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ABSTRACT 
 

Police pursuits are a necessary evil in the world of law enforcement.  The 

problem is that far too many people (officers, innocent bystanders and suspects) are 

losing their lives as a result of these pursuits.  Not only is there a cost in lives, but there 

is a huge financial burden associated with police pursuits as well.  The settlements from 

lawsuits associated with police pursuits have reached into the millions of dollars, and 

law enforcement agencies simply cannot afford them.  The attitude of the general public 

has changed.  Where they used to expect law enforcement to chase criminals until they 

are caught, now they expect law enforcement to weigh the need against the dangers 

involved and be held accountable for their decision. 

This research paper will bring to light the need for restrictive pursuit policies.  It 

will address the need to weigh the severity of the crime versus the danger the pursuit 

imposes on the public and the pursuing officer.  Some of the ideas discussed will 

include alternative ways to track the suspect vehicle, ways of disabling the suspect 

vehicle, and things that need to be taken into consideration for initiating, continuing, or 

terminating a pursuit.  The research will show that police pursuits are costly: both in 

lives and money.  In Clark v. South Carolina Department of Public Safety, the courts 

held that it is the pursuing officer and the department’s responsibility to know when to 

terminate a pursuit (Batterton, 2008).  If guidelines for when it is acceptable to initiate or 

continue a pursuit are spelled out in a policy that the officer is familiar with, then there 

should be a reduction in the loss of life and ordered judgements from the court. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Vehicle pursuits are one of the most dangerous things a police officer can 

become involved in during a shift.  On average, since 2010, a police officer has died 

every six weeks from pursuit related crashes (“Study Shows Forty-Two Percent,” 2012).  

Studies over the last 15 years have shown the dramatic number of injuries and deaths 

associated with vehicle pursuits.  The injuries and deaths are not restricted to the 

officers or suspects involved in the pursuits.  Innocent bystanders are being injured and 

killed as a result of these vehicle pursuits as well.  This paper strives to emphasize the 

need for departments to draft restrictive vehicle pursuit policies in an effort to reduce the 

number of injuries and deaths to officers, innocent bystanders, and suspects.  Through 

the reduction of injuries and deaths, departments would also see a reduction in funds 

expended through civil lawsuits. 

Criminals have run from law enforcers for centuries.  Before the invention of the 

automobile, they fled on foot or on horseback.  Sir Robert Peel created foot patrol 

officers (Peelers or Bobbies) on September 29, 1829 (“The History Of The Police 

Force,” n.d.).  When a Bobbie came across an in-progress crime, he would sound a 

whistle (before the whistle they used wooden rattles).  Other Bobbies would converge 

on the area where the crime was being committed and effectively surround the suspect 

until they could close the perimeter and capture the person being pursued.  This was 

much like the hue and cry system that was abolished in 1827 (“The History Of The 

Police Force,” n.d.). 

In the Old West, the sheriffs and marshals would form a posse and pursue 

criminals on horseback.  Although certainly there were injuries and maybe even some 
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deaths sustained during these pursuits due to slips and falls, it is doubtful that they 

compare to today’s statistics.  This is likely due to several factors.  One, the population 

was drastically less than it is today.  Two, the population was far less dense than it is 

today.  Finally, pursuits on foot or on horseback do not involve a heavy, metal, carriage 

(automobile) traveling at a much higher speed with a much greater stopping distance.  

Unfortunately, the researcher for this paper was unable to find any data related to this 

subject from before the invention of the automobile.   

In the early 1900’s came the invention of the automobile.  Now criminals had a 

much faster way to elude pursuing officers.  Over the years, the general population 

grew and became much denser in and around cities.  Vehicles became more powerful 

and much faster.  The combination of these factors dramatically increased the 

opportunity for more, higher speed, vehicle pursuits in areas that had a much larger 

number of obstacles that simply did not exist in the past.  These obstacles include such 

things as other vehicles and a much larger number of innocent bystanders. 

One of the primary roles of a police officer is to protect the public.  It will be 

shown in this research paper that vehicle pursuits have become a danger to the public 

they are sworn to protect.  While the police cannot completely do away with the act of 

pursuing criminals, they can restrict the criteria for initiating and continuing a pursuit. 

Law enforcement agencies should adopt more restrictive vehicle pursuit policies.  

This would reduce the number of unnecessary pursuits.  Knowing that a large 

percentage of pursuits end in crashes (Schultz, Hudak, & Alpert, 2009), this would also 

reduce the number of injuries and deaths associated with vehicle pursuits.  That 

reduction would include officers, innocent bystanders, and suspects.  Along with the 
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reduction in the number of injuries and deaths would come the reduction in civil lawsuits 

brought against departments due to injuries and deaths sustained as a result of vehicle 

pursuits. 

POSITION 

Since 1982, the average number of police pursuit related deaths nationally is 336 

per year.  That number has not dropped below 300 per year since 1993 (National 

Highway Traffic Safety Administration [NHTSA], 2016).  It is important to note that the 

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s [NHTSA] Fatality Analysis Reporting 

System statistics only include what was reported to them.   

The first position this paper will take is that lowering the number of unnecessary 

pursuits would logically lower the opportunity for serious injury or death to the pursuing 

officer, the suspect, and innocent bystanders.  This position will be presented primarily 

through statistical research.  There were two statistical studies used to validate the 

claims of this research paper.  The first study to be examined was done by Schultz, 

Hudak, & Alpert (2009), where Schultz was the lead instructor of the Law Enforcement 

In-Service Training in Emergency Vehicle Operations and Police Pursuits at the 

Minnesota Highway Safety and Research Center.  This study lasted two years and 

collected data from participants of 136 classes.  There were over 2,000 officers 

surveyed from those classes (Schultz, Hudak, & Alpert, 2009).  

The data from this study is from interviewing officers attending these classes and 

not from reports examined by the person(s) conducting the research (Schultz, Hudak, & 

Alpert, 2009).  Of the officers that were interviewed, they remembered being involved in 

26,737 pursuits.  Of those pursuits, they claimed that 2,058 of them ended with the 
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officer being involved in a crash.  That is 7.7% of all of the pursuits.  In 8,866 of the 

pursuits “others” were involved in a crash or 33.2% (Schultz, Hudak, & Alpert, 2009).  

The report does not stipulate how many of the 8,866 “others” who were involved in 

crashes were either suspects or innocent bystanders. 

A second, and probably more accurate report, was released in 2013.  In this 

report the Bureau of Justice Statistics showed that there were an estimated 68,000 

police vehicle pursuits in the year 2012 (Reaves, 2017).  Note that the data does not 

include federal, campus, or park police.  Reaves (2017) goes on to say that for the 

same time period, there were 351 deaths as a result of these pursuits, although the data 

is not shown in the chart.   

A report from the Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), which is 

maintained by the National Highway Transportation Safety Administration (NHTSA), 

showed that an average of 355 people were killed each year from 1996 to 2015.  That is 

nearly one person per day per year.  In this same report, it is shown that of the 7,090 

fatalities resulting from police vehicle pursuits during this same time period, 88 of them 

were occupants in the police vehicle.  The report goes on to say that 2,088 deaths were 

from occupants of another (uninvolved) vehicle, and 277 were not even occupants in a 

vehicle.  Over half (4,637) were occupants of the vehicle being chased (Reaves, 2017). 

In 2007, the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) issued a report 

based on data collected since 2000 (Yates, 2009).  The information came from the 

Police Pursuit Database Project, which is an online way for police agencies to submit 

police pursuit information.  While this is not an all-inclusive database, it does show a 

trend among the reporting agencies of why police vehicle pursuits are initiated.  The 
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report states that 42% of the 7,737 pursuits submitted to the database were initiated for 

traffic offenses.  Eighteen percent of the pursuits were for stolen vehicles, nearly 15% 

were for Driving While Intoxicated (DWI), and just over 16% were for felony crimes 

(Yates, 2009). 

According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, over 95% of municipal, county and 

state police agencies had a written pursuit policy.  Of those with a policy, 13% of 

municipal, 17% of county, and 30% of the state agencies allowed for officer discretion.  

The survey goes on to show that 71% of municipal, 63% of county, and 53% of state 

agencies have a restrictive pursuit policy (Reaves, 2017, table 4). 

The second position this research paper will take is that restrictive police vehicle 

pursuit policies would greatly reduce that amount of money law enforcement agencies 

and sometimes officers are ordered to pay due to civil suits filed by either the suspects 

or innocent bystanders who inadvertently become involved in a police vehicle pursuit.  

Remember that the FARS report from 1996 to 2015 showed that there were over 7,000 

deaths as a result of police vehicle pursuits.  What is not shown is the number of 

serious injuries that did not result in the loss of life.  In either case (death or injury), the 

affected person or their family could have grounds for a civil suit.  Not only can the 

department be sued for not having a defendable pursuit policy, the involved officer could 

be sued personally as well.  Here are just a few examples of civil suits filed over the 

years and their outcome. 

In November 2007, in Independence, Missouri, 17-year- old Christopher Cooper 

was struck and killed while crossing the street on his bicycle by a vehicle being pursued 

by an Independence police officer.  The family claimed that the officers involved did not 
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follow the department’s pursuit policy.  Even though Tom Daily, Chief of Police, 

defended the department’s eleven page pursuit policy and presumably the officers’ 

actions, the court still found in favor of the Cooper family and awarded them 

$275,000.00.  Christopher Cooper’s mother, Cheryl, made the comment after the 

settlement was awarded, “Police chases are an epidemic in this town” (Burnes, 2010, 

para. 6). 

In October 2006, in Yakima, Washington, an uninvolved vehicle was struck by 

another vehicle fleeing from police.  The uninvolved vehicle had three occupants.  Two 

of those occupants died and the third was seriously injured.  The fleeing vehicle was 

reported as stolen, and the driver was found to be under the influence of meth as well 

as being on parole.  The plaintiffs in the case argued that a stolen vehicle was not a 

serious crime and that the pursuit should have been terminated.  The cases for the two 

deceased occupants were settled for $150,000 and $280,000.  The settlement for the 

injured party was signed off on through mediation and is expected to amount to 

$350,000.  The police department never admitted to any wrongdoing (Morey, 2012). 

July 22, 2008, in Petersburg, Virginia, Javon Butts and his passenger, Donte 

Howlett, nearly hit a Petersburg Police Department unit as they backed out from a 7-

Eleven store.  The officer had to move his vehicle to avoid being struck.  The officer had 

just pulled up to investigate a shoplifting call.  The officer signaled the driver to stop, 

both with hand signals and the use of his siren, but they fled instead.  A pursuit was 

initiated and reached a top speed of 65 miles per hour (MPH) on a road where the 

speed limit was 25 to 35 MPH.  The fleeing vehicle eventually crashed into a tree killing 

both of the occupants.  The families of the deceased occupants argued that once the 
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speed of the pursuit reached 60 MPH the officer should have terminated the pursuit.  

They also argued that other factors were not considered such as the fleeing vehicle ran 

through a light and was headed toward a major intersection.  This all occurred at 1:30 

am.  The families claimed that the officer was negligent, and a settlement was reached 

in the amount of $779,999 (Bowes, 2011). 

May 12, 2013 in Bothell, Washington, the vehicle Rachael Kamin was driving 

was struck by a vehicle fleeing from police.  The crash resulted in Kamin’s death two 

days later.  The initial reason for the pursuit was because the fleeing vehicle was 

displaying stolen license plates.  The involved officers’ sergeant called off the pursuit 

and the officers deactivated their lights and sirens, but they followed the fleeing vehicle 

when it exited the freeway they were on.  The fleeing vehicle pulled into a gas station, 

struck a parked car and then backed into one of the pursuing officers’ vehicle.  The 

chase then started again and ended with the crash into Kamin’s vehicle.  An internal 

investigation concluded that the primary officer in the pursuit violated policy because 

“the danger to the public outweighed the need to stop the suspect” (Hefley, 2016, para. 

11).  The family argued that the chase went on for too great of a distance.  The city of 

Bothell settled with the Kamin’s family for $3,000,000 (Hefley, 2016). 

On April 5, 1997, at 1:30 AM in South Carolina, a trooper attempted to pull a van 

over for speeding, it was going 57 MPH in a 45 MPH zone, as well as a failure to use 

turn signals.  After the trooper activated his lights and siren, the driver of the van did not 

immediately stop and the trooper checked in pursuit.  At one point, the van did pull over, 

but when the trooper approached the vehicle, the driver attempted to run the trooper 

over and then sped off again.  A second trooper joined the pursuit.  During the pursuit, it 
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was discovered that the van was stolen.  The driver of the van attempted to run the 

pursuing troopers off of the road and ran through a red light, nearly striking another 

vehicle.  When the fleeing vehicle attempted to pass another vehicle in its lane, the 

driver veered left into oncoming traffic and struck a van head-on.  The van went 

airborne, crashed into a wooded area, and caught fire.  The occupant of the van died as 

a result of the crash.  The Supreme Court of South Carolina ruled that because of “the 

heightened dangerousness of the pursuit” it should have been terminated.  The jury 

awarded the family of the driver of the van $3.75 million dollars and 80% of that had to 

be paid by the trooper (Batterton, South Carolina section, 2008, para. 9).  

COUNTER POSITION 

In a paper written by Crowdis (2011), he argued that officer discretion should 

dictate when to pursue.  Law enforcement has a “sworn duty to enforce the law” and to 

capture anyone who violates the law or poses a danger to the public.  He further quotes 

Justice Scalia in the 2007 case of Scott v Harris where the Judge stated “we are loathe 

to” enact a law that orders the police to not pursue fleeing criminals just because they 

are driving recklessly and putting other people’s lives in danger.  Crowdis (2011) also 

states that even the Kentucky Supreme Court (in 1952) claimed that “officers would be 

derelict in their duties by not pursuing the fleeing motorist” (Crowdis, 2011, p. 2).   

 Crowdis (2011) is correct when stating that one of the primary functions of law 

enforcement is to catch criminals, but the courts have ruled time and time again that this 

has to be done while exercising good judgement and weighing the risks against the 

rewards.  Officers involved in pursuits may experience some physiological changes that 

can affect their decision making (Schultz, Hudak, & Alpert, 2009).  A sudden dump of 
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adrenalin can cause them to have tunnel vision where they focus solely on catching the 

fleeing suspect and are not even aware of their surroundings (Schultz, Hudak, & Alpert, 

2009).  It has even been said that (especially at night) the flashing lights and the siren 

can cause a “false sense of security and often impair an officer’s decision making skills” 

(Schultz, Hudak, & Alpert, 2009, p. 2). 

 Other officers feel that the primary reason for restrictive pursuit policies is merely 

to reduce the liability placed on the department should something go terribly wrong.  

This is evident in the responses to an article entitled To Pursue or Not to Pursue.  For 

example, Deputy Goodman works for a sheriff’s office in Maryland that has a restrictive 

pursuit policy in place.  He argues that the police get blamed for chasing and that the 

fleeing driver does not share the blame for running.  He compares innocent bystanders 

that get hurt during police chases to soldiers getting killed in a war.  He believes that the 

fault lies with the person who fled since the police have no control over the fleeing 

driver’s actions (Goodman, 2005).   

This is an understandable argument, but this is not how the courts view the issue 

of pursuits.  U.S. federal courts hear countless cases regarding police pursuits, and one 

of the first things they do is review the pursuing agency’s pursuit policy.  Law 

enforcement agencies are the subject of these lawsuits because it is considered a civil 

rights violation under Title 18, Section 1983 of the U.S. Code.  The plaintiffs’ position is 

usually that their right to unreasonable seizure (Fourth Amendment) or their right to 

treatment by a government entity (Fourteenth Amendment) has been violated (Pipes & 

Pape, 2001). 
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The final counter argument to be examined is the belief that if someone is 

fleeing, there must be a reason.  Sergeant Anderson of Maywood, California Police 

Department pointed out the fact that officers making a stop for a traffic violation do not 

know at the time if the driver is also wanted for a serious felony offense.  He goes on to 

say that even if the fleeing suspect has committed no other crime than the traffic 

violation, he has still committed a crime and should be caught and arrested (Anderson, 

2005). 

The point is that there are other ways to capture a fleeing suspect than chasing 

them until a crash occurs.  If the pursuing officer can get close enough to read the 

license plate attached to the fleeing vehicle then an address where the vehicle is likely 

to be headed can be obtained.  Of course, this is assuming that the license plate 

belongs to the vehicle it is attached to.   

Another alternative is to radio ahead and have officers ahead of the pursuit be on 

the lookout for the fleeing vehicle and monitor its movements until it can be safely 

cornered and stopped.  This could be hindered by a lack of ability to communicate via 

radio among neighboring agencies.  In that case, either the pursuing officers’ 

communications center could call the jurisdiction where the fleeing vehicle was headed 

or send them a teletype. 

Another alternative to handle the apprehension of a fleeing suspect is through 

the use of a helicopter, if officers are in an area where one is available.  Once the 

helicopter pilot has the vehicle in sight, it can be tracked from the air and the location 

radioed to ground units without the suspect even knowing that he/she is still being 
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followed by the police.  This option is usually only available to departments that either 

are or are near a larger agency with funding for an air unit. 

One innovative idea is the use of “GPS bullets”.  This system is mounted in the 

grill of an officer’s car and can be fired remotely.  The system then launches a device 

that sticks to the fleeing vehicle and then transmits a signal that can be tracked from 

within the communication center of the deploying agency (Fischbach, 2015). 

There are also alternative ways of terminating a pursuit.  According to an article 

by Yates (2009), “tire deflation devices are the most logical choice” for terminating a 

pursuit (para. 15).  Although at the time of the article, Yates (2009) found that they were 

only used in 3.4% of the pursuits he researched.  Yates (2009) believes that this limited 

use is because they were only issued to supervisory personnel and not all officers. 

Yates (2009) goes on to say that “one of the most successful means to end a 

pursuit” (para. 17) is the use of the pursuit intervention technique (PIT) maneuver.  The 

California Highway Patrol shows that 967 pursuits were terminated using the PIT 

maneuver from 2002 to 2016 (Raviv, 2016).  Out of those pursuits, there was only one 

reported death and 83 injuries.  The statistics gathered for this also include other 

(unspecified) California law enforcement agencies.  From 2008 to 2016, the Minnesota 

State Patrol reported 225 pursuits where the PIT maneuver was used.  They reported 

no deaths and only five “minor injuries” (Raviv, 2016, para. 16).  

RECOMMENDATION 

Police work is inherently dangerous.  One of the most dangerous aspects is 

police vehicle pursuits.  Statistical studies show that the number of serious injuries and 

deaths to not only police officers and suspects, but to innocent bystanders is, on 
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average, over 300 per year (NHTSA, 2016).  Couple the loss of life with the enormous 

amounts of money being paid out, as was documented earlier in this paper, by officers 

and the cities they serve, and it becomes evident that there is a need for restrictive 

police pursuit policies.  Common sense would dictate that if the opportunity for pursuits 

is reduced, then the potential for loss of life and costly civil suits is also minimized.   

 Those who oppose restrictive pursuit policies primarily argue that this violates the 

very reason for having law enforcement, to catch criminals.  The opposition also feels 

that instead of enacting a restrictive pursuit policy because of fear of litigation, the 

courts should put the financial liability back on the offender and not the pursuing officer 

or his department.  The opposition also argues that suspects run for a reason and that if 

the police do not pursue someone for an offense less than a felony, then they could be 

letting a serious offender go. 

 As stated earlier, yes, one of law enforcement’s primary functions is to catch 

criminals, but it has to be done in a manner that is safe and prudent.  Law enforcement 

is held to a higher standard than almost every profession out there, which is why the 

departments and the officers get sued.  They are expected to have rules in place and 

make good decisions that keep the public safe.  As for the notion that law enforcement 

should not let a fleeing suspect go in lieu of endangering the public because that 

suspect could be a violent offender, just remember that in this day and age with the 

technology and tactics that are available, there are other, safer means of catching the 

offender. 

 This research was based heavily on statistical reports.  The sheer number of 

pursuits and their end results has prompted the public and police administrators to 
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reevaluate how police vehicle pursuits are handled.  The corresponding civil suits and 

their cost was the other rationale for the thesis statement. 

 If a law enforcement agency does not currently have a pursuit policy, it should 

get one immediately.  They can start by reviewing the pursuit policy from a neighboring 

agency, the nearest large city, or a state police agency.  Sample policy with accepted 

best practices and four tiers of restriction can be downloaded from the Texas Police 

Chiefs Association website (TPCA, 2018).  That sample policy has been included in the 

Appendix of this paper.  A department’s policy should take into consideration what 

criteria (traffic density, speed, weather conditions, severity of crime committed, 

immediate danger to the public) need be met before a pursuit can be initiated.  The 

policy needs to further consider when a pursuit should be terminated.  Some agencies 

have the on duty supervisor monitor an ongoing pursuit, and they are given the authority 

to terminate a pursuit rather than leave it up to the officer’s discretion.  Ultimately, 

regardless of how an agency implements pursuit policies, every agency should focus on 

developing restrictive police pursuit policies. This would inevitably reduce the loss of life 

of innocent bystanders, officers, and even suspects. It would also reduce the potential 

liability of departments.  
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APPENDIX 
 

(TPCA, 2018, Policy 7.15) 

 

XXXX POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Policy   7.15    Vehicle Pursuits 

Effective Date: Replaces: 

Approved: _________________________ 
                                                  Chief of Police 

Reference: TBP: 7.13, 7.14, 7.18, and 7.19. 

 

 

[Note: This policy offers four different options for when agencies can pursue.  

The agency can pick from these four or develop their own.] 

I. POLICY 

 

Pursuits represent a dangerous and difficult task that receives much public and legal scrutiny 

when accidents, injuries, or death result.  Pursuing officers and supervisors must justify their 

actions and, once they have decided to pursue they must continuously evaluate the safety of 

their actions.  Further, forcible measures to stop a fleeing driver, as detailed below, are 

prohibited except where deadly force is appropriate. 

 

Officers shall comply with all applicable portions of Policy 7.15 when they are involved in 

vehicle pursuits. 

 

II. PURPOSE 

 

The purpose of this policy is to establish procedures governing the operation of police vehicles, 

with special attention to emergencies and pursuits. 

 

III. DEFINITIONS 

 

A. Boxing in: A deliberate tactic by two or more pursuit vehicles to force a pursued 

vehicle in a specific direction or to force it to reduce speed or stop by maneuvering 

the pursuit vehicles in front of, behind, or beside the pursued vehicle. 

 

B. Caravanning: Direct participation in a pursuit by department vehicles other than the 

primary and authorized support vehicles. 

 

C. Emergency driving:  Driving in response to a life-threatening or other serious 

incident (based on available information) that requires emergency equipment in 

operation.   
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D. Emergency equipment:  Emergency lights and a siren, whistle, air horn or any other 

equipment designed to give intermittent signals automatically.  All marked vehicles 

have distinctive, reflectorized decals for additional visibility.  In this order, an 

authorized emergency vehicle is one that is equipped with emergency equipment. 

 

E. Normal or routine driving:  Driving that dictates vehicle speed consistent with the 

normal flow of traffic, obedience to vehicle laws and posted signs, adherence to 

commonly understood "rules of the road." 

 

F. Primary pursuit vehicle: Normally the department vehicle that begins the pursuit or 

the vehicle closest to the fleeing suspect.  The primary pursuit vehicle may be re-

designated by order of the on-duty supervisor. 

 

G. Pursuit: An active attempt by an officer in an authorized emergency vehicle to 

apprehend a suspect who is fleeing or evading apprehension, provided the officer 

reasonably believes that the suspect is refusing to stop and is willfully fleeing 

capture by high-speed driving or other evasive maneuvers.  Pursuits shall be 

conducted only with activated emergency equipment and under circumstances 

outlined in this order.   

 

H. Not a pursuit: An attempt to stop a vehicle that is not fleeing, or an attempt to stop a 

vehicle that is refusing to stop while still obeying traffic-control devices and not 

exceeding the speed limit by more than ten miles per hour is not a pursuit. 

 

I. Risk: The degree of danger or hazard to the public or officers. 

 

J. Roadblock:  Any method, restriction, or obstruction used to prevent free passage of 

vehicles on a roadway in order to stop a suspect. 

 

K. Support vehicles:   The second or additional department vehicles participating in the 

pursuit that follow the primary pursuit vehicle at a safe distance.  Once the vehicles 

have stopped, officers in the support vehicles can provide help for the officer in the 

primary vehicle or they can assume the primary role if circumstances dictate.   

 

 

IV. PROCEDURES FOR PURSUITS (TBP: 7.13) 

 

A. Justification for pursuit:    

 

[The agency should select B, C, D, or E and delete the others so that sub-section 1 of 

the appropriate section appears under A. Justification for Pursuit OR the agency may 

create its own policy.  Then change color of text to black.] 
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B. Least restrictive – may pursue for any violation. 

 

1. Any law enforcement officer in an authorized emergency vehicle may 

initiate a vehicular pursuit when the suspect exhibits the intention to avoid 

apprehension by refusing to stop when properly directed to do so.  Pursuit 

may also be justified if the officer reasonably believes that the suspect, if 

allowed to escape, would present a danger to human life or cause serious 

injury. 

2. The decision to initiate pursuit must be based on the pursuing officer's 

conclusion that the immediate danger to the officer and the public created 

by the pursuit is less than the immediate or potential danger to the public 

should the suspect remain at large. 

3. In deciding whether to initiate pursuit, the officer shall take into 

consideration: 

a. road, weather, and environmental conditions; 

b. risk of harm to the public as assessed by population density and 

vehicular and pedestrian traffic; 

c. the relative performance capabilities of the pursuit vehicle and the 

vehicle being pursued; 

d. the seriousness of the offense;  

e. the presence of other persons in the police vehicle. 

 

C. More restrictive – only felonies and jailable misdemeanors 

 

1. Any law enforcement officer in an authorized emergency vehicle may 

initiate a vehicular pursuit when the suspect exhibits the intention to avoid 

apprehension for a felony or misdemeanor that would result in jail by 

refusing to stop when properly directed to do so.  Pursuit may also be 

justified if the officer reasonably believes that the suspect, if allowed to 

flee, would present a danger to human life or cause serious injury. 

2. Pursuits will not be initiated for class C traffic offenses alone.  

3. The decision to initiate pursuit must be based on the pursuing officer's 

conclusion that the immediate danger to the officer and the public created 

by the pursuit is less than the immediate or potential danger to the public 

should the suspect remain at large. 

4. In deciding whether to initiate pursuit, the officer shall take the following  

into consideration: 

a. road, weather and environmental conditions; 

b. risk of harm to the public as assessed by population density and 

vehicular and pedestrian traffic; 

c. the relative performance capabilities of the pursuit vehicle and the 

vehicle being pursued; 

d. the seriousness of the offense;  

e. the presence of other persons in the police vehicle. 
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D. More Restrictive – only felonies 

 

1. Any law enforcement officer in an authorized emergency vehicle may 

initiate a vehicular pursuit when the suspect exhibits the intentions to 

avoid apprehension for a felony by refusing to stop when properly directed 

to do so.  Pursuit may also be justified if the officer reasonably believes 

that the suspect, if allowed to flee, would present a danger to human life or 

cause serious injury. 

2. Pursuits will not be initiated for traffic offenses or misdemeanors alone.  

3. The decision to initiate a pursuit must be based on the pursuing officer's 

conclusion that the immediate danger to the officer and the public created 

by the pursuit is less than the immediate or potential danger to the public 

should the suspect remain at large. 

4. In deciding whether to initiate a pursuit, the officer shall take the 

following into consideration: 

a. road, weather, and environmental conditions; 

b. risk of harm to the public as assessed by population density and 

vehicular and pedestrian traffic; 

c. the relative performance capabilities of the pursuit vehicle and the 

vehicle being pursued; 

d. the seriousness of the offense;  

e. the presence of other persons in the police vehicle. 

 

E. Most Restrictive – only violent felonies 

 

1. Any law enforcement officer in an authorized emergency vehicle may 

initiate a vehicular pursuit when the suspect exhibits the intentions to 

avoid apprehension for a violent felony by refusing to stop when properly 

directed to do so.  Pursuit may also be justified if the officer reasonably 

believes that the suspect, if allowed to flee, would present a danger to 

human life or cause serious injury. 

2. Pursuits will not be initiated for traffic offenses, misdemeanors, or 

property felonies.  

3. The decision to initiate pursuit must be based on the pursuing officer's 

conclusion that the immediate danger to the officer and the public created 

by the pursuit is less than the immediate or potential danger to the public 

should the suspect remain at large. 

4. In deciding whether to initiate pursuit, the officer shall take into 

consideration: 

a. road, weather and environmental conditions; 

b. risk of harm to the public as assessed by population density and 

vehicular and pedestrian traffic; 

c. the relative performance capabilities of the pursuit vehicle and the 

vehicle being pursued; 

d. the seriousness of the offense; 

e. the presence of other persons in the police vehicle. 
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[Note:  Many jurisdictions contain statements in their pursuit policies similar 

to number three above.  The problem arises, however, when officers are not 

taught how to distinguish between a pursuit where the need for apprehension 

outweighs the danger, or a pursuit in which the danger outweighs the need 

for immediate apprehension.] 

 

F. Primary officer responsibilities 

 

1. The officer's primary responsibility in a pursuit is the safe operation of the 

vehicle.  Only marked vehicles with emergency equipment shall pursue.   

 

[Note:  Some agencies allow unmarked vehicles to pursue until relieved by 

marked vehicles provided that unmarked ones are equipped with appropriate 

emergency equipment.  As noted earlier, there is no consensus among law-

enforcement agencies on the role of unmarked vehicles in pursuits.]  

 

2. Upon engaging in a pursuit, the pursuing vehicle shall activate appropriate 

warning equipment. 

3. The officer shall notify the dispatcher of the following: 

a. The location of the officer and the suspect's vehicle. 

b. The direction of travel. 

c. The license number (and state) of the suspect's vehicle. 

d. The description of the suspect's vehicle. 

e. The reason for the pursuit. 

4. The officers will, to the best of their ability, keep the dispatcher informed of 

the location and direction of travel. 

5. Whenever the risk to the public or to the officer outweighs the immediate 

need to apprehend the suspect, the officer will terminate the pursuit. 

 

G. Supervisor's responsibilities 

 

1. The on-duty supervisor shall monitor the pursuit, and has the responsibility 

to ensure that it is conducted in compliance with department policy, and 

includes directing officers to join or abandon pursuit, re-designating primary 

and support pursuing vehicles if necessary, approving or directing pursuit 

tactics, and terminating the pursuit. 

2. The on-duty patrol supervisor shall monitor the pursuit and may respond to 

the location of the stopped suspect.  The supervisor may end the pursuit at 

any time that he or she feels circumstances warrant. 

3. No more than two department vehicles may pursue a fleeing suspect without 

the specific authorization of the on-duty supervisor.  In authorizing 

additional department vehicles to pursue, the supervisor shall consider: 

a. The nature of the offense. 

b. The number of suspects. 

c. The number of officers currently participating as primary or support 

vehicles. 
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d. Any injuries or property damage already sustained as a result of the 

pursuit. 

e. Any other clear, articulated facts that would justify the assignment of 

additional department vehicles. 

4. After the incident, the supervisor shall critique the pursuit with all of the 

officers involved and direct participants to submit reports. 

5. The on-duty supervisor at the time the pursuit was begun will retain 

authority over the pursuing officers of the department for the duration of the 

pursuit. 

6. The on-duty supervisor may direct the use of tire-deflation devices, as 

appropriate.  See paragraph J.12 below. 

 

H. Supporting officers' responsibilities.  

       1.  Normally the first back-up unit to respond shall help the primary officer in        

 pursuing the suspect and making the arrest.   

       2.  The secondary pursuing officer is responsible for broadcasting the progress 

 of the pursuit and controlling the pursuit tactics. Without being tasked with 

 these communications responsibilities, the primary officer can focus 

 attention on the pursuit driving. 

 

[Note:  The technology for remotely stopping a fleeing vehicle is 

evolving rapidly and includes various kinds of tire-deflation devices.  

Electrical-system deactivation devices are becoming available.  An 

agency that buys new vehicle-stopping technology must carefully 

study and evaluate it for policy purposes.] 

 

I. Dispatcher's responsibilities 

 

1. Notify any available supervisor of the pursuit, clear the radio channel of 

non-emergency traffic, and relay necessary information to other officers 

and jurisdictions.  

2. Record all pertinent information about the pursued vehicle. 

3. Advise all other officers of the pursuit and the information given by the 

pursuing officer.   

4. Assist in directing back-up units to strategic locations. 

5. Alert all other nearby law-enforcement agencies of the pursuit and 

information given by pursuing officer when continuing beyond the city. 

6. Query MVD, TCIC, and NCIC for license data and any warrants. 

 

J. Rules of pursuits 

 

1. Officers shall not intentionally ram, bump, or collide with a fleeing vehicle 

nor shall officers pull alongside such vehicles in an attempt to force them off 

the road or into an obstacle. 
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2. Boxing-in shall be performed only at low speeds and under the direct 

authorization of the on-duty supervisor and then only if the participating 

officers have been trained in the technique. 

3. Caravanning is prohibited.  Only two department vehicles (excluding the 

supervisor) shall participate in a pursuit at any time unless specifically 

authorized by a supervisor. 

4. Officers shall not fire their weapons from a moving department vehicle.   

5. If the on-duty supervisor orders the pursuit to end, the primary and 

supporting pursuing officers shall cease immediately.  Also, the pursuing 

officer(s) shall end the pursuit if at any time during the course of the pursuit 

he or she loses sight of the fleeing vehicle for more than a few seconds. 

6. The use of a stationary or rolling roadblock is prohibited. (TBP: 7.18) 

[Note:  TBP does not prohibit roadblocks. If an agency wants to utilize 

roadblocks, it must so state and provide officers with clear directives saying 

when the roadblocks can be used and provide training for officers in proper 

procedures for implementation.] 

7. When accompanied by civilian passengers, officers shall not pursue.   

8. When two vehicles are involved in pursuit, each unit shall maintain a safe 

distance especially when passing through intersections.  Each unit involved 

in the pursuit shall use a different siren-sound selection, if circumstances and 

safety permit.  The use of different siren-sound combinations can help the 

primary and secondary vehicles hear one another and alert motorists and 

bystanders that two vehicles are operating under emergency conditions. 

9. Should the suspect drive in a direction opposite to the flow of traffic, the 

pursuing officer shall not follow the suspect in the wrong direction but 

instead transmit via radio detailed observations about the suspect vehicle's 

location, speed, and direction of travel.  The pursuing officer may be able to 

follow the suspect on a parallel road. 

10. Officers involved in a pursuit shall not try to overtake or pass the suspect's 

vehicle.   

11. Intersections are a particular source of danger.  When approaching an 

intersection where signal lights or stop signs control the flow of traffic, 

officers shall: 

a. Slow and enter the intersection at a reduced speed and only when 

safe, when all other vehicles are aware of the officer's presence. 

b. Resume pursuit speed only when safe.  When using emergency 

lights, siren, and headlamps, the officer is requesting the right of way 

and does not absolutely have the right to run a red traffic light or stop 

sign. 

12. Tire Deflation Devices (TBP: 7.19) 

a. Officers who have been trained in the use of tire deflation devices are 

authorized to deploy the devices when approved by a supervisor. 

b. Deployment must be made in safety and in an area that is free of 

obstructions for at least 100 yards in each direction. 

c. Deployment is made per manufacturer’s instructions, always keeping 

the deploying officer safe from possible vehicular danger. 
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d. The devices must be retracted prior to departmental vehicles running 

over them. 

e. Officers deploying the device will notify on-coming departmental 

vehicles of the deployment location so that they may slow down and 

avoid running over the devices. 

 

K. Out-of-jurisdiction pursuits 

 

1. Pursuits beyond the local jurisdiction require the direct approval of the on-

duty supervisor and, if approved, shall be conducted according to this order.  

The dispatcher shall notify the appropriate jurisdiction of the pursuit and 

request help. 

2. Once the pursuit has entered another jurisdiction, if officers from that 

jurisdiction enter the pursuit, department officers shall cease their emergency 

driving (unless circumstances require their continued pursuit), turn off 

emergency equipment, and follow the pursuit while observing all posted 

speed limits and traffic control devices. 

3. If officers from another jurisdiction pursue a suspect into our jurisdiction, 

department officers shall enter the pursuit only if the other agency 

specifically requests help and the on-duty supervisor approves the 

participation.  Any non-pursuit assistance (including apprehension of a 

stopped suspect) may be provided as the circumstances dictate. 

4. A fleeing suspect when arrested shall be taken before a judicial officer of the 

jurisdiction in which he/she was arrested regardless of where the pursuit 

began. The pursuing officers from the original jurisdiction shall then go 

before their local magistrate to obtain a warrant and ensure that a teletype is 

sent to the apprehending jurisdiction as soon as possible, acting as a detainer. 

5. When a fleeing suspect from another jurisdiction is apprehended within the 

county, the apprehending officer shall take the arrested person before the city 

judge.  The on-duty supervisor shall confer with the other jurisdiction to 

determine which shall maintain custody of the suspect based upon the 

seriousness of the charges and the likelihood of release by respective 

magistrate.   

 

L. TERMINATING PURSUITS 

 

1. This order has noted the necessity for a pursuing officer to continuously 

evaluate the risks and goal of a pursuit.  Under some conditions, abandoning 

a pursuit may prove the most intelligent decision the officer can make. 

2. Officers shall discontinue a pursuit under the following circumstances: 

a. The on-duty supervisor orders it. 

b. The pursuing vehicle experiences an equipment or mechanical failure 

that renders the vehicle unsafe for emergency driving. 

c. The pursued vehicle has outdistanced the pursuing officer such that 

its location is not known. 
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d. A person has been injured during the pursuit and no medical or 

department personnel are able to provide help. 

e. The pursuing officer perceives a clear, unreasonable danger to 

officers, the fleeing suspect, or the public, and the danger created by 

continuing the pursuit outweighs the value of apprehending the 

suspect at the time. 

3. Should the person(s) attempting to avoid apprehension stop the fleeing 

vehicle and precede on foot, the officer shall stop, give his or her location, 

and continue efforts to apprehend on foot.  Circumstances may dictate, 

however, a continued pursuit in a vehicle.  Support vehicles shall be 

dispatched in close proximity to offer assistance.  The pursuing officer 

should be cautious, however, that the pursued vehicle may carry other 

persons who might assault the pursuing officers.  Should the individual stop 

and remain in the vehicle, officers will not rush the vehicle. Appropriate 

felony stop procedures should be used. 

 

 

V. FOLLOW-UP REQUIREMENTS (TBP: 7.14) 

  (This section will need to be edited to conform to the agencies staffing and reporting 

procedures.  Some agencies may not have on-duty supervisors and the involved officers may 

need to contact on-call supervisors.  Some agencies may use Command officer review and 

should edit this section to clearly describe that review process.  The Recognition Program 

requires a pursuit report be completed, reviewed by supervisors, and forwarded to the 

Chief.) 

A. The on-duty supervisor shall ensure that all participating officers document their 

involvement in the pursuit whether or not the suspect was stopped.  The initiating 

officer will complete a departmental Pursuit Report.  Other officers involved will 

prepare a supplemental report documenting their participation. Reports shall be 

completed before the end of the officer’s tour of duty. 

 

B. The supervisor shall collect and secure all video of the pursuit and shall review the 

pursuit for compliance with policy and forward all documentation to the Chief of 

Police for review. 

 

C. The pursuit report with supervisory review will be forwarded to the Chief of Police.  

The Chief will also review the report and determine compliance with policy.  The 

Chief of Police will inform the supervisor of his findings.  Should a policy violation 

be identified, the Chief will direct that an investigation be conducted as necessary. 

 

D. Annually, the Chief of Police will cause an analysis of all vehicle pursuits occurring 

during the previous year to be conducted.  The analysis will be designed to 

determine if the current policy is being followed, whether any changes are needed in 

the current policy, and any training needs of the department. 
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Disclaimer for Use of this Sample Policy Manual: 

 
Notification to CEO – Delete before Issuing 

 

Every effort has been made by the Best Practices Program staff and reviewers to ensure that this sample policy 
incorporates the most current information and contemporary professional judgment on this issue. It has been 
constructed from samples and models submitted and produced from other Texas and national agencies.  However, 
CEOs should be cautioned that no “sample” policy can meet the needs of any specific law enforcement agency. Each 
law enforcement agency operates in a different environment and administrative decisions, collective bar gaining 
agreements and many other issues must be taken into consideration.  
 
The policies issued by an agency head are the sole responsibility of the issuing CEO and the department which he or 
she supervises.  CEOs are cautioned to review and edit these policies to ensure they clearly describe the desired 
departmental operations.  CEOs are also advised they should have any policy reviewed by their city attorney or other 
legal counsel prior to placing a policy into place. No warranty is expressed or implied.  The Texas Police Chiefs 
Association, its employees and members and the Texas Police Chiefs Association Foundation and its governing 
board accept no responsibility for the accuracy or the legal status of any information contained in the Sample Policy 
Manual. 
 
This project was supported by the Texas Best Practices Recognition Program under the supervision of the Texas 
Police Chiefs Association Foundation.  
Points of view or opinions in this document do not represent the official position or policies of the Texas Police Chiefs 
Association or the Texas Police Chiefs Association Foundation. 
 
Downloading and use of these sample policies indicates the acceptance of full responsibility for its content and use. 

 

 

 

 


