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[bookmark: _Abstract]Abstract
This dissertation investigates whether current legal frameworks in the United Kingdom provide sufficient protection for authorised firearms officers (AFOs) following involvement in critical incidents. Motivated by both academic interest and a personal aspiration to become a firearms officer, the study explores how high-profile cases, particularly the shooting of Chris Kaba, have impacted officer behaviour, confidence, and well-being.

A literature review was conducted to examine policy guidance, legal precedent, oversight frameworks, and case law. Empirical data was collected through a questionnaire distributed to serving firearms officers, including colleagues from the researcher's own force and a handful of officers across other forces. The survey gathered both quantitative ratings and open-ended responses, producing a nuanced picture of operational realities and officer sentiment.

The findings indicate that confidence in legal protections and post-incident procedures is low (average 2.64/5), with widespread concern about investigation delays, reputational damage, and insufficient institutional support. Officers expressed frustration at perceived media and public misunderstandings of the constable’s role and described a growing hesitancy to act decisively under pressure. Mental health emerged as a significant theme, even among those who had never discharged a weapon, highlighting the psychological toll of operating under constant scrutiny.

Despite these concerns, the research also revealed a powerful sense of camaraderie and resilience among officers. The study concludes that reform is urgently needed to restore operational confidence and fairness, particularly in relation to anonymity, procedural timelines, and access to support. The dissertation calls for a renewed conversation around how society protects those it entrusts to protect others.

Ultimately, the message to policymakers and senior leaders is simple: every officer behind the uniform is a person, with a family, with stress, and with the weight of extraordinary responsibility. The systems that hold them to account must also hold them up.
[bookmark: _Introduction]Introduction
The use of firearms by police officers in the United Kingdom is a subject of considerable legal, operational, and ethical scrutiny. Unlike many international counterparts, British policing has traditionally emphasised minimal use of force, with only a small proportion of officers trained and authorised to carry firearms. However, when incidents involving armed officers do occur, especially those resulting in the death or serious injury of civilians, they attract intense public and media attention, often accompanied by calls for legal accountability. In this context, this dissertation seeks to examine whether the current legal frameworks in the UK provide sufficient protection for firearms officers following their involvement in critical incidents.

The decision to focus on this topic stems from both professional interest and direct observational experience. As a serving police officer with aspirations to join the firearms division, I have seen first-hand the shifting attitudes among armed officers in my force. The recent shooting of Chris Kaba in 2022 has had a profound impact on firearms officers nationally, with many expressing concern over the perceived lack of support from within the policing system and the broader legal framework. There has been a noticeable increase in hesitation among officers when making split-second decisions, such as using powers under section 17 of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) to gain entry, when their belief in the presence of a suspect is not absolutely solid. This apprehension suggests a growing fear of legal and career repercussions, even when actions are arguably within the scope of their operational duties.

The Chris Kaba case serves as a focal point for this research. The incident involved the fatal shooting of an unarmed Black man by a Metropolitan Police firearms officer, who was later charged with murder before ultimately being found not guilty. Despite the acquittal, the naming of the officer and the intense public backlash raised questions about the sufficiency of legal and procedural safeguards for armed officers. Supporting case studies such as the shootings of Jean Charles de Menezes (2005) and Mark Duggan (2011) will also be explored to contextualise the historical and ongoing tensions surrounding armed policing in the UK.

This dissertation aims to critically analyse whether the legal frameworks governing armed officers adequately protect them post-incident. It will assess the processes that follow a critical firearms incident, including suspension, investigation by the Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC), criminal proceedings, and media exposure. It will also examine how internal policies and national guidance, such as the College of Policing’s Authorised Professional Practice (APP) on armed policing, support or fail to support officers involved in high-stakes situations.

One of the key contributions of this study is the inclusion of primary empirical data. A questionnaire will be distributed to authorised firearms officers (AFOs) within my force, aiming to capture their perceptions of the legal protections available to them, their confidence in operational decision-making, and the psychological pressures they face in the line of duty. This first-hand information will be vital in understanding whether the current legal structures are viewed as sufficient by those subject to them. Given my professional role and access, I am well-positioned to conduct this research while respecting ethical and confidentiality obligations.

This dissertation also seeks to explore the wider implications of perceived legal inadequacies, including their impact on officer wellbeing, recruitment, and retention within the firearms division. Firearms officers carry out some of the most high-risk roles in British policing, yet they receive no additional financial compensation or benefits and must meet an exceptionally high threshold of performance with little margin for error. In this context, questions arise about the sustainability of the armed policing model if officers continue to feel unsupported or unfairly scrutinised.

While the academic and policy discourse often focuses on accountability and transparency, both of which are vital in a democratic society, there has been less attention paid to the legal and institutional protections afforded to officers who act in good faith but are later subject to intense investigation and public judgement. This dissertation attempts to fill that gap by bringing officer perspectives to the forefront and assessing whether existing safeguards strike the right balance between public accountability and operational fairness.

The research question guiding this study is: Do current legal frameworks in the UK provide sufficient protection for firearms officers following involvement in critical incidents? To answer this, the dissertation will be structured as follows:

Chapter 1 – Literature Review: This chapter will critically examine existing academic literature, case law, policy documents, and official reports relevant to firearms policing and legal protections.

Chapter 2 – Methodology: This section will outline the empirical approach taken, focusing on the design and distribution of a questionnaire among serving firearms officers.

Chapter 3 – Findings and Discussion: This chapter will present the key themes and patterns identified from the primary data, supported by existing legal and policy analysis.

Chapter 4 – Conclusion and Recommendations: The final chapter will summarise the main findings, draw conclusions about the adequacy of current frameworks, and offer policy recommendations where necessary.

In an era where the role of the police is under increasing scrutiny, this dissertation provides a timely and necessary evaluation of the protections afforded to those officers who, by the nature of their role, are required to make life-or-death decisions in fractions of a second. Through a combination of legal analysis and empirical insight, it seeks to contribute meaningfully to the ongoing debate about the fairness, accountability, and sustainability of armed policing in the United Kingdom.
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1. Context of UK Armed Policing
The UK operates a specialist armed policing model, restricting firearm use to a select group of Authorised Firearms Officers (AFOs), unlike many countries with routinely armed frontline officers (College of Policing, 2023). In 2022, there were just three fatal police shootings in England and Wales, approximately 0.04 per million people (Lowe, 2025). This contrasts sharply with higher rates in the US, France, or Germany, highlighting how limited firearm deployment leads to exceptional scrutiny when incidents occur.

This scrutiny is compounded by Britain’s historical adherence to ‘policing by consent’, which prioritises public trust and legitimacy (OpenLearn, 2025). Consequently, any discharge is intensely examined, amplifying fear and legal exposure among AFOs (Khan, 2024). The unique structural model positions AFOs in a high-risk, high-accountability environment where mistakes, real or perceived, carry substantial consequences.

2. Legal Framework: Statute and Case Law
2.1 Statutory Basis
AFOs are governed by the Firearms Act 1968, the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE), and the Criminal Law Act 1967. These require that force be used only if “absolutely necessary” (Firearms Regulation in the UK, 2025). Compliance is also required under the Human Rights Act 1998, incorporating Article 2 of the ECHR, which imposes strict constraints on use-of-force decisions.

Despite providing boundaries, these legal provisions transfer the burden of justification onto individual officers. Armed actions must meet the standard of ‘proportionality’, with any failure increasing legal vulnerability (Khan, 2024).

2.2 Judicial Precedents
Judicial scrutiny further complicates the legal landscape. For example, the Supreme Court case R (Officer W80) v Director General IOPC underscored that even genuinely believed threats can be unreasonable, leading to misconduct findings (UKSC, 2024). This reinforces operational risk, as post-incident evaluations hinge on both subjective belief and objective reasonableness, amplifying legal exposure.

These rulings illustrate that AFO protection is insufficiently embedded within policy, leaving officers open to retrospective critique and procedural safeguards.

3. Operational Guidance & Policy Context
3.1 College of Policing – Armed Policing APP
The Armed Policing APP (2023) outlines command responsibilities, tactical decision frameworks, and use-of-force principles (College of Policing, 2023). While essential, APP is advisory and not legally binding. HMICFRS’s 2023 inspection reported strong overall compliance but highlighted inconsistencies in training among Tactical Firearms Commanders, and weaknesses in briefing and documentation practices (HMICFRS, 2023).

The review also emphasised the need for standardised weapon selection procedures and audit trails across forces, highlighting variability in application that can erode procedural safeguard effectiveness (HMICFRS, 2023).

3.2 IOPC & NPCC–Mandated Oversight
Post-incident, the IOPC investigates whether weapons discharge met legal thresholds. A 2024 governmental “Fairfield” review acknowledged increasing incident complexity and declining IOPC resources, highlighting that fewer investigations are carried out proportionally despite increased scrutiny demands (Fairfield, 2023; IOPC, 2024). According to HM Government reports, enforcement and communication clarity are a challenge within a complex “crowded stakeholder landscape” (HM Government, 2024).

Meanwhile, NPCC/LJMU research (2023) found that nearly all surveyed non-firearms officers (98.1%) were concerned about how the IOPC and media would treat them post-discharge, indicating that institutional pressures operate as significant deterrents (The Times, 2024).

3.3 HMICFRS Inspection Findings
HMICFRS’s July 2023 thematic inspection scrutinised firearms deployment readiness and compliance. It identified 12 national recommendations, including improved selection protocols for Tactical Firearms Commanders, better intelligence integration, and consistent weapon auditing (HMICFRS, 2023; West Mercia PCC, 2023). These reflect structural challenges in ensuring that procedural safeguards function equitably across forces.

4. Officer Perspectives & Workforce Culture
4.1 Occupational Trauma in AFO Roles
UK police firearms officers experience repeated exposure to high-stress, life-threatening incidents, which can lead to psychological trauma. Studies on first responders, including UK AFOs, show elevated rates of PTSD, depression, and anxiety (Haugen et al., 2012; McDaniel et al., 2020). The very nature of the role, policing by consent yet using lethal force, exacerbates mental strain.

One quasi-empirical UK study (Bradley et al., 2022) identified a 31% injury rate among firearms officers, with half reporting no time off for recovery, and a direct correlation between physical wellbeing and mental health (e.g., WHO-5 scores).

4.2 Cultural Barriers and Stigma
Stigma remains pervasive. Edwards & Kotera (2020) found UK officers often avoid disclosing mental health concerns, fearing career repercussions, a problem exacerbated in firearms units, which tend to operate under macho, elitist cultures (Edwards & Kotera, 2020; NPCC, 2024). For specialist roles, such stigma is intensified by pressure to perform flawlessly in life-or-death contexts, alongside public scrutiny.
A force’s internal review (Avon & Somerset Police) highlighted tiered support systems, primary, secondary (peers), and professional, but noted inconsistent uptake due to cultural barriers.

4.3 Procedural Stress and Post-Incident Investigations
The mental health impact of post-incident investigations is profound. The Police Federation of England and Wales submitted evidence noting that "protracted disciplinary investigations have ruined careers and left a mark on mental health". Officers involved in shootings have described the disciplinary process as “evil”, “horrific”, and akin to a “witch hunt”. Cumulatively, this leads to a phenomenon akin to Post-Traumatic Embitterment Disorder (PTED) (McDaniel et al., 2020).

4.4 Case Study: Personal Account
An Essex firearms officer, Gary Cable, recounted deteriorating mental health following involvement in repeated fatal incidents. Despite therapeutic interventions, he was forced to retire due to ongoing trauma, illustrating the limits of current wellbeing provision.


4.5 Technological Interventions
Innovations like wearable monitoring (e.g., heart-rate variability bands) offer early stress detection among AFOs. An LJMU study found these technologies can effectively identify and address stress in officers, a potential avenue for proactive support. However, uptake remains low and limited by institutional resistance.

5. Case Studies & Impact Analysis
5.1 Chris Kaba & Officer Martyn Blake (2022–2025)
On 5 September 2022, AFO Martyn Blake shot 24‑year‑old Chris Kaba during a vehicle “hard stop” in Streatham Hill. The Audi Q8 was suspected in a prior firearms incident; Kaba attempted to ram police vehicles, prompting Blake’s single shot through the windscreen (Wikipedia, 2025). Blake later stated: “If I hadn’t acted, I thought one of my colleagues would be dead. I felt I had a duty to protect them at the time”.

Legal Proceedings & Aftermath:
- Charged with murder in September 2023, the first AFO so charged in over 20 years.
- Acquitted of murder in October 2024 after under three hours of jury deliberation.
- Despite acquittal, the IOPC initiated gross misconduct proceedings on the balance of probabilities, a disciplinary rather than criminal threshold.


Institutional & Officer Impact:
- Up to 300 firearms officers withdrew authorisation in protest following the murder charge.
- The Met Police Federation described the disciplinary referral as a “nonsensical ruling” that could deter future recruits.
- Parliamentary and media debate ensued over anonymity protections; Home Secretary and senior MPs urged respect for the jury verdict.

Significance:
- This case marks a seismic shift: criminal culpability and internal sanctioning have followed the same incident, conveying to officers that legal clearance ≠ institutional protection.
- The timing and length of proceedings, plus public censure, have had a chilling effect, dissuading both active and prospective officers.


5.2 Jean Charles de Menezes (2005)
On 22 July 2005, Brazilian national Jean Charles de Menezes was fatally shot by Met firearms officers at Stockwell Station under mistaken counter‑terror protocols (Wikipedia, 2025). The incident was carried out under Operation Kratos guidance, authorising pre-emptive “shoot-to-kill” action against perceived suicide bombers.

Investigations & Inquests:
- Two IPCC investigations (Stockwell 1 & 2) revealed severe communication failures, but officers faced no prosecution, with the CPS citing insufficient admissible evidence.
- The inquest delivered an open verdict, provoking criticism from the family and legal commentators advocating for an unlawful killing finding.

Aftermath & Reforms:
- The Met was prosecuted under the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, fined, and ordered to revise tactics.
- The operation and inquest spurred overhaul of post-incident processes, emphasizing improved briefing, command oversight, and roles under new policing agreements.

Officer Implications:
- Officers involved remained suspended for prolonged periods pending inquest, contributing to career, reputational, and psychological impacts.
- Familial pressure and public protest underscores how serious operational errors can lead to enduring scrutiny, regardless of intent.


5.3 Mark Duggan (2011)
Mark Duggan was shot dead in August 2011 in Tottenham by Met firearms officers who believed him to be armed (BBC, 2014; Wikipedia, 2025). A public inquest (Sept 2013–Jan 2014) concluded death was “lawful killing”, but controversy remained due to divergences in accounts

Key Findings:
- Duggan had been in possession of a BBM replica firearm shortly before the incident.
- The inquest highlighted withheld IPCC evidence, leading to judicial criticism and delay.

Repercussions:
- The shooting sparked the 2011 England riots, driven by anger over perceived police misconduct and institutional cover-up.
- Attempts by Duggan’s family to challenge inquest legal directions were unsuccessful, but they later secured financial settlement from the Met.

Implications:
- The case underlines the fragility of public trust: even lawful killings, marred by procedural opacity, can reignite communal breakdown.
- From an AFO viewpoint, the fallout highlights that legal clearance does not immunise from reputational and societal consequences, with potential catalyst for mass unrest.

Across these cases:
- Legal acquittals did not protect officers from extended institutional processes or public backlash.
- The duration and opacity of investigations commonly led to significant emotional and professional strain.
- Public and political fallout influenced broad policy change, albeit often reactive rather than proactively protective toward AFOs.


6. Reform Debates: Safeguards vs. Oversight
6.1 Officer Anonymity in Prosecution
Home Secretary Yvette Cooper proposed anonymity for firearms officers until conviction—intended to reduce media harassment (Guardian, 2024). Critics fear this may erode transparency and diminish public confidence, complicating the delicate accountability–protection balance.

6.2 IOPC Governance & Efficiency
The 2024 Fairfield review recommended transparency reforms: improved accountability, stakeholder clarity, and stronger funding governance. It cited increasing referral volumes and shrinking budgets as compromising timeliness and officer trust (Fairfield, 2023; HM Government, 2024).

6.3 Legal Cost Support Mechanisms
Advocates suggest reforming legal aid to reduce financial burdens on officers during misconduct or criminal proceedings. Opponents warn this must not shield wrongdoing or provide unfair perks.

7. Comparative Insight: UK and Global Models
7.1 Routine Arming in the USA, France & Germany
In countries like the US, uniformed arming is standard, and officers often benefit from stronger institutional legal insulation. However, these systems generate higher fatal shooting rates and complex accountability structures (OpenLearn, 2025). The UK’s rare use approach reduces fatality frequency—but elevates individual officer visibility and legal risk.

7.2 Balancing Legitimacy and Protection
Other democratic jurisdictions deploy legal mechanisms such as qualified immunity (US) or prosecutorial thresholds (Germany), balancing officer discretion with oversight. The UK often lacks such formal frameworks, meaning AFOs must rely on advisory guidance and variable institutional backing.

8. Literature Gaps & Justification for Empirical Research
Despite robust legal and procedural architecture, practical execution remains inconsistent:

APP guidance is thorough but lacks enforcement power—leading to implementation disparities (College of Policing, 2023; HMICFRS, 2023).

IOPC reviews are protracted and under-resourced, heightening officer anxiety (Fairfield, 2023; IOPC, 2024).

High-profile prosecutions have intensified scrutiny—without improving procedural clarity or support (The Times, 2024; The Times, 2025).

Proposed anonymity reforms pose transparency challenges that risk public confidence.

Critical gaps remain regarding AFO subjective perceptions of protection, their experience of procedural fairness, and the cumulative impact on mental health and retention—substantially unaddressed in current literature.

9. Summary
The UK’s specialist firearms framework is legally and procedurally detailed but fraught in application. AFOs inhabit an ambiguous zone where non-enforceability of guidance, procedural delays, and heightened scrutiny undermine operational confidence. Recent high-profile cases have catalysed policy debate, yet structural protections remain limited.
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Research Design and Rationale
This study adopts a mixed-methods empirical research design, using a single structured questionnaire to collect both quantitative and qualitative data from authorised firearms officers (AFOs) within a UK police force. The aim is to explore how officers perceive the adequacy of legal protections following involvement in critical incidents, such as firearms discharges, and the resulting procedural and psychological impacts.

A questionnaire-based approach was selected for its efficiency in reaching a dispersed operational workforce across multiple shifts, and its ability to provide both measurable trends (e.g., confidence levels, perceptions of fairness) and open-ended insights (e.g., personal experiences or recommendations). The method aligns with similar studies in policing research that explore sensitive topics through anonymity, encouraging honesty without fear of reprisal (Bryman, 2016).

Aims and Objectives
This methodology is designed to answer the core research question:
“Do current legal frameworks in the UK provide sufficient protection for firearms officers following involvement in critical incidents?”

· To address this, the research has the following objectives:
· To assess the perceived adequacy of legal and institutional protections among firearms officers.
· To identify key areas of procedural concern or perceived risk.
· To explore the psychological effects (e.g. stress, hesitation, or trauma) linked to legal accountability.
· To gather officer suggestions for reform.

Research Philosophy and Approach
This research is positioned within a pragmatic paradigm, combining positivist (quantitative Likert-scale responses) and interpretivist (qualitative comments) elements. The pragmatic approach reflects the need to gather both statistical trends and nuanced officer perspectives (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).

Data Collection Method
The research uses a self-administered questionnaire, created and distributed via Google Forms. The questionnaire includes:

· Demographic and role-based data (e.g., years in firearms, current role)
· Likert-scale questions (e.g., confidence in legal protections)
· Closed questions (e.g., experience of post-incident procedure)
· Open-ended qualitative questions (e.g., views on necessary legal reform)

The design was informed by literature on armed policing and officer wellbeing (IOPC, 2023; College of Policing, 2023) and piloted informally with one officer to ensure clarity.

Distribution occurred via internal force email, with each firearms team sergeant disseminating the survey link to their respective teams. Participation was voluntary and responses anonymous.

Participant Sample and Recruitment
The total potential population comprises all AFOs within the force, estimated at over 200 officers. However, due to logistical constraints such as shift patterns and leave, the expected sample size is 20–30 completed responses.

This sample is adequate for a small-scale, exploratory study and allows for basic trend analysis and thematic insight (Robson, 2011). No incentives were offered, and no identifying data was collected.

Data Analysis
Responses will be exported to Microsoft Excel for analysis. The quantitative responses (e.g., scales and multiple choice) will be examined for frequencies, averages, and cross-tabulations (e.g., years of service vs. confidence in legal protections).

Open-ended responses will be reviewed for emerging patterns and themes, using basic manual thematic coding (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Codes will be grouped under categories such as "procedural delay", "media fear", "IOPC fairness", and "mental health impact".

While qualitative software (e.g. NVivo) could enhance depth, the dataset size and timeframe justify a more descriptive, structured approach using Excel.



Ethical Considerations
An ethics form was submitted and approved by a university faculty panel prior to data collection. Ethical protocols followed included:

· Informed consent: A detailed consent and anonymity statement was included at the start of the questionnaire.
· Voluntary participation: Respondents could exit the questionnaire at any time without consequence.
· Anonymity: No names, collar numbers, or location data were collected.
· Secure storage: Data is stored on a password-protected, encrypted personal device accessible only to the researcher.
· Right to withdraw: Respondents were advised that responses could not be withdrawn once submitted due to anonymity.

Due care was also taken to protect operational security: no tactical details or force-specific procedures were referenced or requested.

Researcher Positionality and Bias Mitigation
The researcher is a serving police officer within the same force as the participants. This dual role provides a degree of insider understanding, particularly regarding terminology, culture, and relevance. However, it also carries a risk of bias or assumption.

To mitigate this:
· The questionnaire was designed with neutral language and multiple response options to minimise researcher influence.
· Anonymity was ensured, preventing knowledge of respondent identity or unit.
· Data interpretation will be guided by transparent coding and use of direct quotes, limiting subjective overreach.
· A reflective diary was maintained during the design and analysis phases to log assumptions or biases and counteract them during interpretation (Berger, 2015).

Limitations
Several limitations are acknowledged:

· The sample size (20–30) may not be generalisable across all UK firearms officers.
· Self-selection bias may favour respondents with strong views (either positive or negative).
· The mixed-methods questionnaire sacrifices some depth of qualitative data for breadth of perspective.
· The researcher’s internal role could introduce confirmation bias, though steps were taken to reduce this.

Nonetheless, the approach provides an ethically robust, operationally feasible, and academically valid foundation for drawing practical conclusions.
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Overview
This chapter presents and analyses data collected from 25 authorised firearms officers (AFOs) serving in a UK police force. The research examines perceptions of legal protection, institutional support, and mental health impacts following critical incidents, especially in light of recent high-profile cases such as the shooting of Chris Kaba. This revised dataset is especially notable in that none of the participants had been involved in a fatal shooting, highlighting views based on perceived risk and institutional culture, rather than direct experience.

The findings are structured around key themes emerging from both quantitative results and thematic coding of open responses and are discussed in light of the literature reviewed in Chapter 1.


Confidence in Legal Protections
Participants were asked to rate their confidence in current legal protections following involvement in a critical firearms incident. The average rating was 2.64/5, indicating low to moderate confidence across the sample.

Only two respondents rated their confidence as “5 - extremely confident,” while most responses clustered between “2” and “3.” Notably, several participants stated they would hesitate to act decisively during a high-risk incident due to fear of prosecution:

“I trust my training, but I don’t trust that I’ll be treated fairly after the fact.”

These findings support academic observations by Fairfield (2023), who argues that the current legal climate has led to the “criminalisation of decision-making”, where officers fear scrutiny more than they trust protections. While guidance such as the College of Policing’s Armed Policing APP (2023) outlines protections and investigative procedures, officers appear unconvinced that these frameworks are consistently applied or meaningfully protective.


Confidence in Post-Incident Procedures (PIP)
Officers also rated their confidence in their force’s post-incident procedures, such as those governed by the IOPC and College of Policing guidance. The average score was again 2.64/5, mirroring low confidence in the legal framework.

A repeated concern was the length of time taken for investigations, even in non-fatal or lower-harm incidents. Although none of the respondents had been involved in a fatal shooting, several referenced seeing colleagues go through lengthy investigations for incidents that did not involve loss of life:

“I’ve seen how long they leave people waiting. You just sit around waiting for your life to be decided.” 

This echoes the findings in the IOPC’s 2023 annual report, which acknowledged delays in case closure, even after officers are cleared of wrongdoing. The delay is perceived not only as procedural, but personally destructive, compounding stress and eroding morale (IOPC, 2023; Edwards & Kotera, 2020).


Perception of Force Support
Respondents rated the perceived support from their force at 3.52/5 on average, higher than other categories, but still not overwhelmingly positive. Many officers expressed conditional trust in force support:

“They’ll support you as long as the press doesn’t make it look bad.” 

“Support is good on the surface, but not when things get political.” 

These views align with the NPCC’s 2024 internal communications and HMICFRS findings, which suggest that forces are often perceived as externally compliant rather than internally loyal (HMICFRS, 2023; The Times, 2024a). The fear of being “cut loose” if a case draws media attention remains widespread.


Impact of High-Profile Cases
Though none of the respondents had discharged a firearm fatally, 100% reported being influenced by recent high-profile cases, particularly the prosecution of Officer Martyn Blake in the Chris Kaba case.

Many described a hesitancy to act, with 14 of 25 respondents explicitly stating they would second-guess their instinctive actions due to fear of legal or reputational fallout:

“We’re no longer encouraged to protect people first - we’re encouraged to protect ourselves first.”

The perceived erosion of the principle of split-second decision-making immunity was common. This concern reflects the operational risks highlighted in the Fairfield Review (2023), where it was argued that prosecuting officers for genuine mistakes during armed deployments could undermine public safety and officer confidence.


Media and Political Pressure
Thematic analysis revealed “media” and “political pressure” as recurring terms in open responses. Respondents voiced concern that public perception often shapes organisational decisions, including whether to suspend officers or release their identities.

“We get investigated harder if the story trends on Twitter.” 

“The media has more control over our job than our own senior leaders.” 

The literature supports this, with multiple authors pointing to the reputational governance model now applied in policing (Loader & Mulcahy, 2003). The Guardian’s commentary (2024) on the Blake case criticised the early release of the officer’s identity, arguing that transparency had been confused with exposure. These perspectives echo the officers’ feelings of becoming political scapegoats in high-profile incidents.


Psychological and Mental Health Implications
A significant theme in this dataset was mental health, with 9 of 25 participants mentioning stress, anxiety, or psychological burnout as part of their open responses. This occurred despite none of them having been involved in a fatal shooting, suggesting a cultural or anticipatory trauma.

“I haven’t had to shoot anyone... but I still worry about what happens if I ever do.” 

“Stress is part of the job, but the scrutiny adds a new level of pressure that we didn’t sign up for.” 

These responses support existing academic work highlighting pre-traumatic stress among high-risk responders (Bradley et al., 2022; McDaniel et al., 2020). The absence of direct fatal-force experience among respondents, yet the presence of significant psychological impact, points to the institutional weight of perceived risk, not just incident aftermath.


Thematic Analysis Summary
A manual thematic scan of the 100+ open-ended responses revealed five dominant themes:

	Theme
	Mentions

	Delays in investigations (e.g., IOPC)
	9

	Mental health pressure
	9

	Calls for better training
	9

	Concerns over force support
	7

	Media/political influence
	6



These themes mirror those found in national policy reviews and empirical studies, including the HMICFRS 2023 report and College of Policing consultations.
Suggested Reforms from Respondents
Participants proposed a range of changes aimed at enhancing legal and institutional protection:

1. Mandatory anonymity during post-incident investigations (7 mentions)
2. Time limits on IOPC proceedings, or staged reviews (5 mentions)
3. Regular legal update training tailored for AFOs (9 mentions)
4. Stronger public defence of officers by chiefs/force leaders (4 mentions)
5. Mandatory post-incident mental health check-ins (6 mentions)

These suggestions align with broader recommendations in the Fairfield Review (2023), which argued for the de-politicisation of post-shooting reviews and a rebalancing of force policy towards officer wellness and proportionality.


Integration with Literature Review
The findings strongly reinforce the literature review, particularly in these areas:

· Disparity between written policy and lived experience: Officers perceive legal protections as insufficiently robust, despite the College of Policing’s APP guidance.

· Psychological strain: The literature’s emphasis on trauma, burnout, and anticipatory stress is mirrored by participants’ personal accounts, even in the absence of direct use of lethal force.

· Media-driven procedural pressure: Consistent with critiques in academic and journalistic sources that armed policing is now governed as much by perception as by procedure.


Summary Table

	Finding
	Supporting Data
	Literature Connection

	Low confidence in legal protections
	Avg. score: 2.64
	Fairfield (2023); APP (2023)

	Limited trust in PIP and IOPC timelines
	Avg. score: 2.64
	IOPC (2023); Edwards & Kotera (2020)

	Strong mental health concerns
	9 mentions; anticipatory anxiety
	Bradley et al. (2022); McDaniel et al. (2020)

	Media/political influence fears
	6 mentions; multiple quotes
	Guardian (2024); Loader & Mulcahy (2003)

	Suggested training/legal reforms
	9 mentions of legal training gaps
	College of Policing consultation (2023)





Conclusion
This chapter has shown that current legal frameworks and institutional processes are not perceived as sufficiently protective by serving UK firearms officers. Despite not being involved in fatal shootings, respondents expressed significant anxiety, low confidence in protections, and high awareness of procedural and reputational risk.

The findings echo and validate much of the academic and policy literature and offer empirically grounded recommendations for reform, including procedural clarity, improved legal training, and enhanced mental health safeguards.
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Restating the Research Aims
This dissertation set out to explore the question:

“Do current legal frameworks in the UK provide sufficient protection for firearms officers following involvement in critical incidents?”

This topic was chosen due to its operational significance and recent high-profile controversies surrounding police use of force, such as the Chris Kaba shooting. With increasing pressure from media, oversight bodies, and public opinion, there has been a notable shift in the attitudes and confidence of authorised firearms officers (AFOs) across the UK. As a serving officer, this study was both professionally and personally motivated.

Through a comprehensive literature review, and an empirical questionnaire of 25 serving firearms officers, this dissertation has analysed legal, operational, psychological, and procedural aspects of officer protection. The conclusion now presents a synthesis of the key findings and offers recommendations for improvement.


Summary of Key Findings
Low Confidence in Legal and Procedural Safeguards
The average rating for confidence in legal protections among officers was 2.64 out of 5, indicating a low-to-moderate perception of support. This was mirrored by the identical rating given to the force's post-incident procedures. Despite existing guidance, such as the College of Policing’s APP (2023), officers consistently felt that the theoretical protections are not consistently applied or trusted in practice.

This aligns with findings from Fairfield (2023), who argued that legal mechanisms are often undermined by the unpredictability of disciplinary and criminal procedures, particularly under the oversight of bodies like the IOPC.

Impact of Public and Political Scrutiny
All 25 respondents stated that recent high-profile incidents, particularly the Blake/Kaba case, had affected their decision-making on duty. The perceived influence of media and political narratives on disciplinary outcomes emerged as a recurring theme, with many officers suggesting that reputation now drives procedure more than factual assessment.

As Loader and Mulcahy (2003) identified, reputational governance has replaced purely operational reasoning in modern policing. This sentiment was strongly reflected in open-text responses.

Mental Health and Psychological Burden
Despite none of the respondents having been involved in a fatal shooting, a significant proportion described elevated stress, anxiety, and burnout, directly linked to the anticipation of post-incident treatment. Nine respondents mentioned mental health concerns directly.

This reflects broader findings in academic studies (Bradley et al., 2022; Edwards & Kotera, 2020), which highlight that psychological burden arises not only from traumatic incidents but also from cultural and organisational uncertainty.

Suggestions for Change
Officers proposed a range of reforms, with the most common being:

· Anonymity protection until formal proceedings conclude
· Clearer timelines for IOPC or misconduct reviews
· Increased legal and procedural training for firearms officers
· A stronger public defence of officers by senior leadership
· Routine post-incident mental health support
These suggestions mirrored national calls for reform found in the Fairfield Review (2023) and NPCC recommendations post-Blake.


Implications for UK Policing
The findings of this research carry serious implications for the future of armed policing in the UK:

Threat to Officer Recruitment and Retention
More than half of the officers surveyed said they had reconsidered their role as a result of legal or procedural fear. If the culture of blame, scrutiny, and delay continues, UK forces risk losing highly trained personnel. This reflects concerns voiced by the Police Federation (The Times, 2025) that firearms officer resignations are increasing, with recruitment failing to keep pace.

Erosion of Operational Confidence
Officers are increasingly afraid of making high-stakes decisions, even when tactically appropriate. This erosion of confidence risks not only officer safety, but also public safety, if hesitation leads to delayed threat neutralisation. This concern was most vividly expressed in statements such as:

“We’re no longer encouraged to protect people first - we’re encouraged to protect ourselves first.”

Mismatch Between Policy and Culture
While the APP and national policy provide a framework for fair post-incident treatment, the application of these policies is perceived as inconsistent and politically reactive. The existence of procedure is not enough, cultural implementation is where reform must now focus.


Recommendations
Legal and Policy Reform
1. Anonymity Until Formal Charges
Officers should not be publicly identified unless and until they are formally convicted of an offence. This would align with protections in other professions (e.g. medicine, teaching) and reduce reputational harm (The Guardian, 2024).

2. Fixed Timelines for Post-Incident Investigation
The IOPC and internal misconduct bodies should implement a maximum procedural timeline (e.g. 3 months for initial findings), with exceptions only under justifiable cause. This would reduce the psychological toll of prolonged limbo.

3. Independent Post-Incident Advocates
Every firearms officer subject to a PIP should have immediate access to an independent legal and welfare advocate, ensuring rights and wellbeing are safeguarded from the outset (Fairfield, 2023).

Operational and Training-Based Recommendations
4. Scenario-Based Legal Training
Forces should incorporate practical legal education into firearms requalification cycles. This would include case study debriefs, simulated PIP interviews, and rights awareness (College of Policing, 2023).

5. Public Communication Training for Leaders
Senior leaders must be better prepared to communicate supportively, confidently, and transparently with the media following incidents. Training in crisis communication would help balance public trust and officer protection.

Wellbeing and Mental Health
6. Mandatory Psychological Debriefing
All officers involved in armed deployments, not just those discharging weapons, should be given routine access to trauma-informed debriefing. Early intervention is vital to prevent long-term distress (Bradley et al., 2022).
7. Peer-Support Schemes Within Firearms Units
Forces should formalise internal peer-support networks, pairing experienced AFOs with newer officers to normalise discussions around procedural fear and mental health.


Limitations of the Study
Several limitations must be acknowledged:

· Sample Size and Scope:
The study drew on 25 responses from a couple police forces. While the insights are valuable, they may not fully reflect national variations in force culture or leadership.

· Lack of Fatal Incident Experience:
None of the respondents had been involved in a fatal shooting. As such, the data reflects perceived fears and expectations, not lived experience of being investigated in the most serious contexts.

· Researcher Positionality:
As a serving police officer, I hold a dual identity. While this grants insider understanding and access, it also introduces potential for bias. Steps were taken to mitigate this through anonymity, neutral question phrasing, and reflective commentary (Bryman, 2016).


Recommendations for Future Research
To build on this dissertation, the following research avenues are recommended:

1. National Comparative Study
A larger-scale study across multiple UK forces would allow for comparative analysis of force-level policy implementation and cultural variation in officer experience.

2. Longitudinal Study of Post-Incident Outcomes
Tracking officers from incident through to final case closure could yield rich data on psychological health, career trajectories, and perceptions of fairness.

3. Public Perception Research
Investigating public understanding of AFO use of force and legal frameworks could help bridge the gap between operational reality and community trust.

4. Case Analysis of Past Incidents
A comparative legal analysis of the Chris Kaba, Jean Charles de Menezes, and Mark Duggan cases could illuminate trends in prosecution, narrative framing, and oversight approaches.


Final Reflections
The role of a firearms officer is among the most demanding in British policing. These officers are entrusted with the ability to use lethal force to protect life, a responsibility that requires absolute clarity, integrity, and confidence.

This dissertation has shown that while policy exists, confidence in it is declining. Officers do not feel shielded by the legal frameworks meant to protect them. They face a future where a split-second decision might save a life or destroy their own.

For UK policing to function with credibility and compassion, a balance must be struck between public accountability and institutional duty of care. The answer is not less scrutiny, but better support, clearer processes, and a culture that treats honest officers not as suspects, but as professionals doing a complex and dangerous job.
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Appendix A – Final Questionnaire

Participant Information and Consent Statement
You are being invited to take part in a research questionnaire for a BSc dissertation project titled “Legal Protections for Firearms Officers in the UK: Analysing the Adequacy of Post-Incident Safeguards.”

· Your participation is entirely voluntary
· Your responses are anonymous and confidential
· No identifying information will be collected
· Data will be securely stored and used for academic purposes only

By continuing, you are confirming your informed consent to participate.

Section 1: Demographics
1. Current role within firearms division:
· ARV
· OFC
· Sergeant
· Inspector
· Other

2. How long have you served in policing?
· Less than 5 years
· 5–10 years
· 11–15 years
· More than 15 years

3. How long have you served as a firearms officer?
· Less than 2 years
· 2–5 years
· 6–10 years
· Over 10 years

Section 2: Experience and Perceptions
4. Have you ever been involved in a post-incident procedure (PIP)?
· Yes / No

5. Have you ever discharged a firearm in the line of duty?
· Yes / No

6. How confident are you in the legal protections available to firearms officers involved in critical incidents?
(1 = Not at all confident, 5 = Extremely confident)

7. How confident are you in your force’s post-incident procedures?
(1 = Not at all confident, 5 = Extremely confident)

8. How supported do you feel by your force in the event of a critical incident?
(1 = Fully supported, 5 = Not supported at all)



Section 3: Opinion-Based and Open Questions
9. Do you feel that high-profile incidents like the Chris Kaba shooting have impacted your confidence or decision-making while on duty? Please explain.

10. Have you ever reconsidered your position as a firearms officer due to perceived legal or procedural risks? Please elaborate.


11. Do you believe media and political scrutiny affect how firearms officers are treated post-incident? Please provide your thoughts.

12. Do you believe firearms officers receive enough training regarding legal procedures and post-incident rights?

13. What changes, if any, would you recommend to improve the protection and wellbeing of firearms officers?

14. Any final comments or reflections on your role as a firearms officer and the protections you feel are in place?


Appendix B – Summary of Quantitative Results

	Question
	Average Score (1–5)

	Confidence in legal protections
	2.64

	Confidence in force’s post-incident procedures
	2.64

	Perceived force support
	3.52



· 0 respondents have been involved in a fatal shooting
· Several respondents have been involved in post-incident procedures


Appendix C – Thematic Analysis Summary

	Theme
	Mentions

	Delay in IOPC investigations
	9

	Mental health pressure
	9

	Training and legal awareness
	9

	Lack of institutional support
	7

	Media/political scrutiny
	6




Appendix D – Participant Quotations (Selected)
· “I trust my training, but I don’t trust that I’ll be treated fairly after the fact.” (Participant #8) 
· “I’ve seen how long they leave people waiting. You just sit around waiting for your life to be decided.” (Participant #4) 
· “They’ll support you as long as the press doesn’t make it look bad.” (Participant #13) 
· “Support is good on the surface, but not when things get political.” (Participant #2)
· “We’re no longer encouraged to protect people first — we’re encouraged to protect ourselves first.” (Participant #17)
· “We get investigated harder if the story trends on Twitter.” (Participant #6)
· “The media has more control over our job than our own senior leaders.” (Participant #12)
· “I haven’t had to shoot anyone... but I still worry about what happens if I ever do.” (Participant #9)
· “Stress is part of the job, but the scrutiny adds a new level of pressure that we didn’t sign up for.” (Participant #1)

Appendix E – Visual Aids
Figure E1: Distribution of Confidence in Legal Protections
[image: ]

Figure E2: Thematic Summary of Open-Ended Responses
[image: ]


Appendix F – Ethics Approval Statement
This research project received ethical approval from the designated university staff reviewer on the approved ethics form. The project complies with university research ethics guidelines, including informed consent, participant anonymity, and data security.
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APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL





		RESEARCH STUDENTS

This form is to be completed by the student within SIX months for full-time students and TWELVE months for part time students, after the commencement of the research degree or following progression to Part Two of your course. 



Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).



This document is also available in Welsh.





		RESEARCH STAFF ONLY

All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.





		STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.









In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.



The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.



The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.



Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.



Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.



This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.  



SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)

		1

		Full Name:

		Rowan Forsyth



		2

		Tick all boxes that apply:

		Member of staff:

		☐

		Honorary research fellow:

		☐



		

		Undergraduate Student

		☒		Taught Postgraduate Student

		☐		Postgraduate Research Student

		☐





		3

		Institute/Academic Discipline/Centre:

		University of Wales Trinity Saint David





		4

		Campus:

		Swansea





		5

		E-mail address:

		2222759@student.uwtsd.ac.uk





		6

		Contact Telephone Number:

		

07597 092210





		

		For students:



		7

		Student Number:

		2222759



		8

		Programme of Study:

		Bachelor of science professional policing practice



		9

		Director of Studies/Supervisor:

		Jane DAVIES











SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity

		1

		Has the research activity received approval in principle?

(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)

		YES

		☐		NO

		☒

		

		

		Date



		2

		If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval

		Research Degrees Committee

		☐		



		

		

		Institute Research Committee

		☐		



		

		

		Other (write in)



		☐		







SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials

		

		Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, location-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines. You may add rows to this table if needed.



		1

		UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice

		☒

		2

		UWTSD Research Data Management Policy

		☒



		3

		[List any other relevant documents here]

		☐







SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity

If there are external collaborators then you should gain consent from the contact persons to share their personal data with the university. If there are no external collaborators then leave this section blank and continue to section E.

		1

		Institution

		





		2

		Contact person name

		





		3

		Contact person e-mail address



		



		4

		Is your research externally funded?

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐



		5

		Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐



		6

		Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?

		Voluntary

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐



		7

		

		Employed

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐



		8

		Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)?

		If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐



		9

		Has permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation?

		(If YES attach copy)

If NO the application cannot continue

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐









Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation

		10

		Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐



		

		

If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation (this may be a copy of an email if appropriate).









SECTION E: Details of Research Activity

		1

		Indicative title:

		Legal Protections for Firearms Officers in the UK: Analysing the Adequacy of Post-Incident Safeguards



		2

		Proposed start date:

		08/03/2025

		Proposed end date:

		31/03/2025



		

		Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words per section)

Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the points below:

· Purpose of Research Activity

· Proposed Research Question

· Aims of Research Activity

· Objectives of Research Activity

Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain.

· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 

· How it addresses an area of importance. 



		3

		Purpose of Research Activity



The purpose of my research activity is to bring attention and raise awareness to the legal protections that firearms officers are entitled too after being involved in critical incidents and whether they have enough protection or feel they require more. Considering recent incidents and mass coverage within the media, this is a very relevant topic and one that a lot of firearms officers have strong feelings on. I wish to obtain these first-hand experiences and knowledge on the protections and procedures after such incidents.



(this box should expand as you type)



		4

		Research Question



The research question I will be asking is “Do current legal frameworks in the UK provide sufficient protection for firearms officers following involvement in critical incidents”. 



(this box should expand as you type)



		5

		Aims of Research Activity



By conducting my research activity I aim to gain a basic understanding on the current legal protections and rights that firearms officers have following incidents and gain an insight into what current serving firearms officers think about their current protections, whether they require more and any real word experiences they have with them. 



(this box should expand as you type)



		6

		Objectives of Research Activity



In order to achieve the above I plan on conducting research into the matter utilising already established research projects, and to enquire with the approved policing practice to identify the current standing legal protections. I also plan on speaking with current serving firearms officers about their experiences and thoughts on their protections and whether they believe they should be changed or remain the same. 





(this box should expand as you type)



		

		Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)

Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. You do not need to justify the methods here, but should instead describe how you intend to collect the data necessary for you to complete your project.



		7

		

My primary proposed research method will be the use of questionnaires. I plan on utilising an online questionnaire that holds a mixture of both open and closed questions. The questionnaires will not obtain any sensitive or personal data other than asking if they are part of the Joint Firearms Unit, as I do not see any benefit on holding this data on participants. There will be the question regarding the JFU as an extra layer of security, ensuring those partaking in the questionnaire are indeed firearms officers. 



My secondary proposed research method will be the use of interviews. Should I utilise interviews, I plan on utilising an unstructured type of interview. I plan on using this type of interview to allow the conversation to flow more freely and not restrict the participant in providing me data. 



My target group for the research activity will be current serving firearms officers. This is down to the proposed research question as I intend to focus on the perspective of the officers, not gain a wider understanding of what non police think about the protections. Out of my target audience I intend to utilise a mixture of volunteer sampling, opportunistic sampling and snowball sampling. As I plan on utilising a questionnaire as my primary source of data, this naturally falls into opportunistic sampling especially because the questionnaire will be online. The sample group will be a mix of all these sampling types because I intend on sending out the questionnaires to line managers of the firearms officers and giving them the option to complete it or not. Participants will volunteer their time to complete the questionnaire and will only complete it if they have access to their work IT systems when I complete the research. 



(this box should expand as you type)



		


		Location of research activity

Identify all locations where research activity will take place.



		8

		Gwent Police buildings

Online through questionnaire



(this box should expand as you type)



		

		Research activity outside of the UK

If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this.



		9

		

Not applicable



(this box should expand as you type)







		10

		Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available? 



		NO

		☒



		

		

		YES

		☐



		11

		If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with the current data protection law of the country in question and that of England and Wales.







(this box should expand as you type)







		

		Does your research relate to one or more of the seven aims of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015?

		

YES

		

NO



		12

		A prosperous Wales

		☐

		☒



		13

		A resilient Wales

		☐

		☒



		14

		A healthier Wales

		☐

		☒



		15

		A more equal Wales

		☐

		☒



		16

		A Wales of cohesive communities

		☐

		☒



		17

		A Wales of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language

		☐

		☒



		18

		A globally responsible Wales

		☐

		☒



		19

		If YES to any of the above, please give details:



		

		





(this box should expand as you type)







SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity

		

		Will the research activity include:

		YES

		NO



		1

		Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?

		☒

		☐



		2

		Use of interviews?

		☒

		☐



		3

		Use of focus groups?

		☐

		☒



		4

		Use of participant diaries? 

		☐

		☒



		5

		Use of video or audio recording?

		☐

		☒



		6

		Use of computer-generated log files?

		☐

		☒



		7

		Participant observation with their knowledge?

		☐

		☒



		8

		Participant observation without their knowledge?

		☐

		☒



		9

		Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?

		☐

		☒



		10

		Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?

		☐

		☒



		11

		Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?

		☐

		☒



		12

		Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?

		☐

		☒



		13

		Use of procedures that involve deception?

		☐

		☒



		14

		Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?

		☐

		☒



		15

		Working with live vertebrate animals?

		☐

		☒



		16

		Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?

		☐

		☒



		17

		Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.

		☐

		☒



		

		Details of any other primary data collection method:







(this box should expand as you type)

		

		





If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).



If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 



SECTION G: Intended Participants

If there are no participants then do not complete this section, but go directly to section H.



		

		Who are the intended participants:

		

YES

		

NO



		1

		Students or staff at the University?

		☐

		☒



		2

		Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?

		☒

		☐



		3

		Vulnerable adults?

		☐

		☒



		4

		Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)

		☐

		☒



		5

		Prisoners?

		☐

		☒



		6

		Young offenders?

		☐

		☒



		7

		Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?

		☐

		☒



		8

		People engaged in illegal activities?

		☐

		☒



		9

		Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.



		☐

		☒



		

		Details of any other participant groups:















(this box should expand as you type)

		

		







		

		Participant numbers and source

Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 



		10

		How many participants are expected?



		

20 to 30 participants



(this box should expand as you type)



		11

		Who will the participants be?



		

Firearms officers currently serving on the Joint Firearms Unit



(this box should expand as you type)



		12

		How will you identify the participants?

		

I will identify the participants as I will seek out those who are currently working on the Joint Firearms Unit



(this box should expand as you type)









		

		Information for participants:

		

YES

		NO

		

N/A



		13

		Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?

		☒

		☐

		☐



		14

		Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?

		☒

		☐

		☐



		15

		Will you obtain written consent for participation?

		☐

		☐

		☒



		16

		Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?

		☐

		☐

		☒



		17

		If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?

		☐

		☐

		☒



		18

		Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?

		☒

		☐

		☐



		19

		With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?

		☒

		☐

		☐



		20

		Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?

		☐

		☐

		☒



		21

		Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?

		☐

		☐

		☒



		22

		If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 



		

		





(this box should expand as you type)







		

		Information for participants:

		

YES

		NO

		

N/A



		24

		Will participants be paid?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		25

		Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		26

		Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		27

		Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		28

		If YES to any question, please provide full details 



		

		





(this box should expand as you type)







SECTION H: Anticipated Risks



		

		
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 



If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  



		1

		Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

		Yes 

		☐



		

		

		No

		☒



		2

		Risks to participants

For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information



		

		Risk to participants:



The primary research method will be a questionnaire, of which participants will be informed that it’s completely voluntary and they do not need to finish the questionnaire once they have started and can remove themselves at any time. The topic is also not one of great controversy or distressing nature. For that reason there is no measurable levels of risk to the participant 



(this box should expand as you type)

		How you will mitigate the risk to participants:



Not applicable – no risk identified



(this box should expand as you type)



		3

		If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities



		

		

Not applicable



(this box should expand as you type)



		4

		Risks to the investigator

For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest



		

		Risk to the investigator:



As outlined above, the primary research method will be a questionnaire that is completed online and at the pace of participants. My secondary method is interviews. These will be completed with trusted members of society that are not against me in any way. For this reason, there is no notable levels of risk to myself



(this box should expand as you type)

		How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:



Not applicable – no risk identified





(this box should expand as you type)



		5

		University/institutional risks

For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection



		

		Risk to the University:



As outlined above, the topic is not one of great controversy and has little likelihood to create negative public perception of anyone involved or the university. For this reason, there is no notable levels of risk to the university.



(this box should expand as you type)

		How you will mitigate the risk to the University:



Not applicable – no risk identified





(this box should expand as you type)



		6

		Environmental risks

For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems



		

		Risk to the environment:



All research methods can and will be conducted online meaning there is no destructive or environmental risks attached to them. 



(this box should expand as you type)

		How you will mitigate the risk to environment:



Not applicable – no risk identified





(this box should expand as you type)







		

		Disclosure and Barring Service



		

		If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.

		YES



		NO



		N/A





		7

		Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?

		☐

		☐

		☒



		8

		If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.

		







SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality



		1

		Feedback

What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 



		

		

No feedback will be provided as a default, however should participants ask about the findings I will send them a finalised copy of the entire research paper for them to read in their own time. 



(this box should expand as you type)



		2

		Informed consent

Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.



		

		

As my primary method will be questionnaires, as part of the hand outs I pass on to line managers for them to disseminate, I will briefly explain what it is I’m doing and why I’m doing it and outline all the relevant safeguarding to participants, namely that it is a voluntary questionnaire and they do not need to complete it and if they start they do not need to finish completing it. 



(this box should expand as you type)



		3

		Confidentiality / Anonymity

Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 



		

		

My research does not require any personal information other than their employment status, being a member of the Joint Firearms Unit. For this reason all participants will have anonymity naturally. 



(this box should expand as you type)







SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage



		

		Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?

		YES

		NO



		1

		“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.

		☐

		X



		

		If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:



		2

		





(this box should expand as you type)



		

		Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?

		YES

		NO



		3

		“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –

(a) racial or ethnic origin,

(b) political opinions,

(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,

(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),

(e) physical or mental health or condition,

(f) sexual life,

(g) genetics,

(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),

		☐

		X



		

		If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:



		4

		





(this box should expand as you type)







		

		
Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?

		YES

		NO



		5

		Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?

		☐

		☒



		6

		University computers?

		☐

		☒



		7

		Private company computers?

		☐

		☒



		8

		Home or other personal computers?

		☒

		☐



		9

		Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?

		☒

		☐



		10

		“Cloud” storage or websites?

		☒

		☐



		11

		Other – specify:



		☐

		☐



		12

		For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:



		

		

As my primary method will be conducted utilising computers, all subsequent data will be stored on there. I will use a mix of both work laptop and personal home desktop to complete research meaning they naturally will have the data stored on them. They both are password protected with 2 factor authentication and are both only used by myself, meaning no one can accidentally stumble on the data. 







		

		Data Protection



		

		Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:

		YES

		NO



		13

		Electronic transfer of data in any form?

		☐

		☒



		14

		Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?

		☐

		☒



		15

		Sharing of data with other organisations?

		☐

		☒



		16

		Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?

		☐

		☒



		17

		Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?

		☐

		☒



		18

		Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?

		☐

		☒



		19

		Use of data management system?

		☐

		☒



		20

		Data archiving?

		☐

		☒



		21

		If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and any international equivalents, where appropriate):



		

		

Not applicable



(this box should expand as you type)



		22

		List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:



		

		

Primary researcher only



(this box should expand as you type)



		23

		List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:



		

		

Primary researcher only



(this box should expand as you type)



		24

		Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  



		

		

The data collected will be stored on my work laptop and my home desktop which has two factor authentication, allowing only myself access. The data will be stored on the above mentioned for the duration of my dissertation and once this process has been completed and passed it will be removed and not archived as there will be no need for me to keep this data outside of the research project.



(this box should expand as you type)



		25

		Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 



		

		

Not applicable



(this box should expand as you type)



		26

		Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)

		YES

		☒



		27

		Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding

		YES

		☒










SECTION K: Declaration

		

		The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.



In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 



		1

		Signature of applicant:

		R.Forsyth

		Date:

06/03/2025









For STUDENT Submissions:

		2

		Director of Studies/Supervisor:

		

		Date:



		3

		Signature:

		



		







For STAFF Submissions:

		4

		Academic Director/ Assistant Dean:

		

		Date:



		5

		Signature:

		



		







Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:

		☒

		I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.



		☒

		I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.



		☐

		I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle



		☐

		I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)



		☐

		I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT



		☒

		I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.



		☒

		I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Academic Director.







		RESEARCH STUDENTS ONLY

Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).





		RESEARCH STAFF ONLY

All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.





		STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.







April 2022`	1	PG2 Ethical Approval Form
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UNDERGRADUATE DISSERTATION

RESEARCH PROPOSAL FORM







 

Please complete the following research proposal and submit it to Turnitin. 



Which project option are you taking? Please tick:



8,000 word project:      





		NAME: Rowan Forsyth



		STUDENT ID No.: 2222759



		DRAFT RESEARCH TITLE QUESTION: 

Title: Legal Protections for Firearms Officers in the UK: Analysing the adequacy of Post-Incident Safeguards // Question: Do current legal frameworks in the UK provide sufficient protection for firearms officers following involvement in critical incidents?





INTRODUCTION:

I have chosen the above question and topic for several reasons. I am interested in pursuing a career within the firearms division of the police and take an interest in anything firearms related, so completing a research paper on a topic relating to this will be interesting and engaging for me. There has also been a number of incidents in recent years involving firearms officers that have specifically raised this question, or similar, on a national level and the topic is currently still under debate in the media and with lawmakers. This makes the topic extremely relevant for the time of completing the research paper. I also naturally hold views and opinions on the treatment of officers surrounding difficult situations such as the critical incidents that I will be utilising when answering the question meaning the research will be engaging for me and I will produce stronger work due to the passion I hold for it. 



The use of firearms by UK police forces has always been a topic for discussion, that pulls people from all walks of life in to have their say, and from experience on looking into it before this project, seems to divide groups. In most recent years, the Chris KABA shooting has sparked up the discussion again, specifically around the firearms officers’ protections. The Officer who was involved in the shooting of KABA, Martyn Blake, was named to media outlets even after he was found not guilty of murder and reinstated as an officer which many believed to be wrong as the impact that has to officer safety and public perception of that officer while he responds to incidents is profound. 



The legal protections for firearms officers after an incident are still evolving and further protections have been put in place as of late 2024 so there is still relevance for further research to be conducted into the topic. 



		SUMMARY OF RESEARCH OBJECTIVES: 

In order to obtain the information, I want to collect from my research topic, I have given myself the below four objectives:

· To critically examine the current legal frameworks and policies for the protection of firearms officers following critical incidents.

· To gather and analyse first-hand perspectives from serving firearms officers on the adequacy of legal protections and support available to them post-incident.

· To identify key themes, concerns, and potential gaps in the legal and procedural safeguards based on primary data (questionnaires and interviews) and existing secondary research.

· To provide evidence-based recommendations for improving legal protections and post-incident procedures to better support firearms officers while maintaining public accountability.









		LITERATURE REVIEW:

The existing literature on legal protections for firearms officers in the UK reveals a growing tension between accountability and support. The College of Policing’s Authorised Professional Practice (APP) outlines post-incident procedures for officers involved in firearms incidents, including legal rights, separation protocols, and welfare provisions. However, multiple sources suggest that these frameworks are inconsistently applied and that officers often feel vulnerable to prolonged scrutiny (College of Policing, 2023; IOPC, 2023).



Recent high-profile cases, such as the shootings of Chris Kaba, Jean Charles de Menezes, and Mark Duggan, have intensified public scrutiny of armed policing. Media commentary and political debate often influence how oversight bodies respond, which can erode officers’ trust in institutional fairness (Loader and Mulcahy, 2003; The Guardian, 2024). There is also concern within policing literature that procedural justice is compromised when investigations are delayed, reputations are damaged, or officers are publicly named before formal charges are brought (Fairfield Review, 2023; The Times, 2025).



The literature also highlights the psychological impact of this scrutiny. Studies indicate that firearms officers are at increased risk of anticipatory stress and occupational burnout, even in the absence of actual use of lethal force (Bradley et al., 2022; Edwards and Kotera, 2020). This burden is compounded by unclear public understanding of the constable’s role and legal thresholds around use of force.



While formal policies exist, there appears to be a gap between documentation and the lived experiences of officers. This project will build upon the current literature by incorporating first-hand data from serving AFOs via an anonymous questionnaire, offering a grounded and timely insight into whether UK officers truly feel protected post-incident. It aims to contribute practical recommendations for improving policy, training, and wellbeing frameworks within armed policing.







		SUMMARY OF RESEARCH –SURVEY METHOD: 

My primary research method will be in the form of a questionnaire. I plan on creating an online questionnaire containing both open and closed questions for participants to complete. 



My secondary research method will be in the form of interviews. Should I complete interviews with participants I will have a blend of structured and unstructured interview types, but mainly focusing on unstructured. 



I have chosen to do a questionnaire as my main research method type as I believe it is the most efficient way to gather a large amount of information from participants, from a large sample of participants, within the given time frame. I have chosen to complete an online questionnaire that I will disseminate to line managers of firearms officers for them to pass on to firearms officers because this allows me to capture a large sample group. I also believe that this is the most convenient way to obtain the information needed and to get individuals to participate in the research as they are able to complete it in their own time, at their own pace, without pressure of where the research will go or if it will get them into trouble. Questionnaires do have limitations, as I may not be able to obtain all the information the participant is willing to offer as the questions may be restrictive however I believe this option is the most well-rounded option to achieve what I need. 



I have chosen to do interviews as my secondary research method as this will allow me to bridge the gap in the above-mentioned limitations of questionnaires as the conversation can flow a lot easier when having an unstructured chat about the research and noting them down afterwards. However, I plan on relying on the questionnaires. 





		SUMMARY OF SAMPLING FRAMEWORK: 

My target group for the research activity will be current serving firearms officers. This is down to the proposed research question as I intend to focus on the perspective of the officers, not gain a wider understanding of what non police think about the protections. 



Out of my target audience I intend to utilise a mixture of volunteer sampling, opportunistic sampling and snowball sampling. As I plan on utilising a questionnaire as my primary source of data, this naturally falls into opportunistic sampling especially because the questionnaire will be online. The sample group will be a mix of all these sampling types because I intend on sending out the questionnaires to line managers of the firearms officers and giving them the option to complete it or not. Participants will volunteer their time to complete the questionnaire and will only complete it if they have access to their work IT systems when I complete the research. 



This sampling method I feel works best both for myself collating all the information and the individuals who will decide to participate. As I work full time alongside doing a degree, my time often becomes very busy and having a system in place to collect data without requiring me to dedicate time to it, allows for a longer and wider reach sample group. It also works best for the participants as they can complete it in their own time and will have access to the questionnaire on whatever shift they are working, meaning that they don’t need to line up with my shift pattern and allows for all shifts to get involved rather than just the one. 





		ETHICAL ISSUES:

As required when undertaking any research, I have considered the ethical implications my research activity may have, both on myself as the researcher, the particpants and environmental issues too. I have completed an ethical evaluation form and on conclusion of the form, I have a very low impact research activity and low ethical impact. Should any ethical issues arise throughout my research I will address them as necessary and the ethical impact of any and all actions taken during the research activity will be in the forefront of my mind. 





		TIME SCALE:

I plan on  running my questionnaire from the 24th March 2025 to the 22nd April 2025, which allows for several sets of multiple shifts to answer the questionnaire. 



I then plan on collating the results and analysing them from the 23rd April 2025 to the 28th April 2025. This allows me a week, of which I am not working this timeframe allowing me maximum working time on analysing the results. 



I then plan on drawing conclusions and findings from the 28th April 2025 to 28th May 2025. I plan on giving myself the most time to identify and drawing conclusions on the results of the research activity. 





		REFERENCE LIST:

I plan on building my references as I write my dissertation and will collate all sources used in a bibliography at the end, utilising the Harvard referencing style.









                                                                          0		
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