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[bookmark: _Toc187093870]Chapter 1: Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc187093871]1.1 Introduction
This chapter will aim to provide background information and rationale for this research project. It will highlight the aim and objectives along with the structure of the research. This research will look to outline how the experiences of dealing with dangerous dog incidents officers in three different frontline roles, (i.e., response officers, neighbourhood officers and dog handlers) differ, and what these experiences show.
The issue of dangerous dogs has been a high-profile and contentious topic in terms of public safety and animal welfare, in the United Kingdom. The Dangerous Dogs Act (1991) was introduced in response to rising incidents of dog attacks and extreme out-of-control dog behaviour. Although initially regarded as a legislative solution to reduce such incidents, the Act has been criticised over its reliance on Breed-Specific Legislation (BSL), which bans certain breeds that have been deemed dangerous. The act's development, including amendments in 1997 and further modifications in subsequent years, reflects ongoing public and professional debates about its effectiveness, fairness, and ethical implications.
The legislation seeks to mitigate risks associated with dangerous dogs by banning specific breeds and highlighting owner accountability, however, its effectiveness in reducing the number of incidents and ensuring public safety remains a topic of contention. Academic research such as Shepherd (2009) and Cornelissen and Hopster (2010) argues that targeting breeds rather than behaviours or root causes, such as owner education and environmental factors, undermines the effectiveness of the legislation. Critics have further noted the lack of evidence-based policymaking in the initial drafting of the Act and have described it as a “knee-jerk reaction” to public pressure rather than a carefully considered legal framework (Hallsworth, 2021). There is a large amount of literature on dangerous dogs in general however it is very limited in terms of empirically capturing the police experience in dealing with dangerous dogs and how the new legislation has affected the way in which it incidents are dealt with.
Bleasdale-Hill and Dickerson (2016) suggest that there are issues surrounding the enforcement of dealing with legislation that falls under the Dangerous Dog Act (1991). Harding (2012) shows how police forces have formed a response to dangerous dog incidents and methods that they have used in order to tackle the issue, such as the status of dog units. This research dates back to 2009 with there being little up to date research regarding current tactics that police are using to deal with dangerous dogs. Furthermore, recent revisions to the legislation, including the addition of the XL Bully breed to the banned list in 2023, underline the changing nature and high profile of public concern around dangerous dogs and the challenges law enforcement faces in implementing these laws. Culley (2024), shows in his article how the XL Bully breed ban that has been implemented very quickly in 2024 has left officers in situations where they are unable to deal with the dangerous dogs effectively as there is a shortage of kennels for these dogs to go to once they have been seized. This changing context and demand-pressures reinforce a critical need to evaluate how the legislation functions in practice, particularly from the perspective of police officers who are charged with its enforcement.
[bookmark: _Toc187093872]1.2 Rationale for Research
Despite significant this high-profile public interest and ongoing legal changes, there is a notable gap in the academic literature concerning the experiences and effectiveness of police officers in managing dangerous dog incidents. Existing research tends to focus on veterinary perspectives, animal welfare, or legislative analyses without adequately addressing the operational challenges faced by law enforcement. Studies, such as those by Maher and Pierpoint (2011) and Henshaw et al. (2017), suggest that ambiguities in the legislation, limited training, and inadequate resources create obstacles to effective enforcement, yet detailed academic insights into these challenges are scarce.
This dissertation is motivated by the need to fill this gap, particularly in light of the very recent inclusion of new breeds in the legislation. By examining the preparedness, training, and experiences of police officers in enforcing the Dangerous Dogs Act under ever-changing circumstances, this research aims to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the legislation’s practical implications from the perspective of those tasked with implementing and enforcing the Act.
[bookmark: _Toc187093873]1.3 Aim and Objectives
1.3.1 Aim
The aim of this dissertation is to explore police officers’ experiences when dealing with dangerous dog legislation and critically evaluate if police officers are suitably equipped to deal with calls involving dangerous dogs.

1.3.2 Objectives
Objective 1: To analyse and evaluate current literature surround policing dangerous dogs and police officers’ experiences.
Objective 2: To select an appropriate research approach to explore police officers’ understanding and experiences of Dangerous Dog Legislation
Objective 3: To analyse the data collected to understand officers’ experience with dangerous dog incidents and legislation and their recommendations for improvement.
Objective 4: Discuss common theories of the data analysis with currently literature and if required provide recommendations on the experiences of police officers when dealing with Dangerous Dogs.
[bookmark: _Toc187093874]1.4 Research structure
In order for the objectives of the research to be achieved, the research will be presented in five chapters. This first chapter has introduced the research by giving the background information of the research project along with the rationale as to why further research on this topic is required. It has also highlighted the aim and objectives of the research. 
Chapter two will present the literature review findings which is the secondary research used for this project. It will help to provide an understanding of what literature there is currently surrounding the field of Dangerous dogs legislation and policing.
Next, chapter three will cover the methodology used to conduct primary research for this project. Primarily looking at the most suitable way to collect the primary research. The chapter provides a rationale for the chosen methods, explains the process of data collection, and describes the analytical approach. 
Chapter four will provide the analysis of the primary data obtained from the method discussed in the previous chapter. The results will be analyses and allow the presentation of themes and findings allowing the discussion of these themes leading onto chapter five. 
The last chapter will review the themes found form the primary research and discuss their relevance to the secondary research obtained in chapter two. To conclude a discussion around recommendations and limitations of the research.

[bookmark: _Toc187093875]1.5 Conclusion
Chapter one identified the aims and objectives of the research along with highlighting why this research is relevant and beneficial within policing dangerous dogs. The next chapter will introduce the literature currently available surrounding the research project, looking to bringing more detail to the issues identified in the first chapter.

[bookmark: _Toc187093876]Chapter 2: Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc187093877]2.1 Introduction
This chapter of the dissertation aims to present a critical analysis of reliable and relevant sources and statistics in relation to Dangerous Dogs legislation, which has adapted since its initial introduction in 1991, its evolution stemming directly from a positive correlation between new breeds recognised as dangerous and crimes involving either attacks or out of control behaviour. The literature review explores existing studies and perspectives on law enforcement and interaction with Dangerous Dogs legislation. 
The sources and statistics examined will be obtained from Google Scholar, a search engine to obtain academic sources from journals, articles, government publications and research. In addition, the University of Trinity St David online library will be used, which provides further access to papers and journals relating to the legislation that will be studied. The review also examines broader themes, such as legislative effectiveness and stakeholder collaboration.
Finally, there will be reference to general research relating to Dangerous Dogs legislation and how police officers are utilising this legislation to manage incidents of this nature, focusing on officers’ experiences, training, and resources.
In order to obtain this information, search terms such as “Dangerous Dogs” “Dangerous Dogs and policing” “Dangerous Dog crimes” “Dangerous Dogs legislation” will be used.
[bookmark: _Toc187093878]2.2 Dangerous Dogs Legislation 
Dangerous dogs legislation aims to reduce the risks posed by specific dog breeds and behaviours. These laws often include Breed-Specific Legislation (BSL), or restrictions or bans on breeds deemed dangerous. Another aspect of the legislation is owner responsibility, including legal provisions that emphasize owner accountability. Legislation seeks to articulate enforcement powers, more specifically the authority granted to police to seize, detain, or euthanize dangerous dogs.
The Dangerous Dogs Act (1991) was introduced to prevent the ownership of dogs classified as dangerous, along with ensuring that dogs are under proper control. The term “proper control” applies to all dogs, stating that “Your dog is considered out of control if it: injures someone or makes someone worries that it might injure them.” (CPS, 2019).
Shepherd (2009) Considers the effectiveness of the Dangerous Dogs Act (1991) by highlighting that the highest number of cases in court relating to the act come under section 3 of the Dangerous Dogs Act (1991). This section relates to having a dog dangerously out of control, which can apply to any breed, not just those identified as dangerous. This poses the question as to whether the legislation addresses the issue as it focusses specifically on dog breeds and not general dog behaviour. 
Shepherd (2009) states that Section One of the Dangerous Dog Act covers the ban of the pit bull type breeds and alludes to its lack of effectiveness due to the fact that the dogs that have been banned would rarely want to bite a human. Research suggests that destroying dogs that have been reported as dangerous without the forensic investigation of the dog first is not acceptable and likens it to “crushing an unexamined vehicle after a road traffic accident.”
The need for changes in dog legislation has been highlighted as there is a lack of education by owners surrounding canine behaviour.  Until there is a shift in society with regards to understanding canine behaviour and why dog bites have occurred, then the flaws in legislating against these dogs will remain. 
Despite this source being from 2009, it is relevant to the discussion topic. The author has an excellent knowledge of canine behaviour and tendencies, which is vital to consider when looking at the legislation. However, there is a lack of statistics to cement the concerns raised around legislation and canine ownership being the overriding contributing factor to dangerous dog incidents. It could also be suggested that the author isn’t able to offer a neutral point of view as they are a veterinarian, therefore their priority would be the animal’s welfare. 
Hallsworth, (2021) looks at how the pit bull ban came to light in 1991 after the campaign in Britain to eradicate this breed by seizing and destroying them. This was the beginning of the Dangerous Dog legislation and led to the seizure of 1000 dogs. This researcher states how the Dangerous Dog legislation was built upon public perception rath than it being evidence led, raising flaws within the legislation from the start. The author refers to the Dangerous Dogs act as being a “knee jerk reaction” that took 6 weeks to pass through parliament with little evidence to support this new legislation. It suggests that there was little research conducted prior to this act being created. 
Hallsworth, (2021) outlines the history of the Dangerous Dog legislation, highlighting the changes due to the lack of suitability of the original legislation the first change to the legislation being in 1997 after the original legislation being reviewed and shown to be incredibly flawed. The legislation was amended, providing the courts with more discretion in regards to owners being allowed to own the banned breeds if it is deemed a suitable situation by the courts. The research touches upon the mandatory seizure of these dogs by the police, leading to them being kept in kennels waiting for court dates, which is described in the paper as deeply traumatic for both the dog and the owner, raising animal welfare questions. The research, however does not interrogate the perceptions, preparedness and experiences of the police officers who are required to undertake this work.
Hallsworth, (2021) mentions statistics regarding dog attacks in the United Kingdom when the paper was written. These statics will be outdated now, however it shows that dog attacks have always been prevalent with there being nine human fatalities between 2005 and when the paper was written. The paper shows that at the time of it being written dog attack fatalities were low in comparison for horse related fatalities. 
Hallsworth, (2021) has used a number of sources however many of them are shown to be news articles that are referenced throughout the paper. The statistics used related to 2005 onwards which is outdated but still relevant information for the question to be answered in this dissertation as it shows how and why the legislation has been adapted through the years. The author focuses a lot on section 1 of the Dangerous Dogs act and specifically the ban of the Pit Bull. This highlights the paper being outdated as there have recently been more dogs added to the banned breed list which will enable the gathering of a wider range of statistics about the breed of dog and the relation of that to the nature and number of dog attacks as time passes. 
Further to this, Cornelissen and Hopster (2010) argue that breed-specific bans often fail to address the root causes of dog aggression, such as owner behaviour or environmental factors.  In one of a sparse number of research papers that consider the perspective of those involved in applying the legislation at community level, Maher and Pierpoint (2011) discuss the challenges police face in enforcing ambiguous laws, suggesting that this can often lead to inconsistent applications occurring. They report that police officers often struggle with unclear definitions of terms such as ‘dangerous behaviour’ or ‘out of control’ when faced with these incidents. In addition, other studies have highlighted the difficulty that police face in identifying banned breeds (Clark et al. 2015). Further studies into this area have shown that police officers face risks to their safety during dog-related incidents, including attacks and aggressive confrontations (Patronek et al., 2017). Emotional strain can arise from decisions involving euthanasia or owner disputes, this dissertation aims to further explore this area of police officers’ perspectives to build on the scant research that currently exists.
[bookmark: _Toc187093879]2.3 Public Perception and Collaboration
An important aspect of the research into the effectiveness of the Dangerous Dogs Legislation is the impact of public perception and collaboration. Research shows that public support for police actions can vary widely, with some viewing enforcement as harsh and others as inadequate (Henshaw et al., 2017), depending on personal bias and belief. It is recognised that effective enforcement often depends on collaboration with animal welfare organizations and community stakeholders (Cornelissen and Hopster, 2010). This can be challenging due to conflicting standpoints.
The Veterinary Record, (2018) provides research that states that dog attack hospital admissions have increased since 2005 by a staggering 81 percent. The paper concludes that the legislation passed by the government is “incoherent” and that the current legislation is failing to protect the public due to the legislation only banning certain breeds or dogs. The study raises points around the issues of the innocent dogs being destroyed due to their breed rather than their temperament. The research states that even with little evidence supporting the ban of certain types of breeds within the legislation under section 1, the government was not at that time willing to change it, calling it “irresponsible” to do so without safeguarding the public (The Veterinary Record, 2018).
The report covers issues with the legislation not taking into account that there is no regard to the fact that legal breeds pose a great risk to public safety too. These dogs can be owned with no restriction, yet there are now powers for these dogs to be seized. This report is missing statics comparing the attacks by banned breeds and legal breeds in order to support the arguments being reported. This paper was written in 2018, and where it comments on the dogs classed as banned breeds it does not contain up to date banned breeds in the paper. Therefore, when answering the question of this dissertation it will cover the new legislation which includes the up to date banned breed list. 
Bleasdale-Hill and Dickinson, (2016) conducted research that covers the development of the newer legislation included for dangerous dogs. They state how in 2014 there was a review of the legislation which led to the act containing dogs needing to be under proper control in households. The 1991 legislation originally only covered dogs that were in public spaces. Their report shows that 70 percent of people involved in the consultation wanted private property laws to be added to the legislation. The Association of Chief Police Officers, (2012) journal outlines that difficulties in the new legislation could arise when a dog is involved in a violent incident on private property. Although this journal touches upon police opinion it has not explored the effect it has on policing dangerous dogs. 
The research by Bleasdale-Hill and Dickinson, (2016) is a credible resource as they have used a number of research papers throughout the report to provide statics to support their arguments. Their research further supports the view that it is difficult for the law surrounding dangerous dogs to be effectively policed due to the difficulty of determining what category the breed of the dog is.  Their review of the 2014 Dangerous Dogs legislation has also highlighted that there are many uncertainties surrounding the effectiveness of the legislation. 
The Veterinary Record, (2019). Covers how police currently interact with dangerous dogs by naming them as a proscribed type and then it is up for the owner to prove otherwise, the high court have the final say.
The Veterinary Record, (2019). States research around the seizing of the dogs by the police has been conducted for this report where it is stated that it is not about the genetics or DNA of the dog but rather the conformational analysis which is conducted by the police in order to establish whether it conforms with a pit bull breed standard. The research shows the flaws in the current way that the dogs are typed as a Pit Bull having no scientific support as to whether the dog is genetically a Pit Bull but rather if it looks like one it will be treated as a band breed. 
Their research describes the RSPCA’s difficulty when it comes to the rehoming of animals covered under the legislation as often, they will rescue a dog and then due to their conformation it will end up being destroyed. The views of RPCA workers are covered where they believe that the legislation should take into account the dogs’ behaviours, not their look. 
The author has also researched the views of vets by speaking to the British Vet Association where they do not support section 1 of the Dangerous Dogs act, which is breed specific legislation. 
This source is relevant to this dissertation as it contains information regarding the Dangerous Dog legislation however it does not go into detail and provides no statics around the polices response to dangerous dog calls but does briefly mention a tactic used being the categorising of the banned breed dogs under the legislation. Due to it being written in 2019 it does not include the new XL bully legislation which this dissertation will look to contain. 
Shepherd (2009) explains that the owners of the dogs involved in incidents where they are out of control, are not aware that their dogs would bite and that owners lack of understanding of canine behaviours are a key factor as to why these incidents occur. 
[bookmark: _Toc187093880]2.4 Emerging research trends
Further research into difficulties in the consistent application of the legislation suggests that gaps in police officer training and insufficient knowledge can also be problematic. Studies reveal that many officers lack training in breed identification and animal behaviour, leading to the reliance on external experts, and the conflict that has been described above. (Henshaw et al., 2017). Inadequate policy awareness and understanding of legislative nuances have also been shown to hinder effective enforcement (Clark et al., 2015). Some researchers have proposed specialised training to improve this situation, claiming that programmes that focus on animal behaviour, safe handling techniques and legal frameworks can enhance preparedness of officers (Maher and Pierpoint, 2011). Other research calls for training that involves case-studies and role-playing of real-life scenarios, stating that this will improve decision-making skills during high-stress situations such as those encountered in dangerous dog incidents. (Patronek et al, 2017). Dealing with dangerous dogs can leave officers in a situation where they may be physically harmed. This can cause an increase in fear and anxiety, having an emotional strain on officers. Clark et al. (2015) found that due to dangerous dogs being so unpredictable, officers often experience apprehension during these incidents. 
Even prior to the latest revisions to the Dangerous Dog legislation that added new breeds to the banned breeds list, research was highlighting the impact of limited availability of equipment and resources on its effective implementation. It was found that the lack of adequate equipment, such as dog shields or dart guns, often compromises officers’ ability to manage incidents safely (Henshaw et al, 2017).  In addition, limited kennel space for seized dogs has been noted as a systemic issue, resulting in delays and ethical concerns regarding animal welfare (Maher and Pierpoint, 2011). Such research has recommended that there be investment in resources like specialized transport vans, portable cages, and protective gear to ensure officer and public safety (Cornelissen and Hopster, 2010). This, along with community-based approaches such as public education campaigns about responsible ownership and proper dog training can complement enforcement efforts and help reduce the number of dangerous dog incidents (Cornelissen and Hopster, 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc187093881]2.5 Conclusion 
There are a number of academic resources and literature surrounding the Dangerous Dog act and legislation. Most of the sources have looked at how specifically the section 1 of the act has little evidence to support it and there needs to be a review in order to allow the legislation to be more effective. Whilst completing the literature review, it is apparent that there is a gap in the research surrounding the police response to dangerous dogs. There is little academic research to show firstly the policing tactics and equipment used and to judge how effective these are in minimising and managing dangerous dog incidents. The paucity of research into the policing aspects and attitudes has been the spur to undertake the research for this dissertation. There is a lot of research from veterinary resources surrounding the effectiveness of the Dangerous Dog legislation but none of the papers have explored policing role in with upholding these laws. Due to the Dangerous Dog legislation recently changing in 2023 there is no academic literature providing data or statics around the XL Bully breed ban and officers experiences when dealing with these calls. This opens a gap for the research that will be required for future policy and legislation development in this area. Emerging themes in research on this subject seem to centre around the integration of stakeholders, noting that collaboration between police, veterinarians, animal control officers and legal experts is essential for holistic enforcement (Henshaw et al.,2017). There are ethical considerations that seem to be attracting further research, such as the need to address the prolonged seizure of dogs and euthanising them through the provision and application of clearer guidelines (Maher and Pierpoint, 2011). Studies also call for policy reform that is more data-driven, based on evidence and informed by incident reports, public feedback and case studies (Cornelissen and Hopster, 2010). There are many newspaper articles surrounding the changes in the legislation and how police have dealt with certain incidents, but there are no academic papers that have been written. This opens a gap for the research of the dissertation to obtain up to date statics to analyse regarding the changes in the legislation and how experienced, prepared and equipped police officers are in dealing with incidents involving them.  
[bookmark: _Toc187093882]Chapter 3: Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc187093883]3.1 Introduction 
Dangerous dogs and how the police deal with them are is a relevant topic especially with the recent XL Bully ban coming into place in 2023. Cases surrounding attacks and policing strategies are often headlining news articles. The research conducted will look to outline officers experiences when dealing with incidents requiring the use of the dangerous dog legislation. The data will analyse how officers roles and training have an effect on these experiences. The literature review has highlighted a gap in research surrounding the newest dangerous dog legislation. Therefore the research is essential for this project as it will allow the analysis of up to date data surrounding this topic.
[bookmark: _Toc187093884]3.2 Research strategy 
The research strategy that will be used for this dissertation will be a survey that will be distributed via an online link, provided to the participants of the project. This method has been chosen because it is an effective way to be able to gather data from a range of participants quickly. The survey is also easily distributed to the participants. The participants with be police constables from Gwent Police from three departments including response, neighbourhood and the dog handling unit. A survey will be a questionnaire which provides a purposive sample, there will be a maximum of 30 to ensure that there is a promotion of a diverse range of experiences. This research method will allow a large amount of data to be collected in a short period of time. The participants will remain anonymous with only their department that they work in being known.
[bookmark: _Toc187093885]3.3 Data collection 
Data collection for this project will take place through a survey which will contain mixed methods to gather both quantitative and qualitative data. Closed questions will be used in order to collect a range of raw data. This will make up most of the survey. There will also be a small number of open questions will be used to gather information on the suggestions of the participants regarding how training and tactics of the police can be improved. To ensure that the data is both reliable and valid, the questions in the questionnaire will be easily understood, and all possible answers will be covered for any of the closed questions. 
[bookmark: _Toc187093886]3.4 Data Analysis 
The quantitative data will provide descriptive statics using graphs including pie chart and bar charts to show to present the findings, google data will be used in order to assist with the production of the graphs and charts. The qualitative raw data will provide content analysis. Themes will be identified and presented in the analysis. 
[bookmark: _Toc187093887]3.5 Limitations and potential problems 
The research is relying on officers from different departments within Gwent Police to complete the questionnaire. There is the potential that there will not be enough officers in each department to complete the research questionnaire. There are also inherited risks with doing an online questionnaire that there may be technological difficulties. I will ensure that it is accessed via a secure link and user friendly to try and avoid these potential problems. This research will be using professionals as samples which has little ethical impact however during reporting on and collecting the research and data there is a social responsibility when writing the dissertation as the topic concerns owners, animals and sensitive situations where there have been deaths due to dogs being dangerously out of control. Police overs involved in the survey may have been subjected to attending these traumatic attacks I will look to provide a debrief form and any support should they feel they require it.
[bookmark: _Toc187093888]3.6 Summary of the chapter 
This chapter has demonstrated what methodology will be used in order to collate primary data which will be analysed later on in this dissertation. Using a survey to collect both quantitative and qualitative raw data is the most efficient and effective way for this dissertation.

[bookmark: _Toc187093889]Chapter 4: Results
[bookmark: _Toc187093890]4.1 Introduction
This chapter analyses and presents the results of the questionnaire that was distributed to police officers in Gwent police. It was distributed to 30 police officers, where there have been 24 responses from 3 different departments within Gwent Police. This includes neighbourhood policing teams, response police officers and dog handlers. 
The limited number of responses could be attributed to the following causes:- police officers being on annual leave, training courses or heavy workloads preventing them from completing the survey. This is particularly the case for dog handlers which has resulted in low responses from this section. The data generated from the questionnaire indicates the varied training and knowledge around Dangerous Dog legislation and its effectiveness in application. It is highlighted from the results of this questionnaire that although that respondents are practising police officers, there remains variation in experiences and training completed depending on which department they are currently working for. 
[bookmark: _Toc187093891]4.2 Participants
The participants were all serving police officers within Gwent Police that work for three distinct departments, these departments being response, neighbourhood policing and the dog section. These were selected because they have the most involvement with the dangerous dog calls and utilising the legislation and tactics required to deal with the incidents. From the responses, 41.7% were neighbourhood officers, 45.8% were response officers and 12.5% were dog handlers. By collecting the department information, it has been possible to demonstrate how the training and experience of officers is varied depending on which department they work for. Respondents were also asked how many years’ experience they have within the job. 58.3% had less than five years' experience, 37.5% had between five and ten years' experience, 4.2% had between eleven and twenty years' experience and no respondent had over twenty years' experience. This data allows the exploration of the potential link between officers’ experience and their familiarity and training around the legislation. Although there is a small positive correlation between the number of years experience and police officers’ familiarity with the dangerous dog legislation, the main influencing factor for officers’ experiences, training and familiarity with the dangerous dogs legislation is shown to be strongly linked with which department they work for. 
[bookmark: _Toc187093892]4.3 Officers specific training in Dangerous dog legislation
Respondents were asked “Have you received specific training on dealing with dangerous dogs?” Results from participants show that 83.3% have not and 16.7% have said that they have.
Figure 4:
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Out of the 16.7% of officers that answered that they had received training all were dog handlers except one being a neighbourhood officer. Participants that answered yes were asked to expand their answers by specifying what training they had received. The neighbourhood responded, “As part of MOE training I have had dog shield training” and the dog handlers answers ranged from “Dangerous dog familiarisation and handling. Dog sedation and welfare training” to “One day session with regards to placing a dangerous dog on a lead using a food bribe.” This highlights that even where training has been provided, there is huge variation in the quality and appropriateness of it. This raises questions as to whether police officers are appropriately trained to deal with dangerous dog incidents effectively. 
[bookmark: _Toc187093893]4.4 Officers’ familiarity with Dangerous Dog legislation and Force Policy 





Figure 5:
[image: Forms response chart. Question title: How familiar are you with the new dangerous dogs legislation?. Number of responses: 24 responses.]
Participants were asked, “How familiar are you with the dangerous dog legislation?” A significant proportion of respondents 37.5% reported being "not familiar at all" with the new legislation. Only 12.5% of participants considered themselves "very familiar," indicating a possible gap in training or dissemination of legislative details. Overall, nearly 58.3% answered slightly familiar or not familiar which shows low levels of familiarity, suggesting the need for better education surrounding the legislation.
Participants were then asked “How familiar are you with the forces policy when dealing with dangerous dogs?” Responses show familiarity with force policy is slightly better than familiarity with the legislation itself, with 54.1% responding very or somewhat familiar which shows that there is an increased level of awareness in comparison to the being aware of the legislation. A notable 45.8% responded slightly familiar or not familiar which demonstrates that some participants have a limited understanding of the force's policy, indicating room for improvement in internal communication and training.
Figure 6:
[image: Forms response chart. Question title: How often do you encounter dangerous dogs in your line of duty?. Number of responses: 24 responses.]
Participants were asked “How often do you encounter dangerous dogs in your line of duty?” Most participants, 54.2% encounter dangerous dogs occasionally which is a few times a month, suggesting that incidents are a recurring issue. 33% of participants answered that they frequently encounter dangerous dogs, which is once or more a set suggesting this research is relevant to calls officers are required to attend currently. No participants answered "never" to encountering dangerous dogs, this highlights its relevance in officers’ line of duty. 
[bookmark: _Toc187093894]4.5 Changes in the Dangerous dog legislation 
Figure 7:
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Participants were asked “Since the introduction of the new legislation, have you observed any changes in the frequency of dangerous dog incidents?” Over half of respondents, 62.5% reported an increase or significant increase in dangerous dog incidents since the introduction of the new legislation. Whilst 33.3% observed no change, suggesting the legislation has had limited impact on reducing incidents. Only 4.2% has noted any decrease in incidents, raising concerns about the effectiveness of the legislation. 
Participants were then asked “Do you believe the new legislation has improved public safety?” Half of the participants believe the legislation has improved public safety, indicating some level of confidence in its effectiveness. However, large proportion of participants, 37.5% answered “neutral” this suggests that there is uncertainty or mixed experiences among participants. 12.5% of participants disagreed, suggesting that some officers do not feel the legislation has made the public safer.
Figure 8:
[image: Forms response chart. Question title: Do you feel the penalties for owners of dangerous dogs are appropriate and enforceable?. Number of responses: 24 responses.]
Participants were asked “Do you feel the penalties for owners of dangerous dogs are appropriate and enforceable?” Half of the respondents believe the penalties for owners of dangerous dogs are neither appropriate nor enforceable, highlighting potential flaws in the current penalties and court systems. A small proportion, 29.2% feel that the penalties are appropriate and enforceable. The remaining 20.8% participants were unsure, this indicated a lack of clarity or understanding of the penalties’ application.
[bookmark: _Toc187093895]4.6 Emotional impact on officers 
Figure 9:
[image: Forms response chart. Question title: Have you ever felt conflicted or distressed while enforcing the legislation?. Number of responses: 24 responses.]

Participants were asked “Have you ever felt conflicted or distressed while enforcing the legislation?’’ 62.5% of participants have felt conflicted or distressed while enforcing dangerous dog legislation. This highlights the emotional toll associated with such cases, which often involve ethically challenging decisions like euthanasia or removal of dogs. Participants were then asked, “How do you personally manage situations involving the removal or euthanasia of a dangerous dog?” All 24 participants gave varied answers to this question but common themes have been highlighted. Many participants have express the emotional strain that these calls have caused in particular when euthanasia involves non-aggressive dogs or cases perceived as avoidable. Due to previous experiences, some have refused further involvement in calls of this nature with one participant stating "After removing and arranging the euthanasia of several dogs, I now refuse further involvement on ethical/wellbeing grounds." Secondly, a common theme was being provided emotional support from other colleagues and clear communication with team members and dog owners as a strategy to cope with calls of this nature with one participant stating  "Communicate well with your team and be clear with the owners about what will happen." Other participants state that they look to use specialised officers such as dog handlers to deal with calls of this nature, this indicated the reliance on these departments for support during these calls, for example one participant has said "Ask for a dog unit to attend and assist." Lastly the common theme of professional detachment has been highlighted by participants with one stating “In a professional manner due to acting upon the current law, however, it can be tough if knowing the dog may not pose aggressive behaviour." And another stating "Part of the job." This suggests a few participants see such calls as part of their professional responsibility and can detach themselves emotionally.
[bookmark: _Toc187093896]4.7 Tactics and equipment available for officers to deal with Dangerous Dog calls 
Figure 10: 
[image: Forms response chart. Question title: When dealing with dangerous dog calls do you feel adequately equipped to deal with it?. Number of responses: 24 responses.]
Participants were asked “When dealing with dangerous dog calls do you feel adequately equipped to deal with it?”  A large majority, 83.4% of respondents disagree or strongly disagree that they are adequately equipped to handle dangerous dog calls. Only 12.5% strongly agree or agree that they are adequately equipped equipped, suggesting a  significant gap in resources or training in equipment. The lack of confidence in equipment availability suggests an urgent need to address resource and training gaps.
Following on from the question above, participants were asked “What equipment do you have available to deal with dangerous dog calls?” Commonly identified equipment was PAVA spray, dog shields, Dog vans, fire extinguishers as a make shift tool and tasers and batons however these are not specifically designed for dog incidents. Dog handlers stated that they had specialist equipment available to them such as sedation guns, bite cuffs, bite bars and poles. One alarming response from a participant highlighted that only Method of Entry trained officers could use certain shields. This suggesting that although equipment may be available to officers, without the correct training they are unable to use it. Further to this, participants were asked “What resource or equipment challenges have you faced when dealing with dangerous dog calls?” Participants could choose from five answers, 20.8% responded that they believe a lack of training for officers on how to manage these calls is the biggest impact, 8.3% have stated that a lack of resources is a challenge, 8.3% have stated a lack of availability of equipment required has been a challenge, 16.7% have stated a lack of space in dangerous dog kennels have been a challenge, 8.3% have stated the distance the equipment is away from the call has been a challenge.  20.8% have stated that all of the choices are cause challenges at dangerous dog calls. 
[bookmark: _Toc187093897]4.8 Recommendation for improvements to legislation and tactics
Participants were asked “What improvements would you suggest to the current dangerous dogs legislation or its enforcement?” There were 24 answers from participants for this question, themes highlighted include the need for standardised procedures for police and partner agencies and an emphasis on training for officer in order to be able to identify banned breeds and how to interpret ambiguous terms such as “out of control” along with understanding force policies. Another common theme was significant demand for more kennel space and resilience to handle seized dogs. Along with the need for a specific department to be created in order to be dedicated to handling dangerous dog issues. Along with an increase in the number of dog liaison officers to identify the dangerous dogs. There are suggestions to focus more on owner negligence rather than specific breeds. There are also calls for power of entry without requiring a warrant for faster enforcement from participants which suggests a review of the current legislation and its powers is required.
To complete the survey, participants were asked “What additional support or resources would help you handle dangerous dog incidents more effectively?” The common themes highlighted by participants answers are as follows. The need for specific teams to deal with dangerous dog incidents with one participant stating "A dedicated team to help identify the dogs and assist dog handlers." Another theme highly emphasised is the need for better training for officers. With many participants highlighting this in their recommendations for example one participant has said "More training for officers, and to include case law to give some context around the legislation." 
Others have highlighted the need for specific training in identifying banned breeds.  Another reoccurring suggestion is the need for additional and improved equipment, including dog shields, poles, dart guns, taser shields, and incapacitant sprays along with safe transport and seizure of dogs. One participant gave the suggestion of “We should have a locker in every response hub with PPE for dealing with dogs (dog spray, pole, shield etc)."
Lastly recommendations from participants surrounding the need for an improvement surrounding kennel availability, a centralised place where equipment is stored and an increased number of trained dog handlers in the dart gun has been highlighted with one participant stating “"More kennel space, more dog shields, more availability of dart-trained dog handlers."
[bookmark: _Toc187093898]4.9 Conclusion
This chapter has achieved the third objective: 
To analyse the data collected to understand officers experience with dangerous dog incidents and legislation and their recommendations for improvement.
To conclude, the responses to the survey by the participants have shown that officers have a variety of experiences and opinions in dealing with dangerous dog calls and legislation. The research has highlighted that the training that officers have received regarding both tactics and legislation is varied, dependent on the department they work for. However, the main themes highlighted show that there is inadequate training and equipment available to officers and that overall, calls of this nature have a significant impact on their wellbeing. This chapter has successfully analysed the data gathered, achieving objective three by obtaining police officers’ first-hand experiences of dealing with dangerous dog calls and using the legislation.  The last chapter will achieve the final objective of providing recommendations on officers’ experiences when dealing with dangerous dog legislation and dangerous dog incidents. 

[bookmark: _Toc187093899]Chapter 5: Discussion
The previous chapters of this research project have achieved the first three objectives. Chapter four has analysed the results obtain from the questionnaire which has provided quantitative and qualitative research findings. This chapter will meet the final objective.
[bookmark: _Toc187093900]5.1 Discussion 
The main findings from the questionnaire results support the findings of previous studies into the dangerous dog legislation, such as Bleasdale-Hill and Dickenson (2016) who suggested that there are issues surrounding the enforcement of the legislation that falls under the Act. The officers surveyed for this dissertation reported various levels of familiarity with the legislation and described the practical challenges they face in its implementation. Their responses highlighted the inconsistencies and variations in training between the different groups of officers surveyed, and additionally referenced the experiences of being under-equipped in terms of tactics and equipment to deal effectively with the dangerous dogs. These challenges were outlined by Culley (2024) and support the idea that rapid updates and implementation to the legislation, such as the 2023 addition of the XL Bully breed to the banned list that was implemented in 2024, cause additional pressures such as shortage of kennels, that impede officers from dealing effectively with the dangerous dogs.  The primary results from the questionnaire show that dealing with dangerous dog calls, specifically those involving the euthanasia and seizure of these dogs has a large impact on officers’ emotional wellbeing, this has been highlighted by the one participant saying that they now refuse to deal with calls of this nature due to the fact that it has affected their wellbeing. This has been supported in the secondary research where Clark et al. (2015) found that due to dangerous dogs being so unpredictable, officers often experience apprehension during these incidents. Responses to the officer survey support the research by Henshaw et al (2017) in that it was reported that officer safety and their ability to manage dangerous dog incidents safely is impeded by the lack of appropriate equipment and adds further to the reluctance of officers to be involved in the response to calls of this nature.

[bookmark: _Toc187093901]5.2 Recommendations
The recommendations emerging from this dissertation are clear. The legislation around dangerous dogs in the UK is flawed and has been shown to be a hindrance to the effective management of dangerous dogs in the community. Front-line police officers have been largely overlooked during the initial development of the legislation and in its subsequent iterations/amendments, but their responses to this survey demonstrate that they are eager to be involved and input their experiences into any future developments.
The limitations described around the legislation have been compounded by the varying levels of awareness of the legislation and the quality of training that officers have received. It is essential therefore, that all officers in roles that are involved in responding to calls about dangerous dogs or the aftermath, should be appropriately and consistently trained in the legislation and best practice in safely managing its enforcement. This training should be high quality and not restricted to members of dog handling sections of police forces, as seems to have been the case in the responses provided in this survey, and it should be designed to include animal behaviour, safe handling techniques, real-life scenarios and case studies to ensure improved confidence and decision-making skills in high-stress situations.
Police forces should also be appropriately and adequately resourced to meet the demands of managing dangerous dog incidents to keep officers and the public safe. This should include adequate numbers of kennels for seized dogs, in order to reduce the traumatic delays and ethical concerns regarding animal welfare that have been reported. Investment in resources such as specialised transport vans, portable cages and protective gear is essential to address concerns around officer and public safety.
Finally, there needs to be formal recognition of the impact on the mental health and wellbeing of police officers who are involved in dealing with dangerous dog incidents, due to witnessing the distressing incident or its aftermath, or due to the conflict situations that can arise when dealing with dog owners or the general public as part of this. Trauma Risk Incident Management (TRIM) assessments should be mandatorily carried out for all those officers involved, and this should be backed up with the provision of free, appropriate counselling or other mental health and wellbeing support as identified by the TRIM assessment.

[bookmark: _Toc187093902]5.3 Limitations 
There have been two main limitations to this dissertation. Firstly, is the fact that although there have been numerous studies into the legislation around the Dangerous Dogs Act and its effectiveness, there is a paucity of empirical research into police officers’ experiences in the enforcement of the legislation, and the impact of that on the effectiveness of the Act. It was challenging to locate any information that came from academic sources in this regard, but this, along with the survey findings for this dissertation suggests that further research of this nature will be valuable in refining or revising the current legislation to guarantee future improvement.
Secondly, the dissertation has been constrained by the small number of responses to the survey, which was fewer than desired, and would have added to the statistical significance of the research. However, while a much larger survey sample would have provided the opportunity for enriched data, particularly the qualitative data responses, the fact that this is an undergraduate dissertation with strict word-counts would have meant that it would not have been possible to effectively interrogate a larger number of detailed responses in order to extract and analyse the information contained therein. 
[bookmark: _Toc187093903]5.4 Further research 
Officers who responded to this survey have stated that they feel that officer input is under-represented when it comes to current Dangerous Dogs legislation, and that it would be beneficial for officer safety and the safety of the public for there to be further exploration in this area. Officers were grateful for the opportunity to have their voices heard and their experiences shared in order to improve current experiences of enforcing this legislation.
It would be a rich seam of information to mine for researchers who are not constrained by the requirements for undergraduate research and would fill a gap in the empirical research that currently exists. 
This would also ensure that any future amendments to the legislation could meet the demands of being practitioner-informed and research-led, something that existing research has pointed out as being a flaw in the way the current legislation and subsequent amendments were constructed.
Action research by practising officers in this field has the potential to improve practice and outcomes on a local basis, but in order to improve officer safety, experiences and to protect the public, national research studies could capture information on a larger scale with the findings being confidently applied across the UK to any future iterations of the Dangerous Dogs legislation.
[bookmark: _Toc187093904]5.5 Conclusion
This research project has successfully achieved the research aims and objectives and has brought forward some important considerations for those involved in policy development and the implementation of Dangerous Dogs legislation in the UK. 
This dissertation has presented key findings surrounding the experiences of police officers who are tasked with enforcing this legislation, and highlights the urgent need for improved training, resources and mental health and wellbeing support for those who are involved in dangerous dog incidents as part of their work. It has also highlighted the vulnerabilities and safety concerns felt by those officers who undertake this work and should be a call to arms for all those who have an interest in ensuring that public and officer safety is protected.
The perspectives and experiences of these officers has been seen to be under-utilised and under-represented in the body of research around Dangerous Dogs legislation that currently exists, and if any future developments in the legislation are to occur, then it is of extreme importance that these perspectives be further researched and the findings fed into any revised legislation.
An appropriate conclusion for this dissertation would be to highlight the real and important issues articulated by officers in this study, and to reiterate that improvements to Dangerous Dogs legislation and its enforcement that would better protect the public will only be possible when the experiences of the front-line officers involved are heard and considered. Further research in this under-represented area would be extremely valuable in understanding the impact and challenges of enforcing the law in this area and would arguably be research that would positively impact the public good.
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[bookmark: _Toc187093909]Appendix C - Answers to question 11 

What equipment do you have available to deal with dangerous dog calls?
Dog shield
Dog Shield - Dog Van Available
PAVA spray and occasionally a shield
Pava, bite back spray, pole, dog shield
None personally - use of a dogs van in force with pods in and stations have electric dog shields for use if needed
Dog shield and PPE issued normally (I.e. spray etc)
Dog shield and dog handlers who can assist.
Dog shield and just usual appointments
Dog shields
Dog handlers have much more equipment and training compared to officers on response or NPT.
Fire extinguisher, dog shield
Dog shield (hard to find)
Sheild, spray, bite cuffs, pole and sedation trained
The dog van, dog shields, and firearms have dog repellent spray. However this is all subject to availability
Taser, incapacitant spray, and baton.
1x dog shield in the whole station and fire extinguishers
Dog shield
Dog shield
Nothing
A dog shield.
Dog shield, spray, sedation gun
Dog shield - that only MOE trained officers can use.
Dog handler, firearms, dog shield
[bookmark: _Toc187093910]Appendix D - Answers to question 21: 
How do you personally manage situations involving the removal or euthanasia of a dangerous dog?
After removing and arranging the euthanasia of several dogs I now refuse further involvement on ethical/wellbeing grounds as I had no choice or say when my role was adapted to take on dangerous dog incidents.
Never have had an experience with doing this
Being as empathetic as possible to the owner
Think about the number of dogs that have potentially been liberated from harm.
I find it difficult when there are dogs who show no aggression being euthanised purely due to the owner not wanting to have the dog. Owners suggest the dog is aggressive in order for police to take ownership, and sometimes i don’t feel is the correct outcome
It’s not nice and can be quite upsetting especially if it’s an instance whereby the dog hasn’t been aggressive but is unfortunately the banned breed. Just speak to colleagues for support
I tend to disassociate from them as they are part of work to me
I’ve never had to do it.
I go home and see my dogs
Dog handlers who are equipped and have knowledge of the legislation
In a professional manner due to acting upon the current law, however, it can be tough if knowing the dog may not pose aggressive behaviour and the removal is down to a paperwork/register issue.
Use the dog handler
Part of the job
Each case is very different therefore difficult to answer
I personally have never dealt with this
Ask for a dog unit to attend and assist. I've never been required to have any further input.
I have not had to deal with this part of a dangerous dog call.
Never dealt with it
Advice from dog handlers
Adequate
Try not to think about it!
No training or appreciation for this element
Communicate well with your team and be clear with the owners about what will happen.
There is no training in place in Gwent Police. Training needs to be performed for officers to understand what is required and how to complete this safely
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What improvements would you suggest to the current dangerous dogs legislation or its enforcement?
More provision of kennels - department/job creation to deal with issues.
Create a clear procedure that police and partnership agencies take
Option of training rather than euthanasia for a dog that has not acted aggressively but is a banned breed.
- Tighter restrictions on the purchase of dangerous dogs
- Issue bans on dog purchases for offenders
- Clearer outline on police powers
- Zero tolerance and no discretionary powers
- Paperwork provision to offenders with a full explanation of the rationale behind police involvement, including the next steps (seizure/euthanasia)
A measure put in place before euthanising the dog and preventing dogs being siezed for long periods of time
More training for officers to be able to identify a banned breed, and more kennel space or resilience to be able to cope with the demand
Licenses to own certain breeds and more financial penalties for breaches of legislation
More training for officers. More clear legislation, there’s often ambiguity around what out of control mean, or the person in control/charge of the dog be the owner etc.
The legislation needs to focus more on the negligence of dog owners rather than the breeds themselves
More enforcement and more penalties for doing so
It seems that the kennels are constantly full and therefore space is a necessity prior to the dog being seized to ensure welfare of the dog. Officers would benefit from a solid process and structure to follow when dealing with dangerous dogs, at present there is no process to follow and each case seems to be on a ad hoc basis.
More funding to training and equipment available would help officers deal with such incidents.
None
Can’t think of any
Owners take very little responsibility for there dogs, and in a lot of cases use the police to have the dogs euthanised at no cost to the owner
Having more resources available, including the dangerous dog kennels.
Unsure as I am not thoroughly familiar with the legislation.
Im not confident enough with the original legislation to suggest anything further. But more checks need to be conducted on houses with flags and intelligence in order to protect members of the public.
To not focus on a specific breed and look at the owners
Mandatory training for all officers to become aware of legislation and force policies
Heavier fines
I believe it needs a power of entry attached rather than officers having to get a warrant to enter an address!
More DLOs and kennel space
Power of entry if a warrant is granted under the dangerous dogs act.















[bookmark: _Toc187093912]Appendix F - Answer to question 24: 
What additional support or resources would help you handle dangerous dog incidents more effectively?
Further units dedicated to the issue.
Adequate equipment to protect members of the public
Have equipment such as vans and crates closer. More of them. More kennel space. More powers of entry.
- Additional support/safety equipment (dog bite protection in stations etc)
- Detachable cages for transport/seizure
- Education surrounding the legislation (do’s/dont’s)
- Education surrounding the appropriate officer behaviour to exhibit towards dangerous dogs in order to maintain safety and reduce dog stress
A dedicated team
More trained officers able to identify dangerous breeds at the time of a warrant or spontaneous incident rather than having to seize dogs “just incase” to be sent off and typed.
We should have a locker in every response hub with PPE for dealing with dogs (dog spray, pole, shield etc)
More training for officers, and to include case law to give some context around the legislation.
We need officers per station trained in using dart gun, ever station needs poles and incapacitant spray for dogs
More knowledge on how to deal with these type of incidents and more dog handlers available for response to use.
More funding to training and equipment available would help officers deal with such incidents.
More DLO trained officers
Better equipment
A dedicated team to help identify the dogs and assist dog handlers which in turn would free us up to work our dogs
More kennel space, more dog shields, more availability of dart trained dog handlers
More dart guns or conveyance suitable for dangerous dogs incidents.
Further equipment needed within stations or held more centrally. Further dog units needed, very rarely is there a dog unit available when asked for.
More training
Appropriate training with handling dangerous dogs and using equipment such as the taser shield.
Increase training for response officers
Proper equipment and clothing! Resources and even an NCALT on how to deal with dangerous dogs as officers love a good NCALT.
-
Training on how to deal with the dogs and training on banned breeds specifically.
More training
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