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[bookmark: _Toc177418494]Abstract
The aim of this research was to explore the topic of dangerous dogs in a policing context, and how efficient and effective the police are at dealing with dangerous dog incidents, particularly given the renewed prevalence of dog attacks in the UK within the media.
The dissertation begins with an in-depth evaluation of relevant and recent academic literature, exploring legislation, evaluating its effectiveness, and exploring its critiques, as well as any significant topics of discussion, such as identification of breed, police guidance, and the impact of irresponsible dog ownership. The review of the literature identified opportunities to add depth and contribute to the academic landscape: reflections on dangerous dogs and influence of ownership from a policing perspective.
To research this topic, the researcher created and distributed a mixed-methods online survey, amongst response officers, who are likely to have first-hand experience of dangerous dog incidents. The literature review informed and shaped the development of the survey, to ensure important topics were covered.
From analysing the results, the survey found that the experience of police officers was consistent with that of other people who work closely with dangerous dogs, such as shelter workers, and furthermore identified that general sentiments amongst police officers were that they felt unprepared and unequipped. The findings informed recommendations for training and upskilling opportunities, and a suggestion to further investigate whether there is any correlation between dog owners criminal history and the ownership of dangerous dogs.
Through completing research aims and objectives, this dissertation answered the research question: “Are police officers in the UK equipped to deal with dangerous dogs?”.
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1. [bookmark: _Toc177418496]Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1. [bookmark: _Toc177418497]Introduction
This chapter outlines the rationale and aim of this dissertation, providing context and background as to why research on policing dangerous dogs is important, topical and will add value to policing.
1.2. [bookmark: _Toc177418498]Background and rationale
Due to an influx of high-profile cases, such as the death of 10-year-old Jack Lis who suffered fatal injuries after being mauled by an XL Bully in Wales (Heard 2024), the XL Bully was added to the Dangerous Dogs Act (DDA) 1991 as a banned breed in 2023 (Dangerous Dogs Act 1991). The XL Bully is defined by Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) (2024, p.3) as being a “large dog with a muscular body and blocky head, suggesting great strength and power for its size”. From February 2024, it is a criminal offence to possess and own an XL Bully without an exemption certificate (DEFRA 2024).
Furthermore, public outcry and attention was drawn to an incident with Metropolitan Police, who tasered a man, and shot and killed two dogs, after a report of a woman being attacked (Jackson 2023). Footage was circulated on social media, and incident reported to the Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC) (IOPC 2023). The IOPC found no wrongdoing, and the owner pleaded guilty to having a dog dangerously out of control, receiving a suspended sentence of 14 weeks in prison (Badshah, 2023).
These incidents have sparked public interest in the control of banned breeds and police action, and this dissertation will seek to understand policing dangerous dogs further.
1.3. [bookmark: _Toc177418499]Aim and Objectives
1.3.1. [bookmark: _Toc177418500]Aim 
The aim of this dissertation is to evaluate police officers’ experiences of policing dangerous dogs in the UK, looking at available provisions and opinions amongst response officers.
1.3.2. [bookmark: _Toc177418501]Objectives
The completion of the objectives outlined below will attempt to achieve the aim.
1. Conduct critical analysis of previous and current literature and discourse of policing dangerous dogs, including legislation and guidance.
2. Identification of an appropriate methodology to research the topic further.
3. Conduct research and analysis of data to gather information on current policing, police officers training experiences and opinions of policing dangerous dogs.
4. Propose recommendations for policing dangerous dogs.
1.4. [bookmark: _Toc177418502]Research Structure
To successfully complete the objectives proposed for this dissertation, there will be a chapter dedicated to each.
Chapter one has introduced the topic and given insight into the context, rationale and outlined the overall aim and objectives. Chapter two will analyse academic literature, research projects and their findings, and ongoing discourse, aiding the comprehension of policing dangerous dogs in the UK. It acts to analyse, evaluate, and identify opportunities for further research.
The opportunities identified in chapter two will inform research methods to understand the issue further in chapter three. It will consider methods to determine a suitable approach for primary data collection and analysis.
In chapter four, collected data will be analysed using appropriate statistical and analytical techniques, exploring both qualitative and quantitative options.
Finally, chapter five will conclude the research, reviewing aims and objectives and measuring successful delivery of aims, explaining findings and proposing recommendations.
1.5. [bookmark: _Toc177418503]Conclusion
To conclude, the chapter has introduced the research and its importance, its aims, and objectives, and offers insight into the structure of this dissertation.


2. [bookmark: _Toc177418504]Chapter 2: Literature Review
2.1. [bookmark: _Toc177418505]Introduction
This chapter reviews all existing, ongoing discourse, including an analysis of academic literature and government guidance and law, on the topic of policing dangerous dogs.
The literature review aims to explore issues around dog legislation, issues of policing dangerous dogs in the UK, and what has been done to improve policing of dangerous dogs. It also reviews legislative changes and the banning of breeds. The objective is to establish whether police in the UK are trained and knowledgeable in the field of dangerous dogs and equipped enough to deal with incidents. By assessing the current landscape, this review will identify where research could add value, and meet research aim one:
1.  Conduct a critical analysis of previous and current literature and discourse of policing dangerous dogs, including legislation and guidance.
This chapter will critically evaluate the literature and sources. This will be achieved by examining available literature online. Using the search terms: ‘policing dangerous dogs’, ‘dog training in UK police’, ‘banned breeds’.
2.2. [bookmark: _Toc177418506]Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 and guidance
Dangerous dogs gained significant media and public attention in the 1980's and 1990's due to a multitude of high-profile attacks, which triggered a response from the public who demanded legislative action to be taken by the UK government, resulting in the Dangerous Dogs Act (1991) (DDA 1991) being implemented (Allcock and Campbell 2021; Ledger et al. 2005). The UK was one of the first countries in the world to ban breeds of dogs, and the legislation is controversial due its specific banning of breeds (Allcock and Campbell 2021). The Act banned four breeds: Pit Bull Terrier, Japanese Tosa, Dogo Argentino and Fila Brasileiro (DDA 1991). The Act introduced several measures to reduce the number of dangerous dogs and detailed information on how police could enforce this. It noted police authority to seize and detain any dogs suspected of being dangerous, and brought into effect penalties for owners, including prison sentences and monetary fines (DDA 1991). 
DEFRA (2009) produced guidance on enforcing the DDA, including policing guidance. It details approaches in which police and other agencies are to deal, tackle and enforce the law, providing methods and clarity on obligations for owners, police and other partners (DEFRA 2009). The guidance recommends appointing Dog Legislation Officers (DLO) within each force, to support policing, providing guidance and support to fellow officers. This role would identify dog breeds, particularly banned breed, and recognise dog behaviours that meet the DDA criteria for dangerous behaviour. DEFRA (2009) outlines that all police officers and DLO’s are responsible for following the Animal Welfare Act (2006), and appropriately detaining or seizing dogs in a humane manner, ensuring their welfare. Furthermore, DEFRA visualise the process of dealing with dangerous dogs (DEFRA 2009, p. 4). A flowchart outlines considerations and decisions officers should make when dealing with dog incidents. 
[image: ]
Figure 2 DEFRA 2009 Flowchart of considerations for dealing with 'dangerous dog' incidents.
According to Allcock and Campbell (2021) the DDA has improved the legal landscape, making progress in enforcement of banned breeds. This is further supported by Hoffman et al. (2014) that stated that DDA 1991 had decreased dog bite attacks. Their study reviewed historical court cases to assess where the law did not cover or inconsistent application of law. However, there are crucial legal and ethical failings, relating to breed specific legislation (BSL), that specific breeds are not more likely to attack than non-banned breeds. There are significant ethical concerns regarding the destruction of dogs, despite showing no aggressive behaviour. Despite these findings, NHS (2022) data reveals that there has been a 25% increase in the number of hospital admissions due to dog attacks, rising from 7,505 in 2020 to 9,424 in 2023, which could argue that the DDA is not effective. This is consistent with research undertaken around the enactment of the DDA by Klaassen et al. (1996), which found no change in the prevalence of dog bites incident at an Accident and Emergency in Dundee, Scotland, in the 3-month period before the DDA and a 3-month period 2 years later. Similarly, Parkinson et al. (2023) found that since the DDA, dog attacks have continued to increase.
This may be due to further amendments to the DDA since the research took place, with the addition of banning XL Bullies, proving the issue of dangerous dogs remains relevant in policing. Research found that XL Bullies are less than 1% of all dogs in the UK, however, are responsible for 44% of 2023 dog attacks and 75% of dog-incident related deaths over the last three years (Grierson 2023), to which UK Government responded by adding XL Bullies to the list of banned breeds (DEFRA 2024). This received public backlash due to ongoing ethical debates relating to BSL, with protests arranged and a parliament petition reaching over 620,000 signatures (Fletcher 2023). Despite this, the ban was approved and implemented in February 2024 (DEFRA 2024).
2.3. [bookmark: _Toc177418507]Evaluating the usefulness of the DDA 1991
2.3.1 [bookmark: _Toc177418508]Breed Specific Legislation (BSL)
In evaluating the success of the DDA, a theme emerged that BSL is ineffective, as Allcock and Campbell (2021) found. For example, the banning of breeds does not stop dog attacks from happening - a nine-year-old girl was bitten and scarred for life, needing plastic surgery, following a bite from a Border Collie (Holt 2024). RSPCA submitted written evidence to an inquiry on the DDA in 2018, in opposition to the use of BSL – stating that between 2016 and 2018, RSPCA euthanised 232 dogs because of this ban. RSPCA (2018) draws on research from 6 countries that demonstrates that BSL has not reduced dog bites, which is consistent with the Klaassen et al (1996) findings. RSPCA conducted secondary analysis on Office for National Statistics data, identifying that of the 78 deaths because of dog bites between 1989 and 2017, that only 11 were because of Pitbull terrier types, the rest were breed unknown – evidencing that breed has not played a role in these fatalities. This was further proved by Mikkola et al. (2021) who studied behavioural data of over 13,000 dogs to identify factors, based on probability, that would lead to aggressive behaviour towards humans. This research found smaller dogs are more likely to attack humans, dispelling that larger banned breeds are naturally aggressive due to their size – however, as it was an owner-completed survey, this may be biased.
Furthermore, Dobson (2011) argues that BSL penalises experienced, responsible dog owners, and instead legislation around dog ownership should be sought. Dobson (2011) goes onto argue that it is experience and intentions of the owner that breeds dangerous dogs and behaviour, regardless of breed. Bigger breeds were likely preferred due to size, as well as historic purpose, such as hunting (Dobson 2011). It is important to note, this literature is unsupported by research, and is an opinion-piece from a veterinary perspective, however, does give insight into a solution to dangerous dog legislation.
Interestingly, Schiavone (2016) argues that the introduction of BSL is not because of specific behaviour by certain breeds, but as an attempt to quell public outcry. Media coverage is often provocative, exaggerating risk and sensationalised, particularly regarding dog attacks (Crawley 2021; Berry 2024). The emotionally evocative news creates panic (Schiavone 2016; Berry 2024), such as branding Pitbulls as ‘devil dogs’ in the 1990’s (Molloy 2011; Berry 2024). Schiavone (2016) surmises that extensive media coverage creates a hype, making incidents seem more prevalent than they are. Therefore, encouraging intense reactions from communities and public, leading to government using legislation to reduce fear by introducing BSL, regardless of how effective or ineffective it is deemed. This is further evidenced in research undertaken by Nurse et al. (2021), whereby analysis of media and articles identified trends and themes in coverage. Nurse et al. (2021) found that dog injuries and incidents are the most frequently reported topic relating to dangerous dogs, and when analysing media, none of the most popular articles included banned breeds, but covered Staffordshire Bull Terriers, German Shepards, for example. This raises concern that BSL is not effective, as even within sensationalised media the banned breeds are not represented.
On the other hand, Parkinson (2023) argues that the historical ownership and connections between certain breeds and lower social classes have informed, shaped, and resulted in BSL. The research analyses media and political discussions throughout history to argue social class identity is a prominent rationale for BSL. In the 1990’s, Parkinson (2023) states that Pitbulls became heavily linked to violence, drug culture and illegal dog fighting, arguing that this was used by politicians and government as a justification for BSL and introduction of DDA. 
2.3.2 The role of dog ownership and its influence in behaviour
The discussion around ownership of dogs by Parkinson (2023) is the tip of the iceberg on whether owners influence the behaviour of their dog. Many that disagree with BSL, also look at the owner’s role in dog behaviour. The DDA (1991, s.3) states “If a dog is dangerously out of control in any place… the owner, and if different, the person for the time being in charge of the dog… is guilty of an offence”, ultimately placing blame on the owner.
Parkinson (2023) argues that it is association between the working class and specific breeds that has resulted in the definition of a dangerous dog. It is possible to argue that dangerous dog behaviour is due to a historic direct result of owners. However, the research does emphasise that it is the sensationalised and exaggerated portrayal of incidents, breeds and owners that have resulted in banning, with little evidence that the owner is influential, rather it is media discourse.
On the other hand, others argue that it is solely the responsibility of the owner for the behaviour of their dog. Dobson (2011), from a veterinary perspective, argues that some breeds are pre-disposed to certain personality traits or characteristics, ultimately it is the role of the owner to control or manage dogs and their behaviour. Inexperience and irresponsibility encourage bad behaviour and not recognising when the dog behaviour is becoming dangerous. Furthermore, Dobson (2011) argues that some dogs are used as status or threat, and this is a direct result of their owners’ intentions, with training encouraging this behaviour, building on naturally prevalent traits. 
This is supported by Mikkola et al.’s (2021) study on characteristics of dangerous dogs and aggressive behaviour. Mikkola et al. (2021) found that bigger- and medium-sized breeds are likely to be trained, socialised, and exercised more often than smaller dogs, due to owner’s experience. The study speculates that small-dog owners are not intimidated by their size and easier to control and therefore not likely to be exercised or trained as much. It is a direct result of the owner’s lack of responsibility to manage their dog’s behaviour which leads to aggressive tendencies (Mikkola et al. 2021). Furthermore, Mikkola et al. (2021) identified that owners’ previous experiences with dog ownership is a contributing factor to aggression in dogs, demonstrating the role of the owner.
Finally, there has been a rise in dog attacks and incidents since the Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, likely due to inexperienced owners buying dogs during the pandemic lockdowns (Berry 2024). Habarth-Morales et al. (2022) found the rise in dog bites following the pandemic was statistically significant and could be attributed to an increase in dog ownership during COVID-19. BBC News (2021) found that dog charities had received 35% more calls, and 3.2 million dogs were adopted during COVID-19. This is further evidenced by news that dog attacks reported to police had increased by 22% post-COVID-19 (McDaid 2023), blaming families getting dogs, failing to socialise the dogs due to lockdowns (Saner 2022). This resulted in over 50% increase in dogs detained under the DDA, since July 2021 (McDaid 2023). COVID-19 contributed significantly to dog behaviour, increasing poor training, and attacks were as a result, rather than breed specific behaviours (McDaid 2023; Saner 2022). 
2.3.1 [bookmark: _Toc177418509]Identification of dangerous breeds
Another area of interest is the complex identification of dangerous breeds. In government guidance, DEFRA (n.d.) states despite the breed of a dog, if a dog looks a certain way, it is classified as a banned breed:
“Whether your dog is a banned type depends on what it looks like, rather than its breed or name.
For example, if your dog matches many of the characteristics of a Pit Bull Terrier, it may be a banned type.”
A study conducted by Hoffman et al. (2014) looked at inconsistencies in identification of breeds amongst shelter workers, who rely on police support and guidance to manage dangerous dogs. Hoffman et al. (2014) asked respondents to identify breeds using pictures, finding that Pitbulls are more likely to be mistakenly identified as Staffordshire Bull Terriers. A study by Clarke et al (2016) found similar results – Staffordshire Bull Terriers are 5 times more likely to be identified as a Pitbull. This is consistent with a study of the public conducted by Webster and Farnworth (2018), that correct identification of banned breeds was very poor in comparison to identification of other non-banned breeds. Similarly, Oxley’s (2012) survey of dog owners, found that 21.4% were unable to name a banned breed, further supporting the lack of guidance and awareness of banned breeds.
2.3.2 [bookmark: _Toc177418510]Policing guidance and training
Regardless of conflicting information, little interest is given to how the police interpret the DDA. DEFRA (2009 p.5) states that UK police forces should have “robust strategy and policy for dealing with dangerous dogs”. There is little evidence that these strategies exist. 
Within DEFRA (2009) Guidance for Enforcers there is a criterion list of characteristics, with no images, that define a banned breed, which the dog must meet. Arguably this is open to objectivity, interpretation, and bias. Furthermore, whilst DDA (1991) states any breed of dog can be considered ‘dangerously out of control’, the DDA and DEFRA do not provide guidance on what is considered ‘dangerously out of control’. Only in 2023, did National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) (2023) publish a document to aid in identification of dogs, with images. Furthermore, there is little evidence of force specific guidance. Thames Valley Police published guidance in 2023, due to a recommendation by the IOPC, collating forms, contact details and actions (Thames Valley Police 2023). Similarly, in response to criticisms, North Yorkshire Police published a procedure statement providing refreshed guidance to officers and staff (North Yorkshire Police 2024). The statement was published to ensure that dog-related incidents were dealt with properly and in accordance with law.
This is further supported by Nurse et al. (2021) interviewing police and Local Authorities that there was significant variation in enforcement, dealing and reporting of dog incidents, not only across various force areas but within the same force, stating resource as the key barrier to consistency. Furthermore, information sharing between local authorities and police is inconsistent, and rarity that police forces have a DLO (Nurse et al. 2021). Nurse et al. (2021) also identified concerns around guidance and knowledge for police, and that policing strategies and policies were outdated and unhelpful.
It is fair to say that lack of police training and knowledge is not uncommon, as Oxley (2012) surveyed dog owners to assess their knowledge of the DDA. Of the 459 responses received, 81.9% felt that information on DDA is not readily available, raising concerns about legislation awareness.
[bookmark: _Toc177418511]2.4. Conclusion and gaps for further study
This chapter has completed objective one by compiling and evaluating all available literature on dangerous dogs. 
It is evident that discourse and evidence is readily available around BSL, responsibility of dog owners and ineffective identification of dog breeds. However, there is very little evidence of these issues in the police context – particularly police identification of banned breeds or training, meaning research would add valuable insight. It would be interesting, and the first of its kind, to assess the nature vs nurture argument from a police perspective. Identifying research opportunities to support police officers, particularly given the recent amendments to the DDA and the public and media attention.


3. [bookmark: _Toc177418512]Chapter 3: Methodology
3.1. [bookmark: _Toc177418513]Introduction 
This chapter will outline research methodology to answer key evidence gaps identified in Chapter 2:
1. Is police policy, legislation, and training adequate to help response officers to deal with dangerous dogs? 
2. From a police officer’s perspective, are owners influential in the behaviour of their dog? 
This will also complete objective two: Identification of an appropriate methodology to research the topic further.
3.2. [bookmark: _Toc177418514]Research strategy 
To target experiences of response officers policing dangerous dogs, based in England and Wales, research will need to focus on England and Wales only, to mitigate any legislative differences in Scotland and Northern Ireland. It will highlight gaps in training to improve officer’s confidence in policing dangerous dogs. 
Due to the time available and a population of 123,465 front-line officers in the UK (Home Office 2023), sample sizes need to be manageable, convenience and snowball sampling will be most suitable. The sampling methods used are non-probability which does limit representivity and introduce potential bias, however its suitable for the resource and timescales available, and a quick, low cost and easily implemented method (Bhattacherjee 2012). 
To recruit the sample, an advert posted on force intranet, an email to police officers, and posts on social media, such as Reddit and Facebook, asking for responses and refer other colleagues to complete, will align to resource and sampling approach. This approach should maximise the possibility of capturing opinions from a variety of officers. 
3.3. [bookmark: _Toc177418515]Data collection 
Primary research using a self-administered mixed-method online survey, would suffice, as it is suitable to capture quantitative and qualitative data, providing overarching statistics and rich, detailed data of opinions and experiences, i.e. a multidimensional understanding of the issue (Shorten and Smith 2017). This will enable granularity and detail on policing dangerous dogs, providing stronger evidence and confidence in findings, ensuring appropriate recommendations (Office for Health Improvement and Disparities 2020). It is mindful of response officer availability, collecting substantial amounts of data with minimal resource required, due to ease of distribution, and people are accustomed to completing online surveys (Regmi et al. 2016). Over a 6-week period, the survey will be open for 4 weeks to capture responses, allowing 2 weeks for analysis. 
The survey will contain a privacy notice and data protection sheet, providing information on data confidentiality, anonymity, and data handling, including participant’s right to withdraw at any time (annexe A) (Nijahawan et al. 2013). This is vital to ensuring informed consent, so that the respondent is voluntarily participating and is given all relevant information regarding how their data will be used and analysed (Nijahawan et al. 2013)
The survey will be hosted on Microsoft Forms, as this will allow question routing. An initial screening question will be used to check whether a respondent should complete the survey, i.e. are they a serving response officer in England and Wales. 
Following Data Quality Hub (2020a) best practice will ensure the survey minimises respondent burden, maximising response completion, reliability, and validity of the data. Conducting pilot testing with 3 colleagues will ensuring readability, ease of completion, using feedback for improvement prior to data collection (Data Quality Hub 2020b; Bhattacherjee 2012), and ensuring accuracy of question interpretation (Regmi et al. 2016). Questions will use of best practice by using short, clear, non-leading questions, mitigating recall memory error by asking for experiences in 12 months prior, and being mindful of sensitivities (Data Quality Hub 2020b). 
Utilising quick, closed questions, such as tick boxes and standardised categories, and Government Statistical Service harmonised standards (2022) to collect demographic information, such as age and sex. In addition, utilising 7-point Likert scales on questions, to avoid neutral survey bias, gathering more detail (Data Quality Hub 2020b). The use of text boxes will capture opinions and thoughts, asking open questions to encourage thought, and where necessary, adding neutral, non-leading prompts to aid respondents (Creswell and Hirose 2019).  
3.4. [bookmark: _Toc177418516]Data analysis 
Prior to analysis, data will need to be cleaned in Excel, removing missing values and undertaking quality checks, checking row counts, sorting the data by question (Chai 2020). 
Quantitative descriptive statistics will support the identification of trends in data – drawing out percentages, proportions, median, modes (Nardi 2018). The data will then be visualised on tables, charts, and graphs to aid interpretation. Additionally, inductive qualitative analysis to identify themes, becoming familiar with data, allowing the data to tell the story rather than applying existing themes from literature (Braun and Clarke 2022). Using thematic analysis, data will be coded into key ideas and concepts, identifying important quotes (Braun and Clarke 2022), then visualising quotes and codes on Microsoft Whiteboard to easily group them into themes and sub-themes.  
By combining quantitative and qualitative analysis and findings, supporting the quantitative findings with supporting quotes or themes, identifying patterns in the data, it allows a vivid and robust interpretation of data (Shorten and Smith 2017).
3.5. [bookmark: _Toc177418517]Research limitations
The key issue is time constraints and therefore using non-probability sampling may introduce researcher bias due to lack of variety in opinions and external validity (Bhattacherjee 2012). Non-probability sampling can lack in population representation, meaning confidence intervals may be wider as its difficult to quantify sampling error, therefore greater uncertainty (Wolf et al. 2016). Additionally, there is difficultly in making inferences on small samples, and not utilising confidence levels or more complex statistical analysis (Bhattacherjee 2012).  
A small sample size risks biasing data and limiting findings. Data may need to be suppressed if respondents are identifiable, meaning less usefulness of data (Friedman and Chetty 2019). Data may be poor or insufficient quality if respondent burden is too high, leading to incomplete responses (Data Quality Hub 2020b). 
Self-administered surveys may not be most appropriate or reliable for qualitative or sensitive topics, as it lacks ability to probe for clarity or provide safeguarding, leading to less rich data than qualitative interviews (Rogelberg 2008).  
3.6. [bookmark: _Toc177418518]Conclusion
Research will employ non-probability convenience and snowballing sampling to collect responses. Data will be collected using a self-administered mixed-method survey, hosted on Microsoft Forms, collecting quantitative and qualitative data, analysed using descriptive statistics and thematic analysis to understand and answer the research questions. 
In conclusion, the most appropriate and suited approach to gathering quick, cost-effective data on policing dangerous dogs will be using an online, self-administered, mixed-method survey. This is due to constraint and consideration of resource and time. The next chapter will analyse the findings of this survey.


4. [bookmark: _Toc177418519][bookmark: _Hlk176557143]Chapter 4: Analysis of results
This chapter focuses on analysing police officers survey responses and supports the completion of objective three: Conducting research and analysis to gather more insight on policing dangerous dogs. The survey received 19 responses. 
4.1. [bookmark: _Toc177418520]Demographic characteristics
Demographic characteristics, including age and sex, were asked to ensure a representative sample. Most (73.7%) were aged between 18 and 34, and 42.1% identified as male, 47.4% female, and 10.5% preferred not to say, which underrepresents male officers, in comparison to Home Office (2023) figures, however this may be due to females being more likely to complete surveys (Saleh and Bista 2017).Figure 1 - 19 responses.

Policing experience and geographical location was captured, ensuring various perspectives. 68.4% of respondents had between 1 and 4 years in service. Gwent Police accounted for over 47.4% of respondents, the rest were based in neighbouring forces.Figure 3 - 19 responses.
Figure 2 - 19 responses.



4.2. [bookmark: _Toc177418521]Awareness of dangerous dogsFigure 4 - 19 responses.

To understand existing awareness, respondents were asked for their awareness of DDA 1991, 84.2% responded ‘yes’. It is unsurprising in comparison to Oxley’s (2012) public study, police officers have better awareness of the DDA. However, when respondents were asked their awareness of options under DDA, 31.6% had awareness, whereas remaining 68.4% did not or were unsure. The survey probed their knowledge of DDA’s definition of dangerous dogs, showing that 57.9% were not aware, aligning to inconsistent awareness and application of law identified by Hoffman et al. (2014), Oxley (2012) and Nurse et al. (2021) studies. A similar question surveyed awareness of guidance published by DEFRA– majority (73.7%) chose ‘no’. Further supporting that police officer awareness of the DDA is inconsistent and of varying levels of completeness.
Figure 7 - 19 responses.
Figure 5 - 19 responses.


Figure 10 - 19 responses.
Figure 9 - 19 responses.

This is further evidenced when asked to define ‘dangerous dogs’ using own words, respondents took two approaches, with two themes emerging (figure 6): behaviour of the dog; and breed of dog.


Some focussed on behaviour, including biting, aggressiveness, attacking and uncontrollable, stating: Figure 6 - Themes and sub-themes of definitions

“any dog that poses a danger to any person or animal due to its naturally aggressive nature”
Whereas others focussed on the breed of dogs – naming specific breeds, such as “XL Bully”, or banned breeds:
“deemed under the Dangerous Dogs Act to be a banned breed and meets set characteristics”. 
Inconsistency is also prevalent when tasked with identifying banned breeds in the UK, 94.7% of respondents chose XL Bully as a banned breed, this was the most popular answer. Japanese Tosa was chosen 13 times, Pitbull and Dogo Argentino were selected 12 times. While Fila Brasilero was selected 4 times. Whilst a different approach was taken to the studies conducted by Oxley (2012), Clarke et al. (2016) and Webster and Farnworth (2018), findings are similar –identification and knowledge of banned breeds is limited, and this is true within the police too.
Figure 8 - 19 responses.

They were asked for their confidence in identifying a dangerous dog. 52.7% respondents answered very unconfident to not confident at all, 42.1% selecting very or extremely confident. Supporting that regardless of accurate identification of breeds, ultimately police officers do not feel confident in their ability. Figure 11 - 19 responses.

4.3. [bookmark: _Toc177418522]Training opportunities
The survey moved to gather opinions on existing training and future expectations for training, to identify gaps. Most (84.2%) police officers feel there is inadequate training, and when probed on future training opportunities, ideas fell into three themes (figure 13): available information and guidance; scenario-based training; and training courses on banned breeds.Figure 13 - Themes and sub-themes of expected training opportunities.
Figure 32 - 19 responses.


Information availability as a theme included dedicated staff, updates and refreshers on guidance and legal powers. Respondents stated:
“Clear guidelines and processes … about what to do and how to deal with dangerous dogs”
“dedicated staff/officers roles … they can be spoken to and info obtained”
Another emerging theme was Officer Safety Training, respondents suggested deploying equipment, first aid training and scenario-based opportunities, such as:
“seizure and tactical OST style training required”
“how to use and deploy safety measures, such as muzzles”
“scenarios to prepare for incidents”
Finally, desk-based training emerged, specifically relating to breed identification and de-escalation tactics:
“more understanding of what breeds are banned, what to look out for and the process in seizing”
The discussion of training opportunities supports the lack of available literature on police training and guidance, this is further evidenced by only 15.8% of police officers surveyed aware of DEFRA’s (2009) guidance.
4.4. [bookmark: _Toc177418523]Police officer experiences of dangerous dogs
The next section asked about experiences of dog incidents. Over half (52.6%) had dealt with an incident, with 36.8% happening in the last 12 months. 80% of the incidents were first offences, potentially arguing Parkinson’s (2023) theory that dangerous dogs are linked to criminality is defunct. Incidents ranged from dog-on-dog bites, children bitten, uncontrollable dogs, and unregistered banned breeds. Figure 14 - 19 responses.

Of respondents who had experienced dog incidents, confidence in dangerous dog identification varied - 40% felt confident, 40% did not, and 20% were unsure. Furthermore, only 20% felt equipped and trained enough for the incident, leaving 80% feeling unequipped and insufficiently trained. Giving further insight into the overall unpreparedness of UK police officers.
Interestingly, 70% stated their policing had changed since the incident. Adding weight to scenario-based training being an effective method to improve policing. A respondent added:Figure 16 - 10 responses.
Figure 15 - 10 responses.

“I am aware that dog handlers have an instrument that can be used to sedate the dogs”

Figure 18 - 10 responses.

4.5. [bookmark: _Toc177418524]Owner influence
When asked for opinions on owners’ influence, sentiments show police hold owners responsible for dog behaviour, supporting Mikkola et al. (2021) and Dobson (2011)’s viewpoint. 60% agreed the owner influenced the incident, with a respondent stating:
“Yes - the owner did not keep the dog on a leash and could not control the dog”.Figure 17 - 10 responses.

This is evidenced when opinions on owners influence regarding dangerous dogs showed 63.2% stated the owner is responsible in some way:
“I think the owner even making the decision to have a banned dog is influential enough”
31.6% disagreed that the owner was not responsible, with a respondent adding:
“certain breeds have it within their nature to be aggressive”Figure 19 - 19 responses.

Finally, 33.3% stated nurture, 26.7% stated nature, and 40% stating a mix of both were responsible for a dog’s behaviour, adding weight to discourse that the owner is responsible (Berry 2024; Mikkola et al. 2021). A respondent clarified:
“A mix of both … dogs can be uncontrollable in nature … but the owner can also exacerbate this … encouraging bad behaviour”



4.6. [bookmark: _Toc177418525]ConclusionFigure 20 - 15 valid responses.

While research does provide valuable insight to policing dangerous dogs, such as lack of awareness of legislation and training provisions. The sample size achieved is less than expected, likely due to sampling approach. Respondents’ demographics varied, yet a risk to generalisability and representativeness of findings should be considered in interpretating findings. Research methods chosen were to meet resource constraints, meaning quality and depth of data may vary, due to lack of additional probing, therefore topics are not discussed in-depth, in a trade-off between data quality and respondent burden. 
Regardless, the findings provide a basis for further research and supported the formulation of appropriate recommendations.

5. [bookmark: _Toc177418526]Chapter 5: Conclusion and recommendations
5.1. [bookmark: _Toc177418527]Introduction
This chapter summarises and concludes research, its aims, and the analysis of findings to answer the question: “Are police officers in the UK equipped to deal with dangerous dogs?”. It will also provide recommendations for policing of dangerous dogs in the UK. Finally, the chapter will identify future research opportunities.
5.2. [bookmark: _Toc177418528]Completion and Achievement of Objectives
1. Conduct a critical analysis of previous and current literature and discourse of policing dangerous dogs, including legislation and guidance.
This objective was completed by the comprehensive literature review, where it was identified that consulting officers for provision of training had not been considered to improve policing of dangerous dogs, and therefore presented an opportunity to understand this by conducting further research.
2. Identification of an appropriate methodology to research the topic further.
After identifying the opportunity for further research and insight in the literature review and consideration of resource, an online survey was identified to be the most suitable method, considering budgetary and time constraints.
3. Conduct research and analysis of data to gather information on current policing, police officers training experiences and opinions of policing dangerous dogs.
This was completed in the analysis of data, using qualitative and quantitative methods, pulling out key insights on current training provisions and officers experiences.
4. Propose recommendations on policing dangerous dogs.
This objective will be completed below.
5.3. [bookmark: _Toc177418529]Research findings
5.3.1. [bookmark: _Toc177418530]Poor awareness of legislation and guidance
Generally awareness of dangerous dogs, including legislation and identification of breeds, is poor and inconsistent within the policing community, consistent with other population groups (Hoffman et al. 2014; Nurse et al. 2021; Oxley 2012). Whilst 84.2% of police officers knew of the DDA, their knowledge of the definition given in the legislation was not consistent. Only a third who knew of the Act, could legally define a dangerous dog and 52.6% did not know the powers given under the DDA. Similarly, officers are insufficiently supported across all forces, with only 15.8% of officers knowing about available guidance. Officers lack in confidence when identifying a dangerous dog, over 52.7% exhibited uncertainty in their decisions. This is evidenced when considering that only 10.5% of officers were able to correctly select the banned breeds – and supports existing research on poor breed identification by Oxley (2012), Clarke et al. (2016), and Webster and Farnworth (2016).
5.3.2. [bookmark: _Toc177418531]Inadequate training opportunities
Almost all police officers felt that current training on dangerous dogs was inadequate, and insufficient for their needs. Consistently, research showed insufficient scenario-based training, and difficulty accessing guidance. Only 15.8% of officers felt that there was adequate provision of support and training to help them effectively police dogs. Similarly, only 20% of officers reflecting on previous incidents felt they were prepared to deal with the incident. A respondent stated that only as a result of having first-hand experience did they come to know that “dog handlers have an instrument that can be used to sedate the dogs”, further answering the research question, that officers are not receiving sufficient training.
5.3.3. [bookmark: _Toc177418532]Both nature and nurture encourage prevalence of dangerous dogs
Consensus remains that a mix of nature and nurture is responsible for the behaviour of a dog – across all respondents, 40% agreed that a mix of both is most influential. However, results leaned more to the influence of nurture, in comparison to nature – 33.3% the former, 26.7% the latter. Officers reflected on their experiences, 60% stated the owner did play a role in the event, it is possible to argue that this is in favour of a dog’s misbehaviour being a result of the owner’s nurture. Further evidenced by 63.2% stating that the owner is responsible and influential in the behaviour of their dog. It’s possible to surmise that regardless of previous experiences, officers believe that the owner is responsible in some way, this is consistent with available literature and research on the topic (Berry 2024; Mikkola et al. 2021; Dobson 2012).
5.4. [bookmark: _Toc177418533]Recommendations
The following recommendations are based on the research findings drawn from the online survey. It is evident that police officers are underprepared, under-trained and lack general awareness in policing dangerous dogs. This is supported by the lack of recent update of the DEFRA (2009) guidance, and feedback gathered via the survey. There is no confidence in officer’s own ability and consistency in identifying a dangerous dog. Given that the issue is topical more should be done to rectify these issues:
· Guidance on DDA. including clarifying the definition of dangerous dogs.
· Identification of breeds particularly banned breeds, and dangerous behaviour.
· Renewed or replacement guidance in place of DEFRA (2009) Guidance for Enforcers.
· Training on using equipment and dog attack specific first aid.
Secondly, training should be provided in a manner like Officer Safety Training, which is scenario-based. Preference was given by officers for this approach, and further evidenced by 70% of respondents reflecting that their policing had changed post-incident, evidencing that scenario experience is more influential in shaping officer’s learning than current training provisions.
Finally, based on officer’s reflections and first-hand experiences, nurture is a key factor in dangerous dog behaviour. However, this requires further research to determine rationale for this thinking, such as whether criminal background is an indicator. 
5.5. [bookmark: _Toc177418534]Future Research
Key gaps remain, such as evaluating whether previous convictions of dog owners are a predictor for dangerous dog or dog attack incidents; and whether the media plays a role in shaping police officer opinions. Further research could lead to evaluating and testing further measures.
5.6. [bookmark: _Toc177418535]Conclusion
This research successfully achieved its objectives and answered the research question as to whether police officers are equipped to deal with dangerous dogs. 
This dissertation summarised and brought together academic research and this new research. It worked through the justification for research, compiling academic literature and media articles to understand policing dangerous dogs, and outlining a potential gap to be fulfilled. This led to assessing research methods to identify a suitable approach, which guided an analysis approach. The data collection, analysis and findings were then presented, to inform recommendations and next steps for further research.
To conclude, findings were consistent with those identified in the literature review, that current training provision and support is inadequate. Critically, the research successfully identified useful insight and feedback to inform recommendations for training and guidance, suggested by police officers, informed by their lived experiences of policing dangerous dogs. 
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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:
	Dangerous Dog Legislation and its effectiveness

	2
	Proposed start date:
	01/01/2024
	Proposed end date:
	07/09/2024

	
	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:
1. Purpose of Research Activity
1. Proposed Research Question
1. Aims of Research Activity
1. Objectives of Research Activity
Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain
1. What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 
1. How it addresses an area of importance. 

	3
	Purpose of Research Activity
The purpose of this dissertation will be to investigate and research the issues facing police and dog owners when it comes to navigating dangerous dog legislation and how it is constantly changing in the UK.
I will be researching the specific reasons why certain breeds are banned and the arguments for and against the banning of dog breeds.


(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Research Question
Is there a correlation between dog behaviour and owner responsibility?
Are there disparities in the way different forces deal with dangerous dog incidents, from minor to major.
Are police trained enough to deal with differing types of dangerous dog incidents.



(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	Aims of Research Activity
To evaluate training effectiveness within the UK police force
Explore community impact and public perception along with any influence the media may have.



(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Objectives of Research Activity

Understanding and clarifying the previous mentioned aims.

(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
	Methods that mat be used to obtain this research are case studies, other literature reviews and analysis into dog behaviour and dangerous dog legislation. 
Doing analysis of media coverage into notable incidents of Dog attacks and the banning of breeds.

Surveys and questionnaires can also be used to gather research.


(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	8
	
Online  via websites and Moodle resources.
Books/text
Research via other officers In the uk
(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
	


(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?

	
Approx. 30

(this box should expand as you type)

	11
	Who will the participants be?

	
Response officers and members of public potentially

(this box should expand as you type)

	12
	How will you identify the participants?
	
Unknown at this time

(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:
Low risk to any participants due to questions being asked around dog incidents they have seen in the news or dealt with in their occupation as a response officer.


(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to participants:



(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

	
	
Noted above that if anything illegal is discovered in the course of the project then it will be reported to the correct avenues.
Advice and support numbers/websites will be sought out to give to people answering questionnaires if they have difficulties or personal experience with the issues raised

(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:
Emotional distress from reading traumatic incidents of dog behaviour



(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:

Ensure I am using my wellbeing outlets and speak to people if needed


(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	
	Risk to the University:
No risk


(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the University:



(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Environmental risks
For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems

	
	Risk to the environment:
No environmental risks



(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to environment:



(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? 

	
	
Will be attempted but questionnaires sent out will be anonymous.

(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.

	
	
Before questions are able to be answered, or at the very top of the page as the questionnaires are clicked into, will be this information.

(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. 

	
	


(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.
	
	No

	
	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),
	
	No

	
	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:

	
	

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	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):

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)

	22
	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
	
Myself 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:

	
	Myself 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.  

	
	


(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) 

	
	


(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:
	
	Date:05/02/2024




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.



[bookmark: _Toc177418541]Annexe B: Privacy Notice for Dangerous Dogs Survey 
Please read before progressing. 
I, James Adams, are conducting a survey on dangerous dogs. Here’s what you need to know: 
Purpose: The survey aims to gather information about dangerous dog incidents, experiences, training and awareness, behaviour, and ownership. 
Data Collection: We collect personal data, including age, sex, ethnicity, job description, police force, and survey responses. 
Legal Basis: The legal basis for collecting and processing this data is our legitimate interest in understanding and addressing dangerous dog training and awareness. 
Data Controller: I am the data controller, should you have any questions please contact James.Adams@gwent.police.uk   
Data Processor: I will administer the survey on our behalf and analyse results. 
Data security: All data collected will be stored in a secure folder and held in greatest confidentiality. I, James Adams, am the only person with access to the data. 
Retention: Your data will be retained throughout the data collection period and for 6 months after completion. After which your data will be deleted permanently.  
Rights: Should you wish to withdraw your consent and remove your data at any point, please get in touch with James.Adams@gwent.police.uk  
By progressing through the survey, you are consenting to your data being collected, analysed, and reported, any quotes or findings will be anonymised and unidentifiable.  
[bookmark: _Toc177418542]Annexe C: Questionnaire
[bookmark: _Toc177418543]Screening questions 
1. Are you currently serving as a response officer in the UK? [tickbox] 
· Yes 
· No 

[bookmark: _Toc177418544]About you 
2. What is your age? [tickbox] 
· 18-24 
· 25-34 
· 35-44 
· 45-54 
· 55-64 
· 65 and over 

3. What is your sex? [tickbox] 
· Male 
· Female
· Prefer not to say

[bookmark: _Toc177418545]Your career 
4. How long have you been serving as a response officer? [tickbox] 
· 0-1 year 
· 1-2 years 
· 2-3 years 
· 3-4 years 
· 4-5 years 
· 5-6 years 
· 6-7 years 
· 7+ years 

5. Which force area do you work in? [dropdown list] 
· Avon and Somerset Constabulary 
· Bedfordshire Police 
· Cambridgeshire Constabulary 
· Cheshire Constabulary 
· City of London Police 
· Cleveland Police 
· Cumbria Constabulary 
· Derbyshire Constabulary 
· Devon & Cornwall Police 
· Dorset Police 
· Durham Constabulary 
· Dyfed-Powys Police 
· Essex Police 
· Gloucestershire Constabulary 
· Greater Manchester Police 
· Gwent Police 
· Hampshire Constabulary 
· Hertfordshire Constabulary 
· Humberside Police 
· Kent Police 
· Lancashire Constabulary 
· Leicestershire Police 
· Lincolnshire Police 
· Merseyside Police 
· Metropolitan Police Service 
· Norfolk Constabulary 
· North Wales Police 
· North Yorkshire Police 
· Northamptonshire Police 
· Northumbria Police 
· Nottinghamshire Police 
· South Wales Police 
· South Yorkshire Police 
· Staffordshire Police 
· Suffolk Constabulary 
· Surrey Police 
· Sussex Police 
· Thames Valley Police 
· Warwickshire Police 
· West Mercia Police 
· West Midlands Police 
· West Yorkshire Police 
· Wiltshire Police 

[bookmark: _Toc177418546]Awareness of policing dangerous dogs 
6. Are you aware of the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991? [tickbox] 
· Yes 
· No 
 
7. In your own words, how would you define ‘Dangerous Dogs’? [free text box] 
 
8. Are you aware of the official definition of Dangerous Dogs, given by the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991? [tickbox] 
· Yes 
· No 
· Maybe 

9. Which of these dogs do you believe are banned in the UK? [multiselect tickbox]
· Rottweiler
· Japanese Tosa
· Bullmastiff
· XL Bully
· Pitbull
· Dogo Argentino
· Fila Brasiliero
· Cane Corso
 
10. Are you aware of the full range of options available for your use under the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991? [tick box] 
· Yes 
· No 
· Maybe 

11. Are you aware of the Dangerous Dogs Law Guidance for Enforcers, published by Department for Environment, Food, and Rural Affairs? [tickbox]
· Yes
· No
· Maybe
 
12. How confident do you feel in identifying a dangerous dog? [Likert scale]
· Extremely confident
· Very confident
· Somewhat confident
· Neither confident nor unconfident
· Somewhat confident
· Very confident
· Not at all confident  
[bookmark: _Toc177418547]Your training 
13. Do you feel that there is adequate dangerous dog guidance and training opportunities in the police? [tickbox] 
· Yes 
· No 
· Maybe 
 
14. What guidance and training would you like to see offered to police officers? [free text box] 
 
[bookmark: _Toc177418548]Previous experiences 
15. Have you dealt with or attended an incident relating to dangerous dogs, in the past 12 months? [tickbox] 
· Yes, within the past 12 months 
· Yes, over 12 months ago 
· No 
 
16. [IF ‘NO’ TO Q26] Please give a brief description of the incident you attended. (If more than one incident, please describe the most recent) [free text box] 
 
17. What breed of dog was involved in the incident? [free text box] 
 
18. Did you feel confident or not in determining whether the dog was a dangerous breed of dog? [tickbox]
· Yes 
· No 
· Maybe 
 
19. Did you feel equipped and trained enough to deal with the incident? [tickbox] 
· Yes 
· No 
· Maybe 
 
20. How or in what way could you have felt better equipped or trained enough? [free text box] 

21. What was the outcome of the incident you attended? [free text box] 
 
22. In your opinion, did the owner of the dog play or not play a role in the incident? [free text box]

23.  Are you aware of whether the owner had previously been involved in dangerous dog incidents? If so, please describe. [free text box]

24. Since the incident, has your policing of dangerous dogs changed or adapted? [tickbox]
· Yes 
· No 
· Maybe 
 
25. Since the incident, in what way has your policing of dangerous dogs changed or adapted? [free text box]

26. In your opinion, do you feel that the behaviour of the owner is influential or not in regards to dangerous dogs? [free text box]

27. In your opinion, do you feel that nature or nurture is responsible for the behaviour of dogs? [free text box] 
[bookmark: _Toc177418549] Final comments
28. Do you have any final reflections? [free text box] 

Behaviour of the dog


Attacks peoples and animals


Biting


Uncontrollable behaviour


Aggressive nature


Specific breeds of dogs


Legally banned breeds


Breed of dog



Readily available information and guidance


Dedicated trained staff


Officer Safety Training style training


Utilising equipment


Updated guidance


Legal knowledge refreshers


Dog bite specific first aid


Dealing with incidents scenario training


Training courses on banned breeds


Identification of banned breeds


Descalating aggressive behaviour


Question 2: What is your age?

Age bracket	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65 and over	5	9	3	2	0	0	26.3%	47.4%	15.8%	10.5%	0.0%	0.0%	Age bracket


Count of responses



Question 4: How long have you been a serving response officer?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

0-1 years	1-2 years	2-3 years	3-4 years	4-5 years	5-6 years	6-7 years	7+ years	2	3	7	3	1	0	2	1	10.5%	15.8%	36.8%	15.8%	5.3%	0.0%	10.5%	5.3%	Years in service category


Count of responses



Question 3: What is your sex?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Male	Female	Prefer not to say	8	9	2	42.1%	47.4%	10.5%	Sex category


Count of responses



Question 5: Which force area do you work in?

Police Force	[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]

Gwent Police	South Wales Police	Avon and Somerset Constabulary	Dyfed-Powys Police	Dorset Police	Staffordshire Police	9	3	2	2	2	1	47.4%	15.8%	10.5%	10.5%	10.5%	5.3%	Percentage	
Gwent Police	South Wales Police	Avon and Somerset Constabulary	Dyfed-Powys Police	Dorset Police	Staffordshire Police	0.47368421052631576	0.15789473684210525	0.10526315789473684	0.10526315789473684	0.10526315789473684	5.2631578947368418E-2	

Question 8: Are you aware of the official definition of Dangerous Dogs, given by the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Yes	No	Maybe	6	10	3	31.6%	52.6%	15.8%	Response option


Count of responses



Question 6: Are you aware of the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Yes	No	Maybe	16	3	0	84.2%	15.8%	0.0%	Response option


Count of responses



Question 11: Are you aware of the Dangerous Dogs Law Guidance for Enforcers, published by Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Yes	No	Maybe	3	14	2	15.8%	73.7%	10.5%	Response option


Count of responses



Question 10: Are you aware of the full range of options available for your use under the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Yes	No	Maybe	6	10	3	31.6%	52.6%	15.8%	Response option


Count of responses



Question 9: Which of these dogs do you believe are banned in the UK?

Number of times selected	
Cane Corso	Pitbull	XL Bully	Bullmastiff	Japanese Tosa	Dogo Argentino	Fila Brasilero	Rottweiler	8	12	18	5	13	12	4	2	Response option


Number of times selected




Question 12: How confident do you feel in identifying a dangerous dog?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Extremely confident	Very confident	Slightly confident	Neither confident nor unconfident	Slightly unconfident	Very unconfident	Not at all confident	2	2	4	1	1	4	5	10.5%	10.5%	21.1%	5.3%	5.3%	21.1%	26.3%	Response option


Count of responses



Question 13: Do you feel that there is adequate dangerous dog guidance and training opportunities in the police?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Yes	No	Maybe	3	16	0	15.8%	84.2%	0.0%	Response option


Count of responses



Question 15: Have you dealt with or attended an incident relating to dangerous dogs, in the past 12 months?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Yes, within the past 12 months	Yes, over 12 months ago	No, never	7	3	9	36.8%	15.8%	47.4%	Response option


Count of responses



Question 19: Did you feel equipped and trained enough to deal with the incident?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Yes	No	Maybe	2	5	3	20.0%	50.0%	30.0%	Response option


Count of responses



Question 18: Did you feel confident or not in determining whether the dog was a dangerous breed of dog?

Count	[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Yes	No	Maybe	4	4	2	40.0%	40.0%	20.0%	Response option


Count of responses



Question 24: Since the incident, has your policing of dangerous dogs changed or adapted?

Column1	[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]

Yes	No	7	3	70.0%	30.0%	

Question 22: In your opinion, did the owner of the dog play or not play a role in the incident?

Column1	[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]

Yes	No	6	4	60.0%	40.0%	

Question 26: In your opinion, do you feel that the behaviour of the owner is influential or not in regards to dangerous dogs?

Column1	[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]

Yes	No	Unsure	12	6	1	63.2%	31.6%	5.3%	

Question 27: In your opinion, do you feel that nature or nurture is responsible for the behaviour of dogs?

Column1	[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]

Nature	Nurture	Both	4	5	6	26.7%	33.3%	40.0%	
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