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FOREWORD 

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) established the System Assessment and Validation 
for Emergency Responders (SAVER) Program to assist emergency responders making procurement 
decisions. Located within the Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) of DHS, the SAVER Program 
conducts objective assessments and validations on commercially available equipment and systems 
and develops knowledge products that provide relevant equipment information to the emergency 
responder community. The SAVER Program mission includes: 

• Conducting impartial, practitioner-relevant, operationally oriented assessments, and validations
of emergency response equipment.

• Providing information, in the form of knowledge products, that enables decision-makers and
responders to better select, procure, use, and maintain emergency response equipment.

SAVER Program knowledge products provide information on equipment that falls under the 
categories listed in the DHS Authorized Equipment List (AEL), focusing primarily on two main 
questions for the responder community: “What equipment is available?” and “How does it perform?” 
These knowledge products are shared nationally with the responder community, providing a life-and 
cost-saving asset to DHS, as well as to Federal, state and local responders. 

The SAVER Program is managed by the National Urban Security Technology Laboratory (NUSTL). 
NUSTL is responsible for all SAVER activities, including selecting and prioritizing program topics, 
developing SAVER knowledge products, coordinating with other organizations and ensuring flexibility 
and responsiveness to first responder requirements.  

NUSTL provides expertise and analysis on a wide range of key subject areas, including chemical, 
biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosive weapons detection; emergency response and 
recovery; and related equipment, instrumentation and technologies. In support of this tasking, 
NUSTL will conduct a comparative assessment of less lethal technologies to provide emergency 
responders with reference information on currently available technologies. Although less lethal 
technologies are not currently on the AEL, we are performing this project at the request of the 
emergency responder community. As part of the project, assessment recommendations were 
gathered from a focus group and are highlighted in this report.  

For more information on NUSTL’s SAVER Program or to view additional reports on less lethal 
technologies or other technologies, visit the DHS Science and Technology website. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Less lethal technologies are devices designed to be less likely to cause death when deployed than 
conventional weapons like firearms. They are used by law enforcement in situations such as crowd 
control, riots, and one-on-one suspect apprehensions. Subcategories of less lethal technologies 
include chemical, kinetic and conducted energy technologies. 

Through its System Assessment and Validation for Emergency Responders (SAVER) Program, the 
National Urban Security Technology Laboratory (NUSTL) will conduct a comparative assessment of 
less lethal technologies to provide law enforcement with information that will assist in making 
operational and procurement decisions. 

As a part of the assessment process, a focus group was convened on August 20, 2019, at NUSTL, 
with the primary objectives of recommending evaluation criteria, product selection criteria, products, 
and possible scenarios for the assessment of less lethal technologies. Seven emergency responders 
from various jurisdictions with collective expertise in policing, special tactical operations, emergency 
services, and criminal investigations took part in the focus group. Their recommendations are 
summarized below. 

The focus group recommended narrowing the scope of the project to focus on assessing chemical 
and kinetic technologies that can be launched from a 12-gauge shotgun, 37-millimeter launcher or 
40-millimeter launcher. Selected products should also have multiple cartridge options and the ability
to add accessories such as lights, lasers and slings. They recommended excluding electroshock
weapons because those are not used as often by special tactical operations units.

They identified 20 evaluation criteria for the assessment, with effective range, accuracy, impact, 
reliability, safety mechanisms, and durability receiving the highest weight (utmost importance) and 
ability to add accessories, ease of use, portability, training requirements, and ammunition shelf life 
receiving the second highest weight (very important). Other evaluation criteria that they identified 
include magazine capacity, rate of fire, compatibility with personal protective equipment (PPE), 
weight, concealability, ease of cleaning, storage temperature, initial cost, and warranty. 

They recommended lab testing to determine the chemical concentration produced by chemical 
cartridges and the impact of kinetic cartridges. 

They recommended four operational scenarios in which less lethal technologies could be assessed: a 
barricade scenario where evaluators will shoot cartridges through a window in a house in which 
armed suspects are barricaded; an impact scenario where evaluators will shoot cartridges at a target 
that is able to determine impact; an accuracy scenario where evaluators will shoot at a target at 
various distances within the effective range of the weapon; and finally, a civil disturbance scenario 
where evaluators will shoot rapidly at multiple targets. After completing the operational scenarios, 
the focus group recommended cleaning each weapon and then performing destructive testing to 
determine durability. 

The assessment will likely take place at the Massachusetts State Police Academy in New Braintree, 
Massachusetts. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Less lethal technologies are devices designed to be less likely to cause death when deployed than 
conventional weapons like firearms. They are used by law enforcement in situations such as crowd 
control, riots and one-on-one suspect apprehensions. Subcategories of less lethal technologies 
include chemical, kinetic and conducted energy technologies. 

On August 20, 2019, the System Assessment and Validation for Emergency Responders (SAVER) 
Program conducted a focus group of less lethal technologies at the National Urban Security 
Technology Laboratory (NUSTL) in New York, New York. The purpose of this focus group was to 
recommend evaluation criteria, product selection criteria, products, and possible scenarios for a 
comparative assessment of less lethal technologies. Information gathered from the focus group will 
be used to guide the planning of the assessment. An assessment report will provide law enforcement 
with information that will assist in making operational and procurement decisions regarding less 
lethal technologies. 

1.1 PARTICIPANT INFORMATION

Seven emergency responders from various jurisdictions with at least six years of law enforcement 
experience and at least four years of experience using less lethal technologies were selected to 
participate in the focus group. As Table 1-1 indicates, most focus group members were from 
special tactical operations units that specialize in situations such as riots, crowd control, and 
making difficult apprehensions of suspects. They were therefore well experienced in the use of the 
less lethal chemical, kinetic, and conducted energy technologies. 

Table 1-1 Focus Group Participant Demographics 

Practitioner Years of State 

Law Enforcment/Emergency Services 20+ CT 

Law Enforcement/Special Tactical Operations 16 – 20 MA 

Law Enforcement/Special Tactical Operations 11 – 15 CT 

Law Enforcement/Special Tactical Operations 11 – 15 MA 

Law Enforcement/Special Tactical Operations 11 – 15 MA 

Law Enforcement/Special Weapons and Tactics 6 – 10 ME 

Law Enforcement/Special Tactical Operations 6 – 10 MA 
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2.0 FOCUS GROUP METHODOLOGY 

The focus group opened with an overview of the SAVER Program, the less lethal technologies project 
and the focus group goals and objectives. Once the background material was covered, a facilitator 
led focus group discussions on five sets of recommendations: 

1) Evaluation criteria – Specific features that are important factors to consider when
making equipment selection or operational decisions.

2) Product selection criteria – Specifications, attributes, or characteristics a product
should possess to be considered for the assessment.

3) Product – Specific brands or models (if any) that are especially relevant to the
emergency responder community and should be candidates for inclusion in the
comparative assessment.

4) Laboratory testing – Laboratory performance tests to be conducted by an outside
laboratory to obtain product information on evaluation criteria that cannot be
determined by the hands-on assessment of equipment.

5) Assessment scenarios – Operational settings and activities that would provide
evaluators with appropriate conditions and opportunities to experience and evaluate
the criteria.

Figure 2-1 highlights the process followed to gather these recommendations. 

Define, group, 
and prioritize 

evaluation 
criteria by 

SAVER category. 

Identify 
applications 

and evaluation 
criteria. 

Assign weights 
to the 

evaluation 
criteria. 

Prioritize 
and assign 

percentages 
to the 
SAVER 

categories. 

Review 
applications 

and 
recommend 
assessment 
scenarios. 

Recommend 
product 

selection 
criteria and 
products to 

assess. 

Figure 2-1 Focus Group Process 

Focus group participants first identified applications in which less lethal technologies are commonly 
used. Next, the focus group participants identified and defined evaluation criteria, which were then 
grouped into five categories: affordability, capability, deployability, maintainability and usability. 
Collectively these are referred to as the “SAVER categories” and are defined as: 

• Affordability criteria relate to the total cost of ownership over the life of the product. This
includes purchase price, training costs, warranty costs, recurring costs, and maintenance
costs.

• Capability criteria relate to product features or functions needed to perform one or more
responder relevant tasks.

• Deployability criteria relate to preparing to use the product, including transport, setup,
training, and operational/deployment restrictions.
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• Maintainability criteria relate to the routine maintenance and minor repairs performed by
responders, as well as included warranty terms, duration, and coverage.

• Usability criteria relate to ergonomics and the relative ease of use when performing one or
more responder relevant tasks.

Once the evaluation criteria were grouped within the SAVER categories, focus group participants 
assigned a weight for each criterion’s level of importance on a 1 to 5 scale, where 5 is of utmost 
importance and 1 is of minor importance. The focus group identified some criteria that they deemed 
difficult to evaluate in a hands-on assessment as “information only.” Vendor specifications for these 
criteria will be listed in the assessment report, but the criteria were not weighted and will not factor 
into how products are scored at the assessment. Table 2-1 highlights the evaluation criteria 
weighting scale. 

Table 2-1 Evaluation Criteria Weighting Scale 

Weight Definition 

5 
This evaluation criterion is of utmost importance: 
“I would never consider purchasing a product that does not meet my expectations of this 
criterion or does not have this feature.” 

4 
This evaluation criterion is very important: 
“I would be hesitant to purchase a product that does not meet my expectations of this 
criterion or does not have this feature.” 

3 
This evaluation criterion is important: 
“Meeting my expectations of this criterion or having this feature would strongly influence my 
decision to purchase this product.” 

2 
This evaluation criterion is somewhat important: 
“Meeting my expectations of this criterion or having this feature would slightly influence my 
decision to purchase this product.” 

1 
This evaluation criterion is of minor importance: 
“Other things being equal, meeting my expectations of this criterion or having this feature 
may influence my decision to purchase this product.” 

After the evaluation criteria were assigned weights, the focus group participants recommended 
whether each criterion should be assessed operationally or according to vendor-provided 
specifications. Next, considering the evaluation criteria in each category, the focus group participants 
ranked the SAVER categories in order of importance. Based on the ranking, a percentage was 
assigned to each category to represent its level of importance relative to the other categories. The 
sum of all 5 categories is 100 percent. 

After rating the SAVER categories, focus group participants identified product selection criteria. Only 
products that meet all product selection criteria identified by the focus group will be considered for 
inclusion in the assessment. The focus group also identified specific products that should be 
considered for the assessment. Lastly, the focus group participants reviewed the applications 
identified at the beginning of the focus group session and recommended operational scenarios for 
the assessment. 
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3.0 EVALUATION CRITERIA RECOMMENDATIONS 

The focus group participants narrowed the scope of the less lethal technologies project to focus on 
chemical and kinetic technologies that are launchable from a 12-gauage shotgun, a 37-millimeter 
launcher or a 40-millimeter launcher and identified 20 evaluation criteria and concluded that 
capability was the most important SAVER category, followed by usability, deployability, and 
maintainability. The affordability category contained two criteria that were each designated as 
information only. Because these criteria do not factor into scoring, affordability was given a category 
ranking of 0 percent. Table 3-1 presents the category rankings, evaluation criteria and evaluation 
criteria weights. 

It should be noted that the focus group chose product selection criteria that limits selected products 
to chemical and kinetic technologies. Electroshock weapons were specifically excluded. They also 
excluded products that cannot be launched from either a 12-gauge shotgun, 37-millimeter launcher 
or 40-millimeter launcher. See Section 6 for a more in-depth discussion of the product selection 
criteria identified by the focus group. Both launchers and ammunition will be assessed. 

Table 3-1 Evaluation Criteria 

SAVER CATEGORIES 

Capability Usability Deployability Maintainability Affordability 

Overall Weight 
50% 

Overall Weight 
25% 

Overall Weight 
15% 

Overall Weight 
10% 

Overall Weight 
0% 

Evaluation Criteria 

Effective Range 

Weight: 5 

Reliability 

Weight: 5 

Portability 

Weight: 4 

Durability 

Weight 5: 

Initial Cost 

Information Only 

Accuracy 

Weight: 5 

Safety 
Mechanisms 

Weight:5 

Training 
Requirements 

Weight: 4 

Ammunition Shelf 
Life 

Weight: 4 

Warranty 

Information Only 

Impact 

Weight: 5 

Ability to Add 
Accessories 
Weight: 4 

Weight 

Weight: 3 

Ease of Cleaning 

Weight: 2 

Magazine Capacity 

Weight: 3 

Ease of Use 

Weight: 4 

Concealability 

Weight: 2 

Storage 
Temperature 

Weight: 2 

Rate of Fire 

Weight: 3 

Compatibility 
with PPE 
Weight: 3 
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3.1 CAPABILITY

Five capability criteria were identified and defined by the focus group. 

Effective Range refers to the range of distances at which the technology can be effectively used 
against a target. Focus group members stated their preference for long-range weapons and did 
not want to evaluate technologies such as stun guns that need to be used in close proximity to the 
target. 

Accuracy refers to the ability of the system to be correct or precise in aiming at a target so that 
less lethal cartridgesi fired from a launcher either hit or come close to the target. 

Impact refers to the amount of force at which a less lethal cartridge makes contact with a target 
object. It may also refer to the effectiveness of the payload of the cartridge. For example, a 
chemical munition may not strike with much physical force but can have a strong impact due to 
the chemical effect on the target. 

Magazine Capacity refers to the number of cartridges that can be stored in a magazine attached 
to a projectile-based less lethal weapon system. 

Rate of Fire refers to the frequency with which the less lethal weapon system can fire or launch its 
cartridges, assuming that operators are well trained, and that the weapon is in good condition. 

3.2 USABILITY

Five usability criteria were identified and defined by the focus group. 

Reliability refers to the ability of the less lethal weapon system to work as intended when fired. If 
the cartridge is a chemical round, for instance, it must effectively release its chemical payload. 
Focus group members were primarily concerned with ineffective ammunition. 

Safety Mechanisms refers to the presence of safety mechanisms in the less lethal weapon, the 
level of safety provided, and the effectiveness of the mechanisms. Safety mechanisms prevent 
accidental discharge of a weapon. 

Ability to Add Accessories refers to the ability of the less lethal weapon system to accommodate 
accessories or attachments such as but not limited to lights (used by law enforcement officers to 
guide their aim in low-light conditions), lasers (used to quickly assist with accuracy) and slings 
(used to conveniently carry the weapon on the body and to better brace and stabilize it during 
aiming). 

Ease of Use refers to the level of difficulty involved in operating the weapon system including 
loading the weapon, re-loading (i.e., changing magazines), aiming, firing, and using various 
features such as lasers and safety mechanisms. Focus group members stated the importance of 
being able to use the weapon under different lighting conditions and operational situations. 

Compatibility with PPE refers to the degree to which the less lethal weapon system is compatible 
with and can be operated reliably while wearing personal protective equipment such as gloves, 
helmets, and gas masks. 

i A cartridge, also called a round, is an unfired packaging of ammunition designed to act as a projectile when fired. It may 
have a chemical payload such as tear gas or it may be designed for kinetic impact. 
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3.3 DEPLOYABILITY

Four deployability criteria were identified and defined by the focus group. 

Portability refers to the ease with which the less lethal weapon system can be carried or moved. 
This includes both the launcher and the ammunition and may include the ability to load the less 
lethal weapon into a vehicle for deployment in the field. 

Training Requirements refers to the amount of training that is required for law enforcement 
personnel to be able to safely and effectively use the less lethal weapon system under operational 
conditions. 

Weight refers to the heaviness of the less lethal weapon system and its associated ammunition. 
Focus group members stated that their job is easier when using light-weight equipment in the 
field. 

Concealability refers to the ability to use the weapon system without giving away its location. 
Focus group members were specifically concerned about maintaining cover at night—flashes of 
light will reveal their position. Other issues such as sound and odor were not a major concern. 

3.4 MAINTAINABILITY

Four maintainability criteria were identified and defined by the focus group. 

Durability refers to the ability of less lethal weapons and cartridges to remain in good condition 
over a long period of time and withstand drops, rough handling, and daily wear and tear. Weapons 
with quality components and ammunition with a quality storage case were stated to be desired 
features. 

Ammunition Shelf Life refers to the amount of time that ammunition may be kept in storage 
before use and the conditions such as temperature, humidity and sun exposure in which it must 
be stored. Focus group members suggested that evaluators at the assessment should rate the 
shelf-life specifications for each product. They also suggested testing 3- to 4-year-old ammunition 
at the assessment, if possible, because they have concerns about reliability at this stage of the 
life-cycle. 

Ease of Cleaning refers to the difficulty involved in cleaning and/or decontaminating the less 
lethal weapon system. 

Storage Temperature refers to the temperature range at which the less lethal weapon system and 
ammunition can safely be stored. 

3.5 AFFORDABILITY

Two affordability criteria were identified and defined by the focus group.  

Initial Cost  refers to the  price of the equipment when purchased.  

Warranty  refers to the amount of time in which the vendor promises to repair or replace
equipment that is not functioning properly, and the terms of such agreement.   
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4.0 EVALUATION CRITERIA ASSESSMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

The focus group provided recommendations on how the evaluation criteria should be assessed 
leading to the following categories for assessment: 

• Operational – evaluating the criteria through hands-on experience at an operational scenario-
based assessment

• Specification – evaluating the criteria through vendor-provided information
• Laboratory – evaluating by conducting a controlled test in a laboratory setting
• Information only – publishing vendor-provided information in the assessment report with no

evaluations made at the assessment.

Table 4-1 presents the focus group’s assessment recommendations for the evaluation criteria. 

Table 4-1 Evaluation Criteria Assessment Recommendations 

Category Criteria Operational Specification Lab Testing Information 
Only 

Capability 

Effective Range 

Accuracy 

Impact  

Magazine Capacity  

Rate of Fire 

Usability 

Reliability 

Safety Mechanisms 

Ability to Add Accessories  

Ease of Use 

Compatibility with PPE 

Deployability 

Portability 

Training Requirements 

Weight 

Concealability 

Maintainability 

Durability 

Ammunition Shelf Life  

Ease of Cleaning 

Storage Temperature 

Affordability 
Initial Cost 

Warranty 
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4.1 LABORATORY TESTING RECOMMENDATIONS

Evaluators recommended the following laboratory tests for ammunition that will be included in the 
assessment: 

• Each chemical ammunition product selected for inclusion in the assessment should be
tested in a laboratory to determine the chemical concentration produced in an enclosed
area when activated.

• Each kinetic round of ammunition selected for inclusion in the assessment should
undergo impact testing to determine the force with which it strikes a target.

Evaluators will make their own assessments of ammunition impact at the operational assessment 
and score each product based on their hands-on experience and observations. The laboratory 
data will be presented at the conclusion of the assessment and will be included in the 
assessment report as supplementary data that may or may not validate the evaluators’ product 
scores. This will prevent evaluators from being influenced or biased by the results of laboratory 
testing. 

5.0 ASSESSMENT SCENARIO RECOMMENDATIONS 

The focus group identified crowd control, riots, raids, persons resisting arrest, emotionally disturbed 
persons, suspects in confined spaces, and suspected smugglers as situations in which less lethal 
technologies may be needed. With these situations in mind, the focus group recommended six 
scenarios in which products could be assessed using the evaluation criteria recommended for an 
operational assessment (Table 4-1). 

All scenario recommendations are notational and subject to change. They will depend upon having 
the time, equipment, and facilities necessary to perform them. More detailed planning of 
assessment activities will be documented in the Less Lethal Technologies Assessment Plan that 
shall be written prior to the assessment. The assessment will likely take place at the Massachusetts 
State Police Academy (MSPA) in New Braintree, Massachusetts. 

Because the first four scenarios involve shooting, they will each begin with a check of the safety 
mechanisms of the launcher that will be used. Throughout each of these four scenarios there will 
also be exercises in which evaluators will use the equipment with various items of personal 
protective equipment (gloves, masks, etc.) and accessory attachments such as modular lightweight 
load-carrying equipment (MOLLE) packs. 

Table 5-1 shows the evaluation criteria that shall be assessed during each scenario. Storage 
temperature, initial cost, and warranty will not be assessed operationally and are not shown in this 
table. 
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Table 5-1 Evaluation Criteria Assessed by Scenario 

Scenario: 

Criteria 

Barricade 
Scenario 

Impact 
Scenario 

Accuracy Civil 
Disturbance 

Cleaning Durability 
Testing 

Effective Range  

Accuracy    

Impact  

Magazine Capacity 

Rate of Fire 

Reliability    

Safety Mechanisms    

Ability to Add Accessories  

Ease of Use    

Compatibility with PPE    

Portability    

Training Requirements    

Weight    

Concealability 

Durability     

Ammunition Shelf Life 

Ease of Cleaning 

5.1 BARRICODE SCENARIO

This scenario will simulate a situation in which individuals wanted for arrest are armed and 
barricaded inside a house. It will take place at the “gashouse” training facilityii at the MSPA or a 
similar training facility. In this scenario, evaluators will shoot chemical rounds from various 
distances through a window into a specific room in the gashouse. The window will be replaced 
after each successful round fired. A GoPro camera inside the room will be used to monitor the 
impact on the room. This scenario will mainly test effective range, firing accuracy, effect of 
chemical ordinance, and whether or not the round over penetrates (bleeds into the next room). 

As part of this scenario, NUSTL will attempt to simulate darkness or low-light conditions in which 
concealability can be tested. This may be accomplished by scheduling the scenario at night, firing 
from a shadowed area or blocking out light by using a tent or some other light filtering device. 
Rounds will be fired into the gashouse and evaluators will observe to determine if light flashes 
from the weapon system could be used to identify the position of the law enforcement officer 
during the firing. 

ii This facility is a structure similar to a residential house that is designed for testing tear gas and other chemical 
weapons. 

Approved for Public Release 15 



 

  

  
 

 
 

 
 

  
 
 

 
  
  

 

   
  

  
  

  
 

  
  

  
  

 
 

   
 

  

   
  

 
  

  
  

                                                 
   

 
   

 

5.2 MPACT SCENARIO

For this scenario, evaluators will shoot kinetic rounds at a target or targets that will have the 
ability to demonstrate the impact of the round. This may be an electronic instrument that has the 
ability to measure the force or kinetic energy of a round that hits a plateiii. Alternatively, it could be 
something more rudimentary such as layers of plywood. Details will be fleshed out in the 
assessment plan. 

5.3 ACCURACY

For this scenario, evaluators will fire rounds from a shooting bench at a target placed at various 
distances within the effective range of the ammunition. Both chemical and kinetic rounds will be 
tested. Evaluators will add a sling and laser to the launcher if these devices are available. This will 
give them a chance to assess the ability to add accessories to the launcher. They may try different 
accessory configurations, but ultimately fire the weapon in the configuration in which they are 
most comfortable. 

5.4 CIVIL DISTURBANCE

For this scenario, multiple targets will be set up to simulate a crowd of people. Evaluators will be 
told that the crowd is hostile, are throwing rocks and are preparing to rush the law enforcement 
officers on the scene. The evaluators will shoot at the targets with rapid fire. The targets will 
simulate humans in some way such as a silhouette taped to a wooden frame. Evaluators will then 
add a light to their launcher and repeat the exercise in dark conditions. 

5.5 CLEANING

After the first four scenarios are completed, evaluators will clean their less lethal launchers 
according to the manufacturer’s recommendations or in accordance with agency procedures and 
perform any minor routine maintenance needed. Evaluation criteria scored during this scenario 
will include: field of view, use with optical aids, visual acuity, adaptability (multi-use) and ease of 
changing lenses. 

5.6 DURABILITY TESTING

On the last day of the assessment, evaluators will perform durability tests on the launchers and 
ammunition including the following: 

1. Evaluators will perform destructive testing such as drop tests and rough handling on the
launchers to determine durability. If they feel that the weapon was not damaged, they will test
fire a few rounds with it.

2. On the first day of the assessment, several rounds of each ammunition product will be dipped
in water and dried in the sun. These rounds will then be test fired on the last day of the
assessment.iv 

iii The subject matter expert from the U.S. Coast Guard mentioned that they have used such a device and will see if it will 
be available for the assessment. 
iv This test was recommended by the focus group, but will not be performed at the assessment unless the manufacturers 
recommend that it can be done safely. 
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6.0 PRODUCT SELECTION RECOMMENDATIONS 

The focus group identified five product selection criteria that may be used to select products for the 
less lethal technologies assessment. These criteria effectively narrowed the scope of the less lethal 
technologies assessment. Table 6-1 presents the product selection criteria in priority order. The 
criteria was based on the evaluator’s best practices. 

Table 6-1 Product Selection Criteria 

Product Selection Criteria Description 

Launcher Type 
Less lethal technologies must be launchable from a 12-
guage shotgun, 37-millimeter launcher or a 40-millimeter 
launcher. 

Cartridge Options Selected launchers must be able to fire multiple cartridge 
options for both chemical and kinetic technologies. 

Ability to Add Accessories Selected launchers must have the ability to add accessories 
such as lights, lasers and slings. 

Subcategory Exclusions Electroshock weapons should be included. 

Product Exclusions Pepperballsv should not be included. 

The focus group recognized that due to budget and time constraints, it would not be feasible to 
assess all subcategories of less lethal technologies, and they decided to focus on technologies that 
are most useful and effective in special tactical operations work. In their opinion and based on their 
experience, this includes chemical and kinetic technologies. Tasers and other electroshock weapons 
are more useful to patrol officers. They felt that there is a critical need for effective chemical and 
kinetic technologies for the situations that special tactical units have to deal with such as riots and 
civil disturbances. 

They also felt that only ammunition that can be fired from the three main launching platforms used 
by special tactical units should be considered. These are 12-gauge shotguns, 37-millimeter 
launchers, and 40-millimeter launchers. The focus group recommend testing products from three 
vendors with which they are familiar and whose products they have experience using: 

• Defense Technology Inc.

• Combined Systems Inc.vi 

• Police Ordinance Company Inc.vii 

v Pepperballs require a proprietary launcher and would be excluded under the cartridge options criterion; however, due to 
their experience with this product, focus group members specifically noted that it should be excluded. 
vi Also known as Combined Tactical Systems Inc. and Penn Arms Inc. 
vii Sole provider of the ARWEN 37-millimeter line of less lethal products. 
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The ARWEN® launcher from Police Ordinance Company Inc. was the only product specifically  
recommended for the assessment. Other vendors and products will be considered after NUSTL posts  
a request for information on the FedBizOpps website. Final determination of products to be assessed 
will be made by NUSTL in consultation with subject matter experts in law enforcement.  

7.0  FUTURE ACTIONS

The focus group recommendations will be used to guide the development of the Less Lethal 
Technologies Assessment Plan and the selection of products to evaluate in the assessment. A  SAVER
Program assessment of less lethal technologies  will likely take place at the MSPA in New Braintree, 
Massachusetts. Once the assessment is complete, the results will be available on  the
DHS Science and Technology website.

8.0 CONCLUSION 

The focus group, which consisted of seven law  enforcement subject matter experts, each with at  
least six years of experience, identified 20  evaluation criteria for less lethal technologies that will be
used when  scoring products during the assessment. The heaviest weighted SAVER categories were  
Capability (weight of 50  percent) and Usability (weight of 25 percent). The six heaviest weighted  
evaluation criteria, which fell within capability and Usability  categories, were:  

• Effective range
• Accuracy
• Impact
• Safety mechanisms
• Durability
• Reliability

After identifying, defining, and prioritizing the evaluation criteria, the focus group provided 
recommendations for product selection. They limited the less lethal products they wanted assessed 
to chemical and kinetic technologies that can be fired from specific launching platforms, namely 12-
gauge shotguns, 37-millimeter launchers, and 40-millimeter launchers. Selected weapons must also 
have multiple cartridge options and the ability to add accessories such as lights, lasers and slings. 

They recommended six operational scenarios in which these weapons can be assessed in a hands-
on manner. Four of these scenarios involve shooting the weapon at various targets. They also 
recommended a cleaning scenario and a destructive testing scenario. All information gathered 
during the focus group will be utilized to develop test plans for the SAVER assessment. 
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