC 
adoption and implementation. The second component examined the impact that OC use had on 
assaults on police, brutality/use-of-force complaints, and on the effectiveness of subduing 
uncooperative subjects. All too frequently, analyses of the relationship between the introduction 
of a new item or technology and the outcomes (effect) of that item or technology do not exist. 
Such assessments, however, are critical to understanding WHAT does and does not work, and 
WHY it does and does not work. Without these two pieces of information, there can be no 
transfer of knowledge about new technologies or programs. Additionally, properly executed 
process evaluations allow officials to decide more confidently and precisely what specific 
program components and concepts they want to use in the future, how to go about implementing 
those components and concepts, and what effects they can anticipate. This was the case in this 
study. 

Process Evaluation 

In order to examine OC project development, officers and command staff members were 
identified who were critically involved with the project. These officers included individuals 
from the Executive Corp, Internal Affairs, Range/Training Division, Planning and Research, OC 
Coordinating Committee and Union Officials. Throughout the entire project, beginning with its 
inception, constant communication was maintained with these individuals. Formal and informal 
meetings were continually held by BCPD during which specific OC-related issues were 
addressed. Research staff attended these meetings and collected information on the process of 
OC adoption and implementation. The issues addressed during the process evaluation included: 

selection of pepper spray product line 
development of written use policy 
development of training program and materials 
implementation of documentation for post-use reporting 
identification of required follow-up (in-service) training needs. 

Outcome Methodology 

The second part of the research design was concerned with assessing the impact of OC spray 
in confrontational encounters between police officers and citizens as well as police officers and 
animals (dogs). It was hypothesized that providing OC to police officers would lessen assaults, 
injuries and complaints on police officers as well as lessen injuries to suspects in 
arrest/confrontational encounters. Additionally, if OC was found to be an effective agent, it 
would be adopted as a viable alternative to the traditional use-of-force methods. 

Five principle questions were developed to guide the assessment of the effectiveness of OC in 
confrontational encounters: 
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I I - "  The data analysis used in the OC evaluation consists of an integration and examination of 
qualitative and quantitative data through a multi-method/multi-trait technique. The objective in 
this study was to acquire a comprehensive understanding of OC adoption and use in the 

I . Baltimore County Police Department. 

Development of the Measurement Instruments 

I 
Data collection instruments were developed to obtain information from the field on each OC 
spray incident. The initial collection instrument was constructed as a form to be completed by 

I f each officer who used OC. The form included open and forced-choice questions relating to the 
i following: weather conditions, suspects, OC application, injury, decontamination and animals. 

The form would be completed along with the incident report as soon as practical after the 
I [  conclusion of the event. 

When developing the data collection sheet, researchers sought to keep it simple, limit it to one Ij one page, require as little writing as possible, make it as easy as possible to code for side o f  
computer entry and make it as comprehensive as possible. For guidance, OC use forms being 

III, used by Fairfax County, Virginia, Police Department, the New York State Police and the Drug 

| i  .. Enforcement Administration were utilized. By blending information from these forms with the 
needs of BCPD and with the requirements of the project, a data collection sheet that mot the 

l i  go ,. was Oovo o . (See Appendi  V for  opy of 
I i 

To validate information collected by the data form, a second measurement instrument, an 
llf-- unstructured follow-up interview, was developed. This interview was conducted by the on-site 
I[ .  . observer with each officer after acquisition of the data collection form. The unstructured 

interviews addressed the same issues as the data collection form, allowing however, for the 
l l  officers to add any comments or personal suggestions/observations. (See Appendix E for copy 

of interview.) 

! 
! 

Prior to its use in BCPD, the data collection sheet and unstructured follow-up interview wore 
pilot tested in the Anne Arundel County, Maryland, Police Department (AAPD). AAPD was 
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already using OC spray; however, they were not utilizing any type. of data collection sheet. 
Although AAPD serves a smaller, more rural area than the BCPD, it was concluded that the 
departmental and demographic similarities were sufficient to pilot-test the use of the form and 
the follow-up interview. 

To introduce the form and interview to AAPD officers, a video was made describing each, as 
well as the process of the pilot project. The video was then presented at roll calls. The AAPD 
chief also sent his officers a directive requiring them to complete the form and the interview 
when OC was used. 

The AAPD pilot test, which lasted three weeks, resulted in only three sprayings; however, 
during this time, the researchers concluded that the measurement instruments were suitable for 
the needs of the project and were generally user-friendly. Following the pilot test, the form was 
printed and distributed throughout all BCPD precincts and operations sections to ensure that the 
forms were readily accessible to all officers. 

BCPD patrol officers and the FOP raised the concern that copies of the data collection form 
would be made and sent to Internal Affairs (IA) as a record of OC sprayings and involved 
officers. The issue was resolved when the department agreed not to make any copies of the 
form other than when issues were found that related to training. The form, which was an IACP 
form, not an official BCPD form, would be sent to the IACP on-site observer without any 
information being made available to IA; however, the form was reviewed and signed by 
respective shift lieutenants and precinct commanders. 

Upon completion of the data collection forms and unstructured interviews, incident reports were 
requested and subsequently paired with the other measurement instruments. These reports 
further verified the data. This methodological triangulation provided the research team with 
official (the incident report), structured (the data collection form) and unstructured (the follow-up 
interview) sources, thus preventing reliance on one sole informational source to collect the data. 

After considerable discussion, it was decided that much of the additional information used to 
measure the impact of OC would come from either the Crime Analysis Unit or the Internal 
Affairs Section. The BCPD Crime Analysis Unit routinely collects a significant amount of 
departmental information for a number of internal reports and projects. The staff of the unit was 
not only very helpful, but was able to provide much of the raw data needed to examine the 
impact of OC regarding the number of assaults on police officers. Initially, it was believed that 
the assault-on-officer data could be obtained from incident reports completed by officers. While 
this information was reliable, it was determined that a more accurate picture of assaults on 
officers could be obtained by using the Maryland Law Enforcement Officers Killed or Assaulted 
data. These data were not only more detailed in format, but are a state requirement that must 
be accurately submitted monthly to the Maryland State Police, Central Records Division, to be 
compiled by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Crime Analysis staff provided copies of the monthly Maryland Law Enforcement Officers Killed 
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or Assaulted data sheets for each of the three years prior to the introduction of OC in July 1993. 
The .time periods were: 

. .{ : : ' : ' "  . 

. . . . . . :  . 
. . . . . . . .  

• . . . 

. ,  . , . .  

• . . .  : .  • . 

• Pre-OC 1:. July 1, 1990 to March 31, 1991 
.. • Pre-OC 2: July 1, 1991 to March 31, 1992 

,~..=, Pre-OC 3: July 1, 1992 to March 31, 1993 
. . .  . • . : . . . .  • . . . ' .  

introduction Of oc.-  July:1993. • . . ' " .  " f  

. . : ? . : .  • .  : i ~ : i . . : / i ! .  . . . .  . . . . .  
. .  . . . . . .  

/ . :  • PosFOC 4; July1, i993 to March 31,1994 
. ' ' : .  • ! . ' .  i .  " " . i : i  : . : . "  ' 

Data gathered for the post-period (July 1993 to March 1994) was then used for comparative data 
with the three pre-OC data sets. 

Selection of the nine-month period (July to March) as the project examination and data collection 
interval was determined for the most part by the length of time remaining in the project funding 
period. Initially, the project was funded for a period of one year, but due to temporal 
constraints related to the phased-in OC training program, the project needed an extension to 
lengthen the data collection time period. A full twelve-month period would have allowed for 
the capture of seasonal variation in the patterns of arrest and in police/citizen encounters. 
However, given the OC training constraints of the project and the amount of time required to 
complete the final reports, a nine-month data collection period was employed. 

One of the principle objectives of this study was to determine the effect of OC in reducing the 
number of use-of-force complaints the BCPD receives each year. One of the promoted 
advantages of using OC is that it allows officers the opportunity to control suspects while 
minimizing the use of physical force. Consequently, it was hoped that departmental use-of-force 

• complaints would decrease with the proper use of OC by officers. 

BCPD policy requires that all use-of-force complaints be sent to Internal Affairs flA) for 
investigative action. Complaints are chronologically logged by IA for the particular calendar 
year. The research staff contacted IA for the number of complaints received for improper use 
of force. IA was most cooperative in providing the data that were needed for the project time 
periods. Monthly data on the number and types of complaints (use of force or brutality 6) were 
chronicled against officers for each of the examination years. All the information provided by 
Internal Affairs was done so without compromising the confidentiality or identity of any officer 
in any way, for any case reported. 

While the information provided by Crime Analysis and Internal Affairs was useful, each 

¢~The terms "use-of-force" and "brutality" are defined by BCPD in departmental policy. Essentially, all 
complaints alleging unnecessary, excessive or brutal force and all use-of-force incident reports are to be 
recorded and reviewed by the IA section. 
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spraying incident was also "tracked" with the data collection form previously mentioned. Each 
officer using his/her spray in a confrontational encounter with either a human or animal was 
required to complete the form. Initially, research team members designed a very detailed 
instrument, ~ but aspirations were modified when they realized that officers might perceive such 
questions as intrusive. 

The data collection form was designed to acquire information as to how effective OC was in 
confrontational encounters and how officers felt about using the OC spray. Additionally, there 
.was interest in capturing information on suspect and officer injuries. The data collection 
instrument did ask whether either an officer or suspect was injured in the application of OC 
spray. 

Data collection for both the impact and process evaluations began in mid-July 1993 with a site 
visit to the Baltimore County Police Department. Department officials met with IACP staff to 
establish protocols regarding the collection of data. Prior to the research team's arrival, the 
department had undertaken considerable study of the type of OC product (fog spray versus 
stream, manufacturer and desired strength of OC) it wanted to provide its officers. In light of 
this activity, the IACP research team had only to introduce its members, establish its data 
collection protocols and begin data collection. 

Data Limitations 

There are always limitations to the collection of data in any research endeavor. One of the 
difficulties encountered at the outset of the project was the fact that the timetable for the project 
would not allow for a full 12 months of data collection. It was initially believed that a full year 
of data would be collected to account for seasonal differences that affect crime and encounters 
with police officers. However, as was discussed above, only nine months were available for 
data collection. 

Another limitation of this study involved the difficulty of using a self-report form (the OC Data 
Collection Form) to capture information. There are methodological concerns about the use of 
a self-report form to collect data. Specifically, it is often difficult to know whether or not the 
information is accurate. Despite stringent efforts to ensure that the forms were accurately 
completed for each spray of OC, the staff cannot be certain that this was done. However, to 
verify the information, each officer was contacted by our on-site staff member and interviewed 
about the particular spray incident. Consequently, it is held that the data are reasonably 
accurate. All data collection forms were matched with an official report which was written 

~lnitially, the research team had hopes of collecting information on officer workmen's compensation 
claims and developing dollar costs to injuries. Also, there was hope of determining the loss of  wages and duty 
time as a result of officer injuries for both the pre- and post-periods. Unfortunately, this information was not 
available from either departmental or county risk managers in a form that was easily retrievable. Research team 
members spoke with these individuals and found that much of  this information would have to be acquired by a 
hand search of  claim files, and then it was not assured that it would be useful for our purposes. 
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regarding the use of the spray. 

The second major issue in using a self-report process to collect research data regards the concern 
of not completing a spray data collection sheet at the time an incident happens. Our best efforts 
were to ensure that all sprays were recorded so that the data reflected the actual number of 
sprays. 

In summary, given that there are limitations with any study, the research design selected for this 
study made every attempt to account for and minimize project weaknesses. Despite the 
limitations, staff believe thse data to be as accurarte as possible, thus supporting the findings 
and policy recommendations that are presented in this report. 
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IV. FINDINGS: OUTCOME EVALUATION 

The information presented below is organized in the following fashion. First, a series of figures 
is presented with a discussion of the research findings. This information is an overview, 
designed to give the reader an idea of the types of incidents and situations in which OC was used 
and what influence it had in controlling various situations. 

The second part of the outcome analysis is an examination of the effectiveness of OC spray in 
confrontational encounters. Specifically, this discussion examines five questions that staff 
believed central to a police department's adoption of OC spray as a force alternative. Lastly, 
a summary is presented of the outcome evaluation findings. 

Overview Analysis 

During the nine months of data collection, Baltimore County officers were involved in a total 
of 194 recorded spray incidents. These incidents included both human and animal 
confrontational encounters. 

Monthly OC Soravs. Figure 1 shows the number of spray incidents per month for the project 
period. The gradual increase in the number of sprays per month up to September 1993 is 
attributed to the phased-in OC training officers received as they completed their firearms in- 
service training. The department's OC implementation plan called for officers to become trained 
in the use of OC spray as they were scheduled for in-service training. By December 31, 1993, 
a total of 1,345 officers completed OC training. This represents the total number of officers 
trained and issued OC spray. 

The gradual introduction of OC spray slowly increased the probability of more suspects being 
exposed to OC as more officers became qualified in its use. Also, gradually increasing the 
number of officers carrying OC allowed officers to hear about how the product worked and to 
form opinions regarding its usefulness. This gradual increase also prevented the initial 
"over-usage" of OC due to the introduction of and subsequent curiosity toward a new 
technology. Figure l shows that by the time all 1,345 officers had OC spray available to use, 
the department averaged 25 sprays per month. 

Initial OC Contact~. Figure 2 displays the types of initial contacts officers encountered when 
they used OC spray. The range of incidents officers responded to in the data collection period 
was so varied that it had to be consolidated to allow for graphic representation, Figure 2 shows 
the types and frequency of incidents officers were involved in when they decided to use OC 
spray. These incidents are essentially high-volume, ordinary disorder complaints that are 
routinely handled by beat police officers. But they are also the types of complaints where police 
officers are very likely to encounter aggressive, excitable behavior from both those individuals 
that called the police to do something, and those individuals that the police were called to 
manage, . The largest number of initial contact incidents included battery, assault, disorderly 
conduct, domestic violence, mental disturbance and traffic incidents. 
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OC Use/law.ation. Most of the OC sprays took place outdoors as shown by Figure 3. Of the 
194 OC spray incidents, 120 incidents (62 percent) of the OC sprays took place outdoors, while 
69 incidents (36 percent) took place indoors. Only five incidents (three percent) took place in 
vehicles. 

Most of the incidents took place in locations where there is little concern with contamination or 
the decontamination of the spray location. To our knowledge, there were no complaints made 
to the department about any locations requiring special decontamination procedures to clean the 
location beyond the use of a fan as was the case in one indoor location. 

Weather Conditions. Figure 4 indicates that OC spray was applied under a variety of weather 
conditions. Two clarifications of this table are helpful. First, officers indicated "dark" as a 
weather condition, most likely reporting that visibility was lessened due to any number of 
reasons, and not referring to "nightfall" or nighttime." These have been included in the "other" 
category in Figure 4. Also the large percentage of "other" (48 percent) is presumably large 
because officers most likely included indoor and vehicular applications (39 percent of total 
applications) in this other category. 

Suspect Gender. Figure 5 shows that males were sprayed most often in the 194 spray 
incidents. Of that number, 174 incidents were sprays of humans and the remaining 20 were 
sprays of animals (all dogs); eighty-four percent of human sprays were sprays of males, and the 
remaining sprays (16 percent) were of females. 

Suspect Frame Size. For the most part, individuals sprayed with OC were either medium or 
large-framed (Figure 6). Fifty-one percent (98) of the suspects were of medium build, and 32 
percent (62) were of large build. Only seven percent (13) were considered small by officers 
completing the data collection forms. Regarding the missing data in the figure, one data sheet 
did not report the suspect's size and the remaining missing data reflect usage on animals (dogs). 

Reasons~Use of Spray 

The previous section established general information about OC spray such as how many sprays 
occurred during the project, initial reasons, contacts, locations, suspect gender, and the weather 
conditions. The following section examines the encounters and reasons for the use of OC spray. 
Specifically examined axe the behavior of the suspect at the time of the encounter, the threat of 
force and agent effectiveness. The analysis begins with an examination of suspect behavior at 
the time of the encounter. 

Behavior at Encounter. Figure 7 displays the range of suspect behaviors at the time the police 
officers arrived on the scene. A majority of the suspects in the spray sample were either 
belligerent, combative and/or intoxicated (drugs/alcohol or both). These behavioral conditions 
are those which often lead to physical confrontations, as indicated in Figure 8. 
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Physical F0rce/Threat. Physical force was the most prominent form of force used against 
police officers (See Figure 8). Officers used OC as the means of controlling the situation instead 
of allowing an incident to escalate to a threat level above physical force or the additional or 
continued use of force by the suspect. There were very few force incidents where OC was used 
that involved threats of firearms or knives. 

OC Application. Figure 9 shows that officers responded to the threat/force by applying the 
majority (177) of the OC sprays to the face of the suspects. Officers were instructed in the OC 
training that the most effective part of the human body to hit with OC spray is the facial area. 
This figure demonstrates that officers reportedly followed the instructions given in training. 

Distance OC Sprayed/Number of Sprays Per Incident. Figure 10 shows the distance from 
which OC was sprayed in the 194 encounters. This table represents all the sprays, human and 
animal, taken during the study. The usefulness of this combined chart is that it shows many of 
the sprays (144) were at distances of three feet or less. There were 51 humans and four dogs 
sprayed at one foot or less; 46 humans and one dog were sprayed at one to two feet and 39 
humans and three dogs sprayed at distances between two to three feet. 

Officers were instructed during training that the best distances for spraying were between four 
and six feet and that the short bursts should be one to three seconds in duration. This distance 
and time allows the OC to become atomized and maximally effective. What these data show, 
however, is that a number of officers use OC at distances too close to be maximally effective. 
There were 102 incidents where OC was sprayed at a distance under two feetJ It is suggested 
that the distance sprayed may have had some effect on how well OC worked at incapacitating 
suspects/animals. 

The number of sprays per incident does not seem to influence agent effectiveness. Figure 11 
shows, that in most inddents (143), only one spray was used to incapacitate the suspect. What 
s t a f f  do not know from the data is whether any spray was a long burst or a short burst. 
Nevertheless, the data indicate that only one spray was used in most (143) encounters. 

Finally, in Figure 11, eight sprays were selected as a value to indicate when a full can of OC 
was used in an encounter. There were four incidents where this happened, and in each of these 
incidents the product failed. While it is clear from the data that OC was very eff~five in most 
instances, there were a limited number of encounters where the product failed. It appears that 
whole cans were used out of desperation, thinking that if one spray was good then a whole lot 
was better. However, there is no statistical indication that a "more is better" philosophy is more 
effective than a single spray placed directly in the face. 

3Later in this report the effectiveness of  OC on animals (dogs) is discussed. That discussion reveals 
that most of the animals (15 of 20 dogs) were sprayed at a distance greater than three feet. 
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Susvect Actions after Application. Generally, if a suspect had been properly sprayed, he/she 
was either submissive or complied with the instructions of the officer. Figure 12 shows that 117 
individuals (65 percent) were classified as submissive by the officers after the OC had been 
applied. There were 26 individuals (15 percent) that were listed as complying with the officer's 
instructions after application. The difference between the terms submissive and complying 
seems subtle, 4 and thus it may be appropriate to coUapse the two categories into one category. 
When that is done, 143 individuals (80 percent) of the 174 humans were affected enough to 
comply with an officer's instructions. There were 29 individuals (16 percent) who struggled and 
did not easily follow officers instructions. Only seven individuals (four percent) were not 
affected after OC was applied. 

The data offered in Figure 12 show that OC was generally useful to police officers in the range 
of confrontational encounters they faced. (See Figure 2, Initial OC Contacts, for the range of 
confrontations officers encountered.) 

Figure 13 shows OC to be effective at incapacitating (versus causing "compliance" or 
"submission") human subjects 90 percent of the time. Out of the 174 humans sprayed in the 
study, a total of 156 were incapacitated enough to be arrested. If the animal sprays are included 
with this total, OC is found to have a 91 percent effectiveness level) This is certainly an 
acceptable level of effectiveness even though 18 subjects (nine percent) were not incapacitated 
in the encounter according to individual officers. 

A secondary analysis was conducted on these 18 cases. Using SPSS PC+,  the 18 cases were 
isolated to determine if there were any characteristics that might indicate why the OC did not 
incapacitate the suspects. 

Table 1 displays the types and frequency of initial offenses that officers confronted with the 18 
suspects. Overall, there appears to be nothing particularly different about the types of offenses 
in which OC proved less than effective. Similarly, the spraying location was evenly distributed 
- eight incidents (44.4 percent) took place indoors and ten incidents (55.6 percent) took place 
outdoors. Consequently, it was determined that the use of the spray did not seem to be a factor. 
Examination of weather data proved similarly insignificant. Lastly, the suspect's frame data 
were also evenly distributed between nine medium and nine large suspects. 

~l'he terms submissive and complied were terms used by the officers completing the data collection 
form. In many respects, the difference between the two seems slight, and it would be easy to collapse the two 
categories into one. This brings into question the meaning of submissive and complied. There may be wide 
differences in the use of these terms depending on the individual officer's understanding and expectation of what 
OC is to do to a suspect. Some officers might believe that the purpose of OC is to totally incapacitate a subject 
resulting in no resistance. Other officers might believe that the product worked well even though the individual 
offered a straggle. This discussion is offered as a possible caution for interpreting this information. 

~hough it is not shown in Figure 13, all 20 animal sprays were reported 100 percent effective at 
deterring an attacking or threatening dog. There were no reported failures when the animals (dogs) were 
sprayed. 
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As noted earlier in this report, the types of incidents recorded by Baltimore County police 

officers in this study were incidents that are essentially ordinary disorder complaints routinely 

handled by beat officers. They are also the types of complaints where police officers are very 
likely to encounter aggressive, excited behavior. 
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The data in Table 2 suggest that.intoxicants (drugs or alcohol) and behavioral combativeness axe 

involved in most of the 18 incidents. In cases where OC was ineffective, the suspects were 

medium to large-framed individuals who were combative and/or intoxicated at the time they 

encountered the police. The combination of physical and behavioral variables may give an 
individual the ability to resist the effects of OC. 
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Table 3 presents a cross-tabulation analysis of the variables Suspects Actions after Application 
of OC by Suspect Behavior at Encounter. 

~:!ii.:i:il. i, iil :iiiil;:.ili~;:!i:~i! • : ~ : : iS : i lAc t i 0 i l s~~ r~ :~p i i ca t i on :by :Beha~ ia ra t  E n C o u n t e r  . . . .  . k i~i!i i~i ~ iiiiiii!i !i! 
• . , . , . .  

. .S , ,c~- t .  ~.~:~i:~i:...:~ ~ " ...i..~.//, ,~.i:ii.~ i~ . , . .  .~~i,ili~:~:~i~iiii~ii:ii~i~::~ii~:~/~i;~i!..,~,; ~:..i~i~.~i~i.!i~i..:,ii.i~i~... " i.,iii::/:;; c o m m ~ .  .. .com~:.~::: . :~ 
.A~ ions i  .ii:iiiiii!~i~i"~., Intoxicated ..: ~ q . q . s - i . . : ! , ~ , :  . : : ~ i . i i i  :coptbat~Ve.i.:,.. Jn~ox|c~ted . . . .  ": ":~:!~!:!!!:i~:!:i:" !ntox/Dm(m:::f:i!i: 

.,:S~ggied"i::"!:ii:iiii::.i!~i !~I 33.3% (1) i .  iiiii:i!::""" ':i~iii!!i~i!:!!:iii:/": : " ...... ' - .  " " : . . .  :..... :-...:i.ii... .,: .i i i::. i:i:i:i!:.::;!il;;::!::!::i:. 

: N0Effect .iiii~iliiiil.ii:::ii:i : :  ."661:70~~:I:II :1~:(2).i!!ii!iii!~:~"~i:ii!iii!if!i::~!,!f::!~.i" :;:.:::!:ii!!i. 'iii.!33.3%;(ii~iiiili::i:,ii" "1e.79~ii~)-i ::.:ii!ii::ii~:iii!!!ii!'~:.iii:~ilili~:iiiiiiii~i~i! 

Though the number of incidents (18) for this analysis is small, thus warranting caution in 
interpretation, Table 3 suggests that a suspect's behavior at the encounter may determine how 
well OC works or does not work. In seven of the 18 incidents, officers reported that OC had 
no effect. In those conditions where individuals exhibited drugged behavior or seemed to have 
mental problems, being sprayed with OC had no effect. Similarly, two of three subjects 
identified as intoxicated were reported to not be affected by the OC spray. Examination of the 
individual drug incidents revealed that both cases involved subjects who had taken PCP. OC 
spray, according to the officer's report, did not have any effect on either individual. Likewise, 
OC had no effect on the individual that was mentally disturbed. For the other four cases where 
OC did not have any effect, it appears that other, unidentified factors may have been responsible 
for OC ineffectiveness. 

In summary, OC was effective 90 percent of the time, but ineffective in ten percent of the 
incidents. Training staff need to remind ol~ficers that such incidents will happen from time to 
time. e From this limited data, there is indication that individuals who are heavily intoxicated. 
drugged and/or mentaUv ill are in such a state that OC will have little or no effect and may 
indeed become more difficult to control, v Additionally, such physical encounters may cause the 
officer to become contaminated. Training officers may want to stress the importance of 

~'ne idea that OC can be "oversold" is something to consider in the training process. Officers 
generally will have little or no understanding of what OC does to incapacitate a suspect until they use it. OC 
should be thought of as an aid in arresting a troubling suspect. Most of  the time it incapacitates an individual 
completely. However, there are times it only partially incapacitates the subject to where ha/she cannot see, 
even though he/she continues to struggle. 

7This is similar to the findings presented in an earlier study, Penner Spray and lp-Custodv Death. See 
Appendix B for a copy of this study. 
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assessing the effect of the spray in such encounters and being prepared to move to another force 
alternative to control the subject. 

Offieer/Susvect Injuries. Data from the spray collection forms showed that officer and suspect 
injuries were minimal when OC spray was used in confrontational encounters. Figure 14 shows 
that in the 194 spray incidents, only 21 officers (11 percent) and 14 suspects (seven percent) 
received any injuries. 

Comparable officer and suspect injury information for the three years prior to the introduction 
of OC was not available. Although Baltimore County officials wanted to provide the 
information, a tedious and time-consuming hand-search of all claims of officer and suspect 
injuries would have been necessary and then, the information was of questionable reliability. 

All the injuries received by officers and suspects during confrontations in the post-OC period 
were very minor. Information obtained during interviews with officers and information gathered 
on the spray data collection form indicates that injuries to officers and suspects were reduced 
during the period of study. 

Figure 15 presents pre- and post-OC spray use data on citizen complaints alleging police use of 
force. Three separate nine-month periods in 1992, 1993 and 1994 are presented. The top two 
lines on the graph represent complaints prior to the implementation of OC spray by the 
department. The lower line presents data after OC spray use came on-line. As officer use and 
experience with OC progressed, the number of complaints dipped quickly, remaining below each 
pre-OC time frame level until March 1994. Overall, citizen complaints after OC spray was 
implemented dropped substantially, totalling 51 for the OC period versus 109 for the first pre- 
OC period and 85 for the second pre-OC period. (See Figure 16.) 

Figures 17 and 18 compare officers assaulted over four different time frames (three nine-month 
periods prior to OC spray use and one post-OC spray use period). As with citizen complaints 
about use of force, the monthly and total number of officers assaulted was lower, and on a 
month-to-month basis often substantially lower than periods where other sprays were used. 

Decontamination. Figure 19 shows the number of times and the predominant method used by 
officers to decontaminate the OC recipient. Seventy-five percent (N=145) of the time 
decontamination procedures were used by officers to relieve the discomfort of the suspect. 
Twenty-two percent (N=43) of the time, no decontamination was needed or requested by the 
subject. There were no reported incidents where suspects went to the hospital for 
decontamination. 
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The most predominant method of decontamination was the use of water. Generally officers 
provided this to a suspect after they transported the suspect to the district precinct. There were 
times that suspects received water at the scene, but it was more likely that the suspect was 
allowed use of a water hose at the precinct. On a few occasions, fans were used to accelerate 
the decontamination process. 

Application of OC on Animals 

This examination of the effectiveness of OC included a measure of the agents' success in 
incapacitating dogs. Departmental interest in how effective OC is in animal encounters was 
significant, both because BCPD had been experiencing anumber of incidents where officers were 
forced to shoot dogs and because previous use of CS or CN had not been effective. 

During the OC field study, 20 of the 194 incidents collected consisted of animal (dog) 
encounters. Officers used their spray when the dog exhibited aggressive behavior of some form. 
Figure 20 shows that the dogs were either attacking the officer or threatening to attack when 
sprayed. 

Figure 21 shows that officers sprayed the dogs from distances greater than those from which 
they sprayed humans. (See Figure 10 for a comparison.) Officers sprayed the majority of the 
dogs at a distance of three to eight feet, in contrast to the distance that officers sprayed humans 
(one to three feet). This difference in distance may well account for the difference in the 
effectiveness of OC on dogs and humans. In the dog encounters, the OC was effective almost 
100 percent of the time. One officer was bitten, however, he required no medical treatment. 

The majority of dogs sprayed were medium to large in size. Ten of the dogs sprayed weighed 
between 25 and 50 pounds, and six weighed more than 50 pounds (See Figure 22). The fact that 
some were attacking and aggressive did not affect the successful outcome of the OC spray. 

Summary of Outcome Data 

When this study was commissioned, much of the information and knowledge available to 
practitioners about OC was anecdotal. Few police departments had conducted assessments of 
OC products, and even fewer had conducted detailed, systematic studies. While many of the 
verbal anecdotes about how well OC worked were correct, no systematic, comprehensive 
evidence was available about how well OC worked in an operational environment. 

This outcome evaluation was guided by five fundamental questions. Presumably, if answers 
could be developed regarding the five fundamental questions, substantial information would be 
presented to practitioners regarding the utility and effectiveness of OC spray. 
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I Findings Regarding the Five Principle Questions 

I , • " Question 1: . 

I Will on be reduced in encounters as ..: :~: assaults officers confrontational 
• , a r e s u l t o f  t h e  u s e  of OCspray? • " :. r . i :-:  :ii~.i!ii~(:;~i!;: 

! 
three years of prior "assault" data (pre-OC data) were collected to te  compared to the time 

I period after which OC was adopted by the department (post-OC data). The pre-OC data were 
examined to identify any possible trends regarding assaults. Overall, these data showed that 
officer assaults were decreasing prior to OC use. Similarly, the posl-OC data indicated that 
assaults continued to decline. Most importantly, the total number of officers assaulted in the 

I post-OC data period was substantially lower than an of the pre-OC data periods. 

]i!;iiiii:il i:ii:;!~!: ~ii[~i!i~':~]~fis: [~ii•::i!!ipol[Ce ::Officers ' be: :reduced::• i n••:arrest and •i~0th~!i~iiiii:!i!iii!i ii I iona, enooo°,,o.s.r.su,,o,,,.os, o, 
! 

Three years of prior " a s s a u l t "  data (pre-OC da ta )  were collected to be  compared to  the time 
The pre-OC data were 

Overall, these, data showed that 
Similarly, the post-OC data indicated that 

I 
I 
I 

Data from the spray collection form showed that very few officers were injured when they used 
OC to control a confrontational encounter. Of the 194 total (human or animal) spray incidents, 
only 21 officers (11 percent) received any injuries. Most of the injuries that officers received 
were minor and did not result in any work time lost. While data from the pre-OC use period 
was not comparable and did not permit a complete pre-post analysis, the low levels of officers 
injured in the post-OC period suggests that OC use has the potentialto lessen officer injuries. 

I 
I 

! i  i    iiiiiiii iii ¸ . . . .  ...... Question 3: . 

• iii Will [njUHeSto suspects be reduced in arrest and other confrontational : . :  ' 
:;: ... .... encounters as aresult of the use of OC spray? ; :~.;(~.. :~i~::::i 
. . . . . . .  " : ~ " / !  : :  ...... " ' "  " " . " i  . ;  i::i ~ 

I 
I 
I 

T h e  number of injuries to suspects was very similar tO the number of injuries to officers. Few 
suspects were injured during the time of the project period. Figure 14 (page 38) shows that in 
the 194 spray incidents, only 14 suspects (seven percent) received any injuries. The injuries 
suspects received were very minor. While it was not possible to compare pre- and post-OC use 
trends, it appears that use of OC had a positive effect on reducing the number of suspect 
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Question 4: 

Will use-of-force complaints on police officers be reduced in arrest and 
other confrontational encounters as a result of the use of OC spray? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
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An examination of force complaints was conducted by comparing the total number of use.of- 
force and brutality complaints filled with BCPD for pre- and post-OC time periods. Data were 
obtained from the BCPD Internal Affairs Unit. Due to data collection and computerization 
changes that occurred in Internal Affairs, only two pre-OC ti~e periods were valid for project 
comparison. During the time periods examined, there were no definitional or operational 
changes in use of force. Moreover, discipline policy and training protocols were similarly 
consistent. 

During the post-OC time period, the population served by the BCPD experienced an increase. 
In addition, during this time period, the BCPD had a six percent increase in calls for service, 
while concomitantly experiencing a significant decrease in the patrol force (between 30 to 35 
fewer officers per month). Consequently officers experienced increased contact with the 
citizenry. While it is unknown what, !f any, effect the increased contact may have had on force 
complaints, it is plausible that there was an increase in the probability of complaints. Based on 
these staffing level decreases and population increases, it may be that the reduction in citizen 

• complaints presented here is a conservative estimate and that controlling for population and 
staffing levels would result in an even more substantial decrease in citizen complaint levels. 

The data for the first pre-OC period indicate that there were a total of 109 complaints for the 
period. Eighty-five (85) complaints were registered during the second pre-OC period. The post- 
OC period data show that there were 51 complaints filed during this time (see Figure 16). 
Examination of these figures indicates that a 53 percent decrease in complaints occured between 
the first pre-OC period and the post-OC period. A 40 percent decrease similarly occurred 
between the second pre-OC period and the post-OC period. 

Discussion with members of the Internal Affairs Unit further suggests that OC use had resulted 
in a reduction of use-of-force complaints. They contend that the use of other LTL weapons, 
such as the baton and physical restraints, often resulted in suspect injury and tangible proof of 
police force, and therefore, complaints. OC, however, does not cause injury and leaves no 
lasting physical marks, thus resulting in a lessened probability of complaints being lodged. 
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Question 5: 

How effective is OC in human and animal confrontational encounters? 
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The effectiveness of OC spray use in the Baltimore County Police Department was substantial. 
Overall, the effectiveness of OC on humans in confrontational encounters was 90 percent 
(N=156).  It was not effective on humans ten percent of the time. Effectiveness was 
substantially reduced when subjects were highly intoxicated and/or combative. 

Generally, if a suspect had been properly sprayed, he/she was either submissive or complied 
with the instructions of the officer. Figure 12 indicates that 117 individuals (65 percent) were 
classified as submissive by the officers after the OC had been applied. There were 26 
individuals (15 percent) that were listed as complying with the officer's instructions after 
application. 

The difference between the terms submissive and complied seem subtle and therefore it might 
be more appropriate to collapse the two categories into one category. When that is done, 143 
individuals (80 percent) of the 174 humans were affected enough to comply with an officer's 
instructions. There were 29 individuals (16 percent) that struggled and did not easily follow the 
officer's instructions. Only seven individuals (four percent) were not affected after OC was 
applied. 

The data offered in Figure 12 show that OC was generally useful to police officers in the various 
confrontational situations they encountered. (See Figure 2, Initial OC Contacts, for the range 
of confrontations officers encountered.) The usefulness of OC at incapacitating suspects to affect 
arrest can be seen in Figure 13. Figure 13 shows OC to be effective at incapacitating human 
subjects 90 percent of the time. Out of the 174 individuals in this study, 156 individuals were 
incapacitated enough to be effectively arrested. If the animal sprays are included with this total, 
OC is found to have a 91 percent effectiveness level. 8 

SThough it is not shown in Figure 13, all twenty animal sprays were reported I00 percent effective at 
deterring an attacking or threatening dog. There were no reported failures when the animals (dogs) were 
sprayed. 
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V. FINDINGS: PROCESS EVALUATION 

Training Issues 

The decision by a department to adopt OC mandates the consideration of training issues that are 
vital in ensuring the effective use of the spray, as well as minimizing liability for its use. 

The first consideration in the development of BCPD's departmental OC training program was 
to address the recommendations of the spray manufacturer and reconcile these recommendations 
with the needs of the department in .terms of projected use. Each manufacturer provides or 
recommends specific training for a department's instructors. Additionally, manufacturers 
provide guidelines for the use of their product and a material data sheet listing product content. 
Each manufacturer's product differs somewhat in the content of the spray, so trainers must be 
well aware of the various peculiarities of their selected product, as well as an overall 
understanding of OC itself. 

BCPD instructors received their training from Personal Protection Consultants (PPC), a private 
training concern familiar with and recommended by BODYGUARD, BCPD's product. The 
classes covered all aspects of OC training, including each participant being sprayed. PPC's 
training program was approved by the Maryland Police Training Commission, which was a 
requirement for BCPD trainers to be certified to teach their officers. 

Following PPC training, BCPD insu"uctors developed a lesson plan to use in training their 
officers. This lesson plan was based on PPC training and specific issues relating to BCPD 
policy, procedure and environment. This training program, documented by a lesson plan, was 
followed consistently for each class of officers taught. The three-hour training program 
consisted mostly of classroom lecture and included a short video segment showing the trainers 
being sprayed and dramatizing the use of OC in defense of a knife-wielding subject. The final 
part of the training program involved each member of the class practicing stance, giving an OC 
spray warning and spraying an inert canister~ BCPD did not spray classes of officers with OC, 
but wanted the inert canisters sprayed to give officers the opportunity to become familiar with 
the action necessary to spray the canister. 

The BCPD lesson plan (see Appendix G) included the following: 

Value statement 
Training objective 
Introduction 
History of OC 
Description of OC and its effects 
Description of particular OC product selected 
Placement on the use-of-force continuum 
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Use and deployment of OC 
Decontamination and securing of sprayed subjects 
Officer safety issues. 

Trainers sought feedback from the field as officers used the OC spray and completed the data 
collection form to ensure that training was current and reflective of street officer needs. 
Information gathered from the field was introduced in two ways: for officers not yet trained, 
the new information was incorporated into subsequent training classes; for trained officers, the 
information was introduced via training bulletins (see Appendix H). The following were issues 
suggested from officer feedback: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 

• : ' : .  ' . :  . :  ' . ,  • • .. • :-  

. - . . . : .  : .  :: . .  

:..:: ..... ;:.i:: ~ " 'i:/Need to emphasize that the most effective distance for their spray was four to six feet:"; 
i;:::::::.:i:::::,::~iii.i~::.~i::i:::i~:i.i::.::ili::::::.andthat any spraying under two feet greatly reduced agent effectiveness, ..(The ::.:..i..: :,!" 
:::iii::!i:::::!;!ii:.:~:i!::.iii:!::~::: ;.::::i:i:::!::::volume of the spray is discharged past the subject). ; .  " " .i. " :.. ::::: "::::i.: i::i ! i!!i:; 

ili~iiiiii::::.:i:ij!!i:::;::ii::i:;:::iiiii:!i:~ays be ready to go to another force oplionif thespray.doesn't work witti the fkst~-:.:!i;ii:i:;:i:ii::.:::i 
:ii::.!ii!:ii:~!iii!!ii!!iiii!:iiiiiii~i!i!:!:::::!::i!iii:!!i;i!!ilorsecond try; don't just keep On spraying hoping thatthe:more you sprayme m0re.i:::":-ii::::;::::.ii ' 
:~!~:~:~i::~!:!~;;i::~::ii:i~:;::~.::.i;~:.:~.~:~.:i~:~:i::i::ii~i::!:~han~e the agent will work.. . ....: :. :.. ~: 
!!ii;!!!ili!:i::!!i:::!~!ii!ii!Sii!::'~!i!!i!:i~?~::::~:,:::i .: :~:: : : :  ' :::: : :: /:::?: : : " / : :  /::::~i;!:::i~::~:!!ili~!,i 
!!!iiii!:~ii:iiiiiiii~i~ii:!:::;~!!!ii!ii:i!i::::ii;~.iii:i: ~phasize ~nmec~te and compassionate decontamination procedures..". T eeh nicallY;!!?!! :::i:!i.:.! !!:i::i~!~:: 
ii:!ii~i!~;:;!::!!ii:-!;iiii:~i:::::!;i:i~i;::::::!:i~;~ili!i!~iiii~once: a subject has been sprayed, the subject is the officer's sole resp0nsibility:::::':::::::::::~::i :: 

sooner the officer is. -":: 
- ,  , : 

ii!i~;!!!ii i:.;iii!;!:::.!.:iii!i!ii:ii;;:.!i:i :. !;:iConsequenUy, the-sooner the subject is decontaminated, the 
iii:iiiii.::.:;~i;i:.:ii!!!!!!iii~::-:- :::..."i!:i.:freed from subject responsibility. 

::::ii;::.:~.::!i.i:::i~;.,;:::' ..::i::'"Never use OC as punishment.. ' . . .  • • . , "  , . . . "  . ' : . .  : 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The trainers felt they had a training program that worked well for their department., The 
three-hour time block was considered appropriate, providing enough time to adequately cover 
all relevant issues. Currently, a 15-minute update on OC issues is being considered as part of 
the Fall firearms in-service training. 

A training issue that has generated substantial controversy nationally is the "mandatory spray 
policy" used by some departments. This policy holds that all officers trained in and authorized 
to use OC must be sprayed during OC training. BCPD resolved the issue in favor of not 
spraying officers. Many agencies require officers to be sprayed as part of their training, while 
many other agencies do not require any spraying or only require officers to take a whiff of the 
spray or dab the spray on their faces. 
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Proponents of the mandatory spray policy contend that the policy is critical to a comprehensive 
OC training program. Spraying officers during training gives them an experiential understanding 
o f  and familiarity with OC's effects. By virtue of OC exposure, officer confidence in the 
product should be enhanced. Empathy for the subject may be increased and consequently, 
decontamination procedures will be appropriately and expeditiously handled. More importantly, 
police officers might be at a significant advantage if ever sprayed during a confrontation since 
they would be personally familiar with OC effects. Such familiarity will enable the sprayed 
officer to work through the effects. An incident that highlights this issue took place in Howard 
County, Maryland, when a police officer was sprayed by a shoplifting suspect who was 
attempting to wrestle away the officer's gun. Despite being sprayed, the officer was able to 
defend himself and shoot the subject. Finally, some argue that the mandatory spray policy may 
prove useful during litigation since officers can testify from persona/experience that the spray 
effects are neither painful nor excessive. 

Officers in some agencies object to being sprayed as a part of OC qualification. Many see it 
as an unnecessary action that serves only to put them in great discomfort. Officers argue that 
"we don't need to get shot to know what a bullet does; so why do we have to be sprayed to 
know what OC does?" 

Agencies with labor organizations often experience unified support against the mandatory 
spraying of officers. Some departments have had lawsuits filed against them by officers and 
subsequently obtained rulings that prevent the spraying of officers. In the state of Utah, an 
officer's complaint to the state OSHA and their subsequent evaluation of the mandatory spraying 
of officers in training led to a dep ,artment's being cited for unsafe working conditions caused by 
the mandatory spray policy. Currently, the issue is scheduled for a hearing before an 
administrative law judge for adjudication. In the interim, agencies in Utah are refraining from 
spraying officers as part of their OC training. 

In New Jersey, a pregnant state trooper was told by her doctor not to be sprayed, as it might 
be unsafe for the fetus. As a result, other female troopers have also become concerned. 

In conclusion, agencies across the county seem to be fairly well split on the "mandatory spray 
policy." Pending litigation may resolve the status of this issue. 

BCPD Trainin~ 

The need to train approximately 1,400 officers in a three-hour block of instruction, not affect 
assignments or manpower, without necessitating payment of overtime, required a phase-in 
approach to OC training in BCPD. Many agencies find that they can implement their OC 
training program over a short time frame by mass training of officers. However, this was not 
a viable option in BCPD, given the number of officers to be trained and the time constraints of 
the project period. 

BCPD addressed their OC training needs by conducting the three-hour block as an addition to 
officer in-service firearms training. In-service firearms with OC training began on July 12, 1993 
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requires that all members of BCPD whose normal duties include making arrests or supervising 
arrest situations carry OC spray. Uniformed members of the department carry the device on 
their gun belt in an issued holster, while non-uniformed officers carry pen-sized containers. 
Other members of the department may carry OC at their discretion. 

The SOP encompasses when OC may be used, as well as how to use the spray to ensure proper 
deployment. The effects of the spray and a thorough discussion of the decontamination process 
are given. Emphasis is placed on the need for officers to constantly monitor all sprayed subjects. 
The SOP refers to the IACP/NIJ study and requires all officers to complete the data collection 
form following any use of OC spray. A reminder that it is illegal to transport OC spray via 
commercial airlines is also included. 

The SOP is complete with directives and important requirements for OC spray use. The SOP 
does not duplicate the lesson plan, but borrows from it the important details necessary to 
establish a framework of control and effective use, while appropriately affording officers 
discretion in OC use. (See Appendix I for SOP.) 

Use-of-Force Issues 

Another issue addressed by OC project personnel was placement of OC on the 
use-of-force-continuum. The BCPD, like most other police departments, adheres to the 
use-of-force continuum and its range of response, beginning with the mere presence of an officer 
and escalating upward to the use of deadly force. Since use-of-force is a particularly sensitive 
area of law enforcement, every effort is made to provide officers with the most recent training 
and tools to enable them to perform their duties, and at the same time minimize the danger of 
injury to both themselves and the citizenry. 

BCPD places the use of OC spray above verbal commands on the force continuum. Officers 
who find that verbal commands are ineffective or inappropriate, or if it appears that physical 
confrontation is necessary and/or anticipated, axe justified in employing OC as a control and 
means of restraint. 

Examples given by BCPD of when OC use would be acceptable include: 

• when the officer could reasonably use deadly force; 

when the officer could reasonably use an impact weapon as a striking tool and not merely 
as a restraint device; 

• when the officer is Confronted by a suspect/assailant with an edged weapon; 

-55 - 

! 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Appendix E: 
Unstructured Follow-Up Interview 
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Unst--uctured Follow-uD Interview Questions 

1) O n y o u  were involved in a(n) 
recall the incident? 

incident. Do you 

2) Do you recall what you were doing prior to receiving this call 
for service? 

3) In the incident report, you listed the contact as • Is 

this correct? Have you been to this location or had contact 
I with the subject prior to this call? 

4) When you arrived at the scene of the incident, can you recall 
I w~t you did up to the point of the OC spraying? Generally 

explain what happened. Were there others around (i.e. non- 
police)? What was the b~havioral condition of the suspect? 

I 5) 

I 6) 

I 
7) 

I 

At what point did you decide to spray and why? Explain what 
happened? Was there force used against the officer? Did the 
suspect pose a threat of any kind, physical or otherwise? 

When you sprayed the suspect with OC, what happened? Where 
did the spray hit the suspect? Did the suspect do anything to 
offer a defense against the spray? 

What was the effect of the spray? How long did it take for 
the spray to work? What was the reaction of the suspect? Was 
the suspect incapacitated enough to ease arrest? 

I 8) Regarding decontamination, what was done? Did the suspect 
want decontamination? What was the suspects reaction after 
decontamination? 

If used on an animal, how effective was the OC? 

I 10) 
11) 

I 
1 2  ) ! 

Have you use 0C prior to this encounter? 

What is your opinion/reaction to OC? Do you have confidence 
in OC as an alte_~native to other forms of force that police 
officers might use? 

Any additional comments or questions that can be added to this 
interview that have not be~n asked? 

I 

I 

I 
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COlVh-MENTS BY O F F I C E R S  R E G A R D I N G  T H E  USE O F  O C  

The following comments were extracted from the OC data collection sheets completed by the 
involved officer(s) or from the follow-up interviews that were conducted. 

• Wish we would have had it awhile ago. 

• I think it's great ... great alternative for initial use of force. 

• The spray is one of the best items we have been issued. 

• I like it and prefer it to other forms of LTL. 

• Good faith in product. 

• Definitely better than using a nightstick. 

Love it. 

Great stuff. 

Best thing department has done since I've been on the force. 

Good stuff, I wouldn't want to sprayed with it. 

The word is out (on the street) ... all people have to do is hear the velcro and they 
comply pretty quickly. (This officer has actually puUed his OC from his holster at 
least ten times but has actually only sprayed once.) 

One subject actually said to the officer, "next time just beat me instead." 

I feel that PCP subjects are actually running more from the spray than from the 
officer. 

Some subjects actually apologize after being sprayed. 

i 
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Appendix G: 
BCPD Lesson Plan 
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I BALTTMORE COUNTY. POLZCE DEP.~-.TSf~T 

I 
LESSON PT_=IN 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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COURSE : Use of Force 

TOP!C: 01earesin Capsicum (OC) Spray 

MET'HOD: Lecture~Demonstration~Video Tape 

FACILITY: Appropriate classroom 

INST~UCTIONAL AZDS: Video Player/Overhead Projector/ 
Overheads/Inert Canisters of 0C/ 
Live Canisters of OC 

REFERENCES : Michael A. Brave and John G. Peters,Jr., 
Personal Pra~ec~ion Consultants - 
Training Manual 

TIME : 3.0 Hours 

I 

I 

P.~PARED BY: Officer Jeffrey A. Munche! #2!83 
Recrui~ Training Unit 

I VALUE STATEMENT: 

As members of this police department, we aspire to 
I professionalism in all aspects of our oDera~ion. We are 

committed to fair and impartia! enforcement of the law. 

I Use Cf Force being a particularly sensitive area of law 
enforcement, ~he department will make every effort to 
provide officers with the mos~ recent training and tools to 
enable them ~o perform their duties and at the same time 

I minimize the danger, of injury to both the officer and ~he 
citizen. 

I 
1 



! 

! 

! 

! 
T~INIIqG OB jZ_CT!-VE-S 

I At the conclusion of this traininc officers will be able to 
properly utilize 0C Spray by havi~c an understanding of the 
following: 

! 

! 
i • 

2. 

Where OC can be utilized on the Use of Force Ladder. 

The effecZiveness of 0C, its make-up, characteristics and 
advantages. 

I 3. OC Sprays psychological and physiological effects on 
subjec=s. 

I 4. Use of 0C in reference t o  proper s~ance, _c-rip and 
spraying technique. 

! 

| 

. Verbal skills necessa-~y prior, during and after the use 
of OC on ~ individual. 

6. Decontamination procedures for individuals and areas 
(including building and vehicle interiors) 

7. First -aid procedures to be administered 
l subjects. 

8. Officer safe~.y and officer e_xposure procedures. 
! , 

9. Procedures for reportinc use of OC on subjects 
animals. 

II 

to exposed 

or 

| 

! 

! 

! 

! 
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CC%L~S e : 

Topic: 
Page: 

~ALT_-M.ORE COUNT'/ ~OLIC~ DE~.%~~ 
Educa~ic= a.ud Trai~i=~ Divisic= 

LZSSON ~_2=~ 

Use of Force 
O!ecresi= Capsic-~ (OC) Aercsc! Spray 
! NOTZS : 

I_NT~ODUC=-ON 

Over the years mm_nv officers and suspects have been 
I injured in physical confrontations with.each other. The 

use of physical force by an office~, after a subject 
has refused to suhmi~ to verbal commands, often 

I esca!a~es a situation and causes more przb!ems than ~he 
cri~i~l call for se~¢ice. 

I After review and e~raluation of the circumst~.ces of 
these types cf situations, it would appear that if 
officers were given another option on the Ladder cf 

I 
I 
i 
I 
I 

Force there would be less injuries ~nd less law suits. 
A new product, only 2000 years old, was ~xamined for 
possible use by law e--forcemen~ officers as ~n 
additional non-le~ha! force option - this product is 
O!eoresin Capsicum or more commonly known as OC. 

The use of O.C. S~.RAY will be classified as a use of 
force and will be gove_~-aed by all applicable policy. 

OC has taken a long time to be accepted by agencies for 
several reasons: 

i. officers had usad~other chemical agents that 
were unreliable and counter-productive. 

2- officers had limited hnowledge of the various 
I chemical c~m~.cunds tha~ made up these 

chemical agents and mis~akenly'lump, ed all 
chemical agents into one category. 

I 3- there was no formalized training standards on 
the use of chemical agents and officers had 

i no idea of ~hen, .where and how to properly 
use the chemicals. 

i= mcsC cases, the officers these i 4- employing 
chemical weapons lost c~nfidence in the 
prcduc~s and therefore s~oDDed ca~ry~nc them. 

I 
I 
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C~urse: 
Topic: 
Pz~e: 

=-ALT_~M.OR- COUNT'_/ .~OL-C~_ D._-~_.'-_~.~T~ 
Educa~io= and Trai_u~i=-.c Divisic= 

LESSON P ~_J~,'~ 

Use c= Force 
Olecres ~- Capsicum (0C) Aerosol Spray 
2 NOTSS : 

I EZSTORY 

Chemical weapons go back some 2000 years. The Chinese 
i use ~o place ground pepper in rice paper and ~i~row it 

into the face of ~heir opponent. 

I 

I 

The F.~.!. cznduczed a study, in 1990, cn 0C and 
concluded ~ha~ i~ is different from ~, CS and Mace. 
OC(a derivative of cayenne peppers) is an inf!amma~ory 
agent and noc an irritant, it cause immediate 
invoi~nta~/ c!osinc of the eyes and impairs breathing. 

i Since ~- _.J6 ~her~ have been no repor:ed cases of 
permanen~ injuries or death as a result of ~xposure to 
oc, and OC has proven to be effeczive on subjeczs under 
the influence of alcohol/drugs, emo~iona!!y disturbed 

I and ocher subjects who have persons, reduced 
sensitivity ~o pain. in addition OC has proven itself 

i agains~ dcmeszic and wild animals. 

Eow AND W~'I IT WORKS 

I OC is a non-lethal aerosol weapon which incamacitates 
with no - -;~ ~o~ l=s~_..g a_~__ effects. OC will i~mobi!ize an 
a=taoking huma~ or animal ;for up to 45 minutes. It is 

I bio-decradab!e and does not decomp_ose. 

LNT.-~ATORY AG~--NT 

I - produces raNid physic!cgical and 
psychc!cgiczl reactions 

I - ef_ec~.s > eves - res~irztc=-~ svst.~m - 
ski=- lids - face 

I !. 
e 

immediate swelling of mucous me.~br~nes 

invoiunCary closing of eyes 

uncontrollable coughing 

5. ~aspin~ for breach 

I 

I 4. gag~in~ 
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Cou.Ts e : 
Topic: 
Page: 

HALTIMORE COUNTY_ POLiC~-= DEP.~~ 
Education and Training Division 

LESSON PT-~AN 

Use of Forze 
01ecresin Capsicu= (0C) Aerosol Spray 
3 NOTES : 

I 

I 
. sensation of ~ntense burning of skin and 

mucous membranes of nose and mouth 

7 .  emotional anxiety 

I 
I 
I 

EFFECTS OF OC WILL ~AUSE A LOSS OF COOP~INAT!ON, 
~ E D  THOUG~'T PROCE-SSES, U~PER BODY CONTROL, T~'US 
INCA2ACITATL-~G AND ~ERI~G FULL COMPLIANCE. 

Generally the subject e-xp. eriencing 0C e.xposure will: 

I. be immediately r~ndered helpless through 
tempora_--y blindness, 

i 2. drop whatever miuht be in his/her hands, 
3 bend fo~ard a~ the waist, and 
4. immediately cover the face with the hands. 

i O.C. exposure is generally instantaneous and effective 
against: 

I I. drug abusers, 
2. emotionally disturbed persons 
3. intoxicated persons 

i 4. enraged persons who have reduced sensitivity 
to pain 

5. domestic and wild animals 

I BODYGUARD OC SN~Y 

i The deparzment has chos~ a 3 ounce canister of 
BODYGUARD 0C spray, 5% concentration level. 

i FOGGXR DELl'VErY SYSTLM - delivers a full cone Da~te_--n 
rather than a solid stream. 

i The pattern is completely filled with microscopic 
droplets producing a wider area of contamination and 
less chance of the subject continuing their a~tack. 
Precision aimin~ is no~ necessary with this type of 

I delivery system. 

Special Note: a cone Datte_--n can be effected 
i by wind conditions 
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C o ~ . r s  e : 
Topic: 
Page: 

~ALTi'M.ORE COUNTY. POLICZ DEP.~_R~ 
Education and Training Division 

LZSSON P~_~IN 

Use of Force 
0!ecres ~- Capsicum (CC) Aerosol Spray 
4 NOTES : 

I 

i 

PEOPELLANT - the propellant in ~0DYGUARD is a mixture 
of Dyme! a new DuPcn~ Product. 

You Should Know: it is not alcohol based an~ 
therefore is non-flammab!~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
t 
i 

it is not a carcinogenic, as 
freon is(which is banned by 
the E.P.A.) 

DEPLO~ OF 0C 

A. ~ T  RECOGNITION - Ladder of Force 
Considerations 

NOTE-: OC a~en~s are considered an al~ernate use of 
force option and are not intended to replace 
a firearm. 

OC is considered a low level control and restraint 
tec.hnique. There are four elements which must be 
present to justify the use of force: 

t 
I 
I 

ABILITY.: Does the violator possess ~he 
abi!itv to resis~ you or a 
third party, or cause you or a 
third party bodily harm? 

OPPORTUNITY: Does the violator have the 
opportunity to resist you or a 
third party, or to cause you 
or a third party bodily harm? 

I JEOPA_KDY: Has the violator placed you or 
a third party in jeopardy? 

i Jeopardy can be defined as a 
hazard, dancer, or peril. 

PKECLUSION: Have y6u reasonably e.xhausted 
I your options at that all of 

time and at that place? 

I 
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Cou~s e : 

Topic: 
Page: 

BALTIMORE COUNT"/ POLIC~ DEPAR~ 
Education and Training Division 

LESSON PLAN 

Use of Force 
01eoresi= Capsicum (0C) Aerosol Spray 
5 NOTES : 

i The Use of Force Continuum and i~s range of 
response begins wi~h ~he mere presence of an 

1 officer and escalates up to the use of deadly 
1 force. The use of 0C spray falls into the Ladder 

of Force a~ a level just above verbal commands. 

! If verbal commands are ineffective or 
inappropriate, or it appears that physical i confrontation is necessary, the officer may be 
justified in employing OC as a control land 
restraint means. 

l Selected examples of acceptable 0C use include: 

i (1) 
i (2) 

i (3) 

where the officer could reasonably use deadly 
force; 

where the officer could reasonably use an 
impact weapon as a striking tool and not 
merely as.a restraint de,rice; 

where the officer is confronted by a 
suspect/assailant with an edged weapon; and 
[Note: Officers should understand tha~ if a 

l suspect with an edged weamon is attackin~ the 
officer or ochers,'and the officer reasonably 
believes that he/she or another is in 

l imminen~ danger of death or serious bodily 
harm, the officer should use a firearm rather 
than OC. OC may be the more appropriate tool 

l when the officer is in a stand off with a 
suspect armed with an edged weapon and the 
suspec~ is no~ moving toward the officer, but 

l rather ~he suspect is refusing to drop the 
weapon. ] 

l (4) where an officer reasonably believes that 
he/she will become en~aged in a fight wzth a 
suspect, e.g., If a suspect is moving toward 
the off,c__ and the offzcer reasonably 

l perceives, based the demeanor upon suspect' s 
and/or words, that the suspect is going ~o 

l engage the officer in a fight. 
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Coups e : 
Topic: 
Page: 

Use of Force 
Oleoresin Capsicum (0C) Aerosol Spray 
6 NOTES : 

I (5) OC may be used to effect the removal of a 
person or persons who voluntarily lock 

i themselves into a vehicle and refuse to exit 
when lawfully commanded to do so by an 
officer. Officers should assure that the 
suspec= is not able to put the vehicle into 
motion by safely blocking in the vehicle. I 

I 
i 
i 
ii 
i 

(6) 0C may be released into an enclosed area 
(such as a house or other building) to effect 
the removal of known or unknown persons who 
refuse to voluntarily exit or when a forced 
~xit is necessary. 

(7) Officers may spray a combative restrained or 
handcuffed prisone r on!v when other available 
means of control have been exhausted or would 
clearly be ineffective. 

(s) Officer shall not engage in horseplay with OC 
or any other departmen=ally issued device/ 
substance/ e uuipment. 

(9) Officers shall not intentionally or knowingly 
create a situation whereby a person sprayed 

I 0C who is temporarily blinded would or by 
could walk into the path of oncoming traffic 
or walk off an elevated area, e.g. roof, 

i bridge, etc. causing unreasonable injury. 

(i0) The use of 0C shall be consistent with the 
I ~idelines for the Department's Use of Force 

Policies and the manufac=urer's specific 
_cuidelines for use. 

i These are reasonable responses for the officer 
based on the fact that OC spray causes no 

i pe_~%nent injury to the suspect and provides a 
high level of subject control. 

OC is not a substitute for a firearm. If you find 
i yourself faced with an armed individual and you 

deem that deadly force is necessary~ your firearm 
is the correct tool. There may be occasions where 

i your firs~ weapon of choice is your firearm, but 
once drawn and the elements of time, distance and 
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BALTWMORE COUNTY POLICE DEPAR~ 
Education and Traini=g Division 

LESSON PT-J-N 
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COtLTS e : 

Topic: 
Page: 

Use of Force 
Oleoresin Capsicum (0C) Aerosol Spray 
7 NOTES: 

cover are on your you may choose to draw your side 
OC spray and spray the subject. C~ne~ally speaking 
this would apply to circumstances where the 
subject is armed with a weapon other than a 
firearm. These are judgment calls that can only be 
m~de by the officer present on the scene. 

I 
I, 
I 
I 

B. TACTICAL USE AND DEPLO~ OF 0C 

Uniformed personnel are to wear the 0C spray 
canister on the tun-belt, on what-is referred to 
as the weak side or opposite side as their 
firearm. The OC canister is to be drawn and fired 
with the weak hand. This will allow the officer to 

I keep ~he strong hand (weapon hand) free in the 
event that the use of the firearm becomes 
necessary. 

I Once drawn from the holder, the safety tab is 
broken by depressing the Spray Actuator with 

i either the thumb or index finger fully until you 
hear the tabs snap. 

At this time you can continue to depress the 
actuator and fire the 0C, or stand at the ready 
and issue additional verbal commands to the 
suspect. 

I 
i 
I 

When OC spray is used against a subject or animal 
it should be: 

i- Sprayed directly into the face 
/ 

I 
I 

m 

3- 

4- 

Spray an initial one(l) second burst 

Maintain Reactionary Gap and evaluate 

Spray a second one(l) second burst, if 
needed 

I 

I 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY POLICE DE~AR~ 
Education and Training Division 

LESSON P!~%N 

I Course: 
Topic: 
Page-. 

i 

Use of Force 
01eoresin Capsicum (0C) Aerosol Spray 
8 NOTES : 

I Note: considerations when usinc 0C 

Wind direction 

I Innocent bystanders 

i 
I 
1 

Other officers 

* Your location 

Tactics of Use 

ST.~CE 

i - strong leg back (interview or fighting 
seance) 

I 

i 
I 
i 

- canister held at arms length, we~k 
handed 

- strong hand may be used to support 
weak hand 

~Rz~ 

- depress Spray Actuator with thumb or 
index finger 

TARGET 

I 

I 

- facial area 

Spraying Methods 

VERTICAL SPRAY 

I - one on one, subject moving towards you 
with head down to avoid being sprayed 

i - raise and lower arm at target while 
spraying 

i 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY. POLICE DEPAR~ 
Education and Training Division 

LESSON PT-AIq 

Use of Force 
Oleoresin Capsicum (OC) Aerosol Spray 
9 N O T E S  : 

I HORZZONTAL SPKAY 

I - multiple subjects or lateral movement by 
subject 

i - move arm side to side, no greater than 
g shoulders width, whiie spraying 

I CIRCULAR SPRAY 

- escaping attack or multiple 

I 
I 

assailants 

" move arm in a circular motion, 
putting up a fog of OC - which 
attackers would have to pass 
through in order to advance on you 

I Once OC has been employed, several factors spray 
that existed during 0C use will determine how 
quickly officers can move in to take control of a 
prisoner. I 

I 
Each situation will differ based on: 

- whether used indoors or outdoors 

i 
I 
I 
I 

- wind conditions 

- amount of 0C used 

Generally, a brief period of time must be allowed to 
permit the OC to settle on the subject and for the 
airborne OC to dissipate prior to moving in and taking 
physical control of the prisoner. Verbal commands or 
directions should be given to the subject during this 
short waiting period. (this will be covered in the 
Treatment/ Decontamination segment of this lesson) 

I 
I 
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CotLTS e : 
Topic: 
Page : 

BALTIMORE COUNT"/ POLICZ DEPARTMENT 
Education and Trai:i:g Division 

LESSON PLAN 

Use of Force 
Oleoresin Capsicum (0C) Aerosol Spray 
I0 NOTES : 

l 
! 

CAUTION: 0C will have the same effect on officers 
as it has on suspects! 

* Do no~ enter into the airborne 0C 

1 • If other officers are in the area, a 
l warning of "SPRAY" is to be yelled nrior to 

0C spraying 

- officers should immediately 
disengage and clear the spray 
area 

• If an officer is contaminated by OC, he/she 
mus~ be trea~ed immediately. The con~am- 
inated officer will be and incapacitated 
vulnerable. 

l - officers may have to to~ally 
disengage from the scene in 
order to treat the effected 

i officer, before approaching 
the suspect again 

l OC AFTER EFFECTS AND DECONTAMINATION 

i 
I 
I 
I 
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• NOTE : - Effects of 0C are generally immediate and 
temporar/ 

- Effects will usually dissipate within 45 
minutes 

- Spraying 0C directly into the face of a 
subject'will not cause permanent damage 
to an individuals eyes or respiratory 
system 

In over 15 years of field ~xperience, 
there has not been a substantiated 
instance of adverse reaction to the spray 
by any subject 

l 
F.B.I. Chem/st have stated that there 
should not be any long-term health risks 
associated with the use of 0C as a 
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SECURING OF ARRES-TEE- 

Once sprayed the subjec~ is to be 
verbally ordered to a prone h~ndcuffing 
position 

Assure the subject that the,/ will be 
=rea=ed and that wha= they are 
e.xp_eriencing is temporary 

- have them breath normal and relax 

Wait approximately 15 Seconds for ~he 0C 
to settle prior to approaching the 
subjec~ 

Handcuff the subject using caution - 0C 
is not failsafe 

NOTE: GOAL ORIENTED SUBJECTS can s~ill a~ack 
an officer even after being sprayed with 
0C. 

R.-~fEMBE~ to maintain a safe diszance, do 
no~ ge~ caugh~ flat-footed 

Remove the subjec~ from ~he spray area and into 
fresh air 

if there is a wind, face the subject into 

a fan may also be used to aerate the face 
and eyes 

Direct the subject no___tt to rub his/her eyes 

rubbing will cause the cayenne pepper to 
be grind into the area and will prolong 
the effects, along with intensifying the 
effec~ 

i 
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i - If practical flush the eyes with cool 
water before transporting 

i 
! 

i 
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- a garden hose or kitchen sprayer works 
well 

If it is not possible to flush the eyes at 
the scene, offer to flush, the eyes and 
face when you arrive at the s~ation 

- transporting the subject to a precinct 
station with a shower available in the 
lock-up area may be necessary for 
decontamination 

The subject should be instructed to breath 
normally through the nose 

- if irritation persist and the 
handcuffs can be removed safely, 
have the subject blow his/her nose 

I to assist with removal of particles 

- Lotions, salves and creams are not to be 
i used on the effected areas, the use of 

these products will trap the resin against 
the skin 

I 

i 

A non-oil based soap will help remove 
the resin 

Once this is done par d~ I with a cloth 
towel DO NOT RUB 

I Seek medical attention if symptoms 
persis~ beyond 45 minutes and the subject 

I 

Ii 

I 

complains of an injury 

Once a subject is sprayed with OC and 
submits to the officer's authority, the 
officer must provide ccmfor~ and 
reassurance to the subject that the 
effects are temporary 
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AREA AND VEHICLE DECONTAM.~NATION 

OC is biodegradable, no special e_uuipment or 
washing process is necessary 

- Ven~i!a~e by opening doors and/or windows 

Buildings, rooms, vehicles can be 
decontaminated in approximately one (1) hour 

Resin can be removed from effec~ed sea~s or 
areas by simply washing wi~h soap and water 

OFFrCXR SAFZTY 

Officers must be particularly careful not to be a 
victim of OC spray. The incapacitating nature of OC 
would pu~ an officer in a position of imminen~ danger. 

Even though OC spray is not lethal in of itself.., the 
effects of being sprayed would render an officer unable 
to defend themse!f and therefore vulnerable to being 
relieved of their firearm. 

When an Officer is Confronted by a Person Holdinu 
Oleoresin Capsicum: when an officer is confronted by an 
a~tacker/suspec~/assai!ant holding, wielding, or 
threatening the officer with an 0C aerosol the officer 
shall make reasonable efforts to minimize the amount of 
self-defense force applied. The officer shall consider 
the following (as allowed by duration and circumstances 
of the incident): 

l) The officer um.derstands that if the subject is 
successful in spraying the officer with OC he/she 
will be a~ the mercy of the person, person's 
companions, or others for an ~xtended [up to 
forty-five (45) minutes] period of time. It is 
foreseeable and reasonable to believe that during 
this time the officer may be disarmed, killed, or 
seriously injured by the person, person's 
companions, or o~hers. 

I 
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2) 

3) 

If the officer can reasonably retreat safely to a 
dis=ance outside the foreseeable range of the OC - 
a minimum of twen=y-five (25) feet - the officer 
should do so, provided that his/her retreat does 
not crea=e s-,=bstantia! additional risk or harm/ 
injury to others. 

The officer should consider the following incident 
factors (amon~ others - as known ~o the officer) 
based upon the totality of the circumstances: 

a) the 0C attacker's age, sex, known history, 
e~_c. ; 

b) the number of OC attackers, or companions of 
the 0C attacker, present and known to the 
officer; 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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c) the perceived demeanor of the attacker(s) and 
other hostile third parties; [What can the 
officer reasonably believe from the attacker's, 
or third parties' behavior, words, actions, 
histoq¢, etc.?] 

d) the makeup of the officer's surroundings; [Is 
the officer in an area of relative safety or is 
the officer in a potentially violent/ 
dest~active environment?] and 

e) whether the officer has other officers present 
who could reasonably and safely protect him/her 
if incapacitated by 0C ~xposure. 

4) If an officer, confronted by a suspect (or 
suspects/companions) threatening the officer with 
OC, cannot reasonably and safely retreat from the 
scene, or if there are not sufficient backup/ 
SUDDOr~ officers present to reasonably and safely 

I pro~ect the officer from a~tack/iujury after OC 
I ~xposure, the officer may.use reasonable force up 

to and including deadly force against the 0C 
attacker. I 

I 
The use of dead!v force in this situation will 
.rest sole,/ with the officer. The officer's 
decision must be in compliance with the use of 
firearms policy in the Department's Rules and 

NOTWS 
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NOTES - e 

I Wails use of deadly force is an ext=eme clrcumsta=ce, 
Lud escape may he ~he ~ettar op=i~, you mua~ be 

I p:spa=~. 

I 

I 

0FFICE~S )_~T KILLED BECAUS~ THEY.., 

• Failed to have a plan and pract±cl it 

• Failed t~ u~e prcpe: tactics 

I 
I 
I 
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• Pal!rod ~c properly assess and antlcipa~e c!a.uge: 

~.A.C.P./W.Z.J, STUDY 

A study on the use cf 0.C. Spray by the Baltimmre County 
Police is being conducted by ~he International Association 
of Chiefs of Police and the National Institute of Justice. 
This project will require all officers to complete a data 
collection form when the 0.C. Spray is used. The form will 
be forwarded tc the Crime Prevention~Community Policing 
Bureau Planning Unit upon completion. 

ThiS form is to be completed: 

i) when 0.C. is used 

2) when 0.C. is pulled from holster 
and ~he subjec~ submits based on the 
threa~ cf use by the officer 

I 
I 
I 

3) on all accidental discharges 

The I.A.C.P./N.!.J. Study will require ~ha~ the officer be 
interviewed by the research consultant, Ms. Jami Onnen, 
shortly after the incident. The procedure will be for the 
officer to fill cut the appropriate forms and then they will 
be contacted by Ms. 0nnen and an interview wil! be arranged 
to fit the officer's schedule. 

The study is being conducted in conjunction with our 
I adoption of 0.C. Spray, but is independent of all use of 

force investlgations by this department. The study by 
I.A.C.P./N.I.J. of the Ba!timors County Police Depart.menU's 

I utilization of 0.C. Spray will be published and serve as a 
national standard of a complete and comprehensive report on 

adcpui3n of Law Ln/crcemen~'s O.C. Spray as a non-lethal use 
~f f~rce mlt~rmat~ve. 
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I 
Baltimore County Police 

Trainincj Bulletin 

#93- lS December, 1993 

! O . C .  SPRAY UPDATE #1 

i At this point in time, almost all of the Agency's personnel have 
been trained in the use of O.C. Spray. The vast majority of our 

I O.C. Spray uses have clearly been within Departmental guidelines. 
As the use of this product contznues to ~ncrease by members of thzs 
Department, three issues should be re-enforced. 

I 
USE OF FORCE 

I Officers should routinely attempt to use verbal ~cmmands before 
escalating to the use of O.C. Spray. Where situations allow, a i suspect should be warned about its impending use. We realize that 
this is not practical in evez-y situation, but this practice is 
generally viewed as the normal escalation to the use of O.C. Spray. 

I The use of O.C. Spray can be considered excessive force or an 
unnecessary use of force. For example, in a situation where the 
officer faces no real difficulty in handcuffing a suspect, or in a i situation where the is under control or a desire suspect expresses 
to cooperate, spraying a suspect m__av constitute excessive force or 
unnecessary force. Please use the product wisely! 

I And remember, 0,C. Spray cannot ever be used ~o punish a p~i~oner! 

I DECONTAMINATION 

I 
I 
I 
I 

In cases where O.C. Spray is inhaled by a suspect (or a police 
officer), breathing will inevitably become restricted. Given this 
condition, several decontamination steps should always be followed. 

• Provide for and allow proper ventilation! 
• Allow access to water...plenty of water! A water hose 

works best. Affording access to an abundance of water 
will serve to de-escalate the situation. Likewise, 
refusing water to one who has been sprayed will only 
serve to agitate an individual. 

(continued) 
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I BALTIMORE COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT 
I Standard Operating Proo=dur= 

ISSUING CO,%4MANO:,, C',";"= D--ov,,,~nn 

ISSUE DATE: July 1,1993 

REVISION (DATE: 
= 

EFFECTIVE DATE: aul y 5,  

REVISION # 

].993 

SUSJECT: 

SUB-TOPIC: 

Pepper  Ae~o.acl Restraint  Spray  

REFERENCES: ,, 

BACKGROUND 

C.A.L.E.A. 1.3.7 , 1.3.13 

I 
I 
I 
I 

The Department  cont/nues to make every  effo~'t to provide off~cers w~th the 
mos~ effect ive  eqvdpment to car ry  out their  mission. 

A device used by  =any law enforcement a~encies nationwide has been  obta ined 
by ~hJs D~partment - Oleoresin Capsicum (OC) Pepper Aerosol ~estraint Spray 
(ARS).  AP.S will offer our personnel a less than  lethal means ~o defe--~d themselves  
from human or an/real a~tack. The spray is an orEan/c non-endurlu~ substance 
conrm/nJn~ common cayenne pepper. Oleoresin Capsloum is classified as a temporary 
L'~amnm~or7 agent ,  no~ an Irr i tant ,  such as tear  &,as. 

I PURPOS E 

To familiarize officers with the use of pepper  ARS and es tab l i sh  p rocedu re s  
ooncern/ng its use .  

I VALUES STATEMENT 

I As members of ~h/s police department,  we aspire  to professional ism l~. all 
a spec t s  of our operation.  The professional manner  in  wh/ch our  off icers  c a r r y  out 
the i r  dud=s should no¢ waiver in sp~Ie o~' "oeLuE subjected to unusua l  c i rcumstances  

I and condi t ions.  The Depar~men~ will make e v e r y  effort  ~o s u p p l y  officers with the 
n e c e s s a r y  equipmen~ to ca r ry  cut theiz, dudes and ~ z e  the dan~er  o~ i n j u r y  to 
o~fioer and cit izen. 

P. OCEDUR; 
, s  

I 1. Any member of the Dep 'an~ent  whose normal dut ies  include makiug a r r e s t s  or 
superv ' /s in  E srres¢ si tuat ions,  shal/ be requ/red, t= ¢mZTy the de~arunentall~" 
issued AI%S while on duty. Uniformed members shall carry the device on the 
Eun bel t  in the i s sued  hols~er, while non-un/formed off icers  will c a r r y  ~he 
pen - s i ze  container .  Other  members may' carT5, the device at: the i r  d / s c r e e n .  I 

I 
2. No member el'roll c a r r y  ARS without f i r s t  completing a ~ p r ~  

sdn~in/stered by  departmental  ius t ruc tors ,  and e x ~ b i t  competence in  the safe  
and  p rope r  hand l ing ,  care,  and use of the ~ssued ARS. 

The aerosol r e s t r a in t  spray  may be used by  off icers  in any  a r r e s t  s i tua t ion  
w~en: 
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~$UBJECT: Pepper Aero~.ol Restraint  Spray I # 

. 

A. The aggressor has re/led to comply with the officeWs inst'r~ct~ons. 
B. Af te r  lmv~ng been advised of Its impen~n  E use (when pract ical) .  
C. The officer is about to utilize hands-on tac~cs to defend himself agalnst 

active hos:lle resis tance or after aggress ive  resi3tance to a r res t  is 
ant/cipated or occur.-~ng. 

D. ARS maybe deployed a~ anytime upon canf~nting agETessive approaching 
an/reals. 

ARS Is employed in the following manner:  

A. When prscdcal, create a safe dJstance two to ten feet away from the 
acEressor .  

I 
I 
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B. The ARS mist should be dfrected at the face, eyes, nose and mouth o£ the 
. ! a~Eressor. .Normally, a s,ng.e, one to ~hree second m/at will be 

suffic,len~ to control the aggressor. 

C. The officer should make every  attempt to be up-wind of the aggresso r  and  
not enter  the sp rayed  m~t area. 

5. The effects  of the ARS will take place one I0 three  seconds af ter  f i rs t  
ex!~osurg. Since ARS affects the mucous membrane, the subject may 
expe~e-~ce any of these physical symptoms: 

I " temporary blindness 
* dif f icul ty  breathing 

I e b u r n i n g  s e t . a l t o n  in the throat 
m nausea 

I 
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* lung  pain 
i * impaired thought  process 

SLues the effect iveness  o~ the spray  v a ~ e s  among ind/viduaLs, the aggres so r  
should be cuffed lmmed/ately. 

. If' pract~cs~, the a t t e s t e r  she l] be t ranspor ted  in  the pre ~cinct paddy  wagon. 
The paddy wagc;ns will be equipped w'/th spray water, bottles and clean p~-l:er 
toweis.  

. Air  and  water are the only treatment necessa ry  tO overcome the effects of  the 
ARS. If pract ical ,  the ar res tee  should be offered a conm/ne~ of water and  
towel hnmediately upon being placed in the paddy  waL,~n. If in the opin/on at  
the a r r e s t i n g  or transl~or~nE officers,  th/s cannot be safe ly  done, the 
a r r e s t ee  is to be immediately transpoz, ted to the prec inct .  

. Officers  should verbally '  assure  the p r i soner  of the temporary  nature  of t he i r  
dlscc:nfor~, e n c o u r ~ n K  them to relax.  N o ~ y ,  the effects  of the p e p p e r  
s p r a y  will begin to subside af ter  five minutes.  If at any paint  af ter  
exl~osure, the a r res tee  displays a reaction not cans is ten t  with the expected 
reac.~icn to ARS, medical assurance  is to be summonsed immed~ately. 

I I PAGE 2 of 3 ISSUE DATE 7-8-93 
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9. The  ar~es~ee should  be permi t ted  unlimited access  to wa te r  upon r e t u r n  to t h e  
I prec~umct. UtiUzat~on of' the ceUbloclt shower is recommended. The effects of 

t he  p e p p e r  spz'&y should cease  30-4~ minutes  a f t e r  exposu re  but  can l ~ t  f o r  
s e v e r a l  h o u r s .  

I 

I 
10. Immediately after the use of the AES, the officer shall notify his squad 

s u p e r v i s o r .  Routine medlcal sc reen in  E shall be conducted, upon azTival a t  t h e  
l:recinc~. Continuous monitoring of the prisoner will be required until the 
effects of the ARS subside. 

I 
I 

11. The  use  o~ force  r e p o r t  p r o c e d u r e  will be L-~/ttsted wheneve r  the utiLfzat.~n 
o~' ARS r e q u i r e s  medics/ t r ea tment  t'or the  in~iividual. 

12. A study on the use of" ARS by Baltimore County Police ~s being conducted by 
the  Lnternat ional  Associat /on o£ Ch/e£s of" Police and the National I n s t i t u t e  
of Ju s t / ce .  Th/s  pz-o~ect will r equ i r e  all o~f~cem to complete a d a t a  
coLiec,~on form when, the ARS is u sed .  The  form will be fo rwarded  to t h e  

I Crime Preventlon/Communi~y Policing Bure,,u Planning Unit completion. u!~cn 

13. Officers will offer assistance ~o any innocent bystanders who should feel ~he 
I e~fects of ~he ARS. A in~ra-depa~,tmen~ correspondence w~l' be in/flared 

deta/Ling an ,Lc~dental exposure to the ARS. 

I 
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14. Rspiacement  o£ the  AR~q shall  occur  at a n y  point  where the  unit is less t h a n  
half fuU. This can be determined bv weighing the canister. Scales will be 
made available at duty sta~ons. Additionally, issued AES on/is shall be 
weighed sere/annually" at the range during qualification. 

I 
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Special  Note:  

MDG:mc 

I t  is i l legal to t r a n s p o r t  an ARS p e p p e r  s p r a y  via commercis.l 
a i r l ine .  

Dep~hy Cb~f Michael D. G~nbr~ 
Bureau Chief 
Crime Preven~ionl Community Policing Bureau 

I 
I 
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i Opinion of IACP's Legal officers Section 

i Police Use of Deadly Force in Defense of OC Spray Attack 

I 
I 
I 
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Q) Should officers be allowed to use deadly force when 
attacked with OC spray? 

A) An officer may use deadly force to protect himself from 
the use or threatened use of OC spray when the officer 
reasonably believes that deadly force will be used against 
him if he becomes incapacitated. Incapacitation includes 
situations in which officers may be unable to adequately 
defend themselves due to the effect of chemical sprays. 

I 
I 
I 
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In judging the reasonableness of an officer's use of deadly 
force, the fact finder must allow the officer broad latitude and 
judge the officer's actions from the Perspective of the particular 
officer's perceived threat and the necessity to "make a split- 
second judgment in circumstances that may have been tense, 
uncertain, and rapidly evolving.." Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386 
(1989). 

In determining whether an officer's use of deadly force was 
reasonable, the following factors may be considered: 

1) The nature of the crime committed by the person or 
persons confronting the officer. 

2) The nature of the verbal or physical threats on the part 
of the person confronting the officer. 

3) The relative strength and fighting skills of the officer 
and his opponent. 

4) The number of officers versus the number of potential 
assailants. 

5) The nature of weapons in the possession of or available 
to the assailant. 

i 6) The ability to avoid the potential effect of the OC 
spray. 

i 7) The alternative means of defending against the use or 
effect of the OC spray. 

I 8) The availability of assistance from others, especially 
nearby officers. 

I 
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S A M P L E  C A S E S  

BCPD officers were called to a scene involving a distraught subject who was attempting 
to commit suicide by hanging himself with a bed sheet. When the officers arrived, he 
was already suspended from a tree. One officer attempted to ease the stress and weight 
on the subject's neck by grabbing his feet, but the subject continued to kick 
uncontrollably. He was administered a mild dose of pepper spray in the face and 
subsequendy became limp allowing the officers to remove the noose from his neck. As 
a result of the officers' speedy response and use of the pepper spray, the subject did not 
suffer from any visible injuries. 

An undercover officer was following a subject who was involved in a narcotics violation. 
The officer called for a backup who subsequendy stopped the vehicle. The occupants 
were ordered out of the car. The driver complied, but the passenger resisted and 
proceeded to ingest an undetermined amount of drugs. The undercover officer attempted 
to grab the subject and, with the help of the other two officers, tried to extract him from 
the vehicle. He was warned several times that he would be sprayed with OC, but still 
refused to comply. When he was sprayed, he immediately became limp and was easily 
removed from the vehicle "like a bag of jello." The neighbors and spectators who 
witnessed the incident described the OC as "pretty neat stuff." Unlike other situations 
where spectators may observe more forceful tactics being applied, such as the use of a 
nightstick, the OC appeared to gain better acceptance as a more humane alternative force 
option. 

A BCPD officer responded to a call concerning an elderly woman who was found 
unconscious in her bathroom. Emergency medical personnel were summoned but the 
victim's dog would not allow them, or the officer, to attend to her. After several 
attempts of  luring him away, he was administered a mild dose of OC under a blanket. 
The blanket was then wrapped around him, and he was removed from the scene without 
harm. This enabled the medics to'administer the necessary medical treatment to the 
w o m a n ,  

After being arrested, a subject was transported to the precinct for a narcotics violadon 
and placed in a temporary holding area. While cuffed to a retaining bar mounted to the 
wall, he became extremely agitated and shattered a mirror with his head. He then took 
his free hand and grabbed a huge jagged piece of glass and began to swing it at the 
officers. He was then sprayed with OC and immediately dropped the glass. One of the 
officers involved, who felt his life was threatened, was convinced that if he did not have 
the OC, he would have shot the subject. 

In a previous incident last year, three unusually large brothers had a confrontation with 
BCPD officers at a local bar. The officers attempted to arrest one of the brothers and 
a struggle took place. The subject attempted to grab the officer's gun, at which time the 
officer, fearing for his life, shot the subject, who then subsequently died. Recently, 
officers were engaged in another confrontation with the two remaining brothers. Another 
struggle took place, and in this incident, the officer utilized his OC to subdue the subjects 
who complied after being sprayed. They were arrested without further incident. 
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Q) Should departments develop separate use of deadly force 
policies regarding officer's defense of 0C spray? 

A) No. Legal and policy standards that generally apply to 
an officer's use of deadly force should apply to 0C spray 
situations. An officer's reasonable fear for his safety is 
the essential question. The same deadly use-of-force policy 
should apply whether he is being attacked by an individual 
with a gun, knife, bat, pipe or OC spray. 

Q) If 0C spray is placed below, or just above, open-hand 
contact on the use-of-force continuum, because the Spray does 
not cause serious injury or lasting harm, then how can deadly 
force be justified in defense of such a non-injurious weapon? 

A) An officer uses 0C spray to control a threatening, 
violent or resisting individual in a manner which is intended 
to cause as little physical harm as possible. 

When a criminal attacks an officer with 0C spray, it is with 
the intent to harm the officer, escape or both. It is common 
knowledge that a high percentage of officers who are incapacitated, 
or have had their guns taken away from them, are later shot with 
their own weapons. It would be unconscionable to ask an officer to 
take a chance that the OC spray attacker is merely going to walk 
away after incapacitating the officer. 

Therefore, it is illogical and unreasonable to compare an 
officer's use of 0C spray and an assailant's use of a chemical 
spray against an armed officer. 



i 
I 
i 
I 
! 

I 
I 
! 

I 
i 
! 

i 

I 
I 
1 
i 
I 
i 

when an officer reasonably believes that he/she will become engaged in a fight with a 
suspect; 

spraying a combative restrained or handcuffed prisoner ~ when other available means 
of control have been exhausted or would clearly be ineffective. 

The uses cited by BCPD are reasonable responses for officers based on the fact that OC spray 
causes no permanent injury to the subject and provides a high level of subject control. BCPD 
emphasizes that OC is not a substitute for a firearm. If  when faced with an armed individual, 
an officer deems that deadly force is necessary, then the firearm is the correct tool. 

Repora'ng the Use of  OC as a Use of  Force 

Departmental reporting of OC spray was another significant issue of concern for personnel, 
including the executive corp, patrol officers and the FOP. BCPD policy states that a use-of- 
force report must be completed based on two elements of  the result of force -- if the subject 
complains or if the subject goes to the hospital for treatment. If  neither of these situations 
occur, then a use-of-force report is not required. 

Discussion among BCPD officials occurred prior to the adoption of OC about the possibility of 
having each use of OC a reportable use of force. However, since no other LTL use of force 
required a report (unless a complaint was made or hospital treatment was necessary), it was 
concluded that by treating OC differently, its use could be inappropriately hindered. Should this 
occur, then a valid measure of the use of OC would be suspect because officers might be 
reluctant to use the product. 

The reluctance would not necessarily stem from the need for the report, but from a policy in 
BCPD that requires the "flagging" of an officer after three uses of force. This flagging, which 
identifies officers who use force and may subject them to counseling, is an extremely 
controversial issue among the officers. If the mere use of OC required a use-of-force report, a 
different criteria than other uses of LTL force, then OC use would likely be affected. 

During the time of the data collection (July 21, 1993 to March 31, 1994) and over the Span of 
194 sprayings, five complaints of brutality and one case of use of force were received by BCPD. 
The use-of-force incident occurred when a breaking and entering suspect became aggressive with 
an officer and was sprayed with OC. The subject requested hospital treatment and thus triggered 
the use-of-force report. 

A synopsis of the five brutality complaints follows: 

- 5 6 -  
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In determining whether an officer's use of deadly force was reasonable, the following factors 
may be considered: 
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• • " The nature of the cdme committed by the person or persons confronting the officer. 
' , ' ~:, • il . .  : : .  ,.: • . , . . . .  • • , , .  . 

~. t, ~::".. •The nature of the verba/or physical threats on the part of the person confront ing the 
• .  , . "  : . L  • 

:.:...~.. :.... •••officer. :. ::.: .......i.. ..:..;:- " • ....::.i~ . ' .. " " • • i . . . .  . 
:•: , . , 

i ".::: - :i -., " -, ' :: ':!::: i.:, : , 'i,!,, ,,:, , :, ,: i ., 
-'. ".'.' ' ':.i 

' :.:.• ..... . " The  relative Strength .and fighting skills of the off icer and his~ opponent.  . .  
• .,. .::i,':,., ". • -:.. .. • : .. :' 

• . ~ . :-The number"of officers versus the number of potential assailants. 
• , . . ii.':.i..i • : ... • ,....- ..... . 

.... . , . 

....... ..:~:~' :i.;.i.:.;:.::i. i The nature of weapons in the possession of or available to the assailant. 

• .. .i ~i : .." '. 
.. %:~:: ii:.:::=,i: i:i: !:ii:i:!:3"he abilityto avoid the potential effect of the OC spray. " " -: -:. -:. 

.ii:.i::!~:,!ii::~":.ii~ii!ii:!:~i:::i!!~ii:..i:i:::~i!;:~i:i:.~:.The aitemativdmeans ofdefendingagainst the use or effect of the OC spray. ".i.~-: [ :...!.:~:!~;!~...~:~:.:.~::.~!i~i!~:~.~:i~ii!!~.!~i!~i~i!:i!~:~The~avaii~.~i~of assiStance: f rom Oi:hers; ~especiaily nero;by off icers. ' . ' i : :i:: .i. 

.:;!i:i;: i"..:;;~!:;:;:ii!!!!i;~i/!!!:::-":"~!;;::i.. ::: ii:.:i::i!.:"~:i.i • :"..i:i:,i: : . .  i . .  : ....: . ;: : ' . :{ Source:  I A c P , L e g a l  Officers Section. .• :: " 

i 
I 
n 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 

When a criminal attacks an officer with OC spray, he/she intends to harm the officer, escape 
or both. It is common knowledge that a high percentage of officers who are incapacitated or 
have had their guns taken away from them are later shot with their own weapons. It would be 
unconscionable to ask an officer to take a chance that the OC spray attacker is merely going 
to walk away after incapacitating the officer. Therefore, it is illogical and unreasonable to 
compare an officer's use of OC spray and an assailant's use of a chemical spray against an 
armed officer. (See Appendix J for complete opinion.) 9 

9 IACP Legal Officer Section Opinion 
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Weaver, Wayne and Monty B. ffett. Oleoresin Cavsicum Training and Use. 
Training Unit. FBI Academy. Quantico, VA: 1989. 
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NEW 
BALTIMORE COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT 

0~FICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION 
400 XENILW0RTH 0RIVE 
TOW$0N, MARYL,AN0 21204 
T/P: (4101 887.2210 
FAX; 14101 887,.4958 
au.ly 26, /.993 
FOR RELEASE: 

Baltimore County Police have begun training ~t! officers in the use of pepper spray as 

a non-lethal means at" subduing violent people. 

Pepper spray is an aerosoL containing common cayenne pepper. It is being carded by 

many police depazlrnents nationwide. In tests, pepper spray has proven safer and more 

effect.iv,." than chemical spray or tear gas. County' polic e.expect thai: the use of pepper spray 

will reduce the numb~ of officers injured in assaults. 

The effects of pepper spray, aJl of which are temporary may include blindness, 

breathing difficulties, and a burning senmtion in the throat. Norma.[ly, these symptoms begin 

W disappear five minules after exposure and cease a.ftcr 45 minutes. 

All officers will und.:::go the specialized training before they are allowed to carry 

pepper spray, police said. The spray is issued to each officer upon successful complet!on of 

the training. Issuance. of the: spray began ]ast w~k. The training is expected to be 

completed by the end of the ~-drrenc year. 

The county is purchasing the pepper spray with a grant provided by the NadonaI 

Institum of ~I~tice. NIT will evaluate the department's use of p.epper spray and its 

effectiveness in order to assist other law enforcement agencies considering its use. 

# U I  
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BALTIMORE COUNTY i . . . .  , ) 

Pepper spray ready for fi ky suspects, 
B y  G I e : ~ S ~ U  BaJtlmore County has  begun 
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Stm-Y Wr/t~ training and equipping about 1.400 

'. Take r~l trot m y ~ m e  pepper -- a 
.4 • 

J l~t of It -- ¢=ndca'u~ It lain an oily 
' liquid tha~ e21nga m human sklm and 
"" l ~ t  t/,.aZ llqutd trim a small canute"  
.~ t h a t  c a n  s p r a y  a f i n e  s t n m m  a b o u t  
', 1 0  f'~--- 
" It's not a r ,~pe  for a new sauce . ,  

but  ra ther  "l:~'~per spray," a Mac~- 
llke spray tha~ can dL~ble someone 

" for  as l~ng as 25 n~inute~ R Is the 
t newest t=~l In the Balttmore County 
, ix~ce farc='s a=enal. 

"You wrnddn't want this on your 
' tam."  sa~d CoL Leonard J. Sup~.skl. 
, head of the department's ~ca~ 

s~--v~czs buream "R's a n a m . ~  or- 
• ganlc c~m[xmnd in a suc~r-c'~ncsn- 
• ~r'~ed format." 

~ " r t  - - - - - - - -  ' - -  

patrol officers and decec'Jveo with 
pe~..~r spray, c~nslde.-ed a nonle*2m/ 
moans of d~blmg a violent 

Colonel Supenskl said scudles 
have shown peppe=" spray ts be dlrec- 
tlve. ye¢ not as hm'mful as other  
che.-:', de'~ I sprays. 

%This Is a move t~ give officers 
anothe:" tool." Colonel Supe.'uk~ salck 
It c~u/d be used rather than a pollc~ 
club or handgun. 

Someone sprayed w/th It wuu/d 
~p. er lence,  temporary blindness. 
br~thing diCe.dUes and burning in 
the throat. 

County police offlce.~ began re- 
c~.;v~ng the pe~per spray last we.'..Y,. 
The e n ~  fort:  should be e'4',ti~oed 
by the end of the yem-. The 525~600 

cmc ~ bec~ p~d bv a gram from the" 
Na~onaJ Lnscrcte or" Justice. ~- 

T h e ~ j  will study the use of pep- ~ 
per spray in Ealt, tmore County t~ de- f 
C.de whe',h~" t~ re'~mm~-nd It t~ oth- " lj 
~" law =fforc_--n~t agen~eo. 

In Maryland, Baltimore ~ t y  and • 
H o w ~d  Co u n ~  potlc* use pepper  | 
spray. State pollce at= c~nslderlng it. 

The te,-'-mical name for pepper  
.a~ay ~ ol,--r~in d capsicum, or (X: 
for s b o ~  In re~ax~hlng the s p r a y ,  
c~unty police said the/found agen- ~. 
~-.eo t.l'mr, use It had a de,-_~ase ~1 the 
number, of" assaults and In jur ies t~ = 
polics ox~cs~, said E. Jay Miller. " ¢ 
~-'unq," potIc: .s~kc~man. :: [ 

"This wtU stop people on drugs oir I" 
PCP." he said. "EuileUs won't stop c 
the..'n sor...e'_'.--..~. Euc this will knock ~' 
them down." 1 
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Appendix B: 
Executive Brief: 

"Pepper Spray and In-Custody Death: 
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Executive Brief March 1994 

Pepper  ;pray and  oCustlody Deaths 
By John GranfieId, Jami Onnen and Charles S. Petty, M.D. 

Introduction 
Responding to the need for a less-than-lethal 

alterv, ative, police departments throughout the county  
have adopted Oleoresin Capsicum (OC) or pepper spray 
as a force option. OC is a naturally occurring inflarn- 
rnato~' agent found in cavenne peppers. OC causes 
almost immediate swelling and burning of the eves and 
breathing passages. When the agent is inhaled, the 
respiratory, tract is inflamed, and breathing is resn',icted. 
Effects do not support high levels of physical activity 
such as fighting with the police. 

Anecdotal reports of agent effectiveness are favorable: 
significant reductions in officeriarrestee injuries and i_n 
use-of-force complaints have been reported. Moreover, 
studies indicate that the risk of injury, or death is 
statistically improbable (for discussion of this, see Onnen, 
1993}. However, cases have recently been mvorted where 
deaths have occurred subsequent to OC use. These 
deaths have created some concern among those in the 
law enforcement community, as well as among others, 
with regard to OC's possible role. As a result, some 
agencies contemplating product adoption are reluctant 
to be~n use, while agencies using the product are seeking 
information affirming product safety and effectiveness. 

To address this concern, the National Institute of Justice 
(NIJ) asked the International Association of Chiefs of 
Police (IACP) to collect data on in-custody death 
incidents where pepper spray had been used in the arrest 

procedure and to assess from this agg'r~ated data 
whether there is a possibility that OC could be a factor 
in these deaths. This re~ort will cover information 
resulting from the examLnation of these specific incidents. 

Reported Incidents 
,An incident involving a sudden death while in police 

custody is not a distinct category, of information reported 
bv local state or federal law enforcement agencies. 
Therefore, in order to collect some representative data 
on the incidents where death followed the use of OC 
spray, four sources of information were used: news media 
services, CaEfomia POST, the American Civil Liberties 
Union of Southern California and networking among 
LACP members. 

A total of 30 incidents were found between August 
of 1990 and December of 199,3 in which the death of 
a subject occurred following a spraying with O C  The 
earliest incident in this study occurred on August 27, 
1990;, except for one incident in 1991 and two in 1992, 
the remaining 26 took place in 1993. Although there is 
no way of knowing all the incidents that have taken 
place, it is logical to conclude that most occurrences 
would be fairly recent since the substantial growth in 
OC use has been over the last two years. With knowledge 
of 30 occurrences from 13 states, .information was 
obtained to review the cause of death and to determine 

@ 
o = r , , ~ , ~ ° ~ % ~ ~  ~ ,  ~ ~; oO~Oo 

Scie.c¢ ,~nd Todmol~. is a publication of the International Association of Chiefs of Police under a grant from the National Institute Of Justice. 
US. Department of Justzce. and is published to promote the utdization of the most technologically advanced equipment available to the law 
enforcement profession. 
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commonalities among the cases. To investigate these cases, 
the following procedure was used: 

1. A review of the incident reports of the law enforcement 
agency involved. 

2. A review of the medical-legal investigative office (coroner 
or medical examiner) records, including investigation reports 
and autopsy reports, together with toxicologic information 
and conclusions as to the cause of death. 

3. A comparison of all cases where complete details existed 
to determine what patterns were present in the nature of 
the confrontations. 

Information from the 30 cases 

Age: 

Gender: 

Race: 

Behavior:. 

Struggle: 

Effectiveness of OC: 

Restraint Techniques: 

Drug~Alcohol Involved" 

Significant Disease Presen~ 

revealed the following: 

Ran~ 24-53 years 
20s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
30s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 
40s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
50s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 
Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 

Violent/Bizarre . . . . . . . . .  30 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 
No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 
Unknown . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

Effective . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Ineffective . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 
Partially Effective . . . . . . . .  7 
Unknown . . . . . . . . . . . .  ! 

Hog-tying . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Handcuffs . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Cuff/Leg Restraint . . . . . .  15 
Strapped to Stretcher . . . . .  4 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 
No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Unknown . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 
Unknown . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

The 30 cases, all involving male decedents, share several 
commonalities. All subjects behaved in a combative and/or 
bizarre manner and struggled with the police. Drugs and/ 
or alcohol were involved in most cases. In the majority of 
cases, OC spray was either ineffective or less than totally 
effective. Generally, restraint techniques were employed 
subsequent to spraying, and with one exception, all deaths 
occurred either immediately or soon after the confrontation. 

Sufficient information was obtained in 22 of the 30 cases 
to allow for a thorough review of the incident so a reasonable 
conclusion as to the cause of death could be determined. 
Specifically, an autopsy and the police report were necessary 
so an entire incident could be reviewed to ensure that all 

causal and/or contributory factors to the death were 
examined. The reviews' results indicate that OC was not the 
ca~e of death in any of the cases. 

In the one case where OC was listed in the autopsy report 
as a factor in the death, the review did not substantiate that 
opinion. Our review concluded that, in these cases, OC was 
not a factor in any of the deaths and that something else 
caused the subject to die. More specifically, it was concluded 
that in 18 of the 22 cases, positional asphyxia was the cause 
of death, with drugs and/or disease also being contributing 
factors. In the remaining four cases, three involved a drug 
(cocaine)-related death, and one involved a drug (cocaine)/ 
disease-related death. 

The circumstances leading to positional asphyxia in many 
cases were probably initiated by handcuffing subjects (behind 
the back) and having them on their stomachs or in a position 
that allowed them to end up on their stomachs. In some 
cases, ankle restraints were concomitantly employed with 
hog-tying and/or pressure on the back by an officer. Subjects 
were also often transported in a prone position, and a number 
of them were markedly overweight with "big bellies." 

In such a prone, secured position, it is very difficult for 
any individual to breathe. In most instances, drugs (including 
alcohol), disease and obesity made the subject even more. 
vulnerable to being denied proper breathing. 

In conclusion, in none of the 22 cases was OC considered 
to be a cause of, or a contributor to, the deaths. Rather, the 
cause of death in the majority of cases was determined to 
be positional asphyxia, aggravated by drugs, disease and/ 
or obesity. 

Custody-Related Deaths 
Although OC was not implicated as a lethal factor in the 

reported deaths, further discussion of sudden death in 
custody is warranted because of the potential for certain 
individuals to die in police custody. While subsequent 
evaluation of civil and criminal liability is often incumbent 
on the courts, an extensive investigation by  the individuals 
charged with determining the cause of death is also required 
(Mittleman and Davis, 1991). To reasonably establish the cause 
of death, a broad range of factors must be considered: 

• Nature of the confrontation 
• Weapon(s), if any, employed by officers 
• Amount and duration of physical combat 
• System or type of restraint employed 
• Transportation of the subject 

--Destination 
--Duration 
--Mode of transport (police car, EMS vehicle) 
--Position of subject during transport 

• Emergency room observations and actions 
• Postmortem examination (autopsy) of subject 

--Nature of injuries 
--Diseases present 
--Drugs present 
--Other physical factors 
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While custody deaths are rare, they tend to share common 
elements which occur in a basic sequence. Subjects will often 
display bizarre or frenzied behavior. Almost always, the 
subjects are intoxicated by drugs and~or alcohoL Usually, 
subjects will engage in a violent struggle with the police, 
requiring the officers to employ some type of restraint 
technique. During or immediately after the struggle, the 
subject becomes unresponsive, goes into cardiopulmonary 
arrest and does not respond to resuscitation. 

Experts postulate that often the mechanism of sudden 
custody death is an abnormal heart rhythm produced by 
one or more of the following: the arrhythmogenic potential 
of catecholamines released during the struggle, certain drugs 
(e.g. cocaine, amphetamines) and alcohol. All of these 
substances work directly on the heart and can produce fatal 
arrhythmias {DiMaio and DLMaio, 1989). In addition, certain 
restraint techniques (Le., hog-tying and prone positioning) 
combined with intoxicants and catecholamines can contribute 
to death (DiMaio and DiMaio, 1989; O'Halloran and Lewman, 
1993). 

Determination of cause of death is often problematic 
regardless of the causative conclusions rendered. Attesting 
to the perils of investigating and certifying custody death, 
Luke and Reay contend that "there is no more slippery slope 
than death in custody" (1992, 98). Such deaths often follow 
violent struggles with police and create the potential for 
significant legal and departmental ramifications. Witnesses 
may misinterpret such events as police brutality. Family 
members, the news media and concerned citizens' groups 
may become involved and demand further case investigation 
and. even outside case intervention. The potential compli- 
cations are exacerbated by the fact that often little pathological 
evidence is demonstrated at the autopsy (Luke and Reay, 
1992; DiMaio and DiMaio, 1989; Reay et al., 1992). When 
negative findings are reported, accusations of conspiracy or 
incompetence may be directed at the medical examiner's/ 
coroner's office. Involved police officers may be similarly 
accused and subsequently required to further justify ~heir 
actions. 

Moreover, due to the lack of or difficulty in interpreting 
pathological evidence, the cause of death may be misattrib- 
uted to police action (see Mittleman and Davis, 1991, for an 
excellent discussion of this possibility). Wetli {1991, 3) cautions 
that "sole reliance upon anatomical findings for the 
determination of the cause and manner of death is fraught 
with error" as "death certification must rely upon physical 
evidence and witness testimony." Hirsch and Adams (1993, 
140) similarly warn that "the pathologist who focuses solely 
on anatomic causes of death is doomed to fail . . .  equally 
important are the evaluations of the history, circumstances 
surrounding death, and the fatal environment." 

Based on these considerations, law enforcement personnel 
must be aware of and familiar with deaths in custody. The 
benefits of such understanding are twofold: police may 
potentially avert death by recognizing symptomatoiogy and 
thus rendering/obtaining assistance; or if a fatality does occur, 
police will be familiar with the problems associated with 
custody death investigation and certification. 

General Conditions 
Rese~ch suggests that fore" conditions may account for 

the majority of custody-related deaths: positional asphyxia, 
cocaine intoxication, excited delirium and neuroleptic 
malignant syndrome. Each condition is subsequently 
discussed, so law enforcement personnel will have a basic 
familiarity with some of the various presentations of these 
general types of custody deaths. 

Positional Asphyxia. Positional asphyxia occurs when body 
position interferes with respiration, resulting in asphyxia 
{Reay et aL, 1992). Positional asphyxial deaths tend to occur 
in a similar manner: maximally restrained subjects, unless 
seated upright in police vehicles, may become quiet and 
inactive after several minutes of transport. Respiratory 
difficulty is exhibited, and subjects subsequently stop 
breathing. 

Certain factors can render individuals more susceptible to 
sudden death due to positional asphyxia. Such predisposing 
factors include drug/alcohol intoxication (Bell et al., 1992}; 
excited delirium (O'Halloran and Lewman` 1993); and violent 
muscular activity. Acute alcohol intoxication is a major risk 
factor because respiratory drive is reduced, and subjects do 
not realize they are suffocating. Excited delirium combined 
with certain restraints (e.g., hog-tying) can also increase the 
susceptibility to sudden death by placing catecholamine 
stress on the heart. Subjects who have engaged in violent 
activities are rendered more vulnerable to subsequent 
respiratory muscle fatigue. Such fatigue may prove fatal to 
a restrained subject whose movement is restricted. 

Experts (Reay et al., 1992; O'Halloran and Lewman` 1993) 
contend that maximal, prone restraint techniques can have 
sudden lethal consequences. This potential is increased in 
intoxicated, delirious and/or violent individuals. Law 
enforcement personnel should employ alternative restraint 
methods (e.g. upright, seated positioning) whenever feasible. 
In situations where prone restraints are necessary., subjects 
should be closely and continuously monitored. 

Cocaine Abuse and Toxicity. Cocaine is an agent that 
stimulates both the central nervous and the cardiovascular 
systems. Pharmacologically, cocaine constricts blood vessels, 
elevates heart rate, raises blood pressure and increases body 
temperature. Such effects have produced lethal anatomic 
catastrophes in individuals without underlying preexisting 
anatomic disease{s). Mittleman and Wetli (1991) note that 
the medical literature clearly documents cocaine-induced 
vasoconstriction, vasospasm and hypertension that has 
culminated in spontaneous intracranial hemorrhage and 
infarcts of the cerebrum (i.e. strokes), kidney and intestinal 
tract. Cocaine may also be the cause of death in cardiovascular 
incidents where there is no anatomic abnormality (Mittleman 
and Wetli, 1987). Likewise, these effects can substantially 
compromise an already diseased heart or vascular system, 
and potentially culminate in fatalities (Mittleman and Wetli, 
1987). 

Of further concern is the fact that there is not an individual 
minimal lethal dose since fatalities have been associated with 
a wide range of concentrations including very low concen- 
trations (Mittleman and Wetli, 1987). For example, the sudden 
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occurrence of seizures and death has been documented in 
recreational users who chronically use even small amounts 
of cocaine (Fishbein and Pease, in press). Apparently, this 
phenomenon is the result of a kindling effect, a reverse 
tolerance whereby the sensitivity of the brain to cocaine is 
increased, and the brain's seizure threshold is lowered. 
Fishbein and Pease (in press) note that such potentially lethal 
seizures may occur any time. 

Alcohol substantially increases the risk of sudden death 
when combined with cocaine. Researchers (Escobedo et at, 
1991) suggest that the cardiotoxic effects of alcohol potentiates 
the cardiotoxic effects of cocaine, thus increasing the risk 
of overdose death. Wetli (1993) indicates that the risk of 
sudden death is increased 18-fold when cocaine is used in 
combination with alcohol This may be due to the production 
of cocaethylene, a result of this combination. 

Mittleman and Wetli (1987) note that recreational cocaine 
use may be lethal via its pharmacologic effects. They argue 
that the role of cocaine in precipitating a hypertensive or 
cardiovascular crisis must seriously be considered when 
investigating sudden death in a population where cocaine 
abuse is prevalent. Police should be aware of the potential 
lethality of cocaine use. 

Cocaine-Induced Excited Delirium. Excited delirium is an 
acute mental disorder characterized by impaired thinking, 
disorientation, visual hallucinations and illusions (Wetli and 
Fishbain, 1985). Behavior is consistent, purposeless and often 
violent. Significantly increased body temperature (hyperther. 
mia) is part of the syndrome (O'Ha[loran and Lewman, 1993). 
Excited delirium may be part of the spectrum of manic- 
depressive psychosis, chronic schizophrenia and/or acute 
drug intoxication (cocaine, PCP and amphetamines). 

The most serious psychiatric consequence of cocaine abuse 
is cocaine-induced excited delirium (cocaine psychosis), 
which may be associated with sudden death (Wet5 and 
Fishbain, 1985). Although most individuals will respond to 
treatment, cocaine-induced excited delirium is usttally 
regarded as a potentially lethal medical emergency. Wetli 
(1992) notes that hyperthermia is a negative prognostic factor 
frequently associated with sudden, unexpected cocaine- 
induced delirium deaths. 

Cocaine-induced excited delirium fatalities tend to occur 
in a stereotypic manner, with subjects exhibiting similar 
behaviors. Generally, symptoms begin with an acute onset 
of intense paranoia, immediately followed by violent and/ 
or bizarre behavior. Such behaviors include displaying 
violence toward inanimate objects (particularly glass), 
running, screaming and stripping off clothing (Wetli, 1992). 
Subjects appear psychotic, exhibit great strength and appear 
to have a significantly diminished sense of pain. Police must 
necessarily restrain such individuals, and a violent struggle 
generally ensues; however, force used by police often has 
minimal effects. Sudden death occurs either during or 
immediately after the struggle. Wetli (1992) explains that the 
mechanism of death is uncertain, and autopsy findings are 
generally nonspecific, revealing only injuries sustained from 
the struggle with the police. 

Police officers should be aware of the potential for sudden 
unexpected death resulting born cocaine-induced excited 
delirium. Police should be able to immediately recognize 
attendant symptoms, including any one or combination of 
the following:. 

• bizarre and/or aggressive behavior 
• shouting 
• paranoia 
• panic 
• violence toward others 
• unexpected physical strength 
• sudden tranquility 

Subjects exhibiting any of these symptoms should be 
promptly transported to a nearby medical facility. Close and 
constant monitoring during transit is warranted. 

Neuroleptic Malignant Syndrome. Neuroleptic malignant 
syndrome {NMS) is another recognized cause of sudden, 
unexpected death. This syndrome presents characteristics in 
a manner very similar to excited delirium (Reay et aL, 1992). 
Neuroleptic malignant syndrome generally occurs in 
psychiatric patients who are taking antipsychotic medication 
(i.e., neuroleptics). Physical exhaustion, dehydration and 
organic brain disease are additional predisposing factors. 
Symptoms include hyperthermia, fluctuating levels of 
consciousness and hypotonicity (i.e. limpness) of skeletal 
muscles. 

NMS may also occur in individuals who are not being 
treated with such medication. This specific form is often 
diagnosed as acute exhaustive mania. The condition is poorly 
understood and may be related to a cardiac event due to 
psychological stress (Reay et al., 1992). Hirsch and Adams 
(in Spitz, 1993) contend that the common lay term "scared 
to death" is literally true: psychological stress can induce 
fatal cardiac arrhythmias. However, autopsy findings are 
generally negative, seldom revealing a pathological cause of 
death (Reay et al., 1992). 

Anyone exhibiting symptoms of NMS or acute exhaustive 
mania should be taken immediately to a medical facility for 
evaluation. Optimally, this transport should, involve two 
officers, thus allowing for the close and constant monitoring 
of the subject in custody. 

Condusion 
Sudden death in custody is neither a new phenomenon 

nor attributable to the use of OC spray. Rather, sudden 
custody death can occur at any time for a variety of reasons. 
Any law enforcement agency may experience a sudden 
custody death, regardless of OC involvement. Consequently, 
officer awareness and recognition of risk indicators are 
necessary to ensure subject safety and minimize the risk of 
sudden custody death. These indicators generally include: 

• bizarre/violent activity 
• obesity--especiaUy "big bellies" 
• drug and/or alcohol involvement 
• apparent ineffectiveness of spray 
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Diligent observation and constant monitoring of subjects 
displaying any one or a combination of the indicators are 
procedurally warranted. Furthermore, the use of maximal, 
prone restraint techniques should be avoided. If prone 
positioning is required, subjects should be closely and 
continuously monitored. By implementing such procedural 
protocols, the potential for custody deaths may be lessened. 
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Appendix C: 
BCPD Precinct Boundaries 
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Appendix D: 
Data Collection Sheet 



"~ IACP/Balfimore County 
Oleoresin Capsicum Data Collection Sheet 

CC# Date Tzme 

Name Precinct/Function 
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NATUI~ OF INITIAL CONTACT 
BCPD Sima~on Found Code 

USE 
[] Indoors [] Outdoors [] In Vehicle 

WEATHER CONDFI'ION$ IT OLrl'DOOI~ 
[] Sunny [] Cloudy U Windy 

YOSFECT INFOI~MATION 
Name 

[] l~Jny D Snowy [] Other 

Height 
[] Large 

O Mentally Ill 

[] Other (specify) 

DOB 
Race Sex 
Body Frame" [] Small U Medium 

SUSFECT BEHAVIORAL CONDITION AT ENCOUNTER 
[] Cairn/Passive [] Intox/cated [] Dragged 
[] Other (describe) 

FORCE OR THREAT OF FORCE AGAINST OFFICF_R 
0 Fa'earm [] Knife [] Physical Force 

OC g~FOIO6ATION 
Application point on body 
Distance sprayed 
Desa@e actions o.f sus~. ect ~er  appEcation. 

Number dsprays 

w d ~ t  

[] Belligerent 

Was su.specz mca.oadtated enough to ease arr~t? (exph/n) 

IN'J-c~Y 
Officer. [] Yes [] No 
E yes, dmau'oe injury. 

F~t  Aid Administered: 
If yes, desert%e. 

5uspec~ [] Yes D No 

•Yes DNo 

DECONTAMINATION NEEDED 
OYes ON•  
If yes, describe. 

ANIMAL USE 
A,-~mal Type 
Animal Behavior:. 0 ARacking 
Animal Size- [] Less than 25 los. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Distance Sprayed 
O Threatening 

D 25-50 los. [] 50 los. plus 

I 
(Contin~ additianal cumments on ~e side if nac~sartj.) 
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