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REASON FOR SUBMISSION:          FOR DECISION  

 
 

 
SUBMITTED TO:             JOINT CHIEF OFFICER TEAM (JCOT) 
 

 

 
SUBJECT:    USE OF SPIT HOODS OUTSIDE OF CUSTODY  
  SUITES 
 
 

 

 
SUMMARY: 

 
1. Through the Joint Negotiating and Consultative Committee (JNCC) The County Policing 

Command (CPC) in Suffolk asked that the Joint Chief Officer Team considered the re-
introduction of spit hoods/guards making them available to front line officers working 
outside of the Police Investigation Centres. The request for review was supported by the 
Norfolk CPC. Spit hoods are currently only available in Police Investigation Centres. 
 

2. To inform JCOT, this paper sets out the current position of the IPCC, NPCC and the 
College of Policing, the risk implications for staff, public safety and perceptions as well as 
reputational issues for both Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies. 

 
3. It also provides detail about training methods that would be utilised and the financial 

implications of any reintroduction of spit hoods. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 

 
1. It is recommended that option one (spit hoods issued to marked vehicles) is 

implemented in the short term as this will allow for meaningful protection to be available 
to offers within a minimum financial implication. 
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2. It is further recommended that should spit hoods be reintroduced, a review (6 months 
after implementation) is undertaken as a formal evaluation and to identify risk areas such 
as staff injuries, subject/detainee injuries and ensure training and oversight is highly 
effective. 

 
3. A College of Policing lesson plan is available which would be inserted into the current 

Personal Safety Training (PST) programme and only staff trained would be authorised to 
use spit hoods. 

 
4. This review would enable further informed decisions to be made as to whether issuing 

spit hoods as part of the equipment carried in police vehicles is acceptable or whether 
further and wider issue across both constabularies is justified. 

 
5. There has been a low number of complaints in over four years across the constabularies 

regarding the use of spit hoods. In the two complaints recorded, two came from the 
subject and nothing from the third party or witnesses.  

 
6. The decision to deploy a spit hood is one for which the officer is accountable and this 

decision must be auditable and be able to withstand scrutiny. 
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1.      KEY ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION: 
 

1.1       INTRODUCTION 
 

1.2 Force Orders (27.11.12) deemed that the use of Emergency Restraint Belts (ERB) as a 
 spit and bite guard was to be immediately stopped. This decision was taken by 
 the Deputy Chief Constables in Norfolk and Suffolk following an IPCC 
 investigation in Cambridgeshire outlined below. 

 
1.3 This paper sets out the current position that approved spit hoods can be issued to 

 officers.  
 

1.4 This paper contains qualitative and quantitate data relevant to Norfolk and Suffolk 
 Constabularies enabling JCOT to consider whether the issuing of spit hoods should be 
 reinstated beyond Police Investigation Centres.  

 
2. CURRENT NATIONAL AND LOCAL GUIDANCE  

 
2.1 IPCC   

 
2.2 In December 2011 the IPCC released Learning The Lessons - Bulletin 15, within it 

provides an overview of an incident ‘Cambridge death in Police Custody – Jonathan 
PLUCK’.  It made local recommendation regarding the incident and specifically the 
following regarding spit hoods. 

 
2.3 Finding  

 
2.4 Mr A was fitted with a contamination hood following arrest. It was incorrectly fitted and 

therefore may have restricted his sight and breathing causing him agitation. He was 

also left unsupervised on two occasions while still wearing the hood contrary to force 

policy and the manufacturer’s guidance. 

2.5 Local recommendation  

2.6 Where the force issues equipment such as contamination hoods which could have an 

adverse impact on a person’s health if not correctly used, officers should be adequately 

trained in the equipment’s fitting and use. 

2.7 In the general part of the document it raises the following: 

 Key Questions for Policy Makers/Managers: 
 

 If your force uses contamination hoods do you provide all staff with clear guidance 

 on when and how they should be used? 

 

 How does your force check that medical equipment is fit for purpose?  

 

 Key Questions for Police Officers/ Staff? 

 

 If your force uses contamination hoods, are you aware of the importance of  

  constantly monitoring the person wearing them? 
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2.8 College of Policing 
 

2.9 The College of Policing does not issue any specific guidance regarding their use or 
non-use but for those forces who choose to use spit hoods it gives guidance on their 
safe and effective use - which refers to the ACPO NPIA Personal Safety Manual. 
 

2.10 NPCC 
 

2.11 There is currently no Chief Officer portfolio lead for the ‘Use of Force Batons and other 
Personal Safety Tactics’. Staff Officer Inspector Nick Sutcliffe has confirmed that there 
is no prescribed mandate for spit hoods and this remains an operational decision for 
Chief Officers to decide what is appropriate using the ACPO guidance manual. 

 
2.12 Guidance in the Personal Safety Manual: Module 04 Medical Implications spit hoods is 

 as follows: 
 

A variety of so called spit hoods are available.  These are by and large safe for use.  
However there is a small risk of inhaling vomit, particularly when vomitus is of solid 
consistency.  A test conducted demonstrated that liquid vomitus will be safely be 
expelled through the interstices of the mask. For solid vomit the mask will need to be 
immediately removed.   Also some of the more tight fitting masks may engender a 
feeling of panic in some subjects. 

 
2.13 Regarding Application 

 
2.14 If the subject is wearing spectacles consider removing them prior to applying the hood. 

The hood is placed over the subject’s head. Depending on the type of hood used, 
ensure that the subject’s nose and eyes are not interfered with by any elastic banding 
in the hood. Ensure that breathing is not restricted. The subject should be secured to 
prevent them falling and constantly monitored whilst wearing the spit hood. If the hood 
is not correctly secured it may rise over the face. Check that the hood is not causing 
any undue pressure around the subject’s neck. Constant supervision by a safety officer 
is required at all times while the hood is on. 

 

 If the subject vomits remove the hood to prevent choking. 

 If the subject has a nose or mouth bleed do not place the hood on. 

 If the hood becomes wet from body fluids or other fluids (e.g.rain) remove and 
replace with a dry one. Some hoods will start to degenerate if too wet. 

 All hoods should be disposed of as a biohazard. 

 All uses of hoods are a use of force and should be accounted for as such 
 

2.15 National Noteworthy Incidents  
 

2.16 In 2012 a Metropolitan Police Officer made a claim against the force for not making spit 
hoods available to officers. The officer attributed the lack of spit hood as a contributing 
factor in the assault. This was settled in the sum of £4150.00 on 24/07/2014.  
(Information supplied by Met Employer & Public Liability Claims Manager). 

 
2.17 The death of a detainee in Devon and Cornwall in 2012 relates to use of Emergency 

Restraint Belt (ERB) and NOT spit hoods themselves. The IPCC wrote a letter to all 
Chief Constables on 1st November 2012 ‘Expressing concern that the use of an ERB 
in this way posed a risk to individual’. 
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2.18 Police Federation  
 

2.19 The view of both Norfolk and Suffolk Police Federation has been sought and the 
position of both Federation view is that the use of spit hoods is exceptionally useful to 
front line officers provided they have been correctly trained in the use, application and 
the correct spit hoods have been purchased. Previous practice was to hold an 
individual’s head at an angle so that the officer could not be spat at.  However, this was 
fraught with potential implications of potential injuries and or complaints of use of force.  

 
2.20 A safe alternative such as a spit hood would be supported by both Police              

Federation’s, provided officers are qualified in its use and the correct hoods are 
supplied. 

 
2.21 Other Forces Which Use Spit Hoods 

 

 Bedfordshire 

 Cambridgeshire 

 Hertfordshire 

 Derbyshire (only in custody) 

 Lincolnshire 

 Northamptonshire 

 North Wales Police 
 

2.22 Use of Spit Hoods in Hertfordshire 
 

2.23 In 2015 spit hoods were re-introduced in Hertfordshire following a similar request from 
front line officers, and this is undergoing evaluation. The collaborated (Cambs, Beds, 
Herts) Training department collect data and the chart below shows that so far spit 
hoods have been safely deployed safely 12 times. 

 
 

2.24 Risk 
 

2.25 A work activity risk assessment record sheet is available (attached at Appendix A) . It 
considers a variety of hazards to both staff and detainees and includes a risk 
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assessment for using spit hoods outside Police Investigation Centres. This is available 
for use in training and deployment in Norfolk and Suffolk should the decision be taken 
to re-introduce Spit hoods into marked police vehicles. 

 
2.26 Statistics for Spit Related Incidents in Norfolk and Suffolk 

 
Norfolk 

YEAR (Jan to 
Dec) 

Officers recording 
initial injuries by Spit 

Officers recording 
secondary injuries by 
spit  

Total officers showing 
injured by Spit at 
anytime  

2011 8 8 16 

2012 6 2 8 

2013 22 7 29 

2014 13 5 18 

 
 Suffolk 
 

2.27 Suffolk ‘use of force forms’ have been recently changed and previous forms have not 
been archived so historical information is unavailable. Research was conducted on CIS 
and in Suffolk over a period from 31st October 2014 to 22nd April 2015 there was a 
report of 107 assaults against police – 25 of which were reports of offenders spitting at, 
attempting to or actually biting police officers.   
 

2.28 Officers identified as being assaulted via spitting or biting in Norfolk and Suffolk were 
contacted to ascertain their experiences. Appendix B provides information about the 
circumstance of the assault, would the use of spit hood been advantageous and any 
relevant comments. In one response an incident was detailed whereby an officer was 
spat at directly in the mouth by a person confirmed to be Hepatitis B.  

 
2.29 Complaints – PSD Norfolk and Suffolk 

 
2.30 Research across the two databases using a ‘free text’ search for ‘spit hood’ ‘spit bag’ 

and ‘hood’ was conducted for the period 01/01/2010 – 31/12/2014. The following two 
complaints were recorded under such parameters both in Suffolk. 

 
2.31 Suffolk – Public complaint recorded in November 2010 – the matter was withdrawn by 

the complainant. 
 

2.32 Suffolk – Public complaint record in September 2014 – this is a live investigation. 
 

2.33 Both the complaints listed above were made by the person directly affected. 
 

2.34 No complaints have been recorded with Norfolk Constabulary using the terms ‘spit’ 
and/or ‘hood’. 

 
2.35 Training  

 
2.36 There is an existing lesson plan in place for the deployment of spit hoods given to all 

custody staff authorised to use them. This lesson could be expanded and delivered via 
PST throughout 2015/2016. 
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Lesson plan objects: 
 

 Identify subject behaviour necessitating application and justification of use. 

 Demonstrate correct application of spit hoods  

 Explain health and safety issues and importance of supervision when   applied.  

 

2.37 Trainer to demonstrate application on ‘Bob’ and Blitz Dummy. Highlighting position of 
officer applying to the subjects’ front offside or nearside. 
 

2.38 Students to practice in pairs with a handcuffed subject, utilising various control and 
restraint methods to position subjects torso whilst standing, sitting and prone. 

 
2.39 Assessment method involves identifying learner participation, verbal feedback and 

observation. 
 

2.40 Public Perception 
 

2.41 Whilst the use of approved Spit hoods can be lawful, justified and permitted public 
perception is a very important issue that cannot be overstated. 

 
2.42 Any re-introduction of spit hoods must be accompanied and supported by an effective 

training programme that not only covers the legality and necessity of using spit hoods 
but legitimate steps that can be taken to allay public concerns. Measures would include 
effective tactical communications and taking steps to treat the individual with respect 
and preserve their dignity. 

 
3. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
3.1 Resource Required 

 
3.2 Additional procurement of spit hoods may be required. Options will be presented on 

 officer issue compared with vehicle issue. The spit hoods have a ‘one use’ life span 
 however do not come with expiration date. The options below are based on cost prices 
 for spit hoods purchased in quantities over 500. 

 
3.3 Both Norfolk and Suffolk use Tactics Personal Safety limited as supplier. 

 

Supplier Quantity  Cost per Spit Hood 
(£) 

Postage and 
Packaging cost (£) 

Tactics Personal 
Safety limited 

<500 Section 43 
exemption 

4.99 

Tactics Personal 
Safety limited 

>500 Section 43 
exemption 

4.99 

 

Current Stock (not in use) 

Norfolk (Norfolk order as required)                                
0 

Suffolk (Bury / Martlesham)                                       
303  
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3.4 Options 
 

3.5 Option 1: 1 x Spit hoods issued to marked vehicles* 
 

County No. of marked Vehicles Total Cost 

Suffolk 159 Section 43 exemption 

Norfolk 216 Section 43 exemption 

* Marked includes ANPR, ARV, DOG Section, Traffic, Neighbourhood Response, Night time 
economy, SNT’s.  
 

 
3.6 Option 2: 1 x Personal issue to front line uniformed officers * 

 

County Section / Rank  No. of Officers Total Cost 

Suffolk  
CPC  / Pc- Insp 

 
 
    (total)         579 

Section 43 
exemption 

Norfolk  
CPC / Pc - Insp 

                                                                                                                              
 
(total)        874 

Section 43 
exemption 

*based on front line CPC staff  

3.7 Option 3: Custody only Issue (remain with current practice) 
 

3.8 Financial implications would remain the same. Suffolk currently have 303 in stock and 
Norfolk continue to purchase on an ‘as when necessary’ basis. 

 
4. OTHER IMPLICATIONS AND RISKS 

 
4.1 No other implications and risks. 
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ORIGINATOR CHECKLIST (MUST BE COMPLETED) 
STATE 
‘YES’ OR ‘NO’ 

 
Has legal advice been sought on this submission? 
 

NO 

 
Have financial implications been considered?  
 

YES 

 
Have human resource implications been considered? 
 

YES 

 
Have accommodation, ICT, transport, other equipment and 
resources, and environment and sustainability implications been 
considered? 
 

YES 

 
Have value-for-money and risk management implications been 
considered? 
 

YES 

 
Have equality, diversity and human rights implications been 
considered including equality analysis, as appropriate? 
 

YES 

 
Is the recommendation consistent with the objectives in the Police 
and Crime Plan? 
 

YES 

 
Has consultation been undertaken with people or agencies likely to 
be affected by the recommendation? 
 

YES 

 
Has communications advice been sought on areas of likely media 
interest and how they might be managed? 
 

NO 

 
In relation to all the above, have all relevant material issues been 
highlighted in the ‘other implications and risks’ section of the 
submission and have all the relevant officers/staff been consulted? 
 

YES 
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Officer Producing Report 
Rank / Name   (Section 40 Exemption) 
Department / Location Exec Services / PHQ 
Telephone Number  ext. 3567 
Email Address  (Section 40 Exemption) 
 
Contact Officer: 
Name of Author, Appointment As above 
Department / Location 
Telephone Number 
Email Address 
 
 
Are there Background Documents? 
 
Yes Appendices  A and B attached.  
 
 
Does the Report Contain Exempt Information? 
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APPENDIX A 

WORK ACTIVITY RISK ASSESSMENT RECORD SHEET – No.:  

Area / Department: Human 
Resources  

District / Section: Learning & Development 

Unit / Sub Section: Personal 
Safety Training   

Location: PIC’s 

Description: The reasoning for and safe use and application of spit hoods to those in 
detention.  

Other Relevant Information: Spit Hood Lesson Plan V0.2, July 2013,  NPIA Accredited 
ACPO Personal Safety Manual 2011 

Date Completed: 21st 
February 2014  

Review Date: 21st February 2015 

REF 
NO. 

HAZARD, 

WHO MIGHT 
BE HARMED 

& HOW 

CONTROL MEASURES IN PLACE 

RISK 

(H-
M-L) 

PERSON 
RESPONSIBLE 

1. 

Hazard - 
Spitting 
detainee and 
potential for 
cross 
infection.  
 
Police 
Officers and 
Staff through 
contact with 
saliva and 
any inherent 
disease.  

Spit hoods to be applied for the following 
reasons to protect Police Officers and staff 
from contact:  

 Subject is spitting 

 Threatening to spit, 

 Honest held belief they will spit if 
the opportunity arises, 

 

 Contagious Infection (whereby 
honest held belief is they will try to 
infect staff by spitting) 

 

L 
Trained Police 

Officers or Staff  

2. 

Hazard - 
Inappropriate 
procurement 
and selection 
of spit hoods 
  
Detainee as a 
result of a 
potential for a 
reduced 

 Only translucent type spit hoods to be 
used within Norfolk & Suffolk 
Constabularies. These are pictured 
below and identified within the ACPO 
Personal Safety Manual.   

L 
PST and 

Procurement 
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ability to 
monitor 
welfare 
leading to 
possible 
death 

 
 
Benefits:  
• Simple to use. 
• Lightweight mesh and elastic base. 
• Fits around neck loosely. 
• Clear air passage maintained  
• Difficult for restrained subject to 
remove. 
• Disposable  
• Compact. 
• Inexpensive. 
• Does NOT affect hearing, breathing 
or vision. 
• Can be used on subject standing, 
sitting or prone. 

3. 

Hazard - 
Inappropriate 
use of the spit 
hood  
 
Detainee as a 
result of 
inappropriate 
conditions of 
use which 
may lead to 
choking or 
even death.  
 
 
 

 
 
Spit hoods shall not be considered for use 
when:  
 

 The detainee is bleeding from the 

mouth or nose  

 If the detainee is vomiting or has 

been vomiting  

 The detainee is having difficulty 

breathing 

 As a punishment   

Spit hoods must be replaced if they 
become wet from bodily or other fluids 
 
Use of spit hoods must be recorded and 
accounted for as such on a use of force 
form.  

L 
Trained Police 

Officers or Staff 
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4. 

Hazard – 
Inappropriate 
application of 
spit hood to 
the detainee  
 
Detainee as a 
result of 
improper 
fitting of the 
spit hood 
leading to 
injury or even 
death   

 
Detainee to be secured with restraints 
(ERB, fast straps, handcuffs) prior to 
application of the spit hood to prevent 
falling 
 
If subject is standing or sitting the torso 
should be inclined forwards to allow 
application and avoid officer’s face being in 
the line of the subject’s sight.  
 
Consider removing detainees spectacles if 
present before use 
 
Spit hood is placed over subjects head. 
Ensure elastic banding does not interfere 
with subject’s nose or eyes. 
 
If spit hood is not correctly secured it may 
rise over the face. 
 
Ensure breathing is not restricted. (Monitor 
and reassure detainee their breathing 
should not be affected). 
 
Check spit hood is not causing any undue 
pressure around the subject’s neck that 
would inhibit breathing 
 
All officers who deploy the use of spit 
hoods shall be trained by a Personal 
Safety Training instructor in their safe 
application and use. Training is in 
accordance with the designed lesson plan   
(section 31 exemption) 
Training will be recorded and records 
retained by the learning and development 
department.  
 
Annual refresher training provided as part 
of Personal Safety Training continued 
certification 
 

      L 

Trained Police 
Officers or Staff 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Line Managers 
(identify),Personal 
Safety Trainers 
(Train), Learning 
and Development 
(Record)  

5. 

Inadequate 
supervision of 
the detainee 
wearing a spit 
hood  
 

Supervision of those wearing spit hoods 
should be constant while the spit hood is 
on and performed by the designated safety 
officer.  
 
Spit hood to be removed if subject starts to 

L 
Trained Police 

Officers or Staff 
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Detainee 
could choke 
on bodily 
fluids during 
use leading to 
potential 
death  

vomit, bleed from the nose or mouth or 
experience any difficulty that may threaten 
safety or life.  

 

6. 

 
Inappropriate 
disposal of 
spit hood post 
use  
 
Waste 
Regulatory 
breach 
leading to 
organisational 
fine  

Users are trained by Personal Safety 
Training Instructors that spit hoods are a 
single use item and must be disposed of 
as a bio-hazard after use.  

L 
Trained Police 

Officers or Staff 

 
 

Authorised Assessor 

Name and Role:   

(Section 40 Exemption) (Personal 
Safety Trainer)  

Date: 21/02/2014  

 Authorised Head 

Name and Role:  

(Section 40 Exemption) (Training 
Manager, Learning & Development)  

Date: 21/02/2014 

   

Authorised Health and Safety 

Name and Role: 

(Section 40 Exemption) 
(T/Occupational Health, Safety & 
Wellbeing Manager)   

Date: 21/02/2014 
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The following matrix is used to calculate the Residual Risk once Control Measures are 
already in place.  Once calculated, put outcome (H-M-L) into the Risk column above.  
 

CRITERIA FOR CALCULATING 
THE RESIDUAL RISK 

LIKELIHOOD of HARM 

HIGH 
Very likely or near 

certain that harm will 
occur 

MEDIUM 
Likely or 
possible 

LOW 
Unlikely or 

seldom occurs 

S
E

V
E

R
IT

Y
 o

f 
IN

J
U

R
Y

 HIGH  
Death, major injury or serious 
illness, hospitalised 

HIGH HIGH MEDIUM 

MEDIUM  
Serious injury or ill health 
resulting in 7 days or more 
absence 

HIGH MEDIUM LOW 

LOW 
Minor injuries needing only 
basic first aid 

MEDIUM LOW LOW 
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APPENDIX B 

 
Research was conducted into recorded assaults on police across Norfolk and Suffolk for 
the time period 31st October 2014 to 22nd April 2015. Officers of assaults which were spit 
related were contacted and asked the following:  
• If the person spitting/biting was being arrested? 

• If the person was spitting and biting before being arrested? (i.e. spitting at someone 
else) 

• Where was the spitting taking place? (i.e. on the street / rear of police vehicle) 

• How easy would it have been to apply the Spit Hood? 

• Any other information you may think is relevant 

 
 

Norfolk / 
Suffolk 
Officer  
 

Spit / bite 
assault post 
arrest? 

Would a spit 
hood have 
been 
effective and 
easy to use?  

Comment  

1 
 

Norfolk Post Arrest  Yes  Due to sustained nature of 
assault spit hood was 
authorised for use at hospital 

2 
 

Norfolk Post Arrest  yes  

3 
 

Suffolk Post Arrest  Yes This would have been a safe 
alternative to using force on 
detainee. 

4 
 

Norfolk NO – before 
arrest 

yes  

5 
 

Suffolk NO – before 
arrest  

no Subject was to aggressive 
and would not have 
accepted a spit hood 

6 
 

Norfolk Post Arrest  yes  

7 
 

Norfolk Post Arrest  Yes  Would have prevented 
assault 

8 
 

Norfolk No- before 
arrest 

No Spit hood would not have 
prevented assault however 
would have reduced level of 
force used post assault.   

9 
 

Suffolk Post Arrest  no If the spitting had continued 
then it would be useful and 
would have been better than 
using a thick blanket.  

10 
 

Suffolk Post Arrest no Incident too short for hood to 
be useful 

11 Suffolk Post Arrest Yes  
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12 
 

Suffolk Post Arrest no Not sure it can have been 
easily applied in moving 
vehicle 

13 
 

Norfolk No Before no Not enough officers available 
to safely apply hood 

14 
 

Norfolk Post Arrest Yes  

15 
 

Norfolk  Post Arrest  Yes  Spat at directly on two 
occasions and person 
confirmed as Hep B.  Found 
the decision to not use spit 
hood in the public areas was 
a risk. He was infectious and 
my concern at the time was 
the fact he was spitting in A 
and e and the risk to 
infection to the public. I 
ended up having 6 months of 
blood test due to the issue 
around spit hoods. Yes there 
is a public perception to 
consider but this should not 
go above the safety of 
officers and police. 

16 
 
 

Suffolk Post Arrest no Due to biting it would have 
not been easy to apply hood 

17 Suffolk Post Arrest no The spit was a dynamic 
action, with no warning, so a 
spit hood would have done 
nothing. 

18 Suffolk Post Arrest yes Spit hood was applied and 
this prevent spitting 

19 Norfolk Post Arrest no It started suddenly and 
stopped when subject was 
controlled on the floor 

 
 
  


