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SUMMARY

The Winnipeg Police Department reviewed the use of the OC spray
product and decided to use the Def Tec as it was reported by both
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police and the Calgary Police Service
that it was the superior OC product.

�First Defense� Mark III, produced by the Def Tec Corporation was
selected for the four month evaluation period. There were 181
officers trained in the use of the product.

During the evaluation period the OC product was effectively used 71
(91%) out of 78. Of the 22 outdoor useages 19(86%) were
effective.

The study recommended the following:

l training should emphasize spraying from three feet
and further from the person sprayed.

l better decontamination procedures be developed.

l training be developed for defensive tactics for officers
encountering individuals who have OC spray.

l a �use of force� form be developed to monitor OC
spray useage.

For information concerning this report contact:

Winnipeg Police Department
Sgt. John Robins, Planning and Research
Telephone (204) 986-3027



Le Service de police de Winnipeg a étudié I�utilisation de produits en aerosol à
base d'oléorésine capsicum (OC) et decide d�employer celui de Def Tec,
recommande par la Gendarmerie royale du Canada et le Service de police de
Calgary comme étant le meilleur en son genre.

Le produit ((First Defence, Mark  de la Def Tec Corporation est celui qu�on a
retenu pour I�essai de quatre mois. On a enseigne à 181 agents comment utiliser
ce produit.

Pendant la période d'évaluation le produit à base d'OC a été utilisé efficacement
71 fois (91 %) sur une possibilite de 78. Dans les 22 cas d�utilisation à I�exterieur,
il a été efficace 19 fois (86 %).

Recommandations de l'étude :

insister au moment de la formation sur le fait que la vaporisation
doit être effectuee à trois pieds ou plus de la personne visée;

elaborer de meilleures techniques de decontamination;

concevoir des seances de formation sur les tactiques defensives
pour les agents aux prises avec des individus munis de
neutralisants en aerosol à base d'OC

elaborer un formulaire sur I�utilisation de force pour surveiller
I�utilisation de produits à base d'OC.

Pour toute information au sujet de ce rapport contacter :

Service de police de Winnipeg
Sgt John Robins, Planification et Recherche
Telephone : (204) 986-3027



OLEORESIN CAPSICUM (OC) ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

After several years of scrutiny, the Winnipeg Police Department
embarked on a program to review the use of an OC Spray product.
A exhaustive review in both Canada and the United States of all
available OC products was conducted in order to determine which was
the most effective. It was found that two products were
predominant - the Cap Stun and Def Tec lines. Subsequent studies
by both the RCMP and the Calgary Police Service indicated that the
Def Tect line was noticeably superior.

As a result, it was decided to utilize only the Def Tec Corp.
"First Defense" Mark III product. The test period extended from 93
09 01 to 93 12 31. There were 208 officers trained during this
period. Using a formula, an equivalent of 181 officers were
trained for the whole period (4 months).

RATIONALE FOR TEST PERIOD

1. TO DETERMINE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PRODUCT.

2. TO ENSURE PROPER TRAINING STANDARDS FOR THE REMAINDER OF THE
DEPARTMENT.

3. TO ENSURE PROPER USE.

USAGE

There were a total of 78 uses of the OC. In 1992, the RCMP tested
the product in Surrey and Prince George B.C. and a small detachment
in the NWT. It was tested for three months and they had 141 uses
during that period of time. Therefore, the incidence of use in the
Winnipeg Police test period appears reasonable.

The use of the product escalated dramatically in December as can be
seen by the following chart:

MONTH SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER

COUNT BY MONTH 9 19 8 42
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EFFECTIVENESS - Overall

The product has demonstrated that it is effective in temporarily
disabling individuals. The following table illustrates the rating
of the OC product:

EFFECTIVENESS EXCELLENT GOOD POOR NOT
RATING EFFECTIVE

COUNT BY 55 16 3 4
EFFECTIVENESS

PERCENTAGE 70% 21% 4% 5%

Each rating may be defined as follows:

EXCELLENT -
GOOD -
POOR -

worked very well.
worked well.*

NOT EFFECTIVE -

impaired the individuals vision but they
were still able to struggle.
did not work at all.

* In a review of the data, it is difficult to differentiate
between the first two and the differences may be subjective to
the officer spraying.

Based on the rating, if the first two categories are used, the
product is 91% successful. This falls within acceptable standards
for the product. Most of the literature states that the product
should experience a 90% success rate.

Based upon the comments of the officers who participated in the
experiment, this product has received a high degree of support.
Comments and a description of the incidents may be found in
Appendix 1.

OUTDOOR EFFECTIVENESS

There were 22 occurrences of the use of the spray in out door
weather. The effectiveness can be seen in the following table:

OUTDOOREE'E'ECTIVENESS COUNT
RATING

EXCELLENT 14

GOOD 5

POOR 1

NOT EFFECTIVE 2
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The overall effectiveness at 86% is slightly diminished from the
indoor effectiveness which is 93%. The temperatures range from 10
deg c. to -28 deg c. The temperatures where it was not effective were 4
deg c with a 14 km/h wind and -17 deg c with a 5 km/h wind. The
temperature for the poor rating was 10 deg C with no wind.

The most extreme cases where it worked were:

1. -28 deg C . with a 40 KM/H wind and at a distance of 6' with light
precipitation / rated at good.

1. -2 DEG c. with a 60 KM/H wind and at a distance of 2' with light
precipitation / rated at good.

In the first case, only the individual's vision was initially
impaired by the spray. This however allowed the officers to
handcuff the individual and get him into the patrol vehicle. Once
in the patrol vehicle, the full effect of the spray took hold.

PROPER USE

A review of all the descriptions of the incidents was conducted
determine if the product was being used in a proper fashion.
major proportion of the descriptions were satisfactory
explaining that the product was used appropriately.

to
A
in

Sergeant R. Lahaie of the Training Division wrote a report which
indicates that the remaining forms did not properly explain the use
of the product. In order to address this issue, the Case Reports
of these incidents were reviewed in detail. This review, conducted
by Inspector Walker, determined that all remaining sprays were used
correctly. See Appendix 2 for details.

EXCELLENT EXAMPLES:

1. A male armed with a steak knife attacked the
police. The officer used the spray at a
distance of eight feet which instantly
disabled the individual. The officers
commented that deadly force (shooting) was the
only other option.

2.  A female fighting officers, she scratched a
female officer in the process. The officers
temporarily had the female restrained but she
broke free. In order to prevent further
injury, they the officers sprayed the female.

3.  A male was threatening suicide with a butcher
knife. He began swinging the knife at the
officers. Within five seconds of spraying the
male, he was incapacitated and handcuffed,
thus preventing injury to both himself and the
officers.



SAFETY

A major concern for the Department is that the product is safe for
both the Officer and the person to be sprayed.

There were five cases where person sprayed were taken for medical
treatment, however, only two where the spray was the cause. In
both cases, the individuals were treated successfully by giving the
individuals eye washes.

The other injuries included an individual who was treated for an
injury inflicted by his wife; an abrasion received when falling and
an individual who was treated when he became exhausted during his
altercation with police. He was asmatic and it was deemed prudent
to take him to the hospital.

Also of concern and which is related is the cross contamination
which can occur. The scale used for this can be seen in the
following table (in order of rising severity);

CROSS CONTAMINATION FOR PARTNER OR BYSTANDERS

DEGREE OF NONE VERY MODERATE SEVERE- CAN INCAPACITATED

SEVERITY LITTLE STILL FUNCTION

COUNT BY 34 25 18 1 0
SEVERITY

The one case of severe
accidentally sprayed his
though after the spray.

contamination occurred when an officer
partner. She was still able to function

In only 24% of the cases was there any sort of cross contamination
that was moderate or greater. This would appear to be reasonable.
Moderate contamination generally gave 'some scratchiness in the
throat but caused no problems. Ten or 53% of moderate
contaminations occurred three feet or closer. This may indicate
that the situations were in close quarters.

CROSS CONTAMINATION FOR INDIVIDUAL USING TEE SPRAY.

DEGREE OF NONE
I

VERY MODERATE SEVERE - CAN INCAPACITATED
SEVERITY LITTLE STILL E-UNCTION

COUNT BY
SEVERITY

37 22 19 0 0

Again the cross contamination was only 24%. Part of this could be
explained by the close proximity to the person being sprayed.
Eleven or 58% of these sprays occurred 3 feet or closer.



DEMOGRAPHICS (See Appendix 3 for detailed Demographics)

There was a total of 66 males with an average age of 30 years,. .
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weighing an average of 186 lbs. (84.3 kg) and standing 70.3" tail
(179 cm.). There was a total of 12 females with an average age of
28.6 years, weighing 185 lbs. (83.9 kg) and standing 65.4" tall (166
cm.).

DISTANCE OF SPRAY (Chart #1 in Appendix 4)

This depicts the distances that the spray was used. Thirty-six or
46% of the sprays occurred three feet or closer to the person
sprayed. In fact, 1 4  or 18% occurred two feet or closer. This is
of concern. The pressure exerted by the spray could cause damage
to the eyes of the person sprayed. As a safety precaution the
RCMP indicate that no one should be sprayed within the three foot
range . Also a great deal of cross contamination occurs at close
range. When officers are trained, additional emphasis should be
placed upon this portion of the training.

TIME OF DAY

A very specific pattern occurred in the time of day where the spray
was used as can be seen by the following chart:

TIME OF DAY 20:oo to 04:00 04:00 to 12:oo 12:oo to 20:oo

COUNT 41 17 20

PERCENTAGE 52% 22% 26%
OF SPRAYS

% CALLS IN 41% 22% 37%
TIME FRAME

The first period, 20:00 to 04:00, is the busiest time of day for the
patrol units as depicted in the section marked % CALLS (for
service). However, it still has a disproportionately higher
percentage of sprays than the calls would indicate.

INCAPACITATION TIME (Appendix 4 - Chart II)

Incapacitation time is the time it takes to render the person
sprayed to be deemed safe. Fifty-six or 79% of the people sprayed,
where the spray worked well had the effect occur in ten seconds or
less. Sixty-eight or 96% occurred in one minute or less.
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TIME TO APPROACH SUBJECT (Appendix 4 - Chart III)

Relates to the time required for an officer to approach the sprayed
subject. Fifty-seven or 76% of the people sprayed had the effect
occur in ten seconds or less. Seventy-one or 95% occurred in one
minute or less.

CONDITION OF PERSON SPRAYED (Appendix 4 - Chart IV)

This refers to what state the person was in at the time. Forty-
eight or 62% of the people were under the influence of alcohol.
Eleven or 14% were under the influence of drugs. Four or 5% were
mentally impaired. It was found that OC did not work well with any
individual who was mentally impaired. Fifteen or 19% were
classified as being normal as far as their state was concerned.

BEHAVIOUR OF THE PERSON SPRAYED (Appendix 4 - Chart V)

There were three categories listed, which are Violent, Aggressive
and Passive. Twenty-eight or 36% of the persons sprayed were deemed
by the officers as violent. On two occasions the spray was not
effective.

Forty-nine or
towards the pol
up) . Twice the
worke d  poorl y .

63% of the time the individual S were aggressive
ice (ie. thr eateni.ng to fight the of ficer with fis ts

product was not effective and on three occasions it

On one occasion an individual was passive. The individual was
hiding under a stair well in a break and enter and refused to come
out. Ultimately for the safety of all concerned they sprayed the
individual. As it turned out the individual sprayed had a record
for violence.

USAGE BY PLATOON (Appendix 4 - Chart VI)

Chart VI indicates that the "Al" and "A2" shifts use the spray
moreso than the other shifts. Indeed, 62% of all the sprays came
from those two shifts. Of note, however, is that the officer who
trained the Division is on one shift and a Sergeant in the Crowd
Control Unit, who is a leading proponent of the product, is on the
other shift. Some of their enthusiasm for the product invariably
rubbed off on their shifts.

It should be pointed out, however, that one officer on the "A2"
shift used the spray on 12 individuals on 8 separate occasions
during the test period. All of those tests seemed appropriate
though.
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USAGE BY SENIORITY (Appendix 4 - Chart VII)

Although 48% of Division #11 personnel have ten years service or
less, their percentage of usage was 74%. This is almost three times
as much as the more senior personnel. Naturally, some of the more
senior personnel will have station functions or be NCO ranks. Still
the 74% number appears rather high. There were no uses of the
product by an NCO.

HOLSTERS

The majority of the holsters issued were leather. There were only
two poor ratings on the leather holsters. There were seven comments
that the snaps were hard to do up. There was some mention that the
holster was difficult to use with gloves on.

There were seven uses where the officers had velcro holsters. They
were all rated as excellent.

RATE OF RECOVERY

Most of the literature indicates that an individual will fully
recover within one hour after being sprayed. There were only four
incidents where the effects were longer. Two lasted 90 minutes, one
80 minutes and one seventy-five minutes.

TRAINING

A review of the Training was conducted by S/Sgt. Kehler, Sgt. I
Pratt & Cst. Bertouille. The following'results were noted:

1. Overall, the officers were positive towards this training.

2. Fifty percent of the individuals were exposed to the OC. Many
individuals expressed concern over the "communal tub" for
decontamination, citing possible health hazards from the
mucous in the water.

This is a valid concern on the part of participants. With
modern day knowledge on the transmission of diseases,
individual cleansed cleaning tubs must be provided to protect
the officers being trained.

3. Individuals expressed concern that additional training should
be offered in training officers methods to protect themselves
from being personally sprayed.
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4. They indicate that the lesson plan should include guidelines
in documenting OC use in reports and notes emphasizing detail
and justification of its use.

SUMMARY

EFFECTIVENESS

The Def Tec product proved to be effective with a 91% success rate.
The officer's comments would indicate that they wholeheartedly
approve of the product and feel that it would enhance the safety of
officers on the street.

PROPER USAGE

From a review of the forms and with additional review of the actual
reports submitted, it would appear that the spray was used
appropriately.

TRAINING STANDARDS

The training of officers in the product appears sufficient with the
exception that greater emphasis is required in training officers not
to use the product when they are closer than three feet to the
subject and those concerns mentioned in the TRAINING section of this
report.

OTHER COMMENTS

After reviewing the forms, it became apparent that there is value
in having an overall Use of Force Form which would assist the
Department in determining the training needs of the Department.
They could be used to:

1. Ensure the appropriate level of force was used.

2. Ensure the integrity of our training.

3. Determine if any member appeared to be more involved than
would appear normal so that remedial training could be
implemented.
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4. Document examples where the proper use of the product
invariably saved the Department from expensive litigation.

Sgt. Lahaie's has recommended a Use of Force Coordinator.
Currently, training in the various uses of force appears to be piece
meal and a more holistic approach is required.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That the remainder of the Police Department be supplied with
the Def Tec OC product as outlined in Appendix "%".

2. That Velcro Holsters be ordered for the remainder of the
Department.

3. a. During the training, additional emphasis should be placed
on spraying three feet away or further. The dangers of
cross contamination for the officer and possible injury
on the person sprayed should be highlighted.

b. That better decontamination procedures be implemented.

C .  Additional training be provided in documenting the
justification for the use of force in both reports and
notes.

d. Training be offered in defensive tactics for when
officers are confronted with individuals who possess the
OC spray.

4. That a Use of Force Form be developed for use by our
Department.

5. That a review of the need for a Use of Force Coordinator be
considered.



APPENDIX 1



















APPENDIX 2



ASSESSMENT OF APPROPRIATE USE OF FORCE

The writer obtained copies of reports written on each
occasion the O/C spray was used by members during the
product assessment phase. I am satisfied that the
application of the O/C spray was justified in every case.

An issue that is apparent is the number of times O/C
spray is used on aggressive persons and these individuals
are then detained under the provisions of the Intoxicated
Persons Detention Act. On examining the comments in the
Call Histories relating to these incidents the use of O/C
spray was justified, however the individuals involved
could have been charged with a Criminal Offence such as
Cause a Disturbance, Obstruct a Peace Officer and/or
Assault a Peace Officer. This may be occurring for
matters of expediency. This issue can be addressed by
means of a Routine Order emphasising the intent of the
�Intoxicated Persons Detention Act. Subsequent
instructions should be issued, that persons committing a
criminal offence that would lead them to be sprayed with
O/C, should be so charged.

Sergeant 11 R. Lahaie has submitted a report to Sergeant
1 D. Williams and myself stating his belief that the
Department should adopt a 'Use of Force Form' to better
document the level of force used against members and to
justify the members response. This suggestion was in
part made after he reviewed the forms developed by
Research and Planning to monitor the O/C spray usages.
He did not examine the police reports submitted. These
forms did not provide for a detailed
the incident but were meant to provide
which they did.

response relating
statistical data,

It is my opinion that Sergeant Lahaie's suggestion be
taken under advisement apart and separate from this
Analysis and should be submitted to the Executive as a
change in policy and training.

I reiterate my endorsement of the Department obtaining
and training all operational members of Department in O/C
spray.
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