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> Introduction 

> Background information 

1. On Monday 11 May 2020, I was appointed by the IOPC to carry out an 
independent investigation into the force used by officers from Greater 
Manchester Police (GMP) when they arrested Mr A on 6 May 2020. 

2. Mr A is from a Black ethnic background and this means he has protected 
characteristics identified within the Equality Act 2010. 

3. At the time of this incident, Police Constable (PC) 1 and PC 2 were each in 
possession of police-issue Taser X2 conducted energy devices (CEDs). These 
are commonly referred to as ‘Tasers’; Taser is a name and registered 
trademark for one brand of CED. 

4. Mr A was arrested around 11.00pm on Wednesday 6 May 2020 at the BP 
petrol station, Chester Road, Stretford, Manchester. PC 1 discharged his Taser 
a number of times during this encounter with Mr A. 

5. This matter initially came to the attention of the IOPC at 12.15pm on Friday 8 
May 2020 as a conduct referral. 

6. On Thursday 18 June 2020, Scott-Moncrieff and Associates Solicitors 
submitted complaints on behalf of Mr A. These complaints were later updated 
and amended1. Mr A has declined to provide a statement to this investigation. 

> The purpose of this report 

7. Following an IOPC investigation, the powers and obligations of the Director 
General (DG) are delegated to a senior member of IOPC staff, who I will refer 
to as the decision maker for the remainder of this report. The decision maker 
for this investigation was originally Operations Manager Andy Riley; Regional 
Director Amanda Rowe assumed this role from 28 October 2020. 

8. In this report, I will provide an accurate summary of the evidence, and attach or 
refer to any relevant documents. I will provide sufficient information to enable 
the decision maker to determine whether to refer any matter to the Crown 
Prosecution Service (CPS). 

9. I will also provide sufficient information and evidence to enable the decision 
maker to form a provisional opinion on the following: 

 
1 See Appendix 5 for full details of the complaints made. 
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a) whether any person to whose conduct the investigation relates has a case to 
answer for misconduct or gross misconduct or has no case to answer 

b) whether or not disciplinary proceedings should be brought against any such 
person and, if so, what form those proceedings should take (taking into 
account, in particular, the seriousness of any breach of the Standards of 
Professional Behaviour) 

c) whether the performance of any person to whose conduct the investigation 
relates is unsatisfactory and whether or not performance proceedings should 
be brought against any such person; and 

d) whether or not any matter which was the subject of the investigation should 
be referred to be dealt with under the Reflective Practice Review Process 

10. I will also provide sufficient information and evidence to enable the decision 
maker to identify whether a paragraph 28ZA recommendation (remedy) or 
referral to the Reflective Practice Review Process (RPRP) is appropriate.  

11. Where, as in this case, a complaint has been investigated but the investigation 
has not been subject to special procedures, I will provide sufficient information 
to enable the decision maker to determine whether: 

• the service provided by the police was acceptable; or  

• the service provided by the police was not acceptable; or  

• we have looked into the complaint, but have not been able to determine 
if the service provided was acceptable; and  

• to make a recommendation to any organisation about any lessons that 
may need to be learned. 

12. The IOPC will send a copy of this report and the decision maker’s provisional 
opinion to GMP. If the appropriate authority provides comments, then they 
must do so within 28 days. Where the appropriate authority disagrees with the 
content of the report or the decision maker’s provisional opinion, they should 
set out the reasons why as fully as possible in their response and provide any 
supporting information. Having considered any views of the appropriate 
authority, the decision maker is required to make the final determination and to 
notify the appropriate authority of it. 

13. The decision maker may also make a determination as to any matter dealt with 
in the report. This may include a decision that a matter amounts to Practice 
Requiring Improvement (PRI) and as such should be dealt with under the 
Reflective Practice Review Process (RPRP) or a recommendation under 
paragraph 28ZA (remedy). 

14. Where Articles 2 or 3 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) 
are engaged, this investigation is also intended to assist in fulfilling the state’s 
investigative obligation by ensuring as far as possible that the investigation is 
independent, effective, open and prompt, and that the full facts are brought to 
light and any lessons are learned. 
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> Other investigations 

15. The Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) authorised criminal proceedings to be 
brought against Mr A as a result of this incident. 

> The investigation 

> Terms of reference 

16. Operations Manager Andy Riley approved the terms of reference for this 
investigation on Monday 29 June 2020 and a copy was provided to Scott-
Moncrieff & Associates, who represent Mr A, that day. The terms of reference 
can be seen in full at Appendix 4 to this report, however, in brief they are:  

17. To investigate police interaction with Mr A on 6 May 2020, with reference to 
local and national policies, procedures, legislation and training. In particular 
with regard to: 

• The officers’ decision to engage with Mr A. 

• Officers’ communication with Mr A, before, during and after his arrest. 

• The use of force against Mr A, with specific reference to the environment 
in which it was used and occurring in front of the child. 

• The aftercare officers provided to Mr A and his son. 

• Whether Mr A’s ethnicity influenced the decision to engage with and use 
Taser upon him. 

• Whether evidence exists to warrant questioning if Mr A had used his son 
as a human shield. 

> Legislation, policies and guidance 
considered 

18. During the investigation, I have examined relevant legislation, together with 
national and local policies and guidance, as set out below. This material will 
enable the decision maker and the appropriate authority to consider whether 
the police officers named in this report complied with the applicable legislation, 
policy and guidance, and whether the existing policies were sufficient in the 
circumstances. 
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> Legislation/policy/guidance name or category 

• Power to stop a vehicle  

• Power to require a specimen of breath 

• Power of arrest 

• Power to use force 

• Personal Safety Training  

• Authorised Professional Practice (APP) on armed policing (use 
of CED) 

• GMP policy on CED 

• Equality Act 2010 

• The 2017 Dame Angiolini Report of the Independent Review of 
Deaths and Serious Incidents in Police Custody 

19. Power to stop a vehicle: 

• Section 163 of the Road Traffic Act 1988 allows a constable in uniform 
to stop a mechanically propelled vehicle being driven on a road. 

20. Excess speed: 

• Sections 81(1) and 89(1) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 and 
Schedule 2 to the Road Traffic Offenders Act 1988 make it an offence to 
exceed a 30mph speed limit. 

21. Power to require a specimen of breath: 

The Road Traffic Act 1988: 

• Section 6(1) - A constable may require a person to co-operate with any 
one or more preliminary tests administered to the person by that 
constable or another constable. 

• Section 6A(1) - A preliminary breath test is a procedure whereby the 
person to whom the test is administered provides a specimen of breath 
to be used for the purpose of obtaining, by means of a device of a type 
approved by the Secretary of State, an indication whether the proportion 
of alcohol in the person's breath or blood is likely to exceed the 
prescribed limit. 

• Section 6(4) - This subsection applies if a constable reasonably 
suspects that the person is or has been driving or attempting to drive or 
is or has been in charge of a motor vehicle on a road or other public 
place, and has committed a traffic offence while the vehicle was in 
motion. 

• Section 6(6) - A person commits an offence if without reasonable excuse 
he fails to co-operate with a preliminary test in pursuance of a 
requirement imposed under this section. 
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22. Power of arrest: 

The Road Traffic Act 1988 

                   Section 6D(2) A constable may arrest a person without warrant if: 

• the person fails to co-operate with a preliminary test in pursuance of a 
requirement imposed under section 6 (above), and 

• the constable reasonably suspects that the person has alcohol or a drug 
in his body or is under the influence of a drug. 

23. Power to use force: 

• Section 117 of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 provides that 
a constable can use reasonable force in the exercise of any power 
under this Act. 

• Section 3 of the Criminal Law Act 1967 sets out the occasions on which 
reasonable force can be used by any person when making an arrest or 
in the prevention of crime: 

• 3(1) A person may use such force as is reasonable in the circumstances 
in the prevention of crime, or in effecting or assisting in the lawful arrest 
of offenders or suspected offenders or of persons unlawfully at large. 

24. The police Personal Safety Manual contains several modules. Of specific 
relevance to this investigation are: 

• Unarmed Skills  

• Communication skills  

• Use of force 

• Conflict management  

• Handcuffing 

• Personal management 

25. The police Personal Safety Manual describes six stages of ‘profiled subject 
behaviour’: 

• Compliance - The subject offers no resistance and complies with 
requests. It is important that the officer understands that this could 
change rapidly. 

• Verbal resistance and gestures - The subject refuses to comply either 
verbally or, by their body language, non-verbally. 

• Passive resistance - The subject stands/sits/lies still and will not move. 

• Active resistance - The subject pulls away or pushes the officer but 
makes no attempt to strike them. 

• Aggressive resistance - The subject physically attacks the officer 

• Serious or aggravated resistance - The subject commits an assault 
which presents the possibility of serious injury or death. This includes 
the use of weapons. 
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26. Authorised Professional Practice (APP) on armed policing - use of Conducted 
Energy Devices (CED) issued by the College of Policing provides guidance for 
users of Tasers: 

• A CED is a less lethal weapon system designed to temporarily 
incapacitate a subject through use of an electrical current which 
temporarily interferes with the body’s neuromuscular system and 
produces a sensation of intense pain. 

• It is one of a number of tactical options available when dealing with an 
incident with the potential for conflict. 

27. The term ‘use’ includes any of the following actions carried out in an 
operational setting: 

• Drawing the device in circumstances where any person could 
reasonably perceive the action as a use of force; 

• Sparking of the device, commonly known as ‘arcing’; 

• Aiming the device or placing the laser sight red dot onto a subject; 

• Firing a device so that the probes are discharged at a subject or animal; 

• Application and discharge of a CED in both angled and drive stun 
modes; and 

• Discharge in any other operational circumstances, including an 
unintentional discharge. 

Provided both probes attach to the subject’s skin or clothing correctly with 
sufficient spread, the effects are likely to be instantaneous. The muscle 
incapacitating effect is only likely to last while the electrical charge is being 
delivered. The subject may recover immediately afterwards and could 
continue with their previous behaviour – an incapacitated subject must 
therefore be controlled quickly and effectively. 

28. The 2017 Report of the Independent Review of Deaths and Serious Incidents 
in Police Custody: 

• This report was drafted following a wide-ranging independent review of 
circumstances in which deaths and serious incidents had occurred in 
police custody. The review was undertaken by Dame Elish Angiolini. 
The review examined the lead up to such incidents, together with the 
immediate aftermath. 

• The report suggests that the stereotyping of young Black men as 
‘dangerous, violent and volatile’ is a longstanding trope that is ingrained 
in the minds of many in our society. 

• The report observes that it is not uncommon to hear comments from 
police officers about a young Black man having ‘superhuman strength’ 
or being ‘impervious to pain’ and, often wholly inaccurately, for a young 
Black man to be described as the ‘biggest man I have ever 
encountered’. The report suggests that such perceptions increase the 
likelihood of force and restraint being used against Black men who may 
be unwell. 
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> Summary and analysis of the evidence  

29. In order for the decision maker to prepare/draft their opinion, I have presented 
a summary and analysis of the evidence. During this investigation, a volume of 
evidence was gathered. After thorough analysis of all the evidence, I have 
summarised that which I think is relevant and answers the terms of reference 
for my investigation. As such, not all of the evidence gathered in the course of 
the investigation is referred to in this report. However, the methodology of the 
investigation, including key decisions made, strategies that were set, and 
details of people referred to in this report, are included in the attached 
appendices. 

Events leading to police officers stopping Mr A as he drove along Chester 
Road 

30. The body worn video (BWV) of PC 2 shows at 10.53pm on Wednesday 6 May 
2020 he was engaged in speed enforcement duties on the A56 Chester Road, 
Stretford, Manchester. This was during the hours of darkness and the area was 
illuminated with streetlights. 

31. This time and date fell wholly within lockdown restrictions on movement due to 
the Covid-19 pandemic. 

32. This location was highlighted by ‘Transport for Greater Manchester’ as being a 
high-risk road for speeding during the Covid lockdown period and PC 2 said 
officers were deployed there by police senior leadership teams. 

33. PC 2 was in police uniform using a Laser Lti 20/20 handheld speed recording 
device and was monitoring the speed of traffic travelling along Chester Road, 
from Manchester city centre towards the M60 motorway and Altrincham. He 
was on foot and his police vehicle was parked nearby in Radnor Street. 

34. At this location, Chester Road is a substantial dual carriageway with a break in 
the lane divider to permit traffic to enter and exit Radnor Street.2  

35. PC 2 saw cars approaching from the direction of Manchester City centre and 
locked his laser device onto one vehicle that was in the second lane. From a 
distance of 370.3m away he recorded the vehicle was travelling at 72mph 
within the 30mph restricted area. 

36. At 10.53:39pm PC 2 lowered his laser device and began running towards his 
police vehicle. 

37. At this time, PC 1 arrived at the location. He was driving a second police 
vehicle and his stated intention was to meet with PC 2 to conduct laser speed 
enforcement. As he approached the junction of Chester Road and Radnor 

 
2 See Appendix 2 for map of the scene. 
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Street, which was on his right, he saw PC 2 running towards his own liveried 
police vehicle. 

38. PC 1 held his position in the right lane when his attention was drawn to a blue 
coloured BMW motor vehicle travelling towards him at what he suspected was 
an excessive speed. 

39. PC 2 started his police vehicle and brought it forwards to the junction mouth 
and observed two vehicles travel past from his right to the left. Directly ahead 
of him was PC 1. 

40. As soon as the blue BMW passed he pulled his vehicle out into the dual 
carriageway and began to follow. PC 1 turned his vehicle and began to follow 
PC 2. 

41. The blue BMW momentarily stopped at a red traffic light, but soon moved off 
when the lights turned green and continued along Chester Road. Once the 
vehicles had cleared the junction, PC 2 activated his blue lights and flashed his 
headlights. Although the brake lights of the blue BMW briefly illuminated, they 
extinguished and the car continued its progress ahead. 

42. PC 2 used his police vehicle to pull alongside the blue BMW and by means of 
turning his steering to the left brought the car to a stop however, as PC 2 
opened his door to alight, the blue BMW set off again. 

43. At 10.54:57pm, the BMW turned left and drove awkwardly around the rear 
nearside of PC 2’s car, entering the BP petrol station forecourt, where the 
driver stopped alongside a petrol pump. 

44. As PC 1 parked immediately behind the blue BMW, PC 2 drove his police 
vehicle onto the forecourt via the exit lane and came to a halt at the front, 
effectively blocking it in. 

45. The petrol station forecourt had two rows with two petrol pumps on each row. 
Each pump was capable of dispensing fuel on either side, such that eight 
vehicles could dispense fuel simultaneously. 

46. As they entered the forecourt, all pumps were vacant, and no vehicles were 
dispensing fuel. 

Events leading to the request for a specimen of breath 

47. PC 1 and PC 2 both activated their BWV and the events occurring on the petrol 
station forecourt were recorded. 

48. The petrol station CCTV also recorded the unfolding events. 

49. Some of the events were also recorded on the ‘in-car’ video of PC 1’s vehicle. 

50. The BWV showed the blue BMW held two occupants. Mr A was sitting in the 
driver’s seat with his window open. His front seat passenger was a 5-year-old 
male child who, in this report will be referred to as Child L. 



  12 

 

51. At 10.55pm, PC 1 approached the blue BMW. He found the engine was off and 
when Mr A was asked where his car keys were he told the officer they were in 
his pocket. 

52. PC 1 saw Child L kneeling and unrestrained on the front passenger seat. The 
seat belt was clipped together behind the child. 

53. PC 1 later stated, ‘I was shocked that the young child had been unrestrained 
whilst travelling at excessive speeds.’ 

54. As PC 2 approached, Mr A and Child L were both still inside the blue BMW. PC 
1 pointed to Child L and said, “Kid” to his colleague. 

55. PC 2 said, “That’s alright.” He pointed out to Mr A the speed limit on Chester 
Road was 30mph, but he had recorded him travelling at 72mph. 

56. At 10.55:30pm, Mr A was cautioned and PC 2 gave the details of a ‘notice of 
intended prosecution’ for the offence of exceeding the speed limit. PC 2 said 
72mph was too fast, especially with a child in the car. 

57. As Mr A got out of his vehicle and stood alongside the officers, he was asked if 
he had his driving licence and whether he’d had anything to drink. He 
responded “No” to both questions. 

58. PC 1 said he noticed the speech of Mr A was slurred and asked him to hand 
over his car keys, a request that was immediately complied with. 

59. PC 2 later stated he could clearly smell alcohol and described Mr A as being, 
‘completely glazed eyed and staring at me as though he was staring right 
through me.’  

60. At 10.56:20pm, PC 1 indicated to his colleague his intention to breathalyse Mr 
A and returned to his own police vehicle to gather the equipment. 

61. At 10.56:27pm, Mr A leaned into the car and spoke to Child L, saying “Come 
out”. PC 2 said the child would be alright where he was, adding, “He’ll be fine. 
We’re not going anywhere”. The child remained within the car, although he slid 
across from the passenger seat to a sitting position on the driver’s seat, closer 
to Mr A who was stood up outside the driver’s door of the car. At this point, 
Child L did not appear to be crying or in distress. 

62. PC 2 asked why he did not stop when directed to do so. Mr A said although he 
saw the blue light he did not see any indication for him to stop. 

63. At 10.57:07pm, PC 1 returned from his police vehicle and asked Mr A why 
Child L wasn’t in a child seat. Although Mr A said the child was alright, PC 1 
disagreed. Mr A, who was holding onto the door pillar of the blue BMW, pointed 
to the rear off-side seat of the car where there was a child seat. 

64. He removed his left hand from the door pillar and attempted to open the rear 
door, however Mr A misjudged the handle location, failed to open the door 
when he pulled and stumbled slightly. Mr A told Child L to get into the back of 
the car where the child seat was. Child L turned and climbed onto the driver’s 
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seat, but got no further than resting on his knees and looking out of the car 
towards PC 1. 

65. Mr A stood with his hands behind his back, with one hand holding the other. PC 
1 said he formed an opinion on his level of intoxication. He said to PC 2, “He’s 
hammered.” 

66. PC 2 concurred and told Mr A he was going to be breathalysed, saying they 
had the power to do this as he had committed a moving traffic offence. The 
officer added that if Mr A failed to provide a specimen of breath, he would be 
arrested. 

67. Mr A asked, “Can I call my missus so she can come and pick up…?” Although 
he didn’t finish this sentence or explicitly say, it can be inferred he was 
speaking of Child L. PC 2 suggested they deal with the breath test procedure 
first. 

68. As PC 1 asked Mr A his age, Mr A turned away, apparently ignoring the officer 
and on two occasions said he was going to “call his missus” first. PC 1 said, 
“No, we’re going to [do] this first and then we’ll contact your missus”, but Mr A 
said no. 

69. PC 2 said, “Let me put it to you like this. Do that [he pointed to PC 1 with the 
breathalyser]. You stall. I’ll get social services for the kid. So you’re not going to 
stall or you’ll get locked up for refusing. So just deal with that [he again pointed 
at PC 1 with the breathalyser] and you can get…” However, Mr A interrupted 
and said “No. I’ll call my missus first.” 

70. At this point Mr A opened and then immediately closed the rear door to his car 
before calling Child L. As Mr A reached into the front of the car and took hold of 
the child, PC 2 said, “Listen me. We’re not going to mess with you. You’re 
going to get arrested.” 

71. At 10.59:19pm, Mr A helped Child L from the vehicle. Child L then stood 
alongside him. Once the child was on the ground, Mr A let go of him, backed 
up towards his own vehicle and held his own hands together in front of his 
chest. 

72. PC 1 later said he felt there was no need for Mr A to remove Child L from the 
vehicle. He stated that it was from this point that he had a feeling that the 
incident may escalate. He explained it was his opinion that Mr A was looking at 
delaying tactics and so he used his radio to request a police van. He explained 
he did not know where the closest unit was and in the event Mr A was going to 
be arrested, he wanted a van nearby. 

73. PC 2 continued to speak to Mr A: “Alright. Simple as that. So if you’re going to 
stall, by doing this. The kiddie’s fine. Everything is recorded. [He pointed to his 
BWV camera]. Everything we say. Alright. Your kid’s fine. We’ll sort something. 
It’s not a problem.” At this point, the child wrapped his arms around Mr A’s left 
thigh. 

74. PC 2 later said he was uncomfortable with Mr A taking Child L from the vehicle. 
He said it was clear Mr A was delaying the process and he had a feeling he 
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was going to use the child as some sort of shield to delay or frustrate the 
process. 

75. As PC 2 spoke with Mr A, PC 1 continued his radio transmission. When 
explaining the reason for any potential arrest he said, “Initially it will be a 
section 4. He’s been stopped exceed the speed limit. 75 miles an hour. He’s as 
drunk as a fart…” 

76. At this point Mr A turned his attention from PC 2 to PC 1 and said, “I’m not 
drunk. What are you talking about, I’m drunk?” 

77. At 10.58:40pm, as Mr A spoke to the two police officers, Child L, who was 
standing beside Mr A, briefly cried in distress for the first time during this 
incident. His cries lasted one second. 

78. PC 1 said, “Yes. You are” and extended his left hand towards Mr A who lifted 
both arms into the air, stepped backwards and said, “What are you talking 
about. What are you talking about?”  

79. PC 1 said, “I suspect you’re drunk”. Mr A replied, “You’re suspecting!” 

80. When PC 2 asked Mr A if he was going to take the breathalyser, he said, “Yes. 
I’m going to take the breathalyser, but why are you telling me I’m drunk?” 

81. PC 1 explained, “I suspect you are drunk. You are slurring your words, your 
eyes are glazed and you are unsteady on your feet…” Mr A removed his 
spectacles as PC 1 continued, “…and I can smell intoxicants on your breath. 
You might be wearing glasses but I can see your eyeballs and they are 
glazed.” 

82. At 10.59:03pm, PC 1 again asked Mr A for his age in order to set up the 
breathalyser machine. However, as Mr A was apparently fixing his gaze and 
staring into the distance ahead, he reached down with his left hand and took 
hold of the child’s right hand. Mr A began to walk forwards between the two 
police officers towards Chester Road. 

83. PC 1 stepped to his right and placed his left hand on the right of Mr A’s chest 
and said, “Don’t walk off”. PC 1 later said he did this to “prevent his escape.” 

84. PC 2 stepped to his left and assisted in blocking the path of Mr A and also said, 
“Don’t start walking off.” PC 2 later said in his statement he was concerned that 
it was Mr A’s intention to ‘try and escape prior to the breath test procedure 
being carried out.’  

85. Both officers told Mr A to put the child in the car who then opened the rear door 
to assist Child L inside. PC 2 said, “And don’t use the child as an excuse for 
your bad behaviour.” 

86. Once sitting in the child seat in the rear of the car, Mr A closed the rear door 
and then used controls in the front of the car to lower the window next to Child 
L. 
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87. PC 1 continued to ask for Mr A’s age, but he did not reply. PC 2 asked Mr A if 
he was going to answer the questions and he said he would. Although aged 34 
at the time, Mr A then told PC 1 he was 25 years old. 

88. Mr A said his last alcoholic drink was two days prior and that he didn’t smoke. 

89. At 10.59:42pm, PC 1 said, “Right. I’m going to require you to provide a 
specimen of breath on this machine. Okay?”, but Mr A replied, “I’m asthmatic 
me.” 

90. PC 1 later stated at this point he felt Mr A was ‘becoming more and more 
unpredictable.’ 

91. PC 1 told Mr A, “You have committed a moving traffic offence. That’s where the 
power comes from.” Mr A asked four times in rapid succession what that 
offence was. He was told travelling at 72mph in a 30mph restricted area, but 
rejected that, saying, “That’s not a Road Traffic Offence.” 

92. PC 1 checked if Mr A was listening and gave instructions on the breath test 
procedure and said “I want you to take a big deep breath. Fill your lungs with 
air and blow into this device until I say stop.” 

93. The officer warned, “If you fail or refuse or provide a positive sample it may 
lead you to being arrested.” 

Events leading to the arrest of Mr A 

94. At 11.00:16pm, PC 1 offered the breathalyser device for Mr A to blow into. 

95. PC 1 later stated that he watched as Mr A did not take a breath, ‘but expelled a 
small amount of air, like a spit, onto the entry of the breath tube.’ 

96. PC 1 said to Mr A, “Right. You need to blow into the machine, okay. Spitting on 
the entry to the machine isn’t providing a sample of breath. It’s like blowing a 
balloon up. Put the tube into your mouth and blow into it until I say stop.” 

97. Mr A said, “Okay" before the breathalyser device was again placed to his lips, 
at 11.00:30pm. 

98. PC 1 later stated, ‘I watched Mr A put his tongue slightly out of his mouth as I 
moved the breath tube away from his lips, he was making no attempt to blow.’  

99. PC 1 asked Mr A if he was going to do it and PC 2 said they were recording 
everything and that he should blow. 

100. At 11.00:37pm, the breathalyser device was again offered to Mr A, who took a 
short breath before apparently blowing down the side of the breathalyser tube. 
His lips did not appear to be in contact with the tube. 

101. PC 1 later said, ‘On this occasion the tube was to the right of his lips and he 
breathed a small amount of air but not into the tube.’ 
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102. PC 2 placed the back of his hand at the exit point of the breathalyser tube and 
said, “Not blowing. He’s not blowing.” 

103. PC 2 later said Mr A was behaving very irrationally, which, "made me 
concerned this was not the actions of a reasonable man. I was concerned that 
his behaviour could escalate and I was aware PC 1 had asked for a van to 
attend and assist.” 

104. Mr A pulled away from the breathalyser device and asked, “What do you mean 
I’m not blowing? Can you hear?” PC 2 said, “I can feel the air. The air comes 
out of the other side”, at which Mr A also put the palm of his hand at the exit 
port of the breathalyser tube. PC 2 repeated, “Air comes out of there when you 
blow.” 

105. At 11.00:43pm, PC 1 said to Mr A, “I’m going to give you one final opportunity 
now. Okay. Whenever you are ready. Big deep breath.” 

106. As the officer raised the breathalyser device for Mr A to blow into and said, 
“Seal your lips around the tube and blow into the machine until I tell you to 
stop”, Mr A pointed away and called to a man who had walked onto the petrol 
station forecourt behind PC 2. 

107. The identity of this man is known to the IOPC, however, he has not come 
forward to assist the investigation. Throughout this report he will be referred to 
as Male Y. 

108. Mr A walked a very short distance away from PC 1 and asked if Male Y was 
using his mobile telephone to record the unfolding events. When Male Y 
confirmed he was, Mr A said, “Please. Yes record.” 

109. Mr A returned to PC 1 who said, “Whenever you’re ready” and again offered 
the breathalyser device for Mr A to blow into. 

110. PC 1 stated that by this stage there was no doubt in his mind that Mr A could 
understand the instructions being given and he was physically able to comply 
with the requests. 

111. He said that in respect of the first failure, Mr A did not even attempt to place 
sealed lips around the tube, nor did he prepare by taking a breath. In respect of 
the second failure, PC 1 said Mr A went a little further by placing his lips around 
the tube, but not sufficiently tight and he made no attempt to blow. He stated 
that on the third failure, he made no attempt to blow. 

112. PC 1 later stated: 

        ‘In the hope that he does comply with our reasonable requests and give him 
every opportunity to comply, we gave a fourth opportunity... but instead, he 
attempts to bring in yet another… third party and asks them if they are 
recording. There was no need, in my view, for him to require another person to 
record the situation. It was already being recorded on Body Worn Camera, 
which had been explained to him.’ 
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113. Male Y walked forwards and stood by the front of the blue BMW, holding a 
mobile phone in one hand and apparently recording the incident. 

114. At 11.01:01pm, the breathalyser was offered to Mr A, who put the tube against 
his lips. Once again, he did not appear to blow through the tube of the device 
as instructed. 

115. When the tube was moved away from him, Child L was sitting quietly in the 
back of the blue BMW. 

116. At 11.01:06pm, PC 1 said, “Right. Okay. That’s a failure then. So at this 
moment in time you are under arrest on suspicion of failing to provide a sample 
of breath for analysis.” The officer then cautioned him. When asked if he 
understood what was said, Mr A replied, “No”. PC 1 repeated, “You’re under 
arrest.” Mr A stood with his arms folded across his chest. 

117. PC 1 said: 

“When I arrested him I believed that: 

a) I have provided an explanation as to how to do the breath procedure 

b) I had provided an explanation as to what would happen if he did not 
provide a sample 

c) I had provided him with more than sufficient opportunities to comply 

d) He, being able to comply, deliberately and wilfully refused 

e) I believe that the … comment “No”, to my question whether he 
understands the reason for his arrest, is simply a further example of his 
obstructive nature in dealing with this quite straight forward and lawful 
process.” 

118. On each occasion PC 1 offered the breathalyser device for Mr A to blow into 
the BWV recording showed he stood with his arms folded across his chest. 

119. PC 1 later stated: 

‘From Mr A’s non-verbal communications, he seemed very edgy, constantly 
pacing around, being deliberately awkward and dismissive of what I was asking 
of him. He was very abrupt and had very nervous behaviour with exaggerated 
body and hand movements. From experience I know that when individuals 
display this behaviour it is a warning sign. Impact factors were against me, he 
was a well built and muscled person. The first thing I thought was “Look at the 
size of his muscles”. On several occasions he folded his arms which showed 
his bicep and muscles. Although Mr A and I are of similar height, he was at a 
significant size and muscular advantage to me. I am 5ft 7 in height and 9 stone 
in weight.’ 

120. By this point, Male Y had made his way past PC 2’s police vehicle and stood 
immediately next to the front offside wing of the blue BMW and appeared to be 
focussed on recording the arrest of Mr A. PC 2 said to Male Y he was also 
recording events and pointed to his own BWV camera. 
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Events leading to a Taser being produced by PC 1 

121. PC 1 later said, ‘It is at this point that Mr A’s behaviour escalated. He appeared 
to become completely fixated on one position staring straight ahead, this I 
perceived as a warning sign of violent behaviour.’ 

122. He said his intention was therefore to handcuff Mr A in a rear stack position, to 
prevent his escape and any injury to himself or others. He added, ‘The way he 
was behaving, I genuinely thought he wanted to escape with his small child he 
had with him.’ 

123. At 11.01:21pm, PC 1 asked Mr A, “Just put your hands behind your back for 
me”. The officer later said, 

‘I put my hands on him to take control of him and apply handcuffs however he 
snatched away, throwing his arms in the air. Mr A said “No” and then brought 
them down in front of him saying, “my hands are here.” 

124. PC 1’s BWV and the police in-car video recorded Mr A swing his arms above 
his head, then bring them down by his side and then in front of him. As he said, 
“my hands are here”, Mr A was leaning forwards, with his head being his 
closest point to PC 1. As his arms were dropped down in front of him, his 
hands were below his own waist and below PC 1’s waist. 

125. At 11.01:23pm, PC 1 repeated, “Put your hands behind your back for me”, 
however Mr A said, “I’ve got my kid. I can’t put my hands behind my back.”  

126. At 11.01:29pm, PC 1 took hold of Mr A’s right wrist with his right hand and 
again said, “Put your hands behind your back.” At this point, Mr A pulled his 
hand away from the officer and Child L began crying in distress. 

127. As Mr A raised his right arm, lifting PC 1’s right hand upwards, the officer 
placed his left hand on Mr A’s left forearm. When Mr A brought his right arm 
down, he dislodged both of PC 1’s hands, resulting in PC 1’s left hand being 
very close to the top of his shirt, near his neck. Mr A said to the officer, “My kid 
is crying.” 

128. At this time, PC 2 focussed his attention on Male Y, who had moved close to 
the driver’s door of the blue BMW. The officer pointed out the issue of social 
distancing and asked him to move away. Male Y slowly stepped backwards a 
few steps whilst holding up his mobile telephone. 

129. With his left hand still close to the top of Mr A’s shirt, PC 1’s hand made contact 
with Mr A’s neck. The officer immediately moved his left hand away and down 
to Mr A’s right upper arm. His right hand touched the top of Mr A’s left chest. 

130. At 11.01:33pm, Mr A swung his right arm backwards and broke free from PC 1. 
He raised his voice and shouted, “Don’t put your hands on my throat man.” 

131. At 11.01:35pm, PC 1 took hold of Mr A’s right hand with his left hand and 
moved his right hand across Mr A’s chest and onto his right shoulder. 
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132. Mr A again shouted, “Don’t put your hands on my throat man” as he pulled his 
right hand away from PC 1’s left hand. He then forced his own left arm upwards 
and pushed PC 1’s right hand away and broke free from the officer. 

133. At 11.01:36pm, PC 1 again took hold of Mr A’s right wrist, using his left hand. 
He placed his right hand at the top of Mr A’s shirt and again his hand touched 
Mr A’s neck. 

134. Whilst Mr A was shouting, PC 1 said, “Do not take hold of me like that.” With 
the officer’s right hand still on his neck, Mr A leaned forwards towards PC 1 
who slid his hand down his chest and away from his neck. 

135. At 11.01:37pm, Mr A swung both arms up and back, before bringing them 
down by his sides. He inflated his chest and again leant forwards towards PC 1 
and shouted at the officer. Child L was crying loudly. 

136. PC 1 again used his left hand upon Mr A’s right arm and used his right hand on 
the left of Mr A’s chest and guided him backwards towards the blue BMW.  

137. At 11.01:39pm, PC 1 said, “Give me your arm” and took hold of Mr A’s right 
wrist using both hands, however, at 11.01:40pm, Mr A twisted his arm upwards 
and broke free from the officer. He then dropped both arms by his sides, 
inflated his chest and stepped towards PC 1. 

138. PC 1 reached forwards with his left hand and took hold of Mr A’s right arm and 
then also took hold of his left arm. At this point, PC 1 had hold of both of Mr A’s 
arms. 

139. At 11.01:43pm, Mr A pushed PC 1 backwards, disengaging the officer’s left 
hand. PC 1’s right hand remained in contact with Mr A’s left shoulder. PC 1 
again said, “You are under arrest.” 

140. At 11.01:45pm, he repeated, “You are under arrest” but Mr A used his left hand 
to push PC 1’s right arm away from him and upwards and again broke his grip. 

141. PC 1 later said: 

• ‘I gave him several warnings to put his hands behind his back but he 
refused, putting his hands to the front. I did not want to cuff him to the 
front as he still had more potential to assault me. I was trying to gain 
control of him however he kept pushing back at me, his strength was so 
overwhelming that every time I took hold of his arm, he threw it which 
would release my grip.’ 

• ‘Prior to placing Mr A under arrest I observed him place his arms behind 
his back of his own accord and lock his hands together. He did this with 
ease and without complaint. Following on from this up until the time of 
arrest I further observed Mr A folding his arms to the front, for extended 
periods of time. Again, this showed me that Mr A was able to do this 
without complaint or restraint, or any issue which would have led me to 
decide upon not handcuffing to the rear.’ 
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• ‘He refused to put his hands behind his back, which in my opinion was 
because he did not want to be handcuffed.’ 

• ‘I believed, from his conduct, that he did not want to put his hands 
behind his back. He did not give me a legitimate reason (i.e. an injury) 
as to the reasons why he could not put his hands behind his back, had 
he responded regarding an injury I would have explored this however, 
he began to throw his arms in the air in order to release my grip, thus, 
not giving me any visual reason of why he would have such injury.’ 

142. PC 1 also explained what happened when he touched Mr A’s neck: 

•  ‘I did not intend to take hold of his neck nor was any pressure applied 
on his neck or throat. I wanted to place my right hand on his upper 
shoulder area and left hand on his forearm, with a view to trying to take 
control of his upper body with a view to unbalance him with a view to 
take him to the floor or spin him to get him onto the bonnet of my vehicle 
in order to implement a restraint quickly and with the element of 
surprise, unfortunately Mr A’s strength was too great in order for me to 
control his arms or upper body. The act of placing my hand towards his 
upper body and him then lurching forward, has resulted in me 
instinctively stopping him moving forward. I was not intending to use that 
as a control method, only to prevent him moving forward...’ 

143. PC 2 said:  

• ‘I then saw my colleague take hold of him and ask him to put his hands 
behind his back which he refused to do and began to struggle pushing 
back at my colleague in an aggressive manner.’ 

• ‘He continued to resist PC 2 who then reiterated to him that he was 
under arrest; I at this point said that he would be Tasered in an attempt 
to see if this would bring him to his senses, but it did not…’ 

144. In response to PC 2’s warning that a Taser would be used, Mr A turned and 
looked towards him. At this time, he still held PC 1’s right arm in the air with his 
left hand. 

145. Mr A looked directly at PC 2 whilst pushing PC 1’s right arm away and at 
11.01:46pm said, “Taser me.” 

146. PC 2 later said: 

• ‘My understanding of this comment by Mr A was that he had understood 
what had been said to him but he was not bothered that Taser was 
being contemplated as a Use of Force option. I understood his response 
as a challenge to see if we would have carried this out and how quick 
we would do so, rather than our continual use of tactical 
communications.’ 

• ‘My reasoning for saying this was to give a warning to Mr A that I was 
considering the use of my Taser and to prevent any further physical 
confrontation between Mr A and PC 1, as he had already shown 
aggression and resistance.’ 
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147. As Mr A continued to look directly at PC 2, PC 1 attempted to take hold of his 
left arm whilst repeating he was under arrest. Without looking at PC 1, Mr A 
again swung this arm up and broke free from the officer’s grip. 

148. At 11.01:47pm, as Mr A continued to stare at PC 2, he dropped both arms 
down. PC 1 used both of his hands and attempted to take hold of his left elbow, 
but Mr A pulled his arm backwards and away from the officer. 

149. At 11.01:48pm, PC 1 attempted to retake Mr A’s left arm but he swung it up 
and backwards. PC 2 said, “Stop messing about.” 

150. At 11.01:50pm, PC 1 used his right hand to take hold of Mr A’s left shoulder, 
but Mr A took hold of PC 1’s wrist using his left hand. The officer pulled but 
appeared unable to release the grip of Mr A. 

151. At 11.01:51pm, Mr A used his free right hand and pointed behind PC 1 either 
towards Child L who remained in the car or Male Y who had moved forward 
towards the driver’s door of the Blue BMW. Mr A said, “Hey. Look at him.” 

152. Mr A then leant towards PC 1, brought his own elbows close to his waist and 
dipped slightly at the knees and hips. He placed both hands on PC 1’s chest, 
then fully extended both arms and pushed PC 1 in the chest, causing him to 
stumble backwards. As PC 1 was pushed, he lost all contact with Mr A and 
appeared to lose balance. 

153. PC 1 later stated: 

• ‘I heard PC 2 give a warning about Taser, to which Mr A replied, “Taser 
me.” Mr A moved his position to between my police vehicle and the rear 
of his car, he pushed me back with such force it caused me to stagger 
back. He was well-built, with a strong upper body and I could feel he 
was muscly. Considering the impact factors, he was much heavier built 
than me, he was twisting his arms around and flailing at me, I could not 
get control of him. I had an honest held belief that Mr A would continue 
to try [to] use violence to resist me arresting him, should I continue to try 
and restrain him, this had not worked and I knew at this point I was at a 
massive disadvantage with strength.’ 

• ‘It was at this point I genuinely thought the male was going to escape, 
over-power my colleague and I. He was clearly gaining a positive-mind-
set and was under the influence of drink or drugs. His child was also 
present; I was conscious that this male would not behave rationally and 
fight for his life to protect his child. I suspected he believed we were 
going to take his child off him, which would mean he would put up a 
massive fight to prevent us doing this. The child was clearly distressed, 
crying and adding massive tension to a difficult and escalating situation.’ 

154. Guidance within the Personal Safety Manual issued by the National Police 
Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) approves the adoption of a National Decision Model 
(NDM). 
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155. The ACPO Ethics Portfolio and the National Risk Coordination Group have 
developed this values-based tool to provide a simple, logical and evidence-
based approach to making policing decisions. 

156. The NDM has six key elements, each component of which provides the user 
with an area for focus and consideration: 

• Gather Information and Intelligence 

• Assess Threat and Risk and Develop a Working Strategy 

• Consider Powers and Policy 

• Identify Options and Contingencies 

• Take Action and Review What happened 

• Code of Ethics 

157. The NDM has been adopted to support and assist decision making as to the 
most appropriate response when dealing with a situation. 

158. An accurate threat and risk assessment is the cornerstone of personal safety. 
Threat assessment means accurately assessing any impact factors relating to 
the situation, particularly to the officer, person, object or place which could put 
anyone at risk. 
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159. PC 1 stated that he applied the NDM and assessed that there were impact 
factors against himself and PC 2. He said he suspected Mr A to be under the 
influence of drink and said he seemed determined not to be arrested. PC 1 
observed that in the presence of the child, Mr A showed a fatherly instinct to 
protect. PC 1 said he had no background information about Mr A and did not 
know whether he posed a risk to the child, but said he recognised he had a 
duty to protect other members of the public and to preserve life. The officer 
said:  

        ‘He had a sizeable advantage over me, he was muscle bound, heavy build and 
I had already struggled to gain control of his arms in order to handcuff.’ 

160. The personal safety manual provides assistance for officers to identify some 
impact factors: 

Illustration 
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161. PC 1 added that Mr A was under arrest and he did not want to let him escape 
from lawful custody. He said he did not want to engage in a fight as he believed 
Mr A was stronger than them and he ‘would easily’ over-power them. 

162. He said he considered withdrawing, but he did not want Mr A to get back into 
the vehicle with the child and cause further problems. 
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163. He said he considered attempting to restrain Mr A again, ‘however I honestly 
believed due to his strength this would result in injury to myself and potentially 
cause us to be on the floor of the Petrol Station.’ 

164. PC 1 said he considered his use of force options. He dispensed with the option 
of CS spray given the close proximity of the child and as CS spray 
contaminates everyone he did not consider this to be safe.  

165. He said he also considered the use of his baton, but as Mr A was close enough 
to close down the space between them before it could be used and potentially 
snatch it from him, he also dispensed with that as an option. 

166. PC 1 said he developed the working strategy of drawing his Taser with the 
intention of Mr A seeing the red dot on his chest: 

        “I considered a red dot would be best effective for this as it would allow me to 
keep my distance with a contingency of firing if it was ineffective...” 

Events leading to the Taser being fired 

167. After being pushed backwards by Mr A, PC 1 was standing by the rear door of 
the blue BMW, alongside the open window where Child L was in a distressed 
state. Mr A stood at the rear of the blue BMW and dropped his hands down by 
his sides. 

168. At 11.01:54pm, PC 1 drew his Taser, aimed the device at Mr A without firing 
and repeatedly told him to put his hands behind his back. 

169. Mr A did not comply, but instead pointed towards Child L and stepped forward, 
apparently in an attempt to open the car door. This action was prevented by PC 
1. PC 1 was still pointing the Taser at Mr A and used his available left hand to 
prevent Mr A from opening the door. 

170. In response, Mr A walked around the rear of the blue BMW, followed by the two 
police officers. PC 1 had his Taser trained upon him throughout and continued 
to instruct him to place his hands behind his back. 

171. As Mr A opened the rear nearside passenger door and leant inside towards 
Child L, PC 1 transmitted another radio message saying, “Get us a van on the 
hurry up please.” 

172. As Mr A picked up the child, PC 2 stood immediately behind him and said, “You 
can hold your child, but you’re not going anywhere, okay.” However, by 
stepping backwards whilst holding and shielding the child, Mr A attempted to 
move past the officers. PC 2 repeatedly told Mr A he wasn’t going anywhere 
and to stop pushing. 

173. PC 2 later said he walked around the car and tried to pen Mr A and the child in 
the rear passenger door well: ‘I said to him he could hold the child but he 
wasn’t going anywhere’, to try to de-escalate the situation as part of his conflict 
resolution. 
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174. PC 1 later said he felt there was no reason to remove Child L from the car, 
other than to ‘make a difficult situation more challenging’. He also said:  

‘There was no risk to his child who was in a well-lit public space, verbal 
reassurances had been given to leave the child in the vehicle and there was no 
requirement for Mr A to continually remove his child out the vehicle, it was a 
decision of Mr A to remove the child from the vehicle despite being told not to 
by my colleague.’ 

175. At 11.02:16pm, Mr A placed his right hand on the car roof, extended his right 
arm and forced PC 2 backwards. Mr A also appeared to use his right foot, 
which was placed inside the car, to assist him in pushing against PC 2. 
However, Mr A appeared to stumble and PC 2 supported him, preventing Mr A 
and the child from falling to the floor. 

Illustration 

 

176. Mr A regained his balance and as he clutched the child to his chest, he pushed 
PC 2 backwards, away from the car. 

177. PC 2 later said Mr A held his son in his left arm and placed his right arm on top 
of the car roof and locked it out. ‘As I pushed forward to keep him there, he was 
so powerful and his arm was like an iron bar I couldn’t contain him. He then 
started to push back on me, forcing me back a short distance in order to try and 
get away.’ 

178. Throughout, Male Y stepped much closer to the officers and continued to 
record the events. 

179. As PC 2 held onto Mr A, he told PC 1 to take the child. Child L was greatly 
distressed, crying “Don’t do that to my dad.” Mr A pointed towards PC 1 and 
said, “You’re not taking my child.” 

180. PC 1 stated he believed Mr A was using his child as a form of ‘shield’ to 
prevent him from being arrested and handcuffed and to prevent force being 
used against him. He added that Mr A was already aware the Taser was being 
aimed at him but chose to remove the child from the car. 
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181. PC 2 later said he tried reassuring them and said, “It’s okay. Don’t worry. Don’t 
worry.” 

182. He said Mr A moved over towards PC 1’s police vehicle and it was at this point 
he believed Mr A, ‘was trying to control our actions by using his son as a shield, 
putting him in between us placing his son in danger, by causing his son to fall 
and injure himself, but he did not seem to be bothered about this.’ PC 2 added: 

• ‘I wanted the child to be removed safely from the situation but because 
of Mr A’s strength he would not release the child. There ended up being 
a struggle between the three of us and I was trying to reason with the 
male. I tried to show some compassion towards him and the child with 
my communications but there did not seem to be any reasoning with 
him.’ 

• ‘As we were stood at the side of the police car we made an effort again 
to get Mr A to release the child and phone his wife, we pleaded with him 
to let go of the child and I took hold of his left arm with my right arm and 
I quickly realised that he was very powerful.’ 

183. Around this time, the sound of Child L’s distress alerted a nearby resident, who 
in this report will be referred to as Witness D. 

184. Witness D had a clear view into the petrol station forecourt and saw the police 
officers who appeared to be struggling with Mr A. Witness D began to record 
the events using a mobile telephone. This video footage was later shared 
across social media platforms. 

185. At 11.02:39pm, PC 2 took hold of Mr A’s left arm using his left hand. PC 1 
appeared to take hold of Mr A’s right hand using his left hand. As Mr A and PC 
2 struggled over the grip on his left hand, PC 2 was again pushed backwards 
whereupon the child slipped from Mr A, uninjured and onto the floor. 

186. As Mr A told PC 2 to “Chill” and leave the child, the officer reminded him he 
was under arrest. Mr A brushed his hand over the child’s head, before reaching 
towards PC 2’s left arm. PC 1 then reached for Mr A’s right hand. 

187. At 11.02:52pm, PC 2 held both of Mr A’s wrists as PC 1 held his right wrist. At 
this time, both officers were holding onto Mr A’s right wrist. Mr A raised both of 
his arms with his right hand closed, causing PC 2’s elbows to move upwards. 
PC 1’s left arm also rose upwards. 

188. At 11.02:54pm, Mr A brought his arms down before swinging his right arm 
backwards and then upwards, breaking the grip the officers had on his right 
arm. PC 2 retained hold of his left wrist and said, “You’re the one that’s causing 
the problem.” 

189. At 11.02:55pm, Mr A moved his upper body forwards, towards PC 2’s right 
shoulder. PC 1 was unable to prevent this movement by Mr A and was very 
briefly pulled forward himself. 

190. PC 1 later stated:  
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        ‘I watched PC 2 struggle to restrain him. Mr A was squaring up to my colleague 
with his fists clenched, clenching his teeth and had a grip on my colleague. PC 
2 was unbalanced, losing control; he was unable to get a grip on Mr A. I 
watched Mr A thrash his arm and fist towards PC 2 in a circular motion. It was 
then I had an honest held belief that Mr A was going to assault PC 2.’ 

191. PC 2 later said, ‘I could immediately feel the muscle in the left hand side of my 
neck along with the back of my triceps muscles go into pain and as we moved 
from side to side he was too strong.’ He added that he had to let go, as he felt 
that he was going to injure himself. 

192. PC 2 also said that at that time he assessed his options. He said he considered 
CS spray but due to the close proximity of the child and Male Y, who was very 
close, it was ruled out. He said he also considered using his baton but believed 
that due to ‘his powerful strength’, Mr A may wrestle it from him and use it on 
the officers. 

193. PC 2 said that as he let his grip go, Mr A moved inside his fighting arc. he said 
that as he moved forward with the top half of his body, with his arms free, along 
with his aggression, he “honestly believed that he was going to strike” him. 

194. The personal safety manual describes what a fighting arc is. 
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195. PC 2 said he was unable to get to any of his equipment but was aware that PC 
1 had his Taser unbuckled and was in a better position. He said he was aware 
the child was behind him and protected, so he said to PC 1, “Taser him.” 

196. PC 1 said he applied the NDM again and assessed that he was dealing with a 
male who was refusing to be arrested; who had effectively used his child as a 
form of “shield”; who had a father’s instinct to fight for his child; who was 
struggling with police and was drunk and strong; and he and his colleague had 
struggled to control him, despite tactical communications. He said he assessed 
that Mr A was actively resisting. 
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197. PC 1 also said he genuinely believed that they or the child were about to be 
seriously injured if Mr A decided to start throwing punches. He said he was of 
significant strength advantage, impact factors were still against them, if not 
more, as Mr A was now escalating in his active resistance. PC 1 said he 
wanted to prevent this, as he had a genuine and honest held belief that 
someone was going to get injured. 

198. The officer said his working strategy was to fire his Taser and take the 
immediate opportunity whilst Mr A was not in close proximity to his child. He 
said he felt there was a danger of him picking up his child again, which would 
have eliminated all of their tactical options and they would then have had no 
means of arresting Mr A without causing harm to the child which, he said, he 
was not prepared to do. 

199. He added that all other options and contingencies were considered again. He 
said he considered using his baton, however, PC 2 was in close proximity to Mr 
A, and his overwhelming strength was still of a concern, as his baton may be 
taken off him. He said that CS spray would have caused PC 2 to be 
incapacitated and he also had to consider the young child stood nearby. He 
said his attempted tactical communications had failed and using Taser as a 
distance tool allowed him to create distance between him and Mr A. 

200. He said, ‘I was aware also I was on a petrol forecourt and petrol vapour is 
highly flammable, I had a contingency of fire extinguishers in the police 
vehicles and [the open] petrol forecourt which minimised this risk, whilst I was 
aware I was on a petrol forecourt but effectively had to deal with the incident 
where it was.’ 

201. He said he knew the child was away from Mr A and said he was constantly 
watching where he was. 

202. At 11.02:58pm, PC 1 fired his Taser (Discharge 1). The two probes pierced the 
back of Mr A’s right hand and his clothing by his waist. As a five second energy 
cycle was discharged between the probes, causing Neuro- Muscular 
Incapacitation (NMI), Mr A drew both hands together in front of him and he 
began to fall to the floor. 

203. Mr B is a Taser ‘single point of contact’ for the Greater Manchester Police. He 
is trained in the maintenance and download of Taser devices, including 
analysing technical data when a Taser has been used at any incident. 

204. He later analysed data3  from the Taser used by PC 1 and assessed the firing 
trigger was engaged and the cartridge deployed for five seconds. This is a 
safety feature of Taser devices, in that they will automatically stop after five 
seconds. He added that full NMI was achieved, with Mr A receiving 19 pulses 
per second and up to 1200 volts per pulse. 

205. As Mr A began to fall forwards, PC 2’s hand was originally on his left tricep, but 
he very quickly moved this hand to the top of Mr A’s shoulder, as if to guide the 
direction of his fall. 

 
3 See Appendix 6 – Data downloaded from Taser. 
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206. Witness D observed what happened and could clearly hear the sound of the 
Taser as it sounded ‘electrical’, just like ‘barber’s clippers.’ 

207. PC 1 later said, ‘I fired my Taser and this had the desired effect of stopping Mr 
A’s escalating behaviour.’ 

208. When Mr A fell onto the floor, his hands were still close together and he was 
unable to use them to break his fall. His glasses fell from his face. He landed 
with his head in the space between two petrol pumps and his feet were close to 
PC 1’s police vehicle.  

Energy discharged from the Taser on a further six occasions 

Events leading to Taser Discharge 2, at 11.03:10pm and Taser Discharge 3, at 
11.03:11pm 

209. As the 5 second cycle of energy continued, Child L became extremely 
distressed. PC 2 immediately bent forward to comfort him and sought to 
reassure him that Mr A would be okay. Male Y stepped forwards between the 
blue BMW and PC 1’s police vehicle and came closer to the events. 

210. PC 1 described the incident as intense as Male Y came towards him; he said 
he attempted to keep his attention on both men. He told Male Y to “Move 
back”. PC 2 looked up from Child L and also told Male Y to move back, 
however he did not comply. 

211. PC 2 later said: 

• ‘I was then dealing with a potential further threat and this was an 
additional impact factor for me now to deal with, not knowing any 
information about the bystander or what his intentions were at that point 
when coming over towards me and whether that was to aid Mr A or 
attack/assault me.’ 

• ‘I do not suggest that I believed that this man was going to attack me, 
but he created an “unknown”.’ 

• ‘This man added additional impact factors for me to deal with and upon 
the deployment of Taser, caused me to have to divert my attention away 
from Mr A and onto him.’ 

212. PC 2 took hold of Child L’s hand, leaving PC 1 to deal with Mr A on his own. 

213. When PC 1 turned from Male Y and regained focus, Mr A moved his left arm 
from his side to the ground above his head. He placed his weight on his left 
elbow and lifted his head and chest from the floor whilst looking in the direction 
of PC 2 and Child L. 

214. PC 1 said, ‘As I looked down it appeared to me Mr A was trying to get up using 
his arms to lift his chest up. I did not want Mr A to get back up to his feet.’ 

215. PC 1 then re-energised his Taser twice in very rapid succession and said 
“Don’t.” 
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216. Analysis of the data from the Taser revealed energy was discharged at 
11.03:10pm (Discharge 2) and 11.03:11pm (Discharge 3). 

217. Mr B stated ‘Discharge 2’ resulted in a successful connection, but the 
connection lasted less than 0.1 seconds. NMI was achieved, as two pulses 
were received up to 1200 volts. He said he believed PC 1 applied only quick 
pressure to the button before release, saying it could be the officer believed he 
had pressed the arc button properly but possibly ‘edged’ the required area with 
his finger, and so not gaining the required pressure. 

218. PC 1 later explained that the button was a gel-based button: ‘My thumb may 
not have been perfectly on. My intention was to energise however with the 
adrenaline of the incident and also the third party drawing close to me, my 
thumb may have slipped on and off resulting in “edging”.’ 

219. When the energy from Discharge 2 was applied to the probes, Mr A 
momentarily convulsed. 

220. Mr B said the data revealed the Taser was immediately re-energised 
(Discharge 3) and resulted in a successful connection, with a duration of 0.6 
seconds. Mr A received 11 pulses, up to 1200 volts. 

221. PC 1 later indicated that these two discharge events, although registered 
separately, appear to be one event, ‘evidenced in the short amount of time 
from the “edge” to the application of the second energise.’ 

222. When the energy from ‘Discharge 3’ was applied to the probes, Mr A again 
convulsed momentarily. 

Events leading to Taser Discharge 4 - 11.03:15pm 

223. PC 1 continued to instruct Mr A to put his hands behind his back, however, 
whilst on the floor, Mr A moved to his left and pulled the bottom of his T shirt 
away from his waist. He rolled onto his right side. As he tucked his right elbow 
under his body, PC 1 told him to put his hands behind his back.  Mr A did not 
comply with the instruction but placed his weight on his right elbow and, 
together with his left hand on the floor, and still holding the base of his T shirt 
away from his body, pushed himself up towards a sitting position. 

224. PC 1 said he was conscious PC 2 had hold of the child as Mr A tried to sit up, 
so he began shouting for Mr A to put his hands behind his back. His stated 
rationale for this was he did not want to stand in front of him and have the 
possibility of being struck or kicked. 

225. PC 1 said he reactivated his Taser for the fourth time, to prevent Mr A from 
getting to his feet. 

226. Mr B said the data revealed that when the Taser was re-energised at 
11.03:15pm (Discharge 4), there was a successful connection of 1.75 seconds, 
with 29 pulses received at 1200 volts. 
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227. Mr A convulsed, rolled back onto the floor and brought his knees up towards 
his chest. When the energy stopped and on at least two occasions, Mr A 
moved his left hand from his right to left across his abdomen, close to where 
the Taser probe in his waist band was located. This was where he had earlier 
pulled the lower part of his T shirt away from his body. 

228. At this point, PC 2 picked up Child L in his arms, turned his back from PC 1 and 
walked a short distance away. Child L immediately stopped crying. 

229. Child L asked, “Where am I going? Where am I going?” In response, PC 1 said, 
“Not going anywhere. You’re not going anywhere. You’re alright.” The officer 
first gently patted the child on his left shoulder and then gently touched the left 
side of the child’s head and reassured him that his “Daddy was fine.” 

Events leading to Taser Discharge 5 - 11.03:21pm 

230. PC 1 later said that, as PC 2 was with the child, he felt he was on his own to 
deal with Mr A. 

231. PC 1 used his radio to inform his control room that he had discharged his Taser 
and repeated his request for a van. 

232. As PC 1 concentrated on his radio transmission, Mr A was laying on his right 
side and looked down towards his waist band. He again moved his left arm 
backwards and forwards in the area of the Taser probe in his waist band. 

233. PC 1 refocused on the actions of Mr A and activated his Taser for the fifth time. 
He again instructed Mr A to put his hands behind his back. Mr A convulsed and 
the movements of his left hand stopped. 

234. Mr B said the data revealed that when the Taser was re-energised at 
11.03:21pm (Discharge 5), there was a successful connection of 1.7 seconds, 
with 28 pulses received, up to 1200 volts. 

Events leading to Taser Discharge 6- 11.03:35pm 

235. PC 1 knelt down behind Mr A and put his knee onto his side. He said he 
intended to prevent Mr A from getting up. 

236. As PC 1 lowered himself, he again told Mr A to put his hands behind his back. 
He leant across to take hold of Mr A’s left arm, however Mr A did not comply 
with his instruction. 

237. PC 1 said, ‘I had my Taser held in my right hand and I took hold of his left arm, 
he continued to tense his arm and put it into a fist. I then watched him lock his 
arms into his chest.’ 

238. As the officer said, “Release the grip of your hands and put them behind your 
back now”, Mr A placed his left hand on the floor in front of him and lifted his 
chest off the floor. As PC 1 again told him to put his hands behind his back, Mr 
A placed his right hand on the floor in front of him, above his head, and 
continued to lift his chest, with his right elbow touching the ground. 
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239. Mr A lifted his torso off the floor and appeared to make an attempt to get onto 
his knees. 

240. In his statement, PC 1 gave the following description: 

‘He then placed his hands on the floor and again attempted to stand up again. I 
was in significant fear he was going to stand to his feet. I re energised the 
Taser again which caused him to go down on the floor…’ 

241. PC 1 added, ‘I was conscious Mr A would want to get to his child who was 
being led away from him and had already fought with us to get to his child. I did 
not want that to happen again. My tactical communications were being ignored. 
His movements were unbalancing me as I was kneed [sic] down onto his side 
to try and stop him from getting up.’ 

242. As PC 1 repeated his instructions for Mr A to put his hands behind his back, he 
activated his Taser for the sixth time. 

243. Mr B said the data revealed that when the Taser was re-energised at 
11.03:35pm (Discharge 6), there was a successful connection for 1 second, 
with 17 pulses received, up to 1200 volts. 

244. Mr A slumped forwards, from his knees and onto his right side. His left side 
was uppermost and he was able to look to his left, towards PC 1. 

Movements from Mr A at 11.03:49pm that did not result in a Taser discharge 

245. At 11.03:39pm, Mr A brought both of his hands in front of his face and said, 
“Here. Here. Here are my hands.” PC 1 knelt behind him, holding his Taser in 
his right hand, using his left hand to take hold of Mr A’s left arm and continued 
to command Mr A to place his hands behind his back. Mr A did not comply. 

246. PC 2 also told Mr A to put his hands behind his back and added, “You’re 
frightening your child.” 

247. PC 1 later said: 

‘I still had hold of Mr A’s left arm, I was on my own, I had no assistance to take 
hold of his arms and did not want to move to his front or release my grip of my 
Taser or his arm. It was at this time I saw a barb had connected with Mr A’s 
right hand and was bleeding; he was trying to reach to the barb.’ 

PC 1 pulled Mr A’s left wrist and brought his hand down to his left side. 

248. At 11.03:49pm, as Mr A was told to lay on his side, he looked over his left 
shoulder towards PC 1, again put weight on his right elbow, rolled forwards and 
lifted his chest off the floor. 

249. PC 1 said, “No. Stay there. Do not try to get up” and then repeated his 
instructions to put his hands behind his back. 

250. On this occasion, Mr A followed the instruction not to get up. He rolled onto his 
right side and told the officer “Here are my hands.” The officer did not 
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discharge his Taser but said, “Listen to the instructions I am giving you.” 
However, Mr A again did not put his hands behind his back. 

251. The officer later added: 

• ‘At 23:03:49 I did not believe that Mr A was actively trying to get up, 
however I was constantly assessing his behaviour and threat in line with 
the National Decision-making Model. Mr A was positioned on his side 
and communicating with me, responding to what I was saying to him. At 
that point, I believed his body movements were to assist him in attempts 
to communicate.’ 

• ‘I believed that he still posed a risk of injury or escape, he was not 
handcuffed. As he was communicating back, I wanted to allow this to be 
effective.’ 

252. At 11.04:03pm, as PC 1 was holding on to Mr A’s left arm and PC 2 was 
holding Child L, Male Y walked very close and between the two police officers. 
Both officers turned their attention to him, telling him to move away. However, 
Male Y squatted down in front of PC 1 and continued to record the events at 
very close range. 

253. PC 1 said having a third party there presented additional considerations and 
removed additional options for him in regards to his personal protective 
equipment and restraints: 

• ‘Having a third party in close proximity prevented my use of CS spray 
and baton. CS may have incapacitated this third party as well as myself, 
Mr A’s son and my colleague PC 2.’ 

• ‘Although he then positioned himself in front of Mr A, I was continually 
having to look about where he was and what he was doing presented 
additional impacts for me, as I needed to assess and gauge his 
behaviour. The Taser was already connected to Mr A with probes/wire 
with a direct connection, using this approved device allowed me to use 
the device without causing a risk to third parties.’ 

254. PC 1 regained focus on Mr A and told him to stay where he was until he could 
get other officers there. The officer reminded him he was still connected to the 
Taser and told him not to get up or continue to be physical, otherwise he would 
again be Tasered. 

Events leading to Taser Discharge 7 - 11.05:25pm 

255. As Mr A lay on the floor, PC 1 told him he was also under arrest for assaulting 
two emergency workers and told him to stop tensing his arm, not to get up and 
to stay where he was. 

256. At 11.05:10pm, PC 1 moved his left hand from Mr A’s left wrist and transmitted 
a radio message. Mr A’s left wrist dropped to the floor and he rolled slightly 
forwards until he was facing the ground with both hands in front of him. 
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257. At 11.05:11pm, the BWV recorded Mr A putting weight through his right elbow, 
lifting his right shoulder slightly and moving his left hand as if it was close to his 
right hand, where one of the Taser probes was lodged. 

258. At 11.05:18pm, PC 1 took hold of Mr A’s left arm, brought it back by his left 
side and told him to keep his arm there. During this movement Mr A used his 
right hand and apparently gathered the trailing wires of the Taser. 

259. At 11.05:22pm as PC 1 held onto Mr A’s left wrist, Mr A looked over his left 
shoulder directly at the officer. PC 1 said, “Don’t try to stand up. Do not try and 
stand up.” 

260. At 11.05:24pm, whilst still fixing his gaze upon PC 1, Mr A moved his right 
elbow backwards, placed his body weight on it and lifted his chest and head off 
the floor. 

261. At 11.05:25pm, as Mr A continued to move, PC 1 discharged his Taser for the 
seventh and last time. Mr A convulsed briefly to his left side and was pushed 
forwards onto the floor by the officer. Mr A was told to get on the floor 
otherwise he would be Tasered again. 

262. Mr B said the data revealed the Taser was re-energised (Discharge 7) at 
11.05:25pm for 1.8 seconds. There was a disrupted connection. Pulses were 
below 1000 volts, which indicated NMI was unlikely to be achieved. He said 
this was possibly caused by a broken connection, a barb fallen out but which 
had remained close to the body, or the barbs were lodged in clothing and any 
subject movement was breaking the current. 

263. Following Taser Discharge 7, Mr A laid face down on the floor. Male Y 
continued to record events from the front of PC 1. PC 2 held Child L in his arms 
and called to Mr A, “Do as you’re told”. Child L also shouted towards Mr A. 

264. Sixteen seconds later, at 11.05:41pm, additional police vehicles with blue lights 
and sirens activated entered the petrol station forecourt. Mr A looked up, 
towards the approaching vehicles, and PC 1 warned him not to get up. 

265. PC 1 later said: 

‘I felt relieved to see my colleagues. I was trembling from adrenaline and this 
extraordinary incident was something I have never faced before in my career in 
the police service.’ 

266. When recalling the actions of the police, Witness D later said: 

• ‘I saw Mr A move whilst on the floor, but I thought this movement was 
involuntary. When he did move the officer Tasered him again. 
Throughout the Taser officer kept shouting for Mr A to put his hands 
behind his back, but I don’t think he was capable of that. I think he was 
Tasered at least six times.’ 

• ‘I don’t know what happened before I started recording the incident, but 
from what I saw it didn’t seem right to me.’ 
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Events upon the arrival of additional police officers 

267. As the responding officers approached, PC 1 took his left hand from Mr A, 
pointed to Male Y and said to his colleagues, “Get rid of him.” At this, Male Y 
turned his telephone towards the attending officers and walked away from the 
immediate vicinity, followed by an officer. 

268. When PC 1 released his hold of Mr A to point, Mr A put both hands in front of 
him and used his left hand to touch the Taser probe lodged in the back of his 
right hand. PC 1 told him to leave it and repeated for him to put his hands 
behind his back. 

269. PC 2 said he saw Mr A:  

‘Try and remove one of the Taser barbs from his right hand, on seeing this I 
believed that this was him trying to take control again knowing that if he 
removed it he could get up and in my opinion this would escalate the situation 
back to the beginning.’ 

270. PC 1 took hold of Mr A’s right arm and placed this behind his back. He asked a 
colleague to assist with handcuffing, but Mr A said, “No. Please. No cuffs.” 

271. As both officers placed Mr A in handcuffs, positioned behind his back, PC 2 put 
Child L onto the floor and said, “Come on. Do you want to sit with me?” He took 
hold of Child L’s hand and walked behind PC 1’s police vehicle and out of sight 
of Mr A being handcuffed and said, “We’ll look after you ‘til your Mummy 
comes, alright? We’ll look after you.” 

272. As soon as the handcuffs were applied, PC 1 rolled Mr A onto his side and told 
him to bring his knees up towards his chest. Mr A was no longer laying face 
down and on his chest and was able to look towards PC 1. The officer 
reminded him of the offences for which he was under arrest. 

273. Child L asked PC 2 questions. He enquired where his dad was going and if he 
was going to hospital. PC 2 said Mr A wasn’t going anywhere at that moment, 
but they would take him to hospital. He reassured Child L his daddy was fine. 
When they spoke about his “mummy” Child L said he needed his daddy’s 
phone to contact her. 

274. PC 2 and Child L searched the interior of the Blue BMW, but were unable to 
locate the telephone. The child said the telephone was likely to be in his 
daddy’s pockets. 

275. PC 2 sat the child in his police car to keep warm and returned to PC 1. 

276. Mr A was helped to his feet and taken to a police van that had arrived. PC 1 
recovered from the floor of the petrol station the Taser barb Mr A had removed 
from his right hand. He also gathered together the spent cartridge from the 
Taser and other material connected to the Taser firing. 

277. PC 1 later said that, as Mr A was to be taken to hospital, he ensured aftercare 
was completed with him and that the remaining barb in his waistband was not 
in his skin. That Taser barb was removed from his clothing by another Taser 
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trained officer. PC 1 spoke to the officer who was taking Mr A to hospital, to 
make sure he informed the doctors that Mr A had been subject to Taser 
discharge and required an ECG on his heart rhythm. 

278. When PC 2 approached PC 1, PC 1 said, “It had to be done that.” PC 2 
responded and said, “Of course it did. Because he was using the kid as a 
shield. And he was going to try and walk away with him in his arms.” As the two 
officers spoke, PC 2 also said, “He was strong weren’t he?” PC 2 replied, “Very 
strong.” 

279. PC 2 asked one of the officers to enquire with Mr A in the police van if he had 
his mobile telephone on him or whether he could provide the address of the 
child’s mother. No telephone or address were obtained. 

280. Subsequent examination of police custody records revealed no mobile 
telephone was recovered from Mr A or from the car. 

281. PC 2 again spoke to Child L to identify where he lived, but the child could not 
assist. 

282. In his statement, PC 2 later said: 

‘In my 30yrs of service this is only the second time that I have come across 
someone who was as strong and unreasonable in front of their own children 
placing them in immediate danger by his own actions.’ 

283. PC 1 and PC 2 took Child L to Stretford police station where PC 1 remained 
with him. 

284. He said that from finding him unrestrained in the front seat, having been driven 
at such speeds, the child was at the forefront of his mind. 

285. The officer said that whilst at the police station, he spoke to the child, provided 
him with something to eat and drink and kept him warm until he fell asleep. PC 
1 said he made contact with social services and then a family member, who 
came to the police station and took care of the child. He added it was: 

‘My sole priority, from finding him a suitable place to stay with an appropriate 
adult, to comforting him, to try and make him as comfortable as possible given 
what he had witnessed and his earlier upset.’ 

286. PC 1 later completed a ‘Use of Force monitoring form’, indicating that out of 
nineteen available tactics, he used the following in the order listed: 

• Tactical Communication 

• Unarmed Skills 

• Taser 

• Ground Restraint 

• Handcuffing - Non-Compliant 

287. The tactics listed on the use of force monitoring form as unused were: 
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Handcuffing Compliant 

Baton Drawn 

Baton Used 

CS Drawn 

CS Used 

AEP Aimed 

AEP Used 

Dog Deployed 

Dog Bite 

Firearms 

Shield 

Spit Guard 

Restraints 

Other Improvised 
 

288. The same form listed his reasons to use force:  

• Protect self 

• Protect public 

• Protect other officers 

• Prevent offence 

• Effect arrest 

• Prevent escape. 

289. PC 1 and PC 2 were later asked to provide additional information. The risks 
associated with Covid-19 meant the information was gathered by means of a 
questionnaire. 

290. Upon the first firing of the Taser, NMI was effective and Mr A fell to the floor. 
The BWV revealed at this point that PC 1 turned away from Mr A, raised his left 
hand towards Male Y and said, “Move back. Move back”. PC 2, who had 
started to comfort Child L, also raised his right hand towards Male Y and also 
told him to move back. 

291. The officers were asked why they prioritised speaking to Male Y over applying 
restraints upon Mr A whilst NMI was effective.  

292. PC 1 said he wanted to have sight of Male Y, ‘…as I did not want him to 
become a second threat towards me. The intention of my tactical 
communication over a restraint was to ensure I was not dealing with a second 
threat or a person who wanted to assist Mr A...’ 

293. PC 2 said Male Y was a distraction, along with possibly being a threat, 
dependant on how they dealt with him. He said he considered tactical 
communication with him was the best option, adding, ‘Mr A would have taken 
any distraction as a clear opportunity to get to his feet and regain control of the 
situation.’ 

294. PC 2 was asked why he prioritised comforting Child L over assisting PC 1 to 
apply restraints upon Mr A. 

295. He said: 

‘My consideration was the welfare of the young child and as could be seen he 
was clearly distressed by what was happening. I was conscious that if he was 
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left alone and due to his distressed state he might run off in a panic and he was 
near to a busy main road and it was night time which could have put him in 
danger. He could have run off into the estate nearby and got himself lost.’ 

296. PC 2 was asked what prevented the child from being replaced in the vehicle, 
thereby enabling both officers to restrain Mr A. 

297. He said the child was his main concern. He said Mr A was on the floor and he 
was still connected to the Taser. He explained that PC 1 was shouting verbal 
tactical communications but it was obvious that he was not being compliant, as 
he had his arms locked into his chest and was not presenting them. He said he 
did not want the child to further witness his resistance to PC 1, given the 
distressed state he was in. He said that, in hindsight, he could have made a 
decision to assist his colleague as a priority over the immediate welfare of the 
child and place him in the police vehicle, however they had previously 
attempted to gain control by using physical means, which resulted in both 
officers being pushed away. 

298. PC 1 was asked if he could have asked his colleague to place the child into the 
car and assist with applying restraints. He said, ‘In the context of the situation 
as it unfolded, this is perhaps an unrealistic expectation.’ 

299. He added: 

‘I believe that PC 2’s focus at that point was the welfare of the child, which 
therefore naturally took his attention away from assisting me. I could hear PC 
2, quite reasonably, trying to pacify Child L. The ideal situation, for the use of 
Taser, is that two officers are able to deal with the subject, however, due to the 
presence of a child, this took this opportunity away and I was effectively single 
crewed.’ 

300. The officers were asked to provide more information on why Mr A wasn’t 
handcuffed when his hands were to the front. 

301. PC 2 said he did not recall Mr A putting his hands behind his back when 
instructed or offering them to the front. He added. ‘I do recall however that 
when Mr A’s hands were in front of him, he used them to be physical with PC 
1.’ 

302. PC 2’s BWV revealed that he was speaking to Male Y when Mr A dropped his 
arms in front, with his hands below his waist and said, “My hands are here.” 

303. PC 1 said: 

‘I do not believe there was any point where Mr A offered his hands to the front. 
I have had the benefit of viewing the footage from my Police Vehicle and this 
confirms that Mr A did not offer his hands, but to the contrary, was at various 
times, pushing me away, thrashing his arms, taking hold of me and did an open 
palm strike on me causing me to be pushed backwards.’ 

304. PC 1 continued, saying he has previously been taught handcuffing techniques 
to the front, but went on to say: 
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• ‘The Personal Safety training I have received in the last two years no 
longer refreshes/trains to handcuff to the front, nor do trainers advocate 
handcuffing to the front given the ability for the handcuffs to be used as 
a weapon and the limited control over the subject.’  

• ‘During my service when we have been trained to handcuff to the front 
and has been advocated, I would only ever do this when dealing with a 
'compliant' subject (i.e. compliant to be transported in a vehicle whilst 
single crewed) and given the circumstances of this incident, I would not 
have handcuffed to the front due to the demeanour of the subject, 
intoxication, unpredictable behaviour and his active resistance.’ 

• ‘In this instance, I decided not to handcuff to the front given the 
unpredictability of Mr A, his behaviour displayed was very much ‘up and 
down’… he would still have had some use of his arms if handcuffed to 
the front, this may have allowed him to once again overpower me or use 
the handcuffs as a weapon.’ 

305. PC 1 was asked whether, given that Mr A was either unwilling or unable to 
comply with instructions to place his hands behind his back, were continued 
Taser discharges the only way he could seek compliance. 

306. Describing himself as 'single crewed', PC 1 said he had no assistance to get Mr 
A’s hands behind his back to allow handcuffing. He stated that to attempt this 
on his own required holstering his Taser, preventing immediate access to its 
use again. 

307. He said that, in training, this is done with an element of compliance (i.e. if the 
subject had placed his hands behind his back and was listening to instructions) 
only then would the Taser be holstered. 

308. He said the only other personal protective options apart from Taser would have 
been unarmed defence tactics, baton or CS Spray. He said he had already 
actively tried unarmed defence tactics and had been shoved away. Mr A’s 
strength overwhelmed his and he was unable to control him single handed due 
to the impact factors being against him. 

309. PC 1 said that the use of baton would have potentially caused more injury to Mr 
A and also posed risk to the third parties nearby. He said CS would have been 
unsuitable as this would undoubtedly have had an impact on him [PC 1] but 
also Taser had been deployed and CS is not to be used alongside a Taser 
deployment 

310. PC 1 pointed out that as Mr A was already on the floor, he was unlikely to 
sustain any indirect injury, such as from falling. 

311. PC 2 was asked why, given that Mr A was on the floor with his hands in front of 
him saying, “Here. Here are my hands” after the Taser had been discharged on 
the sixth occasion, he didn’t then assist PC 1 with handcuffing. 

312. PC 2 said he was aware that other officers were travelling urgently towards 
them to assist. He said he decided to keep hold of Child L, to prevent him 
running back towards his dad and to stop him from running away, potentially 
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towards the main road or towards any vehicles that may have been turning into 
the garage. He stated that whilst he was holding onto Child L, he was calming 
him down. 

313. Both officers were asked how the racial background of Mr A, or his son 
influenced their decisions to use Taser. 

314. PC 2 said their racial background had no bearing and Mr A ‘set the tone as to 
how force was used by his own aggressive behaviour.’ 

315. PC 1 said Mr A’s racial background did not influence his decision to use Taser, 
adding that the significant factor was his strength, which could have been a 
factor in many cases irrespective of race. 

The police interview of Mr A 

316. Following his assessment at hospital, Mr A was taken to Pendleton custody 
office. He arrived there at 2.08am on Thursday 7 May 2020 and his detention 
was authorised. 

317. At 2.16am, the custody officer recorded on the detention risk assessment 
report that Mr A said he suffered from asthma. 

318. A log that recorded the property Mr A had with him at the time of his detention 
did not indicate that he had with him medication for symptoms of asthma. 

319. During his time in police detention, Mr A completed an evidential breath test 
procedure. He also received further medical assessments from health care 
professionals.  

320. The information provided by the health care professionals and recorded on the 
custody record did not indicate that Mr A complained of or was provided with 
treatment or medication for asthma whilst in custody. 

321. DC 3 and DC 4 conducted a police interview with Mr A under criminal caution 
between 2.55pm and 3.35pm that day. During the interview they arrested Mr A 
for an additional offence of child neglect. 

322. DC 3 said: 

        “So I am now going to further arrest you on suspicion of child neglect.  The 
circumstances being that you have been recorded driving at 72mph on Chester 
Road in Stretford, which is a 30mph zone.  A police patrol has requested for 
you to stop, and when you’ve come to a stop, there is a 5 year old child in the 
front seat of the vehicle, not in a car seat or secured by a seat belt, and when 
the officers have requested a sample of breath, you have refused, and become 
aggressive towards the police, and have used your child, used the child, has 
placed it in front of you between yourself and the police Taser.” 

323. Mr A was represented by a solicitor throughout the interview. His solicitor read 
the following statement on his behalf: 

        “I live at [address provided] with my son and partner [name provided]. On the 
evening of the 6th of May 2020, I had an argument with [my partner], and as a 
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result [my partner] told me to leave the property with [Child L]. I left the property 
with [Child L], I tried to put him in the rear of the car, in the car seat, but he was 
upset, and I let him sit in the front seat with his seat belt on, in order to go to a 
friends in Sale to stay the night. I accept driving along Chester Road a bit fast, 
and I accept that officers told me to pull over. I stopped the car at the BP 
Garage, which was the first safest place I could stop. Officers approached my 
car and asked me to provide a sample of breath, and I told them that I was 
asthmatic. My son moved from the front seat of the car, into the rear seat. My 
son was crying and as he’s opened the rear door of the car, I went to comfort 
him. I picked my son up, and the officers told me to put him down. Then they 
started to push and pull me. I possibly pushed them away, saying I was going 
to put my son down properly. The officers pointed the Taser at me. I managed 
to put my son down, and I was then Tasered receiving numerous injuries. At no 
time did I use my son as a shield from the police Taser. I believe I have car 
insurance and pay it monthly. In relation to the journey, I believe it was 
essential, as we had been kicked out of the property, and I needed somewhere 
for us to stay”. 

324. For the majority of the interview, Mr A followed the advice of his solicitor and 
made no comment to the questions asked of him, however he did provide 
some additional information. 

325. When discussing how Child L came to be in the front of the car he said, “The 
child was in the car seat first, but he moved to the front because he was 
crying.” 

326. When DC 3 said, “When he [PC 1] draws the Taser, you get the child out of the 
back of the vehicle and you hold the child, placing the child between yourself 
and the Taser.” Mr A replied, “No. That’s a lie.” 

327. DC 1 said, “The officers then have a bit of a struggle with you to loosen your 
grip… of the child, and one of the officers then takes the child out of your hand 
and Mr A replied, ‘The child is being consoled. The child is crying’”. 

328. When the questioning centred on Mr A taking Child L from the car whilst the 
Taser was being pointed at him he was asked, “Have you got [Child L] out of 
the back of the vehicle so that the officers wouldn’t Taser you?”, “Did you 
intend to use [Child L] as like a human shield.” and “What happens if the 
officers have Tasered and had fired the Taser, while you are getting [Child L] 
out of the vehicle, and it had hit [Child L].” Mr A responded, “It was the wrong 
judgement on their part.”  

329. Mr A was asked if his actions put Child L at risk of suffering injury. He 
responded, “I blame the officer. I have to blame for that.  Not with my part, but 
on their part.” 

330. Mr A added the following points: 

• “I blame them for actions sort of like, by having a decent understanding 
of the environment and the child.” 

• “If somebody is holding something that’s like a gun, and the child 
showed me after I’d been Tasered.  How traumatising is that to a 5-year-
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old.  Who’s irresponsible there?  Couldn’t that have been done 
somewhere that is out of sight, if at all? They’ve escalated a situation…” 

• “These people, these people called for back-up, you know where was I 
going to go?  What was I going to do?  We was ages.  So why would 
they actually sort of like Taser me in front of a 5 year old?” 

• “I’m a parent at the end of the day, I’m a parent first. I’m a parent first.  
Parental instincts kick in to play, if you see your child crying, have to 
make sure that everything is fine.  That’s what a responsible parent 
does.  So that’s what actually happened at the scene.” 

• “I didn’t use him as a shield.  I was consoling and comforting my child.” 

331. DC 3 asked if Mr A thought any of his actions put Child L at risk of harm. Mr A 
replied:  

• “As I explained, comforting him, consoling him. I don’t think, sort of falls 
in line with harming anyone. I blame the officers who actually sort of like 
Tasered me in front of him, and traumatised a 5-year-old.  Because I 
tried to make arrangements for someone to take him, and pick him up.  
Someone to pick the little boy up, but these guys acted sort of like they 
were going to, and then make an impossible like situation of that nature.  
I have no other agency and everything, but it’s a 5-year-old, and I’m 
trying to make arrangements for someone to pick him up…” 

332. As the interview was closing, Mr A was asked if he had anything else he 
wished to explain. He said: 

• “Yeah I think the power of the police officers. I don’t know why they 
acted sort of like they exerted so much, so much force.  I don’t know 
why, because obviously I wasn’t running, I wasn’t sort of like, you know, 
I wasn’t sort of like, I don’t know, but there wasn’t any aggression in my 
act or my behaviour, or anything like that.” 

333. Later Mr A was charged with offences arising out of the incident at the BP 
petrol station and attended court. 

The complaints made on behalf of Mr A 

334. On 18 June 2020, Scott-Moncrieff Associates solicitors, representing Mr A, 
contacted the IOPC and registered complaints on his behalf. 

335. They said Mr A would not be serving a witness statement for the purposes of 
the IOPC investigation, nor would he be available for interview. 

336. On 2 July 2020, the solicitors updated the complaints, the details of which are 
set out within the following paragraphs: 

(1) During the police interview following his arrest, our client was 
questioned as to whether he had tried to use his son as a "human 
shield" before the unjust and disproportionate use of Taser by a police 
officer. Our client totally rejects this extremely disturbing allegation. Our 
client is a loving father and would never use his son as a human shield. 
The allegation is disgraceful and unfounded. Our client simply took his 
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son into his arms to comfort and reassure him as his son was 
understandably in distress and would not stop crying. 

(2) Our client was not a physical threat immediately before being 
Tasered. He was simply concerned for the safety and wellbeing of his 
son, whom he has raised single-handedly following the death of his 
mum, when he was eighteen months old. The use of the Taser was 
therefore unjustified and unlawful. 

(3) The video footage clearly shows that shortly before our client was 
Tasered, the two officers were totally in control of the situation. They 
simply had to attend to the needs of the child first before physically 
restraining our client. At no stage did the officers lose control of the 
situation. At no stage did police officers caution our client about their 
intent to deploy a Taser. It was therefore incumbent upon those officers 
to seek to physically restrain our client. The use of the Taser was 
arbitrary, oppressive, excessive, unwarranted and therefore unlawful. 
The use of the Taser was a disgrace, particularly so in front of a minor; it 
was a gross abuse of police powers. 

(4) The officers had scant regard for the welfare of our client’s son 
despite their vow to serve and protect. The use of the Taser was not 
only an excessive use of force but wholly inappropriate in front of a five-
year-old child. A Taser being deployed in front of a five-year-old child is 
despicable and we find this reprehensible. Clearly, there is need to 
psychologically assess and support our client’s son upon his GP's 
referral for any trauma caused by this disgraceful act as he was 
convinced his father had been shot by the police officer. 

(5) The Taser was deployed on a petrol station forecourt near petrol 
pumps. This was a serious health and safety risk and in breach of 
established police protocols for the use of Tasers. 

(6) Our client was not given any warning that the Taser would be 
deployed. This is in clear breach of established police protocol. 

(7) The officer continued to deploy the Taser without lawful justification 
whilst our client's son witnessed the entire gruesome ordeal, as our 
client lay bleeding, struggling and confused. This was a disgraceful and 
unjustifiable abuse of police powers. 

(8) We are firmly of the opinion that had our client been a white man with 
his son, he would not have been Tasered. Home Office figures show 
Tasers were used against Black people in England and Wales 7.7 times 
more than against white people in 2018-19. 

(9) Two officers were sufficient to physically restrain and detain our 
client without the need to deploy the Taser. If the officers felt that, the 
presence of the child meant that only one officer was available to 
physically restrain our client, the officers should have called for backup. 
Backup did arrive but only after our client was Tasered. Our client 
should have been informed that backup was being called and that his 
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son would be looked after. At no stage did our client attempt to flee the 
scene. Backup was necessary in any event, as it was necessary to 
make arrangements for the care of the child. 

337. The IOPC investigation focussed upon:   

• The officers’ decision to engage with Mr A. 

• Officers’ communication with Mr A, before, during and after his arrest. 

• The use of force against Mr A, with specific reference to the 
environment in which it was used and occurring in front of the child. 

• The aftercare officers provided to Mr A and his son. 

• Whether Mr A’s ethnicity influenced the decision to engage with and use 
Taser upon him. 

• Whether evidence exists to warrant questioning if Mr A had used his son 
as a human shield. 

338. Evidence was gathered from Mr C of GMP, who worked in the Firearms Policy 
& Compliance Unit as a Force Taser Officer. He previously worked as a lead 
trainer in personal safety for the Specialist Operational Training Unit, designing 
and developing training for police officers and staff in line with the College of 
Policing standards and National Police Chiefs’ Council’s (NPCC) Personal 
Safety Manual. 

339. Mr C had access to the BWV footage of the incident, the Personal Safety 
Manual and the Taser training Modules to assist in writing his report. 

340. He was asked to provide advice relating to Personal Safety and police arrest 
tactics, specifically: 

• What tactical options are open to police officers when they conclude 
force is necessary to effect an arrest? 

• Is there a hierarchy of preferred tactical options and if so, is it necessary 
to go through each level incrementally? 

• If there is a hierarchy of tactics where does the use of Taser fit in? 

• Is there any requirement for the holder of a Taser to issue warnings 
when (s)he draws it? Can this be delegated? In this case PC 1’s 
colleague informed the suspect he was at risk of being Tasered, the 
subject responded, “Taser me”, however PC 1 did not personally issue 
any warnings. 

• What tactical reasons would a suspect be handcuffed to the rear in 
preference to handcuffing to the front? 

• What difference is there between “controlling a suspect” using Taser and 
“seeking compliance of a suspect” using Taser? Is there 
training/guidance for officers on this point? 
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341. He said GMP officers are trained annually in a range of personal safety tactics 
to use when dealing with conflict situations. The training is delivered in line with 
the NPCC Manual on Personal Safety and College of Policing guidelines. 

342. The tactics include communication skills, empty hand techniques, restraints, 
use of straight baton, use of incapacitant spray (CS Irritant) and use of rigid 
handcuffs. 

• Communications skills - Use of a number of models and theories to 
communicate effectively with a person. 

• Empty Hand Techniques - These would include punches, open hand 
strikes, elbow strikes and kicks. 

• Control techniques - These are generally termed as restraints and would 
include wrist locks, arm locks, leg locks and other techniques such as 
team restraints. 

• Equipment - Straight baton, CS Irritant spray and rigid handcuffs. 
Specially Trained Officers (STOs) carry the Axon X2 Conductive Energy 
Device (Taser). 

343. Mr C said the level of force chosen by the officer will be dependent on the 
threat faced and the level of resistance of the subject. The officer must also 
take into account the skill levels or experience of the persons involved and 
numerous other ‘impact factors such as gender, age, size, strength, weapons 
etc.’ 

344. He said these impact factors are equally applicable to the subject and officer 
and will affect any decision making. He gave the example of empty hand skills 
being of limited use when facing a threat from a bladed instrument or firearm, 
whereas striking a subject who is completely passive is likely to be excessive. 

345. The Personal Safety Manual provides guidance on the use of force: 

• The action taken must be proportionate in all the circumstances. An 
option is unlikely to be regarded as proportionate where a less injurious, 
but equally effective, alternative exists. 

• There must be a legal basis for taking the action. This can derive from 
either common or statute law. 

• Officers should record their decision, must be able to account for why 
they chose a particular course of action and, in some cases, what other 
options may have been available and why these were not chosen. 

• The action taken must have been necessary to carry out the lawful duty.  

346. Mr C said there is no hierarchy concerning which tactic is appropriate, but it 
should be considered that Taser use is likely to be less injurious than a punch, 
kick, use of baton or firearm, for example. He qualified this by stating that this is 
not always the case, as injury from an unsupported fall having been subjected 
to Taser could in fact cause serious injury. He stated that each case should be 
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examined on the individual circumstances, taking into account the guidance 
above. 

347. When he addressed whether the holder of a Taser can delegate issuing 
warnings of its intended use, Mr C said that, although this question is not 
covered in the guidance, the person who uses the Taser remains accountable 
for their use of force. 

348. He said officers should normally state that they are equipped with a Taser and 
where circumstances permit, officers should provide the subject with a clear 
warning of their intention to use it. He said they should give sufficient time for 
the warning to be heeded, unless to do so would unduly place any person at 
risk or would be clearly inappropriate or pointless in the circumstances of the 
incident. 

349. He explained that in certain circumstances it may be appropriate to provide a 
visual deterrent, such as directing the laser sight (red dots) at the subject. 

350. Mr C added:  

‘In order to consider the safety of other people, officers should communicate 
that they are using a CED by clearly stating “Taser, Taser”, indicating that it is 
being discharged. However, there may be specific reasons why this warning 
may be clearly inappropriate or unnecessary in the circumstances.’ 

351. When addressing the question of handcuffing people to the rear in preference 
to handcuffing them to the front, Mr C said research and analysis showed 
assaults on police officers had increased and one of the areas of danger was 
handcuffing: 

‘The delivery of handcuff training was changed to only cover handcuffing to the 
rear as a default. The rationale for this was that the hands restrained to the rear 
offered the subject less opportunity to assault the officer. The front stack 
technique remains a valid technique in very limited circumstances (i.e. Low 
Threat) and will still be taught on initial courses.’ 

352. He added, ‘PC 1 will have attended personal safety refresher training at least 
twice since this guidance was published and this may have impacted on his 
decision to handcuff to the rear and would be in line with current training.’ 

353. When providing his views on any difference between ‘controlling a suspect’ and 
‘seeking compliance of a suspect’ using Taser, Mr C said there is no specific 
guidance in the Taser training package. He added: 

‘The only reference to compliance in the Taser modules is Taser is not to be 
used to gain compliance for a procedure in custody, e.g. fingerprinting, gaining 
a signature.’ 

354. Mr C went on to say that another reference in the training package covers the 
use of the National Decision Model (NDM) and what options are available if a 
person does not comply with instructions.  
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355. He went on to consider guidance from the Personal Safety Manual around 
inflicting pain as a distraction technique and referred to the passages excerpted 
below: 

356. Distraction techniques: 

• The use of a distraction technique is to weaken a subject’s resistance by 
changing their thought process. In essence, a distraction technique may 
give an officer a window of opportunity in which to apply some kind of 
control upon a subject. This means that such a technique may last under 
normal conditions for a short space of time, or if delivered with more 
power or deeper penetration, for several minutes, when it might disable 
a subject’s limb or ultimately stun them. 

• Pain compliance is documented as an acceptable method of gaining 
control of a subject to prevent further resistance. 

357. Methods of Control: 

• There are many methods by which a subject may be controlled with 
reasonable, necessary, proportionate and justifiable force, while taking 
into account the type and level of injury that may be likely to occur to 
both subject and officer. 

358. Pain Compliance: 

• This is probably the oldest known subject control principle in the history 
of criminal justice. This is because virtually any technique application 
could be turned into a pain compliance technique. Operationally, this 
works on the principle of the ‘pain/reward’ concept. The officer uses a 
combination of verbal commands and pain to discourage the subject 
from further resistance. Once the pain exceeds the subject’s pain 
threshold, which may be artificially raised by the presence of drink, 
drugs, mental illness, or the subject’s determination, then the subject 
may stop resisting. If the subject stops resisting, then the officer rewards 
the subject by relaxing the pressure and relieving the pain. Although the 
brain may be stimulated by the application of a pain compliance 
technique, it is equally important to tell the subject what is required by 
‘loud, repetitive, verbal commands - 

• Whenever subjects are experiencing high levels of pain, auditory 
exclusion or lack of hearing ability may be apparent. Therefore, officers 
need to tell subjects what they want, repeatedly, so that the subject 
knows how to physically comply with the officers’ requests. 

359. Mr C added: 

• ‘If the use of force is “reasonable” in gaining compliance and the Taser 
is a valid tactical option, then clearly the Taser can be used as a 
compliance tool in certain circumstances and this would be in line with 
national training in personal safety. Using pain to change the persons 
thought process and reduce resistance to gain control. This of course is 
subject to the use of force being proportionate, lawful, and necessary in 
the circumstances.’ 
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360. Following a request from the IOPC to the College of Policing, Ms D was 
appointed as a ‘Use of Taser’ subject matter expert (SME), to assist and 
provide her opinion in this case. 

361. Ms D is the Taser Training Co-ordinator and Force Taser single point of contact 
(SPOC) for Dorset Police and holds the national Taser Lead Instructor and 
Taser Technicians qualification. She is responsible for the planning, design and 
implementation of Taser training to Specially Trained Officers and also advises 
Dorset and Devon and Cornwall Police in all matters relating to the operational 
deployment and training of officers carrying Taser. 

362. Ms D is part of the CED National Practitioners’ Group, a group of officers and 
staff assisting in the development of national training and operational guidance. 
During 2019, she was seconded to the College of Policing as a CED curriculum 
designer. 

363. Ms D was asked to consider:  

• Whether the use of Taser followed national guidelines 

• Whether GMP policy reflected the APP 

• Whether the options considered by PC 1 were reasonable in the 
circumstances 

364. Ms D explained CEDs are primarily designed to be laser-sighted and use 
cartridges attached to a cartridge bay, located at the front of the device. When 
the trigger is activated, the cartridges eject a pair of probes attached to 
insulated wires. This mode of use is termed ‘probe mode’. When the two 
probes make contact with the subject, the device delivers an electrical 
discharge that lasts for 5 seconds. This cycle can be stopped, extended or 
repeated. 

365. Ms D reviewed the BWV of the police officers involved and their statements, 
then assessed them against the APP and GMP’s policy on the use of CEDs. 

366. She said, ‘PC 1’s use of Taser was in line with national guidance’, adding that 
Taser is one of a number of tactical options available when dealing with an 
incident with the potential for conflict and this incident sits within that definition. 

367. She said officers should normally identify themselves as police officers and 
state that they are equipped with a CED, clarify who it is they are seeking to 
communicate with and communicate in a clear and appropriate manner. 

368. Ms D assessed PC 1 had already been communicating with Mr A for over six 
minutes prior to drawing his Taser and both police officers were in police 
uniform with high visibility jackets. She stated that both police officers were 
very clear and calm throughout their interaction with Mr A and made significant 
attempts to negotiate their way through the roadside breath test procedure, the 
application of handcuffs and more importantly, in trying to keep Mr A’s son from 
being upset. 

369. She said that where circumstances permit, officers should provide the subject 
with a clear warning of their intention to use a CED. She explained that they 
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should give sufficient time for the warning to be heeded, unless to do so would 
unduly place any person at risk or would be clearly inappropriate or pointless in 
the circumstances of the incident. 

370. Ms D assessed, “PC 1 gave Mr A ample opportunity to consider the many 
warnings he had been given by PC 1 and PC 2.” 

371. She said that, on discharging Taser, in order to consider the safety of other 
people, officers should communicate that they are using a CED by clearly 
stating ‘Taser, Taser’, indicating that it is being discharged. 

372. Ms D assessed that, although this wasn’t audible on BWV, the officer was in 
close proximity to his colleague, who appeared aware of the intention for Taser 
to be discharged. 

373. She said there are a number of risk factors which may influence the operational 
use of CEDs, including flammable material and explosive environments. She 
stated that because the effect may be to set a subject on fire, or cause an 
explosion, this significantly increases the injurious nature of the expected 
outcome and may be fatal, requiring a much higher level of justification. 

374. Ms D said that this incident occurred on a petrol station forecourt, which 
although open to the air, which may reduce the risk of vapour explosion, still 
came with a degree of risk. She added that PC 1 made reference to the 
location of the incident and was aware that petrol vapour is highly flammable. 
She observed that he had a contingency of fire extinguishers within their 
vehicles and on the petrol station forecourt. She noted that PC 1 said they 
effectively had to deal with the situation where it was. 

375. Ms D continued, saying that when assessing risk, PC 1 needed to satisfy 
himself that the tactical option he chooses is the one that will meet his working 
strategy which, in this case was to arrest Mr A and protect him and his 
colleague from harm, using the least amount of force necessary in the 
circumstances and such that the force used was proportionate. 

376. She assessed the BWV, which showed no attempt was made to fill up the 
vehicle with fuel, there was no open fuel pump and there were no clear signs of 
any fuel present around the vehicle itself, factors which may have led PC 1 to 
feel it safe for Taser to be used. 

377. In her report, Ms D said that any officer’s decision to use force sits within the 
framework of the National Decision Model (NDM). She explained that PC 1 
provided a comprehensive rationale for both his initial decision to draw his 
Taser and then to subsequently discharge it. She stated that the cycle can be 
repeated or extended if the desired incapacitation does not appear to take 
effect and provided the further use of force is justified and proportionate in the 
circumstances. 

378. Ms D added that it could have been worth considering handcuffing Mr A at the 
earliest and safest opportunity, as this can assist in reducing risk to both the 
officer and the subject and reduce the overall amount of force used. She 
observed that approximately 4 minutes passed between the Taser being 
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discharged and handcuffs being applied. Ms D added that it is worth noting that 
PC 1 was in effect alone when entering into the subject handling phase and 
therefore consideration should be given to: 

• directing the subject to a position where single officer handcuffing is 
practicable 

• waiting for additional support 

• upon dealing with a subject alone, the CED user should have a 
heightened state of awareness, and consider the necessity for further 
activations, commensurate to the threat posed 

379. When assessing whether GMP’s policy reflected the APP, Ms D evaluated 
GMP’s document entitled, ‘Operational Use of Conductive Energy Devices 
(X26 TASER) by Authorised Firearms Officers (AFOs) and Extended Use of 
CED by Specially Trained CED Officers (STOs) Policy December 2017. 

380. She said that there is a reference within the policy to Taser being used in 
situations where officers are dealing with violence or threats of violence of such 
severity that it is likely that they will need to use force in order to protect the 
public, themselves and/or the subject(s) Ms D added: 

        ‘This statement is outdated and does not reflect the current position which is, “it 
is one of a number of tactical options available when dealing with an incident 
with the potential for conflict.” 

381. Ms D highlighted that there was a segment referring to ‘a CED (Taser) should 
not be used’ where there was a risk of flammability. She said that, although it 
does go on to describe this in more detail and gives a situation where use may 
be necessary, this may be interpreted by GMP police officers and police staff 
differently and so this could restrict an officer’s decision making. 

382. Ms D said: 

‘Any decision to use force should be in line with training policy and guidance 
and in line with the national decision model when dealing with conflict. There 
are a number of occasions within the policy when it refers to ‘authority’ and 
‘authorising officer’. The term ‘authority; in respect of Taser deployment is a 
term that should be removed. This has been covered in a recent national 
circular.’ 

383. Ms D stated that in her opinion, none of the above matters impacted upon the 
incident. 

384. Ms D gave the opinions set out below on whether the ‘options’ considered by 
PC 1 were reasonable in the circumstances. 

385. Tactics can be described as a method of working using agreed processes to 
meet specific objectives. Tactics will often involve teamwork, technical 
knowledge and skills. 

386. In considering the specific tactics, a Taser user should consider whether: 

• A given tactic or combination of tactics will achieve the working strategy 
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• Identified threats are likely to be reduced or eliminated 

• The tactics are proportionate to the potential threat posed 

387. Effective use of the NDM enables an officer to select the most appropriate 
tactical option available in the circumstances. Taser will generally remain a use 
of force option at any conflict incident, provided it is a reasonable and 
proportionate response within existing legislation. 

388. Each tactical option comes with benefits and disbenefits, all of which will 
depend upon the circumstances of the incident. All should be considered and a 
rationale for why not choosing an option recorded as well as why an option was 
chosen.  

389. Ms D observed that PC 1 recorded his options within his statement on multiple 
occasions and he went into detail to show his considerations for each one at 
many stages of the incident. 

390. She added that, at the significant point where PC 1 decided to discharge his 
Taser, he considered and rejected the option of withdrawing. She noted that 
‘PC 1 stated he has no option to withdraw’, as this would have potentially 
allowed Mr A to escape with his child, driving a vehicle whilst he was suspected 
of being over the prescribed limit of alcohol and having already driven at 
excess speed. She stated that this would not meet the working strategy of 
minimising risk to Mr A and his young child. She said that at this point, PC 1 
had made a lawful arrest of Mr A, and in line with the Code of Ethics, the public 
would expect Mr A to be detained and prevented from leaving. 

391. It is noted although Ms D offered her opinion that Mr A could have potentially 
escaped with the child, driving a vehicle whilst he was suspected at being over 
the prescribed limit, driving off was not suggested by PC 1 who said: 

• “I considered withdrawing however I did not want this male to get back 
into the vehicle with his child and cause further problems.” 

• “I had no option to completely withdraw as this would have potentially 
allowed Mr A to escape with his child, whom I had grave concerns for 
given the earlier excessive speeds travelled whilst unrestrained.” 

392. Ms D said communication and negotiating had been employed throughout the 
incident prior to the discharge of Taser: ‘Both officers used calm and 
appropriate language.’ In her opinion, it was clear by the time that Taser was 
discharged that communication skills were no longer effective and that 
continuing would have exposed the officer and potentially the child to more risk, 
had Mr A not listened and driven off. 

393. In her report, Ms D continued her assessment and said that PC 1 made 
reference to the risk of CS incapacitant spray contaminating the officers 
themselves and the child due to their close proximity. 

394. Ms D assessed that for a baton strike to be effective, it needs to be employed 
at close range, however PC 1 was conscious of PC 2 also being in close 
proximity and therefore there may be an increase in risk to him. She noted that 
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PC 1 was also concerned that the impact factors of size and build may result in 
his baton being taken off him. 

395. When Ms D assessed the potential for unarmed strikes, she reported: 

• ‘PC 1 makes continued reference to the size and build [of Mr A] 
comparatively to him. Although there were two officers present, both 
officers were aware of the child and the duty they had to protect and 
care for him. PC 1 made attempts to control Mr A however again these 
failed to be effective.’ 

396. When considering the tactical use of Taser, Ms D said: 

• ‘PC 1 recognised that Taser allows for distance which maximises the 
officer’s safety and utilised the red dot as a tactical option initially. Had 
this been successful it would have meant no physical injury would have 
been caused in the circumstances and risk to the officers and subject 
negated. Effective Taser discharge will create incapacitation. PC 1 was 
going to take advantage of this in order to detain Mr A. PC 1 is acutely 
aware of the presence of the child and that most of the tactical options 
discussed would have been eliminated had Mr A picked up his child 
again.’ 

397. Ms D gave her opinion and said, ‘The options considered were reasonable 
given the circumstances and PC 1 records a full account of his rationale.’ 

398. In conclusion, Ms D gave the following opinions:  

• The police officers executed their duties in line with legislation.  

• They made every attempt to communicate clearly with Mr A.  

• They both gave him ample opportunity to comply with the requirements, 
which he failed to do so and ultimately this led to his arrest. 

• Neither officer could simply walk away from the incident as the risk of Mr 
A driving off, whilst officers suspected him to be under the influence of 
alcohol, with his child unrestrained in the car and having already 
travelled at excess speed may have exposed the child and other 
members of the public to risk. 

• They instead made every attempt to detain and arrest Mr A using the 
least amount of force necessary in the circumstance whilst being 
considerate of the presence of his son. 

399. During this investigation, Mr C said there was no hierarchy of use of force 
tactics but it should be considered that Taser use is likely to be less injurious 
than a punch, kick, use of baton or firearm, for example. 

400. The Faculty of Forensic & Legal Medicine (FFLM), founded by the Royal 
College of Physicians, states on its website it is recognised as the authoritative 
body for the purpose of consultation in matters of educational or public interest 
concerning forensic and legal medicine. 

401. One resource for the FFLM is the Journal of Forensic and Legal Medicine 
which states it ‘Provides a forum for the rapid publication of topical articles on 
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all clinical aspects of forensic medicine and closely related specialities. The 
Journal carries definitive reviews, original communications, hypotheses, 
learning points of important issues, offering critical analysis and scientific 
appraisal.’ 

402. The Journal of Forensic and Legal Medicine Volume 72 (2020) included an 
article titled, ‘Medical implications of conducted energy devices in law 
enforcement.’ 

403. This article draws on data published by the UK Home Office and seeks to 
determine the effectiveness of various police use of force tactics. 

404. The article states that officers are asked to report whether their use of force 
tactics were effective, i.e. whether the technique achieved its tactical aim. 

405. The article stated that the effectiveness of Taser was reported as 68% 
effective, more effective than baton (67%) and irritant spray (54%). 

406. The article explained that the injuries to subjects and associated tactics were 
17% for irritant spray, 13% for baton, and 9% for Taser. 

407. The article outlined that the collection of post incident data provides evidence 
of the relative operational safety of UK police use of Taser: 

        ‘It is accepted by the police that no use-of-force option is risk free, however 
data provided showed a greater incidence of injury to both the officers and 
subject, as a proportion of use, when baton, irritant spray, or physical 
confrontation was used.’ 

408. The evidence outlined in the article indicates that although the use of Taser is 
marginally more effective than use of baton, its use results in fewer injuries. 

409. As one of the complaints made on behalf of Mr A alleged, ‘We are firmly of the 
opinion that had our client been a white man with his son, he would not have 
been Tasered’, enquiries were made to establish whether GMP held records 
that could assist. 

410. Mr B said he was able to search through records to identify Taser incidents 
where children were recorded as being present. 

411. He found that between 2014 and 2019, and in addition to the event involving 
Mr A, six other incidents occurred where children were recorded as being 
present. 

412. All of the incidents involved men and out of the six, the ethnic identity of five of 
them was recorded as white and one recorded as Asian. 

413. As one of the complaints made on behalf of Mr A also indicated ‘Home Office 
figures show Tasers were used against Black people in England and Wales 7.7 
times more than against white people in 2018-19’, the Home Office figures 
were reviewed and enquiries were made to establish what records were held 
by GMP. 
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414. GMP were asked to provide data for the whole force area and in addition, data 
for the Trafford area, which was the neighbourhood where this incident 
occurred. 

415. The term ‘Use of Taser’ includes any of the following actions carried out in an 
operational setting: 

• Drawing the device in circumstances where any person could 
reasonably perceive the action as a use of force 

• Sparking of the device, commonly known as ‘arcing’ 

• Aiming the device or placing the laser sight red dot onto a subject 

• Firing a device so that the probes are discharged at a subject or 
animal 

• Application and discharge of a CED in both angled and drive stun 
modes 

• Discharge in any other operational circumstances, including an 
unintentional discharge 

416. GMP were able to produce up to date information on the total ‘Use of Taser’ for 
the period 01/04/2019 to 31/03/2020. Their data showed the ‘highest level’ of 
Taser usage per incident and ethnicity of subject. 

417. This means, as in the case involving Mr A, where a Taser was drawn, aimed 
and then fired, the only data recorded will be the firing of the Taser as this is 
the ‘highest level’ of Taser usage. 

418. 2011 Census data indicated 3% of the Greater Manchester population were of 
a Black ethnic background and 84% were white. 

419. Out of 170 people across the whole of GMP who had a Taser fired upon them 
during this period, 21 were Black (12%) and 126 were white (74%). 

420. The 2011 Census data indicated 3% of the Trafford population were of a Black 
ethnic background and 86% were white. 

421. Out of 8 people in the Trafford neighbourhood who had Taser fired upon them 
during this period, 1 person was Black (12.5%) and 6 were white (75%). 

422. The 2017 Dame Angiolini Report of the Independent Review of Deaths and 
Serious Incidents in Police Custody (The 2017 Angiolini Report) was also 
assessed. 

423. This review looked at the wide range of circumstances around deaths and 
serious incidents in police custody and of suicides occurring shortly after 
release from police custody. The process involved examination of events from 
the initial restraint or other circumstances preceding the death, through the 
investigation and Inquest to the outcome of these formal investigative 
processes. 

424. The following sections have been drawn from the review document. 
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425. ‘2.5 - Given the inherent risks to both officers and those detained in the event 
of the use of physical force, the ability to de-escalate circumstances which may 
lead to a violent encounter are paramount in the skills set of the individual 
officer. Compliance with an officer’s instruction can be achieved through a 
hierarchy of approaches. Persuasion, calming techniques and negotiation, 
known collectively as de-escalation, may have a more effective impact in 
securing such compliance than directory commands that escalate tension and 
the probability of resistance.’ 

426. ‘2.6 - Circumstances of danger or urgency may not however always permit de-
escalation to take place and the law permits the use of physical restraint, use of 
police batons, sprays and Taser® equipment and, in the most extreme 
circumstances, firearms, where such use is necessary and justified. The use of 
any physical force should be contemplated only where absolutely necessary, 
rather than as a default position to achieve compliance.’ 

427. ‘2.62 - The potential danger of CED use has been highlighted by several 
studies. A literature review ‘Police use of Tasers in mental health emergencies: 
A review’ was published in the International Journal of Law and Psychiatry in 
July 2014 and highlights some of the concerns that have been raised: “The 
overall conclusion of this research is that Tasers (sic) are generally safe with 
healthy, sober subjects, and when used in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
and police departments’ guidelines, but there are several important provisos to 
this conclusion...Tasers (sic) also have the potential to cause severe injuries 
and other adverse effects, resulting from the unique penetrating action of Taser 
(sic) prongs, from muscular contractions, or from falls.”’ 

428. ‘5.18 - The stereotyping of young Black men as “dangerous, violent and 
volatile” is a longstanding trope that is ingrained in the minds of many in our 
society...’ 

429. ‘5.19 - INQUEST4 reported to this review that its casework has revealed a use 
of force and restraint that is disproportionate to the risks posed “especially 
where there is one detainee and a large number of officers”...  

…It is not uncommon to hear comments from police officers about a young 
Black man having “superhuman strength” or being “impervious to pain” and, 
often wholly inaccurately, as the “biggest man I have ever encountered”. Such 
perceptions increase the likelihood of force and restraint being used against an 
individual who may be unwell. The detainee is effectively dehumanised. In such 
circumstances the police officers may also use force and restraint in order to 
gain compliance to the exclusion of any focus on the wellbeing of the detainee 
which can ultimately lead to a medical crisis or death.’ 

 
4 https://www.inquest.org.uk/ - The following information has been drawn from INQUEST’s own web 
site: ‘INQUEST is the only independent charity in the UK which offers, following a state-related death, 
specialist legal, practical and emotional support to the families of those who have died. Our goal is to 
end deaths caused by unsafe systems of detention, the use of force, a lack of care and by institutional 
and multi-agency failures. Where a death has occurred, we work to ensure that the investigation 
process enables families to secure justice. We also work to influence policy through generating 
fundamental and far-reaching change in the investigation, inquest and prosecutorial processes.’ 

https://www.inquest.org.uk/
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430. ‘5.25 - Guidance issued by the Association of Chief Police Officers (now the 
National Police Chiefs’ Council) and the National Policing Improvement Agency 
in 2010 accepted that racial stereotyping “needs to be addressed.”’ 

> Analysis of the evidence 

431. Some of the complaints made on behalf of Mr A allege he was treated 
differently because of the colour of his skin: 

• ‘We are firmly of the opinion that had our client been a white man with 
his son, he would not have been Tasered.’ 

• ‘Home Office figures show Tasers were used against Black people in 
England and Wales 7.7 times more than against white people in 2018-
19.’ 

432. Discrimination can be expressed overtly or unconsciously and means treating 
someone badly or unfairly because of a characteristic they share with others. 

• Conscious bias is to be aware, intentional and responsive. 

• Unconscious bias refers to the prejudices, attitudes and stereotypes that 
unconsciously affect actions and decisions. 

433. Mr A’s ethnicity means he has protected characteristics identified within the 
Equality Act 2010. 

434. Where complaints allege either unlawful or unfair discrimination, the IOPC must 
conduct investigations in accordance with the IOPC Guidelines for Handling 
Allegations of Discrimination. 

435. These guidelines state that where an allegation is made that a person was 
treated differently by the police because of their race, it will be relevant to 
consider the test of ‘direct discrimination’ under the Equality Act. 

436. The key elements of the test for direct discrimination are whether Mr A received 
‘less favourable’ treatment and whether this was because of his race. Less 
favourable treatment means being treated differently or worse. 

437. ‘Less favourable treatment’ suggests a comparison – i.e. ‘less favourable than 
a person in the same situation who does not have the same protected 
characteristic.’ 

438. The Equality and Diversity Standard of Professional Behaviour states that 
police officers must not discriminate unlawfully or unfairly. Unlawful 
discrimination, means ‘prohibited conduct’ under the Equality Act, which 
includes ‘direct discrimination’, where someone is treated less favourably than 
another person because of a protected characteristic. 

439. In addition to analysing whether the police officers involved in this case were 
acting in line with local and national policies, procedures, legislation and 
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training, this report will analyse their actions and behaviours in relation to the 
relevant tests for prohibited conduct under the Equality Act. 

440. At 10.53pm on Wednesday 6 May 2020, PC 2 was engaged in speed 
enforcement duties on Chester Road. This had been identified as a location 
where excessive speed by motorists was a risk warranting police enforcement 
activity. 

441. PC 2 recorded the approaching vehicle being driven by Mr A was travelling 
towards him at 72mph whilst it was 370.3 metres away. He said he had no prior 
knowledge of the approaching vehicle or those within it. 

442. When PC 1 arrived he also had no prior knowledge of the vehicle approaching 
at speed or those within it. 

443. Although there is no evidence to indicate PC 2 asked him to assist with 
stopping the blue BMW, the evidence indicates that PC 1’s decision to follow 
and assist his colleague was logical and appropriate. He was, however 
unaware of the full details of PC 2’s interest in the car or its occupants. 

444. When PC 2 activated his blue lights, the brake lights of the blue BMW 
illuminated briefly, suggesting the brakes had been applied and then released 
before the vehicle continued its progress along Chester Road. PC 2 then 
flashed his headlights and manoeuvred his police vehicle, causing the BMW to 
stop. 

445. At this point, PC 2 was positioned beyond the entrance to the BP petrol station. 
The blue BMW, still on the live carriageway, had almost gone beyond the 
entrance and had not committed to turning onto the forecourt when it stopped. 

446. When Mr A began moving the car again, he steered his vehicle left and drove 
awkwardly around PC 2’s car, entering the BP petrol station forecourt where he 
stopped alongside a petrol pump. PC 2 said he believed Mr A had failed to stop 
when instructed to do so. 

447. The evidence indicates the police officers were acting in line with local and 
national policies, procedures, legislation and training when they sought to stop 
Mr A as he drove the motor vehicle in Chester Road. 

448. The evidence also indicates an objective and non-discriminatory reason for 
stopping the blue BMW. 

449. By the time PC 1 approached, Mr A had already turned his engine off and 
placed the keys in his pocket. 

450. When PC 1 approached the car, he saw Child L and later said, ‘I was shocked 
that the young child had been unrestrained whilst travelling at excessive 
speeds. 

451. When PC 2 initially spoke to Mr A and pointed out the offence of speeding, he 
made reference to the child, saying 72mph was too fast, especially with a child 
in the car.  
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452. Although Mr A has not provided an account of the events to the IOPC, he did 
provide some information to officers during his police interview. He said he 
accepted he was driving ‘a bit fast’. He said he’d earlier argued with his partner, 
who had told him to leave. He said he was taking the child to a friend’s in the 
area when the police stopped him and as he was travelling, Child L had 
climbed from the rear of the car into the front. 

453. When PC 2 and PC 1 spoke with him, Mr A only spoke briefly before getting 
out of his car. 

454. Analysis of the BWV indicates both officers maintained a calm approach when 
first speaking to Mr A. During this period of calm, Mr A alighted from his vehicle 
and encouraged Child L to join him. The child was also calm and undisturbed, 
observing the unfolding events. 

455. Upon hearing Mr A speak to Child L, PC 2 said they weren’t going anywhere 
and the child would be fine. Child L progressed no further than moving from the 
passenger seat to resting within the vehicle on the driver’s seat. This could be 
seen as an attempt to reassure Mr A. 

456. Both police officers stated that they observed Mr A displayed symptoms of 
being drunk. At one stage, Mr A made an attempt to open the rear passenger 
door of the car, apparently misjudged where the handle was and stumbled 
backwards. A little later he opened the same door with ease, apparently to look 
for Child L who was actually in the front of the car. PC 1 said Mr A’s eyes were 
glazed, his speech was slurred, he was unsteady on his feet and his breath 
smelled of intoxicants. 

457. PC 2 told Mr A they were going to breathalyse him and that they had a power 
to do this, as he had committed a ‘moving traffic offence.’ Mr A rejected the 
notion travelling at excessive speed fell within that description saying, “That’s 
not a Road Traffic Offence.” 

458. The evidence indicates that the decision reached by the officers to require a 
specimen of breath for a roadside breath test was in line with local and national 
policies, procedures, legislation and training. 

459. The evidence also indicates an objective and non-discriminatory reason to 
require Mr A to provide a specimen of breath, as the officers both stated that 
they formed the opinion that he was intoxicated, due to his demeanour. 

460. When the officers informed Mr A that he was to be subjected to breathalyser 
procedures and warned him he was at risk of being arrested he asked, “Can I 
call my missus so she can come and pick up…?” Although he didn’t finish this 
sentence or explicitly say, it can be inferred he was speaking of Child L. 

461. At different stages, Mr A repeated that he wanted to call his ‘missus’ before the 
breathalyser procedure. 

462. The police officers rejected this request. PC 1 said, ‘No, we’re going to do this 
first and then we’ll contact your missus’. 
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463. PC 2 also said they should conclude the procedure first, suggesting they 
should see how he got on and at one point said if Mr A continued to delay, they 
would get Social Services for the child and he would be arrested. 

464. Later, and as a consequence of the arrest, PC 1 said in fact he did contact 
Social Services and then a family member came to the police station and took 
care of the child. 

465. At 10.59pm, as Child L appeared calm, undisturbed and observing the 
unfolding events from the front seat of the BMW, Mr A reached into the car and 
helped the child onto the ground alongside him. 

466. PC 2 continued, apparently to reassure Mr A, saying, “The kiddie’s fine. 
Everything is recorded. [He pointed to his BWV camera]. Everything we say. 
Alright. Your kid’s fine. We’ll sort something. It’s not a problem.” 

467. It is now known that, although Mr A appeared intent on ‘calling his missus’, no 
telephone was added to his list of property whilst in police custody.  This could 
indicate one was not recovered from him or from the vehicle he was using. The 
evidence suggests Mr A believed the phone was somewhere in the car, even 
though it appears it wasn’t. Consequently, it was not possible for him to ‘call his 
missus’. 

468. It is well known that the concentration of alcohol within the body changes over 
time. There is no provision within the Road Traffic Act 1988 to delay providing a 
specimen of breath unreasonably and the legislation provides a power of arrest 
where the person fails to co-operate with the procedure. 

469. The ‘Communication skills’ module of the police personal safety manual offers 
a five-step communication model. This, in part, involves making: 

• A reasoned appeal, explaining why the request has been made, what 
law if any has been broken, and what conduct has caused the request, 
and  

• A personal appeal, reminding the subject that they may be jeopardising 
values that are high priorities to them, such as the loss of respect of their 
partner and family. 

470. Reasoned and personal appeals are capable of altering the mind-set of the 
subject and could assist with de-escalation. 

471. The 2017 Angiolini Report states:  

• ‘The ability to de-escalate circumstances which may lead to a violent 
encounter are paramount in the skills set of the individual officer. 
Compliance with an officer’s instruction can be achieved through a 
hierarchy of approaches. Persuasion, calming techniques and 
negotiation, known collectively as de-escalation, may have a more 
effective impact in securing such compliance than directory commands 
that escalate tension and the probability of resistance.’ 
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472. This was a moment where the officers felt an offence had occurred and the 
lawful procedure of providing a specimen of breath was required of Mr A 
without undue delay. 

473. The evidence shows the officers sought to reassure Mr A that the child would 
be cared for and something would be sorted, however it was not made clear 
whether Mr A would be involved in any ongoing plans for the child. 

474. Further negotiation with Mr A at this stage about the onward care of the child 
might have assisted with de-escalation. 

475. Informing Mr A the consequences of his failure to cooperate with the procedure 
could result in his arrest and Social Services being contacted for Child L 
appear consistent with the communication skills and were capable of de-
escalation. 

476. The evidence indicates that by seeking a specimen of breath without undue 
delay, the officers were acting in line with local and national policies, 
procedures, legislation and training. 

477. The evidence also indicates an objective and non-discriminatory reason to 
require Mr A to provide a specimen of breath without undue delay. 

478. When Mr A removed Child L from the blue BMW, PC 2 said this made him 
uncomfortable and he felt Mr A was delaying the process. He said he ‘had a 
feeling he was going to use the child as some sort of shield to delay or frustrate 
the process.’ 

479. PC 1 said he felt there was no need to remove the child and it was from this 
point that he had a feeling that the incident may escalate. He also said that in 
his opinion Mr A was looking at delaying tactics. He said he requested a police 
van attend as he did not know where the closest unit was and in the event Mr A 
was going to be arrested, he wanted a van nearby. 

480. During this radio transmission, PC 1 referred to Mr A, saying he was “drunk as 
a fart.” This comment provoked a response from Mr A, who challenged the 
officer’s interpretation of his state of intoxication. PC 1 explained to Mr A his 
observations and why he suspected him to be drunk. 

481. Although it was relevant to mention his suspicion that Mr A was intoxicated, the 
use of this colloquialism was arguably provocative and likely did not assist with 
de-escalation. 

482. As PC 1 was talking, the BWV recorded Mr A fixing his gaze into the distance. 
He then reached down with his left hand and took hold of the child’s arm and 
began to walk ahead. 

483. This movement was prevented and the police officers later stated they felt it 
was Mr A’s intention to try to escape prior to the breath test procedure being 
carried out. 
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484. The direction in which Mr A started to walk was across the petrol station 
forecourt and towards Chester Road. 

485. No evidence is available from Mr A to explain his actions. It is possible there 
were subtle, discrete or concealed reasons for his actions, but analysis of the 
available video evidence fails to identify an obvious alternative explanation 
other than an intention to walk away from the officers. 

486. When challenged, Mr A immediately altered his actions, turned and placed 
Child L into the rear of the BMW. 

487. Should a reason have existed for Mr A to take hold of Child L and walk towards 
Chester Road, he did not bring this to the attention of the police officers at any 
point. 

488. PC 1 said he placed his left hand on the right of Mr A’s chest and said, “Don’t 
walk off” to prevent his escape. 

489. PC 2 stepped to his left and blocked the path of Mr A and said he was 
concerned that it was his intention to ‘try and escape prior to the breath test 
procedure being carried out.’ 

490. PC 1 said his intention was to handcuff Mr A in a rear stack to prevent his 
escape and any injury to himself or others. He added, ‘The way he was 
behaving, I genuinely thought he wanted to escape with his small child he had 
with him.’ 

491. The Oxford English Dictionary defines escape as, ‘break free from control; get 
free from someone; succeed in avoiding something unpleasant…’ 

492. The evidence indicates it was reasonable for the officers to interpret Mr A’s 
actions as an intention to leave the scene. 

493. As PC 1 began the process of the breathalyser procedure, Mr A said he was 
asthmatic. 

494. Information published by ‘Lion’5 who describe themselves as ‘experts in breath 
alcohol analysis instrumentation’ states: 

‘Asthma is a variable condition. During an attack, it results in the fine airways 
deep in the lungs becoming restricted; it is said that it becomes rather like 
trying to breathe in and out through a drinking straw.  However, provided the 
person involved is not actually experiencing an asthma attack at the time of the 
test, then in most cases they will be able to supply a specimen of breath 
without any difficulty, and without their condition having any effect on the 
accuracy of the alcohol reading so produced.’ 

495. Guidance offered to police officers on the Police National Legal Database 
states: 

 
5 https://www.lionlaboratories.com/ 
 

https://www.lionlaboratories.com/
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‘(iv) Refusal of breath test - a driver may have good cause (e.g. severe asthma) 
for refusing a breath test, so he does not commit the offence at section 6(4). 

 But that does not mean he escapes the consequences of drink driving. 
Asthmatic or not, if the officer has reasonable cause to suspect he has alcohol 
in his body, he can be arrested (unless he is a hospital patient) and 
subsequently offered the opportunity to give a sample of blood/urine as an 
alternative to breath.’ 

496. In the case Teape v Godfrey (1986) a conviction for failing to provide a 
specimen of breath, where asthma was a point in contention, was upheld. The 
appeal failed as the defendant had not done his best to provide a specimen of 
breath. 

497. Whilst Mr A was with PC 1 and PC 2, he struggled and shouted without 
observable difficulty in breathing. 

498. Notes maintained on his custody record during his time in police detention 
reveal he met with healthcare professionals on a number of occasions, 
however asthma was not documented as a reason for the consultations. No 
medication for asthmatic conditions was held within his property. 

499. Later, during his time in detention at Pendleton custody office, he provided a 
specimen of breath for an evidential breath test procedure. 

500. No evidence is available from Mr A to assist as to why he told PC 1 he was 
asthmatic. 

501. Mr A was required to provide specimens of breath on four occasions: 
11.00:16pm, 11.00:30pm, 11.00:37pm and finally at 11.01:01pm. 

502. The evidence indicates that it was reasonable for the officer to continue with his 
requests for breath specimens, even though Mr A said he was asthmatic. 
There was no evidence to indicate he was suffering with severe asthma or 
actually experiencing an asthma attack at the time. 

503. The power to require a specimen of breath originates from Section 6 of the 
Road Traffic Act 1988 and where a person fails to cooperate without 
reasonable excuse, they can be arrested. No legal provision is made for the 
number of occasions upon which a person fails to cooperate with the process 
before an arrest can be made.  

504. The assessment of the BWV indicates that Mr A was given meaningful 
information and was warned he was at risk of being arrested. He was also told 
the whole process was being video recorded. 

505. After Mr A failed to provide a sample of breath on the third occasion, at 
11.00:37pm PC 1 made it clear he was to give him “one final opportunity.” 

506. At this point, Mr A called over to Male Y to ensure he was recording the events 
on his mobile telephone. No evidence is available from Mr A to explain what 
motivated him to ask Male Y to record the unfolding events. The incident 

https://www.pnld.co.uk/docportal/content/D985.htm
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escalated after this point, as the subject profiled behaviour of Mr A elevated 
from ‘verbal resistance and gestures’ to ‘active resistance’. 

507. When Mr A failed to provide a sample of breath at 11.01:01pm, this 
represented the fourth such failure. 

508. PC 1 told him, “That’s a failure then. So at this moment in time you are under 
arrest on suspicion of failing to provide a sample of breath for analysis.” 

509. The available evidence indicates that Mr A was provided multiple opportunities 
to cooperate with the breathalyser procedure. 

510. The evidence does not indicate PC 1 was aware of reasonable excuse for Mr A 
to fail to cooperate with the procedure. 

511. The evidence indicates that by arresting Mr A for failing to provide a specimen 
of breath, the officers were acting in line with local and national policies, 
procedures, legislation and training. 

512. The evidence also indicates the existence of an objective and non-
discriminatory reason to arrest Mr A. 

513. PC 1 described the demeanour of Mr A as unpredictable and very much up and 
down. 

514. Ms D assessed the BWV and said that PC 1 attempted to commence the 
roadside breath test but several events occurred which the officers believed 
were an attempt to frustrate, delay or escape the procedure. She said: 

• Mr A made attempts to make a phone call to his “missus”, repeatedly 
talking over and not listening to the officer. 

• Mr A instructed Child L to exit the vehicle and stand next to him. 

• Mr A attempted to walk away from the officers. 

• Mr A argued with the officers about their opinion that he was drunk. 

515. Ms D added that at this point Mr A’s behaviour towards the officers was:  

• very edgy, constantly pacing 

• abrupt and nervous  

• exaggerated body and hand movements 

• in relation to Mr A’s profiled subject behaviour at the time, he was 
refusing to comply both verbally and, by his body language, non-verbally 

516. In his statement, PC 1 said:  

• ‘It is at this point that Mr A’s behaviour escalated. He appeared to 
become completely fixated on one position staring straight ahead, this I 
perceived as a warning sign of violent behaviour…’ 

• ‘My intention was therefore to handcuff Mr A to the rear stack to prevent 
his escape and any injury to myself or others. The way he was 
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behaving, I genuinely thought he wanted to escape with his small child 
he had with him.’ 

517. In relation to handcuffing, the Personal Safety Manual states: 

• ‘When deciding to handcuff the officer should take into consideration all 
aspects of the National Decision Model in order to make an appropriate, 
dynamic risk assessment as to which technique they are to apply. 
Likewise, the officer may also be guided by local force guidelines, 
policies and procedures with reference to handcuffing.’ 

518. PC 1 previously received training in handcuffing people to their front and also 
to their rear. His stated intention was to handcuff Mr A to the rear. 

519. Mr C stated, ‘Research had shown that assaults on police officers had 
increased and one of the areas of danger was handcuffing. The delivery of 
handcuff training was changed to only cover handcuffing to the rear as a 
default. The rationale for this was that the hands restrained to the rear offered 
the subject less opportunity to assault the officer.’ 

520. PC 1 said: 

• ‘During my service when we have been trained to handcuff to the front 
and [that] has been advocated, I would only ever do this when dealing 
with a 'compliant' subject (i.e. compliant to be transported in a vehicle 
whilst single crewed) and given the circumstances of this incident, I 
would not have handcuffed to the front due to the demeanour of the 
subject, intoxication, unpredictable behaviour…’ 

521. At 11.01:21pm, PC 1 asked Mr A to put his hands behind his back and 
attempted to take hold of him to apply handcuffs. Mr A snatched his hands 
away, throwing his arms in the air. Mr A said “No” and then brought his hands 
down in front of him, saying, “my hands are here.”  

522. During this movement, Mr A leant forwards, with his head being closest to PC 
1’s face. As his arms were dropped down in front of him, his hands were below 
his waist; he rocked from left to right, moving throughout. 

523. Mr A only held this position momentarily and within one second he again stood 
upright, lifted his right hand and said, “I’ve got my kid.”  

524. The Personal Safety Manual describes six stages of ‘profiled subject 
behaviour’: 

• Compliance - The subject offers no resistance and complies with 
requests. It is important that the officer understands that this could 
change rapidly. 

• Verbal resistance and gestures - The subject refuses to comply either 
verbally or, by their body language, non-verbally. 

• Passive resistance - The subject stands/sits/lies still and will not move. 

• Active resistance - The subject pulls away or pushes the officer but 
makes no attempt to strike them. 
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• Aggressive resistance - The subject physically attacks the officer. 

• Serious or aggravated resistance - The subject commits an assault 
which presents the possibility of serious injury or death. This includes 
the use of weapons. 

525. When Mr A threw his arms in the air and pulled away from PC 1, his ‘profiled 
subject behaviour’ escalated from ‘verbal resistance and gestures’ to ‘active 
resistance’. 

526. The Personal Safety Manual on handcuffing illustrates five practical techniques 
for handcuffing subjects to the front. All illustrations relate to compliant 
subjects, standing upright with their hands palms down and positioned above 
their waist. 

Illustration  

 
 

527. The body position of Mr A was held only temporarily, for less than one second, 
moving throughout and not in the compliant stance illustrated in the Personal 
Safety Manual. PC 1 said he did not believe Mr A offered his hands to the front 
for handcuffing. 

528. The evidence indicates PC 1 identified the potential for escape and harm and 
there is objective evidence to support this. 

529. As the incident developed, Mr A told PC 1 “I’ve got my kid. I can’t put my hands 
behind my back.” 

530. PC 1 had earlier witnessed Mr A stand with one hand holding his other behind 
his back and believed he was capable of doing as instructed. 

Illustration  
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531. No evidence is available from Mr A to establish if he actually offered his hands 
to the front for PC 1 to handcuff or for some other reason.  

532. If he did intend to submit to handcuffing to the front, he only held this position 
momentarily, for less than one second, before he pulled his arms away. He did 
not say to PC 1 he was prepared to be handcuffed to the front and did not 
repeatedly present his hands towards the officer for this purpose. 

533. No evidence is available from him explaining why he was unable to put his 
hands behind his back but he had achieved this moments earlier. 

534. His remark, “I’ve got my kid. I can’t put my hands behind my back” could 
indicate reticence to submit to handcuffing to the rear due to the presence of 
the child, however this also remains unknown. 

535. If Mr A did offer himself for handcuffing to the front, PC 1 did not direct him to 
take up a compliant position as demonstrated within the Personal Safety 
Manual. The evidence indicates instructions were not given for compliant front 
handcuffing position, as PC 1 considered that technique was unacceptable in 
the circumstances. 

536. Between being told he was under arrest at 11.01:06pm and the Taser being 
fired at 11.02:58pm, Mr A was instructed to place his hands behind his back on 
seven occasions, but did not comply. 

537. The evidence indicates that PC 1’s decision to handcuff Mr A with his hands to 
the rear was in line with local and national policies, procedures, legislation and 
training. 

538. The evidence also indicates the existence of an objective and non-
discriminatory reason for using this technique of handcuffing. 

539. Between telling Mr A he was under arrest and PC 1 first pointing his Taser, PC 
1 attempted to take hold of Mr A on twelve occasions: 

11.01:21pm 11.01:29pm, 11.01:33pm, 11.01:35pm, 11.01:36pm, 11.01:37pm, 
11.01:39pm, 11.01:40pm, 11.01:46pm, 11.01:47pm, 11.01:48pm and 
11.01:50pm 



  69 

 

540. When PC 1 attempted to take hold of him, he was unsuccessful at applying 
restraints. On two occasions during this period he made contact with Mr A’s 
neck. 

541. At 11.01:29pm, the officer placed his left hand on Mr A’s forearm and when Mr 
A brought his right arm down, he dislodged PC 1’s hands, resulting in PC 1’s 
left hand being very close to the top of his shirt, near his neck. 

542. As PC 1 said “Do not take hold of me”, his left hand made contact with and 
then moved away from Mr A’s neck. 

543. The following images have been extracted from PC 1’s BWV and the in- car 
CCTV.6  

Illustration 

Illustration 

 

Illustration 

 
6 PC 2 was speaking with Male Y and his BWV did not visually record all events. The ‘fixed view’ in-
car video recording did not record all events. 
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544. The video evidence shows this contact lasted for 1 second and within the time 
it took PC 1 to say the two words “Do not” as he completed the sentence, “Do 
not take hold of me.” 

545. This provoked a strong response from Mr A who shouted, “Don’t put your 
hands on my throat.” 

546. As PC 1 again reached forwards, he put his right hand to the right of, but not 
upon, Mr A’s neck. Mr A again shouted not to put hands on his throat and 
pushed PC 1 away. 

Illustration 

 

7
 

547. At 11.01:36pm, as PC 1 took hold of Mr A’s right wrist using his left hand, he 
placed his right hand at the top of Mr A’s shirt and again touched his neck 
momentarily on the second occasion.  

Illustration 

 
7 The image of Child L has been obscured throughout this report. 
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Illustration 

548. On this occasion, the video evidence (see illustration below) revealed Mr A 
leant forwards towards PC 1 who slid his right hand down his chest and away 
from his neck. 

Illustration 
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549. This contact lasted for one second. 

550. PC 1 said he did not intend to take hold of Mr A’s neck or apply pressure, but 
attempted to take hold of his upper body. He said he wanted to place his hands 
on Mr A’s shoulder area and forearm to control his upper body with a view to 
unbalance him, take him to the floor or spin him, to get him onto the bonnet of 
the vehicle in order to implement a restraint quickly. 

551. The Personal Safety Manual provides practical techniques for moving a subject 
using balance displacement. Shoulder tipping is a balance displacement 
technique, moving the shoulder girdle away from the centre of gravity to make 
the subject move their position.  

552. The following illustrations extracted from the Personal Safety Manual show 
contact with the shoulder area. 

Illustration 

  
 

553. A safety point is issued within the manual, to be aware of the officer’s arm 
coming into contact with the subject’s neck. 

554. PC 1 said contact with Mr A’s neck was unintended. The evidence indicates to 
do so was not in line with personal safety training.  
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555. This contact had the effect of escalating the incident and provoking the 
heightened response from Mr A. 

556. Although the images extracted from the video recordings indicate clear contact 
with Mr A’s neck, the images represent momentary instances of contact. They 
do not give any sense of duration of contact. 

557. PC 1 said contact with Mr A’s neck was unintentional. 

558. If contact with the neck was intentional, the video evidence shows this was not 
sustained and was apparently without pressure to the neck structure. The video 
shows PC 1 removed his hand of his own volition (it was not pushed away). 
Both incidents fell either side of PC 1 reaching across Mr A’s neck and taking 
hold of his left shoulder. If it was his intention, he could have again taken hold 
of Mr A’s neck, but he did not. 

559. These points when taken collectively could indicate contact was accidental and 
clumsy, and occurred momentarily during a struggle. 

560. However, making contact with Mr A’s neck resulted in an escalation in tension. 

561. Mr A remained upright throughout and there is no evidence to indicate his 
ability to breathe was adversely affected. 

562. The evidence gathered indicates that PC 1 made contact with Mr A’s neck in 
the context of attempting an arrest of a non-compliant subject. 

563. The evidence indicates any attempt to move Mr A using a ‘balance 
displacement’ technique was in line with local and national policies, 
procedures, legislation and training. However, whilst attempting to do so, 
contact with his neck was something to be avoided. 

564. The video evidence shows several occasions when Mr A repelled PC 1’s 
attempts to take hold of and restrain him. 

565. On the 8th occasion, at 11.01:45pm, Mr A used his left hand to push PC 1’s 
right arm away from him and upwards, again breaking his grip. 

566. PC 2 said he decided to give a warning to Mr A that he was considering the 
use of his Taser to prevent any further physical confrontation between him and 
PC 1 because he had already shown aggression and resistance. PC 2 used 
the words, “I’ll Taser him.” 

567. In response, Mr A turned and looked towards him. At this time, he still held PC 
1’s right arm in the air with his left hand and whilst pushing PC 1’s right arm 
away said, “Taser me.” 

Illustration 
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568. As PC 1 again attempted to take hold, Mr A did not look at him but maintained 
eye contact on PC 2 for over three seconds. 

569. PC 2 said he believed Mr A understood what had been said to him but he was 
not bothered that Taser was being contemplated as a use of force option. He 
was asked to clarify whether Mr A said “Taser me” as an invitation to use a 
Taser on him, or whether this was more of a question, asking why would, Taser 
be used. PC 2 said he understood Mr A’s response was a challenge to see if 
he would carry this out. 

Illustration 

570. The video evidence shows attempts made by PC 1 to take hold of and restrain 
Mr A were repelled on another five occasions (11.01:46pm, 11.01:46pm, 
11.01:47pm, 11.01:48pm, and 11.01:50pm). 

571. At 11.01:51pm, Mr A pointed behind PC 1 and said, “Hey. Look at him.” 

572. No evidence is available from Mr A to provide more information about why he 
said this, but his next action was to push PC 1 away. 

573. When Mr A pushed PC 1, this was the fourteenth occasion of active resistance 
following his arrest. 

574. PC 1 said PC 2 had warned Mr A about the potential use of Taser and he 
heard the response given. He said he had an honest held belief that Mr A 
would continue to try use violence to resist arrest. 
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575. At 11.01:54pm, PC 1 produced his Taser and pointed this directly at Mr A, 
telling him to put his hands behind his back. 

Illustration 

576. The video evidence shows PC 2 gave a verbal warning to Mr A. Following this, 
Mr A saw PC 1 pointing the Taser at him. The evidence indicates Mr A would 
have been aware Taser was being considered as a use of force option. 

577. Ms D said PC 1 had been communicating with Mr A for over six minutes prior 
to drawing his Taser. She said where circumstances permit, officers should 
provide the subject with a clear warning of their intention to use a CED and 
should give sufficient time for the warning to be heeded. 

578. Ms D said in her opinion, PC 1 gave Mr A ample opportunity to consider the 
warnings he had been given. 

579. Mr C said the question of whether the holder of a Taser can delegate issuing 
warnings of its intended use was not covered in the guidance. 

580. The relevant complaint made on behalf of Mr A is that: 

(6). Our client was not given any warning that the Taser would be 
deployed. This is in clear breach of established police protocol. 

581. Verbal and visual indications were given to Mr A that the officers were prepared 
to deploy a Taser. One minute and 12 seconds elapsed between the verbal 
warning and PC 1 firing his Taser. Mr A had this amount of time for the 
warnings to be heeded prior to the Taser being fired. This indicates the actions 
of the offices were in line with local and national policies, procedures, 
legislation and training. 

582. However, Ms D said, ‘On discharging Taser, in order to consider the safety of 
other people, officers should communicate that they are using a CED by clearly 
stating “Taser, Taser”, indicating that it is being discharged.’ 

583. PC 1 did not issue any such warning. 

584. Although PC 2 was aware a Taser was to be used and could ensure his own 
safety, there is no evidence to show whether Male Y understood the risks or 
that the item being pointed by PC 1 was a Taser. 
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585. Significantly, Child L was in close proximity and was distressed to see PC 1 
point the Taser at Mr A. There is no suggestion this child would know the 
difference between a Taser and a firearm or would understand even if PC 1 did 
shout out “Taser, Taser”. 

586. Failing to issue such a safety warning was not in line with local and national 
policies, procedures, legislation and training. 

587. The video evidence shows PC 1 trained the laser red dots from his Taser upon 
Mr A, however, his repeated instructions to place his hands behind his back 
were not complied with. Instead, Mr A took Child L from the rear of the car. 

588. PC 1 said that as a consequence of Mr A picking up the child, he re-holstered 
his Taser. The video evidence shows the police officers attempt to restrain Mr 
A. 

589. The officers have described the strength of Mr A as being greater than theirs, 
resulting in impact factors being against them. 

590. Video evidence recorded at 11.02:52pm showed Mr A using just his right arm 
to simultaneously lift the left arms of both officers upwards, breaking their grip. 

Illustration 

591. PC 2 described his own muscle discomfort and pain as he struggled with Mr A. 

592. PC 1 said he saw PC 2 struggling to restrain Mr A, adding that Mr A was 
squaring up with his fists clenched and clenching his teeth. He said he watched 
Mr A thrash his arm and fist towards PC 2 in a circular motion, whereupon he 
developed ‘an honest held belief that Mr A was going to assault PC 2.’ 

593. PC 2 said Mr A moved forward with the top half of his body, with his arms free. 
PC 2 said that at this stage he developed an honestly held belief Mr A was 
going to strike him. 

594. The video recording taken by Witness D captured the movement of Mr A 
towards PC 2. 

Illustration 
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595. Both officers said they applied the NDM and concluded it was necessary to 
deploy Taser, whereupon PC 2 said, “Taser him” and PC 1 fired his device. 

596. Although the police officers had been with Mr A for seven minutes and 37 
seconds, the video recording taken by Witness D had only been running 27 
seconds when PC 1 fired his Taser. 
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597. When NMI was effective, the video evidence shows PC 2 guided the direction 
in which Mr A fell. 

598. GMP Taser policy states CEDs should not be used where, due to the presence 
of a flammable substance in the atmosphere or escaping gas, it is likely to 
result in a more hazardous situation i.e. fuel station forecourts when fuel is 
being dispensed. 

599. All of the available video evidence shows no other vehicles were using the 
petrol station forecourt and fuel was not being dispensed. 

600. PC 1 said he assessed the risk of using Taser on the petrol station forecourt 
and, with the availability of fire extinguishers as contingencies, he believed it 
was appropriate to use his. 

601. Ms D said the incident occurred on a petrol forecourt which, although open to 
the air which therefore may reduce the risk of a vapour explosion, still came 
with an inherent degree of risk. PC 1 had identified fire extinguishers as 
contingencies. Ms D noted the officers effectively had to deal with the situation 
where it was. 

602. The guidance contained within the APP and GMP policy on using Taser does 
not prohibit the use of Taser on a petrol station forecourt. 

603. The relevant complaint made on behalf of Mr A alleged: 

(5). The Taser was deployed on a petrol station forecourt near petrol 
pumps. This was a serious health and safety risk and in breach of 
established police protocols for the use of Tasers 

604. The evidence gathered during this investigation indicates that, in the 
circumstances of this case, the deployment of Taser on the petrol station 
forecourt near petrol pumps was in line with local and national policies, 
procedures, legislation and training. 

605. A further relevant complaint made on behalf of Mr A alleged: 

(2). Our client was not a physical threat immediately before being 
Tasered. He was simply concerned for the safety and wellbeing of his 
son, whom he has raised single-handedly following the death of his 
mum, when he was eighteen months old. The use of the Taser was 
therefore unjustified and unlawful. 

606. When the Taser was fired Mr A had been told he was under arrest on five 
occasions, required to put his hands behind him for handcuffing on seven 
occasions and had demonstrated active resistance on nineteen occasions. 

607. Mr A had been under arrest for one minute and 52 seconds and had been 
actively resisting for one minute and 37 seconds. 

608. One minute and 12 seconds had elapsed since PC 2 had informed him that a 
Taser would be used against him and one minute and three seconds had 
elapsed since PC 1 actually aimed his Taser. 
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609. The officers recorded the impact factors against them and the video evidence 
from Witness D provides compelling independent evidence supporting their 
account that Mr A moved towards PC 2, causing him to believe he was going to 
be assaulted. 

610. Consequently, there is evidence to demonstrate that Mr A was a physical threat 
immediately before the Taser was fired. 

611. The relevant complaint made on behalf of Mr A alleged: 

(3). The video footage clearly shows that shortly before our client was 
Tasered, the two officers were totally in control of the situation. They 
simply had to attend to the needs of the child first before physically 
restraining our client. At no stage did the officers lose control of the 
situation. At no stage did police officers caution our client about their 
intent to deploy a Taser. It was therefore incumbent upon those officers 
to seek to physically restrain our client. The use of the Taser was 
arbitrary, oppressive, excessive, unwarranted and therefore unlawful. 
The use of the Taser was a disgrace, particularly so in front of a minor; it 
was a gross abuse of police powers. 

612. The evidence gathered during this investigation indicates that Mr A actively 
resisted and repelled the attempts of the police officers to restrain him on 
nineteen occasions over the period of one minute and 52 seconds between his 
arrest and the Taser being fired. 

613. The officers stated that Mr A’s strength was greater than their own and video 
evidence at 11.02:52pm demonstrated his ability to repel both officers 
simultaneously, using one arm. There is no evidence to indicate that red dots 
from the Taser being trained upon Mr A achieved any controlling effect. 

614. In the period after Mr A was successfully handcuffed and placed in a police van 
PC 2 said, “He was strong weren’t he?” PC 1 replied, “Very strong.” 

615. This report has analysed the complaint dealing with warnings about the 
intended use of Taser. The evidence indicated adequate warnings were given, 
but it is relevant at this point to assess the comments made by Mr C. He stated 
there is no hierarchy concerning which tactic is appropriate but it should be 
considered that Taser use is likely to be less injurious than a punch, kick, use 
of baton or firearm. 

616. Officers should use the NDM to identify the most appropriate course of action, 
based upon the circumstances of the incident being dealt with. 

617. Consequently, the evidence does not indicate it was incumbent upon the 
officers only to physically restrain Mr A, but that all tactical options should be 
considered throughout. 

618. The complaint made on behalf of Mr A alleged: 

(9). Two officers were sufficient to physically restrain and detain our 
client without the need to deploy the Taser. If the officers felt that, the 
presence of the child meant that only one officer was available to 
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physically restrain our client, the officers should have called for backup. 
Backup did arrive but only after our client was Tasered. Our client 
should have been informed that backup was being called and that his 
son would be looked after. At no stage did our client attempt to flee the 
scene. Backup was necessary in any event, as it was necessary to 
make arrangements for the care of the child. 

619. The evidence already analysed indicates that PC 1 and PC 2 were not able to 
detain Mr A using physical restraints and unarmed skills. 

620. At 10.58:27pm, PC 2 told Mr A “Your kid’s fine. We’ll sort something. It’s not a 
problem”, indicating that the welfare of Child L was being considered at an 
early stage. However it was not made clear that Mr A would be involved in any 
ongoing plans for the child. 

621. At 10.58:21pm, PC 1 used his radio to request a van, as he said he had a 
feeling that the incident may escalate. He said he did not know where the 
closest unit was and in the event Mr A was going to be arrested, he wanted a 
van nearby. 

622. At 11.02:06pm, PC 1 chased up his request for a van asking, “Can you get us 
the van on the hurry up please?” 

623. As PC 1 continued with his efforts to handcuff Mr A he said, “Right. Stay there 
then until we get somebody else here”, indicating that other resources were on 
their way. 

624. Assistance arrived at the scene at 11.05:54pm, seven minutes 33 seconds 
after it was first requested. 

625. PC 1 said that, whilst PC 2 was caring for the child, he was effectively on his 
own. 

626. The evidence indicates that at an early stage assistance was requested but this 
took several minutes to arrive at the scene. 

627. The complaint also states, “At no stage did our client attempt to flee the scene.” 
This will be assessed within complaint (1), below. 

628. The complaint made on behalf of Mr A alleged: 

(1). During the police interview following his arrest, our client was 
questioned as to whether he had tried to use his son as a "human 
shield" before the unjust and disproportionate use of Taser by a police 
officer. Our client totally rejects this extremely disturbing allegation. Our 
client is a loving father and would never use his son as a human shield. 
The allegation is disgraceful and unfounded. Our client simply took his 
son into his arms to comfort and reassure him as his son was 
understandably in distress and would not stop crying. 

629. During his police interview, Mr A said in his prepared statement: 
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        “My son was crying and as he’s opened the rear door of the car, I went to 
comfort him. I picked my son up…” 

630. The video evidence shows that at different stages of this incident, Child L 
became overtly distressed and the degree of that distress fluctuated greatly. 

631. It is possible that any subtle signals of distress unique to the child may not be 
observable on the video recordings or identified by anyone other than a close 
family member or personal acquaintance. 

632. Consequently, Mr A may have observed signs of distress others may have not 
have perceived. 

633. The events preceding the police encounter, although having a bearing upon Mr 
A and Child L, were unknown to the police officers. During his police interview, 
Mr A said the child had been crying as he drove that night, resulting in him 
climbing from the back of the car into the front. 

634. The complaints made on behalf of Mr A state that he was not using the child as 
a human shield but was comforting Child L and took him into his arms because 
he was crying. 

635. A definition from ‘Oxford Languages’ defines ‘human shield’ as: 

‘A person or group of people held near a potential target to deter attack.’ 

636. Mr A removed Child L from the vehicle on two occasions. The complaint made 
on behalf of Mr A does not explicitly state if the complaint relates to each 
occasion or just one. The video evidence shows the child did not open the car 
door as mentioned by Mr A in his police interview on either occasion. 

637. PC 1 was the first police officer to approach the blue BMW at 10.55:18pm, 
when it was stationary on the petrol station forecourt. The driver’s window was 
down and he observed Child L kneeling and unrestrained on the front 
passenger seat. 

638. Between 10.55:27pm and 10.56:02pm, PC 2 spoke to Mr A through the open 
window of the car, with Child L next to him. 

639. When Mr A stepped out of the vehicle, he turned and called the child’s name. 
At 10.56:31pm, as PC 2 continued his conversation, Mr A again called to the 
child and told him to “come out” of the car. 

640. When PC 2 said “He’ll be alright there” Mr A replied “He’s crying”. Any cries 
from the child were not audible on BWV recordings. 

641. The officer said, “He’ll be fine there. We’re not going anywhere.” At this point, 
the child slid across from the passenger seat onto the driver’s seat. 

642. When PC 1 discussed why the child wasn’t in a child seat, Mr A told Child L to 
get into the back but he got no further than resting on his knees on the driver’s 
seat and looking out of the car towards PC 1. 
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643. The police officers explained to Mr A that they were going to breathalyse him 
and told him he was at risk of being arrested if he did not comply. Mr A said he 
wanted to contact his “missus” first, suggesting he wanted the child to be 
collected. 

644. This suggests Mr A’s early priority may have been the child, but analysis of the 
events shows this was in conflict with the priorities of the police officers. 

645. At 10.59:19pm, Mr A helped Child L from the vehicle for the first time.  

646. The available video evidence shows that until this point, Child L appeared 
calm, undisturbed and was observing the unfolding events without being overtly 
distressed. 

647. PC 1 said he felt there was no need for Mr A to remove Child L from the vehicle 
and that he developed a feeling the incident may escalate, as Mr A was looking 
at delaying tactics. 

648. PC 2 was uncomfortable with Mr A taking Child L from the vehicle. He said he 
had a feeling he was going to use the child as some sort of shield to delay or 
frustrate the process. 

649. There is no clear evidence Child L was overtly distressed or crying when Mr A 
first removed him from the car, but he became slightly distressed afterwards. It 
is possible subtle signals of distress unique to the child were only identified by 
Mr A and that he wanted to comfort and reassure him. 

650. However, there is no evidence Mr A sought to comfort the child at this point, 
but instead he took hold of his arm and began to walk away. 

651. The police officers believed there was no valid reason for the child’s removal 
from the car and PC 2 expressed the view that Mr A was intent on using the 
child as a shield to delay or frustrate the process. 

652. The presence of Child L on the petrol station forecourt added a different 
dimension to the event but there is no objective evidence as to how the child 
was used or could have been used to shield Mr A from the process. 

653. After Child L was replaced into the car, he watched the breathalyser procedure 
without signs of distress. 

654. At 11.01:06pm, PC 1 told Mr A he was under arrest and a struggle ensued. 
During this struggle, Child L was clearly distressed and crying loudly. 

655. The distress of Child L elevated even further when PC 1 pointed his Taser, a 
fact that Mr A brought to his attention by pointing at the child. 

656. As Mr A walked around the rear of the car and opened the rear nearside door 
to get to the child, the video evidence shows laser red dots from PC 1’s Taser 
remained upon him throughout. 

657. The video evidence shows it was Mr A who opened the rear car door at 
11.02:10pm, when he removed the child from the car for the second time. The 
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evidence does not show the child opening the door, as suggested by Mr A in 
his police interview. 

658. Once he had picked up the child, the red dots were no longer visible, 
suggesting the Taser was no longer aimed at him. This was confirmed by data 
from the Taser download. 

659. PC 2 said he tried to pen Mr A and the child in the rear passenger door well, 
saying Mr A could hold the child, but he wasn’t going anywhere.  

660. At 11.02:16pm, the video evidence recorded Mr A stepping backwards whilst 
holding the child. He placed his right hand on the car roof and extended his 
arm, forcing PC 2 backwards. He used his right foot in the car to assist him. 
The petrol station CCTV shows Mr A stumbled, whereupon PC 2 held them, 
and as a consequence prevented Mr A and the child from falling to the floor. 

661. Mr A regained his balance and as he clutched the child to his chest, he 
succeeded in pushing PC 2 backwards, away from the car. 

662. PC 2 said he believed that Mr A was trying to control events by using Child L 
as a shield. He said he felt that by putting the child between the officers, Mr A 
placed him in danger, potentially causing the child to fall and injure himself. PC 
2 said Mr A did not seem to be bothered about this. 

663. PC 1 also said he believed Mr A was using his child as a form of ‘shield’ to 
prevent him from being arrested, handcuffed and to prevent force being used 
against him. He added that Mr A was already aware the Taser was being 
aimed at him but still chose to remove the child from the car. 

664. He said he felt that, as Mr A was holding the child, this eliminated all of his 
tactical options and he would have no means of arresting Mr A without causing 
harm to the child, which he said he ‘was not prepared to do.’ 

665. Witness D had a clear view into the petrol station forecourt. Although this 
witness saw the police officers struggling with Mr A, the evidence provided 
gave no opinion on whether Mr A was either trying to escape or use Child L as 
any form of shield. 

666. The evidence shows Child L was distressed and crying loudly before Mr A 
removed him from the car on the second occasion. PC 1 said Mr A showed a 
father’s instinct towards the child. Consequently, the evidence appears to 
suggest the motivation for removing the child was, as described within the 
complaint, to comfort and reassure the child, who was in distress and crying. 

667. The BWV shows PC 2 clearly told Mr A he could hold the child but could not go 
anywhere. 

668. The evidence shows Mr A had space and time to hold and comfort Child L. He 
could have sat within the car together with the child or remained within the 
space created by the open rear nearside door.  
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669. The video evidence shows Mr A had earlier attempted to walk across the petrol 
station forecourt towards Chester Road when he first removed Child L from the 
car. 

670. The video evidence also shows efforts were made by Mr A to push past PC 2 
when he removed the child from the car on the second occasion. 

671. As no evidence is available from Mr A, the reason why he pushed his way 
beyond PC 2 whilst holding the child is unknown. When considering all of the 
available evidence, it suggests he was seeking to walk away from the officers, 
and this is how the officers themselves interpreted the situation. 

672. Mr A was aware Taser was being aimed at him, but appeared to ignore the 
potential for it being used when he picked up Child L. 

673. This action removed Taser as a use of force option, as PC 1 felt the risk of 
harm to the child was too great. 

674. It is not clear whether Mr A did this intentionally, believing himself to be a 
potential target of the Taser and using the child to deter its use. 

675. The evidence shows Mr A’s early priority was for the child and that he wanted 
to contact his “missus.” He repeatedly checked on the child’s welfare, such as 
ensuring the rear window of the car was down as the breath test procedure 
went ahead. Immediately before the Taser was fired, he let Child L slide from 
his arms onto the floor and brushed his hand over the back of the child’s head 
in what appeared to be a caring manner, before he re-engaged with the police 
officers. 

676. The officers developed their own view that, as a consequence of picking up the 
child, Mr A was protected from being arrested, handcuffed or subject to police 
use of force. 

677. In the period after Mr A had been detained, PC 1 said, “It had to be done that.” 
PC 2 said, “Of course it did. Because he was using the kid as a shield. And he 
was going to try and walk away with him in his arms.”  

678. The view Mr A was using the child as a shield was contained within the witness 
statements of PC 1 and PC 2. These were later passed to DC 3 and DC 4 who 
interviewed Mr A. 

679. The complaint made on behalf of Mr A alleges questions as to whether he tried 
to use his son as a human shield were ‘disgraceful and unfounded.’ 

680. The evidence does not clearly indicate that Mr A used the child as a shield, but 
this was certainly one plausible explanation for Mr A’s actions, another being 
that he was seeking to comfort the child. 

681. Based upon the unacceptable risks to the child, picking up Child L meant that 
certain tactics became unavailable to the officers. The evidence indicates that 
the officers interpreted Mr A’s actions as a means to shield himself from police 
uses of force. 
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682. The evidence indicates the questioning of Mr A at his subsequent interview 
was based upon the interpretations of PC 1 and PC 2. 

683. The complaint of behalf of Mr A alleged: 

(4). The officers had scant regard for the welfare of our client’s son 
despite their vow to serve and protect. The use of the Taser was not 
only an excessive use of force but wholly inappropriate in front of a five-
year-old child. A Taser being deployed in front of a five-year-old child is 
despicable and we find this reprehensible. Clearly, there is need to 
psychologically assess and support our client’s son upon his GP's 
referral for any trauma caused by this disgraceful act as he was 
convinced his father had been shot by the police officer. 

684. Both police officers immediately noted the presence of Child L and their BWV 
recorded what they saw. PC 1 said he was shocked that the young child had 
been unrestrained whilst travelling at excessive speeds and PC 2 told Mr A that 
72mph was too fast, especially with a child in the car. 

685. PC 1 enquired why Child L wasn’t in a child seat. This suggests that at an early 
stage of this incident, thoughts of the welfare of the child were in his mind and 
provides evidence that supports his expressed belief that the child was not 
properly restrained. 

686. PC 2 encouraged Mr A to leave the child within the car and as Mr A searched 
for his telephone to contact his “missus”, PC 2 said, “We’ll sort something. It’s 
not a problem.” 

687. As the incident escalated, PC 1 said he considered withdrawing, but he did not 
want Mr A to get back into the vehicle with the child. He said he had no 
background information about Mr A or Child L. He said he did not know what 
risk Mr A posed to the child, and apart from mentioning the words “his son”, he 
had no substantive evidence to suggest this was the case. 

688. PC 1 said that when he considered his use of force options, he dispensed with 
the option of CS spray, given the close proximity of the child and, as CS spray 
contaminates everyone, he did not consider this to be safe. 

689. PC 2 said that when he walked around the car and tried to pen Mr A and the 
child in the rear passenger door well, to try to de- escalate the situation as part 
of his conflict resolution, he told Mr A that he could hold the child but he wasn’t 
going anywhere. 

690. As the struggle continued, Mr A appeared to use his right foot inside the car to 
assist him in pushing against PC 2, however, Mr A appeared to stumble and 
PC 2 supported him, preventing Mr A and the child from falling to the floor. 

691. As Mr A held Child L and struggled, PC 2 repeatedly said, “It’s okay. Don’t 
worry. Don’t worry.” He said he wanted the child to be removed safely from the 
situation and he made efforts to get Mr A to release the child and phone his 
“missus”. 
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692. PC 2 said he assessed his use of force options. He said he considered CS 
spray but due to the close proximity of the child, he also ruled it out. 

693. PC 1 said he considered using his baton, however PC 2 was in close proximity. 
He said he still had a concern that because of Mr A’s “overwhelming strength” 
he would take his baton from him. He observed that CS spray would have 
caused PC 2 to be incapacitated and said he also had to consider the young 
child stood nearby. He said his attempted tactical communications had failed, 
and using Taser as a distance tool allowed him to create distance between him 
and Mr A. 

694. He said he felt there was a danger of Mr A picking up his child again, which 
would have eliminated all tactical options and he would then have had no 
means of arresting Mr A without causing harm to the child which, he said, he 
was not prepared to do. 

695. The officer said he was aware the child was not in close proximity and his 
working strategy was to fire his Taser. At this point, the distress of Child L 
peaked and PC 2 took hold of his hand, leaving PC 1 to deal with Mr A alone. 

696. In explaining why he prioritised comforting Child L over assisting PC 1 to apply 
restraints upon Mr A, PC 2 said his consideration was the welfare of the young 
child and as could be seen, he was clearly distressed by what was happening. 
He said he was conscious that if he was left alone and due to his distressed 
state, Child L might run off in a panic and he was near to a busy main road and 
it was night time, which could have put him in danger. He said he could have 
run off into the estate nearby and got himself lost.  

697. He said he was aware colleagues were en-route, and that they had been asked 
for by PC 1 ‘on the hurry up’ which would mean using emergency equipment, 
therefore he made the decision to keep hold of Child L, to prevent him running 
back towards Mr A and to stop him from running away, potentially towards the 
main road or towards any vehicles that may have been turning into the garage. 
PC 2 also said whilst holding onto Child L, he was calming him down. 

698. When PC 2 picked up Child L in his arms, turned his back from PC 1 and 
walked a short distance away, the child immediately stopped crying. 

699. Child L asked, “Where am I going? Where am I going?” In response PC 2 said, 
“Not going anywhere. You’re not going anywhere. You’re alright.” The officer 
first gently patted the child on his left shoulder and then gently touched the left 
side of the child’s head and reassured him that his “Daddy was fine.” 

700. When other police officers arrived and Mr A was being placed in handcuffs, PC 
2 put Child L onto the floor and said, “Come on. Do you want to sit with me?” 
He took hold of Child L’s hand and walked away, “We’ll look after you ‘til your 
Mummy comes, alright? We’ll look after you.” 

701. PC 2 answered the questions asked by Child L and told him Mr A was fine. 
When they spoke about his “mummy”, Child L said he needed Mr A’s phone to 
contact her. 
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702. PC 2 engaged the assistance of Child L to search the interior of the blue BMW, 
but they were unable to locate the telephone. 

703. The officers took Child L to Stretford police station, where PC 1 remained with 
him. He said from finding him unrestrained in the front seat, having been driven 
at such speeds, the child was at the forefront of his mind. 

704. Whilst at the police station, he spoke to the child, provided him with something 
to eat and drink and kept him warm until he fell asleep. PC 1 made contact with 
Social Services and then a family member who came to the police station and 
took care of the child. He added that the child was his sole priority, from finding 
him a suitable place to stay with an appropriate adult, to comforting him, to 
trying to make him as comfortable as possible given what he had witnessed 
and his earlier upset. 

705. There is nothing contained within guidance or policy that explicitly prohibits the 
use of CED in the presence of a child. If guidance did prevent such use, this 
could remove a tactical option in cases where a child was at risk from another 
person. 

706. The Personal Safety Manual advocates the use of the NDM to identify the most 
appropriate action, based on the circumstances. 

707. Both officers said they applied the NDM and concluded that the use of Taser 
was appropriate. Dispensing other options which were potentially harmful to the 
child indicates that they did give consideration to his welfare. 

708. Any use of force tactic applied to Mr A in the presence of Child L was 
potentially capable of provoking distress. 

709. Had the officers selected baton strikes or other unarmed skills ahead of Taser, 
Child L would similarly have witnessed a highly disturbing event. 

710. The evidence gathered in the course of this investigation indicates that the 
welfare of Child L was considered by both officers during this incident. 

711. The complaint made on behalf of Mr A alleged:  

(7). The officer continued to deploy the Taser without lawful justification 
whilst our client's son witnessed the entire gruesome ordeal, as our 
client lay bleeding, struggling and confused. This was a disgraceful and 
unjustifiable abuse of police powers. 

712. The evidence already analysed does not indicate PC 1 and PC 2 were a force 
sufficient to detain Mr A using physical restraints and unarmed skills. All of their 
attempts at physical restraint had been repelled and it was their belief that 
impact factors weighed against them. 

713. After initial firing of the Taser, Mr A fell to the floor. PC 1 said he was scared of 
him getting to his feet and attempting to fight. He said he was trembling in fear 
and felt he was alone to deal with Mr A. 
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714. The video evidence shows Mr A moved his left arm from his side to the ground 
above his head. He placed his weight on his left elbow and lifted his head and 
chest from the floor whilst looking in the direction of PC 1 and Child L. 

715. PC 1 said it appeared to him that Mr A was trying to get up, using his arms to 
lift his chest up. He said he did not want Mr A to get back up to his feet. 

716. PC 1 re-energised his Taser twice in close succession at 11.03:10pm and 
11.03:11pm 

717. PC 1 said, “Don’t”, and repeated his instruction for Mr A to put his hands 
behind his back, but this was not complied with. 

718. PC A’s account suggests that he felt Mr A was not under his control. The BWV 
recorded Mr A was moving in a manner other than as instructed. When the 
Taser was energised, Mr A altered his actions. 

719. Mr A rolled onto his right side and as he tucked his right elbow under his body, 
PC 1 told him to put his hands behind his back. Again, he did not comply with 
the instruction but instead placed his weight on his right elbow and together 
with his left hand on the floor, holding the base of his T shirt away from his 
body. He then pushed himself up towards a sitting position.  

720. Again, the evidence did not indicate that Mr A was under the control of PC 1 at 
the time.  

721. PC 1 re-energised his Taser at 11.03:15pm. He said he did not want Mr A to 
stand in front of him, which would create the possibility of him being struck or 
kicked. He said that the use of Taser prevented Mr A from getting to his feet. 

722. Whilst PC 1 was distracted using his radio, Mr A lay on his right side, looked 
down towards his waist band and moved his left arm backwards and forwards 
in the area of the Taser barb. Again, the evidence did not indicate that Mr A 
was under the control of PC 1. 

723. PC 1 re-energised his Taser at 11.03:21pm, causing Mr A to alter his actions. 

724. Mr A was again instructed to put his hands behind his back but the instruction 
was not complied with. 

725. PC 1 knelt down behind Mr A. His account indicates he intended to prevent Mr 
A from getting up. The BWV showed he leant across to take hold of Mr A’s left 
arm. When he did this he told Mr A to stop tensing his arm. PC 1 said Mr A 
tensed and locked his arms into his chest. 

726. The video evidence shows Mr A placed his left hand on the floor in front of him 
and lifted his chest. As PC 1 again told him to put his hands behind his back, 
Mr A placed his right hand on the floor in front of him and continued to lift his 
chest, with his right elbow touching the ground. Mr A lifted his torso off the floor 
and appeared to make an attempt to get onto his knees. 
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727. Again, the evidence did not indicate that Mr A was under the control of PC 1 at 
the time. He did not comply with the directions given by the officer. 

728. PC 1 said he was in significant fear that Mr A was going to stand. He said he 
was conscious that he would want to get to his child, who was being led away 
from him. PC 1 said Mr A had already fought to get to his child and he did not 
want that to happen again. He said his tactical communications were being 
ignored. 

729. The Taser was re-energised at 11.03:35pm. Mr A slumped forwards, from his 
knees and onto his right side. 

730. At 11.05:10pm, PC 1 moved his hand from Mr A’s wrist and transmitted a radio 
message. Mr A used this opportunity to move his left hand to where the Taser 
probes were lodged. 

731. PC 1 took hold of Mr A’s left arm, brought it back by his left side and told him to 
keep his arm there. During this movement, Mr A used his right hand and took 
hold of the trailing wires of the Taser. 

732. The BWV showed that as PC 1 held onto him, Mr A looked over his left 
shoulder, directly at the officer. PC 1 said, “Don’t try to stand up. Do not try and 
stand up.” This instruction was not followed. 

733. Mr A moved his right elbow backwards, placed his body weight on it and lifted 
his chest and head off the floor. As Mr A continued to move, PC 1 discharged 
his Taser for the seventh and last time. 

734. The BWV shows Mr A was not complying with the instructions given and he 
was moving in a way that was different to what was instructed.  

735. On this occasion there was a disrupted connection.  Mr B said NMI was 
unlikely to be achieved, ‘possibly caused by a broken connection, a barb fallen 
out but remained close to the body or the barbs were lodged in clothing and 
any subject movement was breaking the current.’ PC 1 and PC 2 both said 
they witnessed Mr A touching the probes. BWV also shows Mr A moving his 
hand in the vicinity of the Taser probes. This could indicate Mr A had interfered 
with the equipment. 

736. There is no guidance or policy that prohibits the use of Taser on a subject who 
is already on the ground and PC 1 pointed out that, as Mr A was already on the 
floor, he was unlikely to sustain an indirect injury, such as from falling. The APP 
states ‘The duration of the initial discharge and any subsequent discharge must 
be proportionate, lawful, accountable and absolutely necessary. Incidents 
where subjects are already contained or restrained may be subject to closer 
scrutiny or interest. Any medical risk may be increased the longer or more often 
the device is discharged.” 

737. Ms D said that any officer’s decision to use force sits within the framework of 
the NDM, adding that PC 1 provided a comprehensive rationale for both his 
initial decision to draw his Taser and then to subsequently discharge it. The 
cycle can be repeated or extended if the desired incapacitation does not 
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appear to take effect and provided the further use of force is justified and 
proportionate in the circumstances. 

738. The video evidence shows that prior to each occasion when PC 1 re-energised 
the Taser, Mr A had physically moved and his movements were not as PC 1 
had directed. PC 1 said in his statements that he was fearful of Mr A regaining 
his feet and attempting to fight. 

739. The APP guidance on the use of Taser states it is one of a number of tactical 
options available when dealing with an incident with the potential for conflict. 

740. The video evidence, together with the evidence of the police officers and the 
Taser expert, Ms D, shows that this was an incident involving conflict, 
indicating the tactic of using Taser was a reasonable option. 

741. It is noteworthy that, although similar in nature to other movements, PC 1 
decided not to re-energise his Taser at 11.03:49pm, which was an event falling 
between the penultimate and ultimate discharge of the Taser. 

742. On this occasion, PC 1 knelt behind Mr A and continued to command him to 
place his hands behind his back. Mr A did not comply. 

743. When Mr A was told to lay on his side, he looked over his left shoulder towards 
PC 1, again put weight on his right elbow, rolled forwards and lifted his chest 
off the floor. 

744. PC 1 said, “No. Stay there. Do not try to get up.” On this occasion, Mr A rolled 
onto his right side and said, “Here are my hands.” PC 1 did not discharge his 
Taser but said, “Listen to the instructions I am giving you.” 

745. The officer later added that on this occasion he did not believe Mr A was 
actively trying to get up. He said he was constantly assessing his behaviour 
and threat in line with the NDM. He said that during this part of the incident, Mr 
A was positioned on his side and communicating, responding to what was 
being said to him. At that point, PC 1 said he believed Mr A’s body movements 
were to assist him in attempts to communicate. 

746. This event does not suggest the existence of an unconscious cycle of simply 
re-energising the Taser each time Mr A made any movement. 

747. The evidence indicates that PC 1 was acting in line with local and national 
policies, procedures, legislation and training when he re-energised the Taser at 
11.03:10pm, 11.03:11pm, 11.03:15pm, 11.03:21pm, 11.03:35pm and 
11.05:25pm 

748. The complaint on behalf of Mr A alleged: 

(8). We are firmly of the opinion that had our client been a white man 
with his son, he would not have been Tasered. Home Office figures 
show Tasers were used against Black people in England and Wales 7.7 
times more than against white people in 2018-19. 
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749. Mr B said there is no requirement for police forces to collect data specifically to 
show events where children were present, however, he was able to draw some 
information from GMP’s use of force records collected between 2014 and 2019. 

750. Out of six additional incidents where children were recorded as being present, 
five of the subjects where recorded as being white and one as Asian. 

751. These figures are not official Home Office statistics and caution has been taken 
when interpreting their relevance to the complaints made. 

752. The information provided by GMP does not support the assertion that if Mr A 
had been a white man with his son, he would not have been Tasered. 
However, the records are limited and do not assist in determining whether Mr A 
would have been treated differently, in the presence of his child, had he been 
white. 

753. GMP were able to produce up to date and verifiable information on the total 
‘Use of Taser’ and ethnicity of the subject. Comparison can be made where the 
‘highest level’ of Taser use was ‘fired’. 

754. 2011 Census data indicated 3% of the Greater Manchester population were of 
a Black ethnic background and 84% were white. 

755. Out of 170 people across the whole of GMP who had Taser fired upon them 
during this period, 21 were Black (12%) and 126 were white (74%). 

756. The force wide data indicates that with a population density of 3% and Taser 
being ‘fired’ at 12%, proportionately Black people were more likely to have 
Taser fired upon them than white people. 

757. The 2011 Census data indicated that 3% of the Trafford population were of a 
Black ethnic background and 86% were white. 

758. Out of 8 people in the Trafford neighbourhood who had Taser fired upon them 
during this period, 1 person was Black (12.5%) and 6 were white (75%). 

759. Caution has been taken when interpreting the relevance of the Trafford 
neighbourhood statistics, as the 12.5% equated to just one person. 

760. However, the Trafford neighbourhood data indicates that, with a population 
density of 3% and Taser being ‘fired’ at 12.5%, proportionately Black people 
were more likely to have Taser fired upon them than white people. 

761. The terms of reference for this investigation ask whether Mr A’s ethnicity 
influenced the decision to engage with and use Taser upon him. 

762. 3% of the Trafford neighbourhood are from a Black ethnic background. This 
incident occurred on a main arterial road between the city centre and the 
motorway network. The proportion of road users travelling through this 
neighbourhood who share the same protected characteristics as Mr A is 
unknown. 



  92 

 

763. Based upon risk and objectively non-discriminatory reasons, the police officers 
were instructed to conduct speed enforcement duties at this location. 

764. The evidence shows Mr A was 370.3 metres away from PC 2, during the hours 
of darkness, when the officer recorded his speeding behaviour and both 
officers said they had no prior knowledge of him or his vehicle. 

765. The evidence does not indicate that the speed enforcement activity in this 
location would result in stopping motorists from any specific ethnic background. 

766. There is no indication that the decision to engage with Mr 2 was due to his 
ethnic background, or indeed to any factor other than that he was committing a 
road traffic offence. 

767. Once Mr A had been stopped, Ms D said both officers used calm and 
appropriate language. Analysis of all of the video evidence by the IOPC has 
shown PC 1 and PC 2 did not use racist or discriminatory language at any 
point. 

768. Discrimination can be expressed overtly or unconsciously and means treating 
someone badly or unfairly because of a characteristic they share with others. 

769. The IOPC Guidelines on Handling Allegations of Discrimination state: 

• It is common in discrimination cases for there to be little or no direct 
evidence available to support an allegation. The investigation will need 
to consider whether there is other evidence from which an upheld or 
case to answer finding can be drawn. 

770. Consequently, an examination of all prior ‘use of force’ forms submitted by both 
officers were examined to identify any patterns of behaviour that could indicate 
Black people were more likely to be subjected to use of force by them. 

771. Analysis of the information did not indicate that PC 1 or PC 2 were more likely 
to use force on people from a Black ethnic background. 

772. An examination of their prior use of Taser, in all of its forms, has been made. 
This also did not indicate that PC 1 or PC 2 were more likely to use Taser upon 
people from a Black ethnic background. 

773. An examination of all previous complaints made against the officers was also 
undertaken to establish if people from a Black ethnic background were more 
likely to complain about the conduct of either officer. Again, this did not indicate 
people who shared Mr A’s protected characteristics were more likely to make 
complaints about the officers. 

774. IOPC guidance states that direct discrimination includes actions that are 
informed by biased assumptions or prejudice in respect of a protected 
characteristic, even if this is done unconsciously. 

775. The 2017 Angiolini Report states: 
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• ‘The stereotyping of young Black men as “dangerous, violent and 
volatile” is a longstanding trope that is ingrained in the minds of many in 
our society.’ 

• ‘It is not uncommon to hear comments from police officers about a 
young Black man having “superhuman strength” or being ‘impervious to 
pain’ and, often wholly inaccurately, as the “biggest man I have ever 
encountered”. Such perceptions increase the likelihood of force and 
restraint being used against an individual who may be unwell.’ 

776. Both officers said the racial background of Mr A and Child L did not influence 
their decisions to use Taser. 

777. An assessment of the evidence was undertaken to establish if any unconscious 
bias may have resulted in a higher level of force being used on Mr A than was 
necessary due to commonly held stereotypes. 

778. The evidence gathered in this investigation shows that both police officers 
described the relative strength of Mr A. 

779. PC 1 said Mr A was a well-built and muscled person and the first thing he 
thought was ‘Look at the size of his muscles.’ 

780. He said Mr A was of significant strength advantage, strength so overwhelming 
that he could not use his baton, as it may be taken off him. 

781. PC 1 told the IOPC that Mr A’s racial background did not influence his decision 
to use Taser, adding that the significant factor was his strength, which could 
have been a factor in many cases, irrespective of race. 

782. The evidence shows an incremental approach from PC 1. Upon arrest, he 
initially asked Mr A to comply by placing his hands behind him for handcuffing. 
Handcuffing to the rear has already been assessed within this report, indicating 
this was in line with local and national policies, procedures, legislation and 
training. 

783. Following this, PC 1 directed Mr A to comply and then following this, he made 
attempts to physically restrain him. 

784. Prior to first aiming his Taser at Mr A, the video evidence shows that PC 1 had 
placed his hands upon him on twelve occasions and Mr A had actively resisted 
on 14 occasions. 

785. The investigation considered if PC 1 and PC 2 exaggerated the comparative 
strength of Mr A within their statements, aligning with stereotyped assumptions 
about Black men. However, the video footage of this incident shows PC 1 
repeatedly attempt to handcuff Mr A but he was unable to do so. This was 
despite many attempts at using verbal commands and physical restraint. The 
available evidence shows Mr A was able to repeatedly evade the officers prior 
to the Taser being produced. 

786. PC 2 had also negotiated with Mr A and witnessed his colleague’s struggle to 
restrain him. 
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787. PC 2 said that when he took hold of Mr A, he quickly realised that he was very 
powerful, describing his arm as ‘like an iron bar’. 

788. The investigation considered if PC 2 prejudged the relative strength of Mr A, 
however the video evidence shows that even after PC 1 produced his Taser, 
PC 2 made attempts to physically restrain him. 

789. Whilst attempting to restrain Mr A, PC 2 said he suffered muscle pain and had 
to let go. 

790. Video evidence at 11.02:52pm demonstrated Mr A’s ability to repel both 
officers simultaneously using one arm. 

791. PC 1 said he was trembling and in fear as he attempted to gain control of Mr A 
when he was on the floor. The video evidence shows that, whilst on his feet, Mr 
A had already actively resisted PC 1 on 19 occasions before the Taser was 
initially fired. Mr A’s non- compliance with instructions persisted whilst on the 
floor. 

792. Both police officers said they believed Mr A was attempting to get to his feet. 
The video evidence shows that as Mr A was on the floor and prior to each 
additional Taser discharge, he moved otherwise than as directed by the 
officers. 

793. The evidence could indicate the undirected movements of Mr A were 
precursors to him standing however, other explanations are also possible. 

794. PC 1 said he was scared of him getting to his feet and attempting to fight. He 
said he felt Mr A had a father’s instinct to fight for his child and there is video 
evidence showing how protective Mr A was of the child. 

795. Both officers said Mr A was tampering with the electrical components of the 
Taser and this activity is recorded on the video evidence. PC 2 said he thought 
Mr A was trying to remove one of the Taser barbs and believed that ‘this was 
him trying to take control again, knowing that if he removed it he could get up.’ 
He stated that in his opinion, this would ‘escalate the situation back to the 
beginning.’ 

796. It is a possibility that, had Mr A got to his feet, he could have done as the 
officers suspected and resumed his behaviour, but there could have been other 
outcomes. He could have surrendered to the instructions given by the officers 
and submitted to handcuffing. He could have negotiated with the officers or 
conversely sought active assistance from Male Y. However, in the context of 
this incident, the evidence indicates it was reasonable for the officers to 
interpret the numerous actions of Mr A whilst on the floor as precursors to 
standing. 

797. Given the active resistance of Mr A prior to the Taser being fired, the 
comments of Mr A when he said, “You’re not taking my child”, and his apparent 
attempts to walk away from the officers, the evidence indicates it was 
reasonable for them to believe that if Mr A regained his feet, further conflict 
would follow. 
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798. PC 1 described Mr A’s strength as so overwhelming that every time he took 
hold of his arm, he threw it, which would break his grip. 

799. The evidence already analysed does not indicate that PC 1 and PC 2 were a 
force sufficient to detain Mr A using physical restraints and unarmed skills. 

800. At various stages the officers described impact factors. Impact factors recorded 
within the Personal Safety Manual include comparative strength and size of the 
people involved. The use of force monitoring forms require police officers to 
record their observations and identify such impact factors. 

801. The evidence indicates that when they reported their observations on the size 
and strength of Mr A, this was in line with local and national policies, 
procedures, legislation and training.  

802. Consequently, the evidence does not indicate that Taser was prematurely used 
as a use of force tactic due to stereotypical views on the strength of a Black 
person. The evidence indicates that they reached the point where Taser was 
felt necessary because the officers were unable to control Mr A using verbal 
commands or physical restraints. 

> Learning 

803. Throughout the investigation, the IOPC has considered learning with 
regard to the matters under investigation. The type of learning identified 
can include improving practice, updating policy or making changes to 
training.  

The IOPC can make two types of learning recommendations under the 
Police Reform Act 2002 (PRA): 

• Section 10(1) (e) recommendations – these are made at any stage of 
the investigation. There is no requirement under the Police Reform Act 
for the Appropriate Authority to provide a formal response to these 
recommendations. 

• Paragraph 28A recommendations – made at the end of the 
investigation, which do require a formal response. These 
recommendations and any responses to them are published on the 
recommendations section of the IOPC website. 

804. To assist with individual improvement, a learning recommendation has 
been identified for PC 1. 

805. The APP states:  

• ‘In order to consider the safety of other people, officers should 
communicate that they are using a CED by clearly stating “Taser, 
Taser”, indicating that it is being discharged. However, there may be 
specific reasons why this warning may be clearly inappropriate or 
unnecessary in the circumstances.’ 
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806. This was highlighted by Ms D and Mr C, however there is no evidence PC 
1 provided such warnings for the benefit of Male Y or Child L. 

807. To assist with organisational improvement, a learning recommendation has 
been identified for GMP. 

808. Ms D assessed GMP’s policy on the use of CED and said the majority of 
the content is in line with current APP however there are a few areas which 
need updating: 

• ‘There is a reference within the policy when dealing with “violence or 
threats of violence of such severity that it is likely that they will need 
to use force in order to protect the public, themselves and/or the 
subject(s)”. This statement is outdated and does not reflect the 
current position which is “it is one of a number of tactical options 
available when dealing with an incident with the potential for 
conflict.”’ 

809. To assist with wider organisational improvement, a learning 
recommendation has been identified for consideration by the College of 
Policing. 

810. The APP on armed policing provides guidance on post deployment 
conferring between officers: 

• ‘The important issue is to individually record what their honestly held 
belief of the situation was at the time force was used. There should, 
therefore, be no need for an officer to confer with others about what 
was in their mind at the time force was used.’ 

811. Shortly after Mr A was securely detained, PC 1 and PC 2 spoke of the 
events they had just experienced. 

812. PC 1 said, “It had to be done that.” PC 2 responded and said, “Of course it 
did. Because he was using the kid as a shield. And he was going to try and 
walk away with him in his arms.” They both agreed Mr A was strong. 

813. The evidence is not clear whether PC 1 was referring to use of Taser when 
saying “It had to be done”, or whether he referred to the overall 
circumstances of the arrest and detention. 

814. However, the evidence indicates that the officers discussed their thoughts 
on the actions taken and their assessment of the relative strength of Mr A 
prior to them making an individual record of events. 

815. Although guidance on non-conferring is contained within the APP on armed 
policing, no similar guidance is contained within the APP on the use of 
CED. 

816. Potential learning to be considered by the decision maker  
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I have identified the following areas of potential learning for the attention of 
the decision maker, to inform any recommendations they may wish to 
make: 

1. PC 1 to consider the safety of other people when firing a Taser and 
clearly state ‘Taser, Taser’, 

2. GMP to review GMP policy on the use of CED and ensure it accurately 
reflects the latest APP guidance. 

3. The College of Policing to consider providing guidance on post 
deployment conferring to ensure police officers individually record what 
their honestly held belief of the situation was at the time CED was 
used. 

> Next steps 

817. The decision maker will now set out their provisional opinion on the 
investigation outcomes. The decision maker will record these on a separate 
opinion document. 

818. The decision maker will also identify whether a paragraph 28ZA 
recommendation (remedy) or referral to the Reflective Practice Review Process 
(RPRP) is appropriate.  

819. Where a complaint investigation has not been subject to special procedures, 
the decision maker will determine whether:  

i) the service provided by the police was acceptable;  

ii) the service provided by the police was not acceptable; or  

iii) we have looked into the complaint, but have not been able to determine 
if the service provided was acceptable. 

820. The decision maker will also decide whether any organisational learning has 
been identified that should be shared with the organisation in question. 

> Criminal offences 

821. On receipt of this report, the decision maker must decide if there is an 
indication that a criminal offence may have been committed by any person to 
whose conduct the investigation related. 

822. If they decide that there is such an indication, they must decide whether it is 
appropriate to refer the matter to the CPS. 
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> Appendix 1: The role of the IOPC 

The IOPC carries out its own independent investigations into complaints and 

incidents involving the police, HM Revenue and Customs (HMRC), the National 

Crime Agency (NCA) and Home Office immigration and enforcement staff. 

We are completely independent of the police and the government. All cases are 

overseen by the Director General (DG), who has the power to delegate their 

decisions to other members of staff in the organisation. These individuals are 

referred to as DG delegates, or decision makers, and they provide strategic direction 

and scrutinise the investigation.  

The investigation 

At the outset of an investigation, a lead investigator will be appointed, who will be 

responsible for the day-to-day running of the investigation on behalf of the DG. This 

may involve taking witness statements, interviewing subjects to the investigation, 

analysing CCTV footage, reviewing documents, obtaining forensic and other expert 

evidence, as well as liaison with the coroner, the CPS and other agencies. 

They are supported by a team, including other investigators, lawyers, press officers 

and other specialist staff. 

Throughout the investigation, meaningful updates are provided to interested persons 

and may be provided to other stakeholders at regular intervals. Each investigation 

also passes through a series of reviews and quality checks. 

The IOPC investigator often makes early contact with the CPS and is sometimes 

provided with investigative advice during the course of the investigation. However, 

any such advice will usually be considered to be confidential. 

Complaint matters 

An investigation into a complaint is not automatically an investigation into whether a 

person serving with the police has a case to answer for misconduct or gross 

misconduct. It will investigate the issues raised in an individual’s complaint. 

An investigation may become subject to special procedures (see more below) if the 

IOPC lead investigator considers that there is an indication that a person to whose 

conduct the investigation relates may have:  

a) committed a criminal offence, or  

b) behaved in a manner that would justify them facing disciplinary 

proceedings  
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> Complaints that are subject to special procedures 

The complaints subject to special procedures focus on the actions of the identified 

officers to enable conclusions to be drawn about whether there is a case to answer 

in respect to the actions of an individual serving with the police. Individuals subject to 

the investigation will have been formally served a notice explaining the conduct 

under investigation and setting out their rights. The conclusions drawn cannot be 

about whether the complaint is upheld or not, but instead are about whether the 

subject has a case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct, or whether the 

performance of any person was unsatisfactory.   

> Complaints not subject to special procedures 

For complaints not subject to special procedures, the IOPC decision maker may 

reach an opinion about whether the performance of anybody who was the focus of 

the complaint was unsatisfactory, if applicable. Because the complaint was not 

subject to special procedures, these individuals will not have been served with a 

formal notice, as would be the case for complaints subject to special procedures.  

Some complaints will be about the standard of service provided by the police, rather 

than a person’s actions. In such cases, special procedures will not be relevant, but a 

decision as to whether the service provided by the police was/was not acceptable 

should be made or alternatively, confirmation that we have been unable to determine 

whether the service provided was acceptable.  

Investigation reports 

Once the investigator has gathered the evidence, they must prepare a report. The 

report must summarise and analyse the evidence and refer to or attach any relevant 

documents. 

The report must then be given to the decision maker, who will decide if a criminal 

offence may have been committed by any of the subjects of the investigation, and 

whether it is appropriate to refer the case to the CPS for a charging decision.  

The decision maker will reach a provisional opinion on the following:   

a) whether any person to whose conduct the investigation related has a case to 

answer in respect of misconduct or gross misconduct or has no case to 

answer; 

b) whether or not any such person’s performance is unsatisfactory;  

c) whether or not disciplinary proceedings should be brought against any such 

person and, if so, what form those proceedings should take (taking into 

account, in particular, the seriousness of any breach of the Standards of 

Professional Behaviour); 
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d) whether or not performance proceedings should be brought against any such 

person; and  

e) whether or not any matter which was the subject of the investigation should 

be referred to be dealt with under the reflective practice review process.  

The decision maker will also decide whether to make individual or wider learning 

recommendations for the police.  

Misconduct proceedings 

Having considered any views of the appropriate authority, the decision maker is 

required to make the final determination and notify the appropriate authority to: 

a) whether any person to whose conduct the investigation has related has a 

case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct or has no case to answer; 

b) the performance of any person to whose conduct the investigation related is 

unsatisfactory; and 

c) whether or not disciplinary proceedings should be brought against any person 

to whose conduct the investigation related and, if so, what form the 

disciplinary proceedings should take. 

The decision maker may also make a determination as to any matter dealt with in the 

report. This may include a decision that a matter amounts to practice requiring 

improvement (PRI) and as such should be dealt with under the reflective practice 

review process (PRPR) or recommendation under paragraph 28ZA (remedy). 

Unsatisfactory Performance Procedures  

UPP is defined as an inability or failure of a police officer to perform the duties of the 

role or rank the officer is currently undertaking to a satisfactory standard or level. 

The decision maker can recommend and, where necessary, direct an appropriate 

authority to refer an officer to any stage of the unsatisfactory performance procedure. 

The appropriate authority must comply with a direction from the decision maker and 

must ensure proceedings are proceeded with to a proper conclusion. The appropriate 

authority must also keep the decision maker informed of the action it takes in 

response to a direction concerning performance proceedings. 

Practice Requiring Improvement  

Practice Requiring Improvement (PRI) is defined as underperformance or conduct 

not amounting to misconduct or gross misconduct, which falls short of the 

expectations of the public and the police service as set out in the police Code of 

Ethics.  
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Where PRI is identified, the Reflective Practice Review Process (RPRP) is followed. 

However, there may be instances where PRI is identified, but for a variety of reasons 

the RPRP process is not instigated, for example due to the wellbeing of an officer. 

Please refer to the Home Office Statutory Guidance for further information.  

RPRP is not a disciplinary outcome but a formalised process set out in the Police 

(Conduct) Regulations 2020. It is more appropriate to address one-off issues or 

instances or where there have been limited previous attempts to address emerging 

concerns around low-level conduct. In some instances it may be appropriate to 

escalate the matter to formal UPP procedures where there is a reoccurrence of a 

performance related issue following the completion of the Reflective Practice Review 

Process. 

The IOPC cannot direct RPRP: it can only require the appropriate authority to 

determine what action it will take. 

Criminal proceedings 

If there is an indication that a criminal offence may have been committed by any 

person to whose conduct the investigation related, the IOPC may refer that person 

to the CPS. The CPS will then decide whether to bring a prosecution against any 

person. If they decide to prosecute, and there is a not guilty plea, there may be a 

trial. Relevant witnesses identified during our investigation may be asked to attend 

the court. The criminal proceedings will determine whether the defendant is guilty 

beyond reasonable doubt. 

Publishing the report 

After all criminal proceedings relating to the investigation have concluded, and at a 

time when the IOPC is satisfied that any other misconduct or inquest proceedings 

will not be prejudiced by publication, the IOPC may publish its investigation report, or 

a summary of this.  

Redactions might be made to the report at this stage to ensure, for example, that 

individuals’ personal data is sufficiently protected. 
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> Appendix 2: Map of the scene 
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> Appendix 3: Timeline of events 

 

Date Time Event 

6/5/20 
22:53:39 

PC 2 recorded the approaching speed of Mr A at 72mph. 

 
22:54:25 

PC 2 activated the blue lights of his police vehicle as he 
attempted to stop Mr A. 

 
22:54:53 

After stopping momentarily Mr A steered his vehicle around 
PC 2’s car and stopped his vehicle on the BP petrol station 
forecourt. 

 
22:55:18 

PC 1 and PC 2 approached Mr A and observed Child L 
sitting in the front passenger seat. 

 
22:55:30 

PC 2 pointed out the offence of exceeding the speed limit 
and cautioned Mr A. 

 
22:56:31 

PC 2 said the child would be alright staying within Mr A’s 
vehicle and they weren’t going anywhere. 

 
22:57:36 

Mr A was told he was going to be breathalysed. 

 
22:58:21 

PC 1 used his radio to request a van attend at the scene. 

 
22:58:27 

PC 2 told Mr A ‘everything was fine’ and they would “sort 
something” for the child. 

 
22:58:34 

PC 1 informed Mr A he suspected him to be drunk. 

 
22:59:04 

Mr A takes the child’s hand and appeared to attempt to walk 
away. This was prevented and Mr A then placed the child in 
the rear of the car. 

 
23:00:15 

Breath test 1 - Mr A was required to provide a specimen of 
breath but did not comply as requested. 

 
23:00:30 

Breath test 2 - Mr A was required to provide a specimen of 
breath but did not comply as requested. 

 
23:00:37 

Breath test 3 - Mr A was required to provide a specimen of 
breath but did not comply as requested. 

 
23:00:49 

PC 1 said he would give Mr A one final opportunity to blow 
but Mr A appeared to disregard the instructions given and 
asked a member of the public to video record the incident. 

 
23:01:01 

Breath test 4 - Mr A was required to provide a specimen of 
breath but did not comply as requested. 
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23:01:06 

Mr A informed he was under arrest and cautioned. He was 
asked to put his hands behind his back to enable 
handcuffing, but this request was refused. 

 
23:01:21 

On seven occasions Mr A actions fell within the ‘profiled 
subject behaviour’ of ‘active resistance.’ 

 
23:01:45 

PC 2 said, “I’ll Taser him.” Mr A replied, “Taser me.” 

 
23:01:52 

Mr A used both hands on PC 1’s chest to push him away. 
This was the 14th occasion where his actions fell within the 
‘profiled subject behaviour’ of ‘active resistance.’ 

 
23:01:55 

PC 1 drew his Taser and pointed it at Mr A. 

 
23:02:07 

PC 1 sent another radio message repeating his request for a 
police van to attend. 

 
23:02:10 

Mr A removed Child L from the vehicle. PC 2 said, “You can 
hold your child, but you’re not going anywhere, okay.” 

 
23:02:16 

As Mr A pushed his back into PC 2. He appeared to use his 
right foot inside the car to assist him however he stumbled 
and PC 2 supported him and the child from falling to the 
floor. 

 
23:02:52 

On the 17th occasion where the actions of Mr A actions fell 
within the ‘profiled subject behaviour’ of ‘active resistance he 
was able to use one arm to simultaneously break free from 
the grip of both officers. 

 
23:02:55 

On the 19th occasion where the actions of Mr A actions fell 
within the ‘profiled subject behaviour’ of ‘active resistance he 
moved towards PC 2. PC 1 was unable to prevent this 
movement and was very briefly pulled forward himself. 

 
23:02:58 

PC 2 said, “Taser him” and PC 1 discharged his device for 5 
seconds causing Mr A to fall. 

 
23:03:10 

Taser discharge 2 - 23:03:10 – <0.1 seconds 

 
23:03:11 

Taser discharge 3 - 23:03:11 – 0.6 seconds. 

 
23:03:15 

Taser discharge 4 - 23:03:15 – 1.75 seconds. 

 
23:03:21 

Taser discharge 5 - 23:03:21 – 1.7 seconds. 

 
23:03:35 

Taser discharge 6 - 23:03:35 – 1 second. 

 
23:03:49 

Whilst on the floor Mr A pushed down onto his right elbow to 
push himself up. PC 1 said “No. Stay there. Do not try to get 
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up.” On this occasion Mr A complied and the Taser was not 
re-energised. 

 
23:05:25 

Taser discharge 7 - 23:05:25 – 1.8 seconds. 

 
23:05:54 

Other emergency vehicles enter the petrol station forecourt. 

 
23:07:04 

Mr A was placed into handcuffs. 
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> Appendix 4: Terms of reference 

  

 

Terms of Reference  

 

Investigation into the force used by Greater Manchester Police officers 

whilst arresting a man in Chester Road, Stretford, Manchester on 6 May 

2020. 

 

Investigation Name: Chester Road, Stretford. 

Investigation Type: Independent 

Appropriate Authority: Greater Manchester Police  

IOPC Reference: 2020/135685 

Director General (DG) 

Delegate (decision maker): 

Andy Riley 

Lead Investigator: Colin Fisher 

Target Range: 3 - 6 months3 - 6 months 

 

Summary of events  

 

About 11.00pm Wednesday 6 May 2020 two Police Constables from Greater Manchester 

Police followed a BMW motor vehicle in Chester Road, Stretford until it stopped on the 

forecourt of a BP petrol station. There they confronted the driver, Mr A, about the manner 

of his driving. Mr A was accompanied by his young son. During this encounter the officers 

arrested Mr A and in the course of detaining him discharged a Taser several times. 

Mr A has complained: 

• The use of the Taser was arbitrary, oppressive, excessive, unwarranted and 
therefore unlawful. 
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• The officers had scant regard for the welfare of the child and the use of Taser was 
not only an excessive use of force, but it was wholly inappropriate to be used in 
front of his child.  

• There was a risk as the Taser was used on a petrol station forecourt in breach of 
established police protocols for the use of Tasers. 

• That had he been a white man with his son, he would not have been Tasered. 

• In a subsequent interview police officers questioned whether Mr A had used his son 
as a human shield, an accusation he complains of as being “disgraceful and 
unfounded”. 

Terms of Reference 

1.  To investigate police interaction with Mr A on 6 May 2020, with reference to 

local and national policies, procedures, legislation and training. In particular 

with regard to: 

• The officers’ decision to engage with Mr A. 

• Officers’ communication with Mr A, before, during and after his arrest. 

• The use of force against Mr A, with specific reference to the 
environment in which it was used and occurring in front of the child. 

• The aftercare officers provided to Mr A and his son. 

• Whether Mr A’s ethnicity influenced the decision to engage with and 
use Taser upon him. 

• Whether evidence exists to warrant questioning if Mr A had used his 
son as a human shield. 

2.  To identify whether any subject of the investigation may have committed a 

criminal offence and, if appropriate, make early contact with the Director of 

Public Prosecutions (DPP). On receipt of the final report, the decision maker 

shall determine whether the report should be sent to the DPP.  

3.  To enable an assessment as to whether any subject of the investigation has 

a case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct or no case to answer. 

4.  To consider and report on whether there may be organisational learning, 

including: 

• whether any change in policy or practice would help to prevent a 
recurrence of the event, incident or conduct investigated; 

• whether the incident highlights any good practice that should be 
shared. 

 

The decision maker responsible for oversight of this investigation is Office Manager 

Andy Riley.  The decision maker has approved these terms of reference. At the end 
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of the investigation they will decide whether or not the report should be submitted to 

the Director of Public Prosecutions. They will also consider the Appropriate 

Authority’s views on the content of the report, before making a final determination.  

 

These terms of reference were approved at 11:54am on Monday 29 June 2020. 
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> Appendix 5: The Complaints 
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> Appendix 6: Data downloaded from the 
Taser 

 Taser discharge 1 23:02:58 5 seconds 

 2 23:03:10 < 0.1 seconds 

 3 23:03:11 0.6 seconds 

 4 23:03:15 1.75 seconds 

 5 23:03:21 1.7 seconds 

 6 23:03:35 1 second 

 7 23:05:25 1.8 seconds (disrupted) 

 

Discharge 1 -  

 

Graph Figure 1 shows successful connection. Duration 5 seconds. Full NMI achieved with subject 

receiving 19 pulses per second (blue line) and up to 1200 volts per pulse. 

Discharge 2 -  
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Graph Figure 2 shows successful connection but connection less than 0.1 seconds. NMI achieved as 

two pulses received up to 1200 volts. User has applied only quick pressure to button before release. 

This could be that officer believed that he had pressed the arc button properly but possibly “edged” 

the required area with his finger and so not gaining the required pressure.  

Discharge 3 –  

 

Graph Figure 3 shows successful connection duration 0.6 seconds. Subject received eleven pulses 

up to 1200 volts. 

Discharge 4 –  
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Graph Figure 4 shows successful connection 1.75 seconds.29 pulses received at 1200 volts. 

Discharge 5 –  

 

Graph Figure 5shows successful connection 1.7 seconds. 28 pulses received up to 1200 volts 

Discharge 6 –  
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Graph Figure 6 shows successful connection 1 second. 17 pulses received up to 1200 volts. 

Discharge 7 –  

 

Graph Figure 7 shows successful activation but connection disrupted for 1.8 seconds. Blue pulses 
shown below 1000 volt line which, although connected there is disruption and it is unlikely that NMI is 
being achieved. This is possibly caused by a broken connection, a barb has fallen out but remains 
close to the body or the barbs are lodged in clothing and any subject movement is breaking the 
current 

 


