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Chair’s Foreword

Policing and the relationship of the police with the public is
one of the cornerstones of our civil liberties and British way of
life.
The Civil Liberties Panel was set up by Kit Malthouse AM,
Deputy Mayor for Policing and Chairman of the Metropolitan
Police Authority. Immediately after the G20 summit, Sir Paul
Stephenson commissioned the HMIC to review public order
policing. The HMIC produced two reviews, “Adapting to Pro‐
test” and their recommendations have been accepted by the
Metropolitan Police.
Sir Paul Stephenson has spoken of his ambition to restore faith and trust in the police
through his leadership and that of his senior team. Fulfilling this ambition will be funda‐
mental to the future of preserving our civil liberties.
At the outset it is important to recognise the professionalism of the police officers in the
capital. We must also ensure that we do not ask the police to endanger themselves un‐
necessarily. It is equally important to acknowledge that how we manage public order po‐
licing and safeguard civil liberties is at the core of our democratic life in this country.
The Panel are very grateful to the Police, not only representatives from the Met but all
the other organisations and people who have contributed towards this investigation.
We were disappointed to hear of individual instances of the gulf between some members
of the public’s trust in the police, their descriptions of police behaviour, and what we
would expect to be the reality.
We also have the relatively new phenomenon of the 'citizen journalist' and the rapid ex‐
pansion of instant photographs flashed around the world of emerging scenes from
events, played out to increase media coverage. This has put a spotlight on individual in‐
stances of violence which can give a misleading view of an event.
For our report we have undertaken our own investigations, questioned the recommenda‐
tions of the HMIC reports, the Parliamentary Select Committee report, and will be moni‐
toring the implementation of these recommendations.
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Chair’s Foreword
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Many of the recommendations are not
things that can change overnight; and
the debate on where to draw the line on
peaceful protest and the rights to protest
lawfully or unlawfully will continue.
However our role has been to highlight
the recommendations and to focus on
those that we believe will re‐establish
trust in the police.

As a panel we have aimed to review the
Civil Liberties Panel Members visit MPS Public Order
longstanding issues related to public or‐
training centre on 16 Nov 2009
der policing, such as the balancing act
between the right to protest and the rights of the wider citizenry to get on with their
daily lives, and not be disrupted by others right to protest. It would be fair to say that for
the majority of people they are not concerned about protests, unless the topic involves
them directly, and would prefer to go about their business without interruption.
The culture of “no surprises” recommended in the HMIC report is paramount, as the po‐
lice need the willing co‐operation of the public to maintain law and order.
Finally, and most importantly, I would like to thank the members of the Civil Liberties
Panel for their energetic scrutiny of this topic, and the MPA for their administrative input.

Victoria Borwick
Chair

Civil Liberties Panel Members visit MPS Public Order
training centre at Gravesend 16 Dec 2009
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Executive summary

Following the policing of the protests in central London on 1 and 2 April 2009, which
were timed to coincide with the meeting of the G20 heads of state in London, the police
came in for significant criticism. The tragic death of Ian Tomlinson and media furore fol‐
lowing the G20 protests, prompted a fundamental questioning of the approach to polic‐
ing protest. Several scrutinies of how the demonstrations were policed have been con‐
ducted, including an inspection by Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Constabulary
(HMCIC), at the request of the Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS).
The Panel’s review overlaps the findings of those reports. This was unavoidable, given
the Panel’s need to understand how the MPS are responding to the recommendations
that were made. Where the Civil Liberties Panel felt there were gaps in those scrutinies,
we have conducted our own investigations.
The Panel acknowledges that the MPS polices thousands of public order events annually
and that most of these pass without incident. However, the impact on public confidence
in policing caused by a small number of instances of poor public order policing cannot
be overestimated and it is for this reason that the MPA’s Civil Liberties Panel chose the
policing of G20 as their first topic for review. It should be noted, however, that in doing
so the Panel has not conducted a fundamental review of public order policing.
The legal framework surrounding public protest is complicated and there has been sig‐
nificant debate about the role of the police. We welcome the Home Office’s plans to
codify public order policing. The Panel acknowledges that the MPS recognises the argu‐
ment for change and has accepted the HMIC recommendations, and that its policing of
protests later in 2009 showed a marked difference in approach. We shall be monitoring
the delivery of their action plans over the next few months.
In summary, we found that:
•

6

The law surrounding the right to protest is complex. The introduction of the Hu‐
man Rights Act 1998 means that individuals have fundamental rights enshrined in
law in a way that they were not before. The police are expected to show a degree
of tolerance to gatherings, even if individuals within it are committing offences.
That said, the right to protest as defined by Article 11 of the European Convention
on Human Rights is qualified, and the police may impose lawful restrictions on such
gatherings. The Panel agrees with the HMIC conclusion and recommendation that
the presumption underpinning planning for policing protest should always be in
favour of peaceful assembly.

Executive summary

•

Successful public order training is reliant on good team work and having appro‐
priately trained, experienced and well briefed supervisors in the right places in
order to ensure the strategy is being effectively implemented. There is signifi‐
cant scope to develop the training on offer, to reflect the changing nature of pro‐
test and to ensure that the MPS has sufficient trained capacity in place at every
level to meet its public order policing needs.

•

Appropriate supervision and sanctions need to be in place to deter officers from
behaving unprofessionally during protests.

•

Failure to display identification numerals clearly is just one aspect of this and the
MPS should prioritise making sufficient embroidered numerals available to all of‐
ficers.

•

The importance of effective communication cannot be overestimated in advance
of an event ‐ in particular between the police and the event organisers but also
between the police, the public and the media. The MPS can appear byzantine to
outsiders, and it is therefore incumbent on the police to make it easier to access
the right officers by developing and widely disseminating clear guidelines on who
to contact, and how. Officers also need to be more transparent about the strate‐
gies and tactics they are proposing to use, and why.

•

The press play a key role in providing the transparency that is vital to ensuring
public trust in policing is maintained, and there is much more the MPS can do to
ensure better engagement with the media, particularly given the rise of the
‘citizen journalist.’

•

The tactics and powers used by the police before, during and after these demon‐
strations came in for considerable criticism. Better communication with protes‐
tors during demonstrations would go some way to addressing the problems iden‐
tified, but there is also scope to consider whether some tactics and powers are
inappropriate for use in public order situations.

As noted above, the MPS has an action plan in place to deliver the HMIC recommen‐
dations. We will be monitoring this. We recognise that some changes will be reliant
on national developments such as the revision of ‘Keeping the Peace’, the ACPO
guidelines that frame public order policing in England and Wales and are currently be‐
ing updated. The following pages lay out the recommendations of the Panel, along
with implementation response agreed with the Commissioner.
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Summary of Recommendations

The Chair has met with Assistant Commissioner Allison to establish the status of the MPA
recommendations. Most of our recommendations have been implemented or are in the
process of being implemented.
The full responses from the MPS are available at Appendix H
Training and organisational learning
The Panel endorses the HMIC recommendation to review public order training (HMIC
Recommendation 10) and believes that this should:
•

start with an understanding of the rights of protestors and the responsibilities of the
police in order to achieve the shift in attitude implicit in ‘Adapting to Protest’.
(pg20)

•

equip officers with the skills to facilitate peaceful protest; to de‐escalate poten‐
tially violent situations; to communicate effectively in challenging situations; and
to contain and handle violence should it prove impossible to de‐escalate. (pg20)

•

include an analysis of training need and monitoring of attendance/delivery in or‐
der to ensure there is sufficient trained capacity to meet its public order commit‐
ments. (pg20)

•

ensure that any supervisors delivering public order policing have been appropri‐
ately trained, and put in place actions to mitigate any actual or potential shortage
of inspectors trained as certified public order commanders. (pg20)

Supervision
The MPS must:
•

better define ‘intrusive supervision’ in a public order context and communicate this
definition across the MPS to ensure consistency. (pg 22)

•

ensure all officers understand it is their responsibility to challenge any inappropriate
behaviour by their colleagues. This should be reinforced at the pre‐event briefing.
(pg22)

•

ensure that disciplinary action is taken against officers (and their supervisors) where
numerals are not properly displayed without reasonable excuse in order to improve
public confidence. (pg 22)
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Summary of Recommendations

Event Planning ‐ Communication and engagement
The MPS must:
•

make it easier for protestors to access the police, by developing and disseminating
clear guidelines on who to contact and how. (pg 24)

•

be more transparent in the communication of the policing strategies, in order to
give the media and the public confidence that facilitating peaceful protest is a real‐
ity. (pg 24)

•

be explicit about the principle of facilitating peaceful protest during briefing and
debriefing for public order deployments. (pg 25)

•

revitalise the approach to engaging with the media in advance of large public order
events in such a way as to facilitate transparent and fair reporting. Media interac‐
tion should also aim to create an atmosphere and expectation that is conducive to
peaceful protest. (pg 25)

•

Agree joint strategies where operations are jointly delivered with other police
forces, with a single officer taking responsibility for the overall communication
strategy. This should avoid the perceived bunker mentality when there is difficult
news to report. (pg 25)

Engaging with the media
The MPS must:
•

review its approach to news management to facilitate transparent and fair report‐
ing by the media and “citizen journalists”. (pg 29)

•

If containment is used, officers should be required to record when they prevent
journalists from crossing containment cordons and the reasons for doing so. (pg
29)

Command and control
In order to improve command and control the MPS must ensure that:
•

sufficient numbers of Airwave handsets and fully charged spare batteries should be
available in pre‐planned public order events that involve large numbers of officers.
(pg 27)
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Summary of Recommendations

•

a detailed analysis is carried out to ensure that sufficient Airwave capacity and capa‐
bility are available. Mobile phones should never have to be used as the primary
method of communication. (pg 27)

•

it reviews the new technological solutions available to aid better communication and
decision making in dynamic public order situations. (pg 27)

Tactics and equipment
MPS must ensure that:
•

officer briefings at the start of operations emphasise that any use of force should al‐
ways be the minimum necessary to resolve a situation. This must also be reflected in
the decision on appropriate protective clothing and equipment. (pg 33)

•

Officers are effectively equipped to implement containment effectively, in particular,
they are empowered to use their discretion to allow protestors out of containment
areas in particular circumstances (as per HMIC Recommendations 5‐9). (pg 33)

•

CO11 (MPS Public Order Operational Command Unit) monitors and evaluates the use
of counter‐terrorist and stop and search legislation at major public order events, in
order to seek reassurance that powers are not being misused during such operations.
(pg 34)

The MPS should, in respect of Forward Intelligence Teams (FITs):
•

consider the proportional use of FITs, define their role and purpose and ensure they
are adequately briefed, in line with HMIC recommendations. (pg 35)

•

justify and clarify the purpose, role and proportionality of FIT deployment through en‐
gagement both in pre‐event and post‐event briefings and via ongoing engagement
with key stakeholders. (pg 35).

The Panel endorses the culture of ‘no surprises’ in the HMIC reports and feels that this
would contribute to restoring public faith in the policing of public order events.
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Glossary

ACPO: Association of Chief Police Offi‐
cers
Airwave: National police radio system
Austin v Commissioner of the Police of
the Metropolis [2009] (Oxford Circus
Containment in 2001): The courts have
accepted that containment can be a le‐
gitimate tactic. The House of Lords
ruled that if the use of a cordon is part
of crowd control measures adopted by
the police in order to prevent a breach
of public order and the measures are
used in good faith, are proportionate
and are enforced for no longer than is
reasonably necessary, they do not
amount to a violation of the right to lib‐
erty.
Climate Camp: Climate Camp began in
2006 and is a movement that organises
temporary camps for climate protestors.
There is no hierarchical structure and all
decisions are made by consensus.
CO11: The Metropolitan Police Service
Public Order Operational Command
Unit.
Containment: A process whereby police
limit access to or egress from an area. It
can be put in place to manage a poten‐
tially disruptive crowd, prevent a breach
of public order, protect vulnerable peo‐
ple or property and in order to facilitate
a controlled dispersal of those present.
Colloquially referred to as “kettling”.

Criminal Justice and Public Order Act
(1994) ‐ Section 60: Stop and search
powers sanctioned by an officer of In‐
spector rank and above who has reason‐
able belief that incidents involving vio‐
lence may take place or that people are
carrying offensive weapons.
G20: is the group of twenty finance min‐
isters and central bank governors from
the largest 20 economies: 19 countries,
plus the European Union. It is a forum
for cooperation and consultation on
matters pertaining to the international
financial system. Heads of states of G20
members meet biannually at the G20
Summit. There was a heads of state
summit in London on 2nd April 2009.
Gold, Silver, Bronze command struc‐
ture: a Gold ‐ Silver ‐ Bronze command
structure is used by emergency services
of the United Kingdom to establish a hi‐
erarchical framework for the command
and control of major incidents and disas‐
ters. The Gold Commander is in overall
control of their organisation's resources
at the incident and develops the strategy
to police it. The Silver Commander is
the tactical commander who manages
the strategic direction from Gold and
translate it into sets of actions that are
undertaken by Bronze.
HMCIC: Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of
Constabulary.
HMIC: Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of
Constabulary.
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Glossary

Human Rights Act 1998, Article 11: Eve‐
ryone has the right to freedom of peace‐
ful assembly and to freedom of associa‐
tion with others, including the right to
form and to join trade unions for the pro‐
tection of his interests (this is a qualified
right).
IPCC: Independent Police Complaints
Commission

Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE)
(1984) ‐ Section 1: Allows police officers
to stop and search a person or vehicle for
stolen or prohibited articles, if an officer
has reasonable grounds.
Police Reform Act (2002) ‐ Section 50: If
an officer believes that a person has or is
acting in an anti‐social manner he may
require that person to provide his name
and address.

Kettling: See definition for ‘containment’.
MPA: Metropolitan Police Authority
MPS: Metropolitan Police Service
MPS Commissioner’s 5 ‘P’s programme:
On his appointment, the Commissioner
Sir Paul Stephenson set out his view on
how the MPS should be delivering for
London. This is articulated in the five Ps:
Presence, Performance, Productivity, Pro‐
fessionalism and Pride.
NPIA: National Policing Improvement
Agency.
NIM: The National Intelligence Model is a
model for policing that ensures that in‐
formation is fully researched, developed
and analysed to provide intelligence that
senior managers can use to provide stra‐
tegic direction, manage risk, and make
tactical resourcing decisions about op‐
erational policing.
NUJ: National Union of Journalists.
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Public Order Act (1986) ‐ Section 14: Al‐
lows a senior police officer to impose
conditions on a public assembly if he rea‐
sonably believes that the assembly may
result in: serious public disorder, serious
damage to property, serious disruption to
the life of the community or that the pur‐
pose of the assembly is to coerce by in‐
timidation.
Terrorism Act (2000): The first of a num‐
ber of general Terrorism Acts passed by
the Parliament of the United Kingdom.
Terrorism Act (2000) ‐ Section 44: Section
44 of the Terrorism Act 2000 allows the
Chief Constable / The Commissioner of
the Metropolis, to designate an area
within which officers may stop and search
a vehicle, driver, passenger, pedestrian
and anything carried by a pedestrian for
terrorism purposes.

Glossary

Terrorism Act (2000) ‐ Section 58:
(amended by Section 76 of the Counter
Terrorism Act 2008) – Regards the elicit‐
ing (or attempt to elicit) or communica‐
tion of information about a member of
the police, HM forces or intelligence ser‐
vices of a kind likely to be useful to a
person committing or preparing an act of
terrorism".
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Introduction
The MPA Civil Liberties Panel, which reports to the MPA full Authority, was set up as a
part of Met Forward, the MPA’s strategic plan. It was established as a means of im‐
proving public confidence in policing and ensuring the MPS maintains public trust. The
members of the Panel are:
Victoria Borwick (Chair)
Valerie Brasse
Dee Doocey
Kirsten Hearn

Jenny Jones
Clive Lawton
Joanne McCartney
Richard Tracey

The Panel began work in the summer of 2009, to consider issues on a priority basis and
report back to the Authority. It is a standing Panel that meets as the need arises.
Given the public concern over events surrounding the policing of G20, the MPA Panel
agreed to look at this as its first topic for review.
In considering the policing operation during the G20 summit, it is important to under‐
stand the scale of this event. On 1 April 2009, there were ten separate protests across
the capital, held to coincide with the G20 summit of world leaders on 2 April. The
meeting had been announced at relatively short notice (in planning terms), and thou‐
sands of police officers were involved. For the most part, the events went to plan. In‐
deed, the police were immediately praised for their handling of all these events.
However, media focus surrounding the tragic death of Ian Tomlinson promoted in‐
creased scrutiny and public concern as did the violent confrontation between police
and protestors as several marches converged at the Bank of England. This was height‐
ened by the perceived heavy handed removal of the Climate Camp on Bishopsgate.
Necessarily, this report focussed on these controversial events in order to highlight any
lessons to be learned.
Please note appendix G of this report. This details the policing costs of G20 and the
costs of policing other public order events in the capital. The Panel would also like to
highlight information regarding complaints and the use of police powers during this
event. Again, this is shown within this appendix.
It should be noted that this report does not deal with Mr Tomlinson’s death specifically.
This investigation was carried out by the Independent Police Complaints Commission
(IPCC) and the decision by the Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP) on the 22/07/10
was not to bring any criminal charges. The officer in question is now subject to internal
disciplinary proceedings and an inquest will take place into Mr Tomlinson's death.
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What we did and how

There has been considerable scrutiny of
the policing of G20 by HMIC (at the re‐
quest of the Commissioner of the MPS)
and by parliamentary select committees.
A number of recommendations have al‐
ready been published, some of which are
again stressed within this report. The
Panel also felt there were a number of
gaps that needed to be addressed. The
HMIC inspection ‘Adapting to Protest’ on
the policing of G20 (part 1 of their work)
for example, did not consider supervision
in any detail – an area the Panel regards
as a key area where lessons could be
learned.
The Panel gathered evidence in several
ways. We held a number of sessions
aimed at hearing from a cross section of
interested parties in order to form a
rounded view of how public order polic‐
ing is delivered and the impact it has on
those protesting. This included hearing
from a wide range of police officers in‐
cluding Assistant Commissioner Chris Alli‐
son (the officer in the MPS who leads on
public order policing) and others from the
MPS who were involved in policing the
day, as well as officers from City of Lon‐
don Police and Sussex Police who pro‐
vided additional support in April 2009.
Denis O’Connor (Her Majesty’s Chief In‐
spector of Constabulary) came before the
Panel after the publication of each of his
public order inspection reports.
We held an open session at City Hall to
hear from protestors, the media and oth‐
ers about their experiences and we held

©Metropolitan Police Authoirty

What we did and how

Public meeting at City Hall : 25 Nov 2009

a separate session with members of the
press, to understand their concerns.
Deborah Glass, a Deputy Chair of the IPCC
also spoke to the Panel, as did Sir Hugh
Orde, President of Association of Chief
Police Officers. As well as these sessions
we undertook a survey‐based consulta‐
tion exercise and visited the public order
training centre in Gravesend to see, at
first hand, the training MPS officers re‐
ceive. We are aware that statistically the
scale of the response to the survey is not
significant (see appendix E), but it is infor‐
mative. HMIC conducted a more compre‐
hensive survey as part of their inspection
with MORI, that found the general public
are not really interested in public order
policing, are broadly supportive of the po‐
lice and do not wish to be inconvenienced
by protest.
Members of the Panel also took the op‐
portunities provided by the MPS to ob‐
serve briefings ahead of the August Cli‐
mate Camp in London and the control
room operation during the Notting Hill
Carnival. A full list of the Panel’s meetings
and other activities can be found at ap‐
pendix A at the end of this report.
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What we did and how
The Panel is extremely grateful for the
support provided by the MPS, the City of
London Police and Sussex Police and to the
invaluable contributions made by protest
groups and other members of the public,
the business community and the press. We
are also grateful for the insight provided by
HMIC, ACPO and the IPCC. A copy of our
report will be sent to everyone who par‐
ticipated in the process.

One significant lesson for the Panel and
the MPS, which reinforces the need for
consistency between police forces, is that
protestors and the public do not know
and, largely, do not care about distinc‐
tions between police forces. Perceptions
of how the MPS polices demonstrations
and protests are affected, and sometimes
tainted, by experiences at other events
policed by a different force. It may be un‐
fair to all police officers to be judged by
the low standards of a very few but in
16

The sections below summarise our find‐
ings and conclusions. There are similari‐
ties with the findings of the HMIC inspec‐
tion published in June 2009 and we high‐
light those where relevant, but there are
also some notable differences. We have
looked at policing operations that took
place during the summer to assess the
extent to which the MPS has now altered
its approach to public order policing.
We also devoted considerable effort to
hearing from Londoners (protestors, me‐
dia and others) about their experiences of
public order policing, and those findings
provide a backdrop to this report.
© Press Association Images #PA7078549 ‘G20 Summit Day One’

It must be noted that the MPS polices
thousands of events every year and the
overwhelming majority pass without inci‐
dent, in large measure due to effective
public order policing at all levels. Despite
all this good work, the police are inevitably
judged by events such as G20 which have a
disproportionately negative impact on the
public’s confidence in the MPS and wider
policing. Our investigations, and those of
other agencies, suggest that the causes are
complex, are rooted in the tactics, training
and planning underpinning policing opera‐
tions and can be exacerbated by poor com‐
munication between protesters and the po‐
lice.

handling communication and media
messages, this uncomfortable truth must
be acknowledged.

Learning the lessons
Learning the lessons
The police came in for significant criticism
in the aftermath of the G20 protests both
from the media and the public. Immedi‐
ately after the events on 1 April the Com‐
missioner of the MPS, Sir Paul Stephenson,
invited HMIC to undertake an inspection of
the policing response to G20. The Home
Affairs Select Committee, the Joint Com‐
mittee on Human Rights and HMIC all pub‐
lished reports following investigations into
the policing of the events. These reports
between them have made over 50 recom‐
mendations to the police and others. We
have looked at these recommendations
and find no contradictions but consider‐
able duplication. This analysis can be
found in Appendix C of this report.

for further adaptation of attitude and
strategy, particularly with reference to
training and supervision, and we urge the
MPS to continue to progress these issues.
We look to the MPS to continue to learn
from experience and put systems in place
to ensure that the shortcomings exposed
on 1 April 2009 are not repeated. The
MPS has developed an action plan aimed
at addressing the recommendations out‐
lined in the HMIC report. The plan is
comprehensive and realistic. We will be
monitoring implementation as well as
the recommendations in this report.

The Panel fully endorses the recommenda‐
tions in the HMIC report and we are
pleased that the Commissioner has ac‐
cepted them all. The Panel welcomes the
speed with which he did this, and also the
recognition at the top of the MPS that
change is needed. It is inevitable that im‐
plementation in some areas will take time.
The Panel was pleased with the policing of
the climate camp on Blackheath in August
2009 because it seemed to manifest the
MPS’ understanding of the issues raised in
the HMIC report. We look to the MPS to
maintain the momentum in responding to
the remainder of the recommendations.
The challenge will be sustaining success in
an organisation where change takes time
to permeate because its culture is so in‐
grained and the structure is so complex.
The work we have done points to the need
17

Peaceful protest
Facilitating peaceful protest
The legal framework around public pro‐
test is complex and there has been much
debate since G20 about whether the pri‐
mary role of the police when policing
demonstrations should be to facilitate
peaceful protest even if some protestors
engage in unlawful activity. Article 11 is
not an absolute right, so it is incumbent
on protesters to accept that the police are
able to impose lawful restrictions on
demonstrations. The reality is that the
police are in a difficult position, and the
MPA agrees, as do many involved in this
area of policing, including HMIC and the
MPS, that a wider public debate is
needed about policing demonstrations.
In planning for each operation, the police
are obliged to balance the rights of pro‐
testors and the rights of the wider popu‐
lation to go about their business with
minimum disruption. The police’s actions
are bound by law and guided by ACPO
policy. The Panel welcomes the govern‐
ment’s announcement of its intention to
codify public order policing.
The distinction between having a starting
point of facilitating peaceful protest and
lawful protest (the phrase used in the
MPS strategy for G20), when planning a
policing operation, is more than seman‐
tic. It is central to framing the policing
approach and underpins all the planning
and decision‐making before and during
an operation. Denis O’Connor devoted a
considerable proportion of his report to
this issue. In our view, this is where a sig‐
nificant shift in approach is required.
18

Senior officers assured us that they un‐
derstand the distinction and accept that
the starting point ought to be facilitating
peaceful protest, although it was not evi‐
dent in the planning for G20. They raised
concerns about the training implications
making these changes might have. The
Panel recognises the challenge, but would
suggest that the long term damage done
to confidence far outweighs any short‐
term training implications.
The Panel fully endorses HMIC’s recom‐
mendation that in future, the MPS should
demonstrate explicit consideration of the
facilitation of peaceful protest in the plan‐
ning and execution of operations to police
demonstrations (Recommendation 1,
Adapting to Protest, HMIC June 2009).
The MPS response to the August Climate
Camp suggests they have taken the HMIC
recommendations seriously. We wel‐
come the progress but believe there is
still some way to go in defining what this
means in practice and developing a broad
understanding within the rest of the MPS.
We also recognise that there needs to be
sufficient flexibility within the policing
model to allow officers to respond appro‐
priately and calm the situation if the
mood of the protestors changes. The
demonstration at the mosque in Harrow
in September 2009 is a good example of
how this can happen and how the police
responded appropriately.

Training
Training
The Panel attended the MPS training facil‐
ity at Gravesend to observe the delivery of
Level 2 public order training. The training
model has a number of features, allowing
officers to gain exposure to a wide variety
of scenarios, including escorting football
crowds and riot situations (incorporating
how to deal with petrol bombs). Whilst
we recognise that officers need to be
trained for the ‘worst case scenario’, we
believe there is scope to review the train‐
ing model to reflect the demands of polic‐
ing peaceful protests that may have a level
of non‐violent disruption.
We were also surprised at the ‘look and
feel’ of parts of this training model. The
‘macho’ approach is not designed to de‐
velop a cohort of officers who understand
how to prevent potentially confrontational
situations escalating into violence. Police
officers have to employ de‐escalation
techniques on a daily basis in normal
situations but public order policing relies
less on individual discretion and more on
team work.
MPS training needs to be reviewed to en‐
sure the consequent differences in ap‐
proach are properly delivered. Any train‐
ing should include scenario planning, in
order to test understanding. These should
have regard to achieving the right balance
between increasing control and decreas‐
ing tensions in volatile situations and the
virtues of rapidly emptying the contain‐
ment area of protestors and others.

We were told that the number of officers
undergoing public order training is falling
which could have longer term conse‐
quences for the MPS’s ability to police
large events.
We were surprised to find that there was
no central monitoring of attendance nor
does there appear to be any training
needs analysis across the MPS to ensure
that there are sufficient numbers of
trained officers available.
The training of supervisors (inspectors
and above) as public order commanders
is vital and there is anecdotal evidence
that these ranks are not taking up the
training opportunities in sufficient num‐
bers. The Police Support Unit com‐
mander course is voluntary, and it is
therefore possible to have supervisors
who lack adequate training. Further‐
more, on the course we observed there
were insufficient inspectors available to
run the course effectively, leaving one of
the sergeants to perform the role as a
stop‐gap.
As we make clear elsewhere in this re‐
port, the role of supervisors is crucial to
ensuring officers deliver effective polic‐
ing, so it is imperative that this issue is
further investigated and addressed as
necessary. The risk to the MPS in the
context of the Olympics in 2012 is obvi‐
ous.
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Supervision

RECOMMENDATIONS

Supervision

The Panel endorses the HMIC recom‐
mendation to review public order
training (Recommendation 10) and
believes that this should:
•

start with an understanding of the
rights of protestors and the re‐
sponsibilities of the police in order
to achieve the shift in attitude re‐
ferred to in Adapting to Protest.

•

equip officers with the skills to fa‐
cilitate peaceful protest; to de‐
escalate potentially violent situa‐
tions; to communicate effectively
in challenging situations; and to
contain and handle violence
should it prove impossible to de‐
escalate.

•

include an analysis of training
need and monitoring of atten‐
dance/delivery in order to ensure
there is sufficient trained capacity
to meet its public order commit‐
ments.

•

ensure that any supervisors deliv‐
ering public order policing have
been appropriately trained, and
put in place actions to mitigate any
actual or potential shortage of in‐
spectors trained as certified public
order commanders.
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Successful public order policing is reliant
on good teamwork and on having appro‐
priately trained, experienced and well
briefed supervisors in the right places, to
ensure that the pre‐agreed strategy is be‐
ing effectively implemented, that the
right tactics are being deployed, that offi‐
cers are complying with standards around
identification, and are able to respond to
queries from the public should the need
arise. It became clear, when questioning
senior police officers, that the robustness
of supervision was not what it should
have been on G20, not least as some offi‐
cers were found not to be wearing proper
identification, in clear breach of the rules
and without apparent reasonable excuse.
There were also concerns about the be‐
haviour of some officers, which has re‐
sulted in complaints to the IPCC.
The Panel was told that the MPS accepted
that supervision needed to improve, and
that ‘intrusive supervision’ was the solu‐
tion. This is part of the wider ‘5Ps’ pro‐
gramme developed by Sir Paul Stephen‐
son aimed at driving up standards of pro‐
fessionalism and performance across the
MPS. Whilst we welcome the recognition
of the need to change, we remain unclear
about what intrusive supervision in a
public order context entails. We dis‐
cussed the issue with several officers at
different ranks and heard several inter‐
pretations. There is clearly some way to
go to establish an agreed understanding
of how supervisors should be delivering
this model of management.

Supervision

In the aftermath of an event, officers are
expected to write up notes summarising
their experiences. We asked senior offi‐
cers how these notebooks are reviewed
in order to find out whether policy and
procedure was being properly applied,
and how the lessons learned are fed into
plans for future events. We were sur‐
prised to find that although there is a
structured debriefing process, there was
no such review of any individual accounts
(even on a dip sampled basis), so oppor‐
tunities to identify and address poor be‐
haviour or good practice were missed.
Panel members were dismayed to learn
from the MPS that following the discov‐
ery that several officers were not display‐
ing their identification numerals, no one
(either the officers concerned or their su‐
pervisors) was formally disciplined, and
that some senior officers did not appear
to believe that this was a disciplinary of‐
fence despite the findings of the IPCC re‐
port into the policing of the Countryside
Alliance1 demonstrations in 2004. The
MPS must not underestimate the impor‐
tance placed on this issue by the public,
or the damage that it does to public con‐
fidence when officers appear to disregard
the requirement to display identification.
The MPS told us that a small number of
officers had been given ‘words of ad‐
vice’ (the equivalent of a verbal warning),
but it was not clear whether this would
be noted on their permanent records.

We were told the MPS took the recom‐
mendations of that IPCC review very seri‐
ously and that regular reminders were
sent out to all staff reminding them of
their responsibilities. Apparently practical
problems with attaching ID to uniforms
continue. The Panel is concerned that it is
over five years since the IPCC produced its
recommendations and the MPS has yet to
solve the uniform issues.
The MPS are planning to introduce em‐
broidered numerals for some officers but
we believe this needs to be rolled out to all
officers who will be involved in public or‐
der policing without further delay. The
Panel recognises that the vast majority of
the officers in the MPS behave appropri‐
ately in public order situations, but there
appears to remain a tiny minority that con‐
tinue to disregard the rules. In the case of
these officers, ‘words of advice’ are not
going to be a deterrent in any way, particu‐
larly if they do not become part of an offi‐
cer’s permanent record.

1

The Countryside Alliance demonstrated in Parliament
Square in 2004 against the proposed hunting ban. Violence
erupted between police and protestors and hundreds of complaints were subsequently investigated by the IPCC. Although no officers were subsequently disciplined, the IPCC
made recommendations about officer identification.

21

Supervision

RECOMMENDATIONS
The MPS must:
•

better define intrusive supervision
in a public order policing context
and communicate this definition
across the MPS to ensure consis‐
tency.

•

ensure all officers understand it is
their responsibility to challenge
any inappropriate behaviour by
their colleagues. This should be
achieved via the briefing process
at the start of any operation.

•

ensure that disciplinary action is
taken against officers (and their
supervisors) where numerals are
not properly displayed without
reasonable excuse in order to im‐
prove public confidence.

Event planning
Event planning
In all the discussions the Panel had it was
very clear that the planning that takes
place before an event has a fundamental
impact on how the protest pans out. It
influences the approach the police take to
developing their strategies, the attitude
of the event organisers and the expecta‐
tions of the protesters on the day.
Relationships between event organisers
and the police have clearly been dam‐
aged as a result of the perceived heavy
handed policing of various protests and
demonstrations prior to G20, not just in
London and not just by the MPS. As a re‐
sult the communication between some of
the parties was not as good as it might
have been. The MPS has taken consider‐
able steps to mitigate this risk post G20,
as noted by HMIC .
The MPS told us how they tried to ad‐
dress this during the August Climate
Camp. They are hopeful, that as a result
of the positive feedback from the policing
of the camp, two way dialogue will be
better in the future. One officer noted
that the ideal would be a situation where
the policing of a protest was not the
story.
The Panel discussed pre‐event planning at
our open meeting on 5 November. We
heard from protestors that they found it
very difficult to find their way around the
MPS in order to establish an effective dia‐
logue. There was a general view that the
MPS had put out misleading information
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about the communication they were hav‐
ing with protestors. Whatever the reality,
it is clear that the MPS needs to develop
simpler systems to allow access to the
right people for protestors organising
events. The Panel also heard that the
public would welcome better communi‐
cation about the policing strategy for pro‐
tests. This would go some way to ad‐
dressing the perception that the police
merely pay ‘lip service’ to policing peace‐
ful protest.
In advance of the G20 protests the ru‐
mours grew that the police were expect‐
ing violence. This story gained currency
in the media and it probably influenced
the behaviour of individuals on the day,
be they police officers, protestors, or
members of the public working in the
City. The Panel has failed to establish
how this story gained currency but accept
that the MPS had not anticipated this in
their policing or communication strategy
and their briefings to officers on the day
were clear that violence was not ex‐
pected. That said, in our view, the police
could have done more to play down the
story and to reassure the public that they
were not anticipating trouble.
August Climate Camp (2009): training
and briefing
One of the Panel members attended the
training and briefing sessions for mutual
aid officer deployment at Climate Camp in
Blackheath. During the session on the use
of force there was an emphasis on key
legislation, documenting relevant

information as soon as possible, individual
and collective responsibility, communica‐
tion and necessity and proportionality.
This is undoubtedly good practice.
Overall though we found that the relation‐
ship between peaceful protest and human
rights was not fully explored and facilitat‐
ing peaceful protest did not form the back‐
drop to the session. When considering is‐
sues arising from containment, the con‐
cerns centred around handling non‐
protestors caught up in containment areas,
rather than the impact of containment, on
peaceful protest and on vulnerable protes‐
tors. In particular, there was no guidance
on how to identify and deal with poten‐
tially vulnerable protestors. There was
also no clear link between officer safety
training and public order training or gradu‐
ated use of force, which might have helped
in professionalising officers’ notes and any
subsequent statements when document‐
ing why force was used.
The officers were asked to include experi‐
ences, fears and concerns as well as what
went on, what they knew and why they
made particular decisions. It was however
not clear how this information fed back
into training and informed operational is‐
sues.
During the briefing for August Climate
Camp 2009 by the ‘Gold Commander’ (i.e.
the commander who develops the strategy
for policing the event), there was an
emphasis on the use of force being as lim‐
ited as possible and that in the past police
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tended to use force in proportion to that
used against them. The briefing stressed
the need to retain a rapport with protes‐
tors even if violence breaks out. Gold
also stated that the connection between
officers, demonstrators and the press
must be highly professional and police
must be aware that their actions may be
recorded.
Silver (the officer in charge of operational
delivery on the day) was specific that any
searches should be under the Police and
Criminal Evidence Act with no Section 60
of the Criminal Justice and Public Order
Act 1994 searches as the camp was set‐
ting up, no stops under Section 44 of Ter‐
rorism Act (although if Section 44 was
authorised then no stops should be made
without the authority of Silver) and no
use of Section 50 of the Police Reform Act
2002. Silver stressed that they should
have a high level of tolerance, if there
was disruption caused by the camp, pro‐
vided there was no violence. Although
the tactic of containment was part of Sil‐
ver’s options, Silver stressed that this
would be a tactic of last resort and should
be used in conjunction with all HMIC rec‐
ommendations which were cited at this
briefing.
The MPS Directorate of Professional Stan‐
dards attended the briefing and spoke
about justifying, recording and account‐
ing for actions and the National Union of
Journalists talked about the press rights
to take photographs, recognition of the
press card and individual officers aware‐
ness of guidelines for MPS staff on deal‐
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ing with media reporters, press photogra‐
phers and television crews.
Evidence given to the MPA by protestors
and media coverage of the event in Black‐
heath has suggested that this operation
was a success. Positive feedback to the
Authority suggested that Climate Rush in
Westminster in June 2009 was also con‐
ducted with a greater deal of facilitation
of protest than had been experienced in
the past. One Blackheath Camp protestor
told the Panel that at the event in Black‐
heath, police were in good humour and
chatted to protestors, and were not act‐
ing in an intrusive way but were
responding to the spirit of the occasion.
The test will come when the police are
faced with larger and more challenging
protests. HMIC suggest that this policing
approach may mean that types of protest
will become polarised.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The MPS must:
•

make it easier for protestors to ac‐
cess the police, by developing and
disseminating clear guidelines on
who to contact and how.

•

be more transparent in the com‐
munication of policing strategies,
in order to give the media and the
public confidence that facilitating
peaceful protest is a reality.

Event planning

Command and control

Communication, engagement and the cor‐
rect standpoint with regard to facilitating
peaceful protest will become all the more
important.

Command and control

RECOMMENDATIONS (cont)
•

be explicit about the principle of fa‐
cilitating peaceful protest during
briefing and debriefing for public
order deployments.

•

revitalise the approach to engaging
with the media in advance of large
public order events in such a way as
to facilitate transparent and fair re‐
porting. Media interaction should
also aim to create an atmosphere
and expectation that is conducive to
peaceful protest.

•

ensure it is in charge of disseminat‐
ing accurate and timely factual in‐
formation.

•

agree joint media strategies where
operations are jointly delivered with
other police forces, with a single of‐
ficer taking responsibility for the
overall communication strategy.
This should avoid the perceived
bunker mentality when there is dif‐
ficult news to report.

The MPA has had longstanding concerns
about the national police radio network
Airwave, as set out in the MPA’s Stockwell
Scrutiny in 2007. Concerns were focused
principally on the system’s capacity to
cope during a major incident. The Panel
has been assured that Airwave’s capacity
has been improved since then, and cer‐
tainly the feedback on its ability to cope at
New Year’s Eve (traditionally one of the
busiest nights of the year) would suggest
that the improvements have delivered the
much needed capacity. HMIC has sepa‐
rately raised concerns about the extent to
which officers have been trained to use
the system properly and to exploit the full
functionality of the system (in its 2009
Stockwell Inspection). There is still some
way to go in addressing this problem.
Despite the improvements that have been
made, the system was, in the Panel’s view,
stretched to a worrying extent on 1 April.
Officers were on duty for extended periods
and found that the batteries in their hand‐
sets ran out, with no replacements readily
available. Because of the volume of traffic
on the system, officers resorted to mobile
phones to communicate up and down the
chain of command. We accept that some
discussions are sensibly conducted this
way. The MPS also told us that they were
satisfied that Airwave coped with the
situation.
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Despite this the Panel believes the extent
to which officers were forced to work
round the system is unacceptable and has
potentially serious repercussions for offi‐
cer and public safety. This must be re‐
solved before the Olympics in 2012.
In significant operations, a standard com‐
mand and control structure is used across
all emergency services. A Gold Com‐
mander sets the strategy and will not be
at the site of an event. A Silver Com‐
mander develops the operational plan
and tactics, based on the strategy set by
Gold and tasks Bronze Commanders to
deliver these tactics to achieve the strat‐
egy. Silver may not be onsite during the
event. Bronze will be at the event. In a
large operation such as G20, where there
are several events taking place simultane‐
ously, there are likely to be several
Bronzes and ‘sub‐Bronzes’ reporting up to
Silver, and managing units in specific loca‐
tions. Bronzes may have specific geo‐
graphical or functional responsibilities
such as ‘Bronze Community’ would de‐
note an officer with responsibility for
community issues.
The Panel was interested in how officers
communicated up the chain of command
in major events like G20, following con‐
cerns raised in the Home Affairs Select
Committee report about problems com‐
municating with officers on the cordons.
We were told that there is a long chain of
command and that the Bronze and Silver
Commanders are not on site (this is not
unusual ‐ Silver Commander is rarely on
scene at an event). They are therefore
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reliant on the sub‐Bronzes to relay mes‐
sages about how events are developing,
to enable effective decision making.
Asked whether there was a reliable sys‐
tem in place to get across universal mes‐
sages, we were told that this has to be
done via word of mouth down the com‐
mand chain as Airwave was not quick
enough. Their training supports this
method. In terms of feeding messages
back up the chain, we were told that mo‐
bile phones are useful as it means there
can be a proper discussion about mood,
noise etc. and there can be joint decision
making. “Helitele” can also be used to
relay on site images from a helicopter to
the control team, to give an accurate and
immediate overall picture of events.
Given the dynamic nature of the situa‐
tion, and the opportunities for messages
to be misinterpreted as they are passed
down the line, we recommend the MPS
reviews the technological options avail‐
able to it, to assess whether more effec‐
tive solutions are available.
Although the MPS led the policing opera‐
tion, it was in fact delivered with the sup‐
port of regional collaboration over the
two days. This aid was provided by sev‐
eral forces, including City of London, Sus‐
sex constabulary and British Transport Po‐
lice. We spoke to officers from City of
London and Sussex Police about their ex‐
periences on the day, in particular about
the briefing process and command and
control.

Command and control
Both were generally positive about their ex‐
periences, even though the Sussex officers
had not expected to be deployed to London
on the day and were being briefed as they
drove up to London.
RECOMMENDATIONS
In order to improve command and
control the MPS must ensure that:
•

sufficient numbers of Airwave
handsets and fully charged spare
batteries should be available in pre
‐planned public order events that
involve large numbers of officers.

•

before every public order event, a
detailed analysis is carried out to
ensure that sufficient Airwave ca‐
pacity and capability are available.
Mobile phones should never need
to be used as the primary method
of communication.

•

it reviews the technological solu‐
tions available to aid better com‐
munication and decision making in
dynamic public order situations.
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Engaging with the media
Engaging with the media
The session we held with representatives
from the media, including TV, press, pho‐
tographers and bloggers, shed light on
how protest is covered by the press. We
heard about a variety of experiences, both
positive and negative. The press play a key
role in providing the transparency that is
vital to ensuring public trust in policing is
maintained.
The Panel heard about the challenges the
media have experienced with police offi‐
cers during violent demonstrations such as
G20. These included officers on the
ground not acknowledging press cards to
allow freedom of movement either in or
out of the containment area, and difficul‐
ties in communicating up the line with
senior officers.
However, they also
stressed that not all demonstrations result
in difficulties. Events such as Climate
Camp in August 2009 were policed to the
benefit of the public and press attending.
One representative had attended a brief‐
ing prior to a recent Stop Islamisation of
Europe demonstration and praised briefing
provided by the officer in command about
press issues and the media’s rights to re‐
port during a demonstration. The session
threw up several other issues including the
lack of knowledge of the press card issued
by the UK Press Card Authority and the
MPS’s own guidelines for officers when
dealing with the media. The representa‐
tives present at the meeting were keen to
achieve greater openness between the po‐
lice, the press and the public. They also
suggested that there would be better
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understanding between press and police
if the media were invited to police brief‐
ings on a routine basis.
There was much debate about the press
card, what it means in terms of access
and the level of understanding amongst
police officers. The clear impression of
the representatives at the meeting was
that the level of understanding is low.
The press card, at protest meetings and
demonstrations, should allow holders ac‐
cess to all parts of a protest in and out of
police cordons in the event of contain‐
ment. The journalists reported to us that
they had been prevented from doing this
during G20 and other events. They were
given several reasons by the police offi‐
cers they encountered including that it
was for their own safety or that the cards
might be forgeries.
In fact, we were told that the cards incor‐
porate sophisticated technology to en‐
sure they could not be forged. The cards
also have unique reference numbers and
can be verified via a 24 hour phone num‐
ber that is on the back of the cards. All
this is explained in a jointly produced
leaflet (by ACPO —see appendix F), but it
is clear from the experiences we heard
that there is a training need to ensure
that all officers are aware of its implica‐
tions. In light of what we heard, the
Panel fully endorses HMIC Recommenda‐
tion 9 to improve awareness and recogni‐
tion of the press card. In our view this
should be explicitly referred to in any
briefings in advance of public order op‐
erations.

Engaging with the media
It is right for the police to be alert to the
safety of the press but the representa‐
tives we spoke to felt that it was up to the
journalists to exercise their own judge‐
ment as to whether they were putting
themselves at risk. The media also made
it quite clear that they were not in favour
of embedding or being directed by police
teams. Given the importance attached to
facilitating fair press reporting we would
also like to see a more clearly auditable
trail, where access by legitimate journal‐
ists has been denied. To this end police
officers should be required to record
when they prevent journalists from cross‐
ing cordons and the reasons for doing so.
This could be done via Airwave.
The MPS approach to handling press sto‐
ries and managing information also came
under scrutiny. Getting this wrong can
have profound consequences for confi‐
dence. The civil liberties blogs following
G20 make this very evident. Given the
rise of the citizen journalist, the represen‐
tatives at the meeting suggested that it
was in the interest of the police service to
engage with them because of their com‐
mitment to neutrality. There was a clear
view that when the police ‘hunker down’
stories become hostile. The approach
suggests that they have something to
hide and lacks transparency. This ap‐
proach contrasted with the experience
one participant had of the approach to
news management by the police in the
USA that could be characterised as ‘get
the good news out fast, get the bad news
out faster’.

The Panel was interested to know if there
had been a deterioration in the relation‐
ship between the media and the police
over the years. There were mixed views:
that the relationship had become worse
and that there were several reasons for
this such as a lack of training, use of
blocking and obstruction tactics (blocking
photographers and allegedly on rare oc‐
casions, violence towards photogra‐
phers). Others felt that in many circum‐
stances the relationship was good.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The Panel fully endorses HMIC Rec‐
ommendation 9 to improve aware‐
ness of the press card.
The MPS should review its approach
to news management to facilitate
transparent and fair reporting by the
media and ‘citizen journalists’.
Officers should be required to record
when they prevent journalists from
crossing containment cordons and
the reasons for doing so.
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Tactics and equipment
Public order policing tactics are the most
contentious issue we had to deal with in
the course of this inquiry. The tactics
available to the police are detailed in the
ACPO guidance Keeping the Peace. The
guidelines have been in place for a num‐
ber of years and are currently being re‐
viewed. The public order policing model
is nationally agreed and there should
therefore be little variation between
forces. In practice this is not entirely
true, although the differences are not sig‐
nificant and tend to be equipment rather
than tactics. This is important as many
forces are reliant on regional collabora‐
tion or ‘mutual aid’ to police large events
(and this was true for G20 where officers
from Sussex, City of London and BTP
worked alongside the MPS).

they feel the need arises. They are re‐
quired to justify why it was used, and to
demonstrate that it was proportionate to
the circumstances. HMIC’s view is that
the framework needs to change to one
that encourages minimum use of force to
resolve a situation. The Panel fully sup‐
ports this view and recommends that the
MPS reviews all its training (probationer,
officer safety and public order) to reflect
this. In our open meeting, members of
the public also felt that the use of dogs in
public order policing was an unnecessary
demonstration of force. The MPS should
consider whether dogs have a useful pur‐
pose and they need to consider the im‐
pact on public perception, should they be
deployed. Cultural sensitivities should
also be considered in a city as diverse as
London.

The choice of uniform can influence the
mood of a crowd. Whilst we recognise
the need to ensure officers are appropri‐
ately protected, we urge the MPS to en‐
sure that officers wear as little protective
clothing as is possible in the circum‐
stances. There are three key areas of con‐
tention: use of force, containment
(‘kettling’) and use of powers. A fourth
area, use of forward intelligence teams
and photographing protesters, also comes
in for criticism.

Containment (or ‘kettling’, as it is popu‐
larly known) is without doubt the most
controversial topic we dealt with in the
course of our investigations. It is almost
universally disliked by protestors as a tac‐
tic, but is felt to be an effective tool by
the police for regaining control of a large
crowd or demonstration if used properly.
As a tactic it is regularly deployed to man‐
age some high risk football supporters,
and is generally done with the consent of
the crowd as they understand that it is
done to protect them from harm.

Denis O’Connor was very clear in his evi‐
dence to the Panel that the police service
should rethink its approach to use of
force. Police officers are legally entitled
to use force in certain circumstances, if

In the public order context, there have
been several attempts to demonstrate
that it contravenes human rights law and
although they have to date been unsuc‐
cessful, its use is heavily qualified. The
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MPS accepts that if it is going to use it
over a significant period of time, it must
make basic facilities such as toilets and
drinking water available to people caught
within the containment area.
A containment cordon was implemented
during the afternoon of 1 April around
the protesters who had gathered at the
Bank of England and the surrounding
streets. The police were coming under
significant pressure from the protesters,
and this was judged to be the most effec‐
tive way of regaining control of the situa‐
tion. The MPS had made arrangements
to provide toilets and drinking water but
failed to place the toilets inside the cor‐
don and did not make the crowd aware
that drinking water was available (HMIC
Recommendation 8).
© Press Association Images
#7078935 ‘Britain London G20’

The Panel was told that the cordon in
place was ‘absolute with discretion’, while
others denied this was the order. Unsur‐
prisingly, this caused widespread confu‐
sion for the officers operating the cordon,
and inconsistency in application. It also
points to poor communication in both
briefings and command and control.
Some officers were using their discretion
to make judgements about whether peo‐

ple should be allowed through the cor‐
don, whilst others felt they were not em‐
powered to do so. Senior officers told us
that in their view, the people least well
placed to exercise discretion on cordons
are the officers actually manning the cor‐
don, as they will have a limited under‐
standing of the wider context. As a result
the MPS are exploring the development
of a ‘cordon officer’. All this points to the
need to improve both training and super‐
vision over the use of containment, par‐
ticularly where there are several events
taking place concurrently.
If the tactic is to gain credibility with dem‐
onstrators, developing a better under‐
standing of how discretion should be
used on containment cordons is crucial,
particularly in situations where protesters
from all walks of life are present, includ‐
ing people with medical needs, disabili‐
ties, young children etc. The MPS was
also heavily criticised at our media focus
group for not allowing people with press
passes in and out of the cordon. We wel‐
come the initiatives being developed by
the MPS to address these problems but
remain concerned that with a contain‐
ment of any size, the perimeters will be
too long for some of these initiatives (e.g.
cordon officers) to be successful. We fully
endorse the HMIC recommendations on
containment.
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Another issue that needs to be ad‐
dressed is communication around the
use of containment. This is picked up in
the HMIC report, which recommends
there should be a ‘no surprises’ ap‐
proach to its use; that protestors and the
public should be made aware of the
likely police action in order to make in‐
formed decisions. We support this but
would go further. There needs to be
much better communication with, and
briefing of, officers about why it is used,
the impact this has on the crowd and the
need for them to exercise their discre‐
tion appropriately.
Supervisors also
need to ensure that they are monitoring
use of discretion and providing addi‐
tional support where necessary. Finally,
officers need to ensure they are provid‐
ing protesters with proper explanations
of why they are being held. Whilst we
appreciate the difficulties getting mes‐
sages across to large crowds, particularly
if they are very vocal, the MPS needs to
explore what technical solutions are
available (twitter, blue tooth, dot matrix
signage etc.) to ensure that protesters
are kept fully informed of what is hap‐
pening. Again, we endorse the HMIC
recommendations in this area.
The policing of the G20 protests in April
2009 has resulted in increased scrutiny of
individual police action, but arguably
more importantly, of both police tactics
and public order legislation and their ap‐
plication.
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There are a wealth of police powers avail‐
able for public order management. Cen‐
tral to these is the Public Order Act (1986)
and its various amendments over the
years. Critically, and also subject to ongo‐
ing concern amongst civil libertarians, the
media and protestors, other legislation is
used in a public order context. These in‐
clude harassment legislation, the Terror‐
ism Act 2000 (TACT) (and other terrorist
legislation), various other stop and search
powers and those requiring individuals to
provide names and addresses.
It is clear from the Parliamentary and
HMIC reports that there is a lack of un‐
derstanding of the law and police public
order powers and duties across police
forces and among public order command‐
ers. Police need to balance the use of
powers with their obligations under the
Human Rights Act (1998), particularly Ar‐
ticle 11, the freedom of assembly and as‐
sociation (which is a qualified right).
Section 14 of the Public Order Act was
used at Bishopsgate Climate Camp during
the G20 protests in April 2009. This legis‐
lation is used to impose conditions on
public assembly. The National Union of
Journalists has provided evidence stating
that Section 14 was used in a premedi‐
tated fashion rather than in response to
‘serious public disorder’.

Tactics and equipment
Indeed, the Home Affairs Select Commit‐
tee was not convinced that the require‐
ments of ‘a threat to serious public disor‐
der, serious damage to property or seri‐
ous disruption to the life of the commu‐
nity’ were met. The use of this power
prevented journalists from carrying out
their duties.
During this time police accounts of the
use of Section 14 differed from evidence
provided by those at the MPA Open
Meeting. At the Open Meeting those
who attended the climate camp at G20
stated that after a prolonged period of
containment police violently dispersed
them causing a number of injuries to pro‐
testors.
At the Panel’s Open Meeting on 5 Novem‐
ber the organisation Plane Stupid ex‐
pressed concerns about police ‘misuse’ of
Section 76 of the Counter Terrorism Act.
This amendment makes it an offence to
take photographs or video footage of a
member of the armed forces, intelligence
services or police officer if an officer be‐
lieves it may be ‘likely to be useful to a
person committing or preparing an act of
terrorism’. Although this is explicitly in‐
tended to be limited to counter terrorist
policing there are concerns that it may be
misused to prevent the media and citizen
journalists recording the reality of what is
happening on the ground and possible
police misdemeanours.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Officer briefings at the start of opera‐
tions should emphasise that any use
of force should always be the mini‐
mum necessary to resolve a situa‐
tion. This should also be reflected in
the decision on appropriate protec‐
tive clothing and equipment.
The MPS needs to ensure that its of‐
ficers are effectively equipped to im‐
plement containment effectively, in
particular they are empowered to
use their discretion to allow protest‐
ers out of containment areas (as per
the HMIC recommendation).
The police have a range of stop and
search powers including Section 1 of
PACE, Section 60 of the Criminal Justice
and Public Order Act 1994, Misuse of
Drugs Act 1971 and most controversially
Section 44 TACT. The contentious nature
of the use of Section 44 is well docu‐
mented, particularly its impact on equal‐
ity and diversity. The use of this legisla‐
tion in a public order context is widely
documented in open source and corrobo‐
rated by accounts of protest groups and
protestors providing evidence to the
MPA.
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Tactics and equipment

The use of police Forward Intelligence
Teams (FITs) is of concern to the media,
protest groups, protestors and civil liber‐
tarians alike. FITs are usually teams of
two or three officers used to gauge the
mood and temperature, dynamics and
intent of crowds and feed this intelligence
back into Silver Command. They also tar‐
get and monitor the actions of those
‘likely’ to engage in disorder.
There is a perception that FITs are used to
pre‐criminalise protesters, journalists and
photographers. The NUJ has written to
the Home Secretary highlighting their
concerns and stating ‘the routine and de‐
liberate targeting of photographers and
other journalists by the FITs undermines
media freedom and can serve to intimi‐
date photographers trying to carry out
their lawful work’.
They are specifically concerned about the
purpose, role and access to information
held on databases derived from FIT op‐
erations/activity.
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This was highlighted in the Panel’s en‐
gagement with journalists in the open
meeting on the 5th November and in De‐
cember when media representatives
again provided evidence.
© Press Association Images
#PA7078785 ‘G20 Summit Day One’

Open and direct evidence to the MPA
from the National Union of Journalists
(NUJ) indicates that Section 44 and stop
and account are widely being used on
media photographers who have been told
they are not allowed to photograph
public officials or certain buildings. Assis‐
tant Commissioner Specialist Operations,
John Yates has issued guidelines to MPS
officers giving explicit guidance for use of
Section 44 in respect of photographers.

During the Panel’s open evidence gather‐
ing meeting, participants expressed con‐
cern about FIT officers taking photo‐
graphs of peaceful protestors. There was
particular concern that this kind of intelli‐
gence gathering is contrary to the encour‐
agement and facilitation of peaceful pro‐
test: ‘It’s going to deter people turning
up, it makes some of the people who do
turn up inclined to cover their faces which
then makes them look like hooligans’.
RECOMMENDATION
The Metropolitan Service Public Order
Operational Command Unit should
monitor and evaluate the use of
counter terrorist and stop and search
legislation at major public order
events, in order to seek reassurance
that powers are not being misused dur‐
ing such operations.

Tactics and equipment
The initial intent of these teams was to
provide a link between protestors and the
police. As HMIC has stated, their role has
shifted over time and thus their contro‐
versial deployment and actions have be‐
come a central theme of debate around
civil liberties. Indeed, HMIC highlights
the lack of clarification of the precise role
of FIT officers, and the role of ACPO and
the NPIA in defining their role. HMIC is
keen that the function and specific tacti‐
cal parameters in which FIT might be used
be incorporated into public order training.
Recommendation 8 (ii) of the HMIC re‐
port seeks Home Office clarification of
‘the legal framework for the use of overt
photography by police during public order
operations and the collation and reten‐
tion of photographic images by police
forces and other policing bodies’.
It is clear that the role and remit of FIT
activity lacks transparency to the public,
protestors and indeed the police. There
is significant risk that if FIT activity is al‐
lowed to continue without further clarifi‐
cation and public transparency that it will
continue to impact both public confi‐
dence and the facilitation of peaceful pro‐
test, a central theme of policing in a de‐
mocracy.
Several other high profile public order
events in London, including the Tamil
demonstrations, Notting Hill Carnival and
the August Climate Camp on Blackheath
took place as the Panel was undertaking
its investigations. During that time it be‐
came clear that there was some disquiet

about differences in the tactics being
used ‐ road clearance was the most fre‐
quently cited example as they were a
common feature of both G20 (Climate
Camp) and the Tamil demonstration. The
Panel raised this issue with the MPS and
found that whilst policing tactics were dif‐
ferent to an extent, the differences were
necessitated by the resources the police
had available to be deployed (e.g. clear‐
ing roads that have been occupied is re‐
source intensive and in the case of the
Tamil demonstration, not immediately
available), the tactics being used by the
demonstrators and the nature/scale of
the protests (numbers, duration). There
are no hard and fast rules.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The MPS should, in respect of For‐
ward Intelligence Teams (FITs):
•

consider the proportional use of
FITs, define their role and purpose
and ensure they are adequately
briefed, in line with HMIC recom‐
mendations.

•

justify and clarify the purpose,
role and proportionality of FIT de‐
ployment through engagement
both in pre‐event and post‐event
briefings and via on‐going engage‐
ment with key stakeholders.
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What next?
What next?
As we said at the start of this report,
there are many positive aspects to the
approaches used by the police to polic‐
ing public protest. However, the nature
of public protest is changing and it is
right therefore, that the police reflect on
their approach. There is a considerable
programme of work arising out of the
various scrutinies of police action on the
1st April 2009, and with the Olympics
fast approaching, it is imperative that
change is forthcoming without delay.
The Panel intends to work with the MPS
to pursue implementation of the MPS
response to our recommendations and
will invite regular updates of progress.
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List of Panel meetings and visits (in addition to committee meetings)
23 July 2009: Meeting with Denis O’Connor, HMIC and Jane Gordon (Independent Legal
Advisor to HMIC) to discuss ‘Adapting to Protest’, the inspection of the MPS response to
G20.
August 2009: Attendance at MPS August Climate Camp briefings.
17 September 2009: Evidence session: Assistant Commissioner Chris Allison, AC in charge
of Central Operations and public order policing, Commander Bob Broadhurst, Commander
Central Operations, experienced ‘Gold Commander’, Chief Supt Ian Thomas, in charge of
public order (CO11), experienced Gold and Silver Commanders.
14 October 2009: Evidence session: Chief Supt Mick Johnson (MPS CO11), Chief Inspector
Simon Turner (MPS CO11), Supt Dave Hartshorn (MPS CO11), Chief Inspector Tony Cairney
(City of London Police), Chief Inspector Lawrence Hobbs (Sussex Constabulary). All were
invited to talk to the Panel either because they were supervisors on 1 April, or because
they had extensive public order policing experience.
16 October 2009: Visit to MPS public order training centre at Gravesend to observe public
order training.
5 November 2009: Open meeting at City Hall with protesting organisations, members of
the public and media representatives.
15 December 2009: Meeting with Denis O’Connor and Jo Kaye (HMIC) to discuss ‘Adapting
to Protest Part 2’.
15 December 2009: Evidence session with photographers, print and other media journal‐
ists at MPA offices.
17th December 2009: Meeting with Deborah Glass, Deputy Chair IPCC.
8th February 2010: Meeting with Sir Hugh Orde, President ACPO.
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Terms of Reference for the Civil Liberties Panel
The MPA’s Civil Liberties Panel was established in April 2009 with the following terms of
reference:
•
•
•

•

•
•
•

•

•

•

To develop an ongoing understanding of civil liberties and human rights and the con‐
sequences this has for policing in relation to all the areas considered by this Panel.
To investigate any topics which in their view are relevant to civil liberties.
Within each area of review, to develop a clear understanding of the full range of poli‐
cies and tactics, including training, supervision and communication; the situations
within which various tactics are deployed and how decisions about proportionality
are made. The Panel will consider the wider impact of these on civil liberties and hu‐
man rights.
To scrutinise the MPS’s work to retain public trust and confidence in balancing civil lib‐
erties with the need to maintain public safety and public order through proportionate
policing. This should include scrutinising how the MPS communicates with the public,
key stakeholders and the MPA.
To consider how lessons learned from previous investigations impact on current MPS
practice, training regimes and organisational culture.
To understand the potential equalities and diversity issues arising out of all areas of
service delivery being addressed by this Panel.
To engage with the MPS, the public, relevant groups and civil liberty and human rights
organisations to ensure that members gain a comprehensive understanding of the is‐
sues involved.
To provide regular reports to full Authority and other committees where relevant, up‐
dating them on the progress being made against the Panel’s work programme and
make recommendations to the Authority and the MPS.
To monitor the implementation of any recommendations by this Panel and any other
relevant reviews (e.g. the HMIC review of G20 and public order) on behalf of the Au‐
thority may be undertaken by the Panel or another MPA committee as appropriate.
There are potentially significant equality and diversity issues arising out of any scru‐
tiny in this area. The equality objectives outlined above aim to ensure that they are
addressed as the work of the Panel develops.

As a result of concerns arising out of aspects of the policing operation of the G20 summit
on 1 and 2 April (principally the policing of the protests that took place to coincide with the
summit), it was agreed this would be the first topic for review. The Panel will be going on
to look at DNA collection and databases, followed by an examination of CCTV.
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HMIC recommendations from ‘Adapting to Protest’ and recommendations from the two
Parliamentary reports – G20
Introduction
The following briefing focuses on the twelve HMIC recommendations as outlined in the
HMIC interim report ‘Adapting to Protest’ published on 7 July 2009. The purpose of this
briefing is to establish the relationship between these recommendations and those of two
separate Parliamentary reports post G20 2009.
•
House of Commons Home Affairs Committee (HASC) eighth report of the session
2008‐09 ‘Policing of the G20 protests’ published on 29 June 2009.
•
Joint Committee on Human Rights (JCHR) twenty‐second report of session 2008‐09
‘Demonstrating Respect for Rights? Follow‐up’ published on 28 July 2009.
This paper outlines the full interim HMIC recommendations and associated recommenda‐
tions from the two Parliamentary reports. Parliamentary recommendations have been
summarised and will relate to the HMIC recommendations to varying degrees. There are
no recommendations from JCHR or HASC which are contrary to the 12 recommendations
provided by HMIC in ‘Adapting to Protest'
Caveat
This report focuses on the recommendations of the reports in question, not the content of
these reports.
HMIC interim recommendations and associated Parliamentary recommendations
Planning
In planning future public order operations for protest the police should:
HMIC Recommendation 1
Demonstrate explicit consideration of the facilitation of peaceful protest throughout
the planning process and the execution of the operation or operations.
The right to freedom of assembly places obligations on the police. The starting point for
the police is the presumption in favour of facilitating peaceful assembly. However, the
police may impose lawful restrictions on the exercise of the right provided such
restrictions are lawful, have a legitimate aim (such as the interests of public safety or
the protection of the rights and freedoms of others) and are necessary and
proportionate.
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The only explicit recommendation to facilitate peaceful protest is HASC recommendation
32 ‐ “Police to remember that the protestors are not criminals but citizens and the police
focus must be to facilitate peaceful protest”
The following JCHR and HASC recommendations are related to this consideration.
Recommendations 1‐3 (JCHR 28/07/09)
•
Widely advertised police SPOCs (Single Points of Contact) to facilitate police‐protestor
dialogue pre‐event.
•
Government, HMIC and IPCC to explore using independent negotiators to resolve
police – protestor disputes.
•
Regarding containment police need to consider individual circumstances, should allow
people to leave as soon as possible, and should ensure facilities within contained ar‐
eas are easily accessible.
Recommendations 5, 6, 12‐23, 25, 29, 31 (HASC 29/06/09)
•
Greater discretion to officers to release media and protestors from contained areas.
•
HMIC to consider command structure issues and devolving more power to officers on
the ground.
•
Police to prioritise communication to negate the need for violent action where possi‐
ble.
•
More funding for training in communication and speaking to crowds
•
Police and protestors should increase communication with each other before and dur‐
ing events. Police should have ‘contact points’ to facilitate increased communication
before and during events.
•
PSNI crowd communication tactics to be adopted.
•
All public order training to incorporate correct use of Section 14 POA 1986.
•
Police continue their self‐imposed ban on the use of Tasers in public protest situa‐
tions.
•
Police to review specific details of the use of containment.
•
The circumstances in which containment should be used should be codified.
•
Police should not prevent the non‐violent and vulnerable from leaving a contained
area.
•
Police to communicate fully before using force.
•
Protestors to make every effort to ensure police know their non‐violent intentions.
•
Police publicly clarify how and when distraction techniques should legitimately be
used.
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Communication with protest groups
In relation to communication with protest groups the police should:
HMIC Recommendation 2
Seek to improve dialogue with protest groups in advance
where possible, to gain a better understanding of the intent of the protesters and the
nature of the protest activity; to agree how best to facilitate the protest and to
ensure a proportionate policing response. When protesters are not forthcoming to
the police, the police should consider informing and warning the protesters and the
public that this may result in some additional disruption, that restrictions may be
placed on protesters and that particular tactics may be employed to reduce disrup‐
tion and the threat of disorder.

The following JCHR and HASC recommendations are related to this consideration.
Recommendations 1‐2 (JCHR 28/07/09)
•
Widely advertised police SPOCs to facilitate police protestor dialogue pre‐event.
•
Government, HMIC and IPCC to explore using independent negotiators to resolve
police – protestor disputes.
Recommendations 4, 10‐12, 14, 15, 19, 20, 23, 25, 32 (HASC 29/06/09)
•
Pre event media briefings to be published on police and NUJ website.
•
Police should not use language that creates a “them and us” environment.
•
Police to prioritise communication to negate the need for violent action where possi‐
ble.
•
Police and protestors should increase communication with each other before and dur‐
ing events. Police should have ‘contact points’ to facilitate this.
•
PSNI crowd communication tactics to be adopted.
•
Police to communicate fully before using force and to allow protestors to filter out
and disperse.
•
Police publicly clarify how and when distraction techniques should legitimately be
used.
•
All public order training to incorporate correct use of Section 14 POA 1986.
•
Police to remember that the protestors are not criminals but citizens and the police
focus must be to facilitate peaceful protest.
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Communication with the public
In relation to communication with the public the police should:
HMIC Recommendation 3
Develop a strategy to improve communication with the media
The following JCHR and HASC recommendations are related to this consideration.
Recommendation 5 (JCHR 28/07/09)
•
MPS to counter any exaggerated and distorted reporting in the media quickly and au‐
thoritatively.
Recommendations 1‐5, 7, 19, 20 (HASC 29/06/09)
•
Officers to escalate journalist issues to more experienced officers if necessary.
•
All officers should be aware of the existence of designated media contact points, who
are trained in basic communication with journalists and able to give correct informa‐
tion on request.
•
More must be done to improve relations with all journalists.
•
Pre‐event media briefings to be published on police and NUJ website.
•
Greater discretion to officers to release media and protestors from contained areas
•
Police to communicate fully before using force and to allow protestors to filter out
and disperse.
In relation to communication issues arising from death or serious injury at events MPS and
ACPO, in liaison with others, should:
HMIC Recommendation 4
Agree principles regarding the police use of potentially sensitive information which
may later become evidence in legal proceedings
There are no specific recommendations relating to this consideration in JCHR or HASC re‐
ports.
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Containment
Where containment is deployed the police should moderate its impact by ensuring where
practicable:
HMIC Recommendation 5
No surprises
Protesters and the public should be made aware of likely police action in order to make
informed decisions.
The following JCHR and HASC recommendations are related to this consideration.
Recommendations 1‐2 (JCHR 28/07/09)
•
Widely advertised police SPOCs to facilitate police‐protestor dialogue pre‐event.
•
Government, HMIC and IPCC to explore using independent negotiators to resolve po‐
lice – protestor disputes.
Recommendations 1‐5, 14, 15, 19‐25, 31 (HASC 29/06/09)
•
Officers to escalate journalist issues to more experienced officers if necessary.
•
All officers should be aware of the existence of designated media contact points, who
are trained in basic communication with journalists and able to give correct informa‐
tion on request.
•
More must be done to improve relations with all journalists.
•
Pre event media briefings to be published on police and NUJ website.
•
Greater discretion to officers to release media and protestors from contained areas
•
Police and protestors should increase communication with each other before and dur‐
ing events. Police should have ‘contact points’ to facilitate this.
•
PSNI crowd communication tactics to be adopted.
•
Police to communicate fully before using force and to allow protestors to filter out
and disperse.
•
Protestors to make every effort to ensure police know their non‐violent intentions.
•
Police publicly clarify how and when distraction techniques should legitimately be
used.
•
Increased funding and better resource allocation should ensure that all front line offi‐
cers are trained adequately.
•
All public order training to incorporate correct use of Section 14 POA 1986.
•
Police to review specific details of the use of containment.
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HMIC Recommendation 6
A release plan to allow vulnerable or distressed persons or those inadvertently
caught up in the police containment to exit
The MPS should consider scenarios where observers may be employed to identify
vulnerable people – this has implications for planning and training.

The following JCHR and HASC recommendations are related to this consideration.
Recommendation 3 (JCHR 28/07/09)
•
Regarding containment police need to consider individual circumstances, should allow
people to leave as soon as possible and should ensure facilities within contained areas
are easily accessible.
Recommendations 5, 6, 16‐18, 20, 31 (HASC 29/06/09)
•
Greater discretion to officers to release media and protestors from contained areas.
•
HMIC to consider command structure issues and devolving more power to officers on
the ground.
•
The circumstances in which containment should be used should be codified.
•
Police should not prevent the non‐violent and vulnerable from leaving a contained
area.
•
Greater discretion to officers to release media and protestors from contained areas.
•
Police to communicate fully before using force and to allow protestors to filter out
and disperse.
•
Police to review specific details of the use of containment.
HMIC Recommendation 7
Easy access to information
for protesters and public regarding the reason for, anticipated duration of, and exit
routes from any police containment. This has clear implications for the training and
briefing of frontline officers. The MPS should also urgently explore new ways of
engaging with protesters by utilising all available media technologies.
The following JCHR and HASC recommendations are related to this consideration.
Recommendations 1‐2 (JCHR 28/07/09)
•
Widely advertised police SPOCs to facilitate police protestor dialogue pre‐event.
•
Explore using independent negotiators to resolve police – protestor disputes.
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Recommendations 1, 2, 4, 14, 19, 23‐25 (HASC 29/06/09)
•
Officers to escalate journalist issues to more experienced officers if necessary.
•
All officers should be aware of the existence of designated media contact points,
who are trained in basic communication with journalists and able to give correct
information on request.
•
Pre event media briefings to be published on police and NUJ website.
•
Police and protestors should increase communication with each other before
and during events. Police should have ‘contact points’ to facilitate increased
communication before and during events.
•
Police publicly clarify how and when distraction techniques should legitimately
be used.
•
Increased funding and better resource allocation should ensure that all front line
officers are trained adequately.
•
All public order training to incorporate correct use of Section 14 POA 1986.
HMIC Recommendation 8
Clear signposting to basic facilities and amenities
where needed. This has implications for planning in advance of events.
No specific reference in either JCHR or HASC reports but facility provision referenced
in recommendation 3 (JCHR 28/07/09)
•
Regarding containment police need to consider individual circumstances, should
allow people to leave as soon as possible and should ensure facilities within con‐
tained areas are easily accessible.
HMIC Recommendation 9
Awareness and recognition of the UK press card
by officers on cordons, to identify legitimate members of the press and ensure
application of associated ACPO guidelines for use.
There are no specific recommendations relating to this consideration in JCHR or HASC
reports.
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Training and Guidance
Early consideration in any review of training should be given by the MPS and ultimately
ACPO to:
HMIC Recommendation 10
Undertaking a review of current public order training including an examination of tac‐
tics (such as the use of shields and batons) ensuring that they are subjected to medi‐
cal assessment
Any resulting changes to training should be implemented swiftly to ensure that Public
Order training reflects the full spectrum of public order activity including peaceful pro‐
test; consistently incorporates relevant human rights principles and standards (as dem‐
onstrated with Officer Safety Training) and includes consideration of the individual use
of force, such as distraction, in collective action such as public order operations.
No specific recommendations directly specify a review of public order tactics and training
but the issues are implicitly referred to in the following recommendations:
Recommendations 1‐3 (JCHR 28/07/09)
•
Widely advertised police SPOCs to facilitate police protestor dialogue pre‐event.
•
Government, HMIC and IPCC to explore using independent negotiators to resolve
police – protestor disputes.
•
Regarding containment police need to consider individual circumstances, should al‐
low people to leave as soon as possible and should ensure facilities within contained
areas are easily accessible.
Recommendations 5, 6, 12‐18, 24, 25, 29‐31 (HASC 29/06/09)
•
Greater discretion to officers to release media and protestors from contained areas
•
HMIC to consider command structure issues and devolving more power to officers
on the ground.
•
Police to prioritise communication to negate the need for violent action where pos‐
sible.
•
More funding for training in communication and speaking to crowds.
•
Police and protestors should increase communication with each other before and
during events. Police should have ‘contact points’ to facilitate this.
•
PSNI crowd communication tactics to be adopted.
•
The circumstances in which containment should be used should be codified.
•
Police should not prevent the non‐violent and vulnerable from leaving a contained
area.
•
Increased funding and better resource allocation should ensure that all front line of‐
ficers are trained adequately.
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•
•
•

All public order training to incorporate correct use of Section 14 POA 1986.
We recommend that the police continue their self‐imposed ban on the use of
Tasers in public protest situations.
Police to review specific details of the use of containment.
HMIC Recommendation 11
Providing guidance in a revised ACPO Public Order Manual on the confinement and
release of peaceful protesters
The treatment of the spectrum of protest activity in the current ACPO manual is insuffi‐
cient. There is a clear need for consistency and standardisation in advance of the 2012
Olympics (where cross force co‐operation will be critical to success) to make current mu‐
tual support between different forces more reliable and effective.

No reference to a revised ACPO Public Order Manual in the JCHR or HASC recommen‐
dations although the following is within the body of the report “JCHR notes that ACPO
is proposing to revise the manual ‘Keeping the Peace’ and would like to be consulted in
this process. ACC Sim has referred the use of containment to the ACPO Human Rights
Working Group” (JCHR 28/07/09).
Identification of Officers
In relation to identification of officers the police should:
HMIC Recommendation 12
Ensure officers wear numerals or other clear identification
at all times during public order operations and deal with individual officer non‐
compliance swiftly and robustly. The report agrees with the MPS that there can be no
excuse for police officers failing to display identification and acknowledges the steps
that have already been taken to address this issue.
The following JCHR and HASC recommendations are related to this consideration.
Recommendation 4 (JCHR 28/07/09)
•
There should be a legal requirement for police officers to wear identification
numbers when on duty or to identify themselves when asked.
Recommendations 8, 9 (HASC 29/06/09)
•
More funding for solutions to prevent identification issues when officers change
into protective equipment.
•
Senior officers must take personal responsibility for ensuring that all officers are
displaying their identification numbers and any officers found to be deliberately
removing their identification face the strongest possible disciplinary measures.
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Summary of issues raised by the public at our open meeting on 5 November 2009
Summary of evidence and areas of concern as described by the participants on the day.
Numerals
•

Concern about officers not wearing ID. This goes to the heart of accountability and
very deep into minority groups’ consciousness e.g. Blair Peach.

•

Need the problem of identification solved once and for all. For the purposes of pub‐
lic order policing in particular, it would make sense if the police could wear bibs or
similar, with their ID number on the back, or the front and the back, a style similar
to that of a footballer’s tee‐shirt, for ease of identification. (Green Party and Defend
Peaceful Protest)

•

Footage shows a number of officers not wearing numerals. How many were re‐
ported for it by their senior officers?

Media
•

We are aware that police officers at Inspector level are briefed on how to provide
access to the media, presented with the press card so that they’re aware of what
the press card looks like and how media workers should be treated, but we find that
in practice this doesn’t translate to the officers on the ground. (NUJ)

•

Police seem to plan for high level disorder with only lip service paid to facilitate
peaceful protest. That’s reflected in public announcements by police before the
event. (Bindmans Solicitors)

•

For years the police have typically kettled journalists along with protesters. Kettling
prevents journalists from doing their job and feeding back to the public. Police tend
to lump photographers in with protestors because this is easier or it could be part of
a more widespread harassment of the press. Typically, the police will put their
hands over cameras; they will stand in front of cameras. Much improved at summer
climate camp. (NUJ)

•

The media should be allowed to do their job and not be subject to assaults, threats,
being prevented from filming, from taking photographs, from reporting, searched,
or being detained by the police e.g. Kingsnorth. (NUJ)
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•

In advance of the event it is important to have that training and briefing to enable
the media to do their job and cover events properly, thoroughly, safely. As far as
the liaison is concerned, there needs to be a means of having that also available on
the day, whether that’s by texting to a Media Liaison Officer or mobile‐phone
that’s also available to get through to the Supervisory Officers at the time. (NUJ)

•

Concern that police should wait for the facts to emerge before making comment
as in the case of Ian Tomlinson. Also concerned about the role that the police
have in terms of facilitating press access.

•

Will the MPA look into the alleged cover‐up of the death of Ian Tomlinson? The
video evidence came out six days after he died; the police were aware of photo‐
graphic evidence of their involvement in his death less than 24 hours after he died.
(Guardian journalist)

Engagement
•

Businesses obviously received some quite alarming advice prior to it and on the
day. Why is there constant planning for a worst case scenario rather than a full
range of possible outcomes on the day? People are not engaged properly. (Defend
Peaceful Protest)

•

There was a lot of anger towards the Royal Bank of Scotland. Suspicions that the
bank were not advised to board up because this would facilitate criminal damage
and thus encourage that to be the media focus. (Plane Stupid)

•

Police, journalists and diverse groups need to engage in more dialogue before the
event to bring a sense of reality to the event, prevent exaggeration from the me‐
dia, police or others. (NUJ)

•

Climate Camp legal advisor e‐mailed police before G20 but had no response. She
eventually contacted the commander the day before. This can be contrasted with
Climate Camp at Blackheath where they understood each others’ positions. The
MPS shared the tactical plan and allowed Climate Camp to view training. This had
a positive response in Climate Camp not over‐reacting to officers during the pro‐
test.(Climate Camp legal advisor).
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Tactics (general)
•

Why has the dog that bit Ian, the baton strike and the push to the floor not been
mentioned in any of the previous four reports? (Tomlinson family)

•

Is there a deliberate attempt from police in deterring people from attending protests?
(Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom)

•

Police have been good in the pre‐event planning stage. This changes when you’re on
the ground and dealing with different people. They treat you as tiresome, particularly
if you’re female. Also concerned about the kit which transforms police, stops them
engaging and communicating, is dehumanising and escalates the situation because
people are frightened. (Friends of the Earth)

Tactics (containment)
•

Thousands of people were held against their will in an atmosphere of unprovoked po‐
lice intimidation and violence, many of whom were subsequently and unnecessarily
traumatised or injured. Wants reassurance that Kettling should never be used against
peaceful protestors and should only be used as a tactic of last resort against serious
violent disorder and not a pre emptive measure. (Defend Peaceful Protest)

•

Concern about containment at Climate Camp and that the vulnerable were not al‐
lowed out of the contained area. Cited significant injuries caused by police in dispers‐
ing the crowd and the impact that has on all, especially the vulnerable in attending
future demonstrations. Asks what the Met accept as an appropriate level of physical
self defence against violent and aggressive policing? (Climate Camp attendee)

•

Concern about disabled people at protests. Police must protect the disabled and en‐
sure proper arrangements are in place. Disabled people must be given equality in all
aspects. (Independent Advisory Group Disability)

•

Police were kettling small groups from the very beginning. This tactic caused danger
to police and was ineffective. Kettling was also used to restrict journalists from doing
their jobs. I was stopped as police told me I wasn’t allowed through, because there
had been a breach of the peace so I was prevented from covering the event.
(Journalist G20)

•

States that during the Gaza demonstrations in January 2009 police were hitting peo‐
ple with their shields prior to kettling the crowd for 3‐4 hours. States concern about
the vulnerable not being able to leave contained areas.
51

Appendix D
Police displayed a real ‘them’ and ‘us’ attitude.
•

Is there any way the police could let the public know, by loud hailers, hailers in heli‐
copters, that they consider the situation is becoming violent. This would allow for
peaceful protestors to leave. (Camden Police Consultative Group)

•

Kettling should only be used in the most dire of circumstances, warnings should be
given, facilities provided and the vulnerable excepted.

•

Police stayed out of the way at Blackheath Climate Camp and Parliament Square
which is a factor in their success. More needs to be done regarding communication
and this is going to require a change of attitude. Police could have reduced the foot‐
print of Climate Camp at Bishopsgate and thus opened the route. They broke the
loudspeaker which was used by Climate Camp to communicate. There was no police
liaison on the ground and no media. (Police State UK)

Tactics (pre‐emptive)
•

Seems that a policeman’s job is not to facilitate the freedom of assembly or speech or
the right to protest, but to constrain and pre‐emptively police possible disorder situa‐
tions, they treat protestors as potential criminals, which comes back to the emphasis
on the worst case scenario. Protestors were kettled before they had properly assem‐
bled at Bank. What onus is on police to facilitate people’s freedom of assembly and
freedom of speech? Lots of good neighbourhood policing could be undone by police
public order activity. (Friends of the Earth)

•

Question of pre‐emptive arrest of people at G20. People who didn’t provide their
names and addresses were arrested on spurious grounds then de‐arrested when they
had provided their details. This deliberate tactic to obtain details from potential pro‐
testors has been going on for some time. Also concerned about unrestrained use of
police dogs which have injured protestors and are used as a tactic to scare them off
from demonstrating and injure them. Also concerned about the deployment of
tasers.

•

Concern that police tactics pre‐empted violence. Mood was good at G20 Climate
Camp. A Guardian reporter suggested they were waiting for journalists to leave be‐
fore they moved in. And a police woman told the journalist there would be violence
and led him away. There was no violence evident at the time.
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Territorial Support Group (TSG)
•

TSG’s gung ho attitude has undone much of the good work done by Safer Neighbour‐
hood Team. Kids don’t differentiate between police. Can see that tasers are good in
some scenarios but are totally inappropriate in public order.

•

It was a TSG officer who assaulted Nicola Fisher and their father. They are concerned
about TSG training. (Tomlinson family)

•

Sometimes there seems to be a breakdown in communication between borough po‐
lice and those that deal with public order. What has the TSG learned since changing
over from the SPG (Special Patrol Group) (Tower Hamlets Community Safety Board)

Databases
•

Mentions the Guardian investigation into databases used to track and monitor so
called ‘domestic extremists’. Will the Panel look at what guidelines are given to police
on who should be on it, access, retention etc.

Forward Intelligence Teams
•

FIT officers taking photographs of peaceful protestors. This kind of intelligence gath‐
ering I think is still contrary to the encouragement and facilitation of peaceful protest.
It’s going to deter people turning up, it makes some of the people who do turn up in‐
clined to cover their faces which then makes them look like hooligans

General issues (various)
•

Public Order training is farcical. Geared to 1985 riots. Does not see any reason for
the TSG to be deployed unless it reaches the stage of petrol bombs or serious vio‐
lence. Police should be identifiable front and back and there is no reason why this
cannot be done. Needs to be a complete new guidance to public order policing.
There should be no deployment of dogs at all, or horses or tasers in public order sce‐
narios. Why are police officers dressed in NATO uniforms deployed so quickly? There
is an issue of policing culture at Gravesend, shaven heads, bravado etc. Public order
training needs to be completely overhauled. Regarding Ian Tomlinson the Commis‐
sioner should be resigning when he’s caught out lying when a man’s died. The MPA
should look at the role of the press office because the Metropolitan Police have a way
of putting out lies into the media and, and I think it’s extremely dangerous and unfair.
(Bindmans Solicitors)
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Positive comments
•

Climate Rush in June was policed well with police assisting those with bicycles that
had broken down and (although begrudgingly) closed Westminster Bridge to facilitate
the sit down protest and negotiated with angry commuters. (Plane Stupid)

•

At Climate Camp in Blackheath police were in good humour and chatted to protestors,
not in an intrusive way but in the spirit of the occasion. Police activity was well organ‐
ised and the police were well behaved.
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Analysis of policing of public protests/demonstrations questionnaire
Background
The policing of the London G20 summit in April 2009 led to extensive media and public
scrutiny. The Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA) conducted a consultation in autumn
2009 to give the public their say on how protests/demonstrations are policed in future.
The findings of the consultation will inform the Metropolitan Police Authority’s Civil Lib‐
erties Panel review of public order policing.
Methods
A short consultation questionnaire, including both quantitative and qualitative ques‐
tions, was available online, paper version or telephone questionnaire on request. A
copy of the questionnaire is included in appendix one. The consultation questionnaire
was available online during November 2009, closing Monday 30 November 2009. It was
disseminated to 150 protest organisations, businesses and media representatives. It
was also made available to a public debate on protest at Southbank University. In total,
78 people completed the questionnaire.
Findings
Opinions of the police in general
Response
Mainly unfavourable
Neither favourable nor unfavourable
Favourable
Very unfavourable
Very favourable
Don’t know
No response

Count
25
21
13
13
4
1
1

Almost half (38) of respondents stated that their opinion of the police in general was
mainly or very unfavourable. Just under a quarter (17) respondents were very favour‐
able or favourable about the police in general while a further 21 were neither favourable
nor unfavourable.
Reasons behind opinions of the police in general
Those who reported very or mainly unfavourable opinions of the police in general gave
the following reasons:
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•

•

•

•

•

•

Perceptions of heavy handed or over policing of protests/demonstrations: Many
respondents mentioned they felt that police officers used unduly heavy handed
techniques meaning that peaceful protests sometimes turned aggressive. One re‐
spondent acknowledged both the good work of some officers and that a minority
of protesters caused trouble, however stated “…often as a group they [the police]
become terrifying and over aggressive leading to clashes with peaceful protesters”.
There was also concern from some respondents that all protesters were seen as
‘trouble makers’. One respondent stated “…the assumption is that if you're at a
protest you're up to no good ‐ guilty until proven innocent as it were”.
Attitude of police officers: A number of respondents felt that officers were often
rude, unhelpful, prejudiced, aggressive or unapproachable. One respondent re‐
ferred to “Experiences with police being bullish and over‐aggressive outweighing
the experiences of friendly and amicable ones”. Some respondents also felt that
the police did not communicate clearly with the public and accused them of lying ‐
particularly in relation to police communications with the media and the death of
Ian Tomlinson.
Police are not ‘on the side’ of the public/’ordinary citizen’: Some respondents felt
that the police were politically driven and worked in the interests of the ‘rich and
powerful’. Some felt that the police currently did not protect them or their inter‐
ests, as they felt they should. One respondent viewed the police as “…a separate
force outside and against communities”.
Previous negative experience with the police: This varied from statements around
being a victim of assault to negative experiences of reporting crime and perceived
inability of the police to investigate and tackle crime.
Lack of trust/accountability in the police: Some respondents related this to high
profile incidents such as the death of Jean Charles de Menezes. There were also
some perceptions that police lie to the media.
Some respondents felt that the police abuse their power.

Those who stated they had very favourable or favourable opinions of the police in gen‐
eral gave the following reasons:
•

•
•
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The police do a ‘good job’: Respondents acknowledged that the police have a very
difficult job to do. As one respondent stated, the police often have to make “… de‐
cisions in split seconds or facing angry, unlawful groups of people”. Another stated
that the police provide an “…important public service, which is often difficult, dan‐
gerous and under‐appreciated”.
Success in tackling crime: Some respondents acknowledged the ability of the police
to investigate and tackle crime.
Previous positive experience with the police: Respondents mentioned this both in
the context of previous victimisation and engagement with the police.
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Despite these respondents stating favourable views of the police, some felt that a
small minority of officers were aggressive, held prejudiced views and were unsuited
to a career in policing.

Respondents who reported neither favourable nor unfavourable opinions of the police
generally felt that, for the most part, police did a good job and/or were helpful. How‐
ever, some officers were rude, unapproachable or acted inappropriately. Some respon‐
dents related this directly to recent experiences (often G20 or protests/demonstrations
in general) which had affected their opinions. For example, one respondent stated, “Up
until I was 'kettled' in the G20 protest, I had some respect for the job that the police do.
I have had mainly positive dealings with the police”. Another stated that their opinion
had “…significantly declined through encountering police in the context of protest rather
than as a citizen”.
Previous participation in protests/demonstrations
Within the last ten years:
Response
Count
Yes – more than once
61
No
14
Yes – one
2
No response
1
More than ten years ago:
Response
No
Yes – more than once
Yes – one
No response

Count
46
26
4
2

A third (26) of respondents who stated they had protested within the last ten years had
also protested more than ten years ago.
Protests respondents stated they had attended within the last ten years included: G8,
G20, various anti‐war/stop the war marches, various environmental/climate change/
animal rights campaigns, protests against student tuition fees, anti‐BNP demonstrations
and various protests around cycling (e.g. Reclaim the Streets, Critical Mass).
Protests attended more than ten years ago including: various anti war and environ‐
mental protests, miners/pit closures, Free Nelson Mandela, Greenham Common, disabil‐
ity marches, National Union of Students demonstrations, protests against anti‐apartheid,
poll tax demonstrations.
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Some respondents indicated that they were suspicious or uncomfortable giving details
of protests/demonstrations they had attended.
More than half (35) of respondents who had demonstrated within the last ten years had
very or mainly unfavourable opinions of the police in general. A further 17 were neither
favourable nor unfavourable while ten were very or mainly favourable. Trends were
similar for those who had also taken part in protests/demonstrations more than ten
years ago.
Half (7) of respondents who had not protested in the last ten years had very or mainly
favourable opinions of the police in general with a further four stating they were neither
favourable nor unfavourable and three mainly unfavourable. No respondents who had
not protested in the last ten years reported very unfavourable views of the police.
Views on how the G20 protests were policed
Do you think the G20 protests were policed:
Response
Count
Very badly
57
Badly
14
Very well
3
Neither well nor badly
2
Don’t know
1
No response
1
The vast majority (71) of respondents felt that the G20 protests had been policed badly
or very badly. All respondents who had protested either within or more than ten years
ago (or both) felt that the G20 protests were policed badly or very badly.
Those respondents who felt that the G20 protests were policed badly or very badly gave
the following reasons:
•
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Personal experience of being or seeing other people subject to unnecessary force
by the police and perceived inappropriate police tactics, particularly ‘kettling’. One
respondent felt that kettling was used by the police as an “…extra judicial punish‐
ment on mostly peaceful protesters” while another felt it was “…totally counter‐
productive, it encouraged confrontation and violence”. Some respondents felt that
the police approach and tactics at the G20 protests turned an otherwise peaceful
situation violent stating, “I sincerely believe there would have been LESS disorder
and (even) less criminal offences if the police had been completely absent”.
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A number of respondents gave similar reasons for feeling the protests were policed
badly, but did not explicitly relate this to personal experience. Some stated that
their views were based on information from friends who were present at the G20
protests or media coverage.
The death of Ian Tomlinson.
Feelings that the police misinformed or lied to the media about events at the G20
protests, officers trying to ‘cover up’, not accepting they were wrong and not being
held accountable for their actions. One respondent felt “The police try to cover it
up so the entire police force ends up looking corrupt and out of control when the
truth comes out so hatred for the police increases”.
The police hiding their identification (e.g. shoulder numbers) and filming protest‐
ers.
Feeling that policing tactics at the protest, particularly kettling, infringed civil liber‐
ties/human rights.
Policing of the G20 protests were poorly planned/organised. One respondent felt
there were “Errors from top to bottom within the Met” while another felt that the
whole approach to policing the protest “…seemed determined that there would be
significant violence and illegal forms of protest, despite many groups being well or‐
ganised and planned in advance, in cooperation with the Police”.
Lack of communication from the police to the public: “The police were unhelpful
and uninformative about what was going on and wouldn't even answer your ques‐
tions”.

Views on ‘kettling’
The vast majority of respondents had very negative views around the use of the police
crowd control method sometimes called 'kettling'. Respondents gave the following rea‐
sons:
•

•

•

Creates tensions between police and protesters, makes protesters feel frightened
and disempowered, escalates/increases chances of violence, is disproportionate
force. Some respondent’s stated:
‐ “It [kettling] is a quick way of creating a problem”
‐ “…it raises the temperature significantly, causing anger, anxiety and distress
where there would otherwise be none”
‐ “…protests would be a lot more peaceful if police neglected this method”
Violates protesters’ human rights/civil liberties, particularly through restricting ac‐
cess to basic needs such as water, toilets and medical care. Some respondents
questioned if the tactic of ‘kettling’ was legal.
‘Kettling’ is method of deterring people from attending protests/demonstrations.
Some felt that the tactic was used as ‘collective punishment’ or ‘mass arrest’ for
those who chose to protests. One respondents felt that ‘kettling’ was “…an at‐
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•
•
•
•

tempt to intimidate people from taking part in future protests, and not a way of
stopping any violence or threat”.
An ineffective or counterproductive method of crowd control.
There was insufficient information from the police at G20 protests.
‘Kettling’ should be made illegal.
‘Kettling’ is appropriate in some situations, but was not at the G20 protests. It
should only be used as a last resort.

A very small number of respondents (approximately five) had more positive comments
about kettling stated that it worked well and, if used to keep the streets safe and protect
innocent people, is fair.
Improving how protests/demonstrations are policed
Respondents were asked how they thought the police could improve the way they po‐
liced protests/demonstrations. Responses were generally framed around the following
issues:
•

•

•

•
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Police should not treat protesters/demonstrators like criminals. Protesters/
demonstrators should be treated politely and with respect and their right to pro‐
test/demonstrate should also be respected. One respondent felt there should be a
“Change of attitude to one that is welcoming, rather than critical of dissent”.
Police presence at protests/demonstrations should be kept to a minimum, unless
violence/trouble occurs.
One respondent felt that policing at protests/
demonstration should be kept “…minimal for as long as possible, and emphasise to
the police on the ground that their aim is to keep everything calm”. Another felt
that the police should only intervene “If someone is violent or destructive of prop‐
erty… if they are simply trying to make a point, demonstrate, or protest they should
be allowed to”. Some respondents even felt that police officers should not be pre‐
sent at protests/demonstrations at all.
Confrontational/inflammatory policing techniques (including ‘kettling’) should not
be used and there should be a less intimidating presence e.g. officers should not
unnecessarily be in protective/riot clothing. One respondent felt that “low‐key po‐
licing is the appropriate response” while another felt that the police should “…start
with an expectation of peace rather than an expectation of mayhem”.
More dialogue/communication between the police and protesters. One protester
felt the police could “…act more as guides, assisting protesters and working with
them to ensure the event runs smoothly as opposed to creating great friction”. Re‐
spondents often felt that there would be less tensions between police and protest‐
ers/demonstrators if the police gave reasons for their actions. One respondent felt
that “…giving reasons, even if people don't entirely agree with them, at least gives
them the perception that you're trying to be reasonable”.
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Stop police filming or photographing protesters. One respondent felt “There is no
justification for surveillance of the innocent”. A smaller number of respondents felt
that legislation should be amended to allow protesters/demonstrators to film or
photograph the police at protests/demonstrations.
Ensure there is transparency around the policing of protests/demonstrations and
that officers are held to account for their behaviour.
More training for police officers around policing protests/demonstrations in a non‐
violent/provocative manner.
Ensure all officers show their identity/shoulder numbers.
Police should not abuse terrorism or other ‘catch all’ powers (e.g. section 60 stop
and search powers) at protests/demonstrations.
Police should use more techniques that encourage dispersal rather than contain‐
ment of protesters.

A couple of respondents had more positive comments about policing at protests/
demonstrations stating that the police do a good job in difficult circumstances. Another
respondent felt that protesters/demonstrators should improve their behaviour, not just
police.
Any other comments
Just over a quarter (22) of respondents gave further comments. These largely fell within
the following categories:
•
Respondents reiterated their concerns about heavy handed, violent, inappropriate
or disproportionate policing tactics at protests/demonstrations.
•
Concern about police lying to media, portraying a negative image of protesters/
demonstrators and ‘covering up’ about the death of Ian Tomlinson. Some respon‐
dents felt there was no transparency or accountability. One respondent questioned
why the MPA hadn’t conducted a full investigation after the G20 protests.
•
A number of respondents restated their concerns that protesters/demonstrators
were seen as criminals.
•
Protesting peacefully is a right and should be respected by the police.
•
There should be more training for police officers around policing protests/
demonstrations. It was felt that police officers should work with protesters/
demonstrators so they can understand each other points of view.
•
One respondent queried how many police officers were injured in the G20 protests
and whether this would be investigated also.
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Demographics of respondents
Gender
Gender
Male
Female
Prefer not to say
No response

Count
33
31
13
1

No respondents identified at transgender. 7 respondents stated that they preferred not to
say.
Age
Age band
25‐34 years
35‐44 years
45‐54 years
16‐24 years
55‐64 years
65 years and over
Prefer not to say
No response

Count
14
14
14
13
8
3
10
2

Ethnicity
Ethnicity
British
Any other white background
Any other mixed background
Irish
African
Caribbean
Indian
Pakistani
Prefer not to say
No response
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Count
47
8
2
2
1
1
1
1
13
2
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Religion or belief
Religion or belief
No religion
Christian
Buddhist
Jewish
Muslim
Prefer not to say
No response

Count
40
15
2
1
1
15
4

Sexual orientation
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual
Gay/lesbian
Bisexual
Prefer not to say
No response

Count
45
4
4
23
2

Disability
Do you consider yourself to be a deaf or
disabled person?
No
Yes
Prefer not to say
No response

Count

Disability type
Physical impairment
Mobility impairment
Sensory impairment
Neurological condition
Learning disability/difficulty
Other
Prefer not to say

Count
2
1
2
2
1
2
7

56
7
12
3
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How respondents found out about the consultation
Method
Facebook
Surfing the web
Word of mouth
Defend Peaceful Protest Facebook
group
MPA website/email
Media
Email
The Guardian
MPA Civil Liberties Panel meeting
Climate Camp Facebook group

Count
12
8
8
7

Invited by the MPA to take part
Forum about death of Ian Tomlinson
Institute of Race Relations e-newsletter
Activist message board
Disability rights group
No response

1
1
1
1
1
20

6
4
3
2
2
1

Annex one: Your views on the policing of protests/demonstrations survey

Your views on the policing of protests/demonstrations
The policing of the London G20 summit in April 2009 led to extensive media and public
scrutiny. It is important that the public have their say in shaping how protests/
demonstrations are policed in the future. This questionnaire will inform the Metropolitan
Police Authority’s Civil Liberties Panel review of public order policing.
Please complete and return your questionnaire (in the freepost envelope provided) by
Monday 30 November 2009 so your views can help to inform the final review. This will be
published on the MPA website once completed.
If you have any queries about this questionnaire please call the MPA on 020 7202 0170
Thank you for taking part.
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Your views on the policing of protests/demonstrations
1. What is your opinion of the police in general?
o Very favourable
o Favourable
o Neither favourable nor unfavourable
o Mainly unfavourable
o Very unfavourable
o Don’t know
2. Why do you think this?

3. Have you taken part in a protest /demonstration within the last 10 years?
o Yes – more than once (please go to question 3a)
o Yes – once (please go to question 3a)
o No (please go to question 4)
3a. What protests/demonstrations have you taken part in within the last 10 years?

4. Have you taken part in a protest/demonstration more than 10 years ago?
o Yes – more than once (please go to question 4a)
o Yes – once (please go to question 4a)
o No (please go to question 5)
4a. What protests/demonstrations have you taken part in more than 10 years ago?

5. Do you think the G20 protests were policed:
o Very well
o Well
o Neither well nor badly
o Badly
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o Very badly
o Don’t know
6. Why do you think this?

7. What do you think about the police crowd control method, sometimes called ‘kettling’?
'Kettling' is a term (often used by the media and protesters/demonstrators) to de‐
scribe the police tactic of containment. This can include a range of tactics such as
creating walls or barricades of police to prevent protesters getting into an area,
separating protesters or keeping them contained in one small area.

8. How could the police improve the way they police protests/demonstrations?

Any other comments
Do you have any other comments you would like to mention?

About you

This section asks for information about you. This will help us to understand the views of a
range of people. Any information you give will be confidential. We will not share this in‐
formation with anybody else.
Completion of this section is optional.
o Female
o Prefer not to say
Gender o Male
If you identify as transgender are you:
o Transgender ‐ Male to Female
o Transgender ‐ Female to Male
o Prefer not to say
66

Appendix E
Age
o Under 10 years o 10‐15 o 16‐24
o 35‐44
o 45‐54 o 55‐64
o Prefer not to say

o 25‐34
o 65+

Ethnicity
Asian or Asian British
o Indian
o Pakistani o Bangladeshi
o Any other Asian background
Black or Black British
o Caribbean o African
o Any other African background
Chinese or other ethnic group
o Chinese o Any other ethnic group
Mixed
o White and Black Caribbean
o White and Black African
o White and Asian
o Any other mixed background
White
o British

o Irish

o Any other white background

o Prefer not to say
Religion or belief
o Christian o Buddhist o Hindu
o Jewish o Muslim o Sikh
o Any other religion (please state__________)
o No religion
o Prefer not to say
Sexual orientation
o Heterosexual
o Bi‐sexual

o Gay/lesbian
o Prefer not to say
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Disability
Do you consider yourself to be a Deaf or disabled person?
o Yes
o No
o Prefer not to say
If yes, what is the nature of your disability?
o Physical Impairment
o Mobility Impairment
o Sensory Impairment (e.g. Speech, Hearing, Visual)
o Neurological Condition
o Learning Disability/difficulty
o Other
o Prefer not to say
Where did you find out about this consultation?

Please return your completed questionnaire in the freepost envelope provided by Monday
30 November 2009.
Many thanks for providing your views. These will be used to inform the Metropolitan Po‐
lice Authority’s Civil Liberties Panel review of public order policing.
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Leaflet explaining the press card
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Quantitative data ‐ finance, complaints, and use of police powers
The following quantitative data was obtained by the MPA from the MPS and the IPCC.
This data relates to three key areas:
•
•
•

Finance: The policing costs of G20 with respect to other high profile events in the
capital.
Complaints: Numbers of G20 complaints and investigations by the IPCC and the
MPS.
Use of police powers: Arrest and Stop and Search data for G20.

Finance
Estimated costs of policing key public order events 2008/09 ‐ Source: MPS and MPA finance
reports (Note: the cost of G20 includes the security operation ‐ £3.6 m was recovered from
the Home Office for G20 Security).
G20 complaints1
Event

Estimated cost (£)

The Olympic Torch Relay (5– 6 April 2008)

0.7m

Visit by George Bush (15 June 2008)

1.4m

Notting Hill Carnival (24– 25 August 2008)

6.5m

Protest associated with the Gaza conflict (29 December 2008—01
January 2009)

3m

New Years Eve celebrations (31 December 2008—01 January 2009)

1.3m

G20 2009 (24 March –03 April 2009)

6.7m

Blackheath Climate Camp (26 —31 August 2009)

2.3m

Notting Hill Carnival (30– 31 August 2009)

6.4m

New Years Eve celebrations (31 December 2009—01 January 2010)

1.3m

IPCC received 296 complaints about the policing of the G20 demonstrations. However,
although 296 complaints were originally received by the IPCC, many of these generated
multiple allegations against different officers from a number of forces.
1

Source: IPCC and MPS DPS ‐ Key data (updated 05/10/10)
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As such, the ultimate number of cases dealt with by the MPS and other forces will therefore
be at variance with the original number of complaints received.
•

212 complaints were forwarded from the IPCC to the MPS (MPS agreed to
coordinate complaints handling as several forces were involved). 84 were not
forwarded to the MPS as they were either not eligible under the Police Reform Act
2002 or the complainant did not give their consent for the MPS to investigate
further.

•

Over and above legal requirements (to address confidence issues surrounding
G20), the IPCC and MPS agreed that any allegations of excessive force, where the
injured party could be identified, would be referred back to the IPCC from the MPS
(83 such cases were referred back to the IPCC).

Of these 83 cases:
•
6 cases were independently investigated by the IPCC and are detailed below.
•

15 cases were referred to the appropriate force to deal with independently (BTP,
City of London and Sussex Police).

•

62 cases were investigated by police under the supervision of the IPCC. Of these 47
investigated by the MPS under the supervision of the IPCC and a further 15 cases
were investigated by other forces under the supervision of the IPCC. Of these 62
cases, 33 have been either: discontinued, dispensed, re‐determined or withdrawn.
28 have been concluded, resulting in 6 appeals received by the IPCC, four of which
have been upheld and one pending. One MPS case is outstanding (see below).

IPCC supervised appeals
The IPCC received 6 appeals against investigations which had been supervised by the
IPCC, one of which is still awaiting further information. Each of the 5 concluded appeals
was reviewed by Commissioner Deborah Glass, and of these 4 were upheld.
In each of the 4 upheld appeals, complainants had alleged excessive force by an officer
or officers. Three of the cases had been referred to the CPS, who in each case had
concluded that there was insufficient evidence for a prosecution. The fourth case had
not been referred on the basis that no officer had been identified.
No officers were alleged to have concealed their identities in any of these cases.
However, as a result of the scale of the event it was impossible to determine with
sufficient certainty which officer or officers were responsible for each alleged act.
Photographs and video footage were available on most cases but although these helped
identify a serial of officers, they did not provide sufficiently conclusive evidence of
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individual misconduct. Thus although in four cases officers were sufficiently identified
to be interviewed under caution, the evidence was not enough for a realistic prospect
of a misconduct outcome.
The IPCC upheld the four appeals in spite of the inability to conclusively identify the
officers at fault because excessive or inappropriate force had been used against the
individuals which had resulted in some injury. This follows the statutory guidance which
came into effect on the 1 April 2010 and allows for complaints to be upheld despite not
finding any individual culpability, where the complainant has a legitimate grievance.
The IPCC recommended that the MPS apologise to these complainants and take
responsibility for the injuries resulting from police action.
Two of the upheld complaints came from people who had also tried to leave a cordoned
area and been refused.
IPCC Independent Investigations
1. Independent investigation into the death of Ian Tomlinson ‐ The CPS announced its
decision not to bring any criminal prosecutions in this case on 22 July 2010. The
IPCC currently await the specific details of the allegations to be put to the officer
from the Metropolitan police. Once these have been agreed the Metropolitan
police will take representations regarding the timing of the misconduct
hearing. The timing of the hearing is a matter for the MPS Directorate of
Professional Standards. The Deputy Chair at the IPCC may consider whether
holding a hearing in public might be appropriate. Preparations for an inquest will
begin.
2.

Investigation following complaint from Mr Tomlinson’s family about the way in
which MPS and CoL handled media in the days after the death of Ian Tomlinson.
The IPCC report is yet to be finalised and it is likely it will not be published until
the inquest into the death of Ian Tomlinson has concluded.

3.

Independent investigation into the case of Nicola Fisher – Police Sergeant Delroy
Smellie stood trial for common assault and was found not guilty on 31 March
2010. The IPCC then completed its misconduct report, which concluded that in
the circumstances of Sgt Smellie's acquittal there was no further case to answer,
and submitted it to the MPS for their consideration. On 7 June 2010 the MPS
wrote to the IPCC proposing no further action and the IPCC agreed with them.

4.

Independent investigation into complaint by a 23‐year‐old woman that she was
assaulted on 1 April – this investigation is complete, a file was submitted to the
CPS in August 2009 and they decided that there was insufficient evidence to
charge.
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5.

Independent investigation into the case of a woman who alleged she was
assaulted while trying to leave the Climate Camp on Bishopsgate on 1 April. That
investigation was completed in August 2009 and the IPCC made several
recommendations as a result of that. The complainant did not want to see an
individual officer punished but wanted to ensure that police tactics were
amended in the light of her experience. The IPCC called on the MPS to respond
to several recommendations that were made in the HMIC report and re‐iterated a
recommendation made following the Countryside Alliance protest that
consideration be given to the use by police of portable matrix information boards
with large‐scale displays to assist communication.

6.

Independent investigation into an allegation of excessive force by an officer
against a 23‐year‐old man from London began in April 2009 but was re‐ determined
after the complainant withdrew his complaint.

MPS Investigations
•
Of the complaints which were progressed by the MPS, 2 cases have been
substantiated. Discreditable conduct was proven against one officer following a
process of local resolution, and another officer was found, at a misconduct
hearing, to have breached the use of force standard. Both officers have received
written warnings.
•

Two further cases are currently being investigated by the MPS. One allegation is in
relation to the use of excessive force, which is being supervised by the IPCC. The
other remaining allegation was made by the National Union of Journalists
regarding the use of containment. The latter case is awaiting local resolution.

•

195 cases have either been unsubstantiated, withdrawn by the complainant,
dispensed with, or discontinued (both dispensation and discontinuation of
complaints require agreement from the IPCC and were cases where the
investigation had no further contact from the complainant after the initial
complaint was made). 83 cases related to direction and control issues and were
not progressed as a complaint under the Police Reform Act 2002.

Use of police powers2
•

2

214 arrests, 45 charges, 13 cautions, 132 NFAs (including 100 de‐arrests).

Source: MPS CO11
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•

Approximately 565 searches were attributed to G20. These comprised 17% of overall
met‐wide searches over the same period (3,280).

•

G20 searches were conducted under the following legislation:
Section 60 CJPOA – 402
Section 23 Misuse of Drugs Act – 45
Section 43 and 44 of the Terrorism Act 2000 – 73
Section 47 Firearms Act ‐ 1
Section 1 of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE) – 41

•

Other searches – 3
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Metropolitan Police Service response to recommendations
This table details the MPS response to this report, you will note that most of our recom‐
mendations have been accepted and are in the process of being implemented, whilst a few
have not been accepted.
Training and Organisational learning
The Panel endorses the HMIC recom‐ The MPS accepted this as one of the HMIC recom‐
mendation to review public order
mendations in the Report ‘Adapting to Protest’ and
training and believes that this should: this has already been implemented in terms of both
the training and the briefings given to officers.
Recommendation 1
• start with an understanding of the
rights of protestors and the responsi‐
bilities of the police in order to
achieve the shift in attitude referred
to in “Adapting to Change”. (pg20)
The Panel endorses the HMIC recom‐ The MPS accepted this as one of the HMIC recom‐
mendation to review public order
mendations in the Report ‘Adapting to Protest’ and
training and believes that this should: this has already been implemented in terms of both
the training and the briefings given to officers.
Recommendation 2
• equip officers with the skills to fa‐
cilitate peaceful protest;to de‐
escalate potentially violent situa‐
tions; to communicate effectively in
challenging situations; and to contain
and handle violence should it prove
impossible to de‐escalate. (pg20)
The Panel endorses the HMIC recom‐ This is a two part recommendation, both of which
mendation to review public order
are already done as a part of business as usual. The
training and believes that this should: MPS has set its level of public order trained officers
so that it can meet all of its commitments, both in
Recommendation 3
• include an analysis of training need London and nationally and it already keeps these
numbers under review. In terms of monitoring of
and monitoring of attendance/
attendance, the Public Order Branch maintains re‐
delivery in order to ensure here is
sufficient trained capacity to meet its cords of those who have been trained and those
public order commitments. (pg20)
who undertake their yearly retraining.
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The Panel endorses the HMIC recom‐ This is a two part recommendation, both of which
mendation to review public order
are already done as a part of business as usual. The
training and believes that this should: MPS ensures that all public order supervisors are
appropriately trained and following G20, made the
Recommendation 4
• ensure that any supervisors deliver‐ decision to make the PSU Commanders course man‐
datory for new supervisors to further improve levels
ing public order policing have been
appropriately trained, and put in
of training. The number of Inspectors who volunteer
place actions to mitigate any actual
for this work has always varied and we are con‐
or potential shortage of inspectors
stantly monitoring the numbers to see what actions
trained as certified public order com‐ can be taken to encourage and retain Level 2 Inspec‐
manders. (pg20)
tors.

Supervision
The MPS must:
Recommendation 1
• better define “intrusive supervi‐
sion” in a public order context and
communicate this definition across
the MPS to ensure consistency. (pg
22)
The MPS must:
Recommendation 2
• ensure all officers understand it is
their responsibility to challenge any
inappropriate behaviour by their col‐
leagues. This could be reinforced at
the pre‐event briefing. (pg22)
The MPS must:
Recommendation 3
• ensure that disciplinary action is
taken against officers (and their su‐
pervisors) where numerals are not
properly displayed without reason‐
able excuse in order to improve pub‐
lic confidence. (pg 22)
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The MPS has issued guidance on what is expected
from supervisors by way of intrusive supervision.
This guidance is equally applicable to public order as
it is for all other police duties and its importance is
reinforced through briefing mechanisms. A copy is
attached in Appendix B.

This is already business as usual for the MPS as a
whole and has been reinforced through the profes‐
sionalism strand of the Commissioner’s 5P approach
which is now the basis of all briefings to officers.

This is embedded within the twelfth HMIC recom‐
mendation which the MPS has already accepted and
implemented. The MPS expects all officers to wear
correct identification at all times and accepts that
appropriate disciplinary action should be taken
against officers who deliberately fail to wear identi‐
fication. However, it is important for the Panel to be
aware of the range of outcomes that can occur as a
result of disciplinary action and the requirement in
regulations that each case has to be considered on
its merits.
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Communication and engagement
The MPS must:

Following G20, the MPS identified that it needed to
make it easier for protestors to contact the police
about demonstrations and the MPS website has
Recommendation 1
been updated with these details. This will be sub‐
• make it easier for protestors to ac‐
ject to regular reviews. As such, this recommenda‐
cess the police, by developing and dis‐ tion is accepted.

seminating clear guidelines on who to
contact and how. (pg 24)

This recommendation is an integral part of the
third HMIC recommendation (to develop a strategy
to improve communication with the media) which
Recommendation 2
• be more transparent in the commu‐ the MPS has accepted and already implemented.
The MPS now constantly reinforces our role in fa‐
nication of the policing strategies, in
order to give the media and the public cilitating peaceful protest while taking proportion‐
ate action against those who choose to break the
confidence that facilitating peaceful
protest is a reality. (pg 24)
law. The MPS will provide timely and accurate in‐
formation using the correct tone and language to
the media. However, how the media then chose to
report that information is an editorial or individual
reporters’ decision.

The MPS must:

The MPS must:
Recommendation 3
• be explicit about the principle of fa‐
cilitating peaceful protest during brief‐
ing and debriefing for public order de‐
ployments. (pg 25)

This recommendation has already been imple‐
mented following the MPS acceptance of the first
HMIC recommendation.

The MPS has accepted and implemented the third
HMIC recommendation which was to develop a
strategy to improve communication with the me‐
Recommendation 4
dia.
However, the MPS has concerns about the
• revitalise the approach to engaging
wording of this recommendation. The MPS will pro‐
with the media in advance of large
public order events in such a way as to vide timely and accurate information using the cor‐
facilitate transparent and fair report‐ rect tone and language to the media. However,
ing. Media interaction should also aim how the media then chose to report that informa‐
to create an atmosphere and expecta‐ tion is an editorial or individual reporters’ decision.
tion that is conducive to peaceful pro‐ We will always endeavour to provide the media,
test. (pg 25)
and in turn the public, with as much information as
is operationally possible to either assist them in
doing their jobs, inform participants of policing
plans or help the public understand the impact on
their daily lives.

The MPS must:
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The MPS must:
Recommendation 5
• agree joint media strategies where
operations are jointly delivered with
other police forces, with a single offi‐
cer taking responsibility for the over‐
all communication strategy. This
should avoid the perceived bunker
mentality when there is difficult news
to report. (pg 25)

The MPS must:
Recommendation 6
review its approach to news manage‐
ment to facilitate transparent and fair
reporting by the media and “citizen
journalists”. (pg 29)

The MPS must:
Recommendation 7
• If containment is used, officers
should be required to record when
they prevent journalists from crossing
containment cordons and the reasons
for doing so. (pg 29)
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This is already done as a part of business as usual.
Under existing Operation Benbow protocols, there
is a section relating to spontaneous disorder and
pre planned public order events. This clearly states
that the Gold responsible for the policing operation
has overall responsibility for the communication
strategy. This agreement has been signed up to by
the City of London and BTP.
There are also protocols and procedures that all
forces have signed up to and must abide by, such
as those with the IPCC following a death after po‐
lice contact or once an investigation has been
launched by the Commission. This provides a clear
framework about what aspects forces can com‐
ment upon. It is this framework that restricts what
the police can say and will be looked at when the
HIMC fourth recommendation is progressed follow‐
ing the conclusion of the investigation into the
death of Ian Tomlinson.
The MPS believes that this is almost identical to
recommendation 4 above and the same comments
apply. The MPS is unsure how such a recommenda‐
tion applies to ‘citizen journalists’, which in our
view is a term used to describe anyone who uses
the internet to post stories or pictures. These peo‐
ple do not seek to work with us but we are fully
aware of their presence at all events. On a wider
level, there are also similarities with the fourth
HMIC recommendation although this cannot be
progressed until the conclusion of the investigation
into the death of Ian Tomlinson.
This recommendation is not accepted because it is
not realistically practicable. The times when re‐
strictions might need to be put in place are the oc‐
casions when the situation is the most volatile and
as such officers would not be in a position to record
the details of those they refused entry. This recom‐
mendation would create an expectation within the
media which could not be delivered.
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Command and control
In order to improve Command and
Control, the MPS must ensure that:

This is already in place within the MPS. Airwave
handsets are always provided to all officers who
need them for public order events, including G20.

• sufficient numbers of Airwave hand‐
sets and fully charged spare batteries Batteries have sufficient capability for the extended
should be available in pre‐planned
public order events that involve large shifts worked on the vast majority of our public or‐
der events. G20 was an exceptional event. Sufficient
numbers of officers. (pg 27)

additional batteries were provided for exchange
and it is possible some officers were not aware of
this. The availability and location of spare batteries
will be more explicitly covered at briefings where
necessary.

In order to improve Command and
Control, the MPS must ensure that:
Recommendation 2
• a detailed analysis is carried out to
ensure that sufficient Airwave capac‐
ity and capability are available. Mo‐
bile phones should never have to be
used as the primary method of com‐
munication. (pg 27)
In order to improve Command and
Control, the MPS must ensure that:
Recommendation 3
• it reviews the new technological so‐
lutions available to aid better commu‐
nication and decision making in dy‐
namic public order situations. (pg 27)

This is a two part recommendation. The first part is
already done as a part of business as usual for each
event that the MPS deals with.
The MPS does not accept the second part of the rec‐
ommendation. Mobile phones do have an impor‐
tant role to play in the management of events and
may on occasion be the primary method of commu‐
nication.
The issue of ‘other technological solutions’ being
used instead of Airwave has been discussed at great
length, especially regarding the Olympics, and dis‐
missed. Airwave is the national radio system and is
the appropriate system to use. The existing MPS‐
Airwave contract expires in 2018 subject to possible
extension. The MPS is working with the NPIA, Cabi‐
net office and other partners in a national strategic
initiative encompassing the blue light and poten‐
tially other public sector services, to provide secure
operational communications including but not lim‐
ited to a replacement for the Airwave radio service
from around that date. Given that this work is al‐
ready on‐going as a part of business as usual, the
MPS accepts this recommendation.
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Tactics and equipment
The MPS must:
Recommendation 1
• Officer briefings at the start of op‐
erations should emphasise that any
use of force should always be the
minimum necessary to resolve a
situation. This should also be re‐
flected in the decision on appropriate
protective clothing and equipment.
(pg 33)
The MPS must:
Recommendation 2
• The MPS needs to ensure that offi‐
cers are effectively equipped to im‐
plement containment effectively, in
particular, they are empowered to
use their discretion to allow protes‐
tors out of containment areas in par‐
ticular circumstances (as per HMIC
recommendations 5‐9). (pg 33)
The MPS must:
Recommendation 3
CO11 should monitor and evaluate
use of counter‐terrorist and stop and
search legislation at major public or‐
der events, in order to seek reassur‐
ance that powers are not being mis‐
used during such operations. (pg 34)
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The MPS already does this as a part of the profes‐
sionalism part of event briefings and Command
Teams always consider carefully the appropriate
clothing for officers to wear. However, it is impor‐
tant to point out that the MPS follows the legal defi‐
nition that is set out in common law and S3 of the
Criminal Law Act 1977 which states that officers
may use such force as is reasonable in the circum‐
stances. Given that this is business as usual and sub‐
ject to the caveat above, this recommendation is
accepted.
The MPS has fully accepted the HMIC recommenda‐
tions that cover this recommendation. As outlined
above, public order training has been changed to
cover the issue of containment and a new role of
Bronze Containment has been created. However, it
is important to point out that containment, while a
valid tactical option, is only rarely used in relation to
protest.

The MPS does not accept this recommendation be‐
cause it will create an additional layer of bureauc‐
racy without achieving the stated aim. During brief‐
ings for public order events, officers are reminded of
the need to use their powers appropriately and this
is a further area where intrusive supervision has a
part to play. The use of S44 across London has been
significantly reduced in the last year, with its use
already being centrally monitored. Except in excep‐
tional circumstances, officers record the details of
searches which are then entered onto the corporate
stops database. Given that each protest is different,
it is difficult to see the value that would be added by
CO11 monitoring the numbers of searches. It should
also be noted that CO1 does not manage every pro‐
test event, with many being managed by the BOCU
on which the protest takes place.
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The MPS should, in respect of Forward This is already business as usual for the MPS. Hav‐
Intelligence Teams (FITs):
ing spoken to the Chair of the Civil Liberties Panel,
a detailed presentation to the Panel on Forward

Recommendation 4
Intelligence Teams and Evidence Gatherers may be
• consider the proportional use of
FITs, define their role and purpose and of value to raise awareness of their roles in public
ensure they are adequately briefed, in order.
line with HMIC recommendations. (pg
35)

The MPS should, in respect of Forward FITs and Evidence Gatherers are not deployed at
Intelligence Teams (FITs):
every protest event. Their role is clearly defined in
Recommendation 5
• justify and modify the purpose, role
and proportionality of FIT deployment
through engagement both in pre‐
event and post‐event briefings and via
ongoing engagement with key stake‐
holders. (pg35)

the MPS and they are only used when the intelli‐
gence justifies it. The MPS does not accept that
their role and purpose needs to change but hopes
that the presentation outlined above will help raise
awareness of how they operate.
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MPS Guidance for Intrusive Supervision
Accessibility

•
•

Communication

•
•
•

Task

•
•

Intrusive

•
•
•

Visible

•

Setting and check standards of appearance
Attending incidents allows supervision, and ensures standards are maintained, in‐
creasing public confidence

Accountability

•

Trust

•

Empowerment

•
•
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Be visible , make yourself accessible
Lead by example and challenge performance
Meet regularly – individually and as a group

Communication is key to leadership
Tell your staff what you expect and what you expect them to achieve
Maintain contact to supervise & support
Communication is two‐way ‐ accept feedback

Effective, intelligence‐led tasking allows improved supervision of their work
Supervise tasks e.g. performance against the Pledge/Promises
Challenge the ‘too busy’ culture

Be intrusive in your supervision
Support and take responsibility
It is as important to witness staff performing well as it is performing poorly
Recognise good work, challenge poor performance

You are accountable to your managers in supervising your staff
Set and expect high standards, your staff are accountable to you

Find the balance between supervision and providing them freedom to deal with
tasks
• Know their individual skills and capabilities
• Trust is a vital element in any successful relationship
Remember, trust is hard to win but easy to lose

Your SMT have empowered you to supervise and will support you
Enable your staff to deliver any task asked for them
Active supervision allows them to deliver consistently and to a high standard with‐
out fear

How to contact us

We welcome feedback and if you have any comments to make about this report please
write to:
The Chief Executive
Metropolitan Police Authority
10 Dean Farrar Street
London
SW1H 0NY
You can also email us at: enquiries@mpa.gov.uk
Tel: 020 7202 0202
Minicom: 020 7202 0173
Fax: 020 7202 0200
Other formats and languages
This document can be made available in Braille, large print, and electronic (PDF).
Additionally this document can be made available in the following languages:
Arabic
Bengali
Chinese
French
Greek
Gujarati
Hindi
Punjabi
Spanish
Urdu
Vietnamese
Turkish
For a copy, please contact the MPA at the address above.
The Metropolitan Police Authority:
•
achieving real benefits for London
•
making the police accountable to Londoners
•
working in partnership to make London the safest major city in the world
Visit the MPA website to find out more: www.mpa.gov.uk
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