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CHAS’ REVIEW of Part Two
Wow. It is pretty clear that “Part One” of this AELE article was written by one or more individuals with
very different PERSONAL AGENDAS from whomever wrote “Part Two”!
Part Two appears to have been designed to be incredibly helpful to attorneys seeking to HOLD
RESTRAINERS LIABLE FOR HAVING CAUSED A RESTRAINT ASPHYXIA DEATH.
As such, it also provides information that SHOULD cause restraint EDUCATORS to ensure that they
train people NOT to employ techniques that can cause restraint asphyxia.
Part Two still offers REFERENCES to several grossly biased and inaccurate sources (such as the
“Institute for the Prevention of In-Custody Deaths, Inc.”). HOWEVER! Part Two also offers many
references to UNBIASED resources, such as “Ms. Charly D. Miller’s Restraint Asphyxia Library
(an individual’s collection)”! [Hey. Although many may consider ME to be a “biased” individual, my
RA Library contains ALL articles about restraint asphyxia and its related issues – not only those that
inaccurately and inappropriately argue against its existence. Thus my RA Library IS an UNBIASED
resource!]
Although many of its “List of judicial decisions” links lead to cases wherein restrainers were gratuitously
awarded immunity or an excuse for having caused someone’s restraint asphyxia death, many of those
links lead to cases wherein restrainers WERE held responsible for causing someone’s restraint asphyxia
death.

CONCLUSION:
I highly recommend this AELE article to attorneys seeking to HOLD RESTRAINERS LIABLE FOR
HAVING CAUSED A RESTRAINT ASPHYXIA DEATH.
I also highly recommend this AELE article to EDUCATORS of restrainers, seeking to ENSURE THAT
RESTRAINERS DO NOT EMPLOY RESTRAINT TECHNIQUES THAT CAN CAUSE DEATH.
When FINISHED with this PDF, USE YOUR BACK BUTTON or
Click below to Return to the Restraint Asphyxia LIBRARY:

http://www.charlydmiller.com/RA/RAlibrary.html#2009AELEpart2
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1. Compressional asphyxia
Liability can attach because officers (or others) continuously applied weight to a person’s
back, while they suffocated in a face-down body position. A leading case in the Ninth
Circuit is Drummond v. City of Anaheim, #02-55320, 343 F.3d 1052, cert. den. 2004
U.S. Lexis 4396 (9th Cir. 2003).
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Officers determined that a man who was mentally ill should be taken to a medical facility
for his own safety, but the manner in which they allegedly attempted to subdue and
restrain him resulted in his falling into a coma from which he never recovered.
They allegedly knocked him to the ground, and cuffed his arms behind his back as he laid
on his stomach. Although he offered no resistance, it was claimed that one officer put his
knees into the his back and placed the weight of his body on him. Another officer also put
the weight of his body on him, except that he had one knee on his neck.
With two officers leaning on his neck and upper torso, he fell into respiratory distress.
Two eyewitnesses later stated that the he repeatedly told the officers that he could not
breathe and that they were choking him, but the officers continued to put their weight
upon his back and neck. The officers were alleged to be laughing during these events,
although they were obviously causing the man to have trouble breathing.
After approximately twenty minutes, the officers obtained a hobble restraint, which they
used to bind his ankles. A minute after the restraint was applied, he went limp, and the
officers realized that he had lost consciousness.
They then removed the handcuffs and hobble restraint and turned him over onto his back,
attempting to perform CPR. While he was revived approximately seven minutes after
losing consciousness, he sustained brain damage and fell into a coma, and is now in a
“permanent vegetative state.”
The plaintiff’s medical expert stated that the detainee “suffered a cardiopulmonary arrest
caused by lack of oxygen to his heart,” due to his inability to breathe “caused by
mechanical compression of his chest wall such that he could not inhale and exhale in a
normal manner.”
Overturning a summary judgment for the defendants, a three-judge panel found that the
alleged actions of the police, if true, constituted excessive force under the circumstances.
The detainee was unarmed, and was seized for purposes of transporting him to a medical
facility, and there was no crime he was accused of. The detainee was likely to pose only a
“minimal threat” to anyone after he was handcuffed, and he did not resist the officers
after he was on the ground.

102

The degree of force used was “severe,” the court found, since it posed a risk of
“compression asphyxia” which could cause serious injury or death.
The appellate panel also rejected the argument that the officers were entitled to qualified
immunity for continuing to press their weight onto the man’s neck and torso as he lay
handcuffed on the ground and begged for air. A reasonable officer, the court found,
should have known that such force was excessive.
In 2008, another Ninth Circuit panel cited Drummond as a basis for denying qualified
immunity in a compressional asphyxia lawsuit.
“We have had similar cases in the past that would have put reasonable police
officers on notice that … keeping an individual who is in a state of excited
delirium restrained with his chest to the ground while applying pressure to his
back and ignoring pleas that he cannot breathe – constituted excessive force under
the Fourth Amendment.”
Arce v. Blackwell, #06-17302, 2008 U.S. App. Lexis 20162 (Unpub. 9th Cir.).
Not surprisingly, the use of pepper spray was often used in cases of asphyxiation. An
Ohio lawsuit was brought by the relatives of a man who weighed almost 350 pounds, and
had PCP and cocaine in his bloodstream when he struggled with police and resisted their
attempts to arrest him. The plaintiffs claimed that officers used excessive force,
unnecessarily striking him with metal batons and causing him to suffer respiratory failure
from asphyxia when they sat on him, after spraying pepper spray into his face.
The trial court found that the plaintiffs sufficiently stated a claim that the officers who
apprehended him used excessive force against him, as the confrontation began simply
because firefighters who encountered him perceived him as creating a “nuisance,” which
is “not the type of crime” permitting officers to use a greater use of force.
It was disputed whether the decedent subsequently was resisting arrest, or was simply
trying to position himself so that he could breathe. Additionally, the plaintiffs in the case
alleged that the officers used pepper spray against the decedent after he was already face
down and was being handcuffed, which the court stated, if true, could also constitute an
excessive use of force.

103

The officers were not entitled to qualified immunity because a reasonable officer might
have known that engaging in the alleged acts violated the decedent’s right to be free from
excessive force. The court granted a motion to dismiss claims by the plaintiffs against the
firefighters, who left the scene before some of the incidents that resulted in the decedent’s
death. It denied a motion to dismiss claims against the police officers involved in the
incident. A three-judge appellate panel affirmed, writing:
“The complaint alleges that each of the officers present - the six who subdued Jones
and the three sergeants who arrived afterwards - knew that the handcuffed Jones was
not breathing. Therefore each knew of a substantial risk of serious harm to Jones’s
safety while he was in their custody and disregarded that risk by failing to provide aid.
“The right of a suspect in custody to receive adequate medical care, even if the
suspect had been fleeing and resisting before the officers placed him in custody, was
clearly established almost three years before Jones’s death. Therefore, the officers
who subdued Jones and the sergeants who arrived soon after are not entitled to
qualified immunity on the failure to provide medical care claim.”
Jones v. City of Cincinnati, # 1:04-CV-616, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 75430, 2006 WL
2987820 (S.D. Ohio); affirmed, #06-4528, 521 F.3d 555 (6th Cir. 2008).
In Chicago, fourteen courtroom deputies attacked an obese witness, “forced him to the
floor, sat on and handcuffed him.” He did not resist the deputies’ attempt to restrain him.
While handcuffed and on the floor, “he emptied his bladder and bowels, and he appeared
to have stopped breathing. Paramedics rendered emergency assistance at the scene and
then transported him to a hospital, where he was pronounced dead.”
The Seventh Circuit affirmed the district court’s order denying the deputies’ motion to
dismiss the §1983 claims brought by the deceased’s mother. Richman v. Sheahan, #071487, 512 F.3d 876 (7th Cir. 2008).
The Sixth Circuit upheld a $900,000 jury award to family of an autistic man who died
after officers seeking to restrain him allegedly continued to use pepper spray and to lay
on top of his body after he was handcuffed, hobbled face-down, and was no longer
resisting. Five different witnesses testified that the officers continued to sit or otherwise
put pressure on his back while he was prone on the ground with his face towards the
floor. They stated that they did not see him struggle during this time.
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Continued use of such force at that point, the panel ruled, violated clearly established
law, and jury’s award was not excessive. “We have also consistently held that various
types of force applied after the subduing of a suspect are unreasonable and a violation of
a clearly established right.” Champion v. Outlook Nashville, Inc., # 03-5068, 380 F.3d
893, 2004 FED App. 0270P (6th Cir. 2004).
A California appellate panel ruled that Los Angeles County was properly held liable for
death of arrestee who was subjected to the Sheriff’s “total appendage restraint
procedure.” Expert testimony established that he died of mechanical asphyxia. While in a
prone position, an officer was kneeling on his chest.
The panel also found that the plaintiff’s expert could properly ascribe the cause of death
even if he was not present at the autopsy. He had viewed a videotape, the coroner’s
autopsy reports and photographs, the report of another pathologist who performed a post
mortem examination, the deceased’s records from the Dept .of Corrections, and
depositions given by several of the deputies. Nelson v. County of Los Angeles,
#B161431, 113 Cal. App. 4th 783, 6 Cal. Rptr. 3d 650 (Cal. App. 2003).
The city of West Palm Beach got a one-time pass when a federal court found qualified
immunity for a restraint asphyxia death of a man named Lewis. The court wrote:
“... while Officer L_ and Officer R_ kept their knees on Lewis’ back, Officer S_
picked up Lewis’ bound legs and pushed them down and forward. Lewis suddenly
became silent and motionless. The officers then tied Lewis’ hands and feet
together behind his back in a ‘hogtied’ position.
“Officer M_ realized that Lewis had become unconscious and ordered the other
officers to move Lewis onto his side. ... The officers gave first aid to Lewis,
including CPR, while waiting for medical assistance to arrive. ... Paramedics
arrived within several minutes and assumed control of Lewis’ treatment, but they
were unable to resuscitate Lewis. Lewis was later pronounced dead.”
The judge found that a reasonable juror could conclude that the officers used
constitutionally excessive force in their confrontation with Lewis. However, because
plaintiff has not demonstrated that the allegedly-violated right was clearly established in
2005, the officers were entitled to qualified immunity and summary judgment on
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plaintiff’s §1983 claim. Lewis v. West Palm Beach, #06-81139-Civ, 2008 U.S. Dist.
Lexis 21587 (S.D. Fla. 2008).
2. Conclusions:
Police trainers must be aware of potential deaths from compressional asphyxia. Officers
must be taught to avoid putting their body weight on a confined person as soon as active
resistance has ended or the person has been adequately restrained from causing harm to
himself or others. Dr. Reay’s article in the May, 1996 FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin
emphasized:
“Instructors must stress vigilance in monitoring the subject’s condition. The
process of hypoxia is insidious, and subjects might not exhibit any clear symptoms
before they simply stop breathing. Generally, it takes several minutes for
significant hypoxia to occur, but it can happen more quickly if the subject has
been violently active and is already out of breath. If the subject experiences
extreme difficulty breathing or stops breathing altogether, officers must take steps
to resuscitate the subject and obtain medical care immediately.”
Deaths will still occur because of substance abuse, or pre-existing coronary or respiratory
conditions. But if a dashboard video camera shows officers putting their weight on a
person shortly before he stops breathing, a civil suit and a disciplinary investigation are
likely to follow. The outcome of both might be adversely influenced by media bias,
political posturing, or racial overtones.
 Caution – from a policy and training perspective, officers are admonished to cease
aggressively restraining persons who appear to have abandoned their resistance. As a
practical matter, due to the influence of abused substances or other reasons, people
sometimes resist, submit, and then renew their resistance with increased vigor. “It
ain’t over ‘til it’s over” is more than a cute phrase.

3. References:
A. Articles and books (chronological)
2008: Conditions and Circumstances Predisposing to Death from Positional Asphyxia in
Adults. Byard, Wick & Gilbert, 15 (7) Jour. of Forensic and Legal Medicine (U.K.) 415106

419. (Examination of autopsy files revealed instances where positional asphyxia
compromised respiration due to intoxication, multiple sclerosis, epilepsy, Parkinson
disease, Steele–Richardson–Olszewski syndrome, Lafora disease and quadriplegia.)
2008: Sudden Death During Restraint: Do Some Positions Affect Lung Function? J.
Parkes, 48 (2) Medicine, Science and the Law 137-41, PMID: 18533573.
2008: Excited Delirium, Restraint and Sudden Death, Prof. Ted Chan, M.D., UCSDMC,
3rd Annual Sudden Death, Excited Delirium & In-Custody Death Conference, Instit. for
the Prevention of In-Custody Deaths, course-book at pp. 96-118.
2007: Death in Custody: A Historical Analysis. Grant, Southall, Fowler, Mealey, Thomas
& Kinlock, 52 (5) Jour. of Forensic Sciences (Blackwell) 1177-1181 (Sep. 2007); NCJ
#220433.
2006: Sudden Death, Excited Delirium, and Issues of Force: Part I. John Peters. Ph.D., 22
(2) Police and Security News 1-4. (Mar.-Apr.).
2006: Forensic Science and Medicine: Sudden Deaths in Custody. Darrell Ross, Ph.D. &
Ted Chan, M.D. (eds.), Humana Press; ISBN 1-58829-475-7. See ch. 4, pp. 39 et seq.,
Positional and Restraint Asphyxia, by Dr. Tom Neuman, UCSDMC (defense expert in
Price v. County of San Diego).
2006: Medicolegal Investigation of Death: Guidelines for the Application of Pathology
to Crime Investigation (4th ed.) Chas. C. Thomas, Publ. See Ch. 14, Asphyxia, by Werner
Spitz.
2004: Weight Force During Prone Restraint and Respiratory Function. Chan, Neuman,
Clausen, Eisele & Vilke, 25 (3) Amer. Jour. of Forensic Medicine & Pathology (NAME)
185-189.
2004: Deaths in Police Confrontations When Oleoresin Capsicum is Used. Charles S.
Petty M.D, NCJRS #204029.
2003: Police Use of Force and Suspect Resistance: The Micro Process of the PoliceSuspect Encounter. W. Terrill, 6 (1) Police Quarterly (Sage) 51-83.
2003: Effectiveness and Safety of Pepper Spray, NIJ Research for Practice. M. Bowling,
M. Gaines & C. Petty, NCJ 195739. (A study of 63 in-custody deaths at the University of
Texas Southwestern Medical Center attributed seven deaths to positional asphyxia).

107

2002: A Review of the Literature on Positional Asphyxia as a Possible Cause of Sudden
Death During Restraint. J. Parkes, 4 (1) British Jour. of Forensic Practice 24-30.
2001: Factors Associated With Sudden Death of Individuals Requiring Restraint for
Excited Delirium. Stratton, Rogers, Brickett & Gruzinski, 19 (3) Amer. Jour. of Emerg.
Med. 187–91; PMID 11326341.
2001: Pepper Spray’s Effects on a Suspect’s Ability to Breathe. Chan, Vilke, Clausen,
Clark, Schmidt, Snowden & Neuman, NIJ Research in Brief, NCJ 188069.
2000: Impact of Oleoresin Capsicum Spray on Respiratory Function in Human Subjects
in the Sitting and Prone Maximal Restraint Positions, Final Report. Chan, Clark, Clausen,
Neuman, Schmidt, Snowden, & Vilke; NCJ 182433.
2000: Asphyxial Death During Prone Restraint Revisited: A Report of 21 Cases. R.
O’Halloran and Frank, 21 (1) Amer. Jour. of Forensic Medicine & Pathology (NAME)
39-52; PMID 10739225.
2000: Sudden Death During Restraint: A Study to Measure the Effect of Restraint
Positions on the Rate of Recovery from Exercise. J. Parkes, 40 (1) Med. Sci. Law 39-44;
PMID: 10689860. (No evidence of hypoxia or difference in oxygenation).
2000: Do “Maximal Restraints” Violate Clearly Established Law? Edwin H. Byrd, III, 67
(11) The Police Chief (Nov.); IACP Net Doc. #552446.
2000: Death Investigation: A Handbook for Police Officers. Terry Castleman, Chas.
Thomas, Publ., ISBN 0-398-07105-5.
1999: The Effects of Positional Restraint on Heart Rate and Oxygen Saturation. P.
Schmidt & T. Snowden, 17 (5) Jour. of Emergency Medicine 777-782; PMID: 10499689.
1999: Cardiorespiratory Consequences of the Hobble Restraint. Roeggla, Roeggla &
Moser, 6 (10) Acad. Emerg. Med. 1076-7; PMID 10530674.
1999: Assessing the Patterns of Citizen Resistance During Arrests. D. L Ross, 68 (6) FBI
Law Enf. Bull. 5-11.
1999: Restraint Position and Positional Asphyxia. D. Reay & J. Howard, 20 (3)
Amer. J. Forensic Med. Pathol. 300-1; PMID: 10507802.
1999: Death in a Hobble Restraint. Georg Roeggla M.D. (letter) 161 (1) Canadian
Medical Assn. Jour. 21.
108

1999: Handbook for Death Scene Investigators. Jay Dix, CRC Press, ISBN
9780849302985; 152 pp.
1998: Reexamination of Custody Restraint Position and Positional Asphyxia. Chan, Vilke
& Neuman. 19 (3) Amer. J. Forensic Med. Pathol. 201-205; PMID: 9760082.
1998: Deaths in Police Custody: Learning the Lessons, U.K. Home Office Police
Research Group, Police Research Series Paper 26. Leigh, Johnson & Ingram; ISBN 184082-122-1. (Six cases where the restraint may have led to a condition termed postural
or positional asphyxia. Past research, particularly in the U.S., had suggested that such
deaths could occur where an individual was held down or placed in a prone position and
restricted in their movement – either because their hands were handcuffed behind them
or because someone was on top of them, holding them down).
1998: Death in Custody. D. Reay, 18 (1) Clinics in Laboratory Medicine (Elsevier) 1-22.
1997: Restraint Position and Positional Asphyxia. Chan, Vilke, Neuman & Clausen, 30
(5) Annals of Emerg. Med. 578-586; PMID 9360565.
1997: Evaluation of Pepper Spray, NIJ Research in Brief. Onnen, Granfield & Edwards,
NCJ 162358.
1997: Cardiorespiratory Consequences to Hobble Restraint. M. Roeggla, et al., 109 (10)
Wiener Klinische Wochenschrift 359-361; PMID: 9200808.
1996: Suspect Restraint and Sudden Death. Donald T. Reay, M.D., 65 (5) FBI Law Enf.
Bull.
1996: An Analysis of In-Custody Deaths and Positional Asphyxiation. Darrell L. Ross,
Ph.D., 21 (2) The Police Marksman (Mar/Apr).
1996: Hog Tying: Is it the Use of Deadly Force? Thomas A. Rosazza, American Jails,
(Jan.).
1995: Positional Asphyxia – Sudden Death, Bulletin of the National Law Enforcement
Technology Center, National Institute of Justice, June.
1995: Sudden Death in Individuals in Hobble Restraints During Paramedic Transport.
Stratton, Rogers & Green, 25 (5) Annals of Emerg. Med. 710-712; PMID: 7741355.
1995: Australian Deaths in Custody and Custody-related Police Operations, 1994-95. V.
Dalton and D. McDonald, Australian Institute of Criminology, Canberra.
109

1994: Cocaine Fatalities Increased by Restraint Stress. C. Pudiak & M. Bozarth, 55 (19)
Life Sciences & Pharmacology Letters (Elsevier) 379-382. Laboratory rats injected daily
with a moderate dose of cocaine hydrochloride showed increased fatalities when cocaine
injections were followed by 30 min of restraint stress. The 5-day mortality rate was 58%
for the cocaine-plus-stress group, while 17% of the animals receiving cocaine without
restraint stress died.
1994: Pepper Spray and In-Custody Deaths. Granfield, Onnen & Petty, IACP Executive
Brief.
1993: Restraint Asphyxiation in Excited Delirium. R. L. O’Halloran and L. V. Lewman,
14 Amer. Jour. of Forensic Medical Pathology 289-295. Eleven cases of sudden death of
men restrained in a prone position by police officers are reported. Nine were hogtied,
one was tied to a hospital gurney, and one was manually held prone. All were in an
excited delirious state when restrained. Three were psychotic and the others were acutely
delirious from drugs – six from cocaine, one from methamphetamine, and one from LSD.
1993: Death Investigator’s Handbook: A Field Guide to Crime Scene Processing,
Forensic Evaluations, and Investigative Techniques. Louis Eliopulos, Paladin Press,
ISBN 0-87364-727-0.
1992: Positional Asphyxia During Law Enforcement Transport. Donald T. Reay, M.D.,
C. Fligner, M.D, A. Stilwell, M.D., and J. Arnold, 13 (2) Amer. Jour. of Forensic
Medicine and Pathology (NAME) 90-97; PMID: 1510077.
1992: Positional Asphyxiation in Adults: A series of 30 cases from the Dade and
Broward County Fla. Medical Examiner Offices, 1982-1990. Bell, Rao, Wetli &
Rodriquiz. 13 (2) Amer. Jour. of Forensic Pathology 101-107; PMID: 1510056.
1992: Final Report of the Custody Task Force, San Diego Police Dept. Krosch, Binkerd
& Blackbourne. (Often cited, but not easily available).
1988: Law Enforcement Custody Deaths. Vance McLaughlin, Ph.D. & Bruce Siddle, 55
(8) The Police Chief (IACP) 38-41 (Aug. 1988).
1988: Effects of Positional Restraint on Oxygen Saturation and Heart Rate Following
Exercise. Donald T. Reay, et al., 9 Amer. Jour. Forensic Medicine & Pathology (NAME)
16-18; PMID: 3354518.

110

B. Websites
Excited Delirium - School of Medicine, University of Miami, FL.
http://www.exciteddelirium.org/
Institute for the Prevention of In-Custody Deaths, Inc., Henderson, NV.
http://www.ipicd.com/
Ms. Charly D. Miller’s Restraint Asphyxia Library (an individual’s collection).
http://www.charlydmiller.com/RA/RAlibrary.html
4. List of judicial decisions: (alpha)
Arce v. Blackwell, #06-17302, 2008 U.S. App. Lexis 20162 (Unpub. 9th Cir.).
Arnold v. City of York, #4:cv-03-1352, 340 F.Supp.2d 550 (M.D. Pa. 2004). Parents of a
mentally ill man who died, allegedly of positional asphyxia, after being taken into
custody by police officers, stated a claim for violation of his civil rights by asserting that
the officers, who had transported him to a hospital, handcuffed and hogtied, in a prone
position, noticed his irregular breathing, but failed to adjust his position at that time.
Campbell v. Sikes, #98-8265, 169 F.3d 1353 (11th Cir. 1999).
Champion v. Outlook Nashville, Inc., #03-5068, 380 F.3d 893 (6th Cir. 2004).
Cruz v. Laramie, #99-8045, 239 F.3d 1183 (10th Cir. 2001).
Drummond v. City of Anaheim, #02-55320, 343 F.3d 1052, cert. den. 2004 U.S. Lexis
4396 (9th Cir. 2003).
Giannetti v. City of Stillwater, #Civ-04-926, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 7465 (W.D. Okla.);
affirmed, 2007 U.S. App. Lexis 3638 (10th Cir.). The undisputed evidence reflects an
escalating struggle and, with the increased intensity of the risk to the officers, they
responded with additional restraint. The result is tragic, but no reasonable trier of fact
could attribute [her] death to excessive force at any point in the escalating struggle.
Glasco v. Oklahoma City, #5:2004cv00019, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 57592 (W.D. Okla.
2006).
Gutierrez v. San Antonio, #97-50082, 139 F.3d 44 (5th Cir. 1998).
Hill v. Carroll County, #4:06-cv-104, 2008 U.S. Dist. Lexis 38929 (N.D. Miss. 2008);
prior opin. 467 F.Supp.2d 696 (N.D. Miss., 2006).

111

Jones v. City of Cincinnati, # 1:04-cv-616, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 75430, 2006 WL
2987820 (S.D. Ohio); affirmed, #06-4528, 521 F.3d 555 (6th Cir. 2008).
Lewis v. West Palm Beach, #06-81139-Civ, 2008 U.S. Dist. Lexis 21587 (S.D. Fla.
2008).
Mayard v. Hopwood, 105 F.3d 1226 (8th Cir.1997). Placing a person in a prone position,
while wearing handcuffs and leg restraints, was reasonable as a matter of law where the
person had violently resisted arrest; however:
“Although not every push or shove ... violates the Fourth Amendment … a police
officer’s slapping in the face and punching in the chest a handcuffed and hobbled
prisoner while using a racial epithet are actions that result in a cognizable
constitutional injury. These actions are of such a nature that we find that a
constitutional injury is presumed to flow from the wrong itself.”
McIntire v. City of Boulder, #01-1560, 61 Fed. Appx. 639 (Unpub. 10th Cir. 2003). The
deceased expired from “cardiopulmonary arrest due to positional asphyxia associated
with physical restraint and multiple drug ingestion” (cocaine and LSD). Summary
judgment for defense was appropriate because the death occurred before Cruz v.
Laramie was decided.
Nelson v. County of Los Angeles, #B161431, 113 Cal.App.4th 783, 6 Cal.Rptr.3d 650
(Cal. App. 2003).
Phillips, Estate of v. Milwaukee, 123 F.3d 586 (7th Cir. 1997). Two officers attempted to
restrain an obese man exhibiting psychiatric problems; officers continuously monitored
his condition, and when he ceased breathing, they began resuscitation efforts and revived
him. The court held the officers’ conduct to be objectively reasonable, because merely
“restraining a person in a prone position with constant monitoring, cannot be
characterized, in itself, as ‘deadly’ force.”
Price v. County of San Diego, Civ. #94-1917, 990 F. Supp. 1230 (S.D. Cal. 1998); prior
decis. at 165 F.R.D. 614 (1996).
Reddick v. Bloomingdale, # 96-cv-1109, 2001 U.S. Dist. Lexis 9619 (N.D. Ill. 2001).
Richman v. Sheahan, #07-1487, 512 F.3d 876 (7th Cir. 2008).
Sims v. Greenville County, #99-1732, 2000 U.S. App. Lexis 6846 (Unpub. 4th Cir.
2000).
Wagner v. Bay City, #99-40175, 227 F.3d 316 (5th Cir. 2000).
Watkins v. New Castle County, Civ. #03-791, 374 F. Supp.2d 379 (D. Del. 2005).
112

Weigel v. Broad, #05-8094, 2008 U.S. App. Lexis 21877 (10th Cir. 2008).
Zuchel v. C&C of Denver, 997 F.2d 730 (10th Cir. 1993).

AELE Monthly Law Journal
Wayne W. Schmidt
Associate Police Liability Editor
P.O. Box 75401
Chicago, IL 60675-5401 USA
E-mail: wws@aele.org
Tel. 1-800-763-2802
© 2009, by the AELE Law Enforcement Legal Center
Contents may be downloaded, stored, printed or copied,
but may not be republished for commercial purposes.
AELE Home Page –- Publications Menu –- Seminar Information

113

Answer to Problem 25.37 16 of 20 Review Part A Two point charges 2.5 cm apart have an electric potential energy -160 The total
cha...Â Transcribed Image Text from this Question. Problem 25.37 16 of 20 Review Part A Two point charges 2.5 cm apart have an
electric potential energy -160 The total charge is 33 nC What are the two charges? Express your answers using two significant figures.
Enter your answers numerically separated by commas. VAXD nC Submit Request Answer. There are no reviews yet. Be the first one to
write a review. 4,071 Views. 3 Favorites.Â The Tommy Dorsey Orchestra Starring Warren Covington - Tea For Two Cha Chas (LP
Cover) download. 273.5K. TM_Plays Duke_back download. Astro member Cha EunWoo is pretty much this generation's male beauty
icon in the world of K-Pop. Even if people never heard of the group Astro, it is highly likely that they've heard of him. But the attention
that he gets isn't always positive as there have been a couple of people in South Korea who have attempted to down play his visual
sensation and reputation of having a clean slate, which has become increasingly more important ever since the recent scandals in KPop broke out. You can check out the two people below. Kang SungHoon.Â Which is why Cha EunWoo fans were on alert when she
stated: "Cha EunWoo, you're the reason why Korea has a bright future." Fans clearly didn't want the two to have any associations
whatsoever.

