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Foreword 
This review has been prepared for two primary purposes. Firstly it acts as a 

documented record of the police operation led by Gloucestershire Constabulary at 

RAF Fairford between December 2002 and May 2003. It is important for the corporate 

memory of such a significant policing event to exist in some tangible form other than 

solely in the individual memories of those involved. Records from previous operations 

(such as the policing of the Miners’ Strike or the protests at Greenham Common) 

were not available to inform Operation Merit, and this would clearly have been an 

advantage. 

Secondly, this review seeks to identify items of good practice and issues for further 

development. These may be site-specific, generic or both, and are highlighted 

throughout the text. These issues are also summarised at Appendix G. 

It has to be remembered that Operation Merit was the largest national mobilisation of 

police support units for a simple mutual aid operation since the Miners’ Strike of 1984. 

A total of 38 of the 43 police forces in England and Wales supplied officers for the 

operation. 

Operation Merit was a complete success in relation to its stated objectives, which 

were to: 

 Prevent crime and disorder 

 Facilitate lawful protest 

 Minimise disruption to the lawful activities of the Ministry of Defence 

and the United States Air Force 

 Maintain free passage on the highway 

 Reassure the community 

While some will inevitably disagree with this analysis, particularly those who direct 

action in an attempt to disrupt military activity, any objective analysis will show this 

summary to be a fair reflection of the outcome. 

The fact that NATO continues to invest in upgrading the military infrastructure at RAF 

Fairford clearly means that the one remaining task for all agencies is to use this 

review to prepare for the future, whatever that may be. 

 

 

Martin Baker 

Deputy Chief Constable, Gloucestershire Constabulary 

Gold Commander, Operation Merit 
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Section 1: Background 

National and international perspective 

Global threat from terrorism 

Whilst the “War Against Terror”, sponsored by the US, has led to an increase in 

international tensions and anti-US feeling, the United States and its assets have been 

the subject of many terrorist acts in recent years: 

Aug 1998 US Embassy bombings in East Africa (Nairobi – 289 dead, 5,000 

injured) 

Oct 2000 Attack on the USS Cole, Yemen (12 killed, 39 injured) 

Dec 2000 Manila bombing near US embassy (9 injured) 

Sept 2001 Terrorist attacks on US mainland (5,000 killed) 

Oct 2001 Anthrax attacks on US mainland (4 killed) 

Dec 2001 Shoe bomber Richard Read arrested – American Airlines flight 

Although traditional forms of terrorism continue to feature in the news virtually every 

week, acts of martyrdom have increased. This has been especially true of Israel, 

which has witnessed terrifying unexpected attacks on its citizens and military staff.  

The UK recognised the potential for such attacks to happen on home soil, and 

consequently a number of new contingency plans have been developed to deal with 

the CBRN (Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear) threat and attacks by 

suicide killers.  

In addition to the incidents listed above, the following significant acts of terrorism have 

taken place worldwide in the last five years
1
: 

Aug 1998  Omagh bombing by the so-called "Real IRA" kills 29.  

Jan 1999  Gunmen opened fire on Shi'a Muslims worshipping in an 

Islamabad mosque, killing 16 people and injuring 25.  

Apr1999  David Copeland nail bomb attacks against ethnic minorities and 

gays in central London: 3 killed and hundreds injured. 

2000  Beginning of a campaign of attacks on civilians in Israel - see 

Terrorism against Israel in 2000. Death toll of Israelis killed by 

terrorism from Sept to Dec alone is 41.  

2001  Palestinian attacks against Israeli civilians continue. Death toll of 

Israelis known to have been killed by terrorism this year is 204. 

June 2002 Terrorist attack outside US Consulate in Karachi, 12 killed and 

many more injured. 

                                                        
1
 Extract from online encyclopaedia www.wikipedia.org - click on underlined links to open relevant entry for each subject 

(electronic version) or go to the website and search for the terms underlined (printed version). 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Omagh_bombing
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Real_IRA
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shi%27a
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Islamabad
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Copeland
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Terrorism_against_Israel_in_2000
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Palestinian
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Terrorism_against_Israel_in_2001
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/June_14_terrorist_attack_outside_US_Consulate_in_Karachi
http://www.wikipedia.org/
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Oct 2002  Bali car bombing: 202 killed and 209 injured – mainly overseas 

holidaymakers - in an attack on a nightclub. 

Oct 2002  Zamboanga bombings in the main shopping district of the 

Christian city of Zamboanga in the Philippines – 6 killed and 

approximately 150 injured. 

Oct 2002  Moscow theatre siege: 700 patrons of a Moscow theatre held 

hostage by terrorists demanding the immediate and unconditional 

withdrawal of Russian forces from Chechnya. Special Security 

Services stormed the building and around 50 terrorists and 120 

hostages died in the raid or soon after.  

Mar 2002  Most deadly year of Palestinian terror campaign against Israel, 

including the Passover Massacre in which 30 people are killed 

while enjoying Passover celebrations in a hotel in Netanya 

(Israel).   

Nov 2002  Three suicide bombers detonate explosives in Kenyan hotel 

bombing, killing themselves and 13 others. Al-Qaeda were 

thought to be responsible. 

2003  Palestinian terror attacks against Israel continue.  In the six 

months from Jan to June, 92 persons were killed by terrorist acts. 

May 2003 Suicide bombings of a United States expatriate housing 

compound in Saudi Arabia killed 29 and injured 160 in 4 attacks. 

Al-Qaeda blamed.  

May 2003 Suicide bombing in Casablanca, Morocco leaves 31 dead. The 

attack involved 12 bombers and 5 targets, said to be "Western 

and Jewish". Attack attributed to al-Assirat al-Moustaquim, a 

Moroccan group, but "al-Qaeda influence not ruled out."  

Clearly the global threat from terrorism is a very real one, and although many of the 

episodes listed above took place in countries already living with a high degree of civil 

unrest and relative lawlessness, such dreadful incidents can and do take place in so-

called civilised western societies, often where they would be least expected. 

It is therefore the duty of every responsible government to take every measure 

available to protect its citizens from such attacks. In some cases, the available 

measures have been seen as compromising individuals’ freedoms to move freely and 

conduct normal daily business without feeling that “big brother is watching”. 

Inevitably then, the political skill required to balance the rights of the individual against 

the security of the state has been subject of much comment. In a newspaper article of 

the 8
th

 Sept 2002, the Home Secretary commented: 

‘…One year on [from 9/11], we may feel less disorientated by what took place 

and reassured that the apocalyptic vision of that day has not been repeated in 

the days and months that followed. But I believe passionately that we cannot 

swing like a pendulum from the panic of a year ago to complacency now. A 

democratic government must be honest with its citizens about the threats we 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2002_Bali_terrorist_bombing
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zamboanga_bombings
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Moscow_theatre_siege
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Terrorism_against_Israel_in_2002
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Passover_Massacre
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kenyan_hotel_bombing
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kenyan_hotel_bombing
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Al-Qaeda
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Terrorism_against_Israel_in_2003
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face and continue a debate about the best balance to be struck to protect both 

our freedoms and our safety….  

‘…The UK and its interests overseas remain a target for Al Qaeda terrorists who 

will almost certainly seek to carry out further terrorist attacks, drawing on the 

network of cells which they have already established. A real threat remains in 

this country. That is the stark truth…  

‘…We have to balance this fact against the harsh reality that we remain a target 

and there can be no guarantees there will not be an attack in the future. There 

is no such thing as 100% intelligence, and British citizens remain at risk from 

both international terrorists and [other organisations such as] the Real IRA.’ 

The Home Secretary clearly explained that activities to deter terrorism cannot be 

driven entirely by intelligence.  Where a real and present threat exists and the 

vulnerability of a target is self-evident, security forces cannot afford to wait for 

specific intelligence before implementing sensible, proportionate and prudent 

measures to reduce any perceived threat. The inability to profile potential 

terrorists also places emphasis on the need for pro-active policing interventions such 

as the use of stop search powers and adequate security provisions for such 

vulnerable targets. 

Traces of ricin
2
 were detected by British police in a flat in North London after a raid on 

a suspected ring of terrorists on January 7
th

 2003. The group was suspected of 

intending to use the poison in an attack on the London Underground.  Subsequently, 

six more sus[ects were arrested in Bournemouth and three in Manchester in 

connection with the North London ricin investigation.  

On 11
th

 February 2003, light tanks and 450 troops were deployed at Heathrow Airport 

as a result of specific terrorist threats. Police also added patrols in central London in 

response to a “potential threat to the Capital” amid terrorism fears prior to a possible 

war on Iraq. 

The security operation was for the whole of London, although it was most visible at 

Heathrow.  About 1,500 extra security personnel (including the 450 troops) were 

ordered to Heathrow on Tuesday 11
th

 February to thwart a feared Al-Qaeda anti-

aircraft missile attack, the largest security operation at the airport in 10 years.  Police 

searched cars entering the airport and stopped motorists in nearby villages under the 

flight path, after what security sources described as the most serious threat to Britain 

since the September 11
th

 attacks.  There was a heavy police presence in areas west 

of the airport, including Windsor.   

Political interest in Iraq War 

The strategic importance of the B52 operations to the war in Iraq cannot be 

underestimated. 

Major General Wooley, Commanding Officer 3
rd

 Air Force, USAFE and William Farish 

III, the US Ambassador to the UK, both personally made it clear to the Chief 

Constable that the B52 operation at RAF Fairford was a “zero failure” operation for the 

USAFE.  This was subsequently reinforced by the Ambassador in a letter to the Chief 

Constable and has only recently been reiterated in a recent letter of thanks to the 

Chief Constable from General Wooley.  By clear inference and exhortations to action 

                                                        
2
 Ricin is a substance which is used as an agent of biological warfare and is said to be twice as deadly as cobra venom– it 

has no known antidote and can be distributed in the air (although oxidises quite quickly). (Source: www.wikipedia.org 

July 20, 2004) 

http://www.wikipedia.org/
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this same stricture was applied by the US government and military to the 

Gloucestershire policing operation.   

This approach was subsequently reinforced by Leigh Lewis, the Permanent Under 

Secretary at the Home Office, when briefed by the Chief Constable and the Gold 

Commander at the Home Office on the 17
th

 March 2003, in relation to the status of the 

operation and an intended application for Special Grant.   

Other notable senior military and political figures present at the briefing included: 

 Glyn Davies (2
nd

 Secretary and Deputy Head of Mission, US 

Embassy) 

 Major General Wooley (USAFE) 

 Lloyd Clark (Chief Constable, MDP) 

 Jim Daniel (Home Office Director, Crime) 

 Mike Gillespie (Home Office, Public Order) 

 Brian Coleman (Director PSDB) 

 ACC Guy Gardner (ACPO/PNICC) 

 Steve Wells (HMIC)  

In particular, the Permanent Secretary stated that he would “rather defend over 

policing than under policing to the Home Secretary” and that the operation should “err 

in favour of more rather than less”.  In relation to the forthcoming peace protest at the 

base on the 22
nd

 March, the Permanent Secretary specifically asked that a working 

assumption be made of a much larger demonstration than that predicted by current 

intelligence (up to 20,000 people).  The ‘working assumption’ was given as 50,000 

protestors.  It was agreed that the Chief Constable of Gloucestershire should 

personally return to the Home Office the following day to chair a meeting to consider 

the likely impact of a demonstration of that size and how it might be dealt with should 

it occur.  This meeting identified that contingency plans already in existence would 

enable a turn-back policy to be implemented to prevent an event on this scale.  This 

was necessary because a protest of that size could not realistically be managed 

effectively in such a rural location and it would consequently be likely to lead to a 

serious breach of the peace.  

It is quite clear that the consequences of a significant failure in base security 

during military operations would have been catastrophic.  The death of or 

serious injury to a member of UK or US military personnel, or the destruction of USAF 

aircraft/munitions on an RAF airbase in time of war would have been appalling, for 

those involved, for the war effort and for the US and UK governments.  Not only would 

the military mission have been severely disrupted, but also there would have been an 

immediate and adverse public reaction that would have fuelled the terrorist and 

protest effort yet further.  Similarly, had a member of the public penetrated the 

defences and been injured or killed by one of the armed USAF personnel guarding 

the B52 aircraft not only would it have been a personal tragedy, but also the public 

reaction and political consequences would have been extremely damaging to the 

coalition partners.  It is in this context that the policing operation was constructed. 

The intense interest of the UK Government through the MoD (in the person of Chief 

Constable MDP, Lloyd Clarke, Air Marshall Sir Christopher Colville and Provost 

Marshall Clive Morgan) was also apparent.  As a consequence, significant numbers of 

additional MoD police officers and military personnel were deployed on internal 

security duties at the base - initially the 2
nd

 Battalion of the Royal Ghurkha Regiment, 

and later a large contingent of RAF trainees supported by RAF Police.  The USAF 

also increased their Security Forces on the base and some basic target hardening 
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and technology was introduced.  The RAF planning projections were for 4-12 weeks 

ahead, while the USAFE 4 Star General Martin told his own staff, on a visit to RAF 

Fairford on the 8
th

 April, to be prepared for a six month deployment. 

Weekly meetings took place at the US Embassy in London, chaired by Mr David 

Venness, Assistant Commissioner (Specialist Operations) [(AC(SO)] under the 

auspices of ACPO(TAM).  These meetings were attended by: 

 US Embassy officials 

 USAF personnel 

 Home Office officials  

 MoD officials 

 Chief Constable and/or ACC (Operations) MDP 

 ACC Gardner (ACPO/PNICC) 

 ACC Yeo (ACPO Public Order) 

 Gloucestershire Gold Commander  

These meetings served to demonstrate further the US and UK government interest in 

the police operation; their results being taken to the Cabinet Office by AC(SO).  The 

Presidents of ACPO and HMIC also took a personal interest in events at Fairford.   

Furthermore, national and international experts in the field of public order policing and 

terrorism were called upon to provide advice throughout the operation, including: 

 National Centre for Policing Excellence (NCPE) 

 Metropolitan Police Service 

 National Public Order Intelligence Unit (NPOIU) 

 Security Service (including the Joint Terrorism Analysis Centre 

[JTAC] and the Police International Counter Terrorism Unit [PICTU]) 

 Ministry of Defence Police 

 RAF Provost & Security Service (P&SS) 

 USAF Office of Special Investigations (OSI)  

The level of danger presented by the existence of the B52s cannot be overestimated.  

The presence of the aircraft meant that the Munitions Storage Area was at various 

times full to capacity with a wide variety of ordnance, including both conventional 

JDAM bombs and Cruise missiles (unit cost $1m per missile).  The need to replenish 

these munitions from RAF Welford (Oxfordshire) on average every four days (and 

sometimes on a daily basis) also presented a danger.  The emotive issues 

surrounding the use and movement of such weapons for deployment by USAF 

Personnel from UK soil have long been an issue, and military establishments such as 

Greenham Common have previously served as focal points for widespread anti-war 

protest.  

The B52 operation at Fairford served as a point of focus in the UK for the 

hitherto widespread public opposition to the war in Iraq.  RAF Fairford had no 

previous history of being a focus for public protest and there had been few security 

problems there prior to this conflict.  When the base was previously operational in 

relation to the Gulf War in 1991 and the Kosovo campaign in 1999, there was little 

protest activity, with any interest coming mainly from aircraft enthusiasts.  

The situation changed fundamentally in December 2002 due to the increased 

international tension in relation to Iraq and the rapid emergence of a vociferous and 

active anti-war interest.  The subsequent arrival in early March 2003 of fourteen B52 

bomber aircraft and an additional 1,300 US military personnel, who were housed on 
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the base in a hastily constructed ‘Portakabin City’, galvanised the anti-war protestors’ 

determination to target Fairford as a key location at which to demonstrate.   

 

Characteristics of RAF Fairford site 

The principle under which NATO countries grant legal immunities and privileges to 

visiting forces from other members of the Alliance is set out in the 1951 NATO Status 

of Forces Agreement (SOFA).  In UK law these provisions are put into effect in the 

main by the Visiting Forces Act 1952 and the Visiting Forces (Application of Law) 

Order 1965.  It is under this framework that RAF Fairford operates, with the Ministry of 

Defence (MoD) having effectively leased the base to the United States Air Force 

Europe (USAFE). 

RAF Fairford is a rurally located, uniquely important NATO forward operating location 

currently operated by the USAFE 424 Air Base Squadron.  Whilst the site spans the 

county boundaries of both Gloucestershire and Wiltshire, the majority of the base is 

within Gloucestershire – see map included in Appendix A. Responsibility for the day-

to-day management of the base rests with an RAF Base Commander (Squadron 

Leader John Morris) and a USAF Base Commander (Lt Colonel Max Rothman).  

Under peacetime conditions, approximately 200 USAF personnel and 250 members 

of locally employed support staff work at the site.   

Fairford is one of only three bases in the world outside of the United States 

mainland capable of receiving and retaining B52 bombers, and neither of the 

other two (Guam and Diego Garcia) were used in the recent Iraq War.  In fact, in this 

conflict, Fairford was the only base in the UK from which any offensive military 

operations were directly launched against Iraq.  

The base is referred to by USAFE as a ‘Contingency Facility’ and consequently it is 

on standby for lengthy periods, only being called into full use at times of international 

conflict.  It is clear that the USAF are intensifying their use of the base, with a multi-

million pound construction project to strengthen the runway having been completed in 

the summer of 2002.  The majority of the $90m funding for this project was provided 

by NATO, with a much smaller contribution coming from the US Government.   

At the time of writing, further development of the flights operations centre is being 

undertaken and specialised climate-controlled hangars are to be constructed at the 

base in the near future to house B2 Stealth bombers.  Furthermore, the refurbishment 

of another USAFE airbase at Mildenhall in the UK in 2004 will lead to RAF Fairford 

becoming the operating base for a USAFE tanker squadron. This will result in fifteen 

KC135 tankers and an additional 800 USAF personnel being deployed at RAF 

Fairford between February and November 2004, with a corresponding increase in 

aircraft activity. It is also anticipated that U2 reconnaissance aircraft will be deployed 

here in October 2004.  Thus the base’s importance in the coming decade is likely, 

if anything, to increase, and the lessons learnt during the Iraq War will be 

critical in planning for future security needs at the site. 

The base has a perimeter of some 13.5 miles, large parts of which are inaccessible by 

vehicle.  The boundary consists of a six-foot-high chain link fence topped by three 

strands of barbed wire.  At the end of the runway the fence is constructed of wooden 

palings, apparently as a requirement of air traffic safety regulations to have a frangible 

barrier at such locations.  This proved a particular problem during disorder at the site 
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on 23
rd

 February, when these palings were pulled off by activists and used as 

weapons. 

In several places the fence abuts public roads and any aircraft on the base are close 

to and clearly visible from the fence line.  In fact, they are so close that the aircraft are 

vulnerable to damage from projectiles such as catapults, and if the aircraft skin is 

punctured it cannot fly until repaired. Given the other tactics employed by activists it is 

surprising that this particular tactic was not seen during Operation Merit.  It should 

certainly form part of any risk assessment for future operations. 

Primacy for the security of the base rests with the Ministry of Defence and USAFE but 

it is clear that the standing resources provided by these organisations – human, 

physical and technological – are insufficient and ineffective.  Major tracts of the 

perimeter are only accessible across open farmland, which makes conventional 

policing methods ineffective due to the dissipation of resources caused by the nature 

of the terrain.  It is clear therefore that increased investment in technological 

surveillance of the perimeter, together with improved target hardening and 

additional human resources within the perimeter, would be the most effective 

means of protecting the base.  This would allow the external security operation to 

be more tightly focused and deployed on an intelligence-led basis, thereby reducing 

the requirement for human security resources. 

There is no permanent perimeter CCTV coverage at the base, although during the 

conflict the Police Scientific and Development Branch (PSDB) set up such systems in 

certain key areas.  Likewise, basic intruder detection systems were installed 

temporarily at a small number of vulnerable points on the perimeter.  Both the CCTV 

and intruder detection systems have since been removed from the site.  The only 

remaining additional security at the site is concertina wire laid out inside the existing 

perimeter fence or in certain cases on top of it.  The base commander has applied to 

USAFE for funding to upgrade security but he is not optimistic given their inherent 

funding pressures.  This reflects a philosophy that it is cheaper to use 

temporary human and physical security measures as the need arises, rather 

than investing in more permanent improvements to the infrastructure.  While 

that may or may not be the case, the liability that this creates for the many security 

agencies involved is, as has recently been witnessed, colossal.  

The deteriorating diplomatic and military situation in relation to Iraq from 

December 2002 prompted a number of public protests at the base as well as a 

significant amount of criminal activity directed towards the base infrastructure and 

USAF assets, including aircraft and munitions convoys.  The level of this activity 

can be correlated with the level of resources initially deployed at RAF Fairford and 

the lack of security infrastructure to ‘target harden’ a 13.5 mile perimeter fence.  

Indeed, if every one of Gloucestershire’s 1,200 officers had been deployed solely 

around the perimeter fence there would have still been a 20-metre gap between 

each officer (and this assumes it would be possible to have all staff on duty 

continuously, 24hrs per day). This highlights some of the difficulties involved in 

securing the base. 

Request for Police presence at RAF Fairford 

It should be stressed that, until the Chief Constable and gold Commander 

personally briefed the Permanent Secretary at the Home Office on the 17
th

 March, 

no official request was ever received from any arm of UK Government for policing 

at the base to be supported by Gloucestershire Constabulary.  This requirement 
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was driven by events on the ground: both the Commanding Officer 3rd US Air 

Force and the US Ambassador to the UK visited the base in the weeks preceding 

the conflict and sought the involvement of Gloucestershire Constabulary in 

securing the base.  It is clear that USAFE saw (and see) Gloucestershire 

Constabulary as having a significant responsibility for base security.  Additionally, 

the MoD (through the RAF), the MDP and ACPO/TAM were all relying heavily on 

Gloucestershire Constabulary to protect the base during the Iraq war.   

While this may be understandable given the urgency of the situation at that time, there 

is no such written requirement contained in any MoD contingency plan.  There has 

been, and continues to be, a total reliance on being able to call on the local 

force at a moment’s notice to fulfil this requirement, which is wholly unacceptable 

given the scale and nature of the task. 

Security responsibilities at RAF Fairford 

HMIC Good Practice: Cross-Border  Protocols  

The practices listed overleaf are identified as an example of good practice in the 

ACPO Keeping the Peace manual. 
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The recent past has illustrated the need for forces to develop cross border 

protocols and respond to intelligence or events that suggest disorder may 

arise. In preparing protocols forces should bear in mind that:  

 agreements on strategy, command, and tactics are essential 

 resource and financial arrangements need to be in accord 

 a common approach on community and media issues is required, 

especially if the forces involved have different styles of policing 

 contingency plans need to be developed so that each force can 

quickly respond 

 intelligence systems need to be harmonised to effectively feed the 

operational response 

 investigative and prosecution policies need to be coordinated. 

 

At an early stage of the operation, Gloucestershire Constabulary recognised that the 

physical, geographical, political and international factors influencing RAF Fairford 

would demand comprehensive cross-border agreements in order to deliver effective 

anti-disorder tactics.  

The policing strategy was therefore created along these lines, providing flexibility in 

security levels and methods of policing in response to the evolving situation at 

Fairford. 

General responsibi l i t ies  of  MoD Police & Home Off ice Forces  

The relative responsibilities of the Chief Constable of the Ministry of Defence Police 

(MDP) and Chief Constables of Home Office forces in England and Wales operating 

under the Police Act 1996 are codified in the joint protocol laid out in Home Office 

Circular 24/2002 (implemented on the 3
rd

 May 2002). 

The protocol records that the primary responsibility for the maintenance and 

enforcement of the criminal law throughout England and Wales rests with the chief 

officers of the 1996 Police Forces Act (described as ‘local Chief Constables’ and ‘local 

police forces’).  However, the responsibility for the investigation of criminal offences 

committed within the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Defence Police Act 1987, as 

amended by the Anti-terrorism, Crime and Security Act 2001, rests with the Chief 

Constable of the Ministry of Defence Police. 

On the other hand, any crime or suspected crime of terrorism, or any incident 

involving sudden deaths within MoD property, requires the MoD police force to take 

any immediate action necessary and inform the local Chief Constable at the same 

time.  Thereafter, the local Chief Constable, in consultation with the Chief Constable 

of the Ministry of Defence Police, will determine how the investigation should proceed. 

Additionally, during any period of mutual aid, officers of the Ministry of Defence Police 

will be deployed under the overall command of the senior officer of the local police 

force responsible for policing the operation.  Prior to each operation, the local police 

force concerned will ensure that Ministry of Defence Police officers on mutual aid 

duties are fully briefed regarding intelligence, risk assessments, operational 

deployments and tactics.  

Notably, the protocol provides that costs and damages arising directly from the 

operational strategy will be met by the local police force.  This has the potential 

to pose a significant financial risk to any Home Office force operating in this 

environment.  
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Gloucestershire Constabulary/MDP Roles  

Within the fence, the site is policed by the MDP, which has Agency status.  A small 

contingent of its officers, led by a police Inspector, provide a 24-hour policing service 

within the base and in three off-base sites that lie adjacent to the perimeter roads 

(Site 14, which is a residential and feeding facility, and Sites 15 & 16, the Munitions 

Storage Areas).  This MDP contingent is supplemented by a small number of USAF 

military security forces. 

The MoD has no standing plans for the activation of the base for operational 

military purposes, and no MoD contingency funding was made available for its 

protection during Operation Telic. (Operation Telic is the MoD designation for military 

operations in Iraq and Homeland Support activities relating to Iraq.) Consequently, 

there was no link between the MoD and Home Office to identify the operational 

requirements for protecting the base, nor to identify the relevant contingency 

funding.  This remains the case.  Since the conflict, an application supported by 

USAFE for a modest increase in the MoD Police resources has been made and is 

pending a decision.  There may also be some limited investment in intruder 

detection systems and possibly CCTV,  but the perimeter fence is likely to remain 

unchanged. 

Since the events of 11th September 2001, the heightened threat from international 

terrorism has necessitated an enhanced response from Gloucestershire 

Constabulary in the form of additional patrols and more frequent liaison with MDP 

officers at the base.  This increased activity has been funded by a grant – 

Extraordinary Funding for Police Counter-Terrorism – from a fund established by the 

Home Secretary as a consequence of the events of 9/11, which is administered by 

ACPO/TAM.  The fund is cash-limited and does not meet the full cost of this 

additional requirement.  In 2003/2004, the Constabulary bid for approximately 

£8,000 to conduct perimeter checks of the airbase under Operation Trade-Off, but 

was only granted £1,998. 

Gloucestershire Constabulary’s operational contact had, until Operation Merit, been 

largely limited to the policing of the Royal International Air Tattoo (RIAT), where in 

July each year up to 100,000 people each day come to see the largest military air 

show in the world. 
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Section 2: The Developing Situation  

Overview of activity at RAF Fairford 

Although general activity levels had been on the increase at RAF Fairford since 

December 2002, the "Stop the War" march in London on the 4
th

 March 2003, when an 

estimated 1.5 million people protested, marked a step change in the degree of public 

concern about the war in Iraq.  This coincided with the arrival of fourteen USAF B52 

bombers at RAF Fairford in readiness for the war and the consequent 24-hour media 

presence and public interest in the deployment of aircraft from the base, which was 

the only visible representation to the public that mainland UK was engaged in a war 

many thousands of miles away. The first notice that the Gloucestershire Constabulary 

had of the bombers’ arrival was a briefing to A/DCC Baker by Major General Michael 

Wooley, Officer Commanding the 3
rd

 US Air Force on the 21
st
 February 2003 – i.e. 11 

days before their appearance. 

The bombers began flying operational ‘Shock and Awe’ sorties in the opening hours 

of the war against Iraq on 20
th

 and 21
st
 March and continued to do so on a daily basis 

until the close of the operation eight weeks later.  Ultimately, 122 sorties were 

successfully completed during this period.   

Munitions for the aircraft were transported in convoys of container lorries a distance of 

some 38 miles from a munitions storage facility at RAF Welford
3
 in the Thames Valley 

Police area.  These convoys commenced on Tuesday 25
th

 February, only four days 

after the requirement for police assistance was made clear by USAFE.  The convoys 

were escorted by Thames Valley Police through Wiltshire to RAF Fairford under the 

codename Operation Manilla, the purpose being to prevent their disruption, due to 

terrorist attack or protestor activity.  Whilst it was indicated that elements of the 

Ministry of Defence Police Special Escort Group (SEG) might have been able to 

assist in supervising convoy movements, their involvement was limited due to other 

commitments, and was only made available in the latter stages of the operation.  

To properly protect military personnel, the base itself and the assets within it from acts 

of terrorism an order was made under Section 44 Terrorism Act (2000) by the Gold 

Commander on 6
th

 March 2003.  This order was confirmed by the Home Secretary on 

7
th

 March and was initially in force for 28 days, but was subsequently extended for a 

further 28 days.  Much has been made by a very small number of individuals about 

the use of Section 44 at Fairford, and civil rights group Liberty produced a pamphlet 

setting out allegations regarding misuse of the power.  These issues are fully 

addressed later in this report.  A pre-action letter in relation to the use of Section 44 

was received from Bindmans Solicitors on behalf of a number of clients shortly after 

the end of the air war and our Force Solicitor responded with a firm rebuttal of the 

allegations made.  No further legal action is pending on this specific issue at this time.   

Lord Carlile, the parliamentary overseer of the use of the Terrorism Act, met with the 

Chief Constable and the Gold Commander on 12
th

 September 2003 to discuss the 

use of Section 44, and his report will be published in due course.  However, he made 

it clear that in his view it was appropriate for the Constabulary to have utilised Section 

44 given the prevailing circumstances. 

                                                        
3
 RAF Welford is the largest overseas storage facility owned by the US for munitions, an 800 acre site with a 10 mile 

perimeter fence 
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Breaches of base security 

Prior to and during the war there were a number of significant protests at RAF Fairford 

involving members of the general public in addition to well-known direct action 

groups.  Whilst the majority of the protests were lawful, the activities of some of 

these groups included incursions onto the base by cutting or climbing the 

perimeter fence, indicative of a high level of threat to the base and its assets. 

(Indeed, the perimeter fence was cut on no less that 70 occasions during the course 

of the operation.) 

One such incursion, on the 13
th

 March, resulted in the brake pipes on military bomb-

loading vehicles being cut and widespread damage being caused to aviation 

refuelling vehicles.  The MoD therefore set up a Committee of Enquiry to examine the 

security arrangements made by USAFE, RAF and MDP, to identify causes of security 

failure and ways to avoid a repetition of this incident.  This enquiry was set up a mere 

seven days before the start of the ‘Shock and Awe’ campaign and was a significant 

factor in the pressure brought to bear on Gloucestershire Constabulary to escalate the 

external policing operation. 

In a separate incident, on the 18
th

 March (two days before the ‘Shock and Awe’ 

campaign signalled the start of the air war) a man in camouflage clothing and with his 

face blackened was arrested having been found hiding outside the perimeter fence in 

possession of components for an improvised incendiary device, including petrol and 

washing up liquid (which creates a napalm-type mixture), a makeshift fuse and a 

lighter.  On the same night, two people were arrested in possession of bolt cutters and 

a bag of mixed screws and bolts having cut the perimeter fence.  Further incidents are 

shown in the Operational timeline, including the various attempts to disrupt the 

munitions convoys from RAF Welford en route to RAF Fairford.  

The events of the 18
th

 March led to a formal written request from USAFE urging 

Gloucestershire Constabulary to establish a 5-mile exclusion zone around RAF 

Fairford.  This demand was evaluated and subsequently declined as impractical and 

an inefficient use of resources.  Nevertheless, the request in itself underlines the 

nature of the demands being made on the Constabulary at that time. 

Summary of main protests 

Operation Amity was the codename given to the policing of protest at RAF Fairford 

under the umbrella of Operation Merit.  One of the main aims of the policing policy for 

Operation Amity was “to facilitate peaceful protest outside of MOD land at RAF 

Fairford” (see Appendix B).  Despite the fact that some elements of the protesting 

groups at the base were clearly not satisfied with lawful and peaceful protest, this aim 

was successfully achieved on the majority of occasions.  It was achieved in part as a 

result of continual dialogue between the organisers of lawful protests and the police, 

precipitated by the Gloucestershire Constabulary.  

The first major protest at the base took place on 14
th
 December 2002, and was policed 

under the operational order Operation Amity I.  A Police Support Unit (PSU
4
) and a Mobile 

                                                        
4 A Police Support Unit is made up of: 18 Constables, 3 Sergeants, 1 Inspector, 1 Constable Driver, 2 Medics and 2 

Evidence Gatherers. All officers are trained to common minimum standards for policing disorder, and carry specialist 

personal protective equipment such as shields and batons. 
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Response Unit (MRU
5
) supervised the protest from its assembly in Fairford village centre, 

during the march along the public roads to the main gate at RAF Fairford and up until the 

dispersal of the protest.  Between 300 and 500 people took part in the protest, and 

although 20 or 30 people breached the perimeter fence and damage was caused to the 

fence itself, there were no arrests on this occasion.  At the time of this protest there were 

no military assets on the base. 

Gloucestershire Constabulary contacted organisers of this protest prior to the event in 

order to discuss safety.  This communication identified that direct action groups could 

potentially be in attendance on the 14
th

, but the decision was taken not to increase the 

police response based on the fact that there was no further threat.  The policing of this 

event was therefore felt to be proportionate and was undertaken with Gloucestershire 

Constabulary resources alone. 

The next major demonstration was planned to take place at Fairford on 26
th

 January 

2003, and was policed under the order of Operation Amity II. Owing to the national 

publicity that this event had generated, and the intense interest shown on Internet 

sites, the Silver Commander decided to increase the police response to ensure 

resources were able to deal with the large numbers expected to attend.  This increase 

only amounted to one extra PSU, as there was no intelligence to suggest that the 

event might involve violence or other criminality.  At this time local residents contacted 

the police to express concerns regarding protests and possible terrorist attacks at the 

base.  This second protest was policed under Operation Amity II.  Between 1200 and 

1500 people took part in the protest, and it was evident that there was an element of 

around 150 individuals who were not content with peaceful protest, including an 

activist element from London.  There were several incursions onto the base, and nine 

arrests for offences including criminal damage, threats to cause criminal damage and 

assaults on police.   

Despite the incursions, violence and damage caused on the demonstration of January 

26
th

, the police response (Operation Amity III) planned for the next protest, scheduled 

for 23
rd

 February 2003, was not escalated, as the initial intelligence did not suggest an 

elevated threat.   

However, as a result of later intelligence gleaned from of websites of civil 

disobedience groups such as the WOMBLES, it became evident that they were 

encouraging attendance and disruptive action at the protest. It was therefore decided 

on 21
st
 February that the police response for the 23

rd
 February should be increased by 

one PSU.  The additional PSU was successfully deployed at this protest in response 

to  disobedience elements within the crowd breaching the main gates, allowing 

several protestors to run onto the base. This led to injuries sustained by three MoD 

police officers.  The situation was successfully contained, but there were also a 

number of subsequent incursions onto the base.  This protest changed the face of the 

hitherto peaceful demonstrations at the base.   

On the 2
nd

 March 2003 a  ‘peace camp’ was established adjacent to Gate 10 of RAF 

Fairford.  The location of the peace camp placed the protestors in the specific vicinity 

of an explosive arc
6
 due to the proximity of the B52 bombers, which were occupying 

all available hard-standing on the airfield.  This peace camp remained in place 

                                                        
5 A Mobile Response Unit is made up of 18 Constables, 3 Sergeants and 1 Inspector. Officers have no specialist training or equipment 

other than Officer Safety Training. MRUs are deployed in preference to PSU resources in circumstances where the risks of 

encountering significant disorder are reduced. 
6
 An explosive arc is the area identified by the RAF Safety Officer which emanates from the area where explosives are 

stored, loaded, etc. and takes into account the nature, quantity and location of explosives to then indicate the area in 

which an explosion would have results (ranging from lethal, to minor, to no injury) 
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throughout the war and was policed in such a way as to reduce allegations that the 

police were stifling lawful protest, while at the same time ensuring that it was not used 

as a ‘cover’ for criminal activity. This proved to be particularly resource intensive.  

Operation Amity IV took place on the 22
nd

 March, involving the turn-back of three 

coach-loads of protestors including various persons known to be part of direct action 

groups. The Constabulary is currently under judicial review for this incident.  

In total, around 2,000
7
 protestors took part in this demonstration at RAF Fairford, and 

were policed by 33 PSUs and 2 MRUs. The operation had to cope with some US 

military personnel jeering the protestors, resulting in strong representations made to 

the USAFE base commander. 

On the 5
th

 and 6
th

 April, Operation Amity V was launched in response to the Reclaim 

the Bases national weekend of protest. At this time, the baseline PSU level was 12 

PSUs per day, i.e. four PSUs per shift, three shifts per day. In addition, the planned 

police response was increased by six PSUs on each day of the protest weekend, 

giving a total of 18 PSUs. Various specialist staff were drafted in, including police dog 

handlers, mounted officers (on horseback) and off-road motorcyclists. 

Attendance at the demonstration was significantly lower than for Amity IV: Insp Collins 

stated that there were 50-60 protestors at different locations around the base, C/Insp 

Organ stated that around 50 persons were escorted from the main gate on the 6
th

 

April, and that there were about the same number on the 5
th

 April. 

These major demonstrations were interspersed with a number of peaceful and lawful 

protests (resulting in no arrests) on the 28
th

 December 2002, 2
nd

 and 9
th

 February 

2003. 

Other offences which resulted in arrest included aggravated trespass, criminal 

damage, assaults on police, and possession of offensive weapons. In all, over 80 

arrests were made during the course of the operation. All of these incidents verify 

the soundness of the operational threat assessments on which resource 

allocation decisions were based. 

                                                        
7
 Reported protester numbers vary:  3,000 according to www.indymedia.org.uk (providing “grassroots, non-

corporate, non-commercial coverage of important social and political 

issues”);  

 2,000-5,000 according to www.statewatch.org (“monitoring the state and civil 

liberties in the European Union”) 

http://www.indymedia.org.uk/
http://www.statewatch.org/
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Section 3: Command and Control 
In the ACPO public order manual “Keeping The Peace” (1991), the essence of 

policing public disorder is described: 

Police forces should contribute to the safety and feeling of well-being of their 

communities by reducing crime and disorder and minimising the fear which 

crime and disorder generate. A police force can achieve this if it adopts a 

practical framework which: 

o identifies crime reduction [ and maintaining order] as a core policing 

function and manages its performance through a clear strategy with 

unequivocal leadership, robust accountability and management 

support, enabling and co-ordinating the total crime [and disorder] 

reduction effort; 

o uses a problem-solving approach, drawing on accessible and 

reliable information and intelligence systems blending innovation 

with tried and tested methods to produce effective solutions tailored 

to meet local needs; 

o develops partnerships which can agree joint priorities and broaden 

the range of potential solutions, ensuring that action is taken by the 

most appropriate partner, and which lead to sustainable crime [and 

disorder] reduction; and 

o deploys its resources in the way best suited to support its strategy and 

priorities, with an awareness of the costs and expected benefits. 

The figure shown below, taken from the Keeping The Peace manual, illustrates the 

core elements of best practice in policing disorder. 

 

Minimising/managi

ng the risk of 

disorder 

Responding to 

disorder 

Assessing the 

risk of disorder 
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This structure formed the basis for the creation of the operational and strategic plans 

for the policing of RAF Fairford. The principles outlined above were in fact used as a 

template throughout the operation, and the way in which each element was applied to 

Operation Merit is discussed in subsequent sections of this report: 

Objectives of Operation Merit  

In response to the developing situation at Fairford, a significant police operation, 

codenamed Operation Merit, was established by Gloucestershire Constabulary under the 

strategic and tactical frameworks described in the ACPO ‘Keeping the Peace’ Manual.  

The specific objectives of the operation were to: 

 Prevent crime and disorder 

 Facilitate lawful protest 

 Minimise disruption to the lawful activities of the Ministry of Defence 

and the United States Air Force 

 Maintain free passage on the highway 

 Reassure the community 

In particular, the policing operation was intended to deter, disrupt and detect every type of 

crime, including terrorist acts such as surface-to-air missile attacks on aircraft and ground-

based sabotage, in addition to preventing and tackling disorder.  At no time was the aim of 

the operation to disrupt or prevent lawful protest against the war.  

A Strategic Considerations document was therefore created and circulated, which 

recorded the development of policy on policing at Fairford. This document includes 

lists of acceptable and unacceptable outcomes for the police and other participants in 

the operation. Five outcomes are defined as unacceptable: 

1. Significant disruption of Military activities at RAF Fairford 

2. Significant damage or loss of USAFE/UK/NATO assets 

3. Significant injury to police officers / police equipment 

4. Significant impact on normal policing response and activities 

5. Losing the support of local communities 

The Gloucestershire Constabulary strives to uphold the rights and freedoms of 

individuals, but it also has a duty to preserve the peace and to respond appropriately 

to threats of crime and disorder.  The Constabulary recognised that, whilst lawfully 

policing the protests at RAF Fairford, it may impact upon the rights and freedoms of 

individuals.  It was however determined that such rights would only be interfered with 

in circumstances where it was necessary in a democratic society for reasons of 

national security, public safety, and preventing disorder or crime.  Fairford policy 

stated that Commanders would ensure that tactics being deployed were 

proportionate to the aim being pursued and that they should impair as little as 

possible the rights or freedoms in question (see Appendix B).  It was recognised that 

in this particular case the objective of assisting in the protection and security of high 

value NATO assets must be balanced against the impact upon individuals or groups 

engaged in protest. The Human Rights Act 1998 was a key consideration in this 

regard, due to the sometimes competing rights and objectives of the MoD and 

USAFE, protestors and local residents.  
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Command Structure 

Working with the good practice identified in Keeping the Peace, Gloucestershire 

Constabulary established a formal command structure in late 2002 to manage the public 

order issues expected to arise during the initial anti-war protests at RAF Fairford. In the early 

weeks of the operation, the command structure was quite simple and staffed by relatively 

few people (see diagram overleaf). However, this situation changed rapidly in response to 

the growing need for additional staff to secure the site, and the consequent requirement to 

manage the strategic and tactical planning of those staff. 

Figure 2: Command Structure of Operation Merit at end of 2002. 

As shown above, the command structure in the early days of the operation was 

formed of a Gold Commander (the then Acting Deputy Chief Constable), a Silver 

Commander (the Cotswolds & Stroud Divisional Commander, or a Chief Inspector), 

and two Silver functions who dealt with Operations and Planning respectively.  

However, as the operation evolved and grew in size, the command structure had to 

become much more complex in order to manage the ever increasing risks at the site. 

By the time the operation had become fully established, the command structure had 

evolved into a multi-layered, multi-functional organism, and is therefore difficult to 

show in detail in a diagram. The figure overleaf shows the core elements of the full 

command structure, as it looked during the busiest parts of the operation. 

Problems within command structure 

Ultimately, Gold had overall responsibility for operation and took strategic lead. The 

Police Gold Command chaired the strategic (multi-agency) Gold Coordinating Group, 

to ensure the effectiveness of tactical plans and tactical command.  

Silver took tactical command, reporting to Gold but in control of the tactical plans and 

day to day delivery of Gold’s strategy. Silver was the pivotal link in the command 

chain, between Gold and Bronze commanders. 

A number of tasks were carried out within the final structure which, with hindsight, could have 

been placed with different roles. For instance, it may have been more effective to have a Gold 

Logistics cell outside of the Gold Command room to provide resources (including PSUs) for 

the operation. This would have provided stronger, more efficient links between officers in Gold 
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who arranged hotel accommodation, those in Ops Planning who liaised with PNIC, and police 

staff responsible for financial control of the operation. 

However, due to the rapid expansion of the operation in January and February 2003, 

the specific relevant experience of the staff involved at various levels, the 

determination to continue to provide “business as usual”, and the lack of clear 

procedures at PNICC, PNICC liaison was managed by Silver Ops Planning. 

Although the diagram of the command structure shown below clearly differentiates 

between the Silver “day to day” command and the Silver “special events” command, 

this delineation of command was rather ambiguous until fairly late in the operation. 

For future events of this scale, the two tactical command functions should be made 

separate but mutually aware earlier in the operation than happened in Merit. 

 

Figure 3: Command structure of Operation Merit by March 2003 

The sheer number of experienced officers needed to keep this structure functioning 

meant that the day to day management of Divisions was severely compromised, even 

though most commanding officers regularly worked significantly extended hours. 

There are no easy solutions to this problem, other than to maintain a higher level of 

trained Silver commanders on “standby” before such an operation develops, and 

during the operation to keep reviewing the balance between Silver duties and normal 

“business as usual” duties, to ensure nothing is missed and no one is being put under 

avoidable pressure. The use of mutual aid Silver Commanders at an earlier stage 

may have helped to ease this problem. 
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Section 4: Intelligence 

Joint Intelligence Cell 

As has already been outlined, the third major protest at RAF Fairford on the 23
rd

 

February 2003 saw a sea change in both the level and direction of protest being seen 

at the base.  As a result of that protest, 13 arrests were made and three police officers 

were injured when protestors attempted to breach the perimeter of the base.  This 

change coincided with the increased likelihood of war with Iraq, with the resultant 

operational status of the base making it a clear focus for anti war protest. 

The following day (24
th

 February), a full time Silver Control was established at RAF 

Fairford and the Gold Commander authorised the formation of a Joint Intelligence Cell 

(JIC) to be commanded by the Director of Intelligence for Gloucestershire 

Constabulary.  

The purpose of the JIC was to provide timely intelligence to Silver Control so that the 

Silver Commander could make informed policing decisions in response to perceived 

and actual threats to the aims of the entire Operation.  

The four main tasks for the JIC were: 

 To collate intelligence gathered from sensitive sources such as 

Special Branch 

 To act as receivers and copiers of video evidence from CCTV and 

Evidence Gathering Team (EGT) sources. 

 To use facial recognition technology available via the Ministry of 

Defence AURORA system.  

 To provide Intelligence and evidence package development teams. 

The JIC, whilst initially operating between 0700 and 1900hrs each day, was rapidly 

expanded on the 6
th

 March to work 24 hours a day and was located next to the Silver 

Control Room. The JIC reflected the diverse nature of all partners undertaking 

Operation Merit, and included Special Branch officers from Gloucestershire, Wiltshire 

and Thames Valley; Ministry of Defence Police; and RAF Police from the Provost and 

Security Service (P&SS). The JIC also established a close working relationship with 

the American Air Force Office of Special Investigations (OSI).  

The overall command of the JIC rested with the Intelligence Coordinator, 

Gloucestershire’s DI David Griffiths. This role was created as a result of a report 

published by the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) entitled "The Management of 

Crime and Intelligence in policing of Public Order Events and Major Incidents". The 

post was designed to be pivotal in providing information via the various Forward 

Intelligence Teams (FITs) and Evidence Gathering Teams (EGTs) whilst acting as a 

filter and disseminator so that the Silver Commander could make real time tactical 

decisions.  

Once fully operational, the JIC worked within the standards set by the National 

Intelligence Model (NIM). 

Prior to February 2003, Gloucestershire Constabulary Special Branch had provided 

detailed briefings in relation to threat assessment and intelligence, which reflected the 

growing tensions on international, national and local levels. The intelligence gathering 

and dissemination process had been outlined by the Head of Special Branch (also DI 
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Griffiths) on the 13
th

 February and local contact had been maintained with an 

identified Cotswold and Stroud Division Intelligence Development Officer.  

This had led to good dialogue and communication between Gloucestershire 

Constabulary and various local anti war pressure groups such as the Gloucestershire 

Weapons Inspectors (GWI) and the Bristol Stop the War Coalition (BSWC). The level 

of intelligence gathering during the period of relatively non-violent and peaceful 

protest from December 2002 - January 2003 was therefore in the main locally based 

and proportionate to the threat posed by groups' intent on lawful protest.  However, 

following arrests at the second major protest on the 26
th

 January 2003, tensions at the 

base were increasingly obvious.  

The threat from International Terrorism remained at that time "High - Level 2".  

Sources of intelligence 

As stated by ACPO
8
,  

…the use of the internet, activist magazines and newssheets provides a 

valuable insight to potential new and emerging causes that may present 

operational problems for forces and their local population. 

Intelligence for Operation Merit was actively sought and gathered using a variety of 

methods, including intelligence debriefs of prisoners and open sources such as the 

internet, press and broadcast media, which were used to try to predict protest activity 

on a given day.   

In the build-up to the protest on the 22
nd

 March, internet research revealed that a 

number of web sites were actively encouraging people to attend, namely:  

 Stop the War Coalition 

 Active Resistance to the Roots of War (ARROW) 

 Disobedience 

 GWI 

 Indymedia 

 Subvertise.org.com 

 Bristol Stop the War 

 White Overalls Movement Building Libertarian Effective Struggles 

(WOMBLES) 

The content and tone of one statement posted on the WOMBLES’ website on the 11
th

 

March leaves one in no doubt of the intentions for protest: 

Smash USAF Fairford! 

"The first time we went there 50 people entered the base, the second time the 

main gates were pulled down, what happens on March 22
nd

 at USAF Fairford is 

up to you. Are you going to passively spectate while hundreds of thousands of 

Iraqis are murdered, or are we going to be actively involved in changing history 

and stopping this war by any means necessary? Book a place on the coach 

and find out!" 

The JIC established strong information exchange protocols not only with the 

organisations involved but also SO11 (Criminal Intelligence Branch) of MPS and the 

NPOIU; this was highlighted as an area of good practice in the ACPO Public Order 

                                                        
8
 Keeping the Peace, ACPO, March 1999 
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Working Group Review conducted by Sussex ACC Mr Nigel Yeo in July 2003 (see 

Appendix C).  

The ACPO review also highlighted the "effective use of AURORA, within its 

limitations", especially in relation to the identification of members of the WOMBLES 

who were the most active and aggressive protest group to attend RAF Fairford. Of 

particular note is the comment made by Mr Yeo that the "very good standard [of 

AURORA] significantly enhanced the ability of the Operation to mitigate the threat of 

this group".  

The use of advanced technological equipment, including the Automatic Number Plate 

Recognition system (ANPR), greatly assisted in the gathering of intelligence and in 

assessing potential threat from other sources and organisations. In relation to 

providing enhanced target hardening of RAF Fairford in the future, ACPO Advisory 

Group funding for additional ANPR capability was agreed in December 2003. 

Analysis and dissemination of intelligence 

The Ministry of Defence Police HOLMES2 (Home Office Large Major Enquiry System 

2) database was used to store data, and the analysis tools within the system were 

used to good effect by the JIC for a number of tasks, including the preparation and 

dissemination of intelligence material to Silver Commanders and visiting mutual aid 

PSUs. 

The JIC also prepared and disseminated intelligence packages about known activists: 

both those who were believed to be planning to attend the major protest events and 

those who had been identified as committing crimes at previous events on the base. 

Ministry of Defence police arrested two persons on the 4
th

 March who had been 

identified from video evidence of damage caused during the protest on the 23
rd

 

February 2003.  

Any "hot" intelligence received by the JIC was assessed and passed to Silver 

Commanders in writing. Commanders then signed to acknowledge receipt of the 

intelligence. There were two Silver Commanders within Silver Control (MDP and 

Gloucestershire): each was identically briefed and had to acknowledge receipt of the 

briefing material in writing.  

Each morning an intelligence briefing sheet was prepared by the JIC and circulated 

electronically to Silver Control and relevant recipients in Gloucestershire 

Constabulary, the MDP and RAF police. This detailed notable arrests, aircraft 

movements and any indications of future protest activity.  

There was some initial confusion with regards to the role of the JIC in circulating 

updated information about persons released under bail conditions having been 

arrested for criminal offences at RAF Fairford. This confusion was quickly cleared up; 

furthermore, full intelligence relating to the individuals concerned and maps defining 

exclusion areas (imposed as part under their bail conditions) were made available to 

patrolling officers and to Silver Control. 

In his review, ACC Yeo highlights an area of good practice in relation to the 

preparation of briefing packs, "especially for officers attending on mutual aid". The 

evolution of the briefing material was proportionate to the scale and complexity of the 

operation that developed, particularly after the deployment of the B52 bombers on the 

3
rd

 March. The role of the JIC was to add "hot" intelligence into these briefings, which 

were delivered to newly arrived Mutual Aid PSU Serial Commanders and Sergeants 

by Silver Commanders. 
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In addition, ACC Yeo saw the intelligence briefing sheet system as evidence of good 

practice. However, he noted that there may be issues around the security of a paper-

based system, and that an electronic real-time intelligence log "would effectively 

service both the management of fast time intelligence and the ability to keep all of the 

command chain updated simultaneously ". 
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Section 5: Operational Planning  

Operational Services Department functions 

The Operational Services (Ops Services) department of Gloucestershire 

Constabulary undertakes the planning and delivery of operations that are considered 

to warrant ‘a force response’, that is, operations where the scale of response requires 

the use of resources forcewide. This tends to include operations requiring PSU 

deployments.   

In supporting such operations, the department undertakes all aspects of planning but 

is reliant upon a nominated operation commander to state the operational 

requirement against which the plan is to be formulated. The Operational Planning 

section of the department comprises an Inspector, Sergeant and civilian member of 

staff.  The Inspector’s portfolio of duties also includes line management of the Tactical 

Firearms Unit and Dogs Section for the Force. (An additional Inspector has since 

been added to improve the resilience of this unit). 

Training in specialist skills 

The officers who undertook Silver Command duties were all trained in this discipline 

and highly skilled in the tasks being asked of them, but there was a distinct lack of 

resilience at this level. The Silver commander role fell to a few individuals who worked 

extremely long hours for the duration of the operation. 

Logistics roles also require specific skills and personal characteristics, and it has been 

said that Operation Merit relied too heavily on the initiative and experience of the 

officers nominated to perform these roles. It may have been more effective to have 

previously produced a short Gold Logistics training programme for a wider group of 

officers, in addition to a documented system of Work Instructions, so that any officer 

could make themselves clear on the relevant procedures as soon as Gold was 

activated. 

Gloucestershire has no capability in the area of responding to “lock-ons” (i.e. when 

protestors bolt/chain themselves to immovable structures to prohibit the activities of 

whatever they are protesting against) and similar incidents. During Operation Merit, 

any lock-ons which occurred were in fact the responsibility of the MDP, as they 

related to the Fairford perimeter fence, and the MDP did have officers and equipment 

trained to deal with these incidents. These officers formed part of MDP’s so-called 

Rope Access Teams (RATs). 

Other training issues which were raised and dealt with during the operation include: 

 Dog handlers: dogs were needed on a number of occasions, but 

Gloucestershire has a well-staffed dog section and also mutual aid 

forces were able to bring dogs into the operation, so this did not 

present problems. 

 Police horses: Gloucestershire has undertaken very little training 

with horses, so this area was one in which support was provided 

from other forces.  



Section 5: Operational Planning 

Page 29 

 Forward Intelligence Teams
9
 (FITs): The Metropolitan Police have 

specialists in this area and were able to provide trained officers to 

perform this function. However, this is an area which 

Gloucestershire would like to develop further in preparation for 

future operations. 

 Trained analysts and Internet researchers: these roles are 

extremely useful in order to process intelligence in a 

systematic way. The specific role of searching the internet on 

a daily basis to gain an insight into the protestors’ plans and 

mood was undertaken by the JIC, who took and stored daily 

“snap shots” of relevant websites. This e ffectively sealed 

these packets of information into our systems, and avoided 

loss of this intelligence due to the websites being changed so 

often. 

 The Technical Support Unit (TSU) provided valuable support during 

the operation, although it has been said that this is a relatively 

recent development, and that this facility would not have been so 

well-developed several years ago. 

 Senior Investigating Officers (SIO) training was one area where the 

Constabulary may have been less advanced than other forces. This 

raises the question: are all SIOs nationally prepared for 

investigating large-scale public disorder? 

Planning for Operation Merit 

The Operational Planning section was provided with a ‘heads-up’ email on 19
th

 

November 2002 regarding a planned protest to be held at Fairford on Saturday 14
th

 

December 2002. The official tasking was received on the 26
th

 November and the 

section commenced planning the operation, which was to be commanded by Chief 

Inspector Organ (the nominated Silver Commander). 

During the planning process for this first protest, policing responsibilities were 

established with Ministry of Defence Police (MDP) and later formalised into a 

joint policing protocol with Thames Valley Police (TVP) and Wiltshire 

Constabulary. 

In terms of areas of responsibility, it was agreed that Ministry of Defence Police 

should police the main gate entrance of the site (commonly known as ‘The 

Bellmouth’) with Gloucestershire, Thames Valley and Wiltshire police managing the 

assembly and procession to the site. The Ministry of Defence Police circulated an 

operational order to this effect on the 5
th

 December.  

The police operation, code-named Amity, was published on the 10
th

 December. 

Two further operations were planned using the same team: 

 Amity II – published on the 21
st
 January in relation to the protest on 

the 26
th

 January  

 Amity III – published on the 19
th

 February in relation to the protest on 

the 23
rd

 February  

                                                        
9
 FITs have responsibility for identifying key individuals based on past intelligence, and keeping in close proximity to them 

as they move about the site being policed. These teams act as the eyes and ears on the ground, relaying any significant 

intelligence back to the JIC as soon as it is gathered. 
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During this period, the Sergeant Operational Planning retired after more than 30 years 

service, which had a significant impact upon the skilled resources subsequently 

available at Bamfurlong.   

On the 6
th

 February, a meeting was held between Ops Services and Cotswold & 

Stroud Division to discuss future planning requirements and, in particular, the need to 

establish a dedicated team to support the planning process. Draft policing protocol 

and policing policy documents were prepared and agreed with the Gold Commander 

in a meeting the following day. At this meeting, the Gold Commander initiated work on 

a Strategic Principles document, which was subsequently delivered on the 20
th

 

February. 

Policing the protest on February 23
rd

 (Amity III) involved the use of one mutual aid 

PSU from Avon & Somerset and had a resourcing level not dissimilar to that used for 

previous high profile protests or higher risk football matches. The protest proved 

especially challenging for police, with an incursion at the main gate and 13 arrests. 

The Force’s mobile CCTV van produced excellent evidential footage of the incident, 

which was subsequently used by Ministry of Defence Police as part of their enquiry. 

Representatives from the National Operations Faculty (NOF) and National Public 

Order Intelligence Unit (NPOIU) attended the protest on the 23
rd

 February. NOF staff 

facilitated a structured de-brief held at Bamfurlong on the 7
th

 March, which helped to 

shape planning for subsequent protests – both for planned events and for 

spontaneous disorder. 

Following a meeting at Gloucestershire police headquarters on the 24
th

 February, 

additional planning was undertaken in relation to munitions convoy movements. A 

joint planning team comprising Gloucestershire Constabulary, Thames Valley Police 

and Wiltshire Constabulary officers was formed at Bamfurlong to produce the 

operational plan, code-named Manilla, and convoys subsequently commenced on 

26
th 

February. A joint policing protocol was agreed and communicated between forces 

during this period. 

On the 25
th

 February a replacement Logistics Sergeant was transferred as a matter of 

priority to the planning team at Bamfurlong and on the 1
st
 March, Operation Amity 

Foxtrot commenced, the focus of which was security patrolling and response to 

spontaneous protest.  

On the 2
nd

 March, a planning meeting was held at Bamfurlong with a view to 

identifying forthcoming issues. Items discussed included: 

 Baseline policing 

 Silver Command 

 Prisoner handling capability 

 Provision of future PSU support, including options for 

accommodation 

 Logistics planning team’s resilience 

Regarding team resilience, at this point the planning team recognised the need to 

increase its capacity. The team concluded that an additional two members of staff 

were required to support the planning officer, who was tasked with the enormous job 

of maintaining the baseline staffing and resourcing for future operations.  

On the 3
rd

 March, Tasking and Coordinating Group meetings commenced and began 

to feed the planning process.  

At this stage, tactical planning commenced for what was perceived as a potentially 

massive national day of demonstration on the 22
nd

 March (Op Amity IV), and two 
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nationally trained public order tactical advisors were tasked with producing a tactical 

plan. A documented plan was submitted to the Gold Commander on the 6
th

 March for 

approval, which involved the use of Sections 12 and 14 of the Public Order Act (1986) 

to impose conditions on any procession or assembly.  

On the 10
th

 March, Ch/Supt Lambert (Silver Commander for Op Amity IV) 

commenced operational planning for the event. The next day, he chaired a tactical 

planning group meeting, followed by a meeting to discuss resourcing levels. This 

tactical plan was designed to deal with a protest of up to 10,000 persons and the 

initial resource allocation was in excess of 30 PSUs.  

It was clear that the operation was going to be the largest ever mounted in 

Gloucestershire. The projected staff levels were discussed with the Gold Commander, 

when it was made clear that it would not be possible to agree resource levels until 

possibly as late as 17
th

 March. The operation was due to run from 2200 on Friday 21
st
 

March until 0600 on Sunday 23
rd

 March. 

The planning team re-structured at Bamfurlong and lead officers directed various 

elements of the planning process: for instance, prisoner processing, welfare & 

support, logistics & accommodation and briefing processes. An early “heads up” 

notice was provided to the Police National Information Coordinating Centre (PNICC) 

regarding a possible large-scale mutual aid requirement of between 21 and 31 PSUs 

for the 21
st
-23

rd
 March.  

It is important to recognise that the Operational Services department was 

simultaneously committed to delivering the operational plan for Cheltenham Gold Cup 

(11
th

, 12
th

 & 13
th

 March). This event would normally utilise most of the department in 

its own right and inevitably it had an impact upon the planning resource available for 

Amity IV. Fortunately, Wiltshire Constabulary agreed to provide resources and 

command for Amity Foxtrot operation throughout the Gold Cup meeting, which 

allowed Gloucestershire’s resources to be diverted to the race meeting. It is also 

worth noting the department delivered a policing operation for HM The Queen and 

HRH The Duke Of Edinburgh’s visit to Gloucester during this period, which itself took 

several months of planning and involved the deployment of 152 officers. 

At the Constabulary’s invitation, Metropolitan police officers attended Bamfurlong on 

the 13
th

 March to discuss the tactical plan. The main topics under discussion were the 

use of legislation, command structures, communications and intelligence gathering. 

This meeting led to a number of changes to the tactical plan, including use of a 

specialist barrier company, Metropolitan Forward Intelligence Team support, greater 

use of traffic management and sectoring for command and control purposes. The 

Metropolitan team praised the tactical plan, particularly the documented threat 

assessment process introduced by Ch Supt Lambert, and they also agreed to send an 

experienced commander to the event in an advisory capacity. 

Final approval of the resourcing levels was received from the Gold Commander on 

the 18
th

 March, at which point PNICC (although not yet fully operational themselves) 

were officially notified of the mutual aid requirement for the operation. 

Amity Foxtrot again increased in scale in the final week running up to Amity IV, when 

baseline PSU cover was increased to four PSUs per tour – a total of 12 to cover each 

24-hour period. 

Mutual aid Bronze Commanders were being used to good effect to provide ground 

command for the Amity Foxtrot PSUs. Briefings and de-briefings were being managed 

at RAF Fairford as was logistical support for the ongoing security operation. Units 

were provided with PSU record books, which provided an audit trail of mutual aid 

GOOD PRACTICE: 

external review of plan; 

threat assessment 
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units’ activities on site, which could be viewed in conjunction with Command & Control 

logs. 

At the request of the Gold Commander, the ACPO Public Order Working Group 

(POWG) agreed to conduct a ‘live’ review of Operation Merit. This was led by ACC 

Nigel Yeo of Sussex Police (see Appendix C). 
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Section 6: Financial Management 

Financial infrastructure 

Gloucestershire Constabulary responded to the changing protest situation with 

incremental but proportionate changes in resources, reflecting the gradual change in 

national and international tensions.  This response changed with the level of threat, 

the level of importance placed on the success of the 122 missions flown from RAF 

Fairford, and the need to expand the Operation to include the re-supply of munitions 

from other Force areas whilst ensuring the air base was itself secure.  

Sound financial planning is essential for all aspects of policing, not least for the 

policing of public disorder. This was no less true of the operations at Fairford, which, 

as they evolved, became increasingly resource intensive and ever more complicated 

in the types of resources being used. 

The lack of infrastructure at the base no doubt contributed to initial efforts being 

diverted from administrative procedures to put measures in place in an effort to 

secure RAF Fairford, recognising its normal status as a "standby" military facility.  

Furthermore, as this military facility had not previously been involved in active service 

on the same scale, every action undertaken – financial, operational or logistical – was 

in effect breaking new ground. Procedures therefore had to be put in place on 

demand, using prior experience of smaller scale operations as a guide, combined with 

the professional judgement of a wide range of senior figures from police, military and 

government bodies. 

This was to manifest itself in how each organisation involved in the Operation reacted 

to remedy the early difficulties in resourcing and supporting the operation, which was 

by no means restricted to Gloucestershire Constabulary.  The lack of sufficient 

infrastructure exacerbated issues such as feeding and accommodating all the new 

staff brought in to secure the base and the surrounding area.   

For instance, in the first days of the operation, police officers were being fed on site at 

Fairford by USAFE at no cost.  Due to the arrival of significant additional military 

personnel this facility was withdrawn at short notice and emergency feeding 

arrangements had to be put in place for the police staff.  Similarly, early attempts were 

made to use military accommodation to house police officers.  However, the bulk of 

the military estate was in use and the only empty accommodation was at South 

Cerney barracks, which quickly had to be taken out of use when Health and Safety 

challenges from staff were supported by independent risk assessments. Both of these 

situations incurred costs which could only have been avoided had similar operations 

been run along these lines before, and contingency plans been in place to deal with 

such issues. 

In order to manage the logistics of the operation from the Constabulary’s perspective, 

a Gold Control was established which, together with the Operational Services and 

Procurement Departments, secured the necessary resources for the operation.  This 

included PSUs, other specialist officers and resources, food, accommodation, 

transport and equipment.   

In early February 2003, the Gold Commander tasked the Head of Finance and 

Procurement (HoFP) to appoint a financial coordinator for the operation in anticipation 

of an escalation and subsequent claim for special grant.  On 17
th

 February, the Gold 

Commander was informed that a named individual had been appointed as Financial 
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Coordinator.  Similarly, in early March (before the briefing to the Permanent Secretary 

at the Home Office), the Director of Resources (DoR) Tony Chapman reiterated the 

instruction to the HoFP to put the relevant systems and processes in place to capture 

the full costs of the operation. To this end, the Financial Coordinator, a fully qualified, 

experienced and competent accountant, was appointed to this task to the exclusion of 

his other duties.  The individual was in fact relocated from the Finance Department in 

Cheltenham to the Operational Services Department in Bamfurlong for this very 

purpose, and was therefore involved in this task from the beginning of the operation.  

He had similar experience in co-ordinating the force claims in relation to Operation 

Fresco (the Fire Brigades Union strikes), the Foot and Mouth outbreaks, and 

applications to ACPO/TAM for specific grants; in doing so, he had already worked 

alongside colleagues from Operational Services.   

Procurement of specialist resources and Mutual Aid 

The procedure employed by Gloucestershire to identify resource needs and manage 

their procurement was as follows: 

1. A Joint Intelligence Cell (JIC) located at Fairford, comprising staff from 

Gloucestershire Constabulary, MDP, RAF P&SS and the USAF OSI, collated 

all available intelligence.   

2. This intelligence was considered at weekly Gold Tasking and Co-ordinating 

Group (T&CG) meetings and by the multi-agency Gold Coordinating Group, 

which involved members from various Police and military organisations and 

also met at least weekly.   

3. The Gold T&CG meetings made an informed decision as to the level and 

nature of resources required to meet current and anticipated operational 

requirements.  As a result of this decision, the force Ops Department 

representatives at the meeting were tasked to procure the resources.   

4. If the resource requirement was for Mutual Aid, our Ops Department made 

the relevant request to PNICC.  In the early stages there was no formal 

process within PNICC for passing this request, so the Ops Logistics Sergeant 

designed and implemented a request form for use by PNICC   

5. PNICC made the request to all other forces on our behalf.  The responses 

from the other forces were collated by PNICC who then informed Ops which 

forces would be attending and giving contact details. 

6. The Ops Department informed Gold Control, who in turn made arrangements 

for accommodation and food for all officers from these visiting forces. The 

visiting forces were contacted direct by Gold Control and informed where they 

would be accommodated.   

7. On arrival, PSU Commanders reported to Silver for briefing and deployment. 

After conclusion of their deployment, which may have been over several 

days, the visiting PSUs returned to their home forces.  In some cases it would 

have been necessary for forces to travel the day before deployment and to 

have a day to travel back after deployment.  

PNICC were responsible for selecting which forces would fulfil the resource 

requirement, and eventually almost all police forces in England and Wales 

were asked to provide staff.   

8. Finally, the forces that had supplied mutual aid presented Gloucestershire 

Police with invoices. These should have been based on the criteria in Home 

Office circular 38/89 and current pay levels, but many were not and had to be 
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returned for amendment.  These invoices were forwarded to the Finance 

Coordinator for certification and payment.  Despite frequent reminders, there 

were still, as of 6
th

 October 2003, 15 forces yet to submit correct invoices for 

payment. In total, 25 forces overcharged, 11 forces undercharged and only 

two forces invoiced the correct amount. 

Prediction of costs  

As has previously been noted, Operation Merit was unique in its scale, mood of public 

protest and general media interest, and potential for devastating terrorist acts. Indeed, 

the current government is still being scrutinised by the media following Lord Hutton’s 

enquiry on whether the war against Iraq should have been fought at all, which serves 

as a compelling reminder of the prevailing anti-war mood of a vociferous minority at 

the time.   

Bearing these feelings in mind, policing of the air base was organised to prevent the 

development of any of the potential worst-case scenarios. In the very early days of the 

operation, the Constabulary had no idea as to how the international situation would 

evolve, but put measures in place to monitor expenditure and estimate the likely total 

cost of the operation, depending on how long it lasted. 

One of the major cost prediction problems in the early stages of the operation was the 

lack of a nationally agreed definition of a PSU. Eventually, this led to an 

underestimate of the number of officers within a PSU and, therefore, of the average 

cost of a PSU when forecasting the final outturn. A basic PSU might only consist of 22 

officers (1 Inspector, 3 Sergeants and 18 Constables), but with medics, evidence 

gatherers and bronze commanders this can easily increase to 31 officers.  In addition, 

it was only during the operation that the Constabulary became aware of a system 

known colloquially as ‘the Hertfordshire Agreement’, where officers employed out of 

their own forces on a long-term basis on PSU and other duties are paid for 16 hours a 

day regardless of the hours worked.  This ‘agreement’ is in fact an amalgamation of 

the provisions of Home Office Circular 38/89, Financial arrangements for mutual aid 

(published 28/4/89); and PNB Circulars 86/15 (dated 4/11/86) and 95/8 (dated 

24/9/95). 

The Financial Co-ordinator produced a number of predictive costings during the 

course of the operation. When pressed for a final estimate only two days after the 

conclusion of the operation, he estimated that cost as £3.1m.   

Following a request to the Coordinator from the Gold Commander in July 2003 for 

management information in relation to the cost of mutual aid PSUs, the Coordinator 

revised his estimate of the cost of the operation to £6.94m.  This was reported by the 

Coordinator to his line manager, the HoFP and subsequently to the DoR, who 

informed the Home Office and the Gold Commander, who immediately called in 

District Audit to review the accounts of the operation.  He also informed the Chief 

Constable and the Regional Inspector of Constabulary, Mr Peter Winship.   

The Police Authority, the Police Authority Treasurer, the Home Office and HMIC were 

kept fully appraised of the revision to the estimate and the revised cost is in the public 

domain.  Internal Audit examined the reasons for the variation in October 2003, and 

presented their findings to Gloucestershire Police Authority. In particular, they noted 

that the actual cost of the operation has not increased since it was closed on 

the 6th May 2003 – it was the estimate of cost that was wrong, and this 

mistake was recognised and rectified. The final estimate of costs is in the region 

of £7.7m, and the Government has agreed that Gloucestershire should pay 0.5% of 
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its annual budget towards this (i.e. £0.4m), with the remaining £7.3m being funded by 

way of a special grant.  

Direction from the Home Office 

Although Operation Merit was managed locally, as with any major national security 

operation information was regularly sought from government and other agencies.  

Chief Officers from Gloucestershire were in frequent contact with the MoD, MDP, 

Home Office, ACPO, HMIC and other bodies to request guidance on matters of 

national importance.  One such matter was, of course, the costing of the entire 

operation.  

A catalogue of extracts of actual letters and presentations showing the direction 

requested/received relating to the scale and costs of the operation has been 

compiled. This is available for inspection if required. 

In essence, this correspondence demonstrates that issues of governmental direction 

were being considered throughout the operation. The Chief Constable, Deputy Chief 

Constable and Chairman of the Police Authority all had regular contact with the Home 

Office seeking advice about the scale of the security requirement and outlining the 

likely cost implications of the mounting operation.  

Notable by its absence, however, is any limitation on spending. Forces undertaking 

operations on this scale in future might want to consider asking for stated budgetary 

limits to be imposed so that joint reconciliation of costs can be achieved at regular 

stages throughout the operation.  

Sharing of financial burden 

Operation Merit has had to negotiate largely unmapped territory in many respects, not 

least in redefining the responsibilities of various agencies operating simultaneously on 

the site.  Despite the geographical split of the airbase and its theoretical distribution 

between six agencies
10

, Gloucestershire Constabulary found itself having to take the 

lead in security matters at RAF Fairford. We clearly demonstrated a firm commitment 

to our duty to care for the local community by protecting the air base from the 

potentially devastating consequences of a serious incursion.  

Every effort was made to spread the financial burden of policing the anti-war protests 

fairly between agencies that had as much of an interest in maintaining Fairford’s 

security as Gloucestershire. This was attempted through requests to various bodies 

that should, in our view, have provided resources for certain elements of the 

operation. However, the only cost-sharing successes achieved have been 

contributions from ACPO(TAM) towards ANPR and ARV resources, and a reduction 

in the usual amount levied on forces by the Home Office when Special Grant is paid. 

Finance - Summary 

It is important to record that the Gloucestershire Constabulary had not previously 

undertaken an operation of this magnitude and duration.  Indeed an operation on this 

scale had not been undertaken by any police force in this country since the miners’ 

strike of 1984, and the overall mood of public protest, terrorist threat and policing 

                                                        
10

 Gloucestershire, Wiltshire and MoD Police; USAFE; RAF; MoD 

Issue for development 
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philosophy have all changed significantly in the last 19 years, making Operation Merit 

unique in its aims and setting. 

From the very start of this operation, Gloucestershire took steps to predict and 

monitor spending at Fairford, sought clarification from government regarding the 

levels of security they should be providing, and consistently tried to share the burden 

with other agencies where appropriate. As with any operation of this size and 

urgency, some decisions had to be made at short notice without formal procedures in 

place (for example. emergency catering when USAFE withdrew their facilities at no 

notice). However, as soon as practicable, the correct procedures (e.g. involvement of 

the Procurement Department) were applied and potential savings made as a result.  

Furthermore, regular debriefs throughout the operation have ensured that the lessons 

learnt are clearly documented, therefore the next operation of this scale will be able to 

benefit from the learning process which this force has been through, and run more 

efficiently as a result. 

It is impossible to measure the part of this operation which was provided at no cost at 

all to the Government, or indeed to any police force: the amount of duty time donated 

to the operation by senior officers, for no payment or time off. Many commanding 

officers routinely worked 70-80 hour weeks during the operation, to the detriment of 

their health and their families’ well-being, but at no additional cost to the force.  

The total known cost of the operation to secure RAF Fairford during the Iraq conflict is 

equivalent to £125k per day (over eight weeks).  In comparison, policing other recent 

UK public order operations has cost: 

 Bradford riots
11

 in July 2001, approximately £3.6m per day 

 Oldham riots
6
 in June 2001, approximately £2m for one day 

 Notting Hill Carnival August 2002, approximately £2.8m per day 

 May Day anti-capitalism protests May 2001, approximately £2.5m 

for one day 

Finally, it is worth remembering that the operation ceased on the 6
th

 May.  The real 

costs of the operation have not increased since then.  That there was an initial 

underestimate of the costs only two days later should not detract from this basic fact, 

nor should it diminish the fact that this operation was entirely successful in meeting its 

objectives, and did so under exceptionally difficult circumstances. 

The internal audit of the Operation concluded that: 

8.1 Our key recommendation in relation to the financial management of any 

similar operation for the future is that :- 

The person designated as having lead responsibility for the day to day 

financial management be required to formally produce a finance plan which 

identifies the key cost drivers, (in this case overtime, mutual aid PSUs, 

accommodation and catering costs), together with the individual(s) responsible 

for committing expenditure in this area. 

That for each area, the adequacy of the systems of committing expenditure to 

allow for a full audit trail, and to allow for the scrutiny of actual cost demands 

received, be examined and documented. 

                                                        
11

  NB: the clear-up cost of the riots might also be imposed on the police service under an 

obscure piece of legislation from 1886, which states that insurance companies can transfer the 

cost of clearing up after riots to the local police authorities.  This could further add to the 

enormous bills faced by the police to keep the peace in increasingly difficult circumstances. 
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Lead officers for each major cost driver be instructed, in writing, of the 

monitoring information required by the lead finance officer, and the frequency of 

provision. 

The line manager of the person designated as having lead responsibility for 

financial management or, if other high priority workloads do not allow, another 

appropriate senior officer, be required to formally review the above, and meet at 

agreed fixed frequencies to discuss progress and problems. 

This last recommendation has been comprehensively integrated into force financial 

and operational planning processes. 
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Section 7: Performance Measurement 
Keeping the Peace has the following to say regarding measurement of performance 

during operations to reduce/minimise disorder: 

The measurement of performance is essential if the service is to assess the 

impact it, and its partners, have on disorder, and to show that the resources 

available are being used in the most effective way and achieving value for 

money.  

Thus, although this may not be the first thing which a commanders of a rapidly-

expanding, spontaneous policing operation consider in their operational orders, the 

focus on understanding performance must not be lost. To do so would diminish the 

overall merit of the operation. The Keeping the Peace manual continues to say: 

Ideally the long term aim of disorder performance measurement must be to 

move to an outcome based performance measurement. 

The emphasis here is on measurement of outcomes rather than plain output. This is 

intrinsically difficult when our desired outcomes are intangibles such as “preventing 

crime and disorder”. It is, however, possible to extrapolate some performance 

measures which imply successful achievement of outcomes, which will be covered in 

some detail in this section. 

Performance indicators 

Returning for a moment to the original aims of Operation Merit, we would be seeking 

to measure: 

 Prevention of crime and disorder 

 Facilitation of lawful protest 

 Minimisation of disruption to the lawful activities of the MoD and 

USAFE 

 Maintenance of free passage on the highway 

 Community reassurance 

Various performance measures have therefore been chosen which reflect the tangible 

aspects of these objectives. These are represented in the following tables, which 

illustrate performance in each measure for the period when the protests would have 

had the most impact – from the beginning of Amity I on December 12
th

 2002 to the 

closure of Merit on May 6
th

 2003 (marked “2002/03”). The same period, 12 months 

earlier, is used to provide a comparison (marked “2001/02”). 

Three areas were chosen to represent performance measurement: the Fairford 

parish, the Cotswolds and Stroud Division, and the entire Constabulary. Cells shaded 

in pink indicate worse performance than the same period 12 months earlier; cells 

shaded in green indicate better performance. 
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1. Fair ford par ish per formance  

 Crimes Detection Rate 

Crime/Incident type 2001/02 2002/03 % Change 2001/02 2002/03 Change 

Violent Crime **NCRS effect** 3 17 466.7% 66.7% 76.5% 9.8%p 

Robbery 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Burglary Dwelling 4 3 -25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%p 

Vehicle Crime 8 7 -12.5% 25.0% 0.0% -25.0%p 

Criminal Damage 12 24 100.0% 33.3% 25.0% -8.3%p 

Total Crime 48 71 47.9% 43.8% 35.2% -8.6%p 

       
Grade 1 Incidents 46 61 32.6%    

% Answered in Target 97.8% 91.8% -6.0%p    

Grade 1-3 Incidents 267 293 9.7%    

       
Number of Arrests Data not available at parish level    

Number of Stop/Searches* 11 2307 20873%    

* data obtained by a search on operation name containing the word 'AMITY'. This 
data is not 100% reliable and the numbers should be used as a guide only 

 

2. Cotswolds and Stroud Divis ion  

 Crimes Detection Rate 

Crime/Incident type 2001/02 2002/03 % Change 2001/02 2002/03 Change 

Violent Crime **NCRS effect** 446 765 71.5% 83.4% 69.2% -14.2%p 

Robbery 10 23 130.0% 20.0% 30.4% 10.4%p 

Burglary Dwelling 344 342 -0.6% 20.1% 13.2% -6.9%p 

Vehicle Crime 737 700 -5.0% 12.8% 10.0% -2.8%p 

Criminal Damage 960 982 2.3% 19.5% 21.5% 2.0%p 

Total Crime 4541 5022 10.6% 32.3% 30.5% -1.8%p 

       
Grade 1 Incidents 3056 3185 4.2%    

% Answered in Target 94.4% 96.6% 2.2%p    

Grade 1-3 Incidents 18868 18393 -2.5%    

       
Number of Arrests N/A 1678 N/A    

Number of Stop/Searches 676 2907 330.0%    
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3. Gloucestershire Constabulary  

 Crimes Detection Rate 

Crime/Incident type 2001/02 2002/03 % Change 2001/02 2002/03 Change 

Violent Crime **NCRS effect** 2129 3757 76.5% 65.2% 56.3% -8.9%p 

Robbery 221 186 -15.8% 20.4% 76.0% 55.6%p 

Burglary Dwelling 1462 1466 0.3% 19.5% 22.4% 2.9%p 

Vehicle Crime 3230 3048 -5.6% 14.1% 12.8% -1.3%p 

Criminal Damage 3696 4327 17.1% 16.5% 16.9% 0.4%p 

Total Crime 20288 22977 13.3% 28.5% 30.5% 2.0%p 

       
Grade 1 Incidents 12404 13125 5.8%    

% Answered in Target 93.1% 91.9% -1.2%    

Grade 1-3 Incidents 77366 74066 -4.3%    

       
Number of Arrests N/A 7135 N/A    

Number of Stop/Searches 2095 4178 99.4%    

 

Prevention of crime and disorder 

In general there was a large increase in crimes and incidents in Fairford which was 

more significant than the increase in the Division or Force. Comparing the 

performance with the equivalent period one year earlier, the Division noticed a 

substantial fall in the detection rate, and a substantial rise in overall crime levels 

which was replicated across the Force. This is possibly explained by the NCRS effect 

(see section overleaf). 

Interestingly, despite the strain put on the force by Operation Merit, and despite an 

increase in grade 1 incidents, the percentage answered within the target time for the 

Division actually rose. Furthermore, two of the key crimes of community concern – 

domestic burglary and vehicle crime – were reduced during the Merit period compared 

to the previous year. 

However, both burglary and vehicle crime have shot up since the end of the 

operation, which is thought to be in some way related to Merit, but it is unclear how. 

One possibility is that the concentration of resources in one operation inevitably led to 

reduced focus and resources elsewhere in the force, and the Constabulary 

consequently struggled to regain its former level of performance. The rapid 

emergence of a crack cocaine problem in Gloucester and to a lesser extent in 

Cheltenham has also been identified as a major factor in the increase in such 

offences. 

One indicator which would be expected to rise during an operation of this type, 

criminal damage, has done just that. In the Fairford parish, criminal damage offences 

were up by 100%, or 12 offences, which are almost certainly all relating to damage at 

the air base. In the division as a whole, criminal damage rose by only 2.3%, or 22 

offences, which shows that the operation had little impact on the wider divisional area, 
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especially given that the county’s performance regarding criminal damage rose quite 

substantially during the period. 

National Crime Recording Standard 

In April 2002, the ACPO National Crime Recording Standard (NCRS) was introduced 

by all police forces in England and Wales.  The Standard promotes greater 

consistency between police forces in the recording of crime and takes a more victim 

orientated approach to crime recording, which is either evidential or prima facie, but 

always victim focused. This means that police forces will act on a victim’s perception 

of victimisation rather than requiring evidence to prove that a crime has occurred. 

Nationally, NCRS has been found to have contributed to an average rise of 

approximately 10% in recorded crime figures, which is in line with Gloucestershire for 

2002/03, although the increase in total crime is far greater in the Fairford parish 

compared to the previous year.   

It was anticipated that adoption of the new Standard would increase the recording of 

crime, particularly minor assaults and public order offences.  These are the type of 

crime where victims often do not want to press charges, and may not want to co-

operate with the police.  The effects will be most notable in violent crime, and some 

volume property crimes are also likely to be affected.  

Facilitation of lawful protest 

One of the performance indicators most closely-linked with a public order operation, 

especially one so infused with undertones of terrorism, is records of stop-searches. It 

is no surprise then, that the sleepy parish of Fairford experienced a 20,873% increase 

in the numbers of stop-searches between the period in question in 2001/02 and in 

2002/03. At county level, this had been absorbed into the overall figures to the extent 

that there had been an increase of about 2,083 stop-searches, which is remarkably 

close to the number of searches carried out in the Fairford parish relating to any 

“Amity” operations.  

Whilst it would be impossible to say that lawful protest was absolutely facilitated, 

these figures do show that the police service used powers in proportion to the threats 

levels present at the time in order to prevent acts of sabotage or disorder. Evidence 

showing the results of some of these searches confirms that this was the right action 

to take, and shows that where protestors wished to do nothing other than protest 

lawfully, they were allowed to do so. The inconvenience of being stop-searched in 

order to attend protests was relatively minor compared to the potential consequence 

of allowing  free reign to anyone who wanted access to the airbase; in events such as 

these, sometimes the only way to discriminate between the lawful and the unlawful is 

by stopping and searching. 

Minimisation of disruption to the MoD and USAFE 

This operational objective cannot be shown in the performance indicators above, but 

the truth is borne out in the chronological list of events (Appendix D). Although there 

were incursions onto the base and incidents of criminal damage, all the USAFE 

missions took off and landed safely at RAF Fairford. Disruption to these activities was 

negligible and was minimised by the actions of the police in containing incidents when 

they did happen, for instance when damage was caused to military vehicles on March 

13
th

. 
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Maintenance of free passage on the highway 

During Merit, roads were only closed when no alternative tactic was available, due to 

the positioning of the munitions or aircraft on the base itself. A robust traffic 

management plan was in place (see Operational Deployment section), which was 

praised by ACPO in their review of the operation. 

Community reassurance 

(Also see Chapter 8) 

This indicator cannot be shown through traditional performance indicators, although it 

is one of the most important and long-term aspects of the entire operation. Section 8 

(External Communication) covers community impact in more detail. 

Furthermore, the Constabulary is currently running an extensive consultation process 

using Public Perception Questionnaires. These have been distributed to 8000 

households at random throughout the county and have already produced a higher 

than anticipated return rate from the residents of our county. Although none of the 

questions in the survey relate to Operation Merit per se, the emphasis here is on 

consultation with the community, which itself encourages greater community 

involvement.  

The national focus on community involvement is set to increase. “Building Safer 

Communities Together”, the Home Office Consultation Paper of November 2003 

highlights the complexity of the role played by the police and other agencies in 

shaping and caring for communities. For Gloucestershire, this paper is a timely 

reminder that lessons learnt during Merit will play a vital role in forming policing plans 

for the next three or more years. 

Other factors affecting performance 

Following the end of police operations at RAF Fairford, officers returning to their usual 

duties have had to take previously disrupted annual leave allocations. Consequently, 

there were continuing effects on general performance into the second and third 

quarters. Furthermore, the implementation of the massive Police Authority budget 

growth allocated for 2003/04 has had significant effects on key managers throughout 

the Constabulary in terms of recruitment, induction and training of new staff, as well 

as resolving practical issues around accommodation and equipment provision. 
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Section 8: External Communication 

Community impact 

At an early stage in the operation at RAF Fairford attempts were made to identify the 

main external stakeholders.  The Constabulary quickly realised that the local 

community, including landowners, businesses and Parish Councils, would be subject 

to considerable disruption caused by elements of the on-going operational activity. 

This realisation can be evidenced as early as the 10
th

 December 2002, when the 

order for Operation Amity I was published and included community reassurance and 

free passage on the highway as two of its four specific aims. 

From an early stage it was clear that the community’s right to continue living in a 

peaceful rural idyll was at odds with the protesters’ right to make their feelings (and 

their presence) known, and it would have been impossible to keep everyone happy. 

The operation was therefore bound to have a significant impact on the local 

community. In order to minimise the operation’s potentially negative impact, officers 

from the Cotswolds & Stroud Division mounted a plan to keep local parties informed 

of what was going on and to counter any concerns as they arose. The main actions 

undertaken are shown below. 

On the 27
th

 January, A/C/Insp Eric Moore, Cotswold & Stroud Division, held a Police 

& Community Consultative Meeting (PCCM) to discuss the concerns of the 

community.  Thirteen people attended this meeting, including representatives from 

Fairford Town and Kempsford Parish Councils, a member of the Cotswold District 

Council and one local resident who had written to the Constabulary complaining about 

the congestion in Fairford during previous protests. The main points covered at this 

meeting were: 

 Parking and access around the camp: it was suggested that some 

sort of restriction should be put in place, e.g. no-waiting cones  

 Avoiding disruption for the locals who have nothing to do with the 

protests 

 Reducing the number of protesters and restricting the route taken 

 The potential for terrorist action and the outcomes of any terrorist 

acts 

 Whether or not local village residents had to be diverted from their 

normal routes when protests were taking place 

 Level of consultation with councils in case of a serious incident, 

such as terrorist attack to the base or bombs exploding 

 Safety of residents while munitions were transported 

 Publicity and advance notice when marches or protests about to 

take place, and consultation regarding routes 

 The suitability (or otherwise) of the route being taken to bring heavy 

equipment such as portakabins to the base 

 The site of peace camp and location of main gate, although most 

appreciated that the latter was outside Police sphere of influence. 

Wherever practical, the Constabulary took action to counter some of these concerns; 

for instance, “No Waiting” cones were placed on key routes to prevent traffic 

congestion. Furthermore, on the 17
th

 March, explosives safety arcs (zones) were 

established around the site of the bomb store, which necessitated the closure of 
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certain roads and other public spaces.  These arcs were widened when necessary 

due to the movement of munitions.   

Another PCCM was held on the 19
th

 March at Kempsford Village Hall; the main issue 

raised during this meeting was the impact on the community of the 22
nd

 March 

protest.  As a result, the operation for the protest day included a robust traffic 

management plan and a letter-drop to all local households and businesses, warning 

of possible disruption (see Appendix E). This letter was intended to help to re-build 

goodwill between police and local residents, but unfortunately it went out quite late 

during the operation and was not well received. In addition, a press release was 

issued warning people they would be liable to be searched if they attended in the area 

of the airbase. Specific road closures were also publicised. 

The community were given further news about the operation in a formal setting on the 

9
th

 April, when a Rural Beat Officer attended the Welford PCCM.  At this meeting, a 

good deal of support was shown for the police and the way in which the operation was 

being handled.  However, there was growing discontent with the peace camp and 

protestors and the Parish Council asked for the peace camp to be removed. 

The open channels of communication were evident throughout April in the form of 

letters between Parish Councils and the police, although unfortunately the actions 

taken by the police to manage the potentially dangerous situation at Fairford were 

considered to be inadequate by some. As a result, a number of complaints were 

received; these will be covered in the last section of this chapter, starting on page 47.  

Liaison with protestors 

Throughout the period of the operation, a good rapport was built up with various 

protestors and protest groups: 

 C/Insp Organ (Silver Commander) made contact with lead figures 

for the early organised protests on the 28
th

 and 30
th

 November 2002 

 On the 9
th

 December Gloucestershire Police contacted Swindon 

Stop the War Coalition to discuss the safety of the march 

 On the 13
th

 January Gloucestershire Police made contact with a 

lead figure from the Gloucestershire Weapons Inspectors (GWI), 

who alluded to a march on the 26
th

 January.  Following this march, 

A/C/Insp McGarry was emailed with thanks to the Force for the way 

in which they policed the demonstration sensitively. 

 On the 31
st
 January the GWI informed the police of an intended 

peace camp to be set up at Fairford; on the 5
th

 February another 

lead protestor informed the Force of the site of the peace camp and 

the intention for this camp to be symbolic rather than 

confrontational. 

 On the 5
th

 February further evidence of the good rapport was 

shown, when the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND) made 

contact with the force and informed of their intention to co-ordinate 

the protest on the 23
rd

 February.  They also provided copies of their 

protest flyers. 

This contact continued throughout the operation, and was not limited to one-way 

communication, for instance on the 9
th

 April, police received information that the 

protest camp was in the explosive arc area, so leaflets were distributed to the peace 

camp, warning them about the dangers of remaining at their current location 

(Appendix F). At the end of the operation, C/Insp Organ visited the camp and 

informed the protestors that the road had been reopened and that they needed to 
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move their tent. They were given the rest of the day to leave and were also told of the 

strong local feeling that they should not be there. 

These actions demonstrate the difficult path which the police had to take in order to 

balance the sometimes conflicting needs of the community, the war effort, and the 

protest groups.  

Media liaison 

The first peace protest march at RAF Fairford took place on Sunday January 26
th

. No 

press office staff were directly involved in the policing operation for this event but it did 

attract considerable local and regional media attention as more than 1,000 protestors 

attended. Over following weeks, media attention intensified in proportion to the 

increasing likelihood of war and the consequent setting up of the peace camp, the 

arrival of B52 bombers at the base, and intelligence which suggested that several 

more high-profile marches were planned.  

In mid February a strategy for the handling of all media interest in events at the base 

was therefore prepared, before the next planned protest march on Sunday February 

23
rd

. This strategy had the following objectives, to show that: 

 Gloucestershire Police were fully prepared and in control of all 

policing issues surrounding the use of the base, including protests 

and terrorism threats. 

 Gloucestershire Police were liaising with the MDP, the US Military, 

Wiltshire Police and Thames Valley Police to present a co-ordinated 

response. 

 Gloucestershire Police had entered into a dialogue with all 

interested parties, had listened to their views and were acting in an 

impartial manner. 

 the welfare and safety of all members of the public was a priority. 

 Gloucestershire Police acknowledged the democratic right of the 

public to protest. 

 Gloucestershire Police were able to deal efficiently and effectively 

with any issues of public disorder or criminal offences. 

 the effective policing of the rest of the county was not being 

hampered by the Constabulary’s commitment to the airbase. 

As part of this strategy a press office representative attended at Silver Command at 

all subsequent protest marches at the site. This strategy proved effective in dealing 

with most eventualities. 

As anticipated, the protest on Sunday February 23
rd

 attracted significant interest from 

local and regional media. Although this was one of the smaller demonstrations, it was 

also one of the most vociferous and a number of arrests were made after protestors 

broke onto the base. A press officer was on site at Silver Command for this protest 

and dealt with all media enquiries. 

Following this protest, security at the site was strengthened and arrangements were 

made for press office staff to be on standby to assist Gold Command in the event of 

further incidents. After the arrival of the B52s on Monday March 3
rd

, there was a 

continuous media presence around the airbase. Unfortunately, as a consequence of 

the high level security measures in place, there was some ill feeling amongst the 

journalists, peace protestors and local residents. Journalists felt they were being 

denied their right to interview protestors freely, and other parties expressed concerns 

about Human Rights violations. 
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The force response to media enquiries about these issues focussed on the need for 

security whilst the airbase was militarily active, to protect army personnel, police 

officers, protestors, journalist and residents alike from the potentially disastrous 

consequences of an incursion onto the base. 

After the B52s left the airbase, media interest subsided and soon petered out. 

However, the challenge by civil rights group Liberty about the legitimacy of the police 

use of Section 44 anti-terrorism legislation, plus the forthcoming Judicial Review of 

the Prevention of Terrorism Act has kept media interest simmering. Until the Judicial 

Review has been completed, any police response about the legitimacy of its actions 

has had to be short.  

To date, the press office has prepared more than 80 responses to media enquiries. 

When the review process is complete, a new media strategy will need to be put in 

place to deal with the possible outcomes. 

Complaints received 

Formal complaints 

Home Office Guidance gives the following instructions for police forces to deal with 

any complaints received: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

…forces are reminded of the benefits, in terms both of goodwill and resource 

management, of practices to resolve problems which have occurred and pre-

empt complaints from being made in the first place. There are obvious 

advantages in offering an apology on behalf of the force and making amends 

for any loss by means of an ex gratia payment. Where complaints are recorded, 

maximum use should be made of the informal resolution procedure wherever it 

is possible to do so. 

II. DEFINITIONS 

2.2 For the purpose of the procedures set out in Part IV of the Police Act 1996, 

section 65 of that Act defines “complaint” as any complaint made about the 

conduct of a police officer which is submitted either by a member of the public 

or on behalf of the member of the public and with his or her consent… Each 

aspect of this definition is explored below. 

2.3 “conduct” – Section 67(4) states that, for the purposes of Part IV of the Act, 

the definition of a complaint does not extend to complaints relating to the 

direction or control of a police force by its chief officer or the person performing 

the chief officer’s functions. 

… 

Determination of “appropriate authority” 

2.11 …the chief officer who has received a complaint should determine whether 

he or she is the appropriate authority in relation to the officer concerned. 

2.12 Wherever the act under consideration may have been committed, and 

irrespective of the command the officer is currently serving under (for instance if 

loaned to another force under mutual aid or to conduct an investigation), for 

disciplinary purposes an officer answers to his or her own chief officer and it is 

in his or her own force that any disciplinary issues fall to be recorded and 

considered. 
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The full Home Office Guidance is available via 

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/crimpol/police/complaints/index.html 

During the operations at Fairford, Gloucestershire followed this policy when dealing 

with complaints. Any matters which related to direction or control of the force, i.e. 

issues such as the use of Section 44 powers, are not, by definition, “complaints”. In 

such circumstances, the force responded politely to the complainant, saying that any 

query about powers given to the police should be taken up directly with the Home 

Office. 

If a complaint was received which related to the conduct of an officer from another 

force (i.e. not from Gloucestershire), then this was sent on to the force in question for 

investigation and response to the complainant. Matters received which related to the 

conduct of a Gloucestershire officer were dealt with by the Professional Standards 

department in Gloucestershire. 

Moreover, if a matter had arisen which was of a serious or criminal nature, such as an 

allegation of an assault by a police officer, then regardless of which force the officer 

was from, this would have been investigated by Gloucestershire. However, no such 

incidents occurred. 

Where complaints were received which fell into more than one category above, for 

instance complaining about the conduct of an officer and the use of Section 44 

powers, these were dealt with by both channels described above – e.g. 

Gloucestershire Professional Standards department to investigate the misconduct 

allegation, and referral to the Home Office regarding the policy on Section 44. In such 

circumstances, the Professional Standards Inspector would arrange a visit in person 

to the complainant to discuss the detail of the complaint and to give assurance that 

their problem was being dealt with in a professional manner. 

Other complaints 

In addition to the formal channel for complaints (Professional Standards), there are 

other channels of communication open to the public which were used to feed opinion 

back to the force. These channels include letters and emails directed to the Chief 

Constable, Divisional Commanders (especially Cotswolds and Stroud Division), the 

local press, and so on. In the case of letters received regarding Fairford, the recipients 

understood that anything clearly stating a desire to lodge a formal complaint should 

be forwarded to Professional Standards for processing through the correct procedure. 

The majority of letters seen thus far, however, have generally not been of this nature, 

and therefore have resulted in a reply from the Division or Staff Office, and the matter 

has gone no further. 

One such letter was received from Kempsford Parish Council, dated 3
rd

 September  

and addressed to the Chief Constable and to Members of Parliament. This letter 

outlined the complaints and concerns of the local community throughout Operation 

Merit, with many of these concerns relating to the rights and activities of the 

protestors. The Parish Council had previously been given the opportunity to enter into 

direct dialogue with the protestors, but as this was refused, there was little more which 

could be done by the police to assuage these complaints. 

The letter also mentioned the general activities peripheral to the police operation at 

RAF Fairford, such as media interest, military operations and traffic management, 

many of which were outside our sphere of influence. In fact, few of the issues raised in 

this letter related to specific complaints against Police activities, and those that did fall 

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/crimpol/police/complaints/index.html
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into this category, e.g. establishing communication channels, had been in place, albeit 

to an extent which was deemed unsatisfactory to some local residents.  

A detailed response about the concerns of the residents as presented by the Parish 

Council was compiled and sent by C/Insp Organ, Cotswold & Stroud Division. At the 

time of writing, no further correspondence has been received. 
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Section 9: Investigation 

Structure and protocols 

The relative responsibilities of the Chief Constable of the MDP and Home Office 

forces are laid out in Home Office Circular 24/2002 (implemented on the 3
rd

 May 

2002), and shown in more detail in Section 1 - Background. In practical terms this 

meant that offences committed within the perimeter fence and a short distance 

(approx two metres) in front of the fence were the responsibility of Ministry of Defence 

Police, and those outside that area were the responsibility of Gloucestershire 

Constabulary.  

In October 2003, as a result of a fifteen month investigation by Surrey police into the 

deaths of four young soldiers at Deepcut Barracks, the Deputy Chief Constable of 

Surrey, Bob Quick, reported back to ACPO with national best practice advice for 

future investigations into deaths at military establishments. The comments made 

clearly indicated the future role for Home Office Police Forces in the investigation of 

all serious crime reported in UK military establishments. 

His key message was that it is essential to have unambiguous primacy for such 

investigations:  

“Police Forces need to recognise primacy in the investigation of deaths on army 

establishments" and the "need to implement an investigative framework 

immediately led by an SIO". 

The issue of primacy was crucial to the investigation of offences committed within the 

RAF Fairford perimeter, and whilst strict protocols were in force for the policing of the 

planned major events, it was apparent that the MDP did not play as thorough a role as 

possible in the investigation of some criminal offences.  

In practical terms this translated into offenders being dealt with on a day-to-day basis 

at the Stroud custody suite by detectives from the Cotswold and Stroud Division. This 

included offenders who should have been the responsibility of the MDP by virtue of 

having committed offences within the perimeter fence. This was done on many 

occasions for expediency, and because Gloucestershire Constabulary had 

established a Prisoner Process Team available to the Silver Commander between the 

hours of 0800 and 2400 every day.  

Consistency in the investigative process is a key element to the success of 

any criminal enquiry, and even more so in an event of the nature and scale of 

Operation Merit. 

This was most obvious in the charging and bail processes of certain individuals who, it 

became apparent, had been charged with similar offences such as criminal damage 

to military equipment on other MoD establishments across the United Kingdom. 

Investigative roles 

From the planning stage of Amity III (February 23
rd

) onwards, the role of investigating 

offences committed during Operation Merit was established under the leadership of 

Detective Chief Superintendent John Jeynes, Head of Specialist Criminal 

Investigation Services (SCIS) in Gloucestershire. D/C/Supt Jeynes fulfilled the role of 
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Senior Investigating Officer (SIO) coordinator and was himself the SIO 

nominated for the main protest day events from this point onwards.  

Keeping the Peace: Policing Disorder (1999) highlighted that the role of investigating 

disorder should include: 

 Training provided to officers identified to undertake the role of SIO  

 SIOs involved in the planning process of events with possible 

disorder 

 The force having charge centre contingencies for handling larger 

numbers of prisoners, both pre-planned and spontaneous 

 Evidence gathering teams, with training being available 

 The force having a Criminal Justice policy to accommodate the 

processing of large numbers of prisoners 

The force did identify the individual to take on the role of SIO coordinator, performed by 

D/C/Supt Jeynes, and all identified SIOs had been suitably trained and briefed to perform 

the role should it have been required. However, this was not done until the third major 

protest event of February 23
rd

, which disadvantaged the operation in that the investigative 

consistency was lacking from the previous events (Amity I, II and Foxtrot). 

D/C/Supt Jeynes was involved in the planning process of the major events from Amity 

III onwards, and acted in his capacity as SIO coordinator to advise Gold and Silver 

Commanders on investigative issues. This included contingency planning for large-

scale arrests principally at the planned protest events. This was supplemented by 

protocols for prisoner processing drawn up by Inspector Tony Godwin from the 

Criminal Justice Department, and involved a great deal of liaison with surrounding 

forces such as Wiltshire and Thames Valley Police.  

Although he was a full member of the Gold T&CG and the Gold Coordinating Group, 

D/C/Supt Jeynes was only seconded on a full time basis to Gold Control towards the end 

of the operation. Consideration should be given to the SIO coordinator being placed within 

Gold from the beginning of any similar operation to act as advisor on legislation and 

provide a strategic view on potential criminal investigation of protestor or terrorist action.  

During the protest on the 22
nd

 March a full investigation team was in place to deal 

with the anticipated mass protest. Excellent working arrangements had been 

established to allow the use, as part of the contingency plan, of the MDP video 

identification system AURORA, a digital fax for fingerprints and the use of Livescan to 

identify potential offenders.  This was achieved after a great deal of integration, 

facilitated by the SIO coordinator.   

Evidence Gathering Teams (EGTs) were utilised throughout the Operation and 

their contribution was valid in two important respects: in ensuring the integrity of the 

conduct of officers dealing with protestors, and in gathering evidence “on the ground”.  

The value of this evidence will be assessed by the courts in both criminal and civil 

proceedings over the coming months.  

At the start of his involvement in planning the Operation, the SIO coordinator asked 

for the HOLMES2 computer system to be employed to assist in the command and 

control of the entire operation. However, this was not felt appropriate at that initial 

stage, partly due to the perception that the Constabulary was dealing with event 

planning and command and control of real time events, rather than a major crime 

investigation. HOLMES2 has many useful tools to assist operational commanders as 

well as providing clear audit trails about decisions and processes involved in running 

a large and complex event and, importantly, it also includes a finance module that can 

help to keep the SIO or Commander up to date on expenditure. 
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Future considerations for a similar event should probably include the use of the 

HOLMES2 system to plan, coordinate and record events at the earliest possible 

stage, possibly to coincide with the point in time when an SIO is appointed.  

In the event all the material that would have been captured on the HOLMES2 system 

was produced in various paper and electronic formats, but it makes sound operational 

sense that these should in future be stored in one place in an agreed national, 

consistent format, which is what HOLMES2 provides.  

Legislation and the Criminal Justice process 

Leaving aside the issues of settling primacy at an early stage and the appointment of 

a suitably trained SIO, the main consideration for the investigative process came as a 

result of challenges being made regarding interpretation of protestor behaviour.  

Gloucestershire Constabulary has no history of dealing with events that are likely to 

involve a mass arrest strategy. Indeed the events in the county which attract the most 

spectators are the Cheltenham Gold Cup (50,000 people per day on average) and the 

International Air Tattoo at RAF Fairford (100,000 people per day on average), neither 

of which have ever resulted in serious public disorder. Consequently, although the 

SIO coordinator had a very strong relationship with the Chief Crown Prosecutor for 

Gloucestershire, there was no agreed Criminal Justice policy to manage the 

processing of larger numbers of offenders, other than on the major planned 

event days. 

The SIO coordinator played a valuable role in advising the Gold and Silver 

Commanders on unfamiliar/unusual legal challenges.  For instance, issues of kite-

flying across the airfield had not previously been considered until such incidents 

actually occurred. It was the opinion of the Crown Prosecution Service and the SIO 

coordinator that the high levels of kite-flying and similar acts of disobedience could 

have been dealt with by common law powers. This would have included obstructing 

an officer in the lawful execution of their duty, i.e. preservation of life and property 

under their oath as constable, as well as Breach of the Peace offences, which would 

have been proportional to the potential threat to airspace. 

During these incidents research revealed that the MOD has been trying to address 

such issues since 1986, but no significant progress had been made with appropriate 

legislation either under civil or criminal law.  

Whilst considering legislative options in response to actions at Fairford, it was vital to 

strike a balance between the civil liberties of the European Convention on 

Human Rights and the necessity to maintain a safe environment for all 

involved. This goes back to the basic premise that whilst individual human rights 

(especially the right to protest lawfully) were at the forefront of the contingency 

planning, due consideration was also given to ensure that a proportionate response 

was applied to protecting a military establishment during a time of war.  

This was especially true in the matter of road closures, which were necessary to 

protect the airbase from potential terrorist attack, yet minimise disruption to local 

residents and lawful protestors. The relevant byelaws were interpreted under common 

law arguments, but were sometimes not progressed unilaterally due to inadequate 

partnership arrangements with local and highways authorities. This led to the 

respective authorities for Wiltshire and Gloucestershire, for example, interpreting the 

law differently regarding road closure orders, which undoubtedly added to the 

confusion for those affected. 
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Section 10: Operational Deployment 

Gold Control 

As demonstrated in Section 3: Command and Control, the Gold Control for Operation 

Merit was set up in accordance with good practice guidelines identified in the Keeping 

The Peace manual, albeit by incorporating modifications in order to meet the sudden 

increase in demand as the operation expanded. 

On Friday 21
st
 March, a full-time Gold Control was established whose function was to 

make strategic policy regarding the overall command of the operation.  The DCC was 

Gold Commander, with Supt Nick Jefferies assuming the role of Gold Co-ordinator.  

There was also an Inspector, three PCs and a member of support staff.  Gold Control 

initially worked on the basis of 8 hour days, but this soon increased as the demand for 

Gold’s services increased.  

The level of daily cover at Gold was established through a risk assessment procedure 

and ranged from a minimum of 10 hours to a maximum of 16 hours out of 24, 

although on several occasions there was also an officer covering the night shift. The 

infrastructure of the Gold team worked very well after it had had a chance to establish 

itself and get used to the daily responsibilities.  

Once established, it was possible to request additional help from a wide range of 

force staff, which resulted in staff from many different departments volunteering to 

work a shift on the busiest days. Although this helped to manage the volume of work, 

it was harder to arrange extra resources to assist in the more specialised roles. 

Control Room Operators, for instance, were in very short supply, This led to serious 

concerns about their welfare, both in Silver Control and in the main force Control 

Room, as they were trying to manage business as usual with a significantly 

diminished workforce. 

From the outset, it was clear there would be difficulties providing staff to Fairford on a 

prolonged basis. Support staff have very well-defined conditions of service which 

sometimes work against the interests of the organisation and indeed individuals. In 

order to maintain cover, an early decision was taken to declare this an “Emergency 

Situation” which allowed staff to work outside of conditions of service on a voluntary 

basis. Unison raised concerns about this decision, but detailed procedures were put 

in place to ensure staff were not over-worked or otherwise disadvantaged. Future 

operations may need to consider making similar arrangements, and if necessary it 

might be prudent for the force to consider amendments to conditions of service to 

allow for this sort of eventuality. 

Gold Control were very much focussed on the day to day logistics of the operation, as 

the actual Operational Logistics Sergeant was overwhelmed with managing the 

deployment side of the operation. In this regard, the sheer scale of the operation 

presented problems which Logistics valiantly tried to cope with for perhaps longer 

than was reasonable, before help was arranged in the form of an on-site logistics cell. 

A shared ‘public’ folder on the force email system was set up to facilitate 

communication with Gold control. This has also provided a useful audit trail of events 

as they unfolded. 
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Silver Control: tactical options 

A team of Tactical Advisors was used for all special events as well as for day to day 

security planning; these advisors were kept in contact with Silver on a frequent basis 

so that tactical options could be considered in real time, as the situation evolved on 

site. 

During the planning stages of the larger protests, when more detailed tactical plans 

were needed, tactics were considered with additional focus on experience of previous 

protests and specific intelligence about that protest or groups of protestors. This type 

of longer-term planning was therefore able to expend more energy on considering the 

impact and public perception of any actions taken, and to ensure that the operation 

struck the best possible balance between the rights of protestors, the rights of local 

residents, and the terrorist or criminal risks associated with the environment in and 

around RAF Fairford. 

The Silver policy log (see Appendix G) shows some of the thought processes involved 

in developing of some of the tactics eventually employed.  

The majority of the 19 tactical options shown in the Keeping the Peace manual were 

employed during Operation Merit. There were only three which were not used, which 

are: 

 Stand off and re-group (which is generally thought to be better 

suited to rioting) 

 Screen/smoke 

 CS gas 

All tactics which were employed were used in proportion to the circumstances at the 

time. 

Use of   stop and search powers  for  pol icing protest .  

It is important to differentiate between the Constabulary’s use of stop and search 

legislation to deter the threat of terrorist attacks as against those powers used to 

counter any threat of serious violence by protestors. 

The Criminal Justice & Public Order Act 1994 provides the following powers relevant 

to the maintenance of order at public protests and demonstrations: 

 S12 Powers to impose conditions on public processions 

 S14 Powers to impose conditions on public assemblies 

 S60 Powers of stop and search 

 S60AA Powers to remove face coverings 

Following imposition of Section 44, there were two major planned protests, on the 

22
nd

 March (Operation Amity IV) and the 5
th

-6
th

 April (Amity V). On both occasions 

CJ&PO Act legislation was invoked on a proportionate basis to counter the threat of 

serious violence: 

 22 March  S12 & S14 invoked 

    S60 & S60AA invoked 

 5 April  S60 &S60 AA invoked – 0700hrs to 2100hrs 

 6 April  S60 & S60AA not invoked 

The decision not to invoke S60 on the 6
th

 April was based on an assessment of 

protest activity on 5
th

 April and available intelligence. This further demonstrates 

proportionality in the application of powers. On each of the major protest days, 

supervisors and unit commanders were briefed regarding S60 authorities including 
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the extent and duration of the authorisation. Briefing packs included maps of the 

relevant areas. 

Mutual Aid 

Following the retirement of the previous post-holder, the new Operational Services 

Logistics Sergeant, PS Ron Curnock, took up post on February 25
th

 2003, before 

which there had been no one officer with specific responsibility for planning the duties 

of this operational event. His role was to coordinate the staffing for all Amity Police 

Operations, through Police Divisional Logistics and mutual aid contacts, and, from 

March 19
th

, through PNICC. 

Initially, the baseline staffing for Fairford was one MRU (Mobile Response Unit = 1 

Insp, 3 PSs, 18 PCs, public order trained) per 12 hour shift, which was staffed entirely 

by Gloucestershire officers – i.e. 2 MRUs per 24 hour period. However, this 

arrangement was forcing officers to work very long shifts as the time required to brief 

oncoming shifts meant that staff were working 14+ hour shifts, which is clearly 

unacceptable from an operational and welfare point of view. 

With this in mind, the operation moved up to three 8-hour shifts per 24 hour period. As 

Gloucestershire was unable to provide the extra MRU needed to staff this system, 

mutual aid was needed. PS Curnock was therefore contacting other forces directly to 

establish their availability to provide mutual aid. Gwent, Avon & Somerset, Wiltshire, 

West Mercia, Thames Valley, and West Midlands all provided mutual aid staff at this 

stage of the operation. 

In addition to the baseline staffing of one MRU at all times, PSUs (Police Support 

Units = similar numbers of staff to the MRU, but with a higher level of training and 

more safety equipment) were deployed at weekends, according to the level of protest 

activity expected to take place. 

PS Curnock created Resource Deployment Sheets on a daily basis in order to 

communicate staffing levels to those commanders who needed to have this 

information to hand. These sheets include the times each group or function is 

operational (e.g. Silver command: 0700-1900 Superintendent, 1900-0700 Chief 

Inspector), both as the weekly baseline and the additional Saturday and Sunday 

cover.  

Sample Resource Deployment sheets are shown in Appendix H, and provide a useful 

account of the escalation of police staffing levels in line with increased threat 

assessment as the operation progressed. 

In early March, intelligence reports were indicating large numbers of protestors likely 

to attend the demonstration planned for the 22
nd

. The planned policing operation was 

therefore due to be stepped up in line with the increasingly significant threats posed 

by the protest. Between March 11
th

 and 20
th

, the baseline staffing level rose from one 

MRU per shift (i.e. three across 24 hours) to four PSUs per shift (i.e. 12 across 24 

hours). In addition, it was decided that additional PSUs would be needed to police the 

major protest days such as March 22
nd

. Clearly, this would not be possible without a 

far greater contribution of officers via mutual aid, and the coordination of such aid 

would be almost impossible for one person to manage. 

Approximately 10 days prior to March 22
nd

, it became known that PNICC was about to 

become active  - it is normally passive and only becomes live in a state of national 

emergency. The exact details of what would be needed for the operation were 

therefore submitted. These details would have included the skills, training and 
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equipment needed, such as off-road motorbikes, horses, “lock-on” trained officers, 

etc., as well as the shifts to be worked by each PSU. 

In the event, PNICC was not fully staffed until March 19
th

, so PS Curnock continued to 

arrange mutual aid staff for the operation himself up to this point.  

PNICC 

All police forces in the UK maintain a PSU National Agreement (i.e. a reserve list) 

which is kept by the Home Office, detailing how many PSUs they would be able to 

provide in the event of a national emergency (see Appendix J, which also shows 

various other PNICC correspondence). It was found that some staff numbers shown 

under these agreements could not actually be provided for Fairford, depending on 

certain forces’ circumstances at the time. 

PNICC became fully active on March 19
th

, just three days before the major protests 

planned for the 22
nd

. Clearly this meant there was very little time available to 

coordinate the four baseline PSUs (12 per 24 hours) plus the 30 additional PSUs 

required for deployment over the course of the major protest on the 22
nd

. 

It was with these tight timescales in mind that in the early days of PNICC’s operation, 

PS Curnock continued to make initial contact with mutual aid forces to establish what 

level of help they could provide. This information was then passed to PNICC for full, 

formal coordination of the mutual aid request.  

The normal operating procedure, which was adopted shortly after PNICC’s launch, is 

that the host force approach PNICC with details of what staff and equipment is 

required, and PNICC then contact mutual aid forces with an informal request (by 

phone) for PSUs. Depending on the outcome of this informal request, a formal written 

request is then made, and the provider force replies with an Information Notice 

containing full details of what PSUs and equipment will be supplied. This information 

is then processed and consolidated at PNICC and passed on to the logistics function 

at the host force (in this case, PS Curnock at Gloucestershire) for “on the ground” 

coordination.  

Initially, mutual aid was organised on a five day release basis, that is, each PSU 

worked for five days at a time, then returned to their home force. However, this was 

causing occasional problems on changeover days: continuous rotation of blocks of 

five days eventually lead to a changeover falling on a weekend, which tended to 

destabilise the operation on its busiest days. In order to overcome this problem, the 

five day release system was amended to a three or four day release, so that 

changeovers could be planned to ensure that they did not fall on major protest days. 

Eventually, 38 out of the 43 police forces in England and Wales were employed in 

mutual aid duties at Fairford – the forces that did not contribute had their own 

responsibilities for war-related activity during that period. Not only would 

Gloucestershire’s neighbouring forces have been unable to logistically meet the need 

for mutual aid on a continuous basis, but also they were the operational reserve for 

immediate call-out should a serious incident have occurred, and could not therefore 

be utilised as baseline resources. 

Accommodation 

 

The decision of the 19
th

 March to authorise additional PSUs to provide increased 

baseline security is believed to have been made at roughly midday, with the first 
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PSUs arriving that same night. Recognising the potential requirement to 

accommodate large numbers of officers, Thames Valley Police and Wiltshire 

Constabulary were tasked with identifying holding areas for up to 10 PSUs within their 

force areas no more than one-hour travelling time to RAF Fairford, but were unable to 

do so. Wiltshire did, however, agree to manage such a site at the Royal Logistics 

Corp camp at South Cerney in support of the operation.  

Unfortunately, some PSUs were not satisfied with the accommodation at South 

Cerney, and passed this feedback to their own force, who then complained to 

Gloucestershire. Following a Health and Safety inspection of the barracks, a decision 

was taken to find alternative accommodation.  [The PSU who were dissatisfied 

actually moved themselves to the Madison Inn in Swindon. It was unclear as to who 

had given them permission to move at this point. ] 

The mutual aid accommodation requirements within the police terms of service were 

written after the miners’ strike, and are exact about the minimum standards of space 

which should be given per officer as sleeping quarters. However, these terms were 

written in the days when the accommodation was likely to be camp beds in school 

gymnasiums, not hotel rooms, and therefore the minimum space requirement is no 

longer as relevant as it was. For instance, the 50 square feet deemed necessary per 

officer as a sleeping area, whilst valid when thinking in terms of floor space in a large 

communal hall, is less valid when applied to the space available in a standard hotel 

room. 

Alternative accommodation had to be found at this stage to house the increasing 

numbers of officers arriving in Gloucestershire. We were already using the Royal 

Agricultural College and the Hunters Lodge (at Cheltenham racecourse), and at this 

point we also approached the Travelodge and the Travel Inn as a stopgap solution.  

The Hunters Lodge were then unable to continue to take in PSUs and further 

alternative arrangements had to be secured, and the Cheltenham Tourist Board were 

able to negotiate a competitive at a local hotel.     

There were no official complaints from the hotels themselves regarding the officers 

that they were housing, but there were some isolated incidences of negative 

feedback.  For example, one hotel manager passed on complaints that had been 

made by other guests regarding noise levels when PSUs returned from duty in the 

early hours of the morning.  

Office space was secured on site at RAF Fairford without difficulty, but the space was 

not immediately suitable for occupation: the presence of asbestos raised Health & 

Safety issues, and the space had to be extensively refurbished prior to use. This 

could also be a consideration in relation to future operations.   

Feeding the troops 

Initially, South Cerney Army Barracks were providing the mid-tour meal for the PSUs 

involved in Operation Merit (i.e.  the ongoing baseline security).  Operation Amity 

brought in many additional PSUs in preparation for the major protest planned for 

March 22
nd

 and South Cerney was expected to provide the food for these additional 

PSUs.  However, it was then decided to stop using South Cerney for the provision of 

food as it was not of a suitable standard.  There was therefore an urgent requirement 

for on-site catering at Fairford.  The Gold team had approximately four hours’ notice to 

arrange a suitable alternative to cater for in excess of 120 officers.   

In a separate incident, the cooking marquee was suddenly rendered obsolete due to 

USA Fire regulations, which stated that the marquee was not suitable for cooking. 
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Again, this left Gold control with a crisis situation as they had mere hours in which to 

arrange alternative cooking facilities. 

Currently, the USAF catering facility at Fairford can feed a maximum of 1,300 people, 

and this capacity cannot be stretched any further. However, there are other options 

which could be explored in the future in order to expand the feeding facilities on site, 

such as rapidly setting up a “portakabin village”. Furthermore, collaborative efforts 

should be considered in order to reduce costs – for instance, if the MoD need 100 mid-

shift meals, the USAF need 200, and Gloucestershire police need 200, then it will 

almost certainly be more economical to purchase 500 packed lunches from the same 

supplier and split the bill accordingly. The individual agencies’ financial regulations 

would need to be carefully considered before entering such an arrangement, but even 

so, the resulting savings would be worthwhile. 

During Operation Merit, the rapidly moving events restricted opportunities for formal 

liaison between MOD Police and Gloucestershire Constabulary in relation to catering, 

despite the fact that both forces had to make on-site catering arrangements at 

Fairford.  By chance they had both contacted the same catering contractor for the 

provision of sandwiches at the base, but savings may have been secured if the 

contract had been negotiated jointly.   

Due to the spontaneous nature of the demands, the initial catering arrangements 

were not established by the Procurement Department, but this situation was 

standardised at the first available opportunity.   

Equipment 

As would be expected during an operation of this size, there will never be sufficient 

equipment at the host force to provide all mutual aid officers with the right kit. Indeed, 

there should not be enough equipment for such a large number of visiting officers – if 

there were, one would have to ask why so much excess kit had been purchased in the 

first place, and what it was being used for during periods of “business as usual”. 

Consequently, Gloucestershire’s requests for mutual aid PSUs included details about 

the type of equipment which visiting forces should bring with them. This included 

personal-issue items such as body armour and radios, which were all specified on the 

mutual aid request form to PNICC, as well as in the less formal requests made to 

neighbouring forces in the early days of the operation. 

Unfortunately, there was a break in the line of communication somewhere in this 

process, and some mutual aid PSUs arrived in Gloucestershire without the kit 

necessary to carry out their jobs effectively. The main problems were with compatible 

radios and with body armour, both of which are essential for a PSU to be able to carry 

out tours of duty.  

The question of radio capability will also have to be considered for future operations. 

The digital Airwave radio system adopted by Gloucestershire in winter 2003 has a 

different operating capacity to the UHF system still in use by other forces. There are 

concerns that the sheer volume of radio communication needed during these 

operations will overload the digital system, in the same way as unusually high levels 

of mobile phone “traffic” (as seen every New Year’s Eve, for instance), prevent many 

people from being able to make successful calls. Extensive testing of the new system 

is needed prior to the next such operation, to make sure it will stand up to the 

demands of a large-scale public order operation and to put contingency plans in place 

should there be any doubt about this. 
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Silver Commanders also noted that the operation would have benefited from a piece 

of software called Atlas Ops. This is a program pre-loaded with detailed aerial view 

maps of an area, with the facility to electronically “move” resources (PSUs, FITs, dog 

handlers, etc.) around the site (on screen), showing the impact of every movement on 

the rest of the operation and on the crowds, traffic, aircraft and munitions. Instead of 

this program, Gloucestershire made use of Command & Control (C&C) to manage 

resource movement. C&C is not ideally suited to this purpose. 

A further complication concerning mutual aid equipment was the provision of secure 

storage facilities within police vehicles. On the 23
rd

 March, an incident occurred 

involving the forced entry of a mutual aid force’s Mercedes police van, whilst it was 

parked overnight in a hotel car park. Police protective equipment and items of uniform 

were stolen from the van, which did not have its own secure storage locker. When 

deploying PSUs nationally on a major mutual aid operation, some non-secure 

overnight parking is inevitable, and it was felt that a secure storage locker within each 

PSU vehicle should be a requirement on PNICC’s standard mutual aid request forms 

in future. 

Several pieces of equipment utilised during the operation have been highlighted as 

especially valuable, such as: 

 The photo downloads available from helicopter support. These gave 

up to date visual overviews of crowd movement and were very 

helpful to Silver Commanders 

 The Public Address system installed to allow mass communication 

from the police to the large crowds  

 The CCTV coverage, which was excellent for both intelligence and 

evidence-gathering 

Welfare and Health & Safety 

With the operation involving such a high numbers of mutual aid staff, many of whom 

were away from their home force areas, in an unfamiliar environment and under 

intense media scrutiny, concern for staff welfare was paramount. Some PSUs brought 

designated welfare officers with them, but these officers were not necessarily known 

to Gold Control.  Had they been, they would have made ideal single points of contact 

between Gold and the mutual aid PSUs. 

Bearing in mind the problems outlined in this section so far – accommodation, feeding 

arrangements, equipment, etc. – a Health & Safety Working Group was established on 

28
th

 March, with the purpose of ensuring that welfare matters were dealt with 

appropriately. Director of Resources Tony Chapman chaired the group, leading staff 

from Occupational Health, staff associations, Contact Management, the Logistics Cell 

and Personnel.  Between March 28
th

 and April 24
th

, the group met once per week to 

discuss welfare issues/potential issues and allocate actions to address such issues. 

The group met for the last time on May 6
th

 2003, the day after Operation Merit was 

formally closed. The objective of this meeting was to capture good and bad practices 

of the operation, and highlight ideas for further development in the future. The 

resulting debrief document is summarised in the table overleaf. 

The Health & Safety issue was also the first item on the agenda at every Gold Tasking 

& Coordinating meeting, ensuring all key personnel had a channel to express 

concerns and discuss solutions about welfare. 
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Good practice Negative experiences Considerations for future 

LOGISTICS CELL: 

The implementation of the Logistics 
Team – dealing with matters of 
welfare from food provision and 
distribution to cleanliness and waste 
removal – was extremely good 
practice, providing a central point of 
contact for all staff on matters of 
welfare. 

The establishment of this or a 
similar group should be arranged at 
the earliest possible opportunity; 
details of the remit of the team 
should be  communicated to all staff 
as and when the need arrives in the 
future. 

Initial confusion on base re 
management of welfare issues 
(food, drink and hygiene 
requirements). This soon changed 
with the establishment of the 
Logistics Cell. 

The capabilities and facilities of the 
Logistics Cell were not well-
publicised.  

Useful contact names should be stored and 
revisited when similar operations are 
undertaken again, e.g. contact details for the 
catering firm should be retained, and contact 
made as soon as a similar (future) operation is 
inevitable. 

Thought should be given to the overall event 
planning for events such as Fairford in the future. 
Procurement could arrange a contract with an 
external event planner that could provide all 
requirements (marquee, washing facilities, 
sanitary conveniences, catering facilities, etc.) on 
an emergency basis to be called upon at the 
onset of a similar event. Establishment of this 
contract as a form of contingency procedure 
would mean a great many of the issues identified 
at Fairford would not become a cause for 
concern. 

ACCOMMODATION FOR VISITING PSUS: 

Following assessment of the 
situation, the accommodation was 
organised to such a degree that 
visiting officers were extremely 
comfortable and happy with their 
accommodation. 

Initially the accommodation 
arrangements were lacking in 
organisation or coordination; visiting 
officers’ sleeping accommodation 
was deemed inappropriate.  

Planning and arrangement of accommodation 
for visiting Forces must be high on the agenda 
whenever a similar situation arises in the 
future. 

The establishment of the Fairford 
Working Group for the task of 
looking at the overall set up at 
Fairford with regard to Health, 
Safety and Welfare. 

Lack of Coordination and 
Communication lead to a lot of 
issues prior to the establishment of 
the Fairford Working Group.  

Establishment of an emergency procedure to 
create H&S structure, and from that procedure 
a team* of individuals to be called upon when 
an emergency situation such as Fairford 
reoccurs. 

* Team should initially include  representation from 
Personnel, Buildings, Occupational Health and 
Safety, Federation, Unison, Operational Support 
services, Gold Control, Procurement, Finance and 
the Senior Management Team. 

WORKING HOURS: 

A great many staff responded to the 
situation at Fairford by volunteering 
to work long hours, and while this 
was most admirable many officers 
suffered due to fatigue. 

There were some instances of good 
rostering management and 
ensuring that sufficient rest breaks 
between shifts were being taken. 

Issues raised lead to policies being 
put in place to remedy similar 
situations at Divisional level. 

Lack of coordination of shift patterns 
and cross-checking between 
Divisions with regard to officers 
working long hours at Fairford and 
then in some cases picking up their 
normal duties within the Constabulary. 

Officers were volunteering for 
excessive working hours and were 
in some cases not being managed 
with a view to protecting their own 
Health, Safety and Welfare. 

While Mutual Aid was available for 
uniformed officers, support staff 
were not given the benefit of 
assistance from staff from other 
forces. 

Clear guidance on the management of working 
hours to be provided by Senior Management, 
following the identification of certain individuals 
volunteering for excessive hours. 

Cross referencing and checking of hours 
worked by officers both within or outside of 
their own Division should be used as a means 
to monitor excessive hours and to limit 
instances of fatigue and stress within the 
workforce.    

Consideration should be given to the possibility 
of support staff being called in from other 
forces, e.g. control room staff. 
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WORKING ENVIRONMENT: 

More suitable office furniture was 
provided in some areas when 
necessary. 

This would have been the case 
across the base had the situation 
continued, as the offer had been 
made to utilise furniture stored at 
Barnwood. 

Initial concerns: wires fed through 
windows, poor ventilation/heating, 
size of room in relation to number of 
people in the room, rest room areas 
used as debrief areas. Some of these 
issues were improved upon as time 
wore on, but some remained. 

The division of duties between 
agencies caused some stress. 

The requirement for furniture and equipment 
should be identified in order for future events to 
be better equipped prior to demand. 

Thought could be given to providing a purpose-
built portakabin for use whenever such an 
event occurs again.  

CATERING AND REST ROOM ENVIRONMENT: 

The use of the Prisoner Process 
Area was a more suitable rest room 
environment. 

Pegasus Catering provided a high 
standard of catering for all staff and 
were held in high esteem by all 
officers. 

Food distribution greatly improved 
with the establishment of the 
Logistics Cell and the contract 
being awarded to Pegasus 
Catering.  

The catering tent was able to cater 
for large numbers of diners and was 
a great improvement on the original 
scenario. 

Officers found it difficult to find rest 
and relaxation due to the original 
location of the rest room next to the 
debrief room, especially over the 
weekend of March 22nd, when signs 
in the rest room requested “SILENCE” 
during debrief sessions. This issue 
was never really satisfactorily 
remedied: officers were asked to 
move from the PPU Area if prisoners 
were expected. 

Food provision was initially low quality 
and poorly distributed, as the first firm 
were unable to cope with demand. 

Support staff were not included in 
the initial food distribution 
arrangements. 

Gas boilers, used for preparation of 
food, were a hazard. 

The provision of a more suitable area for rest 
and relaxation should be considered, 
particularly when officers are working long 
hours often under stressful conditions. 

Contacts made should be revisited when 
similar operations are undertaken again, e.g. 
Pegasus Catering should be used again under 
similar circumstances due to the high standard 
of service they provide and the fact that they 
are familiar with the requirements. 

SANITARY & HYGIENE FACILITIES: 

The provision of the portaloos at the 
perimeter fencing, and wherever 
else demand was high, was a good 
idea. 

Initial concerns regarding the 
condition of toilet facilities within the 
main block, e.g. poor lighting; 
cleanliness; soap, towels and toilet 
rolls in poor supply; some toilet 
facilities inadequate for demand. 

Mains drainage issues within the 
camp: it was doubtful that the 
drainage was suitable/adequate to 
take the demand. The situation was 
not helped by the fact that the pipe 
work ran across the ground and was 
fed into open drains, bringing about 
trip hazards and hygiene concerns. 

In general more thought should be given to the 
provision of sanitary conveniences and 
facilities for washing, e.g. there is little point in 
a Risk Assessment stating that all officers 
should wash their hands following work 
activities and prior to eating and drinking if no 
soap and towels are provided 

Adequacy of drainage should be the airbase’s 
responsibility, but the provision of additional 
portaloos is a consideration. 

PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT (PPE): 

 Some visiting PSUs did not have 
the right PPE, and it was not clear 
who should provide this - some 
officers were provided with PPE by 
their own forces and some were not.  

Mutual Aid facilitation should include the 
requirement for PPE provision. 

When facilitating Mutual Aid, the host force 
should be made aware of the rest requirements 
of visiting forces  
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Section 11: Outcomes 

Chronology of main events before, during and after operation 

Appendix D shows a timeline of national, international and local events as they 

unfolded from September 2001 to September 2003.  Whilst this should be read in full 

to appreciate the scale of the operation and its far-reaching impact, the key events, in 

date order, can be summarised as follows: 

 October 12
th

 2002: Bali bombing increased international terrorist 

threat. 

 October 26
th

: Notification from MDP that USAF International 

Terrorist threat increased to "high". 

 December 14
th

: 250-300 protestors marched from Fairford and 20-

30 breached fence at the airbase (Operation Amity I). 

 January 26
th

 2003: 1200-1300 protestors marched to main gate, 2 

incursions onto airfield, 150 persons involved in violent activity 

(Operation Amity II). 

 January 30
th

: International situation develops as £330k damage 

deliberately caused to a US navy plane at Shannon Airport. 

 February 3
rd

: well-known activist incursion onto Fairford airbase, 

near an aircraft hard standing. 

 February 15
th

: London: 1.5 million took part in anti-war march. 

 February 21
st
: News that 14 B52 bombers were to be deployed to 

Fairford. 

 February 21
st
: Discussions between key military and police leaders 

regarding viability of using Fairford as a base for future conflict with 

Iraq. Security at base described as pathetic. Transpired that first 

munitions convoy would run in 4 days' time.  It was only at this 

stage that the size and scope of the operation became apparent.         

 February 23
rd

: Stop The War Demo: 800 protestors at main gate of 

RAF Fairford (Operation Amity III). Crowd dismantled main gate, 

several incursions. The face of "peaceful protest" changed from this 

point. 

 February 26
th

: Commencement of munitions convoys between RAF 

Welford and Fairford. 

 March 2
nd

: Peace camp established at gate 10. Despite their being 

in vicinity of explosive arc, no attempt made to move them on. 

 March 4
th

 – 6
th

: 14 B52 bombers arrived at Fairford. Intense media 

coverage 

 March 4
th

: USAF positioned one armed guard at each B52 bomber. 

 March 6
th

: 1425hrs A/DCC Martin Baker signed authorisation to 

stop and search under Sec 44 Terrorism Act 2000, for the county of 

Gloucestershire. S44 PoTA passed by Home Secretary for entire 

policing area of Gloucestershire the following day. 

 March 9
th – 

10
th

: Approx 80 persons held mainly peaceful protest, but 

numerous arrests for Criminal Damage and Aggravated Trespass. 

 March 11
th

 – 13
th

: Cheltenham Races weekend, a major non-

Fairford operation for Gloucestershire police. 

 March 13
th

: Two arrests, having caused £000s damage military 

equipment (windscreen damage on aircraft, possible fuel 
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contamination in fuelling vehicles and brake pipes cut on bomb-

loading trailers) on main site and bomb dumps at Fairford. 

 March 18
th

: Two significant arrests at Fairford: possession of bolt 

cutters and screws/bolts inside fence, and person arrested in copse 

outside base with ingredients for an incendiary device. 

 March 19
th

: PNICC working 24 hours for provision of mutual aid to 

Operation Merit. 

 March 20
th

: US-led coalition commenced military activity in Iraq with 

bombing of Baghdad, the "Shock and Awe" campaign. 

 March 21
st
: A/DCC and DoR met Police Federation to discuss 

welfare concerns re staff hours and working conditions at RAF 

Fairford. 

 March 22
nd

: Operation Amity IV, 2000 protestors attend demo at 

Fairford resulting in approximately 6 arrests; hundreds of thousands 

of people took to the streets worldwide in a mass demonstration of 

anti-war feeling. 

 March 24
th

: Letter from Gloucestershire CC to Peter Winship at 

HMIC, estimating cost of operation up to year end of £1.7m but 

stating how difficult it is to estimate, given the unknown length of 

operation. 

 April 5
th

 – 6
th

: Reclaim the Bases national weekend of protest 

(Operation Amity V for Fairford) 

 April 17
th

: Visit of HM Queen to Gloucester Cathedral to present 

Maundy Money, a major planned operation for Gloucestershire 

involving about 150 officers. 

 May 1
st
: President Bush declared an end to major combat activities 

in Iraq. 

 May 3
rd

: Fairford Peacewatch campers strike camp after 63 days in 

residence. 

 May 6
th

: Gold T&CG Meeting, resulting in closure of Operation 

Merit. 

 May 9
th

: Email to David Burge stating final cost within +/- 10% of 

£3.1m. 

 July 29
th

: Mistake realised regarding calculations of PSU costs. 

New estimate of total Operation cost is £6.54m 

 August 8
th

: Audit Commission letter reports on processes in place re 

costings of Fairford: "the logic of the [new] estimation process is 

sound…" 
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Post-operation feedback 

(NB: see also Section 12: Complaints about Section 44) 

Towards the end of the policing operation at Fairford and for some weeks after there 

was a series of correspondence following an initial complaint from one 

Gloucestershire man, that his human rights had been infringed by the Police outside 

the airbase. 

It was clear that explanations offered by the Constabulary with regard to the methods 

of policing employed were not considered to be satisfactory by this man, who claimed 

to be a human rights activist who had travelled extensively in the cause of human 

rights. 

On the 5
th

 June 2003 at the invitation of Chief Inspector Mark Organ, the Silver 

Commander for the security operation, this man attended Stroud Police Station where 

Chief Inspector Organ explained the threats, conflicting priorities and logistical 

challenges that the Constabulary had faced. This was well received and prompted an 

admission from the man who admitted that he could not name another country where 

the situation would have been addressed in a better way. Furthermore, the meeting 

resulted in a letter being sent from this man to the Constabulary, his MP and the local 

press, in which he was unequivocal in his support for the Gloucestershire police, who, 

he said: 

“…were placed between a very big rock, RAF Fairford, and a multiplicity of hard 

rocks, and it is pretty much inevitable that there will be some dissatisfaction on 

every side 

… I have heard many harsh things said about the British police, but I have to be 

honest, I feel safer here to speak my mind than I would pretty much any other 

place I know. I doubt there are many other, if any, similar protest situations 

anywhere in the world where the police would not have been armed.” 

There was a great deal of additional correspondence from members of the public, 

offering a diversity of views relating to the policing of Fairford.  Some felt that the 

police could actually have done more rather than less, in direct opposition to those 

that felt the police exerted powers inappropriately.   

Representat ion in the media  

Throughout the lead up and duration of the war on Iraq, not a day went by without a 

call for action, inaction, demonstration or political revolt in the newspapers. Although it 

would be impossible to sum up any sense of a general media “feeling” about the 

military activity at RAF Fairford, it does seem appropriate to include some national 

media opinion in this report, given that the whole spectrum of opinions were 

expressed in one way or another.  

The following is an extract from an article written by Euan Ferguson in The Observer 

(March 23
rd

 2003), regarding the demonstration on March 22
nd

. 

“…An estimated 5,000 gathered at RAF Fairford in Gloucestershire, where US 

B-52 bombers are based. The crowd laid flowers at the main gate for 'the death 

of democracy'; above them, eight more of the long-range bombers took off for 

Iraq in the high sunshine. England in the wartime spring of 2003; the kind of 

place, still, where the phrase 'It's time to leave the country' carries no real 

horrors but is used instead as an advert for Thomas Cook; and where up to a 

million souls can chant and drum in the sunshine, and call for the overthrow of 

the government, and not be shot.” 



Section 11: Outcomes 

Page 65 

Legal challenges 

Perhaps inevitably for such an emotive and politically-focussed operation, at the time 

of writing the force is currently facing legal proceedings concerning the policing of 

Fairford. This action has so far manifested itself in: 

 a pre-action letter submitted by Bindman and Partners Solicitors on 

behalf of civil rights group Liberty, regarding the use of S44 (see 

previous section, page 68 and also List of Appendices for a Liberty 

report detailing the basis for their claims) 

 litigation proceedings which are underway against Chief 

Superintendent Kevin Lambert, Silver Commander on the day when 

three coach-loads of protestors were deflected en route to the 

protest site and escorted back to London. 

The pre-action letter from Bindman and Partners came to nothing, and it appears that 

they decided to take on the Met as a test case for use of section 44 TA 2000 rather 

than Gloucestershire. See the Gillan Judgement of Court of Appeal,  

Appendix K. 

Chief Superintended Lambert is currently subject of litigation action brought about by 

a civil rights activist who is claiming that the European Convention on Human Rights 

were breached by the police on the 22
nd

 March 2003, and alleging that the police 

used powers which were disproportionate to the situation. On this day, Ch/Supt 

Lambert took the decision to turn approximately 150 people away from Fairford and 

escort the three coaches in which they were travelling back to London. 

On 19th February 2004, Right Hon. Lord Justice May approved claimant Jan 

Laporte’s assertion against Gloucestershire Constabulary that the detention 

and escort of the coaches on 22nd March was not lawful.  

However, this matter has gone to appeal and will be heard by the Court of Appeal in 

October 2004. Both parties have appealed and cross-appealed respectively, i.e. 

Gloucestershire is challenging the Divisional Court’s decision to declare that returning 

the coaches to London was unlawful. The protesters are challenging the decision that 

Gloucestershire Constabulary, on the evidence, had a duty and indeed a power to 

prevent the coaches attending at RAF Fairford. A summary of the Divisional Court’s 

Judgment that is the subject of the appeal can be found at Appendix L. 

While the court has decided that it was wrong for the police to escort those coaches 

back to London, they made it clear that there was no basis whatsoever for doubting 

the Operational Commander’s intentions or motives in doing so. He was acting in 

entirely good faith. 

In fact, there is no word of criticism whatsoever in the judgement. 

In interpreting this judgement it is vital for it to be put into context.  On 22
nd

 March last 

year the Gloucestershire Constabulary was striving to achieve a number of complex 

and sometimes competing objectives. Our aims that day were to: 

 Protect life and property – that meant planning for every possible 

eventuality from public disorder through to acts of terrorism. 

 Minimise disruption to the lives of the local community 

 Facilitate lawful protest 

 Minimise the risk of disruption to military operations. 
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The fact that no one was hurt that day and that a lawful protest was able to take place 

with the cooperation of the local community and without disruption to military 

operations demonstrates that this operation was entirely successful.   

It is vital to remember that the use of any potentially controversial police powers WILL 

be challenged by people with a political agenda, however valid their use. The force is 

concerned that any successful challenge to the use of Section 44 (or any other public 

order police power) may make the service less willing to use the powers, thus the 

country would become more vulnerable to terrorist attack. 

Return to normality 

Local community 

The peace protestors struck camp on May 3
rd

 2003, having spent 63 days in residence 

outside Gate 10 of RAF Fairford. The biggest challenge now faced by the Constabulary 

was to return feelings of normality to the local community and to resume business as 

usual. On May 6
th
, Operation Merit was closed and our police officers stood down from the 

site. In its place, Operation Trade Off resumed (having been running continuously since 

September 2001), with the aim of gradually returning the air base and the local villages to 

normal. This operation involved Gloucestershire officers patrolling in circuits around the 

base at least once per shift, 24hrs per day, to enhance the usual MDP and USAFE 

security measures and to provide a degree of public reassurance. This operation is still in 

place, but no major incidents have occurred in the period since Operation Merit closed.  

In the months following the closure of Merit, several debrief meetings have been held 

between the Gold coordinating partners in order to record the positive and negative 

actions/outcomes of the whole operation. One area of particular concern has been the 

impact on the community and the level of active engagement with local residents. This 

is currently being addressed on a partnership basis between the USAFE and the 

Cotswolds & Stroud Divisional Commander.  

Gloucestershire Constabulary 

Following the closure of Operation Merit on May 6
th

 2003, Gloucestershire 

Constabulary’s  initial reaction was to heave a huge sigh of relief that the pressure on 

resources, the 70-hour working weeks and the intense media coverage were all but at 

an end. This operation had taken scores of our officers away from their core roles for 

months at a time, in many cases without formally backfilling their “day jobs”, whilst still 

expecting them to maintain business as usual in their normal roles in Gloucestershire. 

Thousands of hours of annual leave and Time Off In Lieu (TOIL) were owed, both to 

officers who had been key players in the operation and to those who had had to 

informally cover for them in their absence. Furthermore, the backlog of normal work 

which had piled up during the course of the operation was, for some officers, 

immense. 

The abstraction rate from normal duties was therefore high for period of time far in 

excess of the length of the operation. It is thought that this abstraction rate is only 

now, six months after the closure of the operation, returning to normal levels. 

Furthermore, a state of normality has still not been attained in the Constabulary due to 

the extensive debriefing processes currently being undertaken. Operation Merit 

continues to take its toll on the force, as we manage the additional workloads created 

by, for instance: 
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 The Judicial Review into the use of Section 44 powers  

 The HMIC, Audit Commission and Internal Audit reviews of the 

financial management and control of the operation 

 This debrief report 

 The threat of legal action in respect of Ch/Supt Lambert’s decision 

to turn three coach-loads of protestors back to London on March 

22
nd

 

There is no accurate way to measure the resource implications of these follow-up 

actions, but it is highly likely that the impact of Operation Merit will be felt by the 

Constabulary for many years to come, particularly given that the outcomes of the 

financial scrutiny, including the amount of the final bill which will be payable by 

Gloucestershire, are not yet known. 
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Section 12: Complaints about Section 44 
It is almost inevitable that the use of powers granted under the Section 44 Prevention 

of Terrorism Act (2000) (S44) will be challenged, due to their being relatively new and 

untested in the UK and due to the potential for the general public to take the view that 

these powers infringe on their rights as individuals. S44 powers were invoked by the 

A/DCC on March 6
th

 and again on March 28
th

, each time to run for 28 days, although 

the second S44 order was withdrawn before its 28 days were up, due to the cessation 

of combat activity in Iraq and the consequent reduction in activity – both military and 

protest – at RAF Fairford.  

During Operation Merit there were in excess of 70 fence cuts at RAF Fairford and 

over 80 people were arrested, some for serious acts of sabotage to military 

equipment.  Such acts fall within the definition of Terrorism above: they were intended 

to influence the Government for the purpose of advancing a political or ideological 

cause, and they involved serious damage to property and (due to the nature of the 

property being damaged) a serious risk to the health or safety of the public and 

danger to a person’s life.  

The Constabulary made strenuous efforts to facilitate lawful protest as well as to 

minimise disruption to the life of the local community.  However, a number of people 

who would identify themselves as 'protestors' were involved in direct action i.e. 

committing serious criminal offences against military assets in pursuit of the anti-war 

campaign and this falls within the definition of terrorism.   

Gloucestershire Constabulary was entirely satisfied that the criteria for making the 

Section 44 authorisation were appropriate and sound. That decision was 

subsequently ratified by the Home Secretary.   

It has been asserted by some that the use of Section 44 power has contravened some 

protestors’ rights as individuals. We state that such rights have not been contravened, 

but if such rights had been infringed this would have been qualified by the State’s duty 

to maintain public safety and to prevent disorder and crime. The authorization and use 

of Section 44 powers deployed was lawful and proportionate in the circumstances. 

The total number of searches undertaken at RAF Fairford between 1
st
 January and 6

th
 

May 2003 is shown in the table below.  

 

Police Searches Undertaken At RAF 

Fairford, 01/01/03 to 06/05/03 

Power Number of 
searches 

Section 44 Terrorism Act 2132 

Section 60 CJPO Act 55 

Section 13 POT Act 34 

 

Without referring to the records of every search conducted under Section 44 (some 

2,132 searches in total), it is not possible to be absolutely certain that all searches 

were carried out in accordance with briefings.  An indication of how appropriately the 

powers were used by individual officers on the ground can be gained through an 

examination of the number of complaints received, however.  
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The Professional Standards Unit of Gloucestershire Constabulary was able to confirm 

that a total of six complaints had been received from four individuals in relation to the 

use of Section 44 powers at Fairford. One of these complaints related to officers from 

Gloucestershire Constabulary, with the remaining five being levied at officers 

supporting the operations through mutual aid from other forces. During March and 

April 2003 Force records indicate that these four individuals had been searched on 

ten occasions.  Of the total number of searches conducted during the period, these 

ten searches represent 0.46% of the total number of searches undertaken at the site.  

This means that 2,122 searches – or 99.54% – were carried out   under Section 44 

powers and did not result in a complaint.   

Bindmans and Partners solicitors are also representing a group of individuals who are 

challenging whether a lawful basis for S44 existed, and asserting that the searches 

represented an unjustifiable interference with their rights. Officially, however, 

complaints are defined as ‘any complaint made about the conduct of a police officer’. 

Conduct does not extend to complaints relating to the direction or control of a police 

force by its chief officer or the person performing the chief officer’s functions. 

Therefore, if a complaint was about the use of S44 alone and does not contain any 

element of incivility, abuse, etc. it is considered to relate to direction and control rather 

than conduct.  Arguments for the use of Section 44 powers were clearly set out at the 

time of the application and were ratified by the Home Secretary.   

A Judicial Review of Section 44 was underway at the time of writing (first draft – 

September 2003), headed by Lord Carlile, including a review of the use of S44 within 

the scope of Operation Merit. The review concluded that “…section 44 and section 45 

remain necessary and proportional to the continuing and serious risk of terrorism” but 

that Lord Carlile would “urge the Home Office and ACPO through its constituent 

ACPO(TAM) or otherwise as appropriate to produce new, short, clear and preferably 

nationally accepted guidelines for issue to all officers in section 44 authorised areas.” 

The review complimented Gloucestershire for its use of written briefing material and 

its employment of a QC with specific experience dealing with difficult policing issues. 

See Appendix M for the relevant paragraphs from the Judicial Review, or go to 

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/docs3/TerrorismAct_rpt.pdf to download the full 

Review. 

 

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/docs3/TerrorismAct_rpt.pdf
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Section 13: Lessons Learnt 

Internal debriefs and reviews 

Although everyone involved in the operation was, naturally, keen to return to their 

normal duties, it was essential that the learning points from the operation were 

recorded quickly, thoroughly and accurately.  

To ensure that nothing was forgotten which could be of vital importance when setting 

up a similar operation in the future, various debrief meetings were held between all 

involved parties – from Gloucestershire, the RAF, the MoD/MDP, the USAFE and 

some of the regional Home Office police forces (Thames Valley and Wiltshire for 

instance). These meetings resulted in some specific points for action to help rebuild 

relationships with local residents, alongside many other learning points for future 

operations of this scale – both at the Fairford site and more generically for the policing 

of any large-scale public event. 

ACPO Public Order Working Group  

In order to achieve an element of independent oversight during the operation, DCC 

Baker, on his own initiative, called in members of the ACPO Public Order Working 

Group to undertake a review of the security operation, the policing of protest and the 

protection of munitions convoys.  Their final report, prepared by the Chair of the 

Working Group ACC Nigel Yeo, gave the following opinions: 

‘One cannot but conclude that under the most trying of circumstances 

Gloucestershire Constabulary have achieved a great deal and be impressed at 

what they have been able to put in place from a "standby state", especially as it 

is not a force with an enormously significant history in respect of public order 

issues.  Equally, it is difficult to avoid reflecting that when apparently a large 

sum of money was spent on the facilities at the airfield little was spent on the 

security of the base, which is difficult to accept given the importance of the 

airfield.  In many ways, Gloucestershire Constabulary have subsidised that 

neglect’ (Para 2). 

The review contained a total of 22 recommendations, nine of which are for the local 

operation, while 13 are for national development.  There were also no less than 12 

items of good practice identified for national dissemination.  The national 

recommendations included the requirement for operations to be benchmarked against 

the standard set at Fairford and the requirement for all major public order operations 

to be reviewed, as Fairford was at our instigation.  Both of these recommendations 

are to become a feature of the national public order doctrine and manuals.  The 

review concluded that: 

‘Overall the impression is of a difficult task, enthusiastically embraced by all 

parties, most particularly Gloucestershire Constabulary.  The result being a 

very high standard operation that was a credit to the service as a whole and 

Gloucestershire Constabulary especially’ (Para 8.3). 

It should be recognised that this operation was the largest and most sustained 

national mobilisation of police mutual aid since the 1984 miners’ strike.  Consequently 

there was little for the service or the Constabulary to rely on in terms of recent 

experience or corporate memory.   
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In recent times PNICC has mainly been a reporting centre for events such as the 

petrol tanker drivers’ dispute, the foot and mouth epidemic and the strikes by 

members of the Fire Brigades Union.  Therefore their role in the provision of levels of 

mutual aid of the magnitude required at Fairford was somewhat under-developed and 

the enhancement of this position by the President of ACPO is one of the issues 

subject to a recommendation in the review report. 

Similarly, the need to achieve a common understanding of the term ‘mutual aid’ for 

costing purposes and an agreed definition of a PSU in terms of capability and equipment 

is also a national recommendation emanating from the review.  District Audit supports this 

view, as the size of a PSU (and therefore its cost) has been seen to fluctuate between 25 

and 31 officers during the Fairford operation, depending on its composition.   

The Police Negotiating Board (PNB) and Home Office Circulars (PNB 86/15, 95/8 and 

HOC 38/89) relating to these issues were initially prepared in the aftermath of the 

miners strike and there is a clear need for these to be revised.  In fact DCC Baker 

wrote to Andy Ford on this very point on 20
th

 June this year.  This arose from a claim 

by Derbyshire officers for payment of a hardship allowance (as provided for within the 

PNB Circular), as their bedrooms were not of the required ‘square footage’.  The DCC 

refused the claim on the basis that a much broader, rather than a narrow formulistic 

approach is applicable in assessing the quality of accommodation provided in the 

context of the payment of hardship allowances.  At the very least it should distinguish 

makeshift accommodation in aircraft hangars, gymnasiums and the like, which were 

widely used during the miners’ strike in the 1980s, from the purpose-built residential 

accommodation used by the Derbyshire officers.   

Summary of recommendations 

The recommendations arising from the ACPO review, internal and external debrief 

sessions and research undertaken in compiling this report are many and varied. 

Furthermore, numerous examples of good practice have been identified, and this 

report now seeks to consolidate all of the lessons (to be) learnt into one place. 

Broadly speaking, the lessons arising from Operation Merit can be divided into six 

themes:  

A. Issues for external agencies 

B. Links between different agencies 

C. Community issues 

D. Gloucestershire’s/Host Force’s issues 

E. Mutual aid Force issues 

F. Good Practice 

All lessons relating to each theme have therefore been grouped into the five separate 

tables below. The origin of each recommendation is also shown, italicised in brackets. 

 

A. Recommendations for external agencies 

A1. There was no MOD Contingency Plan for when the base is to be ‘activated’ (ACPO Review) 

A2. There was no MOD funding (ACPO Review) 

A3. Physical security at the base needed considerable enhancement (ACPO Review) 
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A4. PNICC need to provide a more complete service. On a one to one basis contact with their staff was very positive. 
However, at times they seemed to encounter capacity and resilience issues. (ACPO Review) 

A5. As it is not normally an active department, PNICC themselves were staffed by mutual aid and therefore the core 
roles were filled by various different people. This led to some problems with consistency of information and 
communication between the various agencies involved in the operation. (This review – Operational Deployment) 

A6. PNICC should consider creating a cadre of experienced bronze commanders. (ACPO Review) 

A7. Furthermore, it was felt that it would have been beneficial if PNICC had become active earlier in the operation, 
especially in light of the short timescale available to prepare for the protest of March 22

nd
. (This review – Operational 

Deployment) 

A8. The president of ACPO should consider whether he wishes PNICC to undertake the co-ordination of mutual aid in a 
service-wide operation, to ensure forces are treated evenly and to make allowance for the current state of police 
regulations regarding overtime. (ACPO Review) 

A9. One possible reason that there was room for improvement in the intelligence/information functions is that the MDP 
order relating to this function (para 3.8d) is somewhat vague. This may need slight amendment to maximise opportunities. 
(ACPO Review) 

A10. Mutual Aid charging, standards and equipment all varied considerably (ACPO Review) 

A11. ACPO public order working group should establish an agreed mutual aid rate (rates). (ACPO Review) 

B. Recommendations for multi-agency links 

B1. There was no MOD notification to the Home Office or Gloucestershire police of the intention to activate it  (ACPO 
Review) 

B2. There was initial confusion over primacy and responsibility between the various organisations. (ACPO Review) 

B3. It was not initially clear who was the main point of contact in each of the Forces that supplied PSUs.  PNICC sent a 
list of the forces and their mutual aid capabilities, but they had to be contacted directly by Gloucestershire to arrange 
specific details such as travel.  It was felt that it would have been beneficial for PNICC to have supplied the name of a 
contact for each force in the first instance, instead of us trying to establish who we needed to speak with.  (This review – 
Operational Deployment) 

B4. Difficulties were experienced in trying to understand and meet the operational objectives of all the various agencies 
working at Fairford. (This review – Complaints) 

B5. There were significant problems securing suitable facilities at Fairford (e.g. for Control Rooms, JIC, etc.) and at 
times staff were very tolerant of the difficult environment. (This review – Operational Deployment) 

B6. It would help if all agencies involved in large operations made clear their individual regulations under which the 
operation should be conducted, including relevant Health & Safety legislation, Fire regulations, etc. (This review – 
Operational Deployment) 

B7. Liaison between all agencies which have feeding requirements on site would be beneficial – both in terms of 
efficiency of planning and sharing contacts, and in the potential cost savings which could be made. (This review – 
Operational Deployment) 

C. Recommendations for community involvement 

C1. There was fragmented community involvement and consultation, and no Community ‘Help Desk’ was provided. 
(ACPO Review) 

C2. Stakeholder expectations, particularly in the early stages, were unrealistic and difficult to manage. (ACPO Review) 

D. Recommendations for Gloucestershire/host forces 

D1. Future considerations for a similar event should include the use of the HOLMES2 system to plan, coordinate and 
record events at the earliest possible stage, possibly to coincide with the point in time when an SIO is appointed. (This 
review) 

D2. The SIO coordinator needs to be placed within a Gold structure from the beginning of any similar operation to act as 
advisor on legislation and to provide a strategic view on potential criminal investigation of protestor  or terrorist action. 
(This review) 

D3. The Gold commander should ensure that command protocols clearly define what individuals’ jobs include and 
exclude. (ACPO Review) 
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D4. The intelligence briefing pack was a high standard and of great potential benefit. Its daily summary, however, 
contained no evaluation of the intelligence contained within it, and it was felt that a “live” intelligence log, controlled by the 
JIC, would enhance real-time intelligence input and also improve intelligence delivery to the command chain. (ACPO 
Review) 

D5. The channel of communication between the FITs, EGTs, the JIC and Silver was an area which could be developed 
through the creation of an intelligence co-ordinator post. (ACPO Review) 

D6. The policy on the powers relating to breaches of the peace should be clearly stated. (ACPO Review) 

D7. The policy on the use of police dogs should be clarified, especially as other forces were used to utilising police dogs 
in a show of strength, rather than solely to protect property. (ACPO Review) 

D8. The full extent of the implications for the operation were not understood in the early days of the operation. Had more 
energy been expended into analysis of how the situation was likely to develop, it may have been possible to plan for the 
operation more efficiently. (This review – Operational deployment) 

D9. Future operations of this nature should consider how briefing packs are stored, as these are often key records of the 
progress of an operation, yet they change daily. Every daily briefing pack should be stored, ideally electronically, so that 
each day’s intelligence and orders can be referred to if required at a later date. (This review – Complaints) 

D10. A clearer policy on archiving of operational documentation, videos, and other evidence should be in place for future 
operations. Due to the speed with which the Fairford operation grew, there was not enough time to create and 
communicate an archiving policy. Such a policy would make the post operation audit trail easier to follow, and would 
ensure that any specific piece of evidence required to confirm or rebut a complaint (e.g. prisoner processing videos) could 
be found efficiently. (This review – Complaints) 

D11. In addition, recordings of radio communication would provide a useful audit trail of information being sent to officers 
at Fairford, especially regarding intelligence pinpointing certain known individuals. (This review – Complaints) 

D12. The day to day operations of Amity Foxtrot and the pre-planned operations of Amity (I, II, III, IV & V) needed to 
remain separate teams. The former very nearly compromised the team’s ability to deliver the operation on the 22

nd
 March. 

(This review – Operational deployment) 

D13. In retrospect, it would have been advantageous to completely separate the Amity Foxtrot planning and resourcing 
cell away from operational planning for protest. Many of the functions were moved to Fairford with the creation of the on-
site logistics cell, although elements of resourcing were still being dealt with at Bamfurlong. Gold control subsequently 
took on logistics support for mutual aid units, i.e. accommodation and feeding, which was of great benefit. It may have 
been more effective to have activated this function earlier and included PNICC mutual aid resourcing as well, i.e. the 
administration of requests and so on. (This review – Operational deployment) 

D14. There was no ‘one stop shop’ for legal enquiries and advice . (ACPO Review) 

D15. Gold ‘logistics’ was too remote – they should have been ‘on the ground’. (ACPO Review) 

D16. Silver control – too noisy, too many visitors and there was a necessity to split the Silver Support and Silver 
Operations functions . (ACPO Review) 

D17. The Fairford on-site logistics cell was not set up until quite late in the operation, but it provided enormous 
operational benefits once it was active. In future, an on-site logistics cell should be established at an early stage in order 
to deal with the ground logistical control of mutual aid PSUs and other involved parties (e.g. contractors).  (This review – 
Operational deployment) 

D18. Lack of continuity in posts and command resilience. (ACPO Review) 

D19. Gloucestershire has a limited number of Bronze/Silver trained officers and the 24-hour Silver requirement stretched 
this to the limit. A relatively small number of officers maintained daytime cover and this did provide good continuity. A new 
advanced public order commander’s course is in the pipeline and it is important that the force rapidly increases the 
number of trained commanders for public order events. (This review – Operational deployment) 

 

D20. The lack of resilience at Silver Command level meant that the Superintendent Professional Standards, one of the 
few officers trained to take on Silver Command responsibilities, frequently had to take on this role. This could be seen as 
a conflict of interests with his “day job” as head of the Professional Standards department. It is not inconceivable that a 
complaint could have arisen regarding something which happened under his command at Silver, which would then have 
to be processed by his own department unless alternative arrangements could be made. (This review – Complaints) 

D21. Force Performance suffered as a result of the Operation – Divisions were effectively ‘stripped out’, particularly at 
Command level. (ACPO Review) 

D22. Gloucestershire may have taken on too much responsibility. The protocol document enabled Wiltshire Constabulary 
to take a ‘back seat’ throughout the process. It did, however, avoid any ‘command and control issues’. (This review – 
Operational deployment) 
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D23. It was felt that Gloucestershire continued to try to provide “business as usual” for too long into the operation, to the 
detriment of the welfare of certain key staff who were struggling to cope with the workloads this presented. In future, more 
emphasis should be placed on assessing the limits of the force, given the likely developments of such a large operation. 
(This review – Operational deployment) 

D24. In the week preceding what was thought to be the largest protest, planning staff resources at Bamfurlong were at 
the absolute limit despite additional staff. Divisions were required to continue to conduct “business as usual”, and despite 
firm backing from Chief Officer Group for resources to be seconded to the planning team, difficulties were experienced in 
obtaining staff with the right skills and qualifications. The fact that the operation was successfully delivered was largely 
due to exceptional personal commitment on the part of relatively few officers. (This review – Operational deployment) 

D25. Despite full backing for adequate resourcing from Chief Officers, divisions were reluctant to provide staff with the 
right skills. There were several changes in staff during the period. In hindsight the team should have been larger, which 
would have enabled lead planners to remain clear of the smaller, but no less important, administrative tasks which had to 
be performed. (This review – Operational deployment) 

D26. Professional Standards staff were required to work their rest days on some of the major protest days, as a pre-
emptive measure to ensure that any complaints made on the day were dealt with as swiftly as possible. In the event, this 
staffing was not necessary, and it was felt that this could have been predicted before the major protests, as the level of 
complaints up to that point had been very low anyway. (This review – Complaints) 

D27. There is also some suggestion that the scale of the mutual aid request for the 23
rd

 March may have taken PNICC by 
surprise despite the ‘heads up’. Deadlines for returning details of mutual aid units often slipped and despite full details 
being provided to PNICC, numerous administration-type enquiries from other forces were directed towards Logistics at 
Bamfurlong. Again, a well resourced Gold logistics cell would probably have been better-equipped to handle this element 
of the operation. (This review – Operational deployment) 

D28. ‘Ownership’ of prisoner handling and investigation needed enhancing. (ACPO Review) 

D29. A dedicated 24-hour prisoner handling team, e.g. a nights DC, would have been welcomed to deal with the stream 
of arrests which were not limited to daytime hours. (This review) 

D30. This operation should be benchmarked against other comparable operations in the UK, and benchmarking should 
become a recommended feature in national public order doctrine and manuals. Additionally, reviewing of an operation 
should become a feature in doctrine. (ACPO Review) 

Accommodation & Logis t ics  

D31. Given the problems overcome by Gloucestershire in finding accommodation for mutual aid officers, ACPO have 
recommended that other forces consider what they might do regarding accommodation, should a large-scale mutual aid 
situation arise in their own force. (ACPO Review) 

D32. Gold Logistics support servicing mutual aid should have been set up earlier. They did an excellent job with the 
accommodation and in hindsight should have acted as a focal point for PNICC mutual aid requests.  (This review – 
Operational deployment) 

D33. Common standards should be in place regarding the quality of accommodation and food which should be provided 
to mutual aid PSUs, and these should be clearly communicated to all officers involved – both the logistics team organising 
the accommodation) and the PSUs themselves. This would assist in managing expectations of PSUs arriving at the host 
force. Furthermore, if any aspects of the living arrangements are felt to be sub-standard, complaints should be routed via 
the PSU welfare officer to the Gold Control. This would help problems to be solved quickly and without duplication of effort 
– i.e. several different officers inadvertently trying to arrange hotel rooms for the same PSU. (This review – Operational 
deployment) 

D34. If it is foreseen that an operation will require accommodation, then there should be an accommodation team of at 
least two people to ensure consistency if one of the team goes sick, for example.  (This review – Operational deployment) 

D35. If there are any problems with regards to accommodation, feeding and so on, then Occupational Health and the 
Federation should be involved as they are best placed to evaluate accommodation in an objective manner. (This review – 
Operational deployment) 

D36. It would have been helpful if Procurement had been involved at an earlier stage in terms of negotiating 
accommodation, equipment, catering, and so on, as they had the expertise in this area which had to be rapidly picked up 
by the Gold team. (This review – Operational deployment) 

D37. Initially, accommodation was arranged ‘off the cuff’ by ringing hotels directly.  This process highlighted the fact that 
the force already had a contract with at least one of the hotels approached.  It was felt that it would have been useful to 
know this in the first instance, but the Procurement department had not been involved in the process at all up until this 
point.  As a result of this process there is now a list of hotels with whom the force has accounts, including their negotiated 
rates, and this should be kept to hand with all other information needed to set up a Gold control. (This review – Operational 
deployment) 

D38. Changeover of accommodation could be a problem – i.e. coordinating the changeover of shifts within a limited number of 
hotel rooms, whilst allowing the hotels themselves to function as normal. This problem was overcome by making sure that all of 
one type of shift stayed in one hotel – e.g. all Early turn officers in the Travelodge, all Late turn officers in the Hunters Lodge, etc. 
(This review – Operational deployment) 
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D39. Financial regulations should be made clear to logistics staff from the outset so that they know what limits they must 
work within, and what guidance is available when arranging food and accommodation. In operations of this scale, it would 
be beneficial for a finance officer to be a core member of the team from the outset. (This review – Operational deployment) 

D40. The availability and location of office space should be considered when setting up a command structure. (This 
review – Operational deployment) 

D41. An over reliance on mobile phones as method of communication. (ACPO Review) 

D42. The internal audit key recommendation in relation to the financial management of any similar operation for the 
future is that: 

The person designated as having lead responsibility for the day to day financial management be required to 
formally produce a finance plan which identifies the key cost drivers, (in this case overtime, mutual aid PSUs, 
accommodation and catering costs), together with the individual(s) responsible for committing expenditure in this 
area. 

That for each area, the adequacy of the systems of committing expenditure to allow for a full audit trail, and to 
allow for the scrutiny of actual cost demands received, be examined and documented. 

Lead officers for each major cost driver be instructed, in writing, of the monitoring information required by the 
lead finance officer, and the frequency of provision. 

The line manager of the person designated as having lead responsibility for financial management or, if other 
high priority workloads do not allow, another appropriate senior officer, be required to formally review the above, 
and meet at agreed fixed frequencies to discuss progress and problems. (Internal audit report, point 8.1) 

E. Recommendations for mutual aid forces 

E1. No overlap of oncoming Bronze Commanders and no daily Silver/Bronze briefing (ACPO Review) 

E2. Mutual aid at command level could be considered in future, potentially including Gold and Silver. (ACPO Review) 

E3. The provision of Mutual Aid took no account of travelling time for ‘top up’ – the first tier of Mutual Aid would be better 
if it came from further away because if there was then a need for short notice ‘top up’, neighbouring forces would still have 
the capacity to assist (ACPO Review) 

E4. The storage of incapacitants by Mutual Aid PSUs had not been considered  (ACPO Review) 

E5. Welfare of officers working the operation was essential, and welfare officers should work alongside appropriate staff 
associations, out of uniform, to provide the most helpful and effective service. (ACPO Review) 

F. Good practice 

F1. ‘Systematic adherence’ to the Manual of Guidance on Keeping the Peace, which was used as a ‘template 
throughout the Operation’. These terms were used by Martin Baker, and reinforced by other speakers. (ACPO Review) 

F2. The community impact assessment was considered worthwhile. (ACPO Review) 

F3. Setting out a clear policing policy. (see Appendix B) (ACPO Review) 

F4. An early analysis and definition of acceptable and unacceptable outcomes. (ACPO Review) 

F5. The quality of facial images from EGT stills was excellent, and had a significant impact on the operation’s ability to 
mitigate the impact of certain direct action groups. (ACPO Review) 

F6. Prior to Amity, the largest protest operations in the force would have involved approximately 4 PSUs. To mount an 
operation with 1400 officers and complex command, control, intelligence, investigative and logistics structures is quite a 
leap! (This review – Operational Deployment) 

F7. The Silver Commander, Ch Supt Lambert did an exceptional job during the run up to Amity IV. He immersed himself 
in the planning process, understood every detail of the plan, consulted extensively, took legal advice, planned for every 
contingency and took full responsibility for its delivery. His calm and assured performance on the day was the product of 
this exceptional preparation. He has also put the Constabulary in a strong position to defend itself robustly against civil 
actions. (This review – Operational Deployment) 

F8. Excellent quality staff – everybody willing to learn, be flexible, and put in huge effort to get everything done. (This 
review – Operational Deployment) 

F9. A weekly Gold Tasking and Co-ordinating Group. (ACPO Review) 

F10. The Gold Co-ordinating Group. (ACPO Review) 

F11. Liaison with ACPO TAM. (ACPO Review) 

F12. Liaison with Staff Associations. (ACPO Review) 
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F13. The establishment of a Health, Safety and Welfare sub group. (ACPO Review) 

F14. The use of a ‘Silver conscience’ on large demonstration days. (ACPO Review) 

F15. Establishment of early contact with Peace Camp residents. (ACPO Review) 

F16. Silver’s involvement from the very beginning of the planning process. (ACPO Review) 

F17. The positive approach of everyone involved in the Operation. (ACPO Review) 

F18. The deployment spreadsheet, detailing start times for officers as well as all operation amity deployments, was 
considered to be good practice, and should be circulated nationally by the Public Order Working Group. (ACPO Review) 

F19. Role-specific tasking and briefing packs were considered to be good practice. (ACPO Review) 

F20. The frank debriefs which took place at an early stage were commended, especially for outgoing mutual aid officers. 
(ACPO Review) 

F21. The early adoption of Gold, Silver and Bronze principles and the identification of the right, trained players is a key 
feature. The review team are happy to reflect their own (and others') view that the Acting DCC entirely satisfied the 
requirements of a gold commander and his personal contribution and openness was a key feature leading to the quality of 
the operation. (ACPO Review) 

F22. Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) were a good way of establishing working protocols between agencies (see 
Appendix B). (ACPO Review) 

F23. The Information and Intelligence exchange protocols between the organisations involved were commended. (ACPO Review) 

F24. The emphasis on searching the perimeter fence for hidden items, and the system of filming this process, were both 
considered to be good practice. (ACPO Review) 

F25. ACPO supported Gloucestershire’s use of the full range of traffic and road policing options to underpin the 
operation. (ACPO Review) 

F26. The Aide Mémoire used to remind officers of the powers available to them under a range of legislation was seen as 
good practice, and should be developed into a national pocket-sized booklet. This booklet should clearly define the limits 
of each piece of legislation (e.g. difference between Section 60AA CJ&POA  and Section 12 POA), and, locally, could 
include specimen warnings, maps, and lists of vulnerable locations covered b S12 and S14. (ACPO Review) 

F27. Notices and leaflets distributed to the public and protestors were considered to be a useful tool, especially in areas 
where environmental noise levels were high. (ACPO Review) 

F28. Overall it is remarkable that the Constabulary was able to deliver: 

Amity Foxtrot 

Manilla 

Amity I, II, III, IV and V protest operations 

Cheltenham Gold Cup (including visit by HM The Queen) 

HM the Queen’s visit to Gloucester to present the Maundy Money 

…simultaneously! (This review – Operational Deployment) 

F29. It is also worth pointing out the number of new technologies and initiatives used – AURORA facial recognition, 
resource-planning sheets, large scale traffic plan with off road motorcycles to cover difficult to access areas, etc…  (This 
review – Operational Deployment) 

F30. Internal communication is made easier if a shared email address is set up which all Gold staff can access. This also 
improves consistency of information travelling between staff on different shifts. (This review – Operational Deployment) 

F31. Clear structure established at an early stage and supported by robust audit trail. This assisted with continuity as 
staff were changing in Gold on a regular basis once the operation had been underway for a period of time. The use of a 
Policy Log and public email folder meant that new staff could self brief on the latest developments when coming on duty. 
(This review – Operational Deployment) 

F32. Regular reviews of action taken and recourse to key personnel. For example with the speed at which hotel and 
catering accommodation needed to be organised both Finance and Contracts Departments were not initially involved. 
Therefore, at the first opportunity they were invited in to assess the action taken against financial regulations and Force 
policy. This proved important for the skills and development of staff in Gold who became well-versed in the rigours of 
procurement. (This review – Operational Deployment) 

F33. A permanent bank of laptops has been purchased and is maintained at the Waterwells site by the Contact Management 
department. These laptops incorporate the latest GPRS technology, so that a Silver control can be set up almost anywhere, 
regardless of the existing telephone lines usually needed to link to the force Local Area Network (LAN). However, the GPRS link 
only provides limited  functionality (it is very slow) and access to a small number of force systems. For example the connection 
does not allow for UNITY to be used. At an early stage it was identified there was a possibility of installing a LAN connection into 
the site. As the operation progressed connection to the LAN became more and more important. During the large demonstrations 
we would have struggled without the LAN connection. Learning from this experience the force installed the LAN for RIAT 2003. 
For pre-planned events or long running operations it must become common practice and a priority for a LAN connection to be 
achieved. (This review – Operational Deployment) 
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F34. The basic planning process was sound. It was inclusive; appropriate use was made of expertise, e.g. Tactical 
Advisors, Metropolitan Police, NOF, NPIOU, etc., and demonstrated good liaison and interaction with other agencies. 
(This review – Operational deployment) 

M. Miscellaneous recommendations 

M1. Instead of “peaceful protest”, the phrase “lawful protest” should be used. 

M2. The ACPO Public Order report identified that Gloucestershire’s colour coded deployment spreadsheet were good 
practice and was extremely useful in terms of effective use of resources and health and safety considerations.  (See Mr 
Lambert for a copy to add to appendices)  

M3. In advance of future operations involving a large-scale mutual aid commitment, the police terms of service should be 
modernised in respect of accommodation standards. 

 

Implementation of recommendations 

This review advises that the lead officers/forces nominated for each of the actions 

shown above are provided with a copy of this review and tasked with the 

implementation of any relevant recommendations.  

It would be unrealistic to expect lead officers to report back to Gloucestershire with 

updates on their actions, so this is not advised. However, should any of the 

recommendations shown above prove unworkable, Gloucestershire should be 

informed so that they can revise the report accordingly. 

In addition, prior to setting up similar-sized mutual aid operations, police commanders 

should be given access to this report in order to brief themselves on the issues they 

are likely to encounter, and the measures they might consider before starting the 

operation in full. 
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Section 14: Summary 
While the MDP and USAFE have primacy for base security, it became clear at an 

early stage that the level of public protest and criminal activity directed at the base 

required a robust policing response from Gloucestershire Constabulary. In particular, 

maintaining the integrity of the base and its mission, personnel and assets against 

terrorist attack and sabotage required the presence of significant numbers of police 

officers (and other resources) outside the perimeter fence.   

If financial limits had been placed on the ability to make such strategic decisions and 

tactical deployments, then the ability of the Gloucestershire Constabulary to deliver 

the mission would have been seriously compromised within a very dangerous 

operating environment.  This was clearly borne in mind by the Home Office in placing 

no cash limit on the operation.  

To put the expenditure of Operation Merit into context, compare them with an 

estimate of the costs of the operation’s seventeen B52s, at £600m.  Thus the cost of 

protecting these aircraft alone is approximately 1.2% of their total value. Future assets 

likely to be housed at Fairford include B2 Stealth bombers ($1.15bn each) and KC135 

Tankers ($39.6m each).  

In terms of public order policing, the national lessons of Fairford have been salutary.  

It takes a comparatively small number of people bent on carrying out a political protest 

to higher levels of criminal sabotage to cause a disproportionate amount of disruption. 

Unfortunately, this understanding has already been put into practice in the county.  

That the problems at RAF Fairford were contained while allowing legitimate peaceful 

protest is a tribute to the soundness of the operation.  The potential consequences for 

the future are all too clear, and at the very least it is hoped that the Constabulary does 

not have to compensate for the inadequacies of RAF Fairford’s perimeter security 

again.  

At RAF Fairford we were striving to achieve a number of complex and sometimes 

competing objectives, in order to: 

 Protect life, property and the Queen's peace (particularly for the local 

community) 

 Facilitate lawful protest, and 

 Minimise the risk of disruption to military operations 

The fact that lawful protest was able to take place with the cooperation of the local 

community and without disruption to the 122 air sorties flown from RAF Fairford 

during the Iraq war demonstrates that this operation was entirely successful.  We 

have always considered that we were entitled and indeed obliged to take the actions 

that we did.  We acted in good faith, within the law and used our powers 

appropriately.  Our responses were proportionate and all our decisions were based on 

intelligence.   

The root of the problems encountered during the operation is the lack of a coherent, 

rational strategy within the MoD to deal with the question: “How does any organisation 

defend a military establishment of RAF Fairford's size and importance within an 

agreed standard and during a time of war?”  The need to understand the role of the 

Ministry of Defence and the Home Office in addressing this question is a key learning 

point of the entire Operation. 
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The operational order for Merit lists the following aims: 

 To prevent crime and disorder 

 To facilitate lawful protest 

 To minimise disruption to the lawful activities of the Ministry of 

Defence and the United States Air Force 

 To maintain free passage on the highway 

 To reassure the community 

This report has clearly shown that these aims have all been met: the police powers 

used to facilitate lawful protest and minimise disruption to the MoD and USAFE were 

in proportion to the threat levels at the time, road closures were avoided unless there 

were no alternatives, community contact was maintained and was successful, and 

crime and disorder have only risen in line with the rest of the county, subject to a 

multitude of more complex societal and political factors. 

The prevention of potential damage to MoD and USAFE assets by acts of sabotage or 

terrorist activity was paramount to the success of the operation and this was 

achieved.  Furthermore, it was achieved without loss of life: to any person engaged on 

the operation, any person who attended to undertake lawful protest, or anyone who 

engaged in criminal acts.  Given the complexity of the operation over its relatively 

short lifespan of eight operational weeks, the fact that this outcome was achieved 

corresponds with the resources, time and effort employed to make it a success.  The 

price of success is commensurate with the overall price of peace.  

To conclude, by all measures Operation Merit was a properly scoped, highly 

professional and effective operation. It was an excellent example of what the 

Gloucestershire Constabulary and the police service in England and Wales can do to 

achieve vital operational tasks in the national interest.  This was a wholly exceptional 

set of circumstances, but given the current global political climate, one that could 

recur. The MoD and USAFE need to work together to address the security 

weaknesses at this base as a matter of urgency if future damage and costs are to be 

constrained.   
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