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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT JUL 18 2005

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
CLERK, U.8. DISTRICT COURT

VILLAGE OF DOLTON, on )} Case Number

behalf of itself and all others similarly situated, )

JUDGE HOLDERMAN

Plaintiff,
VS.

TASER INTERNATIONAL, INC., a Delaware
corporation,

Defendants. MAGISTRATE JUDGE KEYS

CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT
Plaintiff, the Village of Dolton (“Plaintiff”), by its undersigned attorneys, on
behalf of itself and all others similarly situated, files this Class Action Complaint and
alleges as follows:

NATURE OF THE ACTION

1. This is a class action brought on behalf of a nationwide class of all entities
that purchased “Tasers” from défendant for law enforcement purposes. This case involves
Taser devices that defendant markets as “safe” and “non-lethal,” despite the fact that the
product has never been adequately or independently tested for safety and has been involved

in numerous deaths and serious injuries across the country.



PARTIES

2. Plaintiff the Village of Dolton is a municipality located in Cook County,
Illinois. The Dolton Police Department (“Dolton P.D.”) is a police department with 44 full-
time and 15 part-time state certified police officers that operates within the Village of
Dolton, with its headquarters at 14030 S. Park Avenue, Dolton, Illinois 60419. The Village
of Dolton purchased Tasers for use by the Dolton P.D. as described herein.

3. Defendant Taser® International, Inc. (“Taser International” or the
“Company™) is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business at 7860 E.
McClain Drive, Suite 2, Scottsdale, Arizona 85260. Taser International manufactured,

promoted, marketed, distributed, developed, and sold Tasers in this District and in interstate

commerce.
JURISDICTION AND VENUE
4, Plaintiff alleges an amount in controversy in excess of $75,000, exclusive of
interest and costs,
5. This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to the provisions of 28

U.S.C. § 1332 because the amount in controversy exceeds $75,000 and there is complete
diversity of citizenship between the Plaintiff and Taser International. Further, this Court has
jurisdiction over this action pursuant to the Class Action Fairness Act, codified at 28 U.S.C.
§ 1332, because there is complete diversity and because the aggregate amount in controversy
exceeds $5 miltion. See 28 U.S.C. § 1332,

6. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(a)(1) because
Taser International conducts business in this District and the contacts of Taser International

with this District are sufficient to subject Taser International to personal jurisdiction herein.



FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

A. Background

7. At all times relevant hereto, Taser International manufactured, created,
designed, supplied, marketed, advertised, and otherwise distributed Tasers in interstate
commerce.

8. Defendant’s Tasers are handheld devices that fire two wires tipped with metal
barbs. Tasers look and operate like plastic guns. After firing, the probes discharged from
the Taser remain connected to the handheld device by high-voltage insulated wires that
electrocute, via the transmission of electrical pulses, the target person. According to the
Company, these electrical pulses, called “TASER-Waves or T-Waves,” are transmitted
through the body’s nerves “in a manner similar to the transmission of signals used by the
brain to communicate with the body.”

9. The Company states that, T-Waves “temporarily overwhelm the normal
electrical signals within the body’s nerve fibers, impairing subjects’ ability to control their
bodies or perform coordinated actions.” As discussed in more detail below, the Company’s
T-Wave “theory” is just that — a theory wholly lacking in objectively verifiable data
demonstrating how the Company’s Tasers work, where the electricity travels in the human
body, or whether those subject to its immensely painful electrocution live without long-term
or short-term consequences, whether cardiovascular, respiratory, or otherwise.

10. With the Company’s latest Taser models, the initial “impairment” effect lasts
up to five seconds, and the charge can be repeated for up to approximately ten minutes by
repeated firing of the Taser.

11. According to an internal Company “Memorandum of Law” dated May 3,

2004, Tasers are not classified as firearms by the Federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,



Firearms and Explosives because Tasers use compressed nitrogen gas as their propellant.
Therefore, firearms-related regulations do not apply to the sale and distribution of Tasers
within the United States. Tasers are essentially unregulated, and, in fact, are now being
marketed and sold to the general consumer population.

12, The Company makes several models of Tasers — some for law enforcement
personnel and some for average consumers. The M26 — the first of the Company’s current
generation of Tasers — was introduced in fate 1999; the Company’s latest law enforcement
model, the X26, was first introduced in May of 2003. According to the Company, the price
for X26 Tasers is approximately $800. The X26 Taser is described as having a range of
approximately 21 feet and delivers 50,000 volts of electricity to its target. The Company
states that it shipped the first X26 Tasers in September of 2003, after “comprehensive
medical safety testing was conducted.”

13.  As mentioned above, the Company also sells Tasers to consumers.
Specifically, the Company’s M 18, M18L, and X26¢ models are sold to consumers for prices
ranging from $399.95 to $999.00. According to the Company, the X26¢ Taser “debilitates
the toughest targets, without causing injury or lasting after-effects.” Like the models sold
to law enforcement agencies and departments, the X26¢ delivers 50,000 volts of electricity
to Its target.

B. The Company’s Bogus Safety Claims

14.  The Company describes itself as the market leader in advanced non-lethal
devices and widely markets its Tasers expressly as “non-lethal,” “safe” alternatives to guns
and deadly force. In addition, the Company claims its Tasers have no adverse long-term

health consequences. As a result of the Company’s aggressive safety marketing and



purported “extensive” medical research, Taser International has enjoyed significant sales of
its Tasers. Indeed, the Company’s most recent annual report filed with the Securities and
Exchange Commission on March 31, 2005, states:

Federal, state and local law enforcement agencies in the United States
currently represent the primary target market for our ADVANCED TASER
and TASER X26 products. In the law enforcement market, over 7,000 law
enforcement agencies have made initial purchasers of our TASER brand
weapons for testing or deployment. These agencies include the Unite[d]
States Secret Service, Los Angeles Police Department, Los Angeles County
Sheriff’s Department, New York Police Department, Chicago Police
Department, Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, Seattle Police
Department, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, Miami Police Department,
Denver Police Department, Houston (TX) Police Department, Fort Worth
(TX) Police Department, Orange County (FL) Sheriff’s Department,
Chandler (AZ) Police Department, Philadelphia Police Department, and
Minneapolis Police Department. In addition, 1,468 police departments,
including Phoenix (AZ) Police Department, Ohio State Troopers, Cincinnati,
San Diego, Reno, Houston (TX), Sacramento, Albuquerque, Citrus County
(FL) Sheriff’s Office and Clay County (FL) Sheriff’s Office have purchased
or are in the process of purchasing one TASER brand weapon to issue to
each of their on duty patrol officers.

We believe our Taser products could prove equally suitable for use
in correctional facilities and have begun to see TASER devices deployed in
correctional facilities such as those operated by the Los Angeles Custody
Division and the State of Wisconsin.
IS. The Company’s safety claims permeate its marketing materials. For example,
the Company claims that “TASER devices use proprietary technology to safely
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incapacitate.” Tom Smith, President of the Company and brother to Taser International
Chief Executive Officer (“CEO™) Rick Smith, recently told the Rocky Mountain News that
the Company “stand([s] by the safety of [its] product. It does not cause deaths.” Similarly,
in the Company’s “Certification Lesson Plan,” Taser International states that there are “no

reports of TASER weapons causing death,” and calls its Tasers “health insurance for

everyday circumstances.”



16. Further, when Taser International has purported to disclose the results of
scientific or medical studies on Tasers, as discussed in more detail below, it has disregarded
and obscured the studies’ negative information. For example, Taser International claims that
a Department of Defense (“DOD”) study (the “DOD Study”) proves that Tasers are “safe
and effective.” However, as will be shown below, DOD officials who were involved with
and have reviewed the DOD Study have stated that it contains no data whatsoever to justify
Taser International’s claims that there is no risk of death or serious injury from the use of
its product.

7. The Company, in all of its marketing materials and in numerous, frequent
public comments by its executives, states that Tasers are safe and non-lethal, going to great
lengths to avoid any acknowledgment that Tasers are anything but perfectly harmless. In
that regard, in a March 2005 public debate, Taser International co-founder and CEO Rick
Smith stated that Tasers present a danger comparable to “coming up behind your
grandmother and screaming ‘Boo.™

18.  Asaresult of its concerted marketing efforts and demonstrably false claims,
Taser International now reportedly equips about 7,000 United States police agencies, and
approximately 135,000 of the nation’s one million law and corrections officers. Sales to law
enforcement agencies make up approximately 95% of Taser International’s business.

19.  These law enforcement agencies and departments have been misled by the
Company’s safety rhetoric and, as a consequence, routinely use the Company’s Tasers to
subdue citizens in situations that do not warrant or permit the use of deadly force. For
example, a May 2004 study in Denver, Colorado — where nearly every active duty police

officer carries one of the weapons - published in The Denver Post, showed that in 90 percent



of cases subjects were unarmed, and that more than two-thirds of those who were charged
after being Tased faced only a misdemeanor crime or a citation. Similarly, a study of Taser
use in South Florida published in The Palm Beach Post in May 2005 revealed that Tasers
had been used on at least three pregnant women, an 86 year old man, a 14-year-old boy and
13-year-old girl, and in at least 237 incidents to get compliance from passively resisting or
fleeing suspects. The police officers mistakenly believe the Taser use is safe based upon the
repeated bogus safety claims made by Defendant. Indeed, the Company’s safety claims are
so exaggerated that many agencies even feel free to issue Tasers to school police officers.
In fact, reports on Taser International’s web site show that, as a direct result of the
company’s bogus safety claims, Tasers are frequently being used instead of more traditional
methods, such as seeking the assistance of mental health professionals. Tasers are being used
repeatedly on unarmed individuals, children, people already under restraint, individuals who
are physically disabled, and an overwhelming number of emotionally distressed individuals.
C. Plaintiff’s Purchases of Tasers from Defendant

20.  Plaintiff Dolion P.D. paid Taser International $8,572.98 to purchase Tasers
and necessary replacement parts and supplies from defendant. True and correct copies of
the invoices from Taser International to Dolton P.D. are attached hereto as Exhibit “A.”

21. At all times relevant to Dolton P.D.’s purchase of Tasers from the Company,
Taser International uniformly represented in its standardized marketing materials that Tasers
were safe, non-lethal, and that the Company had conducted extensive medical research on
their safety. These representations were false and misleading when made.

22.  Inconnection with its purchase of Tasers and following the standard safety

guidelines and instructions that were uniformly represented by the Company, plaintiff



Dolton P.D. created an “X26 Advanced Taser Policy” {the “Dolton Taser Policy™). A true
and correct copy of the Dolton Taser Policy is attached hereto as Exhibit “B.” Among other
things, the Dolton Taser Policy addresses “Treatment of Persons Subject to the X26.” In that
section, the Dolton Taser Policy states that officers who use Tasers on offenders should
evaluate if a probe has penetrated or otherwise injured the offender’s skin. In addition, the
Dolton Taser Policy states that “Officers must be aware that one aspect of potential injury
in deploying the X26 against a violent or combative offender is that of falling from a
standing position.”

23.  The Dolton Taser Policy was developed based on Taser International’s
uniform safety claims found throughout the Company’s marketing materials. Atno time did
the Company disclose to plaintiff Dolton P.D. that Tasers could result in death or serious
physical injury, such as cardiac arrest. Ifthe Company had done so, the Dolton Taser Policy
would advise its officers of such risks and Plaintiff would have placed information regarding
death and serious physical injury in the Dolton Taser Policy.

D. Taser International Knowingly Concealed the Dangerous Propensities of its Tasers
in its Uniform Promotional Materials

24.  As noted herein, the Company’s marketing materials over the years
repeatedly asserted that Tasers have no negative consequences and that they are non-lethal,
despite the fact that people have been dying from Tasers since at least 1999. Further, the
Company misleadingly states that it has conducted extensive medical and safety research on
its Tasers. The reality, however, is that Taser International has never conducted that
extensive research and that Tasers are being implicated in more and more deaths and serious

injuries. Indeed, recently the scientific, medical, and law enforcement communities have



all concluded that additional, independent safety testing of Tasers must be done.

25.  The purported medical and safety studies conducted by Taser International
to determine the health effects of its Tasers are dangerously insufficient. One of the primary
scientific studies conducted by Taser International was performed by Dr. Robert A.
Stratbucker, the Company’s medical director (the “Stratbucker Study™). This study was
released in the January 2005 volume of PACE (Pacing and Clinical Electrophysiology), the
official Journal of the International Cardiac Pacing and Electrophysiology. A true and
correct copy of the Stratbucker Study is attached hereto as Exhibit “C.” The Stratbucker
Study looked at the effect of Tasers on less than a dozen anesthetized pigs, not humans.
Indeed, Taser International has never conducted an independent, controlted scientific study
on the safety (either long-term or short-term) of using Tasers on humans,

26.  The Stratbucker Study examined the effects of Tasers’ electrical discharges
on the hearts of nine anesthetized pigs, each weighing approximately 150 pounds. The
primary point of the 2003 study was to determine a “safety index” for each animal based on
its weight. Data from the study purportedly suggested that the Taser presented a twenty-fold
margin of safety for adult humans.

27. In addition, in 1993, Dr. Stratbucker, then a paid consultant for Taser
International, conducted a series of tests to determine if external application of Tasers could
cause ventricular fibrillation in dogs. The study reported that 16 discharges of the
Company’s “Air Taser” and 192 discharges of its “Advanced Taser” [through electrodes in
multiple configurations] resulted in no episodes of ventricular fibrillation in the dogs.
Defendant touts this early study, but since it long predates the introduction of the Company’s

current Taser models, whatever statistical or medical conclusions it may have generated have



lost all relevance. Nevertheless, to this day Taser International still relies on its paid
consultant’s studies of outmoded Tasers on dogs, to evaluate, promote, and market the safety
of its newer, more powerful, and more widely used Tasers on humans.

28.  Despite Taser International’s purported studies, it has never analyzed in any
scientific manner the impact and effect of Tasers on humans. For example, Dr. Bill
Lewinski, Executive Director of the Force Science Research Center at Minnesota State
University-Mankato, and an advocate of the use of the Taser, stated in the December 12,
2004 issue of Force Science News, “there is no doubt that more really scientific research is
needed on human beings, not just animals to help us better understand when and how to use
the Taser devices.” Dr. Lewinski posed several questions of primary concern, emphasizing
“the need to know these and other answers.” His questions reflect the scientific
community’s fundamental lack of understanding of Tasers, such as: (i) how Tasers’
electrical discharges impact the human body; (ii) how Tasers’ effects can be properly
neutralized after control of suspects is established; and (iii) what should be done when
suspects suffer catastrophic responses (responses defendant says do not occur)?

29.  While Taser International touts its purported scientific research and medical
safety studies as “extensive,” the fact is that the Company’s scientific and medical research
lacks an in-depth analysis of the effect of the device on humans. For example, Taser
International has never conducted (independently or otherwise) research related to the health
affects of Tasers on the central nervous system, cardiovascular system, or respiratory system
of humans in the short or long term. Therefore, the safety studies it has conducted are
severely inadequate — as even Taser advocates will admit — and the true extents of the

harmful effects of Tasers are unknown, in direct contrast to the Company’s uniform



marketing scheme. Thus, despite touting its potentially deadly product as harmless, Taser
International has no idea of how Tasers impact, among others, pregnant women, the elderly,
young adults and children, individuals with heart conditions, and individuals with
implantable cardiac devices.

30. In a January 2005 article in The San Francisco Chronicle, Dr. Zian Tseng,
a cardiologist at the University of California, stated that he believes Tasers are dangerous
and can cause ventricular fibrillation. Dr. Tseng is well-placed to comment, because he
regularly uses jolts of electricity to force patients’ hearts into ventricular fibrillation. In his
practice, Dr. Tseng installs electrical defibrillators into the chests of heart patients. And, like
other cardiologists, when the installation is complete Dr. Tseng tests the defibrillator by
jolting the patient with electricity to stop the heart, to see if the newly implanted device starts
it up again. Dr. Tseng explained that he times his test jolts with “vulnerable periods in the
cardiac cycle, when shocks can cause dangerous arrhythmias.” It follows, Tseng says, that
an ill-timed Taser can be fatal. “I think [Tasers] are dangerous,” he told The San Francisco
Chronicle. “If you are shocking someone repeatedly, it becomes a bit like Russian roulette.
At some point you may hit that vulnerable period.”

31. Additionally—and ominously—7The San Francisco Chronicle reported that
cardiologists have found that the chance that electric shock will stop the heart is significantly
greater for those whose bodies are flooded with adrenaline—precisely the condition typical
of individuals most likely to be Tasered by police. Patients with underlying heart problems
are also more vulnerable. Not surprisingly, Taser International has never conducted any
medical studies on humans addressing the concerns raised by Dr. Tseng.

32. A prime instance and typical example of defendant’s deceptions is the



“Medical Info” section of its corporate website (the “MI Section”), where defendant
announces that “Medical Experts Confirm that TASER is Safe,” and posts a series of
documents that relate to studies that the Company describes as “independent reviews.” This
superficial presentation dissolves under scrutiny, however. All the studies are flawed in one
way or another. Many of the studies are anything but independent; others cite the need for
additional testing of the Taser and/or warn of populations that are especially vulnerable to
the weapon; most consist of no more than secondary reviews of previous research and
scientifically unreliable police reports.

33. For example, the Stratbucker study, described above, is a blatant instance of
the MI Section’s false assertion of “independence.” Similarly, Dr. Bill Lewinski’s study,
also described above, is a blatant instance of the MI Section’s false assertion that “medical
experts confirm that Taser is safe” and “non-lethal.”

34. One case in point of Taser International’s false assertions of independence
is the ongoing Taser safety study conducted by the University of Wisconsin-Madison (the
“Wisconsin Study”). The Wisconsin Study is designed to map Taser “current” in the body
and to monitor changes in blood chemistry and respiration in order to provide answers as to
how much electrical energy reaches the heart. The study will also examine issues such as
fibrillation thresholds, the impact of a variety of stimulant drugs, including cocaine, and
changes in blood chemistry. The final report from the Wisconsin Study is scheduled to be
made public in mid-2007. In March 2005, Taser International and the professor responsible
for overseeing the Wisconsin Study provided a statement to the Associated Press in which
Taser International claimed it had no ties to the research,

35. In May 2005, however, Dr. Stratbucker — Taser International’s Medical



Director, was removed as one of the four advisors to the purportedly independent Wisconsin
Study. Conveniently, Dr. Stratbucker’s resume submitted to the Wisconsin Study made no
mention of his direct ties to Taser International — even though his resume was incorporated
into the study’s original grant proposal. Further, the professor overseeing the study, in
apparent reliance on the Taser International Medical Director’s false resume, checked a box
to deny any conflict of interest between Dr. Stratbucker and the Wisconsin Study in the grant
proposal.

36. In lght of Taser International’s thinly-veiled attempt to influence the
“independent” Wisconsin Study, Amnesty International called for an end to the study in May
2005. A spokesman for Amnesty International stated, “This is not independent and there’s
an appearance that there was an attempt to hide the conflict.”

37.  The MI Section scores a double dose of deception when it includes the 2004
DOD Study, which is neither “independent” of Taser International nor “confirm[s]” the
safety of its product.

38.  TheDepartment of Defense issued a full version of the DOD Study on March
1, 2005. As mentioned herein, months earlier the Company touted the results of that DOD
Study, posting a summary version on the MI Section and proclaiming in an October 2004
press release that, “this comprehensive independent study further supports the safety of
Taser” and “reaffirms the lifesaving value of Taser technology.”

39.  According to government documents and e-mails recently obtained by The
Arizona Republic, however, “Taser officials not only participated in three panels to
determine the scope of the DOD Study, analyze the data and review findings, it also

provided a bulk of the research.” When the DOD first released its study, it made no mention



of those involved; an omission the Company pounced on to increase Taser sales by pointing
to the new, “independent” report. However, the later, more complete version of the Report
clearly shows that the Company’s CEO, director of technical services, general counsel,
medical director, chief instructor, electrical engineer and vice president of communications
were all involved in various panels for the DOD study over the course of a five- month
period.

40. Specifically, when asked about Taser International’s involvement in the DOD
Study, Larry Farlow, a spokesman for the Air Force Research Laboratory in Texas, which
oversaw the study, said, “they were not disconnected from the study.” The DOD Report also
showed that companies doing business with Taser, including General Dynamics, were
heavily involved in the study. In fact, representatives of the various companies, along with
Taser executives, participated in the final “Independent External Review Panel” to examine
all of the research provided.

41.  After months of repeated statements from corporate headquarters that the
DOD study was “independent,” in an interview in May 2003, Steve Tuttle (“Tuttle™), the
Company’s Vice President of communications acknowledged that the Company’s employees
were involved in the study. But Tuttle continued to tread the Company line, insisting that
Taser International did not influence the findings.

42. Other Air Force researchers stated that the study was not meant to be a
comprehensive review of stun-gun science or safety and that no conclusive findings on the
device’s safety were ever provided. In fact, government officials urged the Company to
commission an independent study rather than rely on the DOD Study.

43.  E-mails exchanged between military officials also reveal that other



government officials were concerned about the Company’s characterization of the study.
Captain Daniel McSweeney, a spokesman for the Joint Non-Lethal Weapons Directorate
stated, “T've expressed my personal view to (Taser) that the company might want to take a
different approach to their (public affairs) efforts” and “i.e., tone it down.” Captain
McSweeney went on to further say, “my opinion is that they probably want to commission
an independent (human effects) study, in which a variety of stakeholders participate.”
Turning a blind eye to the facts, the Company has been touting the DOD Study’s purported
findings as conclusive evidence that Taser is safe and effective, despite the fact that the DOD
Report made no conclusions about the safety of Taser.

44.  Yetanother of the MI Section’s reports fails on several grounds. A June 2005
report from the Office of the Police Complaint Commissioner of British Columbia, Canada
(the “BC Report™), consists, like several of the MI Section’s reports, merely of a review of
pre-existing literature. The report includes the admissions that: (i} medical doctors were
involved in the report only “indirectly as advisors;” and (ii) “it is currently impossible to
predict which individuals are clearly at risk of death during police restraint [including
Tasers] and there is no medical ability to recommend one method of restraint over another.”

45. The BC Report, however, highlights an area of concern that has been
unrecognized by previous studies — the effect that Tasers have on the respiratory system.
Based on the concern voiced by the BC Report (and never analyzed by Tazer International),
the Wisconsin Study, described herein, will include blood gas monitoring to provide data on
acidosis, CO? levels, and other factors.

46.  Defendant, in a corporate document headlined “TASER Non-Lethal

Systems,” boasts that it “strongly supports independent reviews” of its product. But only



selectively, it seems.

47.  Byway of example, at the American Academy of Forensic Sciences February
2005 conference in New Orleans, Louisiana, Mr. James Ruggieri (“Mr. Ruggieri”), a
forensic engineer who has written safety standards for the most respected electrical
laboratories and commissions in the world, presented a study demonstrating that the
electrical output of the Company’s M26 Taser is above the fibrillation threshold for 50% of
the population of the United States (the “Ruggieri Presentation”). The Ruggieri Presentation
concluded that shocks from Tasers could cause a delayed cardiac arrest and that injuries to
officers and suspects who are shocked may be going undetected, pointing to evidence
showing that heart damage and fatal heart rhythms can develop hours after electrical shock
occurs. The Ruggieri Presentation further concluded that “[t]The Taser can serve a useful role
in law enforcement . . . however, it should not be touted as a harmless device.”

48.  TheRuggieri Presentation recommended that police departments should stop
shocking officers during training exercises and use Tasers on suspects only when no other
non-lethal option is available.

49. In response to the Ruggieri Presentation, defendant issued a press release in
which the Company complained that it had not been given the chance to present independent
researcher Ruggieri with “technical feedback by reviewing his opinions.” In a separate
document, defendant slammed the presentation as “ludicrous” and “insupportable,” again
refusing to acknowledge even the possibility of infirmities in the Company’s safety claims.

50.  Defendant’s aversion to critical outside studies is further demonstrated by the
smoke screen the Company raised in response to the revelation by various media outlets in

February, 2005 that the DOD study included concerns about heart damage in individuals



subject to multiple Taser shots. In a corporate press release, defendant in particular
denounced a CBS News account that the study found that “repeated shocks from a Taser stun
gun led to heart damage in pigs.” Taser Intenational—ever the innocent whose honor has
been impugned—described itselfas “deeply concerned” that the media would publicize such
“erroneous links,” and then launched a barrage of comment from paid medical consultants
that questioned the DOD’s analysis of heart damage indicator levels, such as acidosis and
Troponin T levels) in the pigs’ blood.

51.  Defendant’s blood chemistry argument was well-calculated to deflect
attention from the DOD report’s long list of cautionary statements. As the report states in
its introductory passages:

Several data gaps were identified in the data evaluation. These gaps
include the biological basis for TASER effects, appropriate dosimetry, and

the impact of environmental- and scenario-dependent variables on the

induction of effects. Available laboratory data are too limited to adequately

quantify all possible risks of ventricular fibrillation or seizures, particularly

in susceptible populations.

52, Among the many nettles in the report’s briar patch are: (i) “If long periods
of uninterrupted [application of Taser-type jolts] did occur, the risk of unintended adverse
effects such as cardiac arrhythmia . . . impairment of respiration, or widespread metabolic
muscle damage (rhabdomyolysis) could be severe;” (ii) “In an extreme case of several
minutes of exposure during which respiration is impaired, acute respiratory failure, which
is immediately life threatening, could plausibly develop;” and (iii) “The potential for seizure
induction should be investigated further with analytic models. . .the data are not adequate to
determine with confidence whether a head strike with a TASER dart can induce a seizure.”

53. Among major institutions concerned about the increasing Taser-related deaths

and the Company’s dubious medical research and safety claims is the Department of



Homeland Security, whose two largest law enforcement divisions have rejected the use of
stun guns, almost all of which are manufactured by Taser International, for about 20,000
agents and officers, largely because of questions about the safety of the devices. The bans
were adopted by the bureaus of Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”) and
Customs and Border Protections in internal directives that were issued during the past two
years. Specifically, the ICE’s decision was based on several factors including: (1) a lack
of conclusive information regarding the use of the devices; (2) the need to determine ICE
program office requirements for these devices; (3) a need to study the issues in greater detail
prior to authorizing the devices; and (4) the fact that ICE officers have other intermediate
use of force devices available to them. Commenting on the safety of stun guns, almost all
of which are manufactured by Taser International, Karen Amendola, chief operating officer
for the Police Foundation, a law enforcement “think tank™ based in Washington, stated:
“Clearly, there is not enough information out there on the medical issues and how these

devices are being deployed. There needs to be an objective third-party look at this issue.”

54, For example, as described above, Taser International has long relied on a
study of Tasers by the Air Force, claiming the study shows that the devices are safe.
Recently, however, The New York Times disclosed that the Company’s representations were
simply false and misleading because, contrary to Taser International’s representations, the
Air Force study concluded that more research was needed to determine how Tasers affect
the heart. If Tasers are safe and the Company has conducted “extensive medical research,”
why do so many people in the medical, law enforcement, and human rights communities all

state that more research is needed to fundamentally understand how Tasers interact with the



human body? The answer is simple: Taser International’s claims of extensive safety
research are false and misleading.

55.  Significantly, it is in the Company’s training of police agencies that it makes
its most unqualified assertions of product safety: “proven to be medically safe,” “non-

1 ‘e

destructive to nerves, muscles and other body elements,” “will not cause a heart attack or
damage a pacemaker.” Despite such wide-ranging claims, however, Defendant is no fool,
and carefully hedges its bets. Ignoring its own boasts of years of expert testing, the Company
in its training manuals disavows sufficient expertise to advise police on actual Taser
deployment and tactical policies, on the grounds that “each law enforcement agency is expert
in and responsible for their own use of force deployment and post-deployment policies and
procedures.” So, to protect itself from legal consequences when the purportedly
“unforeseen” occurs (as is increasingly the case), the Company’s terms and conditions of
sale have been amended to include an agreement by purchasing police agencies to indemnify
the Company for force-related liability arising from the prescribed use of its product.

56. At the time they purchased Tasers from defendant, Plaintiff and members of
the Class were without access to the information concealed and misrepresented by the
Company as described herein, Plaintiff and the members of the Class were all supplied with
the same promotional materials, advertisements, and “sales pitches” trumpeting Tasers as
safe, non-lethal, and backed by extensive medical research. Had Plaintiff and members of
the Class known of the true dangerous propensities of Tasers and the falsity of Taser
Internattonal’s claims of extensive medical research, they would have taken steps to avoid

those dangers and would not have purchased Tasers from the Company.

57.  The Company’s safety assertions are clearly false. For many people, use of



Tasers, as directed by the Company (and despite the Company’s claims of extensive medical
research), has resulted in death, often as a result of cardiac arrest. Put simply, Taser
International’s “‘extensive’ medical research is anything but.

58. As a result of deaths and safety concerns, the International Association of
Chiefs of Police (“IACP”) called for every police department to conduct a review of its
Taser policies. On April 4, 2005, the IACP released the results of its study of Taser use by
police departments, concluding that there is a need for further research on “outcomes,
injuries, and in-custody deaths.”

Recently, Taser expansion was halted in Chicago after police, in two separate incidents in
February of 2005, shocked a 54-year-old man who later died and a 14-year-old boy who
immediately went into cardiac arrest.

59.  Notably, on July 12, 2005, Birmingham, Alabama Mayor Bernard Kincaid
ordered Birmingham police officers to halt the use of the department’s 135 Tasers, saying
more studies are needed on the impact of the stun guns. That decision followed the death of
a 41-year-old DUI arrestee who had been Tasered by corrections officers during a
confrontation at the Birmingham City Jail.

60.  What everyone seems to be acknowledging, with the exception of Taser
International, is that Tasers are very dangerous products that cause serious physical injury
and death.

61. Indeed, as use of the Company’s Tasers has become more widespread, Tasers
have been implicated in numerous deaths. For example, an ongoing investigation by The
Arizona Republic has found that 120 people have died in the United States and Canada

following police Taser strikes since 1999. As aresult, groups such as Amnesty International



have called for a moratorium on the use of Tasers until more studies are completed on their
effects on humans.

62. Further, as the death toll from the Company’s Tasers has steadily risen, the
Company’s claims of conducting extensive medical and safety research have been called into
question.

63. Specifically, as stated above, Taser International claims to have done
“comprehensive medical safety testing” on its Tasers. Reality, however, paints a much
different picture. For example, a compilation of articles, research papers, manufacturer
documentation, human rights papers, and medical reviews all lead to only one conclusion:
there 1s a lack of conclusive research on the effects of Tasers on humans; the actual effects
are not known to any degree of certainty.

64.  On May 19, 2005 Dolton P.D. officially suspended the use of all Tasers by
order of the Chief of Police, Ronald Burge.

65. In light of the foregoing, upon information and belief, the Company
knowingly, intentionally, and recklessly concealed the true safety profile of Tasers in a
uniform, nationwide campaign of false and misleading marketing materials. Such
concealment included, without limitation, the following:

(a) The Company knowingly, recklessly concealed, or negligently failed
to disclose its own data from investigations and other analyses, studies, tests, understandings,
and conclusions about the dangerous nature of Tasers and adverse events associated
therewith;

(b)  The Company knowingly, recklessly concealed, or negligently failed

to disclose that the use of Tasers poses a risk of severe personal injury, including death;



(c) The Company knowingly, recklessly concealed, or negligently failed
to disclose that from 1999 to the present, Tasers have been associated with a significantly
higher incidence of adverse events than the Company represented to the public (in fact, the
Company represents that Tasers have no adverse effects). All of these adverse events
resulted in personal injuries, and many resulted in catastrophic personal injuries or death.
The Company has deliberately failed to report or acknowledge the validity of this
information to the medical community, the public, or the law enforcement community; and

(d}  The Company knowingly, recklessly concealed, or negligently failed
to disclose, alert the medical community, the public, and the law enforcement community,
properly warn, or otherwise call attention to the misrepresentations concerning the safety
testing of Tasers and the dangerous propensity of Tasers, which caused serious personal

injuries and death.

E. Plaintiff and the Class were Damaged by Defendant’s Wrongful Conduct

66.  Defendant falsely and deceptively misrepresented or omitted a number of
material facts concerning Tasers, including, but not limited to, adverse health effects caused
by Tasers, including the frequency, severity, and rapid development of these adverse effects.

67.  Through, among other things, its press releases, advertising campaigns, and
marketing materials, defendant has prodliced and disseminated uniformly misleading
communications with and concealment of information from the medical community, the
public, and the law enforcement community. Despite its knowledge that Tasers are
dangerous and that it has not conducted any scientific, clinical research on the effects of
Tasers on humans, the Company continued to vigorously promote and advertise Tasers as

non-lethal.



68.  Had Plaintiff and the members of the Class known the full extent of the risks
and dangers associated with Tasers, including that they were not as safe as the Company
represented, they would never purchased Taser products. Plaintiff and other members of the
Class were proximately injured and suffered losses as a result of the Company’s knowing,
intentional, reckless, and negligent failures to disclose this misconduct.

69. Defendant knew or should have known that Tasers created significant risks
of serious injuries, including death. Defendant failed to make proper, reasonable, timely,
or adequate warnings about the risks associated with the use of Tasers and blatantly
misrepresented both the quantitative and qualitative aspects of the Company’s so-called
extensive medical research.

70. By way of their wrongful misconduct, the Company intended to and did
supply Tasers that were dangerous to Plaintiff and the members of the Class, all while
misrepresenting the safety profile of Tasers.

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS
71. Plaintiffbrings this action as a class action for damages, equitable, injunctive,
and other relief pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 23(b)(2) and (b)(3) on behalf
of the following proposed class:

“All municipalities, cities, agencies, law enforcement or corrections
departments, or other similarly situated entities that have purchased Tasers
manufactured, supplied, distributed, sold and/or placed in interstate
commerce by Defendant for law enforcement or corrections purposes.”

72. Upon completion of discovery with respect to the scope of the Class, Plaintiff
reserves the right to amend the Class definition. Excluded from the Class are Defendant,

including any parent, subsidiary, affiliate, or control person of defendant; defendant’s

officers, directors, agents, or employees; the judicial officers assigned to this litigation; and



members of their staffs and immediate families.

73. Numerosity: The members of the Class are so numerous and geographically

diverse that joinder of all of them is impracticable. While the exact number and identities

of members of the Class are unknown to Plaintiff at this time and can only be ascertained

through appropriate discovery, Plaintiff believes and therefore aver that there are at least

hundreds, if not thousands, of Class members throughout the United States.

74.  Commonality: In this action, there are questions of fact and law common to

members of the Class that predominate over any questions affecting any individual

members, including, without limitation, the following:

(a)
(b

(c)

(d)

(e)

(H

(&)

(h)

Whether Taser International markets its Tasers as “non-lethal;”

Whether in marketing and selling Tasers, the Company failed to
disclose the dangers and risks to the health of persons subject to their
use;

Whether Taser International failed to adequately warn of the
adverse effects of using Tasers;

Whether Taser International falsely or fraudulently misrepresented
in its advertisements, marketing materials, and other materials,
among other things, the safety of and potential harm that can result
from Tasers;

Whether Taser International designed and manufactured Tasers
that were dangerously defective because they lead to serious adverse
health effects, including, but not limited to, death;

Whether Taser International knew or should have known that use
of Tasers leads to serious adverse health effects, including, but not
limited to, death;

Whether Taser International adequately tested its Tasers prior to
distribution and sales in the market place;

Whether Taser International continued to manufacture, market,
distribute, and sell Tasers notwithstanding its knowledge of their
dangerous nature;



(1) Whether the wamings and information Taser International
provided with its Tasers were adequate in warning of the potential
hazards resulting from their use;

Q) Whether Taser International knowingly omitted, suppressed, or
concealed material facts about the unsafe and defective nature of
Tasers from the medical community, the consuming public, or the
law enforcement community;

k) Whether Taser International breached its contracts with Plaintiff
and members of the Class; and

§)] Whether Plaintiff and the Class have been injured or damaged by
virtue of Taser International’s conduct.

75. Typicality: Plaintiff’s claims are typical of the claims of other members of
the Class in that Plaintiff alleges a common course of conduct by defendant towards
members of the Class. Plaintiff Dolton P.D., like other members of the Class, purchased
Tasers from Defendant to be used as a non-lethal device for law enforcement purposes.
Plaintiff and the other members of the Class seck identical remedies under identical legal
theories, and there is no antagonism or material factual variation between Plaintiff’s claims
and those of the Class.

76. Adequacy: Plaintiff will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the
Class. Plaintiff’s claims are coextensive with, and not antagonistic to, the claims of the other
members of the Class. Plaintiff is willing and able to vigorously prosecute this action on
behalf of the Class, and Plaintiff has retained competent counsel experienced in litigation
of this nature.

77.  Plaintiff brings this action under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(b)(3)
because common questions of law and fact (identified above) predominate over questions
of law and fact affecting individual members of the Class. Indeed, the predominant issues

in this action are whether Taser International marketed and sold its Tasers as non-lethal



devices to members of the Class for law enforcement purposes. Certification under Rule
23(b)(3) is appropriate because a class action is superior to the other available methods for
the fair and efficient adjudication of this action, and Plaintiff envisions no unusual difficulty
in the management of this action as a class action.

78. Plaintiff also brings this action under Rule 23(b)(2) because defendant has
acted or refused to act on grounds generally applicable to all members of the Class, thereby
making final injunctive relief concerning the Class as a whole appropriate. In the absence
of appropriate injunctive relief, defendant will continue, under the guise of extensive medical
research, to market and sell its Tasers as non-lethal devices to be used for law enforcement
purposes. Defendant’s uniform conduct towards Plaintiff and the other members of the
Class makes certification under Rule 23(b)(2) appropriate.

COUNT 11
BREACH OF CONTRACT

79. Plaintiff hereby adopts and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through
73 as if fully set forth herein.

80.  Asset forth herein, plaintiff Dolton P.D. entered into an agreement with Taser
Intemational for the purchase of Tasers and related equipment such as replacement
cartridges, batteries, and chargers.

81.  As a result of its extensive marketing campaign built upon false and
misleading safety claims, Taser International entered into the same or substantially similar
agreements with the other members of the Class.

82. In breach of its agreement to provide Plaintiff and rest of the Class with a safe
and non-lethal device, Taser International has provided Plaintiff with Tasers that are unsafe

and potentially lethal. As a result, Plaintiff and other members of the Class cannot use the



products in the manner anticipated.

83. Taser International’s failure to provide the product that was agreed upon, i.c.,
non-lethal, safe Tasers that had been subject to extensive medical testing, to Plaintiff,
constitutes a material breach of contract.

84.  As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff and the members of the Class have
suffered damages.

COUNT 111
UNJUST ENRICHMENT

85. Plaintiff hereby adopts and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through
73 as if fully set forth herein.

86.  Taser International has knowingly and willingly benefited from, accepted
payment from Plaintiff and the Class, and has been unjustly enriched at the expense of and
to the detriment of Plaintiff and the Class by wrongfully collecting money to which Taser
International, in equity, is not entitled.

87.  Plaintiff and members of the Class paid for Tasers for the purpose of
purchasing safe, non-lethal means of force for law enforcement purposes.

88.  Plaintiff and members of the Class did not receive a safe, non-lethal product
that had been the subject of extensive medical research for which Plaintiff and the Class
paid.

89.  Taser International has unjustly retained and failed to refund Plaintiff and
members of the Class the amounts wrongfully collected from them, and, under these
circumstances, Taser International has been unjustly enriched thereby.

90.  Plamtiff and members of the Class have a claim to the difference between

what was charged for the Tasers they purchased from Taser International and the diminished



value of Tasers that are indeed lethal, have not been subject to extensive medical testing, and
can reasonably only be used in limited circumstances.

91.  Plaintiff and members of the Class are entitled to recover from Taser
International all amounts wrongfully collected and improperly retained by Taser
International, plus interest thereon.

92.  Asadirect and proximate result of Taser International’s unjust enrichment,
Plaintiff and members of the Class have suffered injury and seek damages in the amount
necessary to restore them to the positions they would be in had Taser International not been
unjustly enriched.

COUNT IV
MONEY HAD AND RECEIVED

93. Plaintiff hereby adopts and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through
73 as if fully set forth herein.

94.  Taser International has received money from Plaintiff and members of the
Class by wrongfully collecting money to which Taser International is not entitled because
Taser International knowingly sold Tasers as being non-lethal, and subject to extensive
medical research, despite the fact that Tasers can cause serious personal injury, including
death and that the Company never conducted extensive medical research.

95.  Plaintiff and members of the Class have a claim to the difference between
what was charged for the Tasers they purchased from Taser International and the diminished
value of Tasers that are indeed lethal, have not been subject to extensive medical testing, and
can reasonably only be used in limited circumstances.

96.  Plaintiff and members of the Class are entitled to recover from Taser

International all amounts wrongfully collected and improperly retained by Taser



International, plus interest thereon.

97. It is inequitable and unfair for Taser International to retain Plaintiff’s and
members of the Class” money. Thus, this money is a debt owed by Taser International to
Plaintiff and members of the Class.

98.  Asadirect and proximate results of Taser International’s wrongful conduct,
Plaintiff and members of the Class have suffered injury and seek damages in the amount
necessary to restore them to the positions they would be in had Taser International not
wrongfully collected and retained amounts from the sale of Tasers that are indeed lethal and
can reasonably only be used in limited circumstances.

COUNT V
DECEPTIVE ACT OR PRACTICE

99.  Plaintiff hereby adopts and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through
73 as if fully set forth herein.

100.  Plaintiff brings this Count under the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive
Business Practices Act, 815 ILCS 505/1, et seq.

101. The conduct of defendant constituted unfair or deceptive acts or practices.

102.  Plaintiff and members of the Class are consumers who purchased defendant’s
Tasers.

103.  Atall times relevant to this action, Taser International marketed its Tasers to
Plaintiff and members of the Class as “non-lethal,” stating that the Company had conducted
extensive medical research on the safety of its Tasers.

104.  In direct contradiction to its representations, the Company conducted no
independent research on the safety of its Tasers. Indeed, reports of deaths following the use

of Tasers have steadily risen each year for the past several years.



105.  Defendant’s marketing of its Tasers purported safety profile constitutes a
deceptive act or practice that directly impacts Plaintiff, the members of the Class, and
consumers in general.

106.  Defendant’s intent was that Plaintiff and other members of the Class would
rely on defendant’s deceptive acts or practices in order to increase sales of Tasers as non-
lethal devices that could be used in law enforcement,

107.  Defendant’s deceptive conduct directly increased its sales of Tasers.
Therefore, defendant’s deception occurred in the course of conduct involving trade or

commerce.

COUNT VI
BREACH OF EXPRESS WARRANTY

108.  Plaintiff hereby adopts and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through
73 as if fully set forth herein,

109.  Defendant uniformly and expressly warranted to Plaintiff and members of the
Class, by and through statements made by the Company or its authorized agents or sales
representatives, orally and in publications and all materials intended for consumers, Plaintiff,
and the members of the Class, that Tasers were safe, effective, and fit and proper for their
intended use as non-lethal devices.

110.  Inusing and purchasing Tasers, Plaintiff and members of the Class relied on
the skill, judgment, representations, and foregoing express warranties of the Company. Said
warranties and representations were false in that the aforementioned products were not safe
and were unfit for the uses for which they were intended.

111, As a direct and proximate result of the Company’s breaches of warranties,

Plaintiff and members of the Class have suffered injury and seek damages in the amount



necessary to restore them to the positions they would be in had Taser International not
breached its warranties concerning the safety of its Tasers.

COUNT VII
BREACH OF IMPLIED WARRANTY

112.  Plaintiff hereby adopts and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through
64 as if fully set forth herein.

113, Prior to the time that Tasers were used by Plaintiff and members of the Class,
the Company impliedly warranted to Plaintiff and members of the Class that Tasers were of
merchantable quality and safe and fit for the use for which they were intended.

114.  Plaintiff and members of the Class were and are unskilled in the research,
design, and manufacture of Tasers and reasonably relied on the skill, judgment, and implied
warranty of the Company in using Tasers.

115. Defendant’s Tasers were neither safe for their intended use nor of
merchantable quality, as warranted by the Company, in that they have dangerous
propensities when put to their intended use that can cause severe injuries, including death.

116.  As adirect and proximate results of Taser International’s wrongful conduct,
Plaintiff and members of the Class have suffered injury and seek damages in the amount
necessary (o restore them to the positions they would be in had Taser International not
breached its implied warranty concerning the safety of its Tasers.

WHEREFORE, on behalf of themselves and all others similarly situated,
Plamntiff respectfully demands a trial and pray for judgment as follows: (a) certifying that
this civil action may be maintained as a class action by the Plaintiff as the representative of
the Class; (b) for actual damages in an amount to be proven at trial; (¢} for pre and post-

judgment interest; {d) injunctive relief, and (e) for such other and further relief that this



Court deems just and proper.

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

Plaintiff demands a jury trial for all claims so triable.

This_/ 8 day of July 2005,

G:\mdemato\Taser\Dolton PD Complaint vi.doc
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PURPOSE
The pumpose of this policy sotg the guldolln'es for the Village of Doiton Police Dapartment's policy

regarding deployment of the X26 Advanced TASER, refarred to from here on in ay X28.

QVERVIEW

The X260 Is deployed as an officer safuty tool and 19 an addition to other polics self-defense
tachniques and tools. The X26 Is to be used to control phyalcally dangerous or viclsnt subjects,
when & weepan Is Invoived, or there Is feasonable belief that It Is ungafe Jor oMcers to approach
within physicel contact range of the offender(s). An officer Is not expacted to place himee! at
unreasonabie risk o d the TASER nor shall an officar deploy the TASERwhera facing afirsarm
or extended distance deadly force threat unless circumstances permit such use.

The X28 has a data port that stores the dale and time of each firing of the weapon. Tﬁe data
provides complete and accurate dosumentntion of each firlng. The X26 falls In the Category of
intermediats forge technology,

This toel when used pursuant o training is not conaidered Uea of Deadly Force or to constitute the
infliction of Great Bodlly Harm, .
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The X28 fires two probes up to a distanca of 21 feet from a raplacesble oartridge. Thess
probes are connsctad to the wespon by high voRege insulated wire, When the two probes

- make contact with the target, the X26 transmits electrical puises along the wires and Info the

target through up {o twa inches of cibthing. The pulees sand 28-watt alsotricel signaix to
temporarly ovarride the central nervous system that directly affects control of the skeletal
muscles. This electrical impulse causss an uncontrollable contraction of the muscle tissus,
allowing the X286 to causs temporary physical debiitation to a psrson. Ihis can occur -

Qs 1 D31h tole - R TOCUg, PUt piTia ot be gwure that NO

. PROCEDURE

The X28 shall be issued to and used enly by officera who have completed the Viiage of
Dolton Police Department's user or inetructor TASER training program.

Only properly functioning and charged X28e shail be carmed on duty.

Each discharge, including unintsnded diccharges of an X20, shafl be Investigated and
documentad, A detalled polioe report shall be compisted by the officer that digoharged the
M28 after each use. Discharge of the X26 during an approved training seaaion wil not requins
campistion of a report or further investigation, unless an injury ogeurs during the training
s98¢lon, The X28 will nat be demonstratsd st any ime unlass during an approved training
sesslon or lo test the functionafity of the unitin a safe area. The X26will not be displeyad or
used in an unnecessary or unprofessional manner. ‘

The X28 is programmaed to deliver 2 5-6500nd slectrioal curant if the officer rejcases the

trigger aftar firing. #t win continuously discharge if the officar holda the trigger in the firing

mode. The dffcer using the weapon can sfop the discharge of the X26 at anytme by

manually tuming the weapan fire selectar to off. It \s recommended that during feid

deployment and use against a violent offsnder, the full 5-sacond Cycle (orlonger as requirsd)

3; delivered to galn maximum effectiveness and compilance of the offender (s) affacted by
X26. ‘

The officer deploying the X28 will NOT aim the X26 at the syen, face or nack of the offender.
Tha X261s laser sighted and the tap proba will follow the wignmant of the front and rear sighta
and/ or the laser aiming sight, The bottom probe will travel at ar 8-degrse downwand angle
below the aimed pointiaser sighted area, The botiom probe will drop approximstely 1 foot for
evary 7 fost it ravels from the wespon to target. The officer shall, where feashlp, aim atthe
canter of masa of the offender from the rear. In Ideal circumsatances, a span of the probes that
exoeeds 8 Inches or more and than makes contact in more than one hemisphere of the body
Wil praduce bast resuits as to incapacitation and Jesgen the chanos of ingfective oontact,

The officer depioying the X26 must keep histher hands away from the front of the weapon
{discharge area) at all mes unises the safoty la forward and the X268 is desctivated.
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DO NOT fire the X26 near fiammabio kquids or fumes. The X26 can ignite gas and ctrer
ﬂeﬁ.;‘mg'ah;eza.s Soms self-defense aprays are flamnable and shou'd notbe um?n conpinction
W L] . .

Replace to cartridges by the axpination date, All expired carridges wi bo furmed inlo the
Training Commander or Designes for use during training exerciaes ér for disposal.

The Training Commander or Designee shall be responaible for the charging of the TASER's
batisry pack or mxchange of replacement batteris,

i
Yt

MANDER RESP
Review sach use of an M28 by officers. (Detallad Ga.u Report)
Ovarses the X26.
1. Acortified X28 instruotor will conduct tralning, bask user certification for the M28,
2. Alttraining shall be coordinated through the Training Gommander or Designes.

V.  M28 EQUIPPED QFFICERS

A

cf

D.

E.

F.

Ofioers ao designated by the shift supeivisor on each shit shall carry the X28 on duty.

© TheX28 shall be carmed Ina spscificaly designed holster opposite the offioar’s duty handgun

in a fully loadéd condition with at least one extra 21 foot cartridga In the-holster, Tho M28
may also be secured within a carga pocket of the uniform pants WITHOUT the cartridge
locked in the front firing port.

The Gommander of Training or Designee wil record the serial number of the TASER and
the Cartridges uesd for pach TASER

When notinuse the X28 shall be prope:ly securad and will only be removed from the haister/

oany pocket or ather sscured location when & is to be checked, discharged or taken in f out of
service. The X26 Is not o be subjected to prolonged heat er cold. The X268 when nat
deployed for tralning or field use will be starad in a seoure location.

Ensure the batieries of the X26 are charged. When cheoking the batteries, the air cartridge
muyt be removed. A blinking or solid LED light indlcates tha X26 had been umed on, The
X28 shall be tested at the beginning and end of sach shift without a cartridgs locked in placa.
i the spark rate of tha fest firing is 20 siow that the discharges can be counted, the battéries
are 100 weak for depioyment and will be charged or replaced. '

Before discharging tha X26, the officer should nolify other officers on tha scens and -
responding ofMicers so that they are awars that Its usa Is imminent. This should be done
by using the cods word "TASER", :
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The air cartridge and proboea shall be retained s evidonce. Liniees required for svidentlary
na-ds,mewhsmnybeMdundmeahumendofhammmmmema
of the ﬂre_? cqnm'rhkﬂ“mwm the ahl:rp ends l‘trhom Mnmﬁh evidence
snyelopo. Tapas s ba over the portale 1o ensure the probe ceriridge, The
Evidengg shall be placed In a bichazard containar and sealad.

V. IREATMENT OF PERSONS SUBJECTED TQ THE X28

The following issues are subject to both avallabiiity and participation of parsmedic response:

Vil

A,

Alter zecuring the offender In handcuffs or other appropriate restraints, the X26 deploying
officer or other officers on scene shall evaiuale the offender to determine if a X268 probe hag
peneirated the skin, If contrgl of the cifenderls in quastion, the probes may ha laft in plade to
afford additional control during transportation to the dapatnentoroﬂmhd%lf!&o offercler
la under control, an officer or supervisor st the scene may remove the T, ER probs (s)
ensuring alter removal that the probe is intact and no part of the probe remains in. the
offender. Should a shvation suchas a probe stiidng & sansitve ares of the body such as the
face, neck, argioln, efo. require medical Intervention to remove the probe(a), the offander will
ba iransported by paramedics to a madical Tacility,

Officera must be aware that one gzpact of potental injury in deploying the X28 sgainst a
vilent or combative offander Is that of falling from a standing pesition, ‘ﬂu

TACTIGAL DEPLOYMENT

A. Whers feasible (Tenn. v. Gamer), use verbal commands and point the (ager sigit at the offender

prior to firing.

Have additional cantridge(s) evaiiable or a second X28 raady to fe In the event the probe (s)
mias the target or there is a malfunction.

Have back-up prasant to prepare to make physical apprehsnsion MMM
Acpreprate and necenstisted by the situstion, ;

. Usa cover and distance to Insure offiper safety. _ :
Avoid uss near roofs or on the edge of buildinge to aliminate the possibilty of the offendar falling.
Avold use on an offender in deep bodies of water due to the chance of drowhing.
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The X28 ordinarily should notbedeplcyedztdistanmbeyond 18 foot due to separation
distanoe between tha probas. o

Other deployment conglderations inciude Immlnont threat to oﬂ'roam o others, offender
:;;c.llvoly resteting amest, use of a weapon, severity of the ceime, attempting 1o evade arest by
Officer v, Offender ﬂlcm that may be conaidered in the use of force responss

Age

Sex

Skill fevel (fighting abliky)

1
2 .

3 Pregnanay (avoid uss if visibly pregnant)
4

8

Multiple subjecta 7 officers
8. Relative strength.
Special Circumstances:

1. Clogeness of weapon
2 Injury or axhauation of officer

3 Officer on ground

4,  Distance betwesn officar and subject
5, Special knowledge

8 Availability of other options

IX. M28 ADVANGED TASER INSTRUGTOR

The X28 instructar shall*

A.

Reoelve, inspect, and ensure the maintenance and replacemeant of the X268 devices aulé'nad
to departmental persannel,

Establlsh and maintain syltems to record issvance of {he X26 and the air cartridges. Saﬁal
Numbers wilt be recorded



oy

e/ as/ WUy LU.UL FAX
".03721-03 MON 13:38 PAX DOLTOXN ¥D ®o2s

C.  Maintain an adaguate supply of batteries and air oartridges for replacement.
Return defective or damaged X286 TASERS and cartridges ta supplier,

E. Obteins servica and/or replacement for dafective or dumaged X268 components fiom the
suppiler, -

The Detective will receive and maintain used cariridges packaged as svidence,
G. Provide annuai re-fralning to certified users.

Review copies of the “SBupervisory TASER Use Raport” for completeness.
i Maintain training updates from Air TASER Intsmationsl,

By Order Of:

Rowatn Eemps
Chief of Palica

Effective Date: May 17, 2004



