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Executive Summary

The London Policing Ethics Panel conducted a follow-up review of the Metropolitan
Police Service's use of Live Facial Recognition (LFR) technology during 2024-2025. This
review follows the Panel's initial report published in May 2019 to take into account
developments in the technology, changes in legal context, MPS deployment experience,
and potential expanded applications.

LFR technology compares faces in live camera feeds against bespoke deployment
watchlists. Matches generate alerts to officers who decide whether to engage identified
persons. Testing by the National Physical Laboratory found an 89% true positive
identification rate with a 0.017% false positive rate. Testing showed no statistically
significant gender or ethnicity bias, though accuracy was lower for individuals under the
age of 20.

The watchlist is destroyed following the deployment. The only data retained are those of
persons on the watchlist who were apprehended during the deployment and whose
data are required for criminal justice purposes (e.g., prosecution). An ordinary CCTV
recording is kept for 31 days.

Watchlist size has increased from approximately 1,200 to an average of 15,000 persons.
The scope of watchlists has expanded beyond those "wanted by the courts" to include
persons suspected of committing offences, individuals subject to court orders or
restrictions (including registered sex offenders), and missing persons.

The 2020 Bridges judgment established that LFR is capable of being used in a manner
consistent with European Convention on Human Rights but only if it is deployed "in
accordance with law." To support lawful use, the College of Policing has published
Authorised Professional Practice guidelines, and the MPS has developed internal
authorization procedures consistent with them.

MOPAC provides some oversight through representation on the MPS Facial Recognition
Technology board.

The Panel's assessment of MPS action against the Panel’s 2019 ethical conditions
found varying levels of compliance: demonstration of significant public benefit awaits
publication of robust data, although internal data suggest some specific benefits;
freedom from bias was satisfied through technical testing; the requirement for operator
knowledge and accountability are largely satisfied; and requirements for robust
governance and oversight were partially satisfied with processes in place but
effectiveness dependent on implementation.

The Panel evaluated MPS's Live Facial Recognition policy using a framework based on
five moral principles (autonomy, harm minimization, beneficence, justice, and
protection of the vulnerable) that generate four ethical norms for policing activities.



i) State and civil society.
The core norm is to maximise freedom from harm within freedom to flourish.

Positive alignments with this norm include policy compliance with legal requirements
and professional guidance, deployments requiring authorization based on necessity
and proportionality, operations being time-limited, geographically restricted, and clearly
signed, and technology testing confirming non-discrimination at recommended
settings. Survey data suggest that suggest that whilst there are overall high levels of
support for the use of LFR in catching those involved in serious matters such as
terrorism and violent crime, there is less support for its use in less serious crime.
Moreover, some groups, notably those from minority identities, are more sceptical of its
benefits.

Areas for further consideration include:

e the lack of constraints on expanding the category of "sought persons,"

e watchlists including most recordable offenses and potentially exceeding public
expectations and acceptability,

e deployment patterns potentially reflecting institutional biases,

e insufficient assessment of cumulative impact from repeat deployments,

e individual officer discretion may be biased when interpreting avoidance
behaviour.

ii) Relations with Persons of Interest

The core norm is to maintain respect for humanity, proportionality, and fairness in
dealings with individuals. Procedural justice is central to police legitimacy and public
trust.

Positive alignments with this norm include deployment briefings that emphasize
treating the public with respect and courtesy, LFR potentially supporting neutrality by
replacing subjective officer judgment with more objective visual identification, and the
Panel observing procedurally just behaviour during deployments.

Areas for consideration include:

e limited publicly available evidence demonstrating how proportionality and
effectiveness are gauged.

e published data focusing on quantity of stops rather than types of crimes
targeted,

e lack of public information on court referrals, deterrent effects, or cost-
effectiveness,

e potential disproportionate impact of repeat deployments on individuals (e.g.,
registered sex offenders),

e potential diminishment of procedural justice emphasis as deployments become
routine,

e and limited public understanding of LFR requiring clearer and more accessible
information.



iii) Relations with Victims

The core norm is to minimize vulnerability of victims and potential victims.

Positive alignments with this norm include LFR potentially benefiting past crime victims
through apprehending suspects, protecting potential victims by monitoring high-risk
offenders' compliance with conditions, locating missing persons considered at risk, and
specifically mentioned use cases including victim-focused deployments where
intelligence indicates risk to safety.

Areas for further consideration include:

e limited evidence for how LFR deployments specifically serve victims,

e public deployment data focusing on stops rather than crime types addressed,

e difficulty in assessing impact on vulnerable groups or repeat victims,

e unclear whether there is a strategy for directing deployments based on victim
needs or vulnerability measures,

e and uncertainty whether LFR is supporting reduction of specific crime categories
like violence against women and girls.

iv) Police and Partner Organizations

The core norm is to use positive powers of policing while respecting policing's limits,
recognizing when police intervention is essential versus when other agencies might be
better suited.

Positive alignments with this norm include LFR policy clearly defining policing
objectives for which the technology may be used and acknowledging police duty to
support Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements (MAPPA).

Areas for further consideration include:

e nature and severity of behaviour justifying LFR use for monitoring Registered Sex
Offenders (RSOs), and hence proportionality in this usage of LFR,

e policy not explicitly excluding any MAPPA categories (creating potential for
expansion), with current practice focusing on Category 1 (RSOs) but lacking
apparent constraints on wider future use,

e paucity of evidence on the total policing resource and social costs of LFR
implementation,

e possible "optimism bias" in assumptions about LFR's efficiency in releasing
police or probation service time or improving service.
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Part One — Introduction and Background

The London Policing Ethics Panel published its first full report on MPS’s use of Live
Facial Recognition in May 2019. We decided to review LFR again during 2024 - 2025 in
light of developments in the technology itself, changes in the surrounding legal context,
substantial MPS experience in deploying LFR, expressed intentions in MPS and
government to increase its use, and the prospect of potential expanded applications for
the technology.’

We acknowledge the expressed public concerns regarding use of this technology in
policing. These include intrusions on privacy, normalization of surveillance, potential
chilling effects on activities including protest and political engagement, and the
ultimate prospect of biometric identification ‘checkpoints’. These were discussed at
greater length in our first report.

We have taken the view that whilst LFR is undoubtedly a significant technology, what is
key is how it is used by MPS, the effectiveness of controls regarding its use, and how it is
understood by the public. Those concerns comprise the focus for this report.

We first summarise by way of background some key developments since our 2019
report. We then revisit the original conditions that we proposed to underpin ethical and
trustworthy use of LFR by MPS. After that we review MPS’s current practice against the
Panel’s framework for ethical evaluation of policing policy, which we developed in 2022
after our work on LFR had been completed. This framework is outlined below and is
available on our website.?

How we carried out this review

Important sources of publicly available information for this review have been the MPS
Overt LFR Policy Document, Version 4.0 (available on the MPS website® and to which we
refer throughout as the LFR Policy) and LFR Deployment Data (also provided on the MPS
website).* We reviewed the LFR1 form which is used to propose and authorise
deployments (the template for which is on the MPS website)®.

We also sampled a selection of completed LFR1 forms, which are not available to
public scrutiny for security reasons.

The Panel attended three LFR deployments, including the prior briefing for officers.

1 We also note the process of engagement announced by Dame Diana Johnson Minister of State for
Policing, Crime and Fire Prevention https://www.biometricupdate.com/202411/uk-policing-minister-
kicks-off-debate-on-live-facial-recognition
2http://www.policingethicspanel.london/uploads/4/4/0/7/44076193/ethical_foundations for policing po
licy development march 2022.pdf

3 https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/media/downloads/force-content/met/advice/lfr/policy-
documents/Ifr-policy-document2.pdf Accessed 5th February 2025

4 https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/media/downloads/force-content/met/advice/Ifr/deployment-
records/Ifr-deployment-grid-2023-t0-2024.pdf

5 https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/media/downloads/force-content/met/advice/Ifr/new/mps-Ifr-
1.pdf Accessed 5th February 2025
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We carried out a fresh public opinion survey based on the one we did in 2018. This was
done in order to ascertain whether public sentiments had changed in any way since the
wider deployment of LFR in London. The data are included in this report.

We reviewed the recent literature on ethics of LFR and have published that in Appendix
Three.

The MPS team provided us with a comprehensive briefing session and have responded
to all of the questions we have raised with them.

We are grateful to MPS for facilitating this review by providing documentation, hosting
our observation of deployments, and answering our queries.

Background
How LFR works

Live Facial Recognition (LFR) software compares faces appearing in a live camera video
feed with the digital images held in a bespoke, deployment-specific watchlist to find a
possible match. As with conventional CCTV, the LFR camera feed is recorded. The
supplement to conventional CCTV is that the LFR software generates a biometric
comparison against the watchlist for every person who walks past the camera. As soon
as the comparison shows that a person is not on the watchlist this biometric
calculation is discarded. The only biometric data that are retained in the deployment
are those associated with a person on the watchlist.

The live feed is viewed by one or two operatives during the deployment and unless there
is a match to a face on the watchlist, individual faces in the CCTV feed are blurred
almost as soon as they appear. When there is a match to a person on the watchlist, an
alert is generated and sent to officers on the ground. They must then decide whether
and how to engage the person identified. Officers should only engage if they hold an
honest belief that the person identified is likely to be the person sought. These officers
are professionally accountable for the actions they take in response to an alert.

There is an end-to-end explanation of LFR deployment in Appendix One, where we have
also compared LFR feeds with use of ordinary CCTV.

Who might be on a watch list?

At the time of our first report on LFR trials, MPS explained to us that it envisaged using
the technology to seek individuals who were ‘wanted by the courts’, for example where
there was a warrant for their arrest, or they had breached bail conditions. Over the past
five years this use appears to have been expanded to include, for instance, missing
persons or people subject to court orders such as a Sexual Harm Prevention Order,
Knife Crime Prevention Order or Stalking Protection Order, and to certain categories of
people under MAPPA® monitoring.

6 Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements



MPS’s current policy contains a wide list of ‘sought persons’ that goes beyond those
who might be simply understood by the public to be ‘wanted by the courts. It also
includes:

= those about whom there are “reasonable grounds to suspect that the individual
is about to commit, is committing or has committed a recordable offence™’

=  “persons suspected by the MPS of having committed a serious crime or where
there are reasonable grounds to suspect that the individual is about to commit
orisinthe process of committing a serious crime”.

= “offenders who are subject to court orders or other restrictions under Multi-
Agency Public Protection Arrangements pursuant to Section 325 to 327B of the
Criminal Justice Act 2003”. This currently applies to Registered Sex Offenders,
who may have conditions imposed during sentencing limiting travel or restricting
possession of digital equipment.

We consider controls on the expansion of the watchlist further in this review.

Watchlist size

As technological capacities have increased, it has become possible to compile larger
watchlists without jeopardising the system’s technical performance. According to its
own published data early MPS watchlists were in the order of approximately 1,200
persons of interest. More recent watchlists average 15,000 persons.

This expansion in the size of the watchlist raises the question whether LFR deployments
may be becoming less intelligence-led and less-targeted than earlier deployments. (See
comments below) It may also suggest a subtle shift in judgments around privacy,
necessity and proportionality as use of LFR has become more routine. Each
deployment however still requires individual authorisation.

The potential for discrimination - testing LFR equitability

Early facial recognition systems were believed to be potentially discriminatory, though
not accurately differentiating faces in different demographic groups. This could have
made some groups liable to injustice because ‘false positives’ (also known as ‘false
alerts’) could generate unjustified police stops.

The National Physical Laboratory (NPL) conducted thorough equitability testing on the
Neoface LFR system used by MPS and issued its report in 2023. Averaged across
deployments it found a True Positive Identification Rate of 89% and a False Positive
Identification Rate of 0.017 % (1 in 6000) when used at the face-match threshold of 0.6
(the Neoface default). It concluded that there was no statistically significant gender or
ethnicity difference when used at these thresholds. However, it did note that in tests its

" Recordable offences are those for which an entry must be made on the Police National Computer
and includes any offence punishable by imprisonment, plus around 50 non-imprisonable offences
which include activities such as public drunkenness, or misbehaviour at football matches.
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2000/1139/made



accuracy was lower for those below the age of 20, possibly because their faces were
obscured by adult bodies in the camera feed.®

Big Brother Watch have argued that the NPL findings are not compelling as there is “a
greater margin of error when LFR technology is deployed in real-life settings, as
compared to test conditions™.® (They appear to be referring here to a table of findings in
the NPL report. The NPL test method used recorded footage from past LFR
deployments.’®) They go on to note that police have deployed Neoface at lower settings
in the past and that no safeguards exist to prevent them from doing this in the future.
However, the MPS LFR1 form requires the Authorising Officer to set the threshold level.
There is little for MPS to gain from a deployment that either generates inaccurate alerts
(false positives) or fails to alert (false negative), both of which waste police resources.
Ourview is that this exerts a pragmatic imperative to ensure accuracy during use.

The NPL did not compare the identification rates with human recognition capabilities in
general. However, recent research has compared the biases that emerge in trained
human recognizers and within facial recognition algorithms. Greatest accuracy is
achieved when the two are combined.""

The Bridges judgment and the legal basis of LFR use

Our first report on LFR was published prior to the important Court of Appeal judgment in
R (Bridges) v CC South Wales 2020."” Mr Bridges had argued that the use of LFR by
South Wales Police breached his rights under the European Convention on Human
Rights (ECHR). The Court of Appeal concluded that LFR could in principle be used in a
manner that was consistent with Convention rights, but this would depend on any given
deployment being ‘in accordance with law’. They construed ‘law’ very widely (see
following paragraph). On the occasions cited by Bridges when LFR had been used, the
Court concluded that the South Wales Police deployment had not been ‘in accordance
with law’.

What constitutes ‘the law’ in this area is complicated. The court’s opinion leads to the
conclusion that ‘the law’ is an amalgam of Convention rights, common law, primary and
secondary legislation, national codes of practice and, importantly, local force policy.
(This is summarised in a table in the College of Policing APP, see Appendix Two) The
Bridges case highlighted that it is the responsibility of police services to ensure that
they work ‘within the law’. Police using LFR must therefore be able to show that any
given LFR deployment is compliant with this confusing mesh of requirements.

The Bridges opinion indicated that LFR is ‘regulated by law’ at present. However, the way
in which this is done is opaque and confusing to the public and probably police alike.

8 Mansfield Tony, National Police Laboratory (2023): FACIAL RECOGNITION TECHNOLOGY IN LAW ENFORCEMENT
EQUITABILITY STUDY FINAL REPORT. Available at: https://science.police.uk/site/assets/files/3396/frt-equitability-
study _mar2023.pdf Accessed 4 Jan 25

9 Big Brother Watch https://bigbrotherwatch.org.uk/blog/police-use-of-live-facial-recognition-faqs/ Accessed 4 Jan
25

9Op citatn.10, p.

" Towler, A., Dunn, J.D., Castro Martinez, S. et al. Diverse types of expertise in facial recognition. Sci Rep 13, 11396
(2023). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-28632-x

2R (Bridges) v CC South Wales [2020] EWCA Civ 1058
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College of Policing APP

Since our first report, the College of Policing has published its Authorised Professional
Practice (APP) for Live Facial Recognition.' The expectation is that police services
deploying LFR will do so consistent with the APP. The APP makes clear that it is for Chief
Officers in individual police forces to ensure their organisation has legally compliant
policies and procedures for LFR use. The APP is thus a source of guidance emphasising
the importance of compliance with law, clear policy and good governance. However, it
does not set any other threshold, besides those procedural requirements, for ethical
use.

Our 2019 conditions.

In 2019 we proposed that for LFR use to be ethical it would have to comply with five
conditions. In this section we review the extent to which each of these conditions have
been met.

Condition 1: It can be shown that the use of LFR offers more than marginal benefit to the
public, sufficient to compensate for the potential distrust it may invoke.

This condition was partly based on a utilitarian analysis, that is, the ethical goal being to
maximise benefits and minimise harms for a given population. We recognise that itis a
difficult condition to establish empirically. It raises unresolved issues about MPS’s
success measures for LFR, which at present — according to the deployment data that
are published - appear largely to be the nhumber of valid stops during a deployment. To
ascertain ‘more than marginal benefit’ would entail consideration of tangible benefits
(e.g., arrests of those posing serious public risk) and intangible benefits (e.g. increased
public confidence) against tangible harms (e.g. false alerts) and intangible harms (e.g.
decreased public trust). It would require considering not just the number of stops
achieved (a simple quantitative measure) but the scale of seriousness of offending that
has been committed and might be prevented (a combined qualitative and quantitative
judgement).

It is for MPS to define the success measures it uses, but we believe better evidence of
net benefit would supply a more compelling rationale for expanding the use of LFR.

MPS currently publishes the outcomes of each deployment. However, those data do not
support external assessment of deployment benefits. Published data only include the
number of people stopped on the day and whether this resulted in further police action.
The crime types for which people were stopped are not included, so there is no
indication of the severity of offences they committed. Publicly available data do not
enable reliable assessment of the costs and benefits of LFR deployment with the costs
and benefits of using equivalent officer resource in other ways.

MPS has however shared some internal evaluation data with the Panel. MPS view these
data as supportive of their view that LFR is an effective way of meeting their policing
goals. These data make apparent that LFR has resulted in a number of arrests of people

3 https://www.college.police.uk/app/live-facial-recognition
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wanted, sometimes for considerable periods of time, but the overall policing gains from
using LFR to secure these results remain unclear. However, the data also show that LFR
seems to be an effective tool for monitoring Registered Sex Offenders. A significant
proportion of RSOs on the watchlist have been found to be in breach of legal conditions,
and identifying these breaches has had non-negligible harm preventative effects.

While MPS has its own data not currently in the public domain, there is not yet evidence
available to the public to show that Condition 1 has been satisfied. MPS plans to
publish its data in its first annual report on LFR due in September 2025.

Condition 2: It can be shown from trial data (and other available data) that the
technology itself will not import unacceptable gender and racial bias into policing
operations.

In our 2019 report we were particularly concerned with the methods by which LFR was
being trialled in London and asked that trial data, with both positive and negative
findings, be made public. The Bridges judgment included important comments on the
Public Sector Equality Duty and the need to demonstrate equity and, as noted, MPS
subsequently worked with NPL to conduct and publish the outcomes of equitability
testing.

Our focus at the time was on potential bias in the technology, not in the pattern of
deployments. It remains a concern however that even if the technology is not
intrinsically biased, decisions about where and why to deploy LFR may exhibit patterns
of over-policing in some communities. A focus on crime hotspots (where levels of
offending are unlikely to reduce dramatically in the short term) directs repeated policing
effort towards these communities and in a recursive cycle may generate the very data
that then justify further intervention. (Further discussion of deployment to crime
hotspots is below)

We are satisfied that Condition 2 has been met. However, while the technology is not
intrinsically discriminatory its use may reflect institutional biases.

Condition 3: Controls on use are sufficiently robust to ensure that each LFR deployment
is appropriately assessed and authorised, when it is judged both necessary and
proportionate to use it for a specific policing purpose.

This condition has been reinforced by the Bridges judgment and the College of Policing
APP. The Bridges judgement emphasised the importance of having policy and processes
establishing that an LFR deployment was ‘in accordance with law’. The College of
Policing APP clarified the legal framework, including the nature of authorisations and
justifications. MPS policies and processes appear to have been designed to align with
the APP.

However, proportionality — which is at the centre of the legal justification - is a

contestable measure. It calls for judgement about the seriousness and impact of
criminal activity alongside the gravity of the intrusion that an LFR deployment
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represents. We recognise that at present there is considerable, and likely irreconcilable,
public disagreement about the nature and scale of the intrusion associated with LFR.
This means the judgement of proportionality is made on grounds that will inevitably
generate controversy.

The MPS process for authorising a deployment starts with compilation of an ‘LFR 1’ form
setting out the operational and legal justifications and taking into account human rights
considerations. These must be reviewed and endorsed by a senior Authorising Officer.
Whilst Authorising Officers are more experienced officers, policing experience does not
necessarily lead to more nuanced balancing of privacy or other rights and interests
against policing goals.

The MPS Department for Legal Services quality assures the LFR deployment
authorisations.

However, there is no external review of LFR1s.

Condition 3 has been met in principle. However, the effectiveness of controls will
depend on rigorous internal governance, with the Authorising Officer and legal
reviewers not merely routinely endorsing every LFR application. (See also Condition 5)

Condition 4: It can be shown that human operators will be knowledgeable about the
potential injustices that may be caused by an inappropriate response to identification
alerts, that they know how to avoid these, and are accountable for their actions.

MPS now has a cohort of experienced LFR operators. When the Panel observed recent
deployments, we were able to explore their role with them, and they evidenced clear
understanding of how the system works, how they work to maximise effectiveness, and
how they seek to minimise risk of bias.

We observed the briefings for officers who would be responsible for responding to alerts
and engaging members of the public. These briefings were thorough, set out the legal
context for the deployment, emphasised that officers were accountable for their own
response to an alert, and made clear that members of the public who chose to avoid
the area where cameras were set up were not jpso facto behaving suspiciously.

We consider Condition 4 to have been substantially met, but we still have some
reservations about how individual officers may choose to respond to the behaviour of
those avoiding the zone of recognition.

Condition 5: MPS and MOPAC develop robust governance and oversight arrangements
that balance the technological benefits of LFR with their potential intrusiveness.

Our fifth condition was set out in some detail. It included reference to the Home Office
Biometrics Strategy’s requirement for transparency, guidance from the Surveillance
Camera and Biometric Commissioners, operating procedures that govern the
compilation of LFR watch lists, operating procedures to govern authorisation and
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deployment of LFR and provisions for transparency regarding LFR deployments.
Subsequently these have been included in the College of Policing APP.

We also called for oversight by MOPAC in a manner akin to MOPAC'’s oversight of other
potentially intrusive tactics. To this end, MOPAC’s Head of Oversight and Performance
sits on the MPS Facial Recognition Technology board, and MPS directly briefs the
Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime.

In so far as Condition 5 called for processes, policies and structures to support good
governance of LFR, we are satisfied that there are checks and balances in the policy
documents, but we cannot know how well these are being enforced. There is a lack of
external scrutiny, aside from that which might in the long run be offered by HMICFRS
and the Office of the Biometrics and Surveillance Camera Commissioner. The
effectiveness of current governance arrangements rests on people within the
governance structure in both MPS and MOPAC adopting a robust approach to
accountability. This calls for openness on the part of MPS, and professional curiosity on
the part of MOPAC. These are important guarantors of compliance with legal and ethical
expectations, and vitalif LFR is to be trusted.
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Part Two - Ethical review of current MPS LFR policy
and practice

In this section of our report, we turn to examine MPS’s current policy and practice.

The ethical approach we adopted for reviewing LFR policy and practice.

We have looked at the policy and practice of LFR deployments in light of our framework
of moral norms and fundamental principles informing ethical policing policy and
practice. We developed this framework for analysis as part of our work advising MOPAC
on the 2022-2025 Police and Crime Plan for London.™ The principles are consistent with
those that guide the College of Policing’s Code of Ethics. However, we have used ethical
norms and principles to develop a framework for analysing how policing strategy and
policies affect the public, rather than to inform individual professional behaviours and
standards.

Our framework takes into account the differing needs and perspectives of the multiple
societal stakeholders that have an interest in policing and shows how common moral
principles generate ethical expectations of policing.

The fundamental moral principles that we have used are:

= respect forindividual autonomy

=  minimising harm

= beneficence (doing good)

= justice

= protecting those vulnerable to others’ actions.

Drawing those principles and stakeholder needs together produces four sets of ethical
considerations:

e how policing intervenes in the relationship between state and civil society.

e how policing respects the rights and interests of those who are of interest to the
police.

e how policing promotes the rights of those affected by wrongdoing (victims).

e and how policing works with other stakeholders to produce ethically desirable
goals.

The table set out below expresses how the fundamental ethical principles resolve into
four significant normative expectations™, in the context of each of those four areas of
policing activity.

"http://www.policingethicspanel.london/uploads/4/4/0/7/44076193/ethical_foundations_for_policing_policy_devel
opment_march_2022.pdf

5 A normative expectation of policing is a combination of what people expect will be the way policing works and
should be the way policing works.
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Relation between state and civil society

Ethical norm is to maximise freedom from harm
within freedom to flourish

Relations with persons of interest to
police

Ethical norm is to maintain respect for
humanity, be proportionate and fair

Principles and practice should strive to:

e balance security aims with
individuals’ and society’s freedom to
flourish.

e respectthe perceived needs of
differently situated actors (e.g.,
diversity, age, gender, socio-
economic status etc.)

e measure potential policing benefits
against possible harms produced by
policing.

e avoid disproportionate impact on
particular communities.

e intrude on lives only in proportion to
safety and security aims.

e use limited public resources
effectively

Principles and practice should strive to:

e promote procedural justice.

e uphold perceptions of justice in
different groups

e justify intervening because it will be
both beneficial & effective.

e use evidence to constrain actions of
the most harmful offenders.

e reduce repeat offending.

e intervene in proportion to potential
harm.

e avoid unintended consequential
harm.

e build positive community safety not
criminalisation

Relations with victims

Ethical norm is to minimise vulnerability

Police and partner organisations

Ethical norm is to use positive powers of

policing & respect policing’s limits

Principles and practice should strive to:

e evidence the groups most at risk of
harm in both private and public
spaces

e protectrepeatvictims.

e balance immediate responses with
long term risk reduction

e avoid &reduce stigma relating to
victims and complainants.

e balance the need for service to all
with service to most vulnerable

e consider and contribute to the healing
process for victims.

e promote justice for victims and
complainants

Principles and practice should strive to:

e onlyuse police powers when
essential to achieve appropriate
goals.

e consider how other partners/
agencies could produce more good &
less unintended harm.

e balance urgency with long term aims.

e work with partners to address diverse
intersectional needs.

e consider benefits beyond direct
harm prevention (e.g., perceptions of
safety)

e maintain & respect policing capacity
and capability.

e build resilience in police & partner
organisations.

e respect police employees’ needs and
wellbeing

We used the framework to guide our analysis in order to ensure that all relevant moral,
ethical and social interests received consideration.
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State and civil society: ethical norm is to maximise freedom from harm
within freedom to flourish.

Many of the arguments about Live Facial Recognition are concerned with this norm:
they express concerns around privacy, intrusive data collection, a ‘chilling effect’ from
police surveillance, inequitable treatment of stigmatized groups, and unfairness to both
over-policed and under-policed communities. In this section we consider MPS policy
and practice in their balancing of freedom from harm with freedom to flourish,

Key findings

Alignment to ethical norm

MPS’s LFR policy documents are consistent with the College of Policing APP and the
Bridges judgment, both of which aim to balance respect for individual freedoms with
protective goals. The policy sets out clearly the grounds for deployments, requiring
authorising officers to consider privacy rights alongside policing goals, and be able to
justify action on grounds of necessity and proportionality.

Policy restricts LFR deployments to three types: hotspots, which may be defined by
crime or by a search for missing persons; protective security operations, which may
include protection of critical national infrastructure or public safety at events; and
specific locations for a sought person. The policy determines how watchlists are
compiled, with sought persons based on crime categories relevant to the reasons for
the deployments.

Overt deployments of LFR are time limited and restricted to a small geographical area.
In each case, deployments are accompanied by signage that allows persons to avoid
the zone of recognition.

Engagement officers are clearly briefed that observing a person avoiding the zone of
recognition is not in itself grounds for suspicion justifying a stop.

Community Impact Assessments are required as part of the authorisation process.
Sensitive locations with high expectations of privacy are to be avoided when planning
deployments.

MPS has tested LFR to ensure that purely in terms of technological performance it is not
discriminatory when used at the settings recommended.

Areas for consideration
While deployments are limited by policy to three use cases, these are broadly defined.
As noted in the Background section, the category of sought persons is expansive, and

includes those where there are “reasonable grounds to suspect that the individual is
about to commit, is committing or has committed a recordable offence”, high risk
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Registered Sex Offenders, and people subject to protective court orders’. There is little
to prevent MPS from widening the policy in future.

Although there is public support for using LFR for what the public see as serious crimes,
particularly those involving violence, MPS policy is much broader. It includes almost
every category of recordable offence in its crime hotspot watchlist rules.

Whilst facial recognition technology is not intrinsically discriminatory at the
recommended thresholds for use, the choice of deployments may reflect institutional
biases within the MPS. Deployment into crime hotspots is not neutral, as hotspots may
reflect patterns of discriminatory policing as much as patterns of crime.

Individual assessments of deployment proportionality may not take into account
deployment frequency. Frequent deployments in the same geographical area may be
cumulatively disproportionate on communities or individuals. The creation of fixed
infrastructure for LFR implies that this would be used for repeat deployments.

Although officers are instructed that observing a person avoiding the zone of recognition
is not in itself grounds for suspicion justifying a stop, the final decision remains with the
officer making the observation who may interpret avoidance as suspicious.

Whilst deployment authorisations require a supporting Community Impact Assessment
the quality of these is unknown. A lack of community engagement may erode public
confidence and perceptions of fairness.

While research and survey findings indicate there is overall support for LFR situational
determinants such as the severity of criminal activity that is to be targeted influences
levels of acceptance. Some demographic groups (e.g., LGBTQ) and other communities
who are already distrustful of the police are also less accepting of LFR.

In the current LFR policy document, which was updated in 2024, the MPS has
undertaken that “on an annual basis, the MPS will provide a report on its use of LFR”.
The first of these reports is scheduled for September 2025."

Detailed commentary

Consistent with the College of Policing APP and the Bridges judgment the MPS policy on
use of LFR'™ endeavours to strike a balance **™°*" crime prevention and detection on the
one hand and respect for fundamental freedoms on the other.

8Such as Sexual Harm Prevention Order, Knife Crime Prevention Order or Stalking Protection Order

7 Mayors Questions Dec 2024 Accessed 3rd February 2025 https://www.london.gov.uk/who-we-are/what-london-
assembly-does/questions-mayor/find-an-answer/change-mps-Ifr-policy

8 Metropolitan Police Service MPS Overt LFR Policy Document, Available at:
https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/media/downloads/force-content/met/advice/lfr/policy-documents/Ifr-
policy-document2.pdf. Accessed (4" Jan 2025)
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The MPS policy limits LFR deployment to defined ‘use cases’ and for specific policing
objectives.' Deployment Authorising Officers are instructed in the LFR policy that their
starting pointis “to consider any interference with the rights and freedoms of members
of the public that would be created by the proposed deployment.” Articles 8 ECHR (right
to a private and family life), Article 9 ECHR (freedom of thought, belief and religion),
Article 10/11 ECHR (freedom of expression and freedom of assembly), and Article 14
(freedom from discrimination) are particularly referenced for consideration.?®

LFR deployments are required to be necessary and proportionate to potential harm.
Legal scholar Milaj (2015:115)?" summarises that proportionality principles are the rules
that determine the necessary and sufficient conditions to justify limitation of a
protected right, with the purpose of striking a balance between the right for a protected
private life of the individuals and the societal interests for national security, public
safety, prevention of disorder or crime. To be proportionate the following criteria set out
by Milaj ought to be satisfied: it achieves a desighated legitimate policing aim; there is
evidence for its necessity; the legitimate aim cannot be achieved in a less intrusive way;
deployment does not disproportionately impact a group whose characteristics are
protected by law; the outcome does not have a disproportionate impact relative to the
identified policing aim.

The LFR Policy and LFR1 Form would appear to meet these requirements, but whether
they have been accurately applied ultimately rests on the judgment of the LFR
Authorising Officer.

Locations where a greater expectation of privacy may apply are highlighted in the LFR
Policy. Sensitive locations such as places of worship, schools, or areas of protest are
flagged for additional scrutiny by the Authorising Officer to protect individuals'
expectations of privacy and avoid chilling effects on rights like freedom of expression.??
The policy stipulates that, where a proposed location raises a greater expectation of
privacy, consideration should be given to consulting a person responsible for the
location as part of a Community Impact Assessment process.

We were unable to assess the quality of Community Impact Assessments, but heard
that they were prepared by officers, varied in how comprehensive they were, and that
their thoroughness depended upon the resource made available for them.

9 Metropolitan Police Service (n.d.). MPS Overt LFR Policy Document (p3-5) Available at:
https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/media/downloads/force-content/met/advice/lfr/policy-documents/Ifr-
policy-document2.pdf. Accessed (4" Jan 2025)

20 Metropolitan Police Service (n.d.). MPS Overt LFR Policy Document (p8-10), Available at:
https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/media/downloads/force-content/met/advice/lfr/policy-documents/Lfr-
policy-document2.pdf. Accessed (4" Jan 2025)

21 Milaj, J. (2016). Privacy, surveillance, and the proportionality principle: The need for a method of assessing privacy
implications of technologies used for surveillance. International Review of Law, Computers & Technology, 30(3), 115-
130.

22 Metropolitan Police Service (n.d.). MPS Overt LFR Policy Document (p8-10), Available at:
https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/media/downloads/force-content/met/advice/lfr/policy-documents/Ifr-
policy-document2.pdf. Accessed (4" Jan 2025)
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Live Facial Recognition feeds are recorded in the same way as CCTV. However
biometric data for individuals not matched on the watchlist are immediately discarded
during the live feed, and retention of data for those on the watchlist is limited to criminal
justice purposes (e.g., prosecution).

Overt deployments of LFR are time limited and the zone of recognition delimited by the
field of view of the camera. Deployments are accompanied by signage (or PA
announcements in some cases) that allow persons to avoid the zone of recognition.
However, in our observations we noted that the signage around the zone of recognition
may not be easy to spotin a busy street.

In the main MPS has to date used CCTV cameras in a static MPS-liveried vehicle but
may also do so from secure MPS-liveried hoarding, or a limited series of networked
CCTV cameras back to a central control point. (MPS LFR policy permits the latter but at
the date of drafting this report this had not yet been done.)

Using LFR in a ‘series of networked CCTV cameras’ will expand the zone of recognition
to a larger area than has hitherto been common during the LFR deployments that use
the static MPS-liveried vehicle. This means that conspicuous signage advising that LFR
is active, which enables citizens to impliedly consent to or avoid the zone of
recognition, is of importance. We have made a recommendation to this effect.

We note that creation of fixed infrastructure LFR capability (such as cameras attached
to lamp posts or other street furniture) implies that some areas are likely to be subject
to repeated deployments, increasing the level of intrusion.

The Ada Lovelace Institute argue that the ability to be able to opt out or not give consent
to use of facial recognition technology is an important safeguard to members of the
public.?® During the Panel’s observation of three 2024 deployments, we noted that
officers were briefed that where they saw people apparently avoiding the zone of
recognition this was not grounds to suspect them. However, they were also told that
consistent with ordinary policing practice they may want to stop and speak to such
persons if their behaviour otherwise raised suspicion. This creates a clear tension
around consent, as a member of the public could be engaged based on the exercise of
discretion by individual officers. In practice we think it is difficult to disentangle
suspicion raised by avoidance of the zone of recognition from suspicion arising on other
behavioural grounds. Equally, we respect the value of officer experience, judgement and
discretion. In this area, therefore, it is of particular importance that officers actin
accordance with procedural justice principles.

Ethical application of LFR policy in part turns on ‘Engagement Officers’ (that is, local
officers participating in the deployment and responsible for engaging with members of
the public flagged by an alert) understanding the limitations of the technology and what
an Alert means. In the briefings we observed, officers were told how the technology
works, reminded of policing’s National Decision Model and informed that the LFR

23 Ada Lovelace institute,(2019). Beyond face value: public attitudes to facial recognition technology. Available at:
Beyond face value: public attitudes to facial recognition technology | Ada Lovelace Institute. Accessed 2™ Jan 2024)
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technology is to be thought of as intelligence. The action to be taken once an alert was
triggered was for them to decide, based upon considerations in the NDM. Importantly,
when we spoke to officers on deployment, it was clear they had understood that a
positive alert was not to be taken as ‘the ultimate’ decision factor but one of other
factors they should take into account.

System engineers monitor the technology’s performance on deployments to keep it at
optimal operational levels, and can also give their expert advice to the Deployment
Commander whether to continue or cease deployment.

MPS policy criteria for inclusion in a watchlist address threats to public safety or
individuals at risk, and policy stipulates that only persons relevant to the policing
objective for the deployment are included. While the use cases set out in the policy may
limit the scope of the watchlist, we note that both the use cases and the size of
watchlists have expanded since initial trials from some 1,200 on early watchlists to
around 16,000 in more recent deployments. Moreover, the list of offences for a crime
hotspot watchlist (Appendix G of the LFR policy) is extensive. Watchlists may also
include missing persons and victims of crime, thus casting a very wide net.

Images are taken from the MPS custody image database. We noted in our earlier report
on LFR that some have expressed concerns around accuracy and data retention in
image databases. This could potentially introduce inaccuracy into the watchlist.

Effective policing and use of LFR should make people feel safe and empowered to live
their lives as they wish to without fear that they are being watched, judged or afraid.
While CCTV is ubiquitous and largely welcomed, there may be less acceptance of the
power LFR gives to police to immediately identify and detain people located by LFR.?
This risks a chilling effect on behaviour and could potentially impinge rights including
freedom of expression, freedom of assembly and association, or freedom of religion.?

Notwithstanding the performance of the technology, the pattern of LFR deployments in
different locations with varying frequency may be a source of discrimination or
perceived discrimination. Long standing concerns about institutional bias in policing in
relation to race and sexuality means that in some groups, police enjoy less confidence
in carrying out their duties in a fair and impartial and way.?*?” The use of LFR is likely to

24 Kanwal, Nadia, (2023). Facial recognition technology could soon be everywhere — here’s how to make it safer.
Available at: https://theconversation.com/facial-recognition-technology-could-soon-be-everywhere-heres-how-to-
make-it-safer-205040. Accessed 5th Jan 2024

25Fussey, Peter & Murray, Daragh, (2019). Policing Uses of Live Facial Recognition in the United Kingdom. Available
at: https://ainowinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/regulatingbiometrics-fussey-murray.pdf

Accessed 5th Jan 2024

2 National Council of Police Chiefs and College of Policing (2020). Officer and Staff Safety Review. Available at:
https://assets.college.police.uk/s3fs-public/2020-09/CoP-NPCC-Officer-Staff-Safety-Review.pdf. Accessed 5th Jan
2024 UK Parliament, House of Commons, Home Affairs Select Committee (2021). The Macpherson Report: Twenty-
two years on. Available at: https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5802/cmselect/cmhaff/139/13902.htm.
Accessed 5th Jan 2024 UK Parliament, House of Commons, Home Affairs Select Committee (2021). The Macpherson
Report: Twenty-two years on. Available at:
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5802/cmselect/cmhaff/139/13902.htm. Accessed 5th Jan 2024

27 Owen-Evans, Rebecca and Low, Natalie, (2024). Public trust and confidence in the police. Available at:
https://post.parliament.uk/public-trust-and-confidence-in-the-police/. Accessed 5th Jan 2024
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particularly impact levels of trust in marginalised groups if they perceive its use to be
unfair.

The adoption of crime hotspots as a means of selecting deployment locations might
seem an ostensibly objective way of choosing locations and could garner the support of
victims of crime in these areas (as we noted in our conversations with some members
of the public during observed deployments).?® However, whether hotspots are truly
neutral measures depends on the patterns of policing in an area and the crime types
targeted. Care would be needed to ensure that areas are treated equitably, and that
historic or current bias does not skew assessments of current crime severity, harm
levels, or risk.

We wrote in our first report on LFR that “we do not believe public opinion can determine
what is ethically acceptable or morally right in any straightforward way. Majority opinion
does not justify morally questionable actions, and the views and interests of minorities
deserve protection. However, the process of eliciting and seeking to understand
Londoner’s views on how their city ought to be policed is an important ethical task. It
indicates how using LFR might impact on trust, how London’s different communities
might view LFR, and how far the public view using LFR as a proportionate response to
different policing problems”.

That remains our view, and so we commissioned a second survey based on our first
survey in 2018, to ascertain current public sentiment around LFR.

LPEP’s first survey took place in May/June 2018 (N=1093). We carried out an almost
identical survey in February 2025 (N=1003).

We found that support for the use of LFR deployed in public spaces and ticketed events
to identify potential terrorist suspects or violent persons of interest, was around 80% in
both years. Support for LFR use in identifying those wanted for minor crimes or
nuisance offences is lower, but even here more people support LFR than oppose it.
Support for use in less serious cases increased slightly between 2018 and 2025. In the
later year, 66% agreed that LFR could be used in public places to identify those
committing minor offences, and 57% supported use for those committing nuisance
behaviours.

Despite a slightly greater proportion of people supporting the use of LFR in 2025, fewer
indicated in 2025 that LFR would make them feel safer than did so in 2018 (44%
compared with 50%). Furthermore, there was greater concern in 2025 that certain
groups would be impacted more than others (58% compared with 46%).2°

Londoners are now more skeptical that the MPS will collect their data lawfully than they
were in 2018, and more are worried about their privacy.

28 For instance, we spoke to shop managers and stall holders who reported what appeared to be a dramatic reduction
in levels of shoplifting during LFR deployments.

2°The percentages in this paragraph have been calculated with ‘don’t know’ responses excluded to maintain
comparability with the earlier LPEP report. All other percentages are calculated with ‘don’t know’ responses included.

22



Opinions about the collection of personal data; comparing
2019 and 2025 responses
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Londoners were slightly more likely now to say they know how to find out if police are
holding their personal data, although this is still fewer than half of the survey
respondents.

There are some demographic differences in understandings and perceptions of LFR.
More than a half of those surveyed in 2025 had heard of the MPS’s use of LFR, most of
these (around three quarters) via the media. Over half of younger (18-24) Londoners
(63%), those with Asian ethnicities (59%), those identifying as bi-sexual (59%), and
women (56%) had not heard of LFR being used by the MPS. Notably, over 50% of
younger, bi-sexual, Asian and Muslim Londoners stated that LFR made them concerned
about their privacy. This compares with 22% of older (65+) Londoners, 42% of
heterosexuals, 36% of Christians, and 42% of those with no religion.

Overall, about 15% of people indicated they would be less likely to go to a public event if
LFR were deployed there (the chilling effect). This rose to around one fifth of those who
were younger, Bi-sexual or Muslim, and over one fifth of Black (23%) and Asian (28%)
people.

When asked specifically about the use of LFR to monitor registered sex offenders
(RSOs), 61% supported the proposition that all should be placed on the watch list,
while 22% thought only those who have committed the most serious offences should
be on the list. Just 3% of respondents thought no RSOs should be placed on a watchlist.

Taken together, the survey findings suggest a slightly greater enthusiasm for the
deployment of LFR for serious crimes and identification of potential terrorists now
compared with 2018, and increased level of support for deployment in relation to more
minor and nuisance offences (albeit still lower than support for more serious crimes).
Moreover, about two thirds of Londoners support the use of LFR to monitor all registered
sex offenders. Yet there also appear to be more privacy concerns, and a greater
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emphasis on the idea that LFR deployments should be accompanied by suitable
controls.

Whilst around half had heard of MPS’s use of LFR, most had become aware through
media sources which may not necessarily provide an accurate or complete picture of
how the Met use this technology. There are demographic differences suggesting the
messaging about LFR is missing some groups, such as those of Asian heritage, younger
Londoners and the LGTB+ communities who, perhaps correspondingly, are more likely
to have privacy concerns. There is some evidence of a chilling effect, with 15%
indicating they would be less likely to go to an event if LFR were deployed. This is
especially so amongst those who are Black or Muslim.

More detailed survey data is included at Appendix Four.

On the basis of our survey data, we think that members of the public lack the reliable
information about LFR that would permit dialogue and understanding. Messaging may
need to be tailored to specific demographics and greater engagement undertaken with
groups that are especially uneasy about the use of LFR such as elements in LGBT+
communities.

MPS has sought to improve transparency around its use of LFR and has made
documentation available on its website. We welcome the recent video “Q&A” on the
MPS website, which answered some common questions. We think this is positive
approach that could be amplified.

MPS has undertaken to publish an Annual Report on LFR use. The first will be issued in
September 2025 and we have made a recommendation as to the content that will be of
value to the public.

Relations with persons of interest to police: ethical norm is to maintain
respect for humanity, be proportionate and fair in dealings with individuals.
Observance of procedural justice principles is central to legitimacy, trust and
confidence in policing. Procedural justice expresses the normative expectation that

people have of police: that they should be respected, treated fairly and proportionately,
have their views heard, and be accorded openness and honesty.

Key findings

Alignment to ethical norm

This ethical norm requires good, procedurally just practice by engagement officers
during LFR deployments. We noted when we observed deployment briefings that
treating members of the public with respect and courtesy was emphasised, and
procedurally just behaviour was apparent in the policing activities we observed.
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It can be argued that LFR technology supports the procedural justice principle of
neutrality, by ensuring that people will be stopped only when they are identified against
a justifiable watch list and not by subjective officer judgment. However, perceptions of
fairness are dependent on having good reason for the pattern of deployments and LFR
watchlists being objectively justifiable.

Areas for consideration

Interventions aimed at the public good are not ethically justifiable unless there is a
reasonable chance they will achieve their aims in ways proportionate to the
interference they may involve. MPS believes this is the case with LFR. However, there is
scant hard evidence in the public domain that enables others to conclude this. At
present there are limited data in the public sphere, and it is focused on humbers of
stops and their outcome. There are no public data on the types of crime for which
people have been apprehended through LFR. Public trust may rest on more robust
evaluative evidence of LFR deployment outcomes, including the nature and number of
cases referred to the courts, deterrent effects and cost effectiveness.

As noted in the first section, individual assessments of deployment proportionality do
not take into account deployment frequency. Frequent deployments in the same
geographical area may be cumulatively disproportionate on individuals such as
Registered Sex Offenders, who could be repeatedly stopped when not in breach of their
conditions.

At present, while experience with LFR is limited, engagement officers are carefully
briefed before each deployment. As deployment becomes more routine these careful
briefings may not continue, with scope for procedural justice considerations to be less
prominent.

Public understanding of LFR is limited. Clearer and more accessible information for the
public about how LFR works, what it achieves and the limits on when it is used, could
address some of the concerns about excessive or discriminatory surveillance
expressed in public discourse and in research literature.

Detailed commentary

In the context of LFR, ‘persons of interest’ are individuals who are placed on the watch
list and for whom the MPS has a lawfully held photographic image. People eligible for
inclusion on the watch list are defined in the MPS LFR Policy® (see previous comments).

We consider observance of procedural justice principles to be central to legitimacy,
trust and confidence in relation to LFR. As summarised by the College of Policing®
procedural justice requires treating people fairly and with dignity and respect, giving

30 LFR/Ifr-policy-document2.pdf
31 For example at https://www.college.police.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-policing/promoting-right-
culture#df78decd-6376-49b7-89a4-b4d51f4d1b52 Accessed 16/02/2025

25



https://www.college.police.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-policing/promoting-right-culture#df78decd-6376-49b7-89a4-b4d51f4d1b52
https://www.college.police.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-policing/promoting-right-culture#df78decd-6376-49b7-89a4-b4d51f4d1b52

people a chance to express their views, listening and taking them into account, making
impartial decisions and explaining how they were reached, and being open and honest.

The implications from research are that offenders’, complainants’ and victims’ positive
experiences of procedural justice during an LFR encounter are likely to increase
acceptance of its use and may also contribute to the wider trust and confidence
building project. Alternatively, failure to adhere to procedural justice principles will
potentially damage acceptance of LFR and generalized trust and confidence.
Maintaining a procedural justice informed approach is vital not only for building positive
attitudes towards the police but also to promote constructive co-operation with the
wider criminal justice system.

Interventions aimed at the public good are not ethically justifiable unless there is a
reasonable chance, they will achieve their aims in ways proportionate to the
interference they may involve. There has been relatively little independent evaluation of
LFR (there were early evaluations of South Wales Police deployment®? and MPS LFR
trials®). If we take success to mean locating wanted persons, the data available to the
public shows there are alerts and stops, matches but it is difficult to assess follow-
through outcomes. It is also difficult to determine evidence of cost effectiveness.

We are aware that the MPS Strategic Intelligence Unit has proposed an evaluation of
LFR that includes attempting to measure impact on crime where LFR is deployed,
against controls. However, we are not persuaded that this would show the value of LFR
specifically, as distinct from the value of ‘saturation policing’ an area without LFR being
deployed. At present LFR deployments require a considerable police presence and it
may be this that impacts behaviour in a crime hotspot. A robust case for LFR would
require more detailed evaluative evidence of the nature of those located during
deployments, the criminal justice system outcomes, and an estimate of cost-
effectiveness when LFR deployment is compared with standard policing practice that
uses the same resource.

The use cases for an LFR deployment are set out in the LFR1 and include a number of
grounds such as MPS current priorities; statistical analysis of crime data; volume of
wanted persons in an area; specific intelligence; Home Office initiatives; and fulfilment
of public expectation of a policing response. More recently Registered Sex Offenders
have been included on the watchlist. Only a more detailed appraisal of how these
factors converge to produce a successful outcome would indicate whether the
intervention is achieving the goals that justify it from a policing perspective.

Itis difficult to assess the impact of LFR deployments on repeat offending. There is the
potential for crime to be interrupted or prevented but this is obviously hard to prove. The

32 https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/news/2018/nov/uk-south-wales-police-facial-recognition-cardiff-
uni-eval-11-18.pdf

33 peter Fussey and Daragh Murray, “Independent Report on the London Metropolitan Police Service’s Trial of Live
Facial Recognition Technology,” University of Essex Human Rights Centre, section 2,1.1, July 9, 2019,
http://repository.essex.ac.uk/24946/.
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South Wales Police evaluation found no conclusive evidence of achievements for
reducing repeat offending; increasing detections; or increasing public satisfaction.

There is an average of 15,000 wanted persons on a standard deployment watchlist, and
the Panel understands that around 6% of these are registered sex offenders. At present
there is little evidence as to the overall effects of an LFR deployment on these
offenders. A claim that LFR helped to prevent repeat offending would require ongoing
monitoring not only of desistence in repeat offending, but also a clearer specification of
intended outcomes and performance metrics demonstrating whether they had been
achieved.

We have noted the most frequently voiced public concerns around LFR: accuracy,
potential for discrimination, violation of privacy, the potential for chilling effects, and
normalization of surveillance. We do not dismiss these concerns but also recognise
there is limited public knowledge of how LFR systems work, the way it is used, and the
nature of checks and balances on its use. Some of the public may be too pessimistic
about its potential abuse, and others unduly optimistic about its potential benefits.
Better information in the public domain could support a more informed public
discussion.

Survey data indicate that acceptance of LFR is embedded in the public’s trust and belief
in the legitimacy of the police. Securing acceptance of new technologies in general, and
LFR in particular, will need to be part of the broader trust and confidence building
agenda. At present there is a lag in the legal framework and regulation governing use of
LFR technologies, and we believe MPS would be well-served by pressing the case for
developing these.

Relations with victims and potential victims: ethical norm is to minimise
vulnerability.

Relations with victims and potential victims has not been a prominent part of public
discussion or MPS statements about LFR. For the most part, benefits are assumed to
follow as a consequence of apprehending wanted persons and monitoring offenders.

Key findings

Alignment to ethical norm

The primary focus of LFR is on dealing with offenders rather than securing specific
outcomes for victims. However, LFR deployments may afford benefits to victims of past
crimes through apprehending wanted suspects or offenders. They may also protect
others from future crimes or repeat victimisation, through apprehending those known to
present a risk to the public, through monitoring high risk sex offenders’ compliance with
conditions, and through monitoring compliance with restraining orders (e.g., Knife
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Crime Orders). For officers on deployments these were viewed as important and
motivating goals.

Targeting repeat offenders, as some deployments do, could have beneficial impact on
victims and repeat victims but there is little evidence for this at present.

One victim focused use case for LFR is where there has been specific intelligence about
a victim of serious crime who may require police activity to ensure their safety (or
advance a police investigation).

LFR may also be deployed to locate or identify missing persons considered to be at risk.

LFR activity as a route towards achieving justice or a sense of justice for past victims
depends on victims knowing of any arrests, or of subsequent action in the criminal
justice system. During the course of an investigation officers are required to inform the
victim at key stages, including when a suspect is arrested (Right 6 in the Code of
Practice for Victims of Crime).

Areas for consideration

It is at present difficult to assess how well LFR deployments serve victims of crime,
particularly those in vulnerable groups (e.g., children, people with learning disabilities)
or those who are repeat victims (e.g. persons who have been trafficked).

Deployment data in the public domain focus on numbers of stops, not crime type. This
means it is hard to know whether, for example, LFR is supporting efforts to reduce
violence against women and girls.

So far as we are aware there is no overall strategy for directing deployments by analysis
of victim need or by measures of vulnerability. It may be that this does exist but if so, it is
not apparent from the data that MPS reports.

Detailed commentary

By victims we mean those who have been victims of crimes by offenders who are
sought persons for an LFR deployment; potential future victims of crime by prolific
offenders sought on a watchlist; potential victims of Registered Sex Offenders who are
non-compliant with conditions; and potential victims of those subject to preventative
court orders (e.g., stalking). Additionally, LFR may be deployed where there is specific
intelligence about “a victim of serious crime, where this is necessary in order to
advance a policing investigation and/or to ensure the safety of the victim”. In relation to
vulnerability, LFR may be used to locate missing persons who could be considered to be
at risk.

Crime victims and those at risk of a crime need to have confidence that police will use

all reliable mechanisms at their disposal to keep them safe and to secure justice where
they have been subjected to a crime. We have not discovered any research into victims’
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views or of those representing victims (e.g., Victim’s Commissioner or Domestic Abuse
Commissioner), The Biometrics and Surveillance Camera Commissioner has however
canvassed an argument for LFR based in victim’s needs:

“..victims and their loved ones will not forgive us for eschewing legitimate tools
that could have changed the outcome of events which devastated their
worlds. Organised crime groups and terrorists already exploit this technology.”*

It was unclear to us the extent to which LFR is used strategically to focus on protecting
groups most at risk of harm. The MPS LFR Policy states LFR should support “MPS’s
policing objectives by helping to deter or disrupt criminality or other conduct posing a
risk to public safety” (pg3) but does not distinguish by levels of vulnerability or between
groups who may be most affected by crime. LFR has however been used to protect
specific groups such as children or young people at events (e.g., pop concerts) which
could attract sex offenders or other predatory criminals.

We considered whether LFR could help to limit repeat victimisation. It seems logical
that if repeat offenders are being targeted and arrested then it would benefit existing
and potential victims. But we have not seen evidence of the impact of LFR of repeat
offending and thus it is difficult to say what might be the impact on repeat victims.

However, where victims are members of communities that are frequently targeted for
LFR deployment they arguably then suffer the detriment of both high crime and high
levels of surveillance.

We also considered LFR in the context of general attitudes towards victims of crime.
Among police who spoke to us during deployments there was a strong view that LFR
was of benefit to victims of crime. They opined that all the objections to LFR seem to be
with the intention of protecting the rights of ‘wanted persons’ but little thought had been
given to victims who might benefit as a result of their offenders being arrested.

We can assume that if victims have been informed of the arrest of wanted offenders, it
might provide some form of closure and contribute to healing for the victims. It could
also provide reassurance to victims and the public more generally that the police are
actively pursuing wanted criminals and that they are having some success.

LFR use was not explicitly designed to promote or address the needs of victims, but
could support victim focused outcomes, on the presumption that information about
arrests of offenders or violation of court ordered conditions will be conveyed to the
victims. LFR activity as a route towards achieving justice or a sense of justice for past
victims depends on victims knowing about any arrests or other key events, or of
subsequent action in the criminal justice system. We note that during the course of an

34 Sampson, Fraser (2023): The Commissioner discusses the new era for live facial recognition after the Coronation.
Gov.Uk Blog. Surveillance Cameras Commissioners Office. Available at:
https://videosurveillance.blog.gov.uk/2023/05/17/the-commissioner-discusses-the-new-era-for-live-facial-
recognition-after-the-coronation/ Accessed 5" Jan 2025
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investigation, officers are required to inform the victim at key stages, including when a
suspectis arrested (Right 6 in the Code of Practice for Victims of Crime).

Police and partner organisations: ethical norm is to use positive powers of
policing and respect policing’s limits.

This element recognises that police powers are essential to achieving some security
aims, but that many other agencies also contribute to maintaining safety and freedom
in a democratic society. We ask here when police powers are essential and when other
agencies, working alone or collaborating with policing, are better suited to the purpose.
This is an ethical question, not just an operational one, because policing powers are
coercive and potentially stigmatizing. If the same goal could be achieved in other ways,
that is ethically preferable: the introduction of Right Care, Right Person was ethically
supportable, for example, as an expression of this preference.

Key findings

Alignment to ethical norm

The LFR policy sets out clearly the scope of the relevant policing objectives for which
LFR may be used. These include the police duty to work with partners to support Multi-
Agency Public Protection Arrangements (these apply to monitoring Registered Sex
Offenders).

Areas for consideration

Police monitoring of MAPPA offenders with LFR still requires a justification for using LFR
specifically. We do not have access to information about the severity of the problem
that has instigated the use of LFR for monitoring RSOs, and which supplies the
justification for their inclusion on all of London’s deployment watchlists. We accept
however that severity could provide a plausible argument for necessity and
proportionality.

The MPS LFR policy does not explicitly exclude any category of MAPPA nominals. As we
understand it, current practice is to include only risk-assessed Category 1 (RSOs) in
watchlists. We are concerned that there is scope for LFR to become more widely used
for offender management as there would appear to be no effective constraint on
expanding this use in future.

We acknowledge the police view that LFR offers an effective and efficient means of
locating sought persons and recognise the importance of this goal. However, we have
yet to see evidence that the total policing and social costs have been taken into
account. We consider that there is currently an optimism bias in the reasoning that LFR
will release time to improve service overall either in MPS itself or in partner agencies
such as Probation.

30




Detailed commentary

The LFR Policy document delineates the scope of MPS’s intended LFR use: “LFR is a
policing tool which harnesses digital technology, and particularly live FR technology, in
order to assist the MPS in locating Sought Persons...the use of LFR may also serve to
achieve the MPS’s policing objectives by helping to deter or disrupt criminality or other
conduct posing a risk to public safety.”®® It further states that LFR “may only be used for
a relevant policing objective.”® This objective includes locating offenders “who are
subject to court orders or other restrictions under Multi-Agency Public Protection
Arrangements” where they have been risk assessed in accordance with the College of
Policing Authorised Professional Practice as requiring proactive engagement.®’. MAPPA
guidance specifies that “the police should support the lead agency with joint
management of Category 1 offenders (registered sexual offenders) managed by the
Probation Service, [Youth Offending Teams] or mental health services” but there is also
a general duty to assist. 38

At present, MAPPA nominals who are risk-assessed as higher risk Registered Sex
offenders are included in pan-London watchlists.

Given that police services are mandated by MAPPA to work with the other lead
agencies, then applying police powers in principle would seem essential. Whether the
use of LFR specifically is essential for this purpose is however open to question.

It may be viewed as essential given challenges to or failures within other services such
as Probation. However, the question remains whether the routine inclusion of risk-
assessed RSOs in all London LFR watchlists is proportionate to this task, and the extent
of challenges or failures in other agencies We do not know the particulars of the
problem with management of RSOs that LFR is being used to address, and neither do
we have access to information about the frequency of breaches of conditions or further
offending within the RSO populations currently targeted by LFR. Depending on the
severity of the problem, there may be a plausible justification for the use of LFR as a
specific means of tracking this population.

The LFR policy document refers broadly to the inclusion of MAPPA nominals on
watchlists, not just Registered Sex Offenders (as is current practice). This invites the
question of the extent to which the scope could in future be expanded beyond RSOs at
the request of other agencies: either MAPPA Responsible Authorities (Probation Service
and Prison Service) or agencies that participate in MAPPA (e.g., Youth Offending Team,
Specialist Police Forces such as British Transport Police, Royal Military Police, Civil
Nuclear Constabulary etc.) What types or groups of people, besides RSOs, might police
or other agencies wish to see added to MPS’s MAPPA watchlists in future?

35 LFR Policy Document para 2.1

3¢ LFR Policy Document para 2.5

37 LFR Policy Document para 4.3 (e) and footnote 10 consistetn with Section 325 to 327B of the Criminal Justice Act
2003

38 MAPPA Guidance April 2024 para 2.4

31



‘Keeping people safe’ is both a short-term goal, that can be achieved by individual
arrests, and a long-term goal. Police can justifiably claim that arresting a serious
offender is both an urgent aim and something contributes to longer term goals.
However, police activity that makes some people feel safe can make other people feel
unsafe (e.g., the chilling effect noted by commentators on state surveillance or stop and
search). Moreover, police activity that can promote safety in the short term can
undermine it in the longer term, as with a system of surveillance set up with justification
to deal with a particular problem at a particular point in time then subsequently
extended into use for other purposes. Given current deployment patterns, and the
resources required for LFR deployments, such concerns might seem fanciful. However,
they would likely be activated if police use of LFR were to appear to be becoming
ubiquitous.

Itis clear from police discourse that LFR is viewed as a technology that can enhance
efficiency, making police and partner organisations more resilient (as exemplified by
easing pressure on Probation by more effectively managing RSOs.

We recognise the importance of the criminal justice and safety aims underpinning
police embrace of LFR. However, we have not seen evidence that the total policing and
social costs of LFR deployments have been taken into account. For example,
deployments require sufficient engagement officers to stage interventions, make
arrests, and so on. There is an opportunity cost in LFR deployments, as was noted by
one of the neighbourhood officers on a deployment we observed: that their ward wasn’t
getting any neighbourhood policing that day. In order to justify LFR, there is a risk of
over-emphasising ‘quick wins’ in terms of arrests, drawing resource from elsewhere to
produce these; and making both police and partner organisations increasingly
dependent on ‘techno-fixes’ to potentially deeply embedded problems.

For example, research suggests that individually tailored, human service underpins
effective offender management. Under-resourced probation services cannot offer
this®. Using LFR might help probation services to monitor RSOs, but this is only a gain
overall if assisting probation services with this task releases their resource to focus on
deeper human tasks in offender management. The history of public service introduction
of digital and technologies suggests they are often accompanied by an optimism bias,
and that efficiency gains do not automatically release time to for greater human input
into services.

How LFR is conceptualised invites questions around how police should work in
partnership with other agencies. Is LFR just a bit of kit or does it represent a
fundamental developmental shift in police work? If the latter a greater range of
partnerships around its use may be warranted, both for legitimacy purposes and
because external input into what police can and should do is warranted when a shiftin
the basic pattern of policing is occurring. Do local communities support this shift? Can
other agencies see better ways to use the technology? Are police displacing softer
power, community expertise and local competence using LFR?

3 See for example McNeill, F., Farrell, S., Lightowler, C., & Maruna, S. (2012). How and why people stop offending:
discovering desistance. Insights evidence summary to support social services in Scotland.
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Decisions behind where to deploy LFR, and the extent to which local partners have
input into these decisions are ethically relevant considerations. Deployments have
been quite heavily concentrated in certain areas. This seems to occur because - as well
as deployments satisfying the criteria set out in the LFR policy document - particular
BCUs push for this and, to an extent, bring local councils, businesses and others along
with them. What is less clear is how far deployments respond to wider policing needs
than those identified in general high crime areas (e.g., preventing violence against
women and girls), and how community stakeholders might concretely influence
deployments, to push for or resist, should they wish to do so.

Some see an important distinction between Live FR and other uses of FR. They point to
the real time nature of LFR that under ubiquity risks making certain communities feel
less safe and creates the conditions for widespread surveillance. Government moves
towards digital ID cards, placed alongside LFR capabilities, would seem bring ‘de facto’
biometric ID monitoring closer. Retrospective uses of FR seem far less likely to trigger
these concerns because they are incident specific and (with appropriate safeguards)
have no effect on non-targeted individuals.

The greater unease that seems to be associated with LFR, along with the lower degree
of anxiety that seems to be incurred by retrospective FR, suggests a relatively high bar
for use of LFR for non-urgent matters would be appropriate. Monitoring RSOs could be
viewed as a non-urgent (albeit important) matter. If so, managing offenders without the
use of LFR would be preferable if this were feasible and effective and the marginal
benefit of LFR was low or unknown.
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Part 3 - Recommendations

We have made nine recommendations based on the analysis in the report.

Recommendation 1: monitor deployment frequency by area and amend
LFR1 form to include previous deployments in area.

Residents or workers in some areas may experience greater burdens or benefits from
intensive use of LFR. We recommend that deployment frequency in each area is
monitored and the deployment strategy prevents overuse of LFR in certain areas. Where
an area has experienced intensive use, we recommend a cumulative impact review
process and consideration of alternative policing methods.

The LFR1 Form does not currently require the number of previous deployments in the
same area to be noted. This could become significant where fixed infrastructure is in
situ, with the implication there would be repeated deployments in that area. We
recommend that the LFR1 form be amended to include information on previous
deployments as this can then be taken into account when considering proportionality.

Recommendation 2: conspicuous sighage and greater clarity on avoidance
of zone of recognition

MPS displays signage outside of the zone of recognition so that people may avoid it, but
where an MPS liveried van is used during deployments it also supplies a very obvious
visual cue. Adoption of networked CCTV cameras attached to fixed points (e.g., lamp
posts) will make deployments less visible as an MPS liveried vehicle will not be present.
This places the onus on MPS to ensure that in networked deployments the signage is
sufficiently prominent and conspicuous that people can exercise choice not to pass
through the zone of recognition.

MPS should also provide greater clarity in policy and briefings around the
circumstances in which officers may engage people who appear to be avoiding the zone
of recognition. This should specify, as at present, that avoiding the zone of recognition is
not in itself grounds for suspicion; and also emphasise that officers must be able to
articulate an additional and separate reason for suspicion. We anticipate this issue
could be addressed through behavioural observation training, for example.

Recommendation 3: publish more video information showing how LFR
works.

We are pleased to see the video information now shared on the MPS website, and to
have heard about the youth engagement that preceded it. We recommend that more be
done to familiarise the public with exactly how LFR works. We think there is
considerable value in demonstrating through video what officers can see on the LFR
feed, potentially on hand-held devices, and what an LFR officer engagement looks like.
We recognise that videos could not record members of the public on an actual
deployment, but it would be possible to achieve the same outcome by recording a
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simulated deployment using officers, or utilising Al. As well as using social media to
disseminate information, video presentations could be used in community engagement
work and shown in the area of deployment.

Recommendation 4: utilise MOPAC accountability structures to scrutinise
LFR use and challenge strategic, novel or contentious uses.

Throughout the report we have drawn attention to the scope for ‘mission creep’ in the
use of LFR, and the fifth condition in our 2019 report was for robust governance to
contain this likelihood. There is much that MPS has done to create structures and
processes that satisfy this condition, and this includes MOPAC input into MPS
discussions. While operational control of LFR deployments sits firmly with MPS, there
has been limited scope for more public scrutiny of the LFR deployment strategy and of
LFR developments. We believe that the London Policing Board has a valuable role to
play here and recommend they consider using their public recorded hearings to
increase challenge and democratic debate in this area. The publication of the MPS
Annual Report on LFR could provide a useful opportunity.

Recommendation 5: require pre-deployment community engagement in all
cases.

We welcome MPS boosting its neighbourhood profile through the role of
Neighbourhood Superintendents. This role should include ensuring that there has been
pro-active engagement with local communities (including young people) before LFR
deployments, especially in areas or communities where there is less trust & confidence
in policing generally or less support for LFR.

Recommendation 6: engage local scrutiny groups in post-deployment
scrutiny.

Under the MOPAC/MPS community scrutiny transformation programme there is scope
for Community Monitoring Groups or their equivalent to have a broader role than
hitherto. We propose that these new local scrutiny groups should receive reports on LFR
deployments and their impact in their area, on a frequency proportionate to the
frequency of deployments. Reporting would not necessarily be each time there is an
LFR deployment. It could be quarterly, for example, in areas where there are frequent
deployments and annually in an area where there are few.

Recommendation 7: informative Annual Report.

We acknowledge that MPS makes deployment data available but have commented
throughout our report that the data are sparse. We very much welcome the intention to
publish an Annual Report on LFR and believe it could provide very useful information
and insight for the public, commentators, and other police forces. We recommend that
to be useful it should at a minimum contain:

» Drawing on data currently published, show it aggregated by year.
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* Analysis by year of crime types for stops made (e.g., numbers for sexual assault,
theft etc.) and outcomes (e.g., NFA etc.).

* Arrests and charges by crime type, with criminal justice system outcomes where
known.

* Analysis by year of nature of reason for inclusion on watchlist (e.g., numbers or
proportion of sought persons with outstanding arrest warrants, knife crime
prevention orders, stalking prevention orders, RSOs etc).

* Numbers of deployments aggregated for year and identified by location (e.g.
Stratford Westfield x [no]).

* Aggregated account based on LFR1s, summarising use cases and rationales for
deployments.

* Average number of officers per deployment.

* Demographic data on stops, with an interpretative commentary.

* Summary of positive and negative feedback from Community Monitoring Groups
(or their future equivalent) and any action taken in response.

Recommendation 8: independent evaluation.

The introduction of camera technology (e.g., Body Worn Video) has sometimes had
unexpected effects, both positive and negative; and at present there is limited evidence
of what LFR deployments are achieving beyond the number of stops and actions that
follow. We have taken on board MPS claims that LFR is potentially transformative and
suggest that an independent evaluation conducted by specialists in the fields of both
policing policy and policy evaluation could help to establish the overall benefits and
risks of LFR and hence build trust and confidence.

Recommendation 9: coherent legal regulation.

Whilst recognising the existence of the complex legal framework currently governing
use of LFR, the Panel is supportive of calls that have been made in many quarters for
more coherent legal regulation of facial recognition technologies. We understand this is
also the preferred arrangement from the perspective of MPS and NPCC. We add our
voice to those urging relevant authorities to pursue appropriate legislation.
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Appendix One — Understanding how LFR works.

The technological process
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The deployment process.

PREPARATION

LFR Form 1 prepared providing operational and legal rationale for deployment.
Approved Assessments including Community Impact Assessment, Equality
Impact Assessment, the Data Protection Impact Assessment, the Operational
Risk Assessment and the Surveillance Camera Commissioner’s Self-
Assessment submitted with LFR Form 1 to Authorising Officer.

Deployment authorised by Authorising Officer.

LFR 1 authorisations quality assured by MPS Dept of Legal Services.

Watchlist compiled 24 hours before deployment.

DEPLOYMENT

LFR System Engineer ensures cameras correctly set up and watchlist is
uploaded. Monitors system performance throughout deployment.
Signage set up in deployment area advising LFR in use.

Engagement Officers briefed before deployment starts.

Live feed commences. LFR Operator monitors feed.

Biometric measurement of faces of passers-by compared with faces on
watchlist.
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* If LFR system does not generate an Alert, biometric template immediately
automatically deleted by LFR software.

* IfanAlertisissued LFR Operator assesses likely validity of Alert.

* If believed valid, Alert forwarded to Engagement Officers’ handheld devices.

* Engagement Officers assess validity of alert and locate the subject of the Alert.

* Engagement Officers engage sought persons guided by National Decision Model
and Code of Ethics.

* Engagement Officers initiate further action if appropriate.

*  When deployment command judges it appropriate, deployment is terminated.

POST DEPLOYMENT

* LFR Deployment debrief and review.

+ Deployment statistics entered on LFR Form 1 Part 3 - Cancellation report.

* Deployment entered on register of deployments.

* LFRwatchlist deleted within 24 hours.

*  Where LFR system generated an Alert, all related personal data deleted within 31
days unless required for criminal justice purposes.

* CCTVrecording made during deployment deleted within 31 days unless required
for testing or criminal justice purposes.
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What LFR looks like: comparing CCTV recordings with Live Facial Recognition (simulated stills of live and recorded
feeds)
THIS GRAPHIC HAS BEEN GENERATED USING Al & NONE ARE FACES OF ACTUAL INDIVIDUALS. (Prepared by MPS at LPEP’s request)

Live feed visible to CCTV operator (for Live feed visible to CCTV operator throughout Recorded feed visible to CCTV operator for
instance in Local Authority) time of recording period of retention of recording

Momentary live feed visible to LFR operator | Live feed visible to operator as soon as unwanted | Feed recorded as CCTV for 31 days.
faces eliminated Biometric template discarded so unwanted
faces now visible as with CCTV.
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Appendix Two - College of Policing Legal Summary
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Act 2000. For an overt capability, it is Investigatory Po er;g Actry Force policy Records of
important to have regard to RIPA to Powers Act c o\; ol documents decisions
ensure the use of the LRF does not 2000 Practice
become directed surveillance.
Oversight: Investigatory Powers This level of
Commissioner's Office LI ENT
This area reflects that LFR uses CCTV Force policy reflects the
cameras to film those passing through R documents use of the legal
the zone of recognition as part of the 'Erah;cti "":ft 5”""9'”5“: - frarmework in
wider LFR system. It recognises the 23:; SIS caa":':.?em e SCC self- practice - ensuring
relevance of the Protection of Freedoms Brec assessment relevant decisions
Act 2012 to CCTV in public spaces by checklist including the '
policing in England and Wales. ing
Primary Secondary rationale,
Oversight: Surveillance camera commissioner legislation legislative necessity and
instruments proportionality for

Legal basis: Statutory (eg, 5.64A PACE) case law and policing common law powers

This is the legal basis for the action - ie, the legal power(s) that supports the compilation of the watchlist

and the use of the LFR.

————————l———————————1

F
Ethics, APP guidance and scrutiny Owersight: PCCs

I The dashed line shows that there are a number of aspects to the lawful and ethical use of LFR systems I
that are all encompassing and do not just relate to one area of la
b e o o mm omm omm omm e omm omm o om-

use is recorded. It
is also the place
where decisions
of relevance

to the Public
Sector Equality
Duty should be
recorded.

Primary legislation This level of the legal framework reflects a statutory legislation enacted by Parliament that combines

in its application to provide a framwork for the regulation of LFR.

Secondary legislative instruments This level of the legal framework reflects statutory codes, non-statutory guidance
typically issued at national level that chief officers should have regard to when seeking to apply the Level 1 legal framework,
and relevant case law. Authorised Professional Practice (APP) issued by the College of Policing also sits at this level within
the legal framework. However, given some APP is not specific to a particular area of primary legislation, it is reflected as an
overarching consideration in the legal schematic to reflect it's pervasive application.

Force Policy This reflects policy document issues at a force level. They provide for the operational implementation of the legal
framework in a way that helps the use of LFR to be both accessible and foreseeable to the public.
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Appendix Three - Literature Review

To support our analysis of LFR practice we carried out a review of the literature and
relevant data to identify themes that may not have been addressed in our first report on
LFRin 2019. This review informed the report. Key findings are summarised in this
appendix.

Policing by consent

An important principle on which any police activity is based, is the notion of policing by
consent. Kopel (2024) raises the question of how genuine the public consent for use of
LFR is and whether the voices of marginalised communities are indeed taken into
account. Given the impenetrable nature and format of information given to the public,
can the public be deemed to truly understand what they are being asked to give consent
for and can the existing consent be considered as being ‘informed consent’?

This ethical concern has arisen as much from the literature as from observation of LFR
in action in London. Guo and Kennedy (2023) call this the “illusion of choice” whereby
the options are presented ‘largely pre-framed by the state’ which relies on a public with
limited knowledge*® to make an informed choice on whether to opt in or out of
presenting their biometric data for scrutiny. It may be difficult for the public to be aware
that a deployment of LFR is taking place thus making it problematic for people to make
a choice as to whether they would like to submit their image for examination until it was
too late and they had to visibly either cover their face or turn away to avoid the cameras.
Such behaviour may be deemed suspicious (arousing normal policing suspicion) such
that officers stop and question such people or even fine them (Dearden, 2019). This
violates the spirit of the policy which is to give people a choice, without prejudice or
bias on the part of the police.

A proxy for policing by consent has been the acceptance of LFR technology as
measured by public attitude surveys. Changes in public acceptance can be tracked by
reference to different surveys across time. Although it should be noted differently
worded questions are asked in the various surveys. In 2018, 57% of Londoners were
found to be in favour of the police using this technology.*’. When broken down into
specific applications, over 80% were in favour of its use to catch terrorists or serious
violent offenders but support dropped to just over 50% for minor crimes and under 50%
for nuisance behaviours.

A recent US study sheds some light on this differential acceptance. Miethe et al (2023)
found 70% overall support for use of facial recognition technologies (FRT) by police. The
average level of FRT support was greater in high-profile policing activities (77% support).
The highest support for FRT usage was found for identifying terrorists (83%) and the
lowest support was for identifying jaywalkers (34%). Miethe and colleagues observe
that this variability in FRT support across different areas of policing can be explained by

40 https://www.adalovelaceinstitute.org/report/beyond-face-value-public-attitudes-to-facial-recognition-technology/
“Thttp://www.policingethicspanel.london/uploads/4/4/0/7/44076193/live_facial_recognition_final_report_may_2019.
pdf
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the specific nature and the seriousness of the criminal activity involved. Support for FRT
usage in high risk criminal activities (e.g., terrorism, murder, rape, burglary,
airport/border security violations) is attributable to the threat they pose to public safety.
In contrast, lower levels of support for FRT usage in “public order” policing situations
may reflect the lower severity of the activity (e.g., speeding, alcohol drinking,
prostitution, jaywalking).

The MOPAC public attitude survey asks 3 questions about LFR which shows from 2021
sustained support (over 80%) for its use to catch serious criminals, those wanted by the
courts and people at risk.*> These quarterly surveys also indicate demographic
differences in acceptance with Black and Asian respondents together with those from
the LGBT+ communities least likely to accept the technology. This document also
states: “support for innovative technologies is closely linked with a person’s trust in the
Metropolitan Police Service and their views of police standards and accountability.

Trust

Trust informs people’s willingness to accept police presence, action and authority.
Bradford et al, (2020) distinguish between trust and the concept of legitimacy. They say
policing by consent, accepting the right of the police to enforce the law and dictate
appropriate behaviour—their own as well as that of others, is to grant legitimacy i.e.,
empowering the police to determine what is appropriate and acceptable. In the case of
the use of LFR it was legitimacy rather than trust that was the central factor animating
public acceptance, or rejection, of use of new technologies. Trust does play a role but it
only does so because it is linked to legitimacy. They conclude: “At stake seems not to be
more specific judgements about the abilities and intentions of police—i.e., to use new
technologies in an appropriate way—but rather a more general sense that they operate
according to an appropriate moral framework and are, therefore, worthy of, indeed there
is a duty to, support and empower them.”

Trust in the police: long term trend
% trust to tell the truth:
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IPSOS MORI tracking veracity survey shows a decline in trust up to 2023 with the most
recent results showing an upturn of 62% trusting the police (2024)*%) with the MPS data
showing above average trend (MOPAC**) and currently stands at 72%.

MOPAC Public Attitude Data

% MPS is an organisation | can trust
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Results from the MOPAC survey routinely show that levels of trust are lowest amongst
BAME respondents.

Proportionality

Facial Recognition Technology is to be deployed on the principles of necessity and
proportionality (Raposo, 2023) under conditions of urgency and for serious offences -
thus itis important to establish when (under conditions or urgency or in response to
emergencies such as terrorism) it is to be deployed, for what crimes (grievous crimes)
and for how long should people remain on the watch lists are questions that need to be
answered (referring to scope and mission creep, see below). Already the MPS have
extended the purpose for which LFR is used from “most urgent national emergencies or
terrorist attacks” and “serious and harmful offences” to everyone wanted by the courts
or the police. and those on the sex offender register.

Milaj (2015:115) proposes that proportionality principles are the set of rules that
determine the necessity and sufficient conditions to justify limitation of a protected
right with the purpose of striking a balance between the right for a protected private life
of the individuals and the societal interests for national security, public safety,
prevention of disorder or crime. He notes that there are no rational standards for
establishing a balance between two interests of the same level, and the weighting of
interests can be sometimes arbitrary or unreflective. Following from this in determining
proportionality a clear definition of the aims of a policy or practice is required.
Thereafter does the outcome cause a disproportionate adverse impact on a group or an
individual. Even if it does, can the intervention be justified in terms of the absence of a

43 https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2023-12/ipsos-trust-in-professions-veracity-index-
2023-charts.pdf
4 MOPAC (2025) Public Voice insights Learning from the MOPAC public voice surveys Quarter 2
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less intrusive means to achieve the aim and/or would it be prohibitively expensive to
deploy these alternative means. From the MPS policy document LFR

“Is a policing tool which harnesses digital technology, and particularly live FR
technology, in order to assist the MPS in locating sought persons. In certain
circumstances, the use of LFR may also serve to achieve the MPS’s policing
objectives by helping to deter or disrupt criminality or other conduct posing a risk
to public safety...LFR may be deployed in order to support hotspot policing, and
the MPS may conduct specific security operations aimed at keeping the public
safe and/or protecting property or national infrastructure, referred to in this policy
as “protective security operations” (“PS0Os”)”.

ONS* defines harm of crime as follows:

Crime harm refers to the negative impacts of crime on individuals and society.
Impacts of harm include:

emotional or psychological — any adverse impacts on psychological and
emotional well-being.

financial or economic — any material or financial losses.

community safety — any restrictions in autonomy, freedom of movement, access
to information, or growth and development because of fear or other detrimental
effects of crime.

privacy —any violation of privacy, including access to personal or confidential
information or unauthorised entry to property.

Whilst it is almost impossible to derive a calculation of the emotional and psychological
impacts on an individual, the emotional valence of the potential prevention or
interruption of even one sex offence on a vulnerable victim is hard to quantify. There is a
methodology to calculate the potential financial cost (Home Office*®). As far ae the
Panel is aware there has been no cost effectiveness study of the deployment of LFR.

Scope, mission and technological ‘creep’

Kopel (2024: 178) identifies one of the most important ethical concerns with the use of
LFR technology, which she calls ‘function creep’ and defines this as something which
“occurs when a technology introduced for one purpose is widened to include further
uses in other contexts or reassigned to other purposes. The phenomenon is known to
develop slowly and gradually ("stealthy creep") and often, due to its subtle and
qualitative nature of change, imperceptibly.” This includes ‘scope creep’ (increasing use
making it part of routine policing), ‘mission creep’ (expanding the purposes for which it
is used) and ‘technological creep’ (expanding the use of technology for offender
profiling or emotion detection — more about that below). There is a need to ensure that
ethical issues associated with all of these are identified ahead of use and appropriately

45
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4 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5b684f22e5274a14f45342c9/the-economic-and-social-costs-of-
crime-horr99.pdf
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addressed. It is unclear whether the basis of public consent extends to this expanded
use of LFR and might be something that deserves more attention. This “normalisation of
surveillance” has been argued to lead to an erosion of fundamental rights of citizens
(Kopel, 2024:265).

(Un)fair treatment

Numerous studies show that members of the public care more about the treatment
they receive than favorable outcomes and the so named procedural justice effect is
influential in shaping their impressions of justice (Goodman-Delahunty, 2010). She
suggests four associated characteristics: trustworthiness, respectful treatment,
neutrality (i.e. fairness) and voice (i.e., engaged listening). There have been notably
fewer studies of perceptions of procedural justice and police legitimacy among adults
involved in the criminal justice system particularly sex offenders, orindeed
victim/survivors of sexual crime.

White et al (2016) found in their study of over 1,000 arrested persons in the US that
procedural justice was a strong predictor of arrestee views of police legitimacy which is
noteworthy given that all respondents had experienced a police encounter with a highly
negative outcome (i.e. loss of freedom) within 48 hr of being interviewed. Also, the
procedural justice measure remains significant independent of arrestee characteristics
and offence type (violent, property, drug, and miscellaneous). They concluded (p16)

“procedurally just behaviour during encounters with citizens (giving citizens a
voice, treating them with dignity and respect, making fair and impartial decisions,
and having trustworthy motives) represents a viable mechanism for generating
enhanced views of the police and for increasing willingness to cooperate with the
police, regardless of citizen race or ethnicity.”

Whilst it may be reasonable for registered sex offenders to have an expectation that
they will have some curtailment of their freedoms depending on the terms of their
sentence, they are still deserving of respectful treatment. Brown et al’s (2018) UK study
of sex offenders’ encounters with police concluded that

“Treatment by police officers may indicate to individuals how they will be treated
by others and acts as an indicator as to whether the CJS is fair or unfair. These
perceptions and expectations may then influence the rest of their encounters
with criminal justice staff/organizations [acting] as an influential ‘markers’ of
future encounters... Officers who do not give individuals a ‘voice’, or do not treat
individuals with respect and neutrality and engender feelings of trustworthiness,
may influence an individual’s perception of, and extent of cooperation with, the
courts and other organizations and institutions.”

Johnson et al (2024) stress the importance of victim/survivors being able to
communicate with and question officers. From their study they sound survivors
understood voice not in terms of ‘customer service’ satisfaction, but as their right to
participation in police processes and that they ’counted.
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Privacy

Privacy issues have been couched in terms of the privacy -security calculus. Originating
with the philosopher Thomas Hobbes, the social contract represents an agreement
between the state and citizens whereby individuals relinquish some personal freedom
for the sake of security. This social contract is often viewed in terms of a “balance,”
between individual liberties (e.g., the right to privacy, the freedom of expression) and the
collective security of the masses.

Chesterman (2010) argues that the traditional image of a state having to choose
between safety and privacy is a false dilemma. From this perspective, societies must
manage the relationship between state authority and individual privacy, but this is nhot a
matter of choosing either safety or privacy. Chesterman also argues that the classic
conceptualization of the social contract is outdated because modern societies operate
under a new context in which citizens do not cede the power of coercion but rather
access to information. In exchange, the state provides increased security and access to
the conveniences of modern life.

The presumed privacy/security trade-off in public attitudes about surveillance
technology has also been challenged by the work of Pavone and Degli-Esposti (2012).
According to these authors,

“citizen views about this technology are highly embedded within their particular
institutional and social contexts. For example, when people lack trust in their
government or police agencies, they may be more suspicious of the motivations
for surveillance and more likely to view this technology as a privacy concern. In
contrast, among persons who trust these organizations, this trust may negate
any privacy concerns and leave citizens more willing to support FRT as a means
to enhance their personal security. Under these conditions, there is no
privacy/security trade off because whether privacy or security concerns are more
salient depends on the level of institutional trust.”

With regards to the privacy -security trade off, a pan European study (Esposti and &
Santiago-Gomez, 2015) which included UK participants found

“half approached security and liberty as a zero-sum game: they said.. that
[surveillance technologies] were both security enhancing and privacy infringing
(51%). Yet only a small portion of them was actually willing to give up their liberty
in exchange for an increased level of security. The other half did not adopt the
trade-off approach and believed that these technologies were highly intrusive
but not really effective (26%), or, quite to the contrary, consider these
technologies very effective in terms of improving security, but not privacy
infringing (11%). Finally, a very small group of participants were indecisive and
did not see any security gain or privacy harm (2%).”

Bradford et al (2020) found from their London based sample that: privacy concerns had
the strongest association with acceptance of LFR such that to have strong concerns
over privacy almost inevitably led to rejection and vice versa. Moreover belief in the
legitimacy of police to use LFR appropriately may have involved passive
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acceptance, which not so much alleviates privacy concerns as obviates them,
rendering them superfluous to attitude formation and decision-making.

Chilling effects

Chilling effects are said to emerge when individuals modify their behaviour due to
concerns about surveillance, and the potential consequences that may follow if their
behaviour is observed. These effects are more anticipatory than empirically proven, as
they are not only difficult to discern in the short term, but their true impact may also
only be manifest over the medium to long term.

Chilling effects may be thought a necessary evil that nonetheless produces the
desirable effect of potentially keeping offenders away from public places. However, the
use of LFR creates an ethical conundrum where people who would not want to submit
their biometric data (not necessarily because they are criminals) have no other viable
alternative for accessing public spaces — which often necessitates their “withdrawal
from public or societal utilities” or demands a coercive consent that is against ethical
norms (Beltran and Calvo, 2023).

Murray (2024) suggests that:

The impacts of a chilling effect can be diverse and may, for example, influence
the websites a person visits, what they read, where they go, what events they
attend, who they meet, what organisation they join, whether they take partin a
political protest, or if and how they engage in political activities. Importantly,
chilling effects are not binary but are nuanced in theirimpacts. That is, a chilling
effect does not necessarily mean that a person will not engage in political
activities when ordinarily they would have; of course they may choose not to
engage, but they may also choose to modify the nature of that engagement.
Chilling effects can therefore impact on the process by which individuals
develop their identity/personality, which can in turn impact on their political
participation.”

He further argues that:

“the overall impact of surveillance related chilling effects — which may interfere
with the process by which individuals develop their personality — cannot be
accurately evaluated by examining each affected right in isolation from the other.
Rather, overall human rights harm can only be accurately evaluated by looking at
the impact on the rights to privacy and expression and assembly and the
interrelationship between those rights. This is compound human rights harm.”
[Original emphasis].

Technical accuracy

By and large, the technical accuracy of LFR is good and improving. The facial
recognition technology used by the MPS is NEC Neoface V4 1 using HD5 Face Detector.
Accuracy was evaluated by the National Physical Laboratory.*” Using comparable

47 https://science.police.uk/site/assets/files/3396/frt-equitability-study_mar2023.
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watchlist size of 10,000 images and the default setting threshold of 0.6 measures
included:

* True-Positive Identification Rate (TPIR) —the rate of successful recognition when
subjects on the watchlist pass through the zone of recognition

* False-Positive Identification Rate (FPIR) — the rate of incorrect recognition (i.e., false
positives or false alerts) when subjects not on the watchlist pass through the zone of
recognition.

Results found 89 % success and a 0.017% false alertratei.e. 1in 6000. The report
concluded that the accuracy levels are a considerable improvement on that reported
for previous versions of the Neoface software.

Other ethical questions that need answering

Almeida et al (2022) identify questions of accountability amongst several other
important ethical questions that need to be answered with respect to the use and
challenge of LFR. They specifically ask (p378):

e What accountability should be in place for different usages?

e How can this accountability be explicitly exercised, explained and audited for a
range of stakeholder needs?

e How are complaint and challenge processes enabled and afforded to all?

The issue of transparency and accountability structures were raised by several of the
authors cited in this report. The MPS have some way to go in fully answering these
questions.

Latest figures from the MPS claimed several "significant arrests” (numbering 540
according to a Met release on the 6" of December 2024) resulting from LFR, which
represents 3% of the average watch list which at the time of observations conducted by
LPEP members numbered over 16,000. Furthermore, the MPS claim these arrests
include drug and violence offences, but the police do not report the type of offences
leading to arrests for each LFR deployment. Consequently, it is difficult to determine
how many deployments have led to significant arrests. Kopel (2024: 140) claims

“Anecdotal reports indicate that the arrests resulting from LFR have not always
been for meaningful offences or even justified.”

Overall, Kopel (2024: 258) warns that considering the meagre number of arrests
resulting from LFR operational use, it cannot be viewed as an effective crime-fighting
tool. Given its limited efficacy, LFR can be deemed as “primarily a demonstrative
surveillance instrument for reinforcing police power,” which, in the absence of
“sufficient safeguards,” may prove to be counterproductive to democratic ideals. Hill et
al (2022) suggest that ethical solutions to many of the problems identified above are by
incorporating public voices through: “education, expertise and transparency and
dialogue and co-creating policy”.
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Future use

There are a few areas where developments in FRT may raise additional ethical
dilemmas and it would make sense to get ahead of these and think of how they ought to
be addressed before the technology is developed and being widely used (termed
technology creep above). This is in response to an issue identified by Leslie (2020), who
suggests ethical dimensions are often addressed retrospectively based on the
conviction that the technology is here to stay and is benign. Thus, instead of providing
post hoc justifications for ethical use, the panelis of the view that it is important to flag
these areas of potential contention that are very likely to arise imminently:

Concerns about use of LFR in Body Worn Cameras making the capturing of
images and storing the footage on the cloud (BWC footage is stored for a longer
period of time) leading to two ethical issues: firstly storing of facial images for
longer periods without proper authorisation and making the use of LFR routine
policing practice (Hood, 2020), rather than something that is invoked (as it
currently is) in response to specific intelligence or for a specific purpose.
Routinisation of LFR will remove the impetus for police officers to justify the
request to deploy it, and for it to be signed off by a senior officer. This leads to a
broader problem identified by Hood (2020: 164) in that it gives the police the
power to decide whom to watch and takes away power from citizens whether
they would be agreeable to being watched in this manner. Such a situation has
the potential to create structural imbalances in which some communities get
overpoliced and feel targeted.

Concerns about Intelligent Facial Recognition: Urquhart and Miranda (2022)
identify emergent technology such as Intelligent Facial Surveillance (IFS) which
uses Emotional Artificial Intelligence (EAI) to divine emotions and facial
expressions in order to identify underlying emotive state and intent. This raises
the threat of “automating suspicion through biometric technologies” - raising
the spectre of “bio-deterministic framings of criminality” (p 216). The police
need to have better policies and standards of accountability, especially since
people display emotions in different ways and the impact of use of EAl as a
basis of suspicion needs to be thought through prior to use.

Concerns about use for Offender Profiling and Risk Assessment: Smith and
Miller (2022: 172) identify concerns about the use of biometric facial
recognition to facilitate either “offender profiling, risk assessment and
subsequent monitoring of people who as a result of fitting these profiles are
considered at risk of committing crimes, notwithstanding that the only offences
that the individuals in question had com mitted was to fit these profiles.” We
have already seen the extension of LFR in the Met to monitoring RSOs —as a
form of offender management — something that the LFR was not originally
intended for. This is another example of mission creep that has been identified
above.
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Appendix Four - Survey Data

YouGov / MOPAC Survey Results
Fieldwork Dates: 7th - 17th February 2025

Gender Age Sexuality
Total
Male  Female 1824 2549  50-64 g5+  Hetero- | Gayor | i sl Other
sexual lesbian
To what extent do you agree or disagree with these statements about the
police in your area?
MOPAC1_1. They would treat you with respect if you had contact with them
for any reason
Unweighted base 1003 430 573 97 482 236 188 797 56 74 13
Base 1003 490 513 114 521 217 151 808 59 59 14
Strongly agree 10% 14% 6% 9% 9% 9% 12% 8% 12% 14% 14%
Agree 39% 40% 38% 39% 34% 44% 50% 41% 31% 31% 12%
Neither agree nor disagree 26% 25% 27% 29% 27% 25% 20% 26% 22% 28% 33%
Disagree 10% 10% 10% 12% 12% 10% 4% 10% 11% 12% 4%
Strongly disagree 6% 5% 6% 2% 7% 6% 2% 5% 12% 4% 21%
Don't know 10% 6% 14% 8% 12% 6% 12% 10% 1% 12% 16%
Net: TOTAL AGREE 48% 54% 43% 48% 42% 53% 62% 50% 44% 44% 26%

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE 16% 15% 16% 15% 19% 16% 6% 15% 23% 16% 25%



MOPAC1_2. The police in this area treat everyone fairly regardless of who
they are

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC1_3. They are dealing with the things that matter to people in this
community

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

5%

23%

26%

18%

12%

17%

28%

30%

1003

1003

4%

27%

26%

20%

12%

11%

31%

32%

430

490

7%

27%

27%

17%

1%

1%

33%

28%

430

6%

27%

26%

19%

13%

8%

33%

33%

573

513

3%

20%

25%

19%

12%

22%

22%

31%

573

513

3%

26%

26%

20%

1%

14%

29%

31%

97

114

4%

24%

28%

24%

1%

8%

28%

36%

97

114

3%

28%

25%

25%

9%

10%

31%

33%

482

521

5%

21%

23%

20%

14%

17%

27%

34%

482

521

4%

25%

25%

20%

14%

12%

29%

34%

236

217

4%

25%

28%

15%

11%

17%

29%

26%

236

217

3%

27%

25%

20%

15%

9%

30%

35%

188

151

4%

25%

30%

1%

6%

25%

29%

17%

188

151

8%

31%

29%

16%

5%

11%

39%

21%

797

808

4%

25%

26%

17%

12%

17%

29%

29%

797

808

4%

28%

26%

19%

13%

10%

32%

32%

56

59

9%

23%

25%

21%

1%

1%

32%

32%

56

59

7%

21%

24%

24%

10%

14%

28%

34%

74

59

9%

11%

28%

33%

9%

1%

20%

42%

74

59

3%

1%

31%

24%

1%

20%

14%

35%

16%

48%

6%

30%

16%

6%

15%

33%

12%

25%

6%

9%

48%

31%

53



MOPAC1_4. The police in this area listen to the concerns of local people

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

How effective, if at all, do you think the Metropolitan Police are at...?

1003

1003

3%

25%

31%

16%

10%

15%

28%

26%

430

490

4%

27%

31%

14%

1%

12%

32%

26%

573

513

2%

22%

30%

18%

9%

18%

24%

27%

97

114

1%

32%

32%

22%

5%

8%

33%

27%

482

521

4%

23%

27%

17%

13%

15%

28%

30%

236

217

2%

21%

36%

17%

10%

14%

23%

27%

188

151

3%

29%

32%

9%

5%

21%

32%

15%

797

808

3%

25%

31%

16%

10%

15%

28%

26%

56

59

2%

16%

28%

19%

18%

17%

18%

37%

74

59

31%

29%

15%

1%

13%

31%

27%

18%

48%

6%

10%

18%

18%

16%

54



MOPAC2_1. Preventing terrorism
Unweighted base
Base
Very effective
Fairly effective
Not very effective
Not at all effective
Don't know
Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE

MOPAC2_2. Responding to violence against women and girls
Unweighted base
Base
Very effective
Fairly effective
Not very effective
Not at all effective
Don't know
Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE

MOPAC2_3. Responding to emergencies promptly
Unweighted base
Base
Very effective
Fairly effective
Not very effective
Not at all effective
Don't know
Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE

1003

1003

16%

40%

16%

8%

20%

55%

24%

1003

1003

5%

23%

32%

19%

22%

28%

51%

1003

1003

9%

39%

24%

10%

18%

48%

34%

430

20%

44%

18%

9%

10%

63%

26%

430

490

8%

28%

27%

12%

25%

36%

39%

490

13%

40%

23%

10%

15%

53%

33%

573

513

12%

36%

14%

8%

30%

48%

22%

573

513

2%

18%

37%

25%

18%

20%

62%

573

513

6%

38%

25%

10%

21%

45%

35%

97

114

16%

35%

13%

14%

21%

52%

27%

97

114

3%

19%

36%

20%

22%

22%

56%

97

114

7%

45%

18%

8%

22%

52%

25%

482

521

16%

36%

18%

9%

21%

51%

28%

482

521

6%

22%

31%

21%

20%

28%

52%

482

521

10%

37%

25%

1%

18%

47%

35%

236

217

15%

47%

12%

7%

18%

62%

19%

236

217

4%

22%

34%

16%

25%

26%

49%

217

7%

41%

26%

9%

17%

48%

35%

188

151

15%

47%

14%

4%

20%

62%

18%

188

151

4%

28%

31%

14%

22%

32%

45%

151

12%

40%

22%

1%

15%

52%

33%

797

808

15%

41%

15%

9%

20%

56%

24%

797

808

6%

23%

32%

18%

22%

28%

50%

797

808

9%

41%

22%

10%

17%

50%

32%

56

59

15%

36%

29%

5%

15%

51%

35%

56

59

25%

35%

16%

24%

25%

52%

56

59

8%

32%

31%

13%

17%

40%

43%

74

59

17%

37%

10%

5%

32%

53%

15%

74

59

1%

22%

31%

22%

24%

23%

54%

74

59

5%

41%

17%

9%

29%

45%

26%

24%

53%

6%

16%

78%

6%

30%

17%

11%

42%

30%

28%

20%

7%

23%

36%

14%

27%

59%

55



MOPAC2_4. Providing a visible patrolling presence

Unweighted base
Base

Very effective

Fairly effective

Not very effective

Not at all effective
Don't know

Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE

MOPAC2_5. Tackling gun crime
Unweighted base
Base
Very effective
Fairly effective
Not very effective
Not at all effective
Don't know
Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE

MOPAC2_6. Tackling knife crime
Unweighted base
Base
Very effective
Fairly effective
Not very effective
Not at all effective
Don't know
Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE

1003

1003

6%

21%

35%

31%

7%

27%

67%

1003

1003

7%

32%

26%

13%

22%

39%

39%

1003

1003

3%

17%

37%

31%

12%

20%

68%

430

490

10%

22%

35%

28%

6%

31%

63%

430

11%

37%

23%

14%

16%

48%

37%

430

490

4%

20%

34%

31%

1%

25%

64%

573

513

2%

20%

36%

34%

7%

22%

70%

573

513

2%

28%

29%

13%

29%

30%

42%

573

513

1%

15%

40%

32%

13%

16%

71%

97

114

13%

34%

29%

18%

7%

46%

47%

97

114

11%

34%

18%

15%

23%

44%

33%

97

114

4%

23%

30%

27%

16%

27%

57%

482

521

7%

22%

37%

26%

8%

29%

63%

482

521

8%

32%

26%

13%

22%

40%

38%

482

521

3%

18%

37%

29%

13%

21%

66%

236

217

1%

16%

36%

43%

4%

17%

79%

236

217

4%

35%

25%

13%

24%

38%

38%

236

217

0%

14%

34%

41%

10%

15%

75%

188

151

3%

14%

35%

43%

6%

17%

77%

188

151

4%

27%

34%

15%

20%

31%

49%

188

151

3%

16%

45%

28%

7%

19%

73%

797

808

5%

20%

36%

32%

7%

25%

68%

797

808

6%

32%

26%

14%

22%

38%

40%

797

808

2%

17%

37%

33%

1%

20%

69%

56

59

3%

25%

35%

34%

3%

28%

69%

56

59

2%

43%

23%

12%

20%

45%

35%

56

59

2%

17%

42%

28%

1%

19%

70%

74

59

7%

28%

33%

25%

8%

35%

57%

74

59

12%

28%

23%

6%

31%

40%

28%

74

59

1%

17%

37%

23%

22%

19%

60%

9%

25%

36%

22%

33%

58%

9%

18%

47%

27%

26%

47%

15%

15%

61%

9%

30%

61%

56



How worried, if at all, are you about...

MOPAC3_1. ...Anti-social behaviour in your local area?

Unweighted base

Base

Not at all worried

Not very worried

Fairly worried

Very worried

Don't know

Net: TOTAL NOT WORRIED

Net: TOTAL WORRIED

MOPAC3_2. ...Crime in your local area?

Unweighted base

Base

Not at all worried

Not very worried

Fairly worried

Very worried

Don't know

Net: TOTAL NOT WORRIED

Net: TOTAL WORRIED
MOPAC3_3. ...A terrorist attack in London?

Unweighted base

Base

Not at all worried

Not very worried

Fairly worried

Very worried

Don't know

Net: TOTAL NOT WORRIED

Net: TOTAL WORRIED

1003

1003

4%

28%

39%

24%

5%

32%

63%

1003

1003

3%

28%

42%

24%

3%

31%

66%

1003

1003

6%

37%

34%

18%

5%

43%

52%

430

490

7%

28%

34%

24%

7%

35%

59%

430

490

5%

30%

41%

21%

3%

35%

62%

430

9%

38%

31%

18%

4%

47%

49%

573

513

1%

28%

43%

24%

3%

30%

67%

573

513

1%

26%

44%

26%

3%

28%

70%

573

513

3%

35%

38%

17%

7%

38%

55%

97

114

4%

29%

35%

13%

18%

34%

48%

97

114

3%

32%

45%

14%

6%

35%

59%

97

114

3%

40%

35%

14%

8%

43%

49%

482

521

3%

28%

38%

28%

3%

31%

66%

482

521

3%

25%

43%

26%

3%

28%

68%

482

521

6%

37%

34%

18%

5%

44%

51%

236

217

6%

28%

40%

23%

3%

35%

63%

236

217

3%

29%

43%

24%

2%

31%

67%

236

217

4%

38%

33%

19%

6%

43%

52%

188

151

5%

28%

44%

21%

2%

33%

65%

188

151

3%

35%

40%

22%

1%

38%

61%

188

151

9%

29%

39%

18%

5%

39%

57%

797

808

4%

29%

38%

24%

5%

33%

62%

797

808

3%

28%

42%

24%

3%

31%

66%

797

808

5%

37%

35%

17%

6%

42%

52%

56

59

1%

24%

43%

18%

4%

34%

62%

56

59

3%

36%

39%

19%

2%

39%

59%

56

59

16%

29%

34%

19%

2%

45%

53%

74

59

4%

31%

41%

19%

5%

35%

60%

74

59

4%

38%

39%

15%

4%

42%

54%

74

59

6%

48%

33%

7%

6%

54%

40%

23%

58%

19%

23%

77%

18%

63%

19%

18%

82%

30%

27%

26%

18%

56%

44%

57



MOPACA4. Before taking this survey, have you heard of the Metropolitan
Police Service's use of Live Facial Recognition (LFR)?
Unweighted base
Base
Yes, | have

No, | have not

MOPACS. You previously said you have heard of the Metropolitan Police
using Live Facial Recognition (LFR). How did you become aware of this?

Unweighted base

Base

| have seen it being used

I heard about it from family or friends
| heard about it from the media
Other

Don't know

MOPACS6. Which of these comes closest to your view on the collection of
biometric data?

Unweighted base

Base

The police should only be allowed to collect biometric data of someone if they
have committed a crime

The police should be allowed to collect biometric data of someone if they are of
interest to them, even if they have not committed a crime

Neither of these

Don't know

1003

1003

51%

49%

546

514

15%

14%

75%

6%

3%

1003

1003

49%

34%

6%

10%

430

490

58%

42%

267
287
17%
14%
76%
6%

1%

430

490

52%

33%

7%

8%

573

513

44%

56%

279
227
1%
13%
74%
6%

5%

573

513

47%

35%

5%

13%

97

114

37%

63%

40

43

19%

20%

55%

18%

5%

97

114

64%

18%

12%

6%

482

521

48%

52%

228

248

18%

20%

72%

5%

3%

482

521

52%

30%

6%

12%

236

217

61%

39%

157

133

10%

8%

80%

7%

2%

236

217

45%

40%

3%

12%

188

151

60%

40%

121

91

1%

3%

85%

4%

2%

188

151

36%

53%

4%

7%

797

808

51%

49%

430
410
14%
14%
76%
6%

3%

797

808

49%

35%

6%

1%

56

59

65%

35%

38

38

18%

8%

79%

8%

3%

56

59

49%

39%

7%

5%

74

59

41%

59%

35

24

26%

8%

76%

4%

74

59

57%

27%

5%

10%

49%

51%

32%

40%

40%

37%

54%

9%

58



To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about
the use of Live Facial Recognition (LFR) by police?

MOPAC?7_1. Itinvades people's privacy

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC7_2. It will make London safer

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

15%

36%

23%

17%

5%

3%

52%

22%

1003

1003

13%

37%

27%

11%

3%

9%

50%

14%

430

490

18%

36%

22%

14%

7%

3%

54%

21%

430

490

16%

36%

26%

12%

4%

5%

52%

16%

573

513

13%

36%

24%

19%

4%

3%

50%

23%

573

513

10%

38%

27%

10%

2%

12%

49%

12%

97

114

20%

43%

12%

15%

7%

3%

63%

22%

97

114

14%

37%

28%

12%

3%

6%

51%

15%

482

521

17%

42%

23%

13%

1%

4%

59%

14%

482

521

11%

34%

28%

14%

4%

8%

45%

18%

236

217

12%

34%

22%

19%

13%

1%

46%

31%

236

217

15%

38%

23%

6%

3%

14%

54%

9%

188

151

11%

15%

34%

30%

8%

2%

26%

38%

188

151

16%

46%

26%

6%

3%

3%

62%

8%

797

808

15%

35%

23%

18%

6%

3%

51%

23%

797

808

13%

37%

27%

1%

3%

8%

51%

14%

56

59

11%

42%

22%

20%

3%

2%

53%

23%

56

59

18%

39%

27%

7%

3%

6%

57%

10%

74

59

14%

42%

21%

13%

10%

1%

56%

23%

74

59

1%

32%

28%

14%

5%

11%

43%

19%

6%

29%

48%

9%

9%

35%

9%

9%

45%

41%

6%

53%

6%

59



MOPAC7_3. It will affect certain groups of people more than others

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC7_4. It will make it easier for the police to catch criminals

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

20%

37%

20%

9%

5%

8%

58%

14%

1003

1003

19%

46%

19%

6%

2%

8%

65%

8%

430

490

18%

35%

24%

10%

7%

6%

53%

16%

430

490

23%

41%

21%

7%

3%

6%

64%

9%

573

513

22%

40%

17%

7%

4%

9%

62%

12%

573

513

14%

51%

18%

6%

2%

9%

65%

8%

97

114

18%

43%

19%

9%

1%

10%

61%

10%

97

114

24%

44%

17%

10%

2%

3%

68%

12%

482

521

21%

36%

20%

8%

5%

9%

58%

13%

482

521

17%

43%

21%

6%

3%

9%

60%

9%

236

217

21%

38%

19%

7%

9%

6%

60%

16%

236

217

19%

48%

16%

7%

2%

8%

67%

8%

188

151

16%

37%

24%

11%

6%

5%

53%

18%

188

151

22%

52%

18%

3%

0%

5%

74%

3%

797

808

20%

37%

20%

10%

6%

8%

57%

15%

797

808

19%

45%

19%

7%

2%

8%

64%

9%

56

59

22%

38%

29%

2%

7%

2%

60%

9%

56

59

22%

54%

19%

2%

3%

77%

2%

74

59

26%

41%

16%

5%

3%

9%

67%

8%

74

59

14%

50%

18%

9%

3%

5%

65%

12%

23%

36%

9%

18%

14%

58%

18%

5%

23%

57%

6%

9%

28%

6%

60



MOPAC?7_5. It makes me feel safer

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC?7_6. It makes me feel worried about my privacy
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

10%

32%

30%

17%

6%

5%

42%

22%

1003

1003

14%

30%

21%

25%

8%

3%

44%

32%

430

490

14%

29%

29%

16%

8%

4%

42%

25%

430

16%

30%

20%

21%

10%

3%

45%

31%

573

513

7%

35%

32%

17%

3%

6%

42%

20%

573

513

12%

29%

22%

28%

6%

4%

42%

33%

97

114

9%

35%

26%

15%

5%

9%

44%

20%

97

114

19%

36%

20%

15%

9%

2%

54%

24%

482

521

9%

27%

31%

21%

7%

6%

36%

27%

482

521

16%

34%

20%

21%

4%

5%

50%

25%

236

217

12%

34%

31%

15%

5%

3%

46%

20%

236

217

12%

26%

19%

31%

12%

1%

37%

43%

188

151

12%

44%

31%

7%

3%

3%

56%

10%

188

151

8%

14%

29%

34%

13%

1%

22%

48%

797

808

10%

33%

30%

17%

5%

5%

43%

22%

797

808

14%

28%

22%

26%

8%

3%

42%

33%

56

59

17%

27%

36%

13%

4%

2%

44%

17%

56

59

11%

24%

25%

23%

11%

6%

35%

34%

74

59

10%

26%

30%

18%

1%

5%

36%

29%

74

59

11%

43%

18%

15%

12%

2%

53%

27%

13%

20%

20%

36%

6%

4%

34%

42%

13%

40%

20%

21%

5%

53%

26%

61



MOPACS. If the police were using Live Facial Recognition (LFR) at an event,
would you be more or less likely to attend the event, or would it make no
difference?

Unweighted base

Base

More likely

Less likely

It would make no difference

Don't know

1003

1003

9%

15%

68%

9%

430

490

12%

17%

64%

7%

573

513

6%

12%

71%

1%

97
114
5%
21%
64%

9%

482

521

10%

18%

60%

12%

236

217

8%

11%

76%

6%

188

151

9%

5%

85%

2%

797

808

10%

13%

68%

9%

56

59

1%

12%

83%

4%

74

59

4%

19%

70%

7%

15%
16%
48%

21%

62



To what extent do you agree or disagree it would be acceptable for police to
use Live Facial Recognition (LFR) in public places (such as high streets,
shopping centres or train stations) to...

MOPAC9_1. ...identify potential terrorists

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPACS9_2. ...identify people wanted by the police for serious violent crimes

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

55%

27%

8%

3%

2%

5%

82%

5%

1003

1003

57%

29%

7%

1%

2%

4%

86%

3%

430

490

57%

26%

8%

3%

2%

4%

83%

5%

430

490

59%

27%

7%

2%

2%

3%

86%

4%

573

513

54%

27%

7%

4%

1%

6%

82%

5%

573

513

55%

31%

6%

1%

1%

5%

87%

2%

97

114

54%

24%

9%

7%

3%

3%

78%

10%

97

114

45%

36%

9%

5%

2%

2%

82%

7%

482

521

47%

31%

9%

4%

2%

7%

79%

6%

482

521

52%

32%

8%

2%

1%

5%

84%

3%

236
217
63%
26%
4%
1%
3%
3%
89%

4%

236
217
64%
27%
4%
0%
3%
3%
90%

3%

188

151

74%

15%

8%

1%

2%

89%

1%

188

151

75%

16%

7%

0%

2%

91%

0%

797

808

56%

27%

7%

3%

2%

5%

84%

5%

797

808

58%

30%

6%

1%

2%

3%

88%

3%

56

59

56%

24%

1%

3%

5%

80%

3%

56

59

62%

26%

8%

2%

2%

88%

2%

74

59

53%

20%

12%

9%

3%

4%

73%

12%

74

59

53%

27%

8%

7%

3%

3%

80%

10%

41%

39%

12%

9%

80%

26%

40%

25%

9%

66%

63



MOPAC9_3. ...identify people wanted by the police for minor crimes (e.g.
shoplifting)
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC9_4. ...identify people who engage in nuisance behaviour (e.g.
littering, drunkenness)

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

26%

40%

16%

8%

5%

5%

66%

14%

1003

1003

20%

37%

19%

13%

6%

5%

57%

20%

430

490

29%

37%

18%

8%

5%

4%

66%

13%

430

490

23%

32%

20%

13%

9%

3%

55%

22%

573

513

23%

43%

14%

8%

6%

6%

66%

14%

573

513

17%

42%

18%

13%

4%

6%

59%

17%

97

114

17%

34%

21%

18%

7%

3%

51%

25%

97

114

15%

33%

16%

27%

6%

4%

48%

32%

482

521

22%

40%

16%

8%

6%

8%

62%

14%

482

521

17%

35%

20%

13%

9%

6%

52%

21%

236

217

30%

41%

14%

8%

6%

2%

71%

14%

236

217

24%

39%

17%

12%

6%

3%

62%

18%

188

151

39%

43%

12%

3%

1%

1%

83%

4%

188

151

28%

44%

19%

6%

1%

1%

73%

7%

797

808

27%

40%

16%

8%

5%

5%

67%

12%

797

808

21%

38%

19%

12%

6%

5%

59%

18%

56

59

33%

35%

15%

10%

4%

4%

67%

14%

56

59

28%

26%

17%

13%

14%

2%

54%

27%

74

59

17%

33%

19%

1%

19%

3%

49%

30%

74

59

11%

31%

21%

21%

13%

2%

42%

34%

15%

50%

15%

20%

65%

15%

6%

41%

33%

10%

9%

47%

10%

64



And to what extent do you agree or disagree it would be acceptable for
police to use Live Facial Recognition (LFR) inside a ticketed event at a major
arena (e.g. a sport or music event) to...

MOPAC10_1. ... identify potential terrorists
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC10_2. ... identify people wanted by the police for serious violent
crimes

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

56%

28%

7%

3%

3%

4%

84%

5%

1003

1003

56%

28%

7%

3%

2%

3%

84%

5%

430

490

56%

30%

6%

2%

4%

3%

86%

5%

430

57%

28%

8%

2%

3%

2%

84%

5%

573
513
57%
25%
8%
3%
2%
4%
82%

5%

573
513
56%
28%
7%
3%
1%
5%
84%

5%

97

114

42%

35%

12%

3%

6%

3%

77%

8%

97

114

46%

35%

7%

6%

4%

3%

81%

10%

482

521

50%

30%

8%

4%

2%

5%

81%

6%

482

521

50%

31%

9%

3%

2%

4%

81%

6%

236

217

64%

24%

5%

1%

3%

2%

88%

5%

236

217

63%

25%

5%

1%

3%

4%

88%

4%

188

151

78%

17%

3%

1%

2%

94%

1%

188

151

76%

17%

5%

1%

1%

93%

1%

797

808

57%

28%

7%

2%

3%

3%

85%

5%

797

808

58%

27%

7%

2%

2%

3%

85%

4%

56

59

67%

18%

8%

2%

5%

85%

2%

56

59

65%

19%

9%

2%

2%

2%

85%

4%

74

59

47%

31%

9%

3%

6%

2%

79%

10%

74

59

45%

39%

7%

2%

6%

1%

84%

8%

45%

37%

10%

9%

81%

54%

15%

6%

15%

9%

70%

15%

65



MOPAC10_3. ... identify people wanted by the police for minor crimes (e.g.
shoplifting)

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC10_4. ... identify people who engage in nuisance behaviour (e.g.
littering, drunkenness)

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

22%

38%

18%

10%

6%

5%

61%

17%

1003

1003

21%

33%

18%

15%

7%

5%

54%

22%

430

490

23%

40%

17%

9%

6%

3%

64%

16%

430

490

23%

31%

20%

14%

9%

3%

54%

23%

573

513

22%

36%

18%

1%

6%

7%

58%

17%

573

513

19%

35%

17%

15%

6%

7%

54%

22%

97

114

15%

39%

20%

14%

10%

3%

54%

23%

97

114

16%

21%

25%

26%

9%

3%

37%

35%

482

521

20%

38%

17%

11%

7%

8%

58%

17%

482

521

20%

34%

16%

15%

9%

7%

54%

24%

236

217

28%

35%

16%

11%

7%

3%

63%

17%

236

217

22%

31%

21%

15%

6%

4%

53%

21%

188

151

27%

45%

19%

6%

2%

1%

71%

8%

188

151

27%

44%

17%

8%

3%

2%

71%

10%

797

808

23%

38%

17%

1%

5%

5%

62%

16%

797

808

21%

33%

18%

15%

7%

5%

55%

22%

56

59

34%

28%

19%

7%

9%

2%

62%

16%

56

59

29%

29%

13%

17%

11%

2%

58%

28%

74

59

6%

42%

17%

15%

17%

3%

48%

32%

74

59

7%

37%

22%

13%

17%

4%

44%

30%

5%

75%

6%

14%

80%

6%

16%

37%

33%

5%

9%

53%

5%

66



MOPAC11. The Metropolitan Police Service are also using Live Facial
Recognition (LFR) to monitor the behaviour of registered sex offenders
(RSOs) who are guilty of more serious offences. RSOs typically have a set of
conditions imposed on them, for example that they should not have devices
that can access the internet. When they are placed on the watchlist, Live
Facial Recoghnition (LFR) can identify an RSO if one happens to pass by, and
police can stop that person to ensure they are not in breach of their
conditions. Which of the following comes closest to your view regarding
whether RSOs should be placed on Live Facial Recognition (LFR) watchlists?

Unweighted base
Base

AlLRSOs should be placed on LFR watchlists, regardless of the severity of their
crime

Only RSOs convicted of more serious crimes should be placed on LFR watchlists

No RSOs should be placed on LFR watchlists

Don't know

1003

1003

61%

22%

3%

14%

430

490

58%

24%

4%

15%

573

513

64%

20%

2%

14%

97

114

52%

25%

3%

19%

482

521

56%

23%

3%

18%

236

217

72%

17%

3%

8%

188

151

70%

20%

2%

8%

797

808

63%

20%

3%

14%

56

59

58%

29%

13%

74

59

51%

27%

3%

19%

25%

41%

21%

12%

67



Live Facial Recognition (LFR) is just one way police collect and use people's
personal data - others include CCTV, Automatic Number Plate Recognition
(ANPR), and accessing public records. Thinking about all the ways police
might collect and use personal data, to what extent do you agree or disagree
with the following statements:

MOPAC12_1. | want to have control over what data police can collect from
me

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC12_2. The ways police collect personal data should be strictly
controlled

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

33%

36%

19%

5%

2%

5%

70%

6%

1003

1003

47%

37%

10%

2%

1%

4%

84%

3%

430

490

36%

35%

20%

4%

2%

3%

71%

6%

430

490

48%

37%

9%

2%

1%

4%

85%

3%

573

513

31%

38%

19%

5%

2%

6%

68%

7%

573

513

46%

37%

11%

1%

1%

3%

84%

2%

97

114

34%

42%

15%

2%

4%

4%

75%

6%

97

114

41%

34%

10%

1%

4%

10%

75%

4%

482

521

36%

34%

18%

5%

2%

5%

70%

7%

482

521

48%

36%

9%

2%

1%

4%

84%

3%

236

217

36%

33%

21%

3%

2%

4%

70%

5%

236

217

49%

38%

11%

1%

0%

87%

1%

188
151
21%
44%
24%
8%

1%

3%
65%

8%

188
151
45%
A41%
9%
2%
1%
3%
86%

2%

797

808

33%

36%

21%

5%

2%

4%

69%

7%

797

808

46%

38%

10%

2%

1%

4%

84%

2%

56

59

33%

44%

15%

3%

1%

5%

77%

4%

56

59

49%

35%

13%

2%

85%

74

59

34%

36%

17%

3%

3%

6%

70%

6%

74

59

45%

44%

6%

1%

2%

3%

89%

2%

32%

28%

6%

5%

5%

24%

60%

10%

27%

21%

28%

15%

9%

48%

15%

68



MOPAC12_3. As technology improves, it is inevitable that the police will
collect more and more personal data from people

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC12_4. | support the police being able to store my personal data (e.g.
name, address, places | visit) when this helps their work

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

27%

48%

13%

4%

2%

6%

76%

6%

1003

1003

10%

31%

23%

16%

14%

6%

41%

30%

430

490

32%

44%

15%

3%

2%

4%

76%

5%

430

490

14%

28%

22%

16%

16%

4%

42%

32%

573

513

23%

52%

12%

4%

3%

7%

75%

6%

573

513

7%

35%

24%

16%

12%

7%

41%

28%

97

114

29%

48%

16%

2%

2%

4%

76%

4%

97

114

9%

30%

24%

1%

16%

10%

39%

27%

482

521

28%

46%

13%

4%

2%

7%

74%

7%

482

521

10%

28%

21%

20%

15%

6%

38%

35%

236

217

25%

51%

14%

3%

3%

4%

76%

6%

236

217

9%

32%

28%

14%

13%

3%

41%

28%

188

151

25%

55%

10%

3%

1%

5%

80%

5%

188

151

12%

42%

24%

9%

7%

5%

54%

17%

797

808

28%

48%

13%

3%

2%

6%

76%

5%

797

808

10%

31%

24%

16%

14%

6%

42%

29%

56

59

32%

51%

1%

4%

1%

2%

82%

5%

56

59

12%

34%

31%

10%

9%

4%

46%

19%

74

59

18%

56%

15%

2%

5%

5%

74%

7%

74

59

6%

32%

20%

22%

13%

7%

38%

35%

53%

27%

7%

5%

9%

79%

5%

5%

57%

6%

11%

11%

9%

63%

22%

69



MOPAC12_5. The police will use my personal data responsibly

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC12_6. The police will use my personal data in accordance with the
law

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

10%

26%

24%

16%

11%

13%

36%

27%

1003

1003

15%

29%

26%

12%

8%

11%

44%

19%

490

14%

24%

23%

17%

13%

9%

38%

30%

430

490

18%

25%

28%

1%

10%

7%

43%

21%

573

513

6%

29%

24%

16%

9%

17%

34%

24%

573

513

11%

33%

23%

12%

5%

15%

44%

18%

97

114

1%

17%

25%

27%

8%

12%

28%

35%

97

114

18%

24%

27%

18%

9%

5%

42%

26%

482

521

10%

23%

25%

16%

13%

12%

34%

29%

482

521

13%

27%

27%

14%

8%

11%

40%

22%

217

9%

31%

21%

13%

12%

15%

40%

25%

236

217

14%

33%

23%

7%

9%

13%

47%

17%

151
9%
39%
22%
13%
3%
14%
47%

16%

188
151
17%
37%
24%
8%
2%
12%
55%

10%

797

808

10%

28%

23%

16%

10%

13%

38%

26%

797

808

14%

31%

24%

12%

8%

12%

45%

19%

56

59

15%

27%

17%

17%

11%

13%

42%

28%

56

59

20%

27%

36%

4%

6%

8%

47%

9%

74

59

7%

19%

33%

16%

12%

12%

27%

28%

74

59

14%

21%

31%

13%

13%

8%

34%

26%

9%

14%

10%

34%

33%

9%

44%

10%

18%

27%

21%

6%

18%

27%

27%

70



MOPAC12_7. Should the need arise, | would know how to find out whether
the police are holding my personal data

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC12_8. The police should routinely store personal data on Londoners
to help them tackle crime issues

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

23%

24%

13%

20%

14%

8%

46%

33%

1003

1003

9%

28%

24%

21%

13%

7%

36%

34%

430

490

30%

23%

13%

16%

14%

6%

52%

29%

430

12%

27%

25%

18%

14%

4%

39%

32%

573

513

16%

25%

12%

23%

14%

9%

41%

38%

573

513

6%

28%

22%

24%

1%

9%

34%

35%

97

114

28%

30%

16%

13%

10%

4%

57%

23%

97

114

10%

24%

26%

26%

11%

3%

34%

37%

482

521

24%

23%

12%

20%

15%

7%

46%

34%

482

521

9%

26%

24%

22%

12%

9%

34%

33%

236

217

18%

26%

10%

20%

17%

9%

44%

37%

236

217

7%

32%

22%

18%

17%

4%

39%

35%

188

151

22%

20%

16%

24%

10%

9%

42%

33%

188

151

10%

31%

24%

20%

10%

4%

41%

31%

797

808

23%

23%

14%

20%

13%

8%

45%

33%

797

808

8%

28%

25%

21%

12%

6%

36%

33%

56

59

24%

32%

9%

21%

12%

3%

56%

33%

56

59

11%

31%

26%

14%

13%

4%

43%

27%

74

59

10%

23%

6%

23%

28%

9%

33%

51%

74

59

8%

31%

11%

28%

17%

5%

39%

45%

10%

9%

27%

10%

27%

16%

19%

38%

15%

21%

18%

16%

30%

36%

16%

71



MOPAC12_9. The police should routinely store personal data on Londoners
to help them tackle non-crime issues (for example to track missing persons)

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC12_10. The police should have to ask permission to store personal
data from people who are not suspected of a crime

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

10%

26%

26%

18%

12%

9%

35%

30%

1003

1003

44%

30%

12%

7%

2%

4%

73%

10%

430

490

14%

24%

24%

16%

15%

7%

38%

32%

430

490

46%

27%

1%

9%

4%

3%

73%

13%

573

513

6%

27%

27%

19%

9%

12%

33%

28%

573

513

41%

33%

13%

6%

1%

6%

74%

7%

97

114

13%

29%

21%

19%

8%

10%

42%

27%

97

114

42%

36%

1%

7%

2%

4%

77%

9%

482

521

10%

21%

27%

17%

13%

12%

32%

29%

482

521

45%

28%

12%

7%

3%

6%

72%

10%

236
217
5%

28%

26%
20%
16%
4%
33%

36%

236
217
47%
29%
12%
7%
2%
3%
76%

9%

188

151

13%

34%

24%

17%

7%

6%

47%

24%

188

151

36%

33%

17%

10%

3%

1%

69%

13%

797

808

10%

26%

27%

16%

11%

9%

36%

28%

797

808

44%

30%

13%

7%

3%

4%

74%

9%

56

59

9%

32%

14%

24%

16%

6%

41%

39%

56

59

45%

21%

14%

13%

4%

3%

66%

17%

74

59

11%

23%

22%

22%

15%

7%

34%

38%

74

59

44%

33%

9%

8%

2%

5%

77%

9%

15%

12%

6%

16%

51%

27%

16%

22%

9%

4%

30%

5%

30%

31%

35%

72



MOPAC13. Taking everything into account, how good a job do you think the

police in your local area are doing?

Unweighted base

Base

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Very poor

Don't know

Net: TOTAL GOOD / EXCELLENT

Net: TOTAL POOR / VERY POOR

1003

1003

7%

24%

36%

14%

7%

12%

31%

21%

430

490

10%

26%

33%

15%

7%

10%

36%

21%

573

513

4%

23%

40%

13%

7%

14%

26%

20%

97

114

12%

27%

37%

13%

4%

7%

39%

17%

482

521

8%

21%

35%

13%

9%

12%

30%

23%

236

217

1%

29%

41%

14%

6%

9%

30%

20%

188

151

6%

28%

33%

15%

2%

16%

33%

17%

797

808

7%

24%

38%

13%

7%

1%

31%

20%

56

59

2%

28%

39%

13%

7%

1%

30%

20%

74

59

2%

29%

33%

18%

6%

12%

30%

25%

15%

8%

15%

34%

19%

9%

23%

53%

73



To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

MOPAC14_1. It is my duty to support the decisions made by the police even
when | disagree with them
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC14_2. It is my duty to do what the police tell me even if | don't
understand or agree with the reasons

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

5%

21%

33%

24%

1%

5%

26%

35%

1003

1003

7%

28%

34%

20%

7%

4%

36%

26%

430

490

7%

23%

34%

20%

1%

4%

31%

31%

430

490

11%

29%

33%

18%

7%

2%

40%

24%

573

513

3%

19%

33%

27%

12%

6%

22%

39%

573

513

4%

28%

34%

21%

7%

5%

32%

28%

97

114

2%

16%

29%

27%

16%

9%

19%

44%

97

114

6%

24%

33%

24%

10%

3%

30%

33%

482

521

5%

21%

32%

24%

12%

7%

25%

37%

482

521

7%

27%

32%

22%

7%

5%

34%

30%

236

217

5%

24%

33%

27%

11%

0%

29%

38%

236

217

7%

33%

37%

14%

6%

3%

40%

20%

188

151

7%

24%

44%

15%

6%

4%

31%

20%

188

151

10%

30%

38%

14%

5%

2%

41%

19%

797

808

5%

21%

35%

23%

1%

5%

26%

34%

797

808

7%

28%

35%

19%

7%

4%

36%

25%

56

59

4%

26%

31%

23%

12%

4%

30%

35%

56

59

13%

30%

25%

23%

8%

2%

43%

31%

74

59

1%

12%

29%

35%

19%

4%

13%

54%

74

59

1%

34%

30%

20%

14%

1%

35%

35%

10%

51%

9%

16%

5%

9%

61%

21%

25%

24%

21%

30%

25%

21%

74



MOPAC14_3. The police stand up for values that are important to people like
me
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC14_4. The police usually act in ways that are consistent with my own
ideas about what is right and wrong

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

7%

29%

32%

14%

1%

7%

36%

25%

1003

1003

7%

33%

27%

16%

8%

9%

41%

24%

430

490

1%

29%

31%

13%

12%

5%

39%

25%

430

490

11%

33%

28%

13%

8%

6%

44%

21%

573

513

3%

30%

33%

15%

1%

8%

33%

26%

573

513

3%

34%

27%

18%

8%

1%

37%

26%

97

114

7%

32%

26%

19%

10%

6%

39%

29%

97

114

13%

30%

20%

19%

9%

7%

44%

28%

482

521

7%

24%

31%

16%

13%

9%

30%

29%

482

521

7%

29%

27%

17%

9%

11%

36%

26%

236

217

6%

34%

35%

11%

12%

2%

40%

23%

236

217

3%

39%

28%

15%

9%

5%

42%

24%

188

151

8%

39%

34%

9%

4%

6%

47%

13%

188

151

8%

43%

31%

9%

2%

8%

51%

1%

797

808

7%

30%

32%

13%

1%

7%

37%

24%

797

808

7%

35%

27%

14%

8%

9%

42%

22%

56

59

6%

29%

34%

11%

13%

7%

35%

24%

56

59

6%

32%

29%

17%

8%

7%

38%

25%

74

59

11%

18%

29%

26%

12%

4%

29%

38%

74

59

10%

25%

25%

23%

9%

8%

36%

31%

25%

15%

21%

25%

14%

25%

46%

15%

59%

11%

6%

9%

15%

17%

75



MOPAC15. How long have you lived in the United Kingdom?

Unweighted base

Base

Less than 12 months
Between 12 months and 2 years
Between 2 and 3 years
Between 3 and 5 years
Between 5 and 10 years
Between 10 and 20 years
Between 20 and 30 years
30 years or more

Don't know

Prefer not to say

MOPAC16. Have you been a victim of crime or anti-social behaviour (ASB) in
the last 12 months?

Unweighted base
Base

Yes, | have

No, | have not
Don't know

Prefer not to say

Cell Contents (Column

Percentages)

157

1%

4%

5%

5%

19%

21%

15%

23%

6%

1003

1003

14%

82%

2%

3%

76

84

6%

5%

5%

21%

17%

15%

25%

6%

430

490

14%

83%

2%

1%

92

73

2%

3%

4%

6%

16%

26%

16%

22%

6%

573

513

14%

81%

2%

4%

27

30

4%

8%

9%

13%

27%

19%

11%

9%

97

114

12%

78%

6%

4%

90

86

1%

5%

5%

4%

23%

32%

18%

5%

8%

482

521

16%

79%

2%

3%

31

26

2%

7%

2%

22%

67%

236

217

13%

85%

0%

1%

20

16

188

151

8%

90%

1%

2%

120

113

2%

1%

3%

5%

21%

22%

15%

24%

6%

797

808

13%

84%

2%

2%

10%

11%

45%

35%

56

59

20%

79%

1%

22%

11%

19%

13%

10%

26%

74

59

15%

79%

5%

1%

19%

33%

30%

70%

76



YouGov / MOPAC Survey Results
Fieldwork Dates: 7th - 17th February 2025

To what extent do you agree or disagree with these statements about the

police in your area?

MOPAC1_1. They would treat you with respect if you had contact with them

for any reason

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

Total

1003

1003

10%

39%

26%

10%

6%

10%

48%

16%

None

480

452

8%

38%

23%

13%

6%

14%

45%

18%

Christia
n

311

286

12%

44%

23%

8%

5%

8%

56%

12%

Judais
m

21

20

9%

67%

6%

7%

10%

76%

7%

Religion
Hindu Islam
36 55
42 93
6% 11%
28% 33%
36% 38%
21% 5%

- 10%
9% 3%
34% 43%
21% 15%

Sikhis
m

31%

69%

Buddhis

t

15%

14%

71%

29%

Other

20

20

11%

38%

27%

8%

9%

8%

49%

16%

White

643

564

11%

43%

23%

8%

4%

10%

54%

13%

Ethnicity
Asian Black
160 96
209 124
8% 5%
41% 24%
28% 37%
1% 15%
2% 9%
10% 10%
49% 29%
13% 24%

Mixed/
Other

83
88
9%
33%
22%
9%
17%
9%
42%

26%

77



MOPAC1_2. The police in this area treat everyone fairly regardless of who
they are

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC1_3. They are dealing with the things that matter to people in this
community

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003
1003
5%
23%
26%
18%
12%
17%
28%

30%

1003
1003
4%
27%
26%
20%
12%
1%
31%

32%

480

452

3%

19%

26%

19%

12%

20%

22%

32%

480

452

2%

23%

26%

22%

12%

15%

25%

33%

311

286

8%

28%

22%

17%

9%

17%

36%

26%

311

286

8%

32%

23%

16%

12%

9%

39%

28%

21

20

37%

35%

12%

15%

37%

12%

21

20

4%

54%

11%

12%

13%

6%

59%

25%

36

42

6%

14%

35%

25%

7%

13%

21%

31%

36

42

24%

34%

26%

10%

6%

24%

36%

55

93

4%

28%

25%

23%

17%

4%

31%

40%

55

93

10%

30%

28%

18%

11%

2%

40%

30%

32%

13%

24%

31%

37%

14%

18%

24%

44%

42%

15%

66%

20%

80%

20%

85%

15%

15%

20

20

8%

30%

21%

16%

17%

8%

38%

33%

20

20

14%

32%

24%

18%

12%

14%

42%

643

564

5%

26%

26%

16%

7%

20%

31%

23%

643

564

5%

27%

24%

20%

10%

14%

32%

30%

160

209

4%

26%

27%

24%

9%

10%

30%

33%

160

209

3%

28%

27%

21%

12%

9%

32%

33%

96
124
5%
14%

25%
19%
23%
14%
19%

42%

96
124
5%

27%
35%
13%
16%
4%
32%

29%

83

88

2%
15%
26%
15%
27%
13%
18%

43%

83
88
3%
22%
26%
18%
23%
9%
25%

41%

78



MOPAC1_4. The police in this area listen to the concerns of local people

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

3%

25%

31%

16%

10%

15%

28%

26%

480

452

1%

22%

29%

18%

11%

19%

24%

29%

311

286

5%

31%

29%

13%

9%

12%

36%

23%

21

20

3%

39%

28%

17%

13%

42%

17%

36

42

16%

35%

30%

5%

14%

16%

36%

55

93

8%

23%

37%

17%

10%

6%

31%

27%

29%

51%

20%

29%

20%

20

20

22%

32%

18%

20%

8%

22%

39%

643

564

3%

25%

31%

17%

8%

16%

28%

25%

160

209

2%

26%

32%

19%

8%

13%

28%

27%

96

124

8%

25%

30%

10%

17%

1%

33%

26%

83

88

2%
23%
30%
10%
20%
14%
25%

30%

79



How effective, if at all, do you think the Metropolitan Police are at...?

MOPAC2_1. Preventing terrorism
Unweighted base
Base
Very effective
Fairly effective
Not very effective
Not at all effective
Don't know
Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE

MOPAC2_2. Responding to violence against women and girls

Unweighted base

Base

Very effective

Fairly effective

Not very effective

Not at all effective

Don't know

Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE
MOPAC2_3. Responding to emergencies promptly

Unweighted base

Base

Very effective

Fairly effective

Not very effective

Not at all effective

Don't know

Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE

1003

1003

16%

40%

16%

8%

20%

55%

24%

1003

1003

5%

23%

32%

19%

22%

28%

51%

1003

1003

9%

39%

24%

10%

18%

48%

34%

480

452

14%

40%

12%

8%

26%

54%

20%

480

452

3%

17%

36%

21%

23%

20%

57%

480

452

8%

37%

23%

8%

24%

45%

31%

311

286

20%

42%

20%

6%

12%

62%

26%

311

286

8%

30%

29%

16%

17%

38%

45%

311

286

11%

42%

25%

12%

1%

53%

36%

21

20

3%

82%

3%

12%

85%

3%

21

20

45%

34%

6%

15%

45%

40%

21

20

3%

47%

32%

18%

50%

32%

36

42

17%

27%

22%

22%

12%

44%

44%

36

42

17%

34%

31%

18%

17%

66%

36

42

11%

35%

17%

17%

19%

46%

34%

55

93

18%

37%

17%

15%

14%

54%

31%

55

93

7%

29%

27%

13%

24%

36%

40%

55

93

10%

47%

21%

9%

12%

58%

30%

18%

28%

24%

30%

46%

24%

18%

28%

54%

18%

28%

44%

56%

14%

86%

14%

86%

51%

35%

14%

86%

85%

15%

100%

20

20

4%

37%

12%

6%

40%

41%

18%

20

20

26%

22%

25%

27%

26%

47%

20

20

17%

29%

35%

6%

12%

46%

42%

643

564

17%

43%

14%

6%

20%

60%

20%

643

564

4%

22%

34%

17%

23%

26%

51%

643

564

10%

39%

24%

9%

18%

49%

32%

160

209

12%

32%

19%

12%

25%

44%

31%

160

209

3%

21%

33%

17%

27%

23%

49%

160

209

7%

38%

20%

9%

25%

46%

29%

96

124

19%

36%

21%

9%

15%

55%

30%

96

124

16%

31%

19%

23%

11%

47%

42%

96

124

14%

38%

25%

13%

10%

52%

38%

83

88

7%
46%
14%
14%
18%
53%

29%

83

88

1%
21%
33%
25%
20%
22%

58%

83
88
4%
45%
27%
16%
8%
48%

44%

80



MOPAC2_4. Providing a visible patrolling presence

Unweighted base

Base

Very effective

Fairly effective

Not very effective

Not at all effective

Don't know

Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE

MOPAC2_5. Tackling gun crime

Unweighted base

Base

Very effective

Fairly effective

Not very effective

Not at all effective

Don't know

Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE
MOPAC2_6. Tackling knife crime

Unweighted base

Base

Very effective

Fairly effective

Not very effective

Not at all effective

Don't know

Net: TOTAL EFFECTIVE

Net: TOTAL NOT EFFECTIVE

1003

1003

6%

21%

35%

31%

7%

27%

67%

1003

1003

7%

32%

26%

13%

22%

39%

39%

1003

1003

3%

17%

37%

31%

12%

20%

68%

480

452

3%

19%

38%

30%

9%

22%

69%

480

452

5%

31%

25%

1%

28%

36%

36%

452

1%

13%

39%

31%

16%

14%

69%

311

286

8%

22%

30%

36%

4%

30%

66%

311

286

9%

36%

28%

15%

13%

45%

42%

311

286

4%

23%

39%

30%

4%

27%

69%

21

20

27%

33%

34%

6%

27%

67%

21

20

58%

26%

16%

58%

26%

21

20

43%

31%

23%

3%

43%

55%

36

12

17%
35%
43%
6%
17%

77%

36
12
1%

20%

45%

23%

11%

21%

68%

36

42

6%
43%
39%
12%

6%

82%

55

93

15%

20%

42%

20%

4%

35%

61%

55

93

9%

35%

21%

14%

21%

45%

35%

55

93

6%

20%

30%

35%

8%

26%

66%

14%

50%

18%

17%

14%

69%

14%

18%

68%

32%

28%

42%

30%

70%

66%

35%

100%

14%

71%

15%

14%

86%

66%

35%

100%

20

20

38%

21%

37%

3%

38%

59%

20

20

5%

21%

21%

22%

30%

27%

44%

20

20

5%

16%

27%

31%

21%

21%

58%

643

564

4%

19%

37%

34%

6%

23%

71%

643

564

6%

33%

27%

12%

23%

39%

38%

643

564

2%

18%

39%

29%

12%

20%

68%

160

209

7%

25%

35%

24%

9%

32%

59%

160

209

5%

28%

26%

14%

26%

34%

41%

209

2%

15%

31%

35%

17%

17%

66%

96

124

16%

25%

33%

19%

7%

A41%

52%

96

124

14%

38%

21%

16%

12%

52%

36%

96

124

7%

20%

38%

27%

7%

27%

66%

83
88
4%
18%
30%
47%
1%
22%

77%

83

88

5%
26%
26%
17%
26%
31%

43%

83
88
2%
16%
36%
38%
7%
18%

74%

81



How worried, if at all, are you about...

MOPAC3_1. ...Anti-social behaviour in your local area?

Unweighted base

Base

Not at all worried

Not very worried

Fairly worried

Very worried

Don't know

Net: TOTAL NOT WORRIED

Net: TOTAL WORRIED

MOPAC3_2. ...Crime in your local area?

Unweighted base

Base

Not at all worried

Not very worried

Fairly worried

Very worried

Don't know

Net: TOTAL NOT WORRIED

Net: TOTAL WORRIED
MOPAC3_3. ...A terrorist attack in London?

Unweighted base

Base

Not at all worried

Not very worried

Fairly worried

Very worried

Don't know

Net: TOTAL NOT WORRIED

Net: TOTAL WORRIED

1003
1003
4%
28%
39%
24%
5%
32%

63%

1003
1003
3%
28%
42%
24%
3%
31%

66%

1003
1003
6%
37%
34%
18%
5%
43%

52%

480

452

6%

30%

42%

19%

3%

36%

61%

480

452

4%

33%

45%

16%

3%

36%

61%

480

452

8%

43%

34%

9%

6%

51%

43%

311

286

3%

33%

36%

26%

2%

36%

62%

311

286

2%

26%

41%

29%

2%

28%

70%

311

286

3%

31%

34%

27%

5%

34%

62%

21

20

39%

20%

38%

3%

39%

58%

21

20

31%

36%

33%

31%

69%

21

20

4%

19%

59%

16%

3%

23%

75%

36

42

4%

4%

53%

31%

8%

8%

84%

36

42

15%

36%

44%

5%

15%

80%

36

42

5%

11%

53%

26%

5%

16%

79%

55

93

4%

19%

33%

29%

14%

23%

63%

55

93

4%

26%

45%

20%

4%

30%

65%

55

93

7%

53%

18%

17%

5%

60%

34%

31%

28%

41%

31%

69%

13%

46%

41%

13%

87%

83%

17%

100%

66%

34%

100%

66%

35%

100%

51%

14%

35%

51%

49%

20

20

5%

29%

37%

28%

34%

66%

20

20

5%

17%

47%

31%

22%

78%

20

20

9%

38%

35%

17%

47%

53%

643

564

4%

33%

39%

21%

3%

37%

60%

643

564

3%

34%

40%

21%

3%

37%

61%

643

564

6%

39%

33%

16%

5%

45%

50%

160

209

1%

19%

42%

28%

9%

20%

70%

160

209

1%

20%

46%

30%

4%

21%

76%

160

209

4%

33%

40%

18%

6%

36%

58%

96

124

9%

27%

30%

29%

5%

36%

59%

96

124

9%

16%

42%

28%

5%

26%

70%

96

124

10%

29%

29%

26%

6%

39%

55%

83
88
1%
28%
44%
26%
1%
29%

70%

83

88

31%
49%
20%
1%
31%

68%

83
88
6%
43%
37%
13%
1%
48%

51%

82



MOPACA4. Before taking this survey, have you heard of the Metropolitan
Police Service's use of Live Facial Recognition (LFR)?

Unweighted base
Base

Yes, | have

No, | have not

MOPACS. You previously said you have heard of the Metropolitan Police
using Live Facial Recognition (LFR). How did you become aware of this?

Unweighted base

Base

I have seen it being used

I heard about it from family or friends
I heard about it from the media
Other

Don't know

MOPACS6. Which of these comes closest to your view on the collection of
biometric data?

Unweighted base

Base

The police should only be allowed to collect biometric data of someone if they
have committed a crime

The police should be allowed to collect biometric data of someone if they are of
interest to them, even if they have not committed a crime

Neither of these

Don't know

1003

1003

51%

49%

546

514

15%

14%

75%

6%

3%

1003

1003

49%

34%

6%

10%

480

452

52%

48%

265

233

13%

9%

80%

6%

3%

480

452

51%

32%

6%

11%

311

286

58%

42%

186

165

13%

14%

76%

6%

3%

311

286

45%

46%

3%

6%

21

20

31%

69%

12%

100%

21

20

33%

42%

25%

36

42

26%

74%

5%

8%

87%

36

42

35%

34%

15%

17%

55

93

52%

48%

26

48

33%

34%

43%

13%

55

93

68%

19%

6%

7%

46%

54%

100%

26%

42%

31%

15%

85%

100%

20%

80%

20

20

64%

36%

13

13

25%

17%

80%

8%

20

20

40%

39%

8%

13%

643

564

53%

47%

366

300

12%

9%

80%

6%

3%

643

564

45%

40%

5%

10%

160

209

41%

59%

63

86

21%

25%

67%

7%

160

209

53%

29%

5%

13%

96

124

59%

41%

60

73

21%

25%

65%

3%

3%

96

124

60%

31%

1%

8%

83
88
50%

50%

45

44
8%
8%
77%
13%

2%

83

88

52%

21%

16%

1%

83



To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements
about the use of Live Facial Recognition (LFR) by police?

MOPAC7_1. Itinvades people's privacy
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC?7_2. It will make London safer
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

15%

36%

23%

17%

5%

3%

52%

22%

1003

1003

13%

37%

27%

1%

3%

9%

50%

14%

480

452

17%

36%

23%

17%

5%

3%

53%

21%

480

452

10%

36%

27%

13%

4%

1%

46%

16%

311

286

13%

34%

22%

20%

8%

2%

48%

29%

311

18%

41%

26%

9%

3%

4%

59%

12%

21

20

18%

32%

40%

6%

3%

18%

47%

21

20

29%

49%

19%

3%

77%

36

42

15%

33%

27%

13%

4%

8%

48%

17%

36

42

20%

27%

25%

15%

14%

47%

15%

55

93

17%

49%

16%

13%

1%

4%

66%

13%

55

93

7%

34%

33%

15%

2%

9%

41%

17%

28%

31%

24%

17%

28%

24%

24%

63%

13%

87%

15%

85%

15%

15%

14%

20%

51%

29%

20

20

14%

46%

22%

6%

12%

60%

6%

20

20

5%

47%

37%

11%

52%

11%

643

564

1%

33%

24%

22%

8%

2%

44%

29%

643

564

15%

40%

26%

8%

3%

9%

54%

11%

160

209

17%

42%

22%

1%

2%

5%

59%

13%

160

11%

40%

29%

12%

1%

7%

51%

13%

96
124
19%
43%
25%
7%
3%
3%
62%

10%

96
124
17%
28%
31%
17%
2%
5%
45%

19%

83
88
30%
33%
16%
16%
2%
3%
63%

18%

83

88

8%
26%
26%
16%
12%
12%
33%

28%

84



MOPAC7_3. It will affect certain groups of people more than others

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC7_4. It will make it easier for the police to catch criminals
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

20%

37%

20%

9%

5%

8%

58%

14%

1003

1003

19%

46%

19%

6%

2%

8%

65%

8%

480

452

22%

41%

19%

7%

3%

8%

63%

10%

480

452

15%

49%

18%

7%

2%

9%

64%

10%

311

286

22%

34%

21%

1%

8%

5%

55%

19%

311

286

23%

48%

18%

4%

2%

5%

71%

6%

21

20

5%

61%

25%

3%

4%

3%

66%

6%

21

20

30%

63%

4%

3%

93%

36

42

15%

31%

24%

11%

8%

11%

46%

19%

36

42

21%

36%

15%

14%

5%

8%

58%

19%

55

93

17%

42%

16%

4%

1%

19%

59%

6%

55

93

27%

27%

32%

6%

2%

6%

54%

7%

18%

41%

24%

17%

59%

24%

24%

59%

17%

83%

20%

14%

15%

51%

29%

15%

34%

51%

49%

20

20

22%

26%

21%

26%

4%

48%

30%

20

20

7%

51%

24%

11%

6%

59%

11%

643

564

18%

38%

20%

10%

7%

6%

56%

17%

643

564

21%

49%

16%

6%

1%

8%

70%

6%

160

209

17%

38%

24%

6%

3%

12%

54%

9%

160

209

23%

41%

17%

7%

2%

10%

63%

9%

96

124

32%

33%

21%

6%

3%

4%

66%

9%

96

124

15%

42%

30%

7%

4%

3%

56%

10%

83
88
23%
37%
15%
8%
4%
13%
60%

12%

83
88
6%
42%
29%
9%
7%
7%
48%

16%

85



MOPAC?7_5. It makes me feel safer

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC7_6. It makes me feel worried about my privacy

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

10%

32%

30%

17%

6%

5%

42%

22%

1003

1003

14%

30%

21%

25%

8%

3%

44%

32%

480

452

8%

30%

31%

20%

7%

4%

38%

27%

480

452

13%

29%

22%

26%

7%

3%

42%

33%

311

286

14%

35%

30%

15%

4%

2%

49%

19%

311

286

14%

22%

21%

30%

11%

2%

36%

41%

21

20

9%

59%

25%

4%

3%

68%

4%

21

20

33%

21%

30%

12%

3%

33%

43%

36

42

7%

39%

22%

10%

8%

14%

46%

18%

36

42

15%

23%

29%

17%

7%

8%

38%

25%

55

93

10%

21%

37%

17%

3%

12%

31%

20%

55

93

19%

48%

10%

16%

2%

4%

67%

18%

24%

76%

100%

27%

31%

42%

27%

42%

15%

14%

20%

51%

29%

20%

15%

85%

15%

20

20

11%

40%

34%

11%

3%

11%

45%

20

20

19%

45%

10%

18%

4%

4%

64%

22%

643

564

11%

36%

29%

15%

4%

4%

47%

20%

643

564

11%

23%

22%

30%

1%

3%

34%

41%

160

209

9%

36%

27%

15%

4%

10%

45%

19%

160

209

14%

42%

21%

15%

4%

4%

56%

19%

96

124

10%

19%

37%

26%

4%

4%

30%

29%

96

124

16%

31%

26%

22%

2%

3%

47%

24%

83
88
6%
19%
38%
15%
20%
2%
25%

35%

83
88
27%
39%
14%
15%
2%
3%
66%

17%

86



MOPACS. If the police were using Live Facial Recognition (LFR) at an event,
would you be more or less likely to attend the event, or would it make no
difference?

Unweighted base

Base

More likely

Less likely

It would make no difference

Don't know

1003

1003

9%

15%

68%

9%

480

452

4%

15%

71%

10%

311

286

13%

13%

69%

4%

21

20

3%

75%

22%

36

42

12%

8%

73%

8%

55

93

15%

19%

56%

11%

83%

17%

15%

85%

20

20

11%

11%

72%

6%

643

564

8%

12%

73%

7%

160
209
11%
12%
68%

10%

96

124

13%

23%

54%

10%

83

88

7%
28%
53%

12%

87



To what extent do you agree or disagree it would be acceptable for police to
use Live Facial Recognition (LFR) in public places (such as high streets,
shopping centres or train stations) to...

MOPAC9_1. ...identify potential terrorists

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPACS9_2. ...identify people wanted by the police for serious violent
crimes

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

55%

27%

8%

3%

2%

5%

82%

5%

1003

1003

57%

29%

7%

1%

2%

4%

86%

3%

480
452
52%
29%
7%
4%
2%
5%
81%

6%

480
452
53%
33%
7%
2%
1%
4%
86%

3%

311

286

64%

23%

7%

2%

2%

3%

87%

4%

311

286

67%

23%

7%

0%

2%

2%

90%

2%

21

20

79%

8%

4%

8%

88%

21

20

69%

24%

4%

3%

93%

7%

36

42

47%

23%

20%

7%

70%

7%

36

42

49%

28%

9%

5%

9%

78%

5%

55

93

63%

21%

7%

3%

3%

3%

84%

6%

55

93

55%

31%

7%

3%

3%

87%

3%

69%

14%

17%

83%

70%

13%

17%

83%

49%

51%

100%

51%

49%

20

20

38%

38%

13%

11%

76%

11%

20

20

61%

25%

13%

87%

643
564
58%
27%
7%
3%
1%
5%
84%

4%

643
564
57%
30%
7%
1%
1%
3%
88%

3%

160

209

53%

32%

10%

2%

1%

3%

84%

4%

160

209

54%

32%

7%

2%

1%

5%

86%

2%

96

124

56%

21%

13%

4%

1%

6%

77%

5%

96

124

64%

20%

1%

5%

84%

83
88
50%
24%
5%
7%
6%
8%
74%

13%

83
88
56%
26%
2%
3%
7%
6%
82%

10%

88



MOPACS9_3. ...identify people wanted by the police for minor crimes (e.g.
shoplifting)

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPACS9_4. ...identify people who engage in nuisance behaviour (e.g.
littering, drunkenness)

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

26%

40%

16%

8%

5%

5%

66%

14%

1003

1003

20%

37%

19%

13%

6%

5%

57%

20%

480

452

23%

38%

16%

9%

9%

6%

60%

18%

480

452

16%

35%

19%

16%

9%

5%

51%

25%

311

286

34%

40%

14%

6%

3%

2%

74%

10%

311

286

27%

37%

17%

12%

5%

2%

63%

17%

21

20

32%

54%

4%

8%

3%

85%

8%

21

20

26%

65%

5%

3%

92%

36

42

34%

33%

18%

10%

67%

10%

36

42

29%

33%

22%

11%

6%

61%

11%

55

93

18%

48%

21%

6%

2%

4%

67%

8%

55

93

17%

41%

18%

13%

8%

3%

58%

21%

24%

41%

18%

17%

65%

24%

14%

32%

13%

17%

38%

13%

35%

14%

51%

49%

15%

20%

14%

51%

35%

20

20

15%

54%

13%

14%

4%

68%

14%

20

20

10%

57%

28%

5%

67%

5%

643

564

27%

40%

15%

7%

6%

5%

67%

13%

643

564

20%

39%

18%

13%

6%

4%

59%

19%

160

209

25%

43%

18%

7%

1%

6%

68%

8%

160

209

22%

39%

18%

10%

5%

6%

61%

15%

96

124

25%

41%

16%

10%

3%

6%

66%

13%

96

124

19%

29%

30%

14%

3%

6%

48%

16%

83

88

20%

36%

12%

13%

16%

4%

56%

28%

83

88

18%

33%

12%

15%

18%

3%

51%

34%

89



And to what extent do you agree or disagree it would be acceptable for
police to use Live Facial Recognition (LFR) inside a ticketed event at a major
arena (e.g. a sport or music event) to...

MOPAC10_1. ... identify potential terrorists
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC10_2. ... identify people wanted by the police for serious violent
crimes

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

56%

28%

7%

3%

3%

4%

84%

5%

1003

1003

56%

28%

7%

3%

2%

3%

84%

5%

480

452

56%

28%

6%

4%

2%

4%

84%

6%

480

452

53%

30%

8%

3%

2%

4%

83%

5%

311

286

66%

23%

5%

2%

2%

2%

88%

4%

311

286

66%

24%

6%

1%

2%

2%

89%

3%

21

20

85%

8%

4%

3%

93%

21

20

82%

15%

3%

97%

36

42

54%

19%

18%

4%

5%

73%

9%

36

42

56%

16%

21%

3%

5%

72%

7%

55

93

48%

33%

9%

1%

5%

3%

81%

6%

55

93

54%

31%

2%

5%

4%

3%

86%

9%

69%

14%

17%

83%

56%

26%

17%

83%

29%

71%

100%

29%

20%

51%

49%

20

20

43%

33%

13%

6%

5%

76%

11%

20

20

53%

34%

13%

87%

643

564

60%

25%

6%

3%

2%

4%

85%

5%

643

564

59%

26%

8%

2%

2%

4%

85%

4%

160
209
49%
35%
9%
3%
3%
2%
84%

6%

160
209
53%
33%
8%
2%
2%
3%
85%

4%

96

124

57%

26%

10%

1%

3%

4%

83%

4%

96

124

54%

34%

7%

2%

0%

3%

88%

2%

83

88

53%

26%

6%

3%

7%

4%

80%

10%

83

88

54%

20%

7%

8%

8%

3%

74%

16%

90



MOPAC10_3. ... identify people wanted by the police for minor crimes (e.g.
shoplifting)

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC10_4. ... identify people who engage in nuisance behaviour (e.g.
littering, drunkenness)

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

22%

38%

18%

10%

6%

5%

61%

17%

1003

1003

21%

33%

18%

15%

7%

5%

54%

22%

480

452

18%

36%

18%

13%

9%

6%

54%

22%

480

452

17%

32%

18%

16%

11%

6%

49%

27%

311

286

30%

37%

18%

8%

4%

2%

67%

12%

311

286

27%

33%

18%

13%

6%

3%

60%

19%

21

20

39%

39%

11%

8%

3%

78%

8%

21

20

43%

41%

8%

5%

3%

84%

5%

36

42

32%

31%

25%

6%

5%

64%

11%

36

42

33%

27%

21%

11%

5%

2%

671%

16%

55

93

21%

50%

15%

6%

4%

4%

71%

10%

55

93

19%

40%

14%

18%

5%

4%

59%

23%

24%

27%

14%

18%

17%

51%

18%

24%

14%

14%

31%

17%

38%

31%

15%

34%

51%

49%

15%

20%

14%

51%

35%

20

20

10%

55%

18%

13%

4%

65%

17%

20

20

14%

43%

27%

15%

58%

15%

643

564

23%

37%

17%

1%

6%

6%

60%

17%

643

564

21%

34%

17%

15%

8%

6%

54%

22%

160

209

22%

48%

16%

6%

4%

4%

70%

10%

160

209

24%

38%

15%

14%

4%

5%

62%

18%

96

124

25%

39%

17%

10%

4%

5%

64%

14%

96

124

21%

33%

22%

17%

2%

4%

54%

19%

83
88
17%
26%
21%
17%
17%
3%
43%

33%

83
88
19%
24%
22%
13%
21%
2%
43%

33%

91



MOPAC11. The Metropolitan Police Service are also using Live Facial
Recognition (LFR) to monitor the behaviour of registered sex offenders
(RSOs) who are guilty of more serious offences. RSOs typically have a set of
conditions imposed on them, for example that they should not have devices
that can access the internet. When they are placed on the watchlist, Live
Facial Recoghnition (LFR) can identify an RSO if one happens to pass by, and
police can stop that person to ensure they are not in breach of their
conditions. Which of the following comes closest to your view regarding
whether RSOs should be placed on Live Facial Recognition (LFR)
watchlists?

Unweighted base
Base

ALLRSOs should be placed on LFR watchlists, regardless of the severity of their
crime

Only RSOs convicted of more serious crimes should be placed on LFR
watchlists

No RSOs should be placed on LFR watchlists

Don't know

Live Facial Recognition (LFR) is just one way police collect and use people's
personal data - others include CCTV, Automatic Number Plate Recognition
(ANPR), and accessing public records. Thinking about all the ways police
might collect and use personal data, to what extent do you agree or
disagree with the following statements:

MOPAC12_1. | want to have control over what data police can collect from
me

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

61%

22%

3%

14%

1003

1003

33%

36%

19%

5%

2%

5%

70%

6%

480

452

55%

24%

3%

18%

480

452

31%

38%

21%

5%

1%

4%

68%

7%

311

286

71%

18%

4%

8%

311

286

33%

38%

21%

4%

1%

3%

71%

6%

21

20

55%

19%

26%

21

20

10%

37%

33%

4%

10%

6%

47%

14%

36

42

52%

17%

5%

25%

36

42

40%

28%

21%

10%

1%

68%

10%

55

93

70%

20%

1%

9%

55

93

51%

33%

4%

6%

6%

84%

6%

70%

13%

17%

14%

38%

13%

35%

14%

13%

49%

51%

14%

51%

20%

15%

66%

35%

20

20

72%

23%

5%

20

20

54%

24%

16%

3%

4%

78%

3%

643

564

60%

23%

3%

14%

643
564
25%
41%
24%
5%
1%
4%
65%

6%

160

209

64%

20%

1%

14%

160

209

39%

35%

15%

4%

1%

6%

74%

5%

96

124

68%

18%

1%

14%

96

124

51%

28%

12%

3%

3%

3%

80%

5%

83

88

51%

25%

6%

19%

83
88
47%
24%
10%
7%
6%
5%
71%

13%

92



MOPAC12_2. The ways police collect personal data should be strictly
controlled

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC12_3. As technology improves, it is inevitable that the police will
collect more and more personal data from people

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

47%

37%

10%

2%

1%

4%

84%

3%

1003

1003

27%

48%

13%

4%

2%

6%

76%

6%

452

45%

41%

9%

2%

0%

2%

86%

2%

480

452

26%

50%

13%

4%

3%

4%

76%

6%

311

286

50%

34%

12%

2%

1%

2%

84%

3%

311

286

28%

49%

12%

4%

2%

4%

77%

6%

21

20

51%

45%

3%

97%

21

20

18%

67%

11%

3%

85%

36

42

30%

39%

17%

1%

12%

70%

1%

36

42

20%

46%

24%

11%

66%

55
93
60%
18%
4%
2%
4%
12%
78%

6%

55
93
40%
39%
10%
2%
3%
6%
79%

5%

32%

50%

17%

83%

24%

59%

17%

83%

29%

71%

100%

15%

34%

51%

49%

20

20

56%

41%

3%

97%

20

20

25%

46%

6%

2%

21%

71%

2%

643

564

45%

41%

10%

1%

0%

3%

85%

2%

643

564

26%

53%

12%

2%

2%

5%

79%

4%

209

38%

42%

10%

2%

1%

7%

81%

2%

160

209

29%

45%

15%

5%

1%

6%

74%

6%

96

124

64%

21%

8%

2%

2%

4%

85%

4%

96

124

33%

37%

14%

4%

3%

10%

70%

7%

83

88

58%

24%

10%

2%

4%

2%

82%

6%

83

88

29%

48%

12%

4%

6%

2%

77%

10%

93



MOPAC12_4. | support the police being able to store my personal data (e.g.
name, address, places | visit) when this helps their work

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC12_5. The police will use my personal data responsibly

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

10%

31%

23%

16%

14%

6%

41%

30%

1003

1003

10%

26%

24%

16%

11%

13%

36%

27%

480

452

7%

32%

22%

19%

15%

6%

38%

34%

480

452

7%

25%

26%

15%

14%

14%

32%

29%

311

286

13%

35%

25%

12%

10%

4%

49%

22%

311

286

13%

34%

21%

14%

8%

10%

47%

22%

21

20

26%

58%

4%

4%

5%

3%

84%

9%

21

20

10%

44%

22%

15%

9%

55%

15%

36

42

9%

24%

31%

25%

9%

2%

33%

34%

36

42

11%

13%

35%

22%

16%

4%

23%

38%

55

93

14%

20%

25%

6%

25%

10%

34%

31%

55

93

12%

17%

18%

20%

10%

22%

30%

31%

24%

32%

14%

13%

17%

56%

13%

56%

26%

17%

56%

15%

34%

51%

49%

51%

15%

20%

66%

35%

66%

20

20

10%

12%

42%

18%

13%

5%

22%

31%

20

20

18%

29%

10%

15%

4%

23%

48%

19%

643

564

9%

37%

22%

16%

10%

6%

46%

26%

643

564

10%

31%

24%

12%

9%

13%

42%

21%

160

209

1%

31%

27%

13%

13%

6%

42%

26%

160

209

10%

28%

18%

22%

8%

14%

38%

31%

96

124

16%

16%

24%

15%

22%

8%

32%

37%

96

124

14%

13%

27%

24%

12%

10%

27%

35%

83

88
8%
24%
24%
21%
21%
2%
32%

42%

83

88
4%
14%
26%
18%
20%
17%
19%

38%
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MOPAC12_6. The police will use my personal data in accordance with the
law

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC12_7. Should the need arise, | would know how to find out whether
the police are holding my personal data

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

15%

29%

26%

12%

8%

11%

44%

19%

1003

1003

23%

24%

13%

20%

14%

8%

46%

33%

480

452

10%

29%

27%

14%

8%

13%

38%

22%

480

452

18%

22%

10%

25%

18%

8%

40%

43%

311

286

21%

34%

21%

8%

6%

10%

56%

14%

311

286

25%

27%

12%

19%

10%

6%

53%

29%

21

20

10%

61%

13%

10%

6%

71%

10%

21

20

17%

14%

20%

31%

15%

3%

31%

46%

36

42

14%

17%

41%

17%

9%

2%

31%

26%

36

42

17%

24%

22%

9%

19%

8%

41%

29%

55

93

22%

19%

26%

12%

15%

7%

41%

27%

55

93

39%

16%

14%

1%

9%

11%

56%

20%

56%

26%

17%

56%

13%

41%

46%

13%

15%

14%

20%

51%

29%

51%

14%

20%

66%

14%

66%

20

20

14%

30%

18%

10%

9%

19%

44%

19%

20

20

30%

20%

27%

13%

11%

49%

23%

643

564

14%

34%

24%

10%

5%

13%

48%

16%

643

564

16%

23%

13%

25%

16%

8%

39%

41%

160

209

16%

28%

27%

13%

8%

8%

45%

21%

160

209

29%

30%

13%

1%

1%

7%

58%

22%

96

124

17%

21%

30%

14%

7%

10%

38%

22%

96

124

40%

24%

1%

12%

8%

5%

64%

21%

83
88
11%
20%
21%
18%
19%
10%
32%

37%

83
88
30%
15%
12%
14%
19%
1%
45%

33%

95



MOPAC12_8. The police should routinely store personal data on Londoners
to help them tackle crime issues

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC12_9. The police should routinely store personal data on Londoners
to help them tackle non-crime issues (for example to track missing
persons)

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

9%

28%

24%

21%

13%

7%

36%

34%

1003

1003

10%

26%

26%

18%

12%

9%

35%

30%

480

452

5%

27%

23%

23%

17%

6%

31%

40%

480

452

5%

24%

24%

22%

15%

9%

30%

37%

311

286

12%

31%

23%

17%

11%

5%

43%

28%

311

286

15%

29%

27%

12%

10%

6%

44%

22%

21

20

10%

51%

15%

8%

5%

12%

60%

13%

21

20

9%

56%

10%

4%

9%

12%

65%

13%

36

42

11%

29%

23%

21%

5%

10%

40%

26%

36

42

7%

35%

36%

7%

5%

10%

42%

12%

55

93

12%

22%

25%

27%

9%

4%

34%

37%

55

93

14%

19%

23%

15%

14%

14%

33%

30%

24%

14%

13%

50%

24%

13%

24%

14%

14%

13%

35%

38%

13%

15%

20%

66%

35%

15%

20%

66%

35%

20

20

2%

30%

20%

32%

12%

4%

32%

44%

20

20

2%

12%

54%

21%

3%

8%

14%

24%

643
564
8%
30%
21%
21%
13%
7%
38%

34%

643
564
8%
27%
25%
18%
12%
9%
35%

31%

160

209

1%

30%

28%

19%

6%

6%

41%

25%

160

209

9%

31%

30%

12%

6%

12%

40%

18%

96

124

10%

22%

26%

23%

13%

6%

32%

35%

96

124

19%

21%

23%

16%

15%

7%

40%

31%

83
88
8%
19%
26%
18%
24%
5%
27%

42%

83
88
9%
20%
22%
24%
21%
4%
29%

44%

96



MOPAC12_10. The police should have to ask permission to store personal
data from people who are not suspected of a crime

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC13. Taking everything into account, how good a job do you think the
police in your local area are doing?

Unweighted base

Base

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Very poor

Don't know

Net: TOTAL GOOD / EXCELLENT

Net: TOTAL POOR/ VERY POOR

1003

1003

44%

30%

12%

7%

2%

4%

73%

10%

1003

1003

7%

24%

36%

14%

7%

12%

31%

21%

480

452

43%

31%

11%

8%

2%

5%

74%

10%

480

452

1%

22%

39%

16%

7%

15%

23%

23%

311

286

43%

32%

13%

7%

1%

3%

76%

9%

311

286

8%

32%

36%

1%

5%

7%

40%

16%

21
20
21%
18%
39%
3%
6%
12%
40%

9%

21
20
16%
37%
26%

14%

7%
53%

14%

36

42

35%

27%

28%

62%

9%

36

42

5%

26%

29%

8%

10%

21%

32%

18%

55

93

64%

16%

6%

4%

4%

4%

81%

8%

55

93

28%

16%

27%

18%

8%

3%

44%

26%

41%

24%

35%

41%

24%

28%

55%

17%

28%

14%

71%

15%

85%

15%

66%

35%

35%

20
20
59%
20%
4%

17%

79%

17%

20
20
4%
13%
45%
16%
12%
11%
17%

28%

643

564

38%

33%

14%

8%

2%

4%

71%

10%

643

564

4%

29%

36%

15%

5%

12%

33%

19%

160

209

42%

27%

14%

10%

2%

4%

69%

12%

160

209

12%

18%

39%

12%

9%

10%

30%

21%

96

124

59%

23%

7%

2%

5%

4%

82%

7%

96

124

14%

23%

33%

8%

8%

15%

37%

15%

83
88
62%
23%
5%
6%
2%
2%
85%

8%

83
88
4%
17%
43%
14%
16%
6%
20%

30%

97



To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

MOPAC14_1. It is my duty to support the decisions made by the police even
when | disagree with them
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC14_2. It is my duty to do what the police tell me even if | don't
understand or agree with the reasons

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

5%

21%

33%

24%

1%

5%

26%

35%

1003

1003

7%

28%

34%

20%

7%

4%

36%

26%

480

452

3%

18%

32%

30%

12%

5%

21%

42%

452

5%

29%

34%

22%

6%

4%

34%

29%

311

286

6%

32%

34%

16%

7%

4%

38%

23%

311

286

1%

36%

31%

16%

4%

2%

47%

20%

21

20

15%

23%

26%

23%

6%

6%

38%

29%

21

20

15%

28%

31%

14%

3%

9%

43%

17%

36

42

3%

26%

35%

24%

9%

3%

30%

33%

36

42

3%

25%

33%

28%

11%

28%

39%

55

93

14%

8%

33%

10%

23%

11%

23%

33%

55

93

13%

13%

38%

15%

12%

10%

26%

27%

14%

55%

14%

17%

69%

18%

38%

13%

14%

17%

18%

27%

15%

34%

51%

15%

51%

15%

14%

20%

51%

29%

51%

20

20

4%

17%

36%

34%

9%

21%

43%

20

20

25%

39%

29%

7%

25%

36%

643

564

5%

25%

34%

25%

8%

4%

30%

32%

643

564

8%

33%

35%

17%

5%

2%

41%

22%

160

209

5%

18%

33%

23%

13%

9%

23%

35%

209

6%

24%

35%

23%

8%

4%

30%

31%

96

124

8%

20%

32%

24%

13%

3%

27%

38%

96

124

11%

27%

27%

21%

9%

5%

38%

30%

83
88
1%
11%
34%
21%
28%
4%
12%

49%

83
88
2%
17%
37%
23%
14%
7%
20%

36%

98



MOPAC14_3. The police stand up for values that are important to people
like me
Unweighted base
Base
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

MOPAC14_4. The police usually act in ways that are consistent with my own
ideas about what is right and wrong

Unweighted base

Base

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Net: TOTAL AGREE

Net: TOTAL DISAGREE

1003

1003

7%

29%

32%

14%

1%

7%

36%

25%

1003

1003

7%

33%

27%

16%

8%

9%

41%

24%

480

452

5%

27%

35%

16%

11%

6%

32%

27%

480

452

4%

32%

28%

16%

9%

10%

37%

25%

311

286

11%

37%

28%

10%

8%

5%

48%

18%

311

286

9%

41%

30%

10%

4%

6%

51%

14%

21

20

4%

33%

33%

15%

6%

8%

37%

21%

21

20

4%

57%

14%

13%

12%

61%

13%

36

42

3%

28%

34%

16%

10%

8%

32%

26%

36

42

3%

30%

34%

11%

14%

8%

34%

25%

55

93

12%

20%

22%

18%

20%

8%

32%

38%

55

93

17%

23%

21%

22%

10%

6%

40%

32%

18%

24%

58%

18%

31%

24%

45%

31%

66%

20%

15%

66%

35%

29%

20%

51%

29%

51%

20

20

19%

58%

7%

12%

4%

19%

19%

20

20

11%

22%

35%

21%

9%

4%

32%

29%

643

564

8%

35%

31%

12%

9%

6%

43%

20%

643

564

7%

40%

25%

13%

6%

9%

47%

19%

160

209

5%

30%

29%

14%

9%

13%

35%

23%

160

209

9%

29%

30%

16%

5%

10%

38%

21%

96

124

7%

18%

38%

16%

19%

3%

25%

35%

96

124

12%

23%

28%

21%

11%

4%

35%

32%

83
88
2%
13%
32%
28%
20%
4%
16%

48%

83
88
2%
20%
31%
19%
21%
6%
23%

41%

99



MOPAC15. How long have you lived in the United Kingdom?

Unweighted base

Base

Less than 12 months
Between 12 months and 2 years
Between 2 and 3 years
Between 3 and 5 years
Between 5 and 10 years
Between 10 and 20 years
Between 20 and 30 years
30 years or more

Don't know

Prefer not to say

MOPAC16. Have you been a victim of crime or anti-social behaviour (ASB) in
the last 12 months?

Unweighted base
Base

Yes, | have

No, | have not
Don't know

Prefer not to say

Cell Contents (Column

Percentages)

157

1%

4%

5%

5%

19%

21%

15%

23%

6%

1003

1003

14%

82%

2%

3%

72
57
1%
3%
5%
7%
24%
20%
20%

19%

1%

480
452
12%
83%
2%

3%

45

40

2%

3%

6%

1%

13%

25%

12%

30%

7%

311

286

1%

87%

1%

1%

70%

30%

21

20

7%

89%

4%

5%

31%

8%

56%

36

42

13%

78%

3%

7%

40%

17%

18%

21%

55

93

28%

69%

2%

1%

100%

82%

18%

100%

4

5

14%

86%

35%

44%

21%

20

20

7%

89%

4%

68

48

2%

1%

8%

21%

27%

9%

29%

3%

643

564

12%

85%

2%

1%

54

62

1%

9%

5%

3%

21%

13%

13%

26%

8%

160

209

17%

78%

2%

3%

22

23

3%

15%

3%

5%

29%

31%

9%

5%

96

124

17%

74%

2%

7%

20

3%

10%
22%
31%
22%

9%

4%

83
88
12%
83%
3%

2%

100
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	Executive Summary
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	The London Policing Ethics Panel conducted a follow-up review of the Metropolitan Police Service's use of Live Facial Recognition (LFR) technology during 2024-2025. This review follows the Panel's initial report published in May 2019 to take into account developments in the technology, changes in legal context, MPS deployment experience, and potential expanded applications.
	The London Policing Ethics Panel conducted a follow-up review of the Metropolitan Police Service's use of Live Facial Recognition (LFR) technology during 2024-2025. This review follows the Panel's initial report published in May 2019 to take into account developments in the technology, changes in legal context, MPS deployment experience, and potential expanded applications.
	 

	 
	 

	LFR technology compares faces in live camera feeds against bespoke deployment watchlists. Matches generate alerts to officers who decide whether to engage identified persons. Testing by the National Physical Laboratory found an 89% true positive identification rate with a 0.017% false positive rate. Testing showed no statistically significant gender or ethnicity bias, though accuracy was lower for individuals under the age of 20. 
	LFR technology compares faces in live camera feeds against bespoke deployment watchlists. Matches generate alerts to officers who decide whether to engage identified persons. Testing by the National Physical Laboratory found an 89% true positive identification rate with a 0.017% false positive rate. Testing showed no statistically significant gender or ethnicity bias, though accuracy was lower for individuals under the age of 20. 
	 

	 
	 

	The watchlist is destroyed following the deployment. The only data retained are those of persons on the watchlist who were apprehended during the deployment and whose data are required for criminal justice purposes (e.g., prosecution). An ordinary CCTV recording is kept for 31 days. 
	The watchlist is destroyed following the deployment. The only data retained are those of persons on the watchlist who were apprehended during the deployment and whose data are required for criminal justice purposes (e.g., prosecution). An ordinary CCTV recording is kept for 31 days. 
	 

	 
	 

	Watchlist size has increased from approximately 1,200 to an average of 15,000 persons. The scope of watchlists has expanded beyond those "wanted by the courts" to include persons suspected of committing offences, individuals subject to court orders or restrictions (including registered sex offenders), and missing persons.
	Watchlist size has increased from approximately 1,200 to an average of 15,000 persons. The scope of watchlists has expanded beyond those "wanted by the courts" to include persons suspected of committing offences, individuals subject to court orders or restrictions (including registered sex offenders), and missing persons.
	 

	 
	 

	The 2020 Bridges judgment established that LFR is capable of being used in a manner consistent with European Convention on Human Rights but only if it is deployed "in accordance with law." To support lawful use, the College of Policing has published Authorised Professional Practice guidelines, and the MPS has developed internal authorization procedures consistent with them. 
	The 2020 Bridges judgment established that LFR is capable of being used in a manner consistent with European Convention on Human Rights but only if it is deployed "in accordance with law." To support lawful use, the College of Policing has published Authorised Professional Practice guidelines, and the MPS has developed internal authorization procedures consistent with them. 
	 

	 
	 

	MOPAC provides some oversight through representation on the MPS Facial Recognition Technology board.
	MOPAC provides some oversight through representation on the MPS Facial Recognition Technology board.
	 

	 
	 

	The Panel's assessment of MPS action against the Panel’s 2019 ethical conditions found varying levels of compliance: demonstration of significant public benefit awaits publication of robust data, although internal data suggest some specific benefits; freedom from bias was satisfied through technical testing; the requirement for operator knowledge and accountability are largely satisfied; and requirements for robust governance and oversight were partially satisfied with processes in place but effectiveness d
	The Panel's assessment of MPS action against the Panel’s 2019 ethical conditions found varying levels of compliance: demonstration of significant public benefit awaits publication of robust data, although internal data suggest some specific benefits; freedom from bias was satisfied through technical testing; the requirement for operator knowledge and accountability are largely satisfied; and requirements for robust governance and oversight were partially satisfied with processes in place but effectiveness d
	 

	 
	 

	The Panel evaluated MPS's Live Facial Recognition policy using a framework based on five moral principles (autonomy, harm minimization, beneficence, justice, and protection of the vulnerable) that generate four ethical norms for policing activities.
	The Panel evaluated MPS's Live Facial Recognition policy using a framework based on five moral principles (autonomy, harm minimization, beneficence, justice, and protection of the vulnerable) that generate four ethical norms for policing activities.
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	i)
	i)
	State and civil society. 
	 



	The core norm is to maximise freedom from harm within freedom to flourish.
	The core norm is to maximise freedom from harm within freedom to flourish.
	 

	 
	 

	Positive alignments with this norm include policy compliance with legal requirements and professional guidance, deployments requiring authorization based on necessity and proportionality, operations being time-limited, geographically restricted, and clearly signed, and technology testing confirming non-discrimination at recommended settings. Survey data suggest that suggest that whilst there are overall high levels of support for the use of LFR in catching those involved in serious matters such as terrorism
	Positive alignments with this norm include policy compliance with legal requirements and professional guidance, deployments requiring authorization based on necessity and proportionality, operations being time-limited, geographically restricted, and clearly signed, and technology testing confirming non-discrimination at recommended settings. Survey data suggest that suggest that whilst there are overall high levels of support for the use of LFR in catching those involved in serious matters such as terrorism
	 

	 
	 

	Areas for further consideration include:
	Areas for further consideration include:
	 

	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	the lack of constraints on expanding the category of "sought persons," 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	watchlists including most recordable offenses and potentially exceeding public expectations and acceptability,
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	deployment patterns potentially reflecting institutional biases,
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	insufficient assessment of cumulative impact from repeat deployments,
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	individual officer discretion may be biased when interpreting avoidance behaviour. 
	 



	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	ii)
	ii)
	Relations with Persons of Interest
	 



	The core norm is to maintain respect for humanity, proportionality, and fairness in dealings with individuals. Procedural justice is central to police legitimacy and public trust.
	The core norm is to maintain respect for humanity, proportionality, and fairness in dealings with individuals. Procedural justice is central to police legitimacy and public trust.
	 

	 
	 

	Positive alignments with this norm include deployment briefings that emphasize treating the public with respect and courtesy, LFR potentially supporting neutrality by replacing subjective officer judgment with more objective visual identification, and the Panel observing procedurally just behaviour during deployments.
	Positive alignments with this norm include deployment briefings that emphasize treating the public with respect and courtesy, LFR potentially supporting neutrality by replacing subjective officer judgment with more objective visual identification, and the Panel observing procedurally just behaviour during deployments.
	 

	 
	 

	Areas for consideration include: 
	Areas for consideration include: 
	 

	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	limited publicly available evidence demonstrating how proportionality and effectiveness are gauged.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	published data focusing on quantity of stops rather than types of crimes targeted, 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	lack of public information on court referrals, deterrent effects, or cost-effectiveness, 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	potential disproportionate impact of repeat deployments on individuals (e.g., registered sex offenders), 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	potential diminishment of procedural justice emphasis as deployments become routine, 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	and limited public understanding of LFR requiring clearer and more accessible information.
	 



	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	iii)
	iii)
	Relations with Victims
	 



	The core norm is to minimize vulnerability of victims and potential victims.
	The core norm is to minimize vulnerability of victims and potential victims.
	 

	Positive alignments with this norm include LFR potentially benefiting past crime victims through apprehending suspects, protecting potential victims by monitoring high-risk offenders' compliance with conditions, locating missing persons considered at risk, and specifically mentioned use cases including victim-focused deployments where intelligence indicates risk to safety.
	Positive alignments with this norm include LFR potentially benefiting past crime victims through apprehending suspects, protecting potential victims by monitoring high-risk offenders' compliance with conditions, locating missing persons considered at risk, and specifically mentioned use cases including victim-focused deployments where intelligence indicates risk to safety.
	 

	 
	 

	Areas for further consideration include: 
	Areas for further consideration include: 
	 

	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	limited evidence for how LFR deployments specifically serve victims, 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	public deployment data focusing on stops rather than crime types addressed,
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	difficulty in assessing impact on vulnerable groups or repeat victims, 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	unclear whether there is a strategy for directing deployments based on victim needs or vulnerability measures, 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	and uncertainty whether LFR is supporting reduction of specific crime categories like violence against women and girls.
	 



	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	iv)
	iv)
	Police and Partner Organizations
	 



	The core norm is to use positive powers of policing while respecting policing's limits, recognizing when police intervention is essential versus when other agencies might be better suited. 
	The core norm is to use positive powers of policing while respecting policing's limits, recognizing when police intervention is essential versus when other agencies might be better suited. 
	 

	 
	 

	Positive alignments with this norm include LFR policy clearly defining policing objectives for which the technology may be used and acknowledging police duty to support Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements (MAPPA).
	Positive alignments with this norm include LFR policy clearly defining policing objectives for which the technology may be used and acknowledging police duty to support Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements (MAPPA).
	 

	 
	 

	Areas for further consideration include:
	Areas for further consideration include:
	 

	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	nature and severity of behaviour justifying LFR use for monitoring Registered Sex Offenders (RSOs), and hence proportionality in this usage of LFR, 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	policy not explicitly excluding any MAPPA categories (creating potential for expansion), with current practice focusing on Category 1 (RSOs) but lacking apparent constraints on wider future use,
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	paucity of evidence on the total policing resource and social costs of LFR implementation,
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	possible "optimism bias" in assumptions about LFR's efficiency in releasing police or probation service time or improving service.
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	The London Policing Ethics Panel published its first full report on MPS’s use of Live Facial Recognition in May 2019. We decided to review LFR again during 2024 - 2025 in light of developments in the technology itself, changes in the surrounding legal context, substantial MPS experience in deploying LFR, expressed intentions in MPS and government to increase its use, and the prospect of potential expanded applications for the technology.1
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	We acknowledge the expressed public concerns regarding use of this technology in policing. These include intrusions on privacy, normalization of surveillance, potential chilling effects on activities including protest and political engagement, and the ultimate prospect of biometric identification ‘checkpoints’. 
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	These were discussed at greater length in our first report.
	 
	 

	 
	 

	We have taken the view that whilst LFR is undoubtedly a significant technology, what is key is how it is used by MPS, the effectiveness of controls regarding its use, and how it is understood by the public. Those concerns comprise the focus for this report. 
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	We first summarise by way of background some key developments since our 2019 report. We then revisit the original conditions that we proposed to underpin ethical and trustworthy use of LFR by MPS. After that we review MPS’s current practice against the Panel’s framework for ethical evaluation of policing policy, which we developed in 2022 after our work on LFR had been completed. This framework is outlined below and is available on our website.2 
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	How we carried out this review
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	Important sources of publicly available information for this review have been the MPS Overt LFR Policy Document, Version 4.0 (available on the MPS website3 and to which we refer throughout as the LFR Policy) and LFR Deployment Data (also provided on the MPS website).4 We reviewed the LFR1 form which is used to propose and authorise deployments (the template for which is on the MPS website)5. 
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	We also sampled a selection of completed LFR1 forms, which are not available to public scrutiny for security reasons. 
	We also sampled a selection of completed LFR1 forms, which are not available to public scrutiny for security reasons. 
	 

	 
	 

	The Panel attended three LFR deployments, including the prior briefing for officers. 
	The Panel attended three LFR deployments, including the prior briefing for officers. 
	 

	 
	 

	We carried out a fresh public opinion survey based on the one we did in 2018. This was done in order to ascertain whether public sentiments had changed in any way since the wider deployment of LFR in London. The data are included in this report. 
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	We reviewed the recent literature on ethics of LFR and have published that in Appendix Three. 
	We reviewed the recent literature on ethics of LFR and have published that in Appendix Three. 
	 

	 
	 

	The MPS team provided us with a comprehensive briefing session and have responded to all of the questions we have raised with them.
	The MPS team provided us with a comprehensive briefing session and have responded to all of the questions we have raised with them.
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	How LFR works
	How LFR works
	 

	Live Facial Recognition (LFR) software compares faces appearing in a live camera video feed with the digital images held in a bespoke, deployment-specific watchlist to find a possible match. As with conventional CCTV, the LFR camera feed is recorded. The supplement to conventional CCTV is that the LFR software generates a biometric comparison against the watchlist for every person who walks past the camera. As soon as the comparison shows that a person is not on the watchlist this biometric calculation is d
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	The live feed is viewed by one or two operatives during the deployment and unless there is a match to a face on the watchlist, individual faces in the CCTV feed are blurred almost as soon as they appear. When there is a match to a person on the watchlist, an alert is generated and sent to officers on the ground. They must then decide whether and how to engage the person identified. Officers should only engage if they hold an honest belief that the person identified is likely to be the person sought. These o
	The live feed is viewed by one or two operatives during the deployment and unless there is a match to a face on the watchlist, individual faces in the CCTV feed are blurred almost as soon as they appear. When there is a match to a person on the watchlist, an alert is generated and sent to officers on the ground. They must then decide whether and how to engage the person identified. Officers should only engage if they hold an honest belief that the person identified is likely to be the person sought. These o
	 

	 
	 

	There is an end-to-end explanation of LFR deployment in Appendix One, where we have also compared LFR feeds with use of ordinary CCTV.  
	There is an end-to-end explanation of LFR deployment in Appendix One, where we have also compared LFR feeds with use of ordinary CCTV.  
	 

	Who might be on a watch list? 
	Who might be on a watch list? 
	 

	At the time of our first report on LFR trials, MPS explained to us that it envisaged using the technology to seek individuals who were ‘wanted by the courts’, for example where there was a warrant for their arrest, or they had breached bail conditions. Over the past five years this use appears to have been expanded to include, for instance, missing persons or people subject to court orders such as a Sexual Harm Prevention Order, Knife Crime Prevention Order or Stalking Protection Order, and to certain categ
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	6 Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements
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	MPS’s current policy contains a wide list of ‘sought persons’ that goes beyond those who might be simply understood by the public to be ‘wanted by the courts. It also includes: 
	MPS’s current policy contains a wide list of ‘sought persons’ that goes beyond those who might be simply understood by the public to be ‘wanted by the courts. It also includes: 
	 

	 
	 

	▪
	▪
	▪
	▪

	 
	 
	those about whom there are “reasonable grounds to suspect that the individual is about to commit, is committing or has committed a recordable offence”7
	 


	▪
	▪
	▪

	 
	 
	“persons suspected by the MPS of having committed a serious crime or where there are reasonable grounds to suspect that the individual is about to commit or is in the process of committing a serious crime”.
	 


	▪
	▪
	▪

	 
	 
	“offenders who are subject to court orders or other restrictions under Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements pursuant to Section 325 to 327B of the Criminal Justice Act 2003”. This currently applies to Registered Sex Offenders, who may have conditions imposed during sentencing limiting travel or restricting possession of digital equipment. 
	 



	7 Recordable offences are those for which an entry must be made on the Police National Computer and  includes any offence punishable by imprisonment, plus around 50 non-imprisonable offences which include activities such as public drunkenness, or misbehaviour at football matches. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2000/1139/made
	7 Recordable offences are those for which an entry must be made on the Police National Computer and  includes any offence punishable by imprisonment, plus around 50 non-imprisonable offences which include activities such as public drunkenness, or misbehaviour at football matches. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2000/1139/made
	7 Recordable offences are those for which an entry must be made on the Police National Computer and  includes any offence punishable by imprisonment, plus around 50 non-imprisonable offences which include activities such as public drunkenness, or misbehaviour at football matches. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2000/1139/made
	 


	 
	 

	We consider controls on the expansion of the watchlist further in this review.
	We consider controls on the expansion of the watchlist further in this review.
	 

	Watchlist size
	Watchlist size
	 

	As technological capacities have increased, it has become possible to compile larger watchlists without jeopardising the system’s technical performance. According to its own published data early MPS watchlists were in the order of approximately 1,200 persons of interest. More recent watchlists average 15,000 persons. 
	As technological capacities have increased, it has become possible to compile larger watchlists without jeopardising the system’s technical performance. According to its own published data early MPS watchlists were in the order of approximately 1,200 persons of interest. More recent watchlists average 15,000 persons. 
	 

	 
	 

	This expansion in the size of the watchlist raises the question whether LFR deployments may be becoming less intelligence-led and less-targeted than earlier deployments. (
	This expansion in the size of the watchlist raises the question whether LFR deployments may be becoming less intelligence-led and less-targeted than earlier deployments. (
	See comments below
	See comments below

	)  It may also suggest a subtle shift in judgments around privacy, necessity and proportionality as use of LFR has become more routine. Each deployment however still requires individual authorisation. 
	 

	The potential for discrimination - testing LFR equitability
	The potential for discrimination - testing LFR equitability
	 

	Early facial recognition systems were believed to be potentially discriminatory, though not accurately differentiating faces in different demographic groups. This could have made some groups liable to injustice because ‘false positives’ (also known as ‘false alerts’) could generate unjustified police stops. 
	Early facial recognition systems were believed to be potentially discriminatory, though not accurately differentiating faces in different demographic groups. This could have made some groups liable to injustice because ‘false positives’ (also known as ‘false alerts’) could generate unjustified police stops. 
	 

	 
	 

	The National Physical Laboratory (NPL) conducted thorough equitability testing on the Neoface LFR system used by MPS and issued its report in 2023. Averaged across deployments it found a True Positive Identification Rate of 89% and a False Positive Identification Rate of 0.017 % (1 in 6000) when used at the face-match threshold of 0.6 (the Neoface default). It concluded that there was no statistically significant gender or ethnicity difference when used at these thresholds. However, it did note that in test
	accuracy was lower for those below the age of 20, possibly because their faces were obscured by adult bodies in the camera feed.8  
	accuracy was lower for those below the age of 20, possibly because their faces were obscured by adult bodies in the camera feed.8  
	 

	8  Mansfield Tony, National Police Laboratory (2023): FACIAL RECOGNITION TECHNOLOGY IN LAW ENFORCEMENT EQUITABILITY STUDY FINAL REPORT. Available at: 
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	Big Brother Watch have argued that the NPL findings are not compelling as there is “a greater margin of error when LFR technology is deployed in real-life settings, as compared to test conditions”. 9 (They appear to be referring here to a table of findings in the NPL report. The NPL test method used recorded footage from past LFR deployments.10) They go on to note that police have deployed Neoface at lower settings in the past and that no safeguards exist to prevent them from doing this in the future. Howev
	 

	 
	 

	The NPL did not compare the identification rates with human recognition capabilities in general. However, recent research has compared the biases that emerge in trained human recognizers and within facial recognition algorithms. Greatest accuracy is achieved when the two are combined.11
	The NPL did not compare the identification rates with human recognition capabilities in general. However, recent research has compared the biases that emerge in trained human recognizers and within facial recognition algorithms. Greatest accuracy is achieved when the two are combined.11
	 

	The Bridges judgment and the legal basis of LFR use
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	Our first report on LFR was published prior to the important Court of Appeal judgment in R (Bridges) v CC South Wales 2020.12 Mr Bridges had argued that the use of LFR by South Wales Police breached his rights under the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR). The Court of Appeal concluded that LFR could in principle be used in a manner that was consistent with Convention rights, but this would depend on any given deployment being ‘in accordance with law’. They construed ‘law’ very widely (see following 
	Our first report on LFR was published prior to the important Court of Appeal judgment in R (Bridges) v CC South Wales 2020.12 Mr Bridges had argued that the use of LFR by South Wales Police breached his rights under the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR). The Court of Appeal concluded that LFR could in principle be used in a manner that was consistent with Convention rights, but this would depend on any given deployment being ‘in accordance with law’. They construed ‘law’ very widely (see following 
	 

	 
	 

	What constitutes ‘the law’ in this area is complicated. The court’s opinion leads to the conclusion that ‘the law’ is an amalgam of Convention rights, common law, primary and secondary legislation, national codes of practice and, importantly, local force policy. (This is summarised in a table in the College of Policing APP, see Appendix Two) The Bridges case highlighted that it is the responsibility of police services to ensure that they work ‘within the law’. Police using LFR must therefore be able to show
	What constitutes ‘the law’ in this area is complicated. The court’s opinion leads to the conclusion that ‘the law’ is an amalgam of Convention rights, common law, primary and secondary legislation, national codes of practice and, importantly, local force policy. (This is summarised in a table in the College of Policing APP, see Appendix Two) The Bridges case highlighted that it is the responsibility of police services to ensure that they work ‘within the law’. Police using LFR must therefore be able to show
	 

	 
	 

	The Bridges opinion indicated that LFR is ‘regulated by law’ at present. However, the way in which this is done is opaque and confusing to the public and probably police alike. 
	The Bridges opinion indicated that LFR is ‘regulated by law’ at present. However, the way in which this is done is opaque and confusing to the public and probably police alike. 
	 

	College of Policing APP
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	Since our first report, the College of Policing has published its Authorised Professional Practice (APP) for Live Facial Recognition.13 The expectation is that police services deploying LFR will do so consistent with the APP. The APP makes clear that it is for Chief Officers in individual police forces to ensure their organisation has legally compliant policies and procedures for LFR use. The APP is thus a source of guidance emphasising the importance of compliance with law, clear policy and good governance
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	In 2019 we proposed that for LFR use to be ethical it would have to comply with five conditions. In this section we review the extent to which each of these conditions have been met.  
	In 2019 we proposed that for LFR use to be ethical it would have to comply with five conditions. In this section we review the extent to which each of these conditions have been met.  
	 

	 
	 

	Condition 1: It can be shown that the use of LFR offers more than marginal benefit to the public, sufficient to compensate for the potential distrust it may invoke. 
	Condition 1: It can be shown that the use of LFR offers more than marginal benefit to the public, sufficient to compensate for the potential distrust it may invoke. 
	 

	 
	 

	This condition was partly based on a utilitarian analysis, that is, the ethical goal being to maximise benefits and minimise harms for a given population. We recognise that it is a difficult condition to establish empirically. It raises unresolved issues about MPS’s success measures for LFR, which at present – according to the deployment data that are published - appear largely to be the number of valid stops during a deployment. To ascertain ‘more than marginal benefit’ would entail consideration of tangib
	This condition was partly based on a utilitarian analysis, that is, the ethical goal being to maximise benefits and minimise harms for a given population. We recognise that it is a difficult condition to establish empirically. It raises unresolved issues about MPS’s success measures for LFR, which at present – according to the deployment data that are published - appear largely to be the number of valid stops during a deployment. To ascertain ‘more than marginal benefit’ would entail consideration of tangib
	 

	 
	 

	It is for MPS to define the success measures it uses, but we believe better evidence of net benefit would supply a more compelling rationale for expanding the use of LFR.
	It is for MPS to define the success measures it uses, but we believe better evidence of net benefit would supply a more compelling rationale for expanding the use of LFR.
	 

	 
	 

	MPS currently publishes the outcomes of each deployment. However, those data do not support external assessment of deployment benefits. Published data only include the number of people stopped on the day and whether this resulted in further police action. The crime types for which people were stopped are not included, so there is no indication of the severity of offences they committed. Publicly available data do not enable reliable assessment of the costs and benefits of LFR deployment with the costs and b
	MPS currently publishes the outcomes of each deployment. However, those data do not support external assessment of deployment benefits. Published data only include the number of people stopped on the day and whether this resulted in further police action. The crime types for which people were stopped are not included, so there is no indication of the severity of offences they committed. Publicly available data do not enable reliable assessment of the costs and benefits of LFR deployment with the costs and b
	 

	 
	 

	MPS has however shared some internal evaluation data with the Panel. MPS view these data as supportive of their view that LFR is an effective way of meeting their policing goals. These data make apparent that LFR has resulted in a number of arrests of people 
	wanted, sometimes for considerable periods of time, but the overall policing gains from using LFR to secure these results remain unclear. However, the data also show that LFR seems to be an effective tool for monitoring Registered Sex Offenders. A significant proportion of RSOs on the watchlist have been found to be in breach of legal conditions, and identifying these breaches has had non-negligible harm preventative effects.  
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	While MPS has its own data not currently in the public domain, there is not yet evidence available to the public to show that Condition 1 has been satisfied. MPS plans to publish its data in its first annual report on LFR due in September 2025.  
	While MPS has its own data not currently in the public domain, there is not yet evidence available to the public to show that Condition 1 has been satisfied. MPS plans to publish its data in its first annual report on LFR due in September 2025.  
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	Condition 2: It can be shown from trial data (and other available data) that the technology itself will not import unacceptable gender and racial bias into policing operations. 
	Condition 2: It can be shown from trial data (and other available data) that the technology itself will not import unacceptable gender and racial bias into policing operations. 
	 

	 
	 

	In our 2019 report we were particularly concerned with the methods by which LFR was being trialled in London and asked that trial data, with both positive and negative findings, be made public. The Bridges judgment included important comments on the Public Sector Equality Duty and the need to demonstrate equity and, as noted, MPS subsequently worked with NPL to conduct and publish the outcomes of equitability testing. 
	In our 2019 report we were particularly concerned with the methods by which LFR was being trialled in London and asked that trial data, with both positive and negative findings, be made public. The Bridges judgment included important comments on the Public Sector Equality Duty and the need to demonstrate equity and, as noted, MPS subsequently worked with NPL to conduct and publish the outcomes of equitability testing. 
	 

	 
	 

	Our focus at the time was on potential bias in the technology, not in the pattern of deployments. It remains a concern however that even if the technology is not intrinsically biased, decisions about where and why to deploy LFR may exhibit patterns of over-policing in some communities. A focus on crime hotspots (where levels of offending are unlikely to reduce dramatically in the short term) directs repeated policing effort towards these communities and in a recursive cycle may generate the very data that t
	Our focus at the time was on potential bias in the technology, not in the pattern of deployments. It remains a concern however that even if the technology is not intrinsically biased, decisions about where and why to deploy LFR may exhibit patterns of over-policing in some communities. A focus on crime hotspots (where levels of offending are unlikely to reduce dramatically in the short term) directs repeated policing effort towards these communities and in a recursive cycle may generate the very data that t
	Further discussion of deployment to crime hotspots is below
	Further discussion of deployment to crime hotspots is below
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	We are satisfied that Condition 2 has been met. However, while the technology is not intrinsically discriminatory its use may reflect institutional biases.
	We are satisfied that Condition 2 has been met. However, while the technology is not intrinsically discriminatory its use may reflect institutional biases.
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	Condition 3: Controls on use are sufficiently robust to ensure that each LFR deployment is appropriately assessed and authorised, when it is judged both necessary and proportionate to use it for a specific policing purpose. 
	Condition 3: Controls on use are sufficiently robust to ensure that each LFR deployment is appropriately assessed and authorised, when it is judged both necessary and proportionate to use it for a specific policing purpose. 
	 

	 
	 

	This condition has been reinforced by the Bridges judgment and the College of Policing APP. The Bridges judgement emphasised the importance of having policy and processes establishing that an LFR deployment was ‘in accordance with law’. The College of Policing APP clarified the legal framework, including the nature of authorisations and justifications. MPS policies and processes appear to have been designed to align with the APP. 
	This condition has been reinforced by the Bridges judgment and the College of Policing APP. The Bridges judgement emphasised the importance of having policy and processes establishing that an LFR deployment was ‘in accordance with law’. The College of Policing APP clarified the legal framework, including the nature of authorisations and justifications. MPS policies and processes appear to have been designed to align with the APP. 
	 

	 
	 

	However, proportionality – which is at the centre of the legal justification - is a contestable measure. It calls for judgement about the seriousness and impact of criminal activity alongside the gravity of the intrusion that an LFR deployment 
	represents. We recognise that at present there is considerable, and likely irreconcilable, public disagreement about the nature and scale of the intrusion associated with LFR. This means the judgement of proportionality is made on grounds that will inevitably generate controversy.  
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	The MPS process for authorising a deployment starts with compilation of an ‘LFR 1’ form setting out the operational and legal justifications and taking into account human rights considerations. These must be reviewed and endorsed by a senior Authorising Officer. Whilst Authorising Officers are more experienced officers, policing experience does not necessarily lead to more nuanced balancing of privacy or other rights and interests against policing goals.
	The MPS process for authorising a deployment starts with compilation of an ‘LFR 1’ form setting out the operational and legal justifications and taking into account human rights considerations. These must be reviewed and endorsed by a senior Authorising Officer. Whilst Authorising Officers are more experienced officers, policing experience does not necessarily lead to more nuanced balancing of privacy or other rights and interests against policing goals.
	 

	 
	 

	The MPS Department for Legal Services quality assures the LFR deployment authorisations. 
	The MPS Department for Legal Services quality assures the LFR deployment authorisations. 
	 

	 
	 

	However, there is no external review of LFR1s.
	However, there is no external review of LFR1s.
	 

	 
	 

	Condition 3 has been met in principle. However, the effectiveness of controls will depend on rigorous internal governance, with the Authorising Officer and legal reviewers not merely routinely endorsing every LFR application. (See also Condition 5) 
	Condition 3 has been met in principle. However, the effectiveness of controls will depend on rigorous internal governance, with the Authorising Officer and legal reviewers not merely routinely endorsing every LFR application. (See also Condition 5) 
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	Condition 4: It can be shown that human operators will be knowledgeable about the potential injustices that may be caused by an inappropriate response to identification alerts, that they know how to avoid these, and are accountable for their actions. 
	Condition 4: It can be shown that human operators will be knowledgeable about the potential injustices that may be caused by an inappropriate response to identification alerts, that they know how to avoid these, and are accountable for their actions. 
	 

	 
	 

	MPS now has a cohort of experienced LFR operators. When the Panel observed recent deployments, we were able to explore their role with them, and they evidenced clear understanding of how the system works, how they work to maximise effectiveness, and how they seek to minimise risk of bias. 
	MPS now has a cohort of experienced LFR operators. When the Panel observed recent deployments, we were able to explore their role with them, and they evidenced clear understanding of how the system works, how they work to maximise effectiveness, and how they seek to minimise risk of bias. 
	 

	 
	 

	We observed the briefings for officers who would be responsible for responding to alerts and engaging members of the public. These briefings were thorough, set out the legal context for the deployment, emphasised that officers were accountable for their own response to an alert, and made clear that members of the public who chose to avoid the area where cameras were set up were not ipso facto behaving suspiciously.  
	We observed the briefings for officers who would be responsible for responding to alerts and engaging members of the public. These briefings were thorough, set out the legal context for the deployment, emphasised that officers were accountable for their own response to an alert, and made clear that members of the public who chose to avoid the area where cameras were set up were not ipso facto behaving suspiciously.  
	 

	 
	 

	We consider Condition 4 to have been substantially met, but we still have some reservations about how individual officers may choose to respond to the behaviour of those avoiding the zone of recognition.
	We consider Condition 4 to have been substantially met, but we still have some reservations about how individual officers may choose to respond to the behaviour of those avoiding the zone of recognition.
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	Condition 5: MPS and MOPAC develop robust governance and oversight arrangements that balance the technological benefits of LFR with their potential intrusiveness. 
	Condition 5: MPS and MOPAC develop robust governance and oversight arrangements that balance the technological benefits of LFR with their potential intrusiveness. 
	 

	 
	 

	Our fifth condition was set out in some detail. It included reference to the Home Office Biometrics Strategy’s requirement for transparency, guidance from the Surveillance Camera and Biometric Commissioners, operating procedures that govern the compilation of LFR watch lists, operating procedures to govern authorisation and 
	deployment of LFR and provisions for transparency regarding LFR deployments. Subsequently these have been included in the College of Policing APP. 
	deployment of LFR and provisions for transparency regarding LFR deployments. Subsequently these have been included in the College of Policing APP. 
	 

	 
	 

	We also called for oversight by MOPAC in a manner akin to MOPAC’s oversight of other potentially intrusive tactics. To this end, MOPAC’s Head of Oversight and Performance sits on the MPS Facial Recognition Technology board, and MPS directly briefs the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime. 
	We also called for oversight by MOPAC in a manner akin to MOPAC’s oversight of other potentially intrusive tactics. To this end, MOPAC’s Head of Oversight and Performance sits on the MPS Facial Recognition Technology board, and MPS directly briefs the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime. 
	 

	 
	 

	In so far as Condition 5 called for processes, policies and structures to support good governance of LFR, we are satisfied that there are checks and balances in the policy documents, but we cannot know how well these are being enforced. There is a lack of external scrutiny, aside from that which might in the long run be offered by HMICFRS and the Office of the Biometrics and Surveillance Camera Commissioner. The effectiveness of current governance arrangements rests on people within the governance structure
	In so far as Condition 5 called for processes, policies and structures to support good governance of LFR, we are satisfied that there are checks and balances in the policy documents, but we cannot know how well these are being enforced. There is a lack of external scrutiny, aside from that which might in the long run be offered by HMICFRS and the Office of the Biometrics and Surveillance Camera Commissioner. The effectiveness of current governance arrangements rests on people within the governance structure
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	Part Two - Ethical review of current MPS LFR policy and practice
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	In this section of our report, we turn to examine MPS’s current policy and practice. 
	In this section of our report, we turn to examine MPS’s current policy and practice. 
	 

	The ethical approach we adopted for reviewing LFR policy and practice. 
	The ethical approach we adopted for reviewing LFR policy and practice. 
	 

	We have looked at the policy and practice of LFR deployments in light of our framework of moral norms and fundamental principles informing ethical policing policy and practice. We developed this framework for analysis as part of our work advising MOPAC on the 2022-2025 Police and Crime Plan for London.14 The principles are consistent with those that guide the College of Policing’s Code of Ethics. However, we have used ethical norms and principles to develop a framework for analysing how policing strategy an
	We have looked at the policy and practice of LFR deployments in light of our framework of moral norms and fundamental principles informing ethical policing policy and practice. We developed this framework for analysis as part of our work advising MOPAC on the 2022-2025 Police and Crime Plan for London.14 The principles are consistent with those that guide the College of Policing’s Code of Ethics. However, we have used ethical norms and principles to develop a framework for analysing how policing strategy an
	 

	14http://www.policingethicspanel.london/uploads/4/4/0/7/44076193/ethical_foundations_for_policing_policy_development_march_2022.pdf
	14http://www.policingethicspanel.london/uploads/4/4/0/7/44076193/ethical_foundations_for_policing_policy_development_march_2022.pdf
	14http://www.policingethicspanel.london/uploads/4/4/0/7/44076193/ethical_foundations_for_policing_policy_development_march_2022.pdf
	 

	15 A normative expectation of policing is a combination of what people expect will be the way policing works and should be the way policing works. 
	15 A normative expectation of policing is a combination of what people expect will be the way policing works and should be the way policing works. 
	 


	 
	 

	Our framework takes into account the differing needs and perspectives of the multiple societal stakeholders that have an interest in policing and shows how common moral principles generate ethical expectations of policing.    
	Our framework takes into account the differing needs and perspectives of the multiple societal stakeholders that have an interest in policing and shows how common moral principles generate ethical expectations of policing.    
	 

	 
	 

	The fundamental moral principles that we have used are: 
	The fundamental moral principles that we have used are: 
	 

	 
	 

	▪
	▪
	▪
	▪

	 
	 
	respect for individual autonomy
	 


	▪
	▪
	▪

	 
	 
	minimising harm
	 


	▪
	▪
	▪

	 
	 
	beneficence (doing good)
	 


	▪
	▪
	▪

	 
	 
	justice
	 


	▪
	▪
	▪

	 
	 
	protecting those vulnerable to others’ actions. 
	 



	 
	 

	Drawing those principles and stakeholder needs together produces four sets of ethical considerations: 
	Drawing those principles and stakeholder needs together produces four sets of ethical considerations: 
	 

	 
	 

	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	how policing intervenes in the relationship between state and civil society. 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	how policing respects the rights and interests of those who are of interest to the police. 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	how policing promotes the rights of those affected by wrongdoing (victims). 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	and how policing works with other stakeholders to produce ethically desirable goals. 
	 



	 
	 

	The table set out below expresses how the fundamental ethical principles resolve into four significant normative expectations15, in the context of each of those four areas of policing activity.
	The table set out below expresses how the fundamental ethical principles resolve into four significant normative expectations15, in the context of each of those four areas of policing activity.
	 

	 
	 

	Relation between state and civil society
	Relation between state and civil society
	Relation between state and civil society
	Relation between state and civil society
	Relation between state and civil society
	Relation between state and civil society
	 

	 
	 

	Ethical norm is to maximise freedom from harm within freedom to flourish
	Ethical norm is to maximise freedom from harm within freedom to flourish
	 


	Relations with persons of interest to police
	Relations with persons of interest to police
	Relations with persons of interest to police
	 

	Ethical norm is to maintain respect for humanity, be proportionate and fair
	Ethical norm is to maintain respect for humanity, be proportionate and fair
	 




	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	 

	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	balance security aims with individuals’ and society’s freedom to flourish.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	respect the perceived needs of differently situated actors (e.g., diversity, age, gender, socio- economic status etc.)
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	measure potential policing benefits against possible harms produced by policing.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	avoid disproportionate impact on particular communities.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	intrude on lives only in proportion to safety and security aims.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	use limited public resources effectively
	 




	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	 

	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	promote procedural justice.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	uphold perceptions of justice in different groups
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	justify intervening because it will be both beneficial & effective.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	use evidence to constrain actions of the most harmful offenders.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	reduce repeat offending.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	intervene in proportion to potential harm.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	avoid unintended consequential harm.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	build positive community safety not criminalisation
	 





	Relations with victims
	Relations with victims
	Relations with victims
	Relations with victims
	 

	 
	 

	Ethical norm is to minimise vulnerability 
	Ethical norm is to minimise vulnerability 
	 


	Police and partner organisations
	Police and partner organisations
	Police and partner organisations
	 

	 
	 

	Ethical norm is to use positive powers of policing & respect policing’s limits
	Ethical norm is to use positive powers of policing & respect policing’s limits
	 



	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	 

	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	evidence the groups most at risk of harm in both private and public spaces
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	protect repeat victims.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	balance immediate responses with long term risk reduction
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	avoid & reduce stigma relating to victims and complainants.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	balance the need for service to all with service to most vulnerable
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	consider and contribute to the healing process for victims.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	promote justice for victims and complainants
	 




	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	Principles and practice should strive to: 
	 

	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	only use police powers when essential to achieve appropriate goals.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	consider how other partners / agencies could produce more good & less unintended harm.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	balance urgency with long term aims.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	work with partners to address diverse intersectional needs.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	consider benefits beyond direct harm prevention (e.g., perceptions of safety)
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	maintain & respect policing capacity and capability.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	build resilience in police & partner organisations.
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	respect police employees’ needs and wellbeing
	 







	 
	 

	We used the framework to guide our analysis in order to ensure that all relevant moral, ethical and social interests received consideration. 
	We used the framework to guide our analysis in order to ensure that all relevant moral, ethical and social interests received consideration. 
	 

	State and civil society: ethical norm is to maximise freedom from harm within freedom to flourish. 
	State and civil society: ethical norm is to maximise freedom from harm within freedom to flourish. 
	 

	Many of the arguments about Live Facial Recognition are concerned with this norm: they express concerns around privacy, intrusive data collection, a ‘chilling effect’ from police surveillance, inequitable treatment of stigmatized groups, and unfairness to both over-policed and under-policed communities. In this section we consider MPS policy and practice in their balancing of freedom from harm with freedom to flourish, 
	Many of the arguments about Live Facial Recognition are concerned with this norm: they express concerns around privacy, intrusive data collection, a ‘chilling effect’ from police surveillance, inequitable treatment of stigmatized groups, and unfairness to both over-policed and under-policed communities. In this section we consider MPS policy and practice in their balancing of freedom from harm with freedom to flourish, 
	 

	 
	 

	Key findings 
	Key findings 
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	Alignment to ethical norm
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	MPS’s LFR policy documents are consistent with the College of Policing APP and the Bridges judgment, both of which aim to balance respect for individual freedoms with protective goals. The policy sets out clearly the grounds for deployments, requiring authorising officers to consider privacy rights alongside policing goals, and be able to justify action on grounds of necessity and proportionality. 
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	Policy restricts LFR deployments to three types: hotspots, which may be defined by crime or by a search for missing persons; protective security operations, which may include protection of critical national infrastructure or public safety at events; and specific locations for a sought person. The policy determines how watchlists are compiled, with sought persons based on crime categories relevant to the reasons for the deployments. 
	 
	Span

	P
	Span
	 
	 
	Span

	P
	Span
	Overt deployments of LFR are time limited and restricted to a small geographical area. In each case, deployments are accompanied by signage that allows persons to avoid the zone of recognition. 
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	Engagement officers are clearly briefed that observing a person avoiding the zone of recognition is not in itself grounds for suspicion justifying a stop. 
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	Community Impact Assessments are required as part of the authorisation process. Sensitive locations with high expectations of privacy are to be avoided when planning deployments. 
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	MPS has tested LFR to ensure that purely in terms of technological performance it is not discriminatory when used at the settings recommended. 
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	Areas for consideration
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	While deployments are limited by policy to three use cases, these are broadly defined. As noted in the Background section, the category of sought persons is expansive, and includes those where there are “reasonable grounds to suspect that the individual is about to commit, is committing or has committed a recordable offence”, high risk 
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	Registered Sex Offenders, and people subject to protective court orders16. There is little to prevent MPS from widening the policy in future. 
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	16Such as Sexual Harm Prevention Order, Knife Crime Prevention Order or Stalking Protection Order
	16Such as Sexual Harm Prevention Order, Knife Crime Prevention Order or Stalking Protection Order
	16Such as Sexual Harm Prevention Order, Knife Crime Prevention Order or Stalking Protection Order
	 

	17 Mayors Questions Dec 2024 Accessed 3rd February 2025 https://www.london.gov.uk/who-we-are/what-london-assembly-does/questions-mayor/find-an-answer/change-mps-lfr-policy
	17 Mayors Questions Dec 2024 Accessed 3rd February 2025 https://www.london.gov.uk/who-we-are/what-london-assembly-does/questions-mayor/find-an-answer/change-mps-lfr-policy
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	 Metropolitan Police Service MPS Overt LFR Policy Document,   Available at: 
	https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/media/downloads/force-content/met/advice/lfr/policy-documents/lfr-policy-document2.pdf
	https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/media/downloads/force-content/met/advice/lfr/policy-documents/lfr-policy-document2.pdf
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	Although there is public support for using LFR for what the public see as serious crimes, particularly those involving violence, MPS policy is much broader. It includes almost every category of recordable offence in its crime hotspot watchlist rules. 
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	Whilst facial recognition technology is not intrinsically discriminatory at the recommended thresholds for use, the choice of deployments may reflect institutional biases within the MPS. Deployment into crime hotspots is not neutral, as hotspots may reflect patterns of discriminatory policing as much as patterns of crime.
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	Individual assessments of deployment proportionality may not take into account deployment frequency. Frequent deployments in the same geographical area may be cumulatively disproportionate on communities or individuals. The creation of fixed infrastructure for LFR implies that this would be used for repeat deployments.
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	Although officers are instructed that observing a person avoiding the zone of recognition is not in itself grounds for suspicion justifying a stop, the final decision remains with the officer making the observation who may interpret avoidance as suspicious.
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	Whilst deployment authorisations require a supporting Community Impact Assessment the quality of these is unknown. A lack of community engagement may erode public confidence and perceptions of fairness. 
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	While research and survey findings indicate there is overall support for LFR situational determinants such as the severity of criminal activity that is to be targeted influences levels of acceptance. Some demographic groups (e.g., LGBTQ) and other communities who are already distrustful of the police are also less accepting of LFR. 
	 
	Span

	P
	Span
	 
	Span

	P
	Span
	In the current LFR policy document, which was updated in 2024, the MPS has undertaken that “on an annual basis, the MPS will provide a report on its use of LFR”. The first of these reports is scheduled for September 2025.17
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	Detailed commentary
	Detailed commentary
	 

	 
	 

	Consistent with the College of Policing APP and the Bridges judgment the MPS policy on use of LFR18 endeavours to strike a balance between crime prevention and detection on the one hand and respect for fundamental freedoms on the other. 
	Consistent with the College of Policing APP and the Bridges judgment the MPS policy on use of LFR18 endeavours to strike a balance between crime prevention and detection on the one hand and respect for fundamental freedoms on the other. 
	 

	 
	 

	The MPS policy limits LFR deployment to defined ‘use cases’ and for specific policing objectives.19 Deployment Authorising Officers are instructed in the LFR policy that their starting point is “to consider any interference with the rights and freedoms of members of the public that would be created by the proposed deployment.” Articles 8 ECHR (right to a private and family life), Article 9 ECHR (freedom of thought, belief and religion), Article 10/11 ECHR (freedom of expression and freedom of assembly), and
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	21 Milaj, J. (2016). Privacy, surveillance, and the proportionality principle: The need for a method of assessing privacy implications of technologies used for surveillance.
	 
	International Review of Law, Computers & Technology,
	 
	30(3), 115-130.
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	LFR deployments are required to be necessary and proportionate to potential harm. Legal scholar Milaj (2015:115)21 summarises that proportionality principles are the rules that determine the necessary and sufficient conditions to justify limitation of a protected right, with the purpose of striking a balance between the right for a protected private life of the individuals and the societal interests for national security, public safety, prevention of disorder or crime. To be proportionate the following crit
	LFR deployments are required to be necessary and proportionate to potential harm. Legal scholar Milaj (2015:115)21 summarises that proportionality principles are the rules that determine the necessary and sufficient conditions to justify limitation of a protected right, with the purpose of striking a balance between the right for a protected private life of the individuals and the societal interests for national security, public safety, prevention of disorder or crime. To be proportionate the following crit
	 

	 
	 

	The LFR Policy and LFR1 Form would appear to meet these requirements, but whether they have been accurately applied ultimately rests on the judgment of the LFR Authorising Officer. 
	The LFR Policy and LFR1 Form would appear to meet these requirements, but whether they have been accurately applied ultimately rests on the judgment of the LFR Authorising Officer. 
	 

	 
	 

	Locations where a greater expectation of privacy may apply are highlighted in the LFR Policy. Sensitive locations such as places of worship, schools, or areas of protest are flagged for additional scrutiny by the Authorising Officer to protect individuals' expectations of privacy and avoid chilling effects on rights like freedom of expression.22 The policy stipulates that, where a proposed location raises a greater expectation of privacy, consideration should be given to consulting a person responsible for 
	Locations where a greater expectation of privacy may apply are highlighted in the LFR Policy. Sensitive locations such as places of worship, schools, or areas of protest are flagged for additional scrutiny by the Authorising Officer to protect individuals' expectations of privacy and avoid chilling effects on rights like freedom of expression.22 The policy stipulates that, where a proposed location raises a greater expectation of privacy, consideration should be given to consulting a person responsible for 
	 

	 
	 

	We were unable to assess the quality of Community Impact Assessments, but heard that they were prepared by officers, varied in how comprehensive they were, and that their thoroughness depended upon the resource made available for them. 
	We were unable to assess the quality of Community Impact Assessments, but heard that they were prepared by officers, varied in how comprehensive they were, and that their thoroughness depended upon the resource made available for them. 
	 

	 
	 

	Live Facial Recognition feeds are recorded in the same way as CCTV. However biometric data for individuals not matched on the watchlist are immediately discarded during the live feed, and retention of data for those on the watchlist is limited to criminal justice purposes (e.g., prosecution). 
	Live Facial Recognition feeds are recorded in the same way as CCTV. However biometric data for individuals not matched on the watchlist are immediately discarded during the live feed, and retention of data for those on the watchlist is limited to criminal justice purposes (e.g., prosecution). 
	 

	 
	 

	Overt deployments of LFR are time limited and the zone of recognition delimited by the field of view of the camera.  Deployments are accompanied by signage (or PA announcements in some cases) that allow persons to avoid the zone of recognition. However, in our observations we noted that the signage around the zone of recognition may not be easy to spot in a busy street.
	Overt deployments of LFR are time limited and the zone of recognition delimited by the field of view of the camera.  Deployments are accompanied by signage (or PA announcements in some cases) that allow persons to avoid the zone of recognition. However, in our observations we noted that the signage around the zone of recognition may not be easy to spot in a busy street.
	 

	 
	 

	In the main MPS has to date used CCTV cameras in a static MPS-liveried vehicle but may also do so from secure MPS-liveried hoarding, or a limited series of networked CCTV cameras back to a central control point. (MPS LFR policy permits the latter but at the date of drafting this report this had not yet been done.) 
	In the main MPS has to date used CCTV cameras in a static MPS-liveried vehicle but may also do so from secure MPS-liveried hoarding, or a limited series of networked CCTV cameras back to a central control point. (MPS LFR policy permits the latter but at the date of drafting this report this had not yet been done.) 
	 

	 
	 

	Using LFR in a ‘series of networked CCTV cameras’ will expand the zone of recognition to a larger area than has hitherto been common during the LFR deployments that use the static MPS-liveried vehicle. This means that conspicuous signage advising that LFR is active, which enables citizens to impliedly consent to or avoid the zone of recognition, is of importance. We have made a recommendation to this effect.  
	Using LFR in a ‘series of networked CCTV cameras’ will expand the zone of recognition to a larger area than has hitherto been common during the LFR deployments that use the static MPS-liveried vehicle. This means that conspicuous signage advising that LFR is active, which enables citizens to impliedly consent to or avoid the zone of recognition, is of importance. We have made a recommendation to this effect.  
	 

	 
	 

	We note that creation of fixed infrastructure LFR capability (such as cameras attached to lamp posts or other street furniture) implies that some areas are likely to be subject to repeated deployments, increasing the level of intrusion.  
	We note that creation of fixed infrastructure LFR capability (such as cameras attached to lamp posts or other street furniture) implies that some areas are likely to be subject to repeated deployments, increasing the level of intrusion.  
	 

	 
	 

	The Ada Lovelace Institute argue that the ability to be able to opt out or not give consent to use of facial recognition technology is an important safeguard to members of the public.23 During the Panel’s observation of three 2024 deployments, we noted that officers were briefed that where they saw people apparently avoiding the zone of recognition this was not grounds to suspect them. However, they were also told that consistent with ordinary policing practice they may want to stop and speak to such person
	The Ada Lovelace Institute argue that the ability to be able to opt out or not give consent to use of facial recognition technology is an important safeguard to members of the public.23 During the Panel’s observation of three 2024 deployments, we noted that officers were briefed that where they saw people apparently avoiding the zone of recognition this was not grounds to suspect them. However, they were also told that consistent with ordinary policing practice they may want to stop and speak to such person
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	Ethical application of LFR policy in part turns on ‘Engagement Officers’ (that is, local officers participating in the deployment and responsible for engaging with members of the public flagged by an alert) understanding the limitations of the technology and what an Alert means.  In the briefings we observed, officers were told how the technology works, reminded of policing’s National Decision Model and informed that the LFR 
	technology is to be thought of as intelligence. The action to be taken once an alert was triggered was for them to decide, based upon considerations in the NDM. Importantly, when we spoke to officers on deployment, it was clear they had understood that a positive alert was not to be taken as ‘the ultimate’ decision factor but one of other factors they should take into account.
	technology is to be thought of as intelligence. The action to be taken once an alert was triggered was for them to decide, based upon considerations in the NDM. Importantly, when we spoke to officers on deployment, it was clear they had understood that a positive alert was not to be taken as ‘the ultimate’ decision factor but one of other factors they should take into account.
	 

	 
	 

	System engineers monitor the technology’s performance on deployments to keep it at optimal operational levels, and can also give their expert advice to the Deployment Commander whether to continue or cease deployment. 
	System engineers monitor the technology’s performance on deployments to keep it at optimal operational levels, and can also give their expert advice to the Deployment Commander whether to continue or cease deployment. 
	 

	 
	 

	MPS policy criteria for inclusion in a watchlist address threats to public safety or individuals at risk, and policy stipulates that only persons relevant to the policing objective for the deployment are included. While the use cases set out in the policy may limit the scope of the watchlist, we note that both the use cases and the size of watchlists have expanded since initial trials from some 1,200 on early watchlists to around 16,000 in more recent deployments. Moreover, the list of offences for a crime 
	MPS policy criteria for inclusion in a watchlist address threats to public safety or individuals at risk, and policy stipulates that only persons relevant to the policing objective for the deployment are included. While the use cases set out in the policy may limit the scope of the watchlist, we note that both the use cases and the size of watchlists have expanded since initial trials from some 1,200 on early watchlists to around 16,000 in more recent deployments. Moreover, the list of offences for a crime 
	 

	 
	 

	Images are taken from the MPS custody image database. We noted in our earlier report on LFR that some have expressed concerns around accuracy and data retention in image databases. This could potentially introduce inaccuracy into the watchlist. 
	Images are taken from the MPS custody image database. We noted in our earlier report on LFR that some have expressed concerns around accuracy and data retention in image databases. This could potentially introduce inaccuracy into the watchlist. 
	 

	 
	 

	Effective policing and use of LFR should make people feel safe and empowered to live their lives as they wish to without fear that they are being watched, judged or afraid. While CCTV is ubiquitous and largely welcomed, there may be less acceptance of the power LFR gives to police to immediately identify and detain people located by LFR.24 This risks a chilling effect on behaviour and could potentially impinge rights including freedom of expression, freedom of assembly and association, or freedom of religio
	Effective policing and use of LFR should make people feel safe and empowered to live their lives as they wish to without fear that they are being watched, judged or afraid. While CCTV is ubiquitous and largely welcomed, there may be less acceptance of the power LFR gives to police to immediately identify and detain people located by LFR.24 This risks a chilling effect on behaviour and could potentially impinge rights including freedom of expression, freedom of assembly and association, or freedom of religio
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	Notwithstanding the performance of the technology, the pattern of LFR deployments in different locations with varying frequency may be a source of discrimination or perceived discrimination. Long standing concerns about institutional bias in policing in relation to race and sexuality means that in some groups, police enjoy less confidence in carrying out their duties in a fair and impartial and way.26,27 The use of LFR is likely to 
	particularly impact levels of trust in marginalised groups if they perceive its use to be unfair. 
	particularly impact levels of trust in marginalised groups if they perceive its use to be unfair. 
	 

	 
	 

	The adoption of crime hotspots as a means of selecting deployment locations might seem an ostensibly objective way of choosing locations and could garner the support of victims of crime in these areas (as we noted in our conversations with some members of the public during observed deployments).28 However, whether hotspots are truly neutral measures depends on the patterns of policing in an area and the crime types targeted. Care would be needed to ensure that areas are treated equitably, and that historic 
	The adoption of crime hotspots as a means of selecting deployment locations might seem an ostensibly objective way of choosing locations and could garner the support of victims of crime in these areas (as we noted in our conversations with some members of the public during observed deployments).28 However, whether hotspots are truly neutral measures depends on the patterns of policing in an area and the crime types targeted. Care would be needed to ensure that areas are treated equitably, and that historic 
	 

	28 For instance, we spoke to shop managers and stall holders who reported what appeared to be a dramatic reduction in levels of shoplifting during LFR deployments.  
	28 For instance, we spoke to shop managers and stall holders who reported what appeared to be a dramatic reduction in levels of shoplifting during LFR deployments.  
	28 For instance, we spoke to shop managers and stall holders who reported what appeared to be a dramatic reduction in levels of shoplifting during LFR deployments.  
	 

	29 The percentages in this paragraph have been calculated with ‘don’t know’ responses excluded to maintain comparability with the earlier LPEP report. All other percentages are calculated with ‘don’t know’ responses included.
	29 The percentages in this paragraph have been calculated with ‘don’t know’ responses excluded to maintain comparability with the earlier LPEP report. All other percentages are calculated with ‘don’t know’ responses included.
	 


	 
	 

	We wrote in our first report on LFR that “we do not believe public opinion can determine what is ethically acceptable or morally right in any straightforward way. Majority opinion does not justify morally questionable actions, and the views and interests of minorities deserve protection. However, the process of eliciting and seeking to understand Londoner’s views on how their city ought to be policed is an important ethical task. It indicates how using LFR might impact on trust, how London’s different commu
	We wrote in our first report on LFR that “we do not believe public opinion can determine what is ethically acceptable or morally right in any straightforward way. Majority opinion does not justify morally questionable actions, and the views and interests of minorities deserve protection. However, the process of eliciting and seeking to understand Londoner’s views on how their city ought to be policed is an important ethical task. It indicates how using LFR might impact on trust, how London’s different commu
	 

	 
	 

	That remains our view, and so we commissioned a second survey based on our first survey in 2018, to ascertain current public sentiment around LFR. 
	That remains our view, and so we commissioned a second survey based on our first survey in 2018, to ascertain current public sentiment around LFR. 
	 

	 
	 

	LPEP’s first survey took place in May/June 2018 (N=1093). We carried out an almost identical survey in February 2025 (N=1003).
	LPEP’s first survey took place in May/June 2018 (N=1093). We carried out an almost identical survey in February 2025 (N=1003).
	 

	 
	 

	We found that support for the use of LFR deployed in public spaces and ticketed events to identify potential terrorist suspects or violent persons of interest, was around 80% in both years. Support for LFR use in identifying those wanted for minor crimes or nuisance offences is lower, but even here more people support LFR than oppose it. Support for use in less serious cases increased slightly between 2018 and 2025. In the later year, 66% agreed that LFR could be used in public places to identify those comm
	We found that support for the use of LFR deployed in public spaces and ticketed events to identify potential terrorist suspects or violent persons of interest, was around 80% in both years. Support for LFR use in identifying those wanted for minor crimes or nuisance offences is lower, but even here more people support LFR than oppose it. Support for use in less serious cases increased slightly between 2018 and 2025. In the later year, 66% agreed that LFR could be used in public places to identify those comm
	 

	 
	 

	Despite a slightly greater proportion of people supporting the use of LFR in 2025, fewer indicated in 2025 that LFR would make them feel safer than did so in 2018 (44% compared with 50%). Furthermore, there was greater concern in 2025 that certain groups would be impacted more than others (58% compared with 46%).29
	Despite a slightly greater proportion of people supporting the use of LFR in 2025, fewer indicated in 2025 that LFR would make them feel safer than did so in 2018 (44% compared with 50%). Furthermore, there was greater concern in 2025 that certain groups would be impacted more than others (58% compared with 46%).29
	 

	Londoners are now more skeptical that the MPS will collect their data lawfully than they were in 2018, and more are worried about their privacy. 
	Londoners are now more skeptical that the MPS will collect their data lawfully than they were in 2018, and more are worried about their privacy. 
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	Londoners were slightly more likely now to say they know how to find out if police are holding their personal data, although this is still fewer than half of the survey respondents.
	Londoners were slightly more likely now to say they know how to find out if police are holding their personal data, although this is still fewer than half of the survey respondents.
	 

	 
	 

	There are some demographic differences in understandings and perceptions of LFR. More than a half of those surveyed in 2025 had heard of the MPS’s use of LFR, most of these (around three quarters) via the media. Over half of younger (18-24) Londoners (63%), those with Asian ethnicities (59%), those identifying as bi-sexual (59%), and women (56%) had not heard of LFR being used by the MPS.  Notably, over 50% of younger, bi-sexual, Asian and Muslim Londoners stated that LFR made them concerned about their pri
	There are some demographic differences in understandings and perceptions of LFR. More than a half of those surveyed in 2025 had heard of the MPS’s use of LFR, most of these (around three quarters) via the media. Over half of younger (18-24) Londoners (63%), those with Asian ethnicities (59%), those identifying as bi-sexual (59%), and women (56%) had not heard of LFR being used by the MPS.  Notably, over 50% of younger, bi-sexual, Asian and Muslim Londoners stated that LFR made them concerned about their pri
	 

	 
	 

	Overall, about 15% of people indicated they would be less likely to go to a public event if LFR were deployed there (the chilling effect).  This rose to around one fifth of those who were younger, Bi-sexual or Muslim, and over one fifth of Black (23%) and Asian (28%) people.
	Overall, about 15% of people indicated they would be less likely to go to a public event if LFR were deployed there (the chilling effect).  This rose to around one fifth of those who were younger, Bi-sexual or Muslim, and over one fifth of Black (23%) and Asian (28%) people.
	 

	 
	 

	When asked specifically about the use of LFR to monitor registered sex offenders (RSOs), 61% supported the proposition that all should be placed on the watch list, while 22% thought only those who have committed the most serious offences should be on the list. Just 3% of respondents thought no RSOs should be placed on a watchlist.
	When asked specifically about the use of LFR to monitor registered sex offenders (RSOs), 61% supported the proposition that all should be placed on the watch list, while 22% thought only those who have committed the most serious offences should be on the list. Just 3% of respondents thought no RSOs should be placed on a watchlist.
	 

	 
	 

	Taken together, the survey findings suggest a slightly greater enthusiasm for the deployment of LFR for serious crimes and identification of potential terrorists now compared with 2018, and increased level of support for deployment in relation to more minor and nuisance offences (albeit still lower than support for more serious crimes).  Moreover, about two thirds of Londoners support the use of LFR to monitor all registered sex offenders. Yet there also appear to be more privacy concerns, and a greater 
	emphasis on the idea that LFR deployments should be accompanied by suitable controls.
	emphasis on the idea that LFR deployments should be accompanied by suitable controls.
	 

	 
	 

	Whilst around half had heard of MPS’s use of LFR, most had become aware through media sources which may not necessarily provide an accurate or complete picture of how the Met use this technology.  There are demographic differences suggesting the messaging about LFR is missing some groups, such as those of Asian heritage, younger Londoners and the LGTB+ communities who, perhaps correspondingly, are more likely to have privacy concerns. There is some evidence of a chilling effect, with 15% indicating they wou
	Whilst around half had heard of MPS’s use of LFR, most had become aware through media sources which may not necessarily provide an accurate or complete picture of how the Met use this technology.  There are demographic differences suggesting the messaging about LFR is missing some groups, such as those of Asian heritage, younger Londoners and the LGTB+ communities who, perhaps correspondingly, are more likely to have privacy concerns. There is some evidence of a chilling effect, with 15% indicating they wou
	 

	 
	 

	More detailed survey data is included at 
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	On the basis of our survey data, we think that members of the public lack the reliable information about LFR that would permit dialogue and understanding. Messaging may need to be tailored to specific demographics and greater engagement undertaken with groups that are especially uneasy about the use of LFR such as elements in LGBT+ communities.
	On the basis of our survey data, we think that members of the public lack the reliable information about LFR that would permit dialogue and understanding. Messaging may need to be tailored to specific demographics and greater engagement undertaken with groups that are especially uneasy about the use of LFR such as elements in LGBT+ communities.
	 

	 
	 

	MPS has sought to improve transparency around its use of LFR and has made documentation available on its website. We welcome the recent video “Q&A” on the MPS website, which answered some common questions. We think this is positive approach that could be amplified.
	MPS has sought to improve transparency around its use of LFR and has made documentation available on its website. We welcome the recent video “Q&A” on the MPS website, which answered some common questions. We think this is positive approach that could be amplified.
	 

	 
	 

	MPS has undertaken to publish an Annual Report on LFR use. The first will be issued in September 2025 and we have made a recommendation as to the content that will be of value to the public.  
	MPS has undertaken to publish an Annual Report on LFR use. The first will be issued in September 2025 and we have made a recommendation as to the content that will be of value to the public.  
	 

	 
	 

	Relations with persons of interest to police: ethical norm is to maintain respect for humanity, be proportionate and fair in dealings with individuals.
	Relations with persons of interest to police: ethical norm is to maintain respect for humanity, be proportionate and fair in dealings with individuals.
	 

	Observance of procedural justice principles is central to legitimacy, trust and confidence in policing. Procedural justice expresses the normative expectation that people have of police: that they should be respected, treated fairly and proportionately, have their views heard, and be accorded openness and honesty.
	Observance of procedural justice principles is central to legitimacy, trust and confidence in policing. Procedural justice expresses the normative expectation that people have of police: that they should be respected, treated fairly and proportionately, have their views heard, and be accorded openness and honesty.
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	Alignment to ethical norm
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	This ethical norm requires good, procedurally just practice by engagement officers during LFR deployments. We noted when we observed deployment briefings that treating members of the public with respect and courtesy was emphasised, and procedurally just behaviour was apparent in the policing activities we observed.  
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	It can be argued that LFR technology supports the procedural justice principle of neutrality, by ensuring that people will be stopped only when they are identified against a justifiable watch list and not by subjective officer judgment. However, perceptions of fairness are dependent on having good reason for the pattern of deployments and LFR watchlists being objectively justifiable. 
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	Areas for consideration
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	Interventions aimed at the public good are not ethically justifiable unless there is a reasonable chance they will achieve their aims in ways proportionate to the interference they may involve. MPS believes this is the case with LFR. However, there is scant hard evidence in the public domain that enables others to conclude this. At present there are limited data in the public sphere, and it is focused on numbers of stops and their outcome. There are no public data on the types of crime for which people have
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	As noted in the first section, individual assessments of deployment proportionality do not take into account deployment frequency. Frequent deployments in the same geographical area may be cumulatively disproportionate on individuals such as Registered Sex Offenders, who could be repeatedly stopped when not in breach of their conditions.
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	At present, while experience with LFR is limited, engagement officers are carefully briefed before each deployment. As deployment becomes more routine these careful briefings may not continue, with scope for procedural justice considerations to be less prominent.   
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	Public understanding of LFR is limited. Clearer and more accessible information for the public about how LFR works, what it achieves and the limits on when it is used, could address some of the concerns about excessive or discriminatory surveillance expressed in public discourse and in research literature. 
	 
	Span

	 
	 

	Detailed commentary
	Detailed commentary
	 

	 
	 

	In the context of LFR, ‘persons of interest’ are individuals who are placed on the watch list and for whom the MPS has a lawfully held photographic image. People eligible for inclusion on the watch list are defined in the MPS LFR Policy30 (see previous comments)
	In the context of LFR, ‘persons of interest’ are individuals who are placed on the watch list and for whom the MPS has a lawfully held photographic image. People eligible for inclusion on the watch list are defined in the MPS LFR Policy30 (see previous comments)
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	31 For example at 
	31 For example at 
	https://www.college.police.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-policing/promoting-right-culture#df78decd-6376-49b7-89a4-b4d51f4d1b52
	https://www.college.police.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-policing/promoting-right-culture#df78decd-6376-49b7-89a4-b4d51f4d1b52
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	We consider observance of procedural justice principles to be central to legitimacy, trust and confidence in relation to LFR. As summarised by the College of Policing31 procedural justice requires treating people fairly and with dignity and respect, giving 
	people a chance to express their views, listening and taking them into account, making impartial decisions and explaining how they were reached, and being open and honest.
	people a chance to express their views, listening and taking them into account, making impartial decisions and explaining how they were reached, and being open and honest.
	 

	 
	 

	The implications from research are that offenders’, complainants’ and victims’ positive experiences of procedural justice during an LFR encounter are likely to increase acceptance of its use and may also contribute to the wider trust and confidence building project. Alternatively, failure to adhere to procedural justice principles will potentially damage acceptance of LFR and generalized trust and confidence. 
	The implications from research are that offenders’, complainants’ and victims’ positive experiences of procedural justice during an LFR encounter are likely to increase acceptance of its use and may also contribute to the wider trust and confidence building project. Alternatively, failure to adhere to procedural justice principles will potentially damage acceptance of LFR and generalized trust and confidence. 
	Maintaining a 
	procedural justice 
	informed approach is vital not only for building positive attitudes towards the police but also to promote constructive co-operation with the wider criminal justice system. 
	 

	 
	 

	Interventions aimed at the public good are not ethically justifiable unless there is a reasonable chance, they will achieve their aims in ways proportionate to the interference they may involve. 
	Interventions aimed at the public good are not ethically justifiable unless there is a reasonable chance, they will achieve their aims in ways proportionate to the interference they may involve. 
	There has been relatively little independent evaluation of LFR (there were early evaluations of South Wales Police deployment32 and MPS LFR trials33). If we take success to mean locating wanted persons, the data available to the public shows there are alerts and stops, matches but it is difficult to assess follow-through outcomes. It is also difficult to determine evidence of cost effectiveness
	. 
	 

	32 https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/news/2018/nov/uk-south-wales-police-facial-recognition-cardiff-uni-eval-11-18.pdf
	32 https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/news/2018/nov/uk-south-wales-police-facial-recognition-cardiff-uni-eval-11-18.pdf
	32 https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/news/2018/nov/uk-south-wales-police-facial-recognition-cardiff-uni-eval-11-18.pdf
	 

	33 Peter Fussey and Daragh Murray, “Independent Report on the London Metropolitan Police Service’s Trial of Live Facial Recognition Technology,” University of Essex Human Rights Centre, section 2,1.1, July 9, 2019, http://repository.essex.ac.uk/24946/. 
	33 Peter Fussey and Daragh Murray, “Independent Report on the London Metropolitan Police Service’s Trial of Live Facial Recognition Technology,” University of Essex Human Rights Centre, section 2,1.1, July 9, 2019, http://repository.essex.ac.uk/24946/. 
	 

	 
	 


	 
	 

	We are aware that the MPS Strategic Intelligence Unit has proposed an evaluation of LFR that includes attempting to measure impact on crime where LFR is deployed, against controls. However, we are not persuaded that this would show the value of LFR specifically, as distinct from the value of ‘saturation policing’ an area without LFR being deployed. At present LFR deployments require a considerable police presence and it may be this that impacts behaviour in a crime hotspot. A robust case for LFR would requi
	We are aware that the MPS Strategic Intelligence Unit has proposed an evaluation of LFR that includes attempting to measure impact on crime where LFR is deployed, against controls. However, we are not persuaded that this would show the value of LFR specifically, as distinct from the value of ‘saturation policing’ an area without LFR being deployed. At present LFR deployments require a considerable police presence and it may be this that impacts behaviour in a crime hotspot. A robust case for LFR would requi
	 

	 
	 

	The use cases for an LFR deployment are set out in the LFR1 and include a number of grounds such as MPS current priorities; statistical analysis of crime data; volume of wanted persons in an area; specific intelligence; Home Office initiatives; and fulfilment of public expectation of a policing response. More recently Registered Sex Offenders have been included on the watchlist. Only a more detailed appraisal of how these factors converge to produce a successful outcome would indicate whether the interventi
	The use cases for an LFR deployment are set out in the LFR1 and include a number of grounds such as MPS current priorities; statistical analysis of crime data; volume of wanted persons in an area; specific intelligence; Home Office initiatives; and fulfilment of public expectation of a policing response. More recently Registered Sex Offenders have been included on the watchlist. Only a more detailed appraisal of how these factors converge to produce a successful outcome would indicate whether the interventi
	.
	 

	 
	 

	It is difficult to assess the impact of LFR deployments on repeat offending. There is the potential for crime to be interrupted or prevented but this is obviously hard to prove. The 
	South Wales Police evaluation found no 
	South Wales Police evaluation found no 
	conclusive evidence of achievements for reducing repeat offending; increasing detections; or increasing public satisfaction. 
	 

	 
	 

	There is an average of 15,000 wanted persons on a standard deployment watchlist, and the Panel understands that around 6% of these are registered sex offenders.  At present there is little evidence as to the overall effects of an LFR deployment on these offenders. A claim that LFR helped to prevent repeat offending would require ongoing monitoring not only of desistence in repeat offending, but also a clearer specification of intended outcomes and performance metrics demonstrating whether they had been achi
	There is an average of 15,000 wanted persons on a standard deployment watchlist, and the Panel understands that around 6% of these are registered sex offenders.  At present there is little evidence as to the overall effects of an LFR deployment on these offenders. A claim that LFR helped to prevent repeat offending would require ongoing monitoring not only of desistence in repeat offending, but also a clearer specification of intended outcomes and performance metrics demonstrating whether they had been achi
	 

	 
	 

	We have noted the most frequently voiced public concerns around LFR: accuracy, potential for discrimination, violation of privacy, the potential for chilling effects, and normalization of surveillance. 
	We have noted the most frequently voiced public concerns around LFR: accuracy, potential for discrimination, violation of privacy, the potential for chilling effects, and normalization of surveillance. 
	We do not dismiss these concerns but also recognise there is limited public knowledge of how LFR systems work, the way it is used, and the nature of checks and balances on its use. Some of the public may be too pessimistic about its potential abuse, and others unduly optimistic about its potential benefits. Better information in the public domain could support a more informed public discussion. 
	 

	 
	 

	Survey data indicate that acceptance of LFR is embedded in the public’s trust and belief in the legitimacy of the police. Securing acceptance of new technologies in general, and LFR in particular, will need to be part of the broader trust and confidence building agenda. At present there is a lag in the legal framework and regulation governing use of LFR technologies, and we believe MPS would be well-served by pressing the case for developing these.
	Survey data indicate that acceptance of LFR is embedded in the public’s trust and belief in the legitimacy of the police. Securing acceptance of new technologies in general, and LFR in particular, will need to be part of the broader trust and confidence building agenda. At present there is a lag in the legal framework and regulation governing use of LFR technologies, and we believe MPS would be well-served by pressing the case for developing these.
	 

	 
	 

	Relations with victims and potential victims: ethical norm is to minimise vulnerability.
	Relations with victims and potential victims: ethical norm is to minimise vulnerability.
	 

	 
	 

	Relations with victims and potential victims has not been a prominent part of public discussion or MPS statements about LFR. For the most part, benefits are assumed to follow as a consequence of apprehending wanted persons and monitoring offenders.  
	Relations with victims and potential victims has not been a prominent part of public discussion or MPS statements about LFR. For the most part, benefits are assumed to follow as a consequence of apprehending wanted persons and monitoring offenders.  
	 

	 
	 

	Key findings
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	Alignment to ethical norm
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	The primary focus of LFR is on dealing with offenders rather than securing specific outcomes for victims. However, LFR deployments may afford benefits to victims of past crimes through apprehending wanted suspects or offenders. They may also protect others from future crimes or repeat victimisation, through apprehending those known to present a risk to the public, through monitoring high risk sex offenders’ compliance with conditions, and through monitoring compliance with restraining orders (e.g., Knife 
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	Crime Orders). For officers on deployments these were viewed as important and motivating goals. 
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	Targeting repeat offenders, as some deployments do, could have beneficial impact on victims and repeat victims but there is little evidence for this at present. 
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	One victim focused use case for LFR is where there has been specific intelligence about a victim of serious crime who may require police activity to ensure their safety (or advance a police investigation). 
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	LFR may also be deployed to locate or identify missing persons considered to be at risk.
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	LFR activity as a route towards achieving justice or a sense of justice for past victims depends on victims knowing of any arrests, or of subsequent action in the criminal justice system. During the course of an investigation officers are required to inform the victim at key stages, including when a suspect is arrested (Right 6 in the Code of Practice for Victims of Crime).
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	Areas for consideration
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	It is at present difficult to assess how well LFR deployments serve victims of crime, particularly those in vulnerable groups (e.g., children, people with learning disabilities) or those who are repeat victims (e.g. persons who have been trafficked). 
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	Deployment data in the public domain focus on numbers of stops, not crime type. This means it is hard to know whether, for example, LFR is supporting efforts to reduce violence against women and girls.   
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	So far as we are aware there is no overall strategy for directing deployments by analysis of victim need or by measures of vulnerability. It may be that this does exist but if so, it is not apparent from the data that MPS reports. 
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	Detailed commentary
	Detailed commentary
	 

	 
	 

	By victims we mean those who have been victims of crimes by offenders who are sought persons for an LFR deployment; potential future victims of crime by prolific offenders sought on a watchlist; potential victims of Registered Sex Offenders who are non-compliant with conditions; and potential victims of those subject to preventative court orders (e.g., stalking). Additionally, LFR may be deployed where there is specific intelligence about “a victim of serious crime, where this is necessary in order to advan
	By victims we mean those who have been victims of crimes by offenders who are sought persons for an LFR deployment; potential future victims of crime by prolific offenders sought on a watchlist; potential victims of Registered Sex Offenders who are non-compliant with conditions; and potential victims of those subject to preventative court orders (e.g., stalking). Additionally, LFR may be deployed where there is specific intelligence about “a victim of serious crime, where this is necessary in order to advan
	 

	 
	 

	Crime victims and those at risk of a crime need to have confidence that police will use all reliable mechanisms at their disposal to keep them safe and to secure justice where they have been subjected to a crime. We have not discovered any research into victims’ 
	views or of those representing victims (e.g., Victim’s Commissioner or Domestic Abuse Commissioner), The Biometrics and Surveillance Camera Commissioner has however canvassed an argument for LFR based in victim’s needs: 
	views or of those representing victims (e.g., Victim’s Commissioner or Domestic Abuse Commissioner), The Biometrics and Surveillance Camera Commissioner has however canvassed an argument for LFR based in victim’s needs: 
	 

	“…victims and their loved ones will not forgive us for eschewing legitimate tools that could have changed the outcome of events which devastated their worlds.
	“…victims and their loved ones will not forgive us for eschewing legitimate tools that could have changed the outcome of events which devastated their worlds.
	 
	Organised crime groups and terrorists already exploit this technology.”34
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	34  Sampson, Fraser (2023): The Commissioner discusses the new era for live facial recognition after the Coronation. Gov.Uk Blog. Surveillance Cameras Commissioners Office. Available at: 
	https://videosurveillance.blog.gov.uk/2023/05/17/the-commissioner-discusses-the-new-era-for-live-facial-recognition-after-the-coronation/
	https://videosurveillance.blog.gov.uk/2023/05/17/the-commissioner-discusses-the-new-era-for-live-facial-recognition-after-the-coronation/
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	It was unclear to us the extent to which LFR is used strategically to focus on protecting groups most at risk of harm. The MPS LFR Policy states LFR should support “MPS’s policing objectives by helping to deter or disrupt criminality or other conduct posing a risk to public safety” (pg3) but does not distinguish by levels of vulnerability or between groups who may be most affected by crime. LFR has however been used to protect specific groups such as children or young people at events (e.g., pop concerts) w
	It was unclear to us the extent to which LFR is used strategically to focus on protecting groups most at risk of harm. The MPS LFR Policy states LFR should support “MPS’s policing objectives by helping to deter or disrupt criminality or other conduct posing a risk to public safety” (pg3) but does not distinguish by levels of vulnerability or between groups who may be most affected by crime. LFR has however been used to protect specific groups such as children or young people at events (e.g., pop concerts) w
	 

	 
	 

	We considered whether LFR could help to limit repeat victimisation. It seems logical that if repeat offenders are being targeted and arrested then it would benefit existing and potential victims. But we have not seen evidence of the impact of LFR of repeat offending and thus it is difficult to say what might be the impact on repeat victims. 
	We considered whether LFR could help to limit repeat victimisation. It seems logical that if repeat offenders are being targeted and arrested then it would benefit existing and potential victims. But we have not seen evidence of the impact of LFR of repeat offending and thus it is difficult to say what might be the impact on repeat victims. 
	 

	 
	 

	However, where victims are members of communities that are frequently targeted for LFR deployment they arguably then suffer the detriment of both high crime and high levels of surveillance.
	However, where victims are members of communities that are frequently targeted for LFR deployment they arguably then suffer the detriment of both high crime and high levels of surveillance.
	 

	 
	 

	We also considered LFR in the context of general attitudes towards victims of crime.  Among police who spoke to us during deployments there was a strong view that LFR was of benefit to victims of crime. They opined that all the objections to LFR seem to be with the intention of protecting the rights of ‘wanted persons’ but little thought had been given to victims who might benefit as a result of their offenders being arrested.
	We also considered LFR in the context of general attitudes towards victims of crime.  Among police who spoke to us during deployments there was a strong view that LFR was of benefit to victims of crime. They opined that all the objections to LFR seem to be with the intention of protecting the rights of ‘wanted persons’ but little thought had been given to victims who might benefit as a result of their offenders being arrested.
	 

	 
	 

	We can assume that if victims have been informed of the arrest of wanted offenders, it might provide some form of closure and contribute to healing for the victims. It could also provide reassurance to victims and the public more generally that the police are actively pursuing wanted criminals and that they are having some success. 
	We can assume that if victims have been informed of the arrest of wanted offenders, it might provide some form of closure and contribute to healing for the victims. It could also provide reassurance to victims and the public more generally that the police are actively pursuing wanted criminals and that they are having some success. 
	 

	 
	 

	LFR use was not explicitly designed to promote or address the needs of victims, but could support victim focused outcomes, on the presumption that information about arrests of offenders or violation of court ordered conditions will be conveyed to the victims. LFR activity as a route towards achieving justice or a sense of justice for past victims depends on victims knowing about any arrests or other key events, or of subsequent action in the criminal justice system. We note that during the course of an 
	investigation, officers are required to inform the victim at key stages, including when a suspect is arrested (Right 6 in the Code of Practice for Victims of Crime).
	investigation, officers are required to inform the victim at key stages, including when a suspect is arrested (Right 6 in the Code of Practice for Victims of Crime).
	 

	 
	 

	Police and partner organisations: ethical norm is to use positive powers of policing and respect policing’s limits.
	Police and partner organisations: ethical norm is to use positive powers of policing and respect policing’s limits.
	 

	This element recognises that police powers are essential to achieving some security aims, but that many other agencies also contribute to maintaining safety and freedom in a democratic society. We ask here when police powers are essential and when other agencies, working alone or collaborating with policing, are better suited to the purpose. This is an ethical question, not just an operational one, because policing powers are coercive and potentially stigmatizing. If the same goal could be achieved in other
	This element recognises that police powers are essential to achieving some security aims, but that many other agencies also contribute to maintaining safety and freedom in a democratic society. We ask here when police powers are essential and when other agencies, working alone or collaborating with policing, are better suited to the purpose. This is an ethical question, not just an operational one, because policing powers are coercive and potentially stigmatizing. If the same goal could be achieved in other
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	The LFR policy sets out clearly the scope of the relevant policing objectives for which LFR may be used. These include the police duty to work with partners to support Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements (these apply to monitoring Registered Sex Offenders).
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	Areas for consideration
	 
	Span

	P
	Span
	 
	Span

	P
	Span
	Police monitoring of MAPPA offenders with LFR still requires a justification for using LFR specifically. We do not have access to information about the severity of the problem that has instigated the use of LFR for monitoring RSOs, and which supplies the justification for their inclusion on all of London’s deployment watchlists. We accept however that severity could provide a plausible argument for necessity and proportionality. 
	 
	Span

	P
	Span
	 
	Span

	P
	Span
	The MPS LFR policy does not explicitly exclude any category of MAPPA nominals. As we understand it, current practice is to include only risk-assessed Category 1 (RSOs) in watchlists. We are concerned that there is scope for LFR to become more widely used for offender management as there would appear to be no effective constraint on expanding this use in future. 
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	We acknowledge the police view that LFR offers an effective and efficient means of locating sought persons and recognise the importance of this goal. However, we have yet to see evidence that the total policing and social costs have been taken into account. We consider that there is currently an optimism bias in the reasoning that LFR will release time to improve service overall either in MPS itself or in partner agencies such as Probation.  
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	Detailed commentary
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	The LFR Policy document delineates the scope of MPS’s intended LFR use: “LFR is a policing tool which harnesses digital technology, and particularly live FR technology, in order to assist the MPS in locating Sought Persons…the use of LFR may also serve to achieve the MPS’s policing objectives by helping to deter or disrupt criminality or other conduct posing a risk to public safety.”35 It further states that LFR “may only be used for a relevant policing objective.”36 This objective includes locating offende
	The LFR Policy document delineates the scope of MPS’s intended LFR use: “LFR is a policing tool which harnesses digital technology, and particularly live FR technology, in order to assist the MPS in locating Sought Persons…the use of LFR may also serve to achieve the MPS’s policing objectives by helping to deter or disrupt criminality or other conduct posing a risk to public safety.”35 It further states that LFR “may only be used for a relevant policing objective.”36 This objective includes locating offende
	 

	35 LFR Policy Document para 2.1
	35 LFR Policy Document para 2.1
	35 LFR Policy Document para 2.1
	 

	36 LFR Policy Document para 2.5
	36 LFR Policy Document para 2.5
	 

	37 LFR Policy Document para 4.3 (e) and footnote 10 consistetn with Section 325 to 327B of the Criminal Justice Act 2003 
	37 LFR Policy Document para 4.3 (e) and footnote 10 consistetn with Section 325 to 327B of the Criminal Justice Act 2003 
	 

	38 MAPPA Guidance April 2024 para 2.4
	38 MAPPA Guidance April 2024 para 2.4
	 


	 
	 

	At present, MAPPA nominals who are risk-assessed as higher risk Registered Sex offenders are included in pan-London watchlists.
	At present, MAPPA nominals who are risk-assessed as higher risk Registered Sex offenders are included in pan-London watchlists.
	 

	 
	 

	Given that police services are mandated by MAPPA to work with the other lead agencies, then applying police powers in principle would seem essential. Whether the use of LFR specifically is essential for this purpose is however open to question. 
	Given that police services are mandated by MAPPA to work with the other lead agencies, then applying police powers in principle would seem essential. Whether the use of LFR specifically is essential for this purpose is however open to question. 
	 

	 
	 

	It may be viewed as essential given challenges to or failures within other services such as Probation. However, the question remains whether the routine inclusion of risk-assessed RSOs in all London LFR watchlists is proportionate to this task, and the extent of challenges  or failures in other agencies We do not know the particulars of the problem with management of RSOs that LFR is being used to address, and neither do we have access to information about the frequency of breaches of conditions or further 
	It may be viewed as essential given challenges to or failures within other services such as Probation. However, the question remains whether the routine inclusion of risk-assessed RSOs in all London LFR watchlists is proportionate to this task, and the extent of challenges  or failures in other agencies We do not know the particulars of the problem with management of RSOs that LFR is being used to address, and neither do we have access to information about the frequency of breaches of conditions or further 
	 

	 
	 

	The LFR policy document refers broadly to the inclusion of MAPPA nominals on watchlists, not just Registered Sex Offenders (as is current practice). This invites the question of the extent to which the scope could in future be expanded beyond RSOs at the request of other agencies: either MAPPA Responsible Authorities (Probation Service and Prison Service) or agencies that participate in MAPPA (e.g., Youth Offending Team, Specialist Police Forces such as British Transport Police, Royal Military Police, Civil
	The LFR policy document refers broadly to the inclusion of MAPPA nominals on watchlists, not just Registered Sex Offenders (as is current practice). This invites the question of the extent to which the scope could in future be expanded beyond RSOs at the request of other agencies: either MAPPA Responsible Authorities (Probation Service and Prison Service) or agencies that participate in MAPPA (e.g., Youth Offending Team, Specialist Police Forces such as British Transport Police, Royal Military Police, Civil
	 

	 
	 

	‘Keeping people safe’ is both a short-term goal, that can be achieved by individual arrests, and a long-term goal. Police can justifiably claim that arresting a serious offender is both an urgent aim and something contributes to longer term goals. However, police activity that makes some people feel safe can make other people feel unsafe (e.g., the chilling effect noted by commentators on state surveillance or stop and search). Moreover, police activity that can promote safety in the short term can undermin
	‘Keeping people safe’ is both a short-term goal, that can be achieved by individual arrests, and a long-term goal. Police can justifiably claim that arresting a serious offender is both an urgent aim and something contributes to longer term goals. However, police activity that makes some people feel safe can make other people feel unsafe (e.g., the chilling effect noted by commentators on state surveillance or stop and search). Moreover, police activity that can promote safety in the short term can undermin
	 

	 
	 

	It is clear from police discourse that LFR is viewed as a technology that can enhance efficiency, making police and partner organisations more resilient (as exemplified by easing pressure on Probation by more effectively managing RSOs. 
	It is clear from police discourse that LFR is viewed as a technology that can enhance efficiency, making police and partner organisations more resilient (as exemplified by easing pressure on Probation by more effectively managing RSOs. 
	 

	 
	 

	We recognise the importance of the criminal justice and safety aims underpinning police embrace of LFR. However, we have not seen evidence that the total policing and social costs of LFR deployments have been taken into account. For example, deployments require sufficient engagement officers to stage interventions, make arrests, and so on.  There is an opportunity cost in LFR deployments, as was noted by one of the neighbourhood officers on a deployment we observed: that their ward wasn’t getting any neighb
	We recognise the importance of the criminal justice and safety aims underpinning police embrace of LFR. However, we have not seen evidence that the total policing and social costs of LFR deployments have been taken into account. For example, deployments require sufficient engagement officers to stage interventions, make arrests, and so on.  There is an opportunity cost in LFR deployments, as was noted by one of the neighbourhood officers on a deployment we observed: that their ward wasn’t getting any neighb
	 

	 
	 

	For example, research suggests that individually tailored, human service underpins effective offender management. Under-resourced probation services cannot offer this39. Using LFR might help probation services to monitor RSOs, but this is only a gain overall if assisting probation services with this task releases their resource to focus on deeper human tasks in offender management. The history of public service introduction of digital and technologies suggests they are often accompanied by an optimism bias,
	For example, research suggests that individually tailored, human service underpins effective offender management. Under-resourced probation services cannot offer this39. Using LFR might help probation services to monitor RSOs, but this is only a gain overall if assisting probation services with this task releases their resource to focus on deeper human tasks in offender management. The history of public service introduction of digital and technologies suggests they are often accompanied by an optimism bias,
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	39 See for example McNeill, F., Farrell, S., Lightowler, C., & Maruna, S. (2012). How and why people stop offending: discovering desistance.
	 
	Insights evidence summary to support social services in Scotland.
	 


	 
	 

	How LFR is conceptualised invites questions around how police should work in partnership with other agencies. Is LFR just a bit of kit or does it represent a fundamental developmental shift in police work? If the latter a greater range of partnerships around its use may be warranted, both for legitimacy purposes and because external input into what police can and should do is warranted when a shift in the basic pattern of policing is occurring. Do local communities support this shift? Can other agencies see
	How LFR is conceptualised invites questions around how police should work in partnership with other agencies. Is LFR just a bit of kit or does it represent a fundamental developmental shift in police work? If the latter a greater range of partnerships around its use may be warranted, both for legitimacy purposes and because external input into what police can and should do is warranted when a shift in the basic pattern of policing is occurring. Do local communities support this shift? Can other agencies see
	 

	 
	 

	Decisions behind where to deploy LFR, and the extent to which local partners have input into these decisions are ethically relevant considerations. Deployments have been quite heavily concentrated in certain areas. This seems to occur because - as well as deployments satisfying the criteria set out in the LFR policy document - particular BCUs push for this and, to an extent, bring local councils, businesses and others along with them. What is less clear is how far deployments respond to wider policing needs
	Decisions behind where to deploy LFR, and the extent to which local partners have input into these decisions are ethically relevant considerations. Deployments have been quite heavily concentrated in certain areas. This seems to occur because - as well as deployments satisfying the criteria set out in the LFR policy document - particular BCUs push for this and, to an extent, bring local councils, businesses and others along with them. What is less clear is how far deployments respond to wider policing needs
	 

	 
	 

	Some see an important distinction between Live FR and other uses of FR. They point to the real time nature of LFR that under ubiquity risks making certain communities feel less safe and creates the conditions for widespread surveillance. Government moves towards digital ID cards, placed alongside LFR capabilities, would seem bring ‘de facto’ biometric ID monitoring closer. Retrospective uses of FR seem far less likely to trigger these concerns because they are incident specific and (with appropriate safegua
	Some see an important distinction between Live FR and other uses of FR. They point to the real time nature of LFR that under ubiquity risks making certain communities feel less safe and creates the conditions for widespread surveillance. Government moves towards digital ID cards, placed alongside LFR capabilities, would seem bring ‘de facto’ biometric ID monitoring closer. Retrospective uses of FR seem far less likely to trigger these concerns because they are incident specific and (with appropriate safegua
	 

	 
	 

	The greater unease that seems to be associated with LFR, along with the lower degree of anxiety that seems to be incurred by retrospective FR, suggests a relatively high bar for use of LFR for non-urgent matters would be appropriate. Monitoring RSOs could be viewed as a non-urgent (albeit important) matter. If so, managing offenders without the use of LFR would be preferable if this were feasible and effective and the marginal benefit of LFR was low or unknown.
	The greater unease that seems to be associated with LFR, along with the lower degree of anxiety that seems to be incurred by retrospective FR, suggests a relatively high bar for use of LFR for non-urgent matters would be appropriate. Monitoring RSOs could be viewed as a non-urgent (albeit important) matter. If so, managing offenders without the use of LFR would be preferable if this were feasible and effective and the marginal benefit of LFR was low or unknown.
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	   
	   
	 

	Part 3 - Recommendations
	Part 3 - Recommendations
	 

	We have made nine recommendations based on the analysis in the report. 
	We have made nine recommendations based on the analysis in the report. 
	 

	Recommendation 1: monitor deployment frequency by area and amend LFR1 form to include previous deployments in area.
	Recommendation 1: monitor deployment frequency by area and amend LFR1 form to include previous deployments in area.
	 

	Residents or workers in some areas may experience greater burdens or benefits from intensive use of LFR. We recommend that deployment frequency in each area is monitored and the deployment strategy prevents overuse of LFR in certain areas. Where an area has experienced intensive use, we recommend a cumulative impact review process and consideration of alternative policing methods. 
	Residents or workers in some areas may experience greater burdens or benefits from intensive use of LFR. We recommend that deployment frequency in each area is monitored and the deployment strategy prevents overuse of LFR in certain areas. Where an area has experienced intensive use, we recommend a cumulative impact review process and consideration of alternative policing methods. 
	 

	 
	 

	The LFR1 Form does not currently require the number of previous deployments in the same area to be noted. This could become significant where fixed infrastructure is in situ, with the implication there would be repeated deployments in that area. We recommend that the LFR1 form be amended to include information on previous deployments as this can then be taken into account when considering proportionality.   
	The LFR1 Form does not currently require the number of previous deployments in the same area to be noted. This could become significant where fixed infrastructure is in situ, with the implication there would be repeated deployments in that area. We recommend that the LFR1 form be amended to include information on previous deployments as this can then be taken into account when considering proportionality.   
	 

	 
	 

	Recommendation 2: conspicuous signage and greater clarity on avoidance of zone of recognition
	Recommendation 2: conspicuous signage and greater clarity on avoidance of zone of recognition
	 

	MPS displays signage outside of the zone of recognition so that people may avoid it, but where an MPS liveried van is used during deployments it also supplies a very obvious visual cue. Adoption of networked CCTV cameras attached to fixed points (e.g., lamp posts) will make deployments less visible as an MPS liveried vehicle will not be present. This places the onus on MPS to ensure that in networked deployments the signage is sufficiently prominent and conspicuous that people can exercise choice not to pas
	MPS displays signage outside of the zone of recognition so that people may avoid it, but where an MPS liveried van is used during deployments it also supplies a very obvious visual cue. Adoption of networked CCTV cameras attached to fixed points (e.g., lamp posts) will make deployments less visible as an MPS liveried vehicle will not be present. This places the onus on MPS to ensure that in networked deployments the signage is sufficiently prominent and conspicuous that people can exercise choice not to pas
	 

	 
	 

	MPS should also provide greater clarity in policy and briefings around the circumstances in which officers may engage people who appear to be avoiding the zone of recognition. This should specify, as at present, that avoiding the zone of recognition is not in itself grounds for suspicion; and also emphasise that officers must be able to articulate an additional and separate reason for suspicion. We anticipate this issue could be addressed through behavioural observation training, for example. 
	MPS should also provide greater clarity in policy and briefings around the circumstances in which officers may engage people who appear to be avoiding the zone of recognition. This should specify, as at present, that avoiding the zone of recognition is not in itself grounds for suspicion; and also emphasise that officers must be able to articulate an additional and separate reason for suspicion. We anticipate this issue could be addressed through behavioural observation training, for example. 
	 

	 
	 

	Recommendation 3: publish more video information showing how LFR works. 
	Recommendation 3: publish more video information showing how LFR works. 
	 

	We are pleased to see the video information now shared on the MPS website, and to have heard about the youth engagement that preceded it. We recommend that more be done to familiarise the public with exactly how LFR works. We think there is considerable value in demonstrating through video what officers can see on the LFR feed, potentially on hand-held devices, and what an LFR officer engagement looks like. We recognise that videos could not record members of the public on an actual deployment, but it would
	simulated deployment using officers, or utilising AI. As well as using social media to disseminate information, video presentations could be used in community engagement work and shown in the area of deployment. 
	simulated deployment using officers, or utilising AI. As well as using social media to disseminate information, video presentations could be used in community engagement work and shown in the area of deployment. 
	 

	 
	 

	Recommendation 4: utilise MOPAC accountability structures to scrutinise LFR use and challenge strategic, novel or contentious uses.
	Recommendation 4: utilise MOPAC accountability structures to scrutinise LFR use and challenge strategic, novel or contentious uses.
	 

	 
	 
	Throughout the report we have drawn attention to the scope for ‘mission creep’ in the use of LFR, and the fifth condition in our 2019 report was for robust governance to contain this likelihood. There is much that MPS has done to create structures and processes that satisfy this condition, and this includes MOPAC input into MPS discussions. While operational control of LFR deployments sits firmly with MPS, there has been limited scope for more public scrutiny of the LFR deployment strategy and of LFR develo
	 
	The publication of the MPS Annual Report on LFR could provide a useful opportunity. 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	Recommendation 5: require pre-deployment community engagement in all cases.  
	Recommendation 5: require pre-deployment community engagement in all cases.  
	 

	We welcome MPS boosting its neighbourhood profile through the role of Neighbourhood Superintendents. This role should include ensuring that there has been pro-active engagement with local communities (including young people) before LFR deployments, especially in areas or communities where there is less trust & confidence in policing generally or less support for LFR. 
	We welcome MPS boosting its neighbourhood profile through the role of Neighbourhood Superintendents. This role should include ensuring that there has been pro-active engagement with local communities (including young people) before LFR deployments, especially in areas or communities where there is less trust & confidence in policing generally or less support for LFR. 
	 

	 
	 

	Recommendation 6: engage local scrutiny groups in post-deployment scrutiny. 
	Recommendation 6: engage local scrutiny groups in post-deployment scrutiny. 
	 

	Under the MOPAC/MPS community scrutiny transformation programme there is scope for Community Monitoring Groups or their equivalent to have a broader role than hitherto. We propose that these new local scrutiny groups should receive reports on LFR deployments and their impact in their area, on a frequency proportionate to the frequency of deployments. Reporting would not necessarily be each time there is an LFR deployment. It could be quarterly, for example, in areas where there are frequent deployments and 
	Under the MOPAC/MPS community scrutiny transformation programme there is scope for Community Monitoring Groups or their equivalent to have a broader role than hitherto. We propose that these new local scrutiny groups should receive reports on LFR deployments and their impact in their area, on a frequency proportionate to the frequency of deployments. Reporting would not necessarily be each time there is an LFR deployment. It could be quarterly, for example, in areas where there are frequent deployments and 
	 

	 
	 

	Recommendation 7: informative Annual Report.
	Recommendation 7: informative Annual Report.
	 

	We acknowledge that MPS makes deployment data available but have commented throughout our report that the data are sparse. We very much welcome the intention to publish an Annual Report on LFR and believe it could provide very useful information and insight for the public, commentators, and other police forces. We recommend that to be useful it should at a minimum contain: 
	We acknowledge that MPS makes deployment data available but have commented throughout our report that the data are sparse. We very much welcome the intention to publish an Annual Report on LFR and believe it could provide very useful information and insight for the public, commentators, and other police forces. We recommend that to be useful it should at a minimum contain: 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Drawing on data currently published, show it aggregated by year. 
	 



	 
	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Analysis by year of crime types for stops made (e.g., numbers for sexual assault, theft etc.) and outcomes (e.g., NFA etc.).
	 


	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Arrests and charges by crime type, with criminal justice system outcomes where known.
	 


	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Analysis by year of nature of reason for inclusion on watchlist (e.g., numbers or proportion of sought persons with outstanding arrest warrants, knife crime prevention orders, stalking prevention orders, RSOs etc). 
	 


	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Numbers of deployments aggregated for year and identified by location (e.g. Stratford Westfield x [no]).
	 


	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Aggregated account based on LFR1s, summarising use cases and rationales for deployments.
	 


	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Average number of officers per deployment.
	 


	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Demographic data on stops, with an interpretative commentary.
	 


	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Summary of positive and negative feedback from Community Monitoring Groups (or their future equivalent) and any action taken in response.
	 



	 
	 

	Recommendation 8: independent evaluation.
	Recommendation 8: independent evaluation.
	 

	The introduction of camera technology (e.g., Body Worn Video) has sometimes had unexpected effects, both positive and negative; and at present there is limited evidence of what LFR deployments are achieving beyond the number of stops and actions that follow. We have taken on board MPS claims that LFR is potentially transformative and suggest that an independent evaluation conducted by specialists in the fields of both policing policy and policy evaluation could help to establish the overall benefits and ris
	The introduction of camera technology (e.g., Body Worn Video) has sometimes had unexpected effects, both positive and negative; and at present there is limited evidence of what LFR deployments are achieving beyond the number of stops and actions that follow. We have taken on board MPS claims that LFR is potentially transformative and suggest that an independent evaluation conducted by specialists in the fields of both policing policy and policy evaluation could help to establish the overall benefits and ris
	 

	 
	 

	Recommendation 9: coherent legal regulation.
	Recommendation 9: coherent legal regulation.
	 

	Whilst recognising the existence of the complex legal framework currently governing use of LFR, the Panel is supportive of calls that have been made in many quarters for more coherent legal regulation of facial recognition technologies. We understand this is also the preferred arrangement from the perspective of MPS and NPCC. We add our voice to those urging relevant authorities to pursue appropriate legislation.
	Whilst recognising the existence of the complex legal framework currently governing use of LFR, the Panel is supportive of calls that have been made in many quarters for more coherent legal regulation of facial recognition technologies. We understand this is also the preferred arrangement from the perspective of MPS and NPCC. We add our voice to those urging relevant authorities to pursue appropriate legislation.
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	The technological process
	The technological process
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	Source: National Physical Laboratory & Metropolitan Police Service LFR Trials Evaluation February 2020 
	Source: National Physical Laboratory & Metropolitan Police Service LFR Trials Evaluation February 2020 
	 

	 
	 

	The deployment process.
	The deployment process.
	 

	 
	 

	PREPARATION 
	PREPARATION 
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	•
	•
	LFR Form 1 prepared providing operational and legal rationale for deployment.
	 
	Span


	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Approved Assessments including Community Impact Assessment, Equality Impact Assessment, the Data Protection Impact Assessment, the Operational Risk Assessment and the Surveillance Camera Commissioner’s Self-Assessment submitted with LFR Form 1 to Authorising Officer. 
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	•
	•
	Deployment authorised by Authorising Officer.
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	•
	•
	LFR 1 authorisations quality assured by MPS Dept of Legal Services.
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	•
	•
	Watchlist compiled 24 hours before deployment.
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	DEPLOYMENT 
	DEPLOYMENT 
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	•
	•
	LFR System Engineer ensures cameras correctly set up and watchlist is uploaded. Monitors system performance throughout deployment.
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	•
	•
	Signage set up in deployment area advising LFR in use. 
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	•
	•
	Engagement Officers briefed before deployment starts.
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	•
	•
	Live feed commences. LFR Operator monitors feed. 
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	•
	•
	Biometric measurement of faces of passers-by compared with faces on watchlist.
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	•
	•
	If LFR system does not generate an Alert, biometric template immediately automatically deleted by LFR software. 
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	•
	•
	If an Alert is issued LFR Operator assesses likely validity of Alert.
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	•
	•
	If believed valid, Alert forwarded to Engagement Officers’ handheld devices.
	 
	Span


	 
	 
	 

	•
	•
	Engagement Officers assess validity of alert and locate the subject of the Alert. 
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	•
	•
	Engagement Officers engage sought persons guided by National Decision Model and Code of Ethics.
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	•
	•
	Engagement Officers initiate further action if appropriate.
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	•
	•
	When deployment command judges it appropriate, deployment is terminated.
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	POST DEPLOYMENT 
	POST DEPLOYMENT 
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	•
	•
	LFR Deployment debrief and review. 
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	•
	•
	Deployment statistics entered on LFR Form 1 Part 3 – Cancellation report. 
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	•
	•
	Deployment entered on register of deployments.
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	•
	•
	LFR watchlist deleted within 24 hours.
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	•
	•
	Where LFR system generated an Alert, all related personal data deleted within 31 days unless required for criminal justice purposes. 
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	•
	•
	CCTV recording made during deployment deleted within 31 days unless required for testing or criminal justice purposes.
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	What LFR looks like: comparing CCTV recordings with Live Facial Recognition (simulated stills of live and recorded feeds) 
	What LFR looks like: comparing CCTV recordings with Live Facial Recognition (simulated stills of live and recorded feeds) 
	 

	THIS GRAPHIC HAS BEEN GENERATED USING AI & NONE ARE FACES OF ACTUAL INDIVIDUALS. (Prepared by MPS at LPEP’s request) 
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	Live feed visible to CCTV operator (for instance in Local Authority)
	Live feed visible to CCTV operator (for instance in Local Authority)
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	Live feed visible to CCTV operator throughout time of recording
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	Recorded feed visible to CCTV operator for period of retention of recording
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	Momentary live feed visible to LFR operator
	Momentary live feed visible to LFR operator
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	Live feed visible to operator as soon as unwanted faces eliminated  
	Live feed visible to operator as soon as unwanted faces eliminated  
	Live feed visible to operator as soon as unwanted faces eliminated  
	 


	Feed recorded as CCTV for 31 days. Biometric template discarded so unwanted faces now visible as with CCTV.   
	Feed recorded as CCTV for 31 days. Biometric template discarded so unwanted faces now visible as with CCTV.   
	Feed recorded as CCTV for 31 days. Biometric template discarded so unwanted faces now visible as with CCTV.   
	 


	 
	 
	 





	Appendix Two - College of Policing Legal Summary 
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	Appendix Three - Literature Review 
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	To support our analysis of LFR practice we carried out a review of the literature and relevant data to identify themes that may not have been addressed in our first report on LFR in 2019. This review informed the report. Key findings are summarised in this appendix.
	To support our analysis of LFR practice we carried out a review of the literature and relevant data to identify themes that may not have been addressed in our first report on LFR in 2019. This review informed the report. Key findings are summarised in this appendix.
	 

	Policing by consent
	Policing by consent
	 

	An important principle on which any police activity is based, is the notion of policing by consent. Kopel (2024) raises the question of how genuine the public consent for use of LFR is and whether the voices of marginalised communities are indeed taken into account. Given the impenetrable nature and format of information given to the public, can the public be deemed to truly understand what they are being asked to give consent for and can the existing consent be considered as being ‘informed consent’?
	An important principle on which any police activity is based, is the notion of policing by consent. Kopel (2024) raises the question of how genuine the public consent for use of LFR is and whether the voices of marginalised communities are indeed taken into account. Given the impenetrable nature and format of information given to the public, can the public be deemed to truly understand what they are being asked to give consent for and can the existing consent be considered as being ‘informed consent’?
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 

	This ethical concern has arisen as much from the literature as from observation of LFR in action in London. Guo and Kennedy (2023) call this the “illusion of choice” whereby the options are presented ‘largely pre-framed by the state’ which relies on a public with limited knowledge40  to make an informed choice on whether to opt in or out of presenting their biometric data for scrutiny. It may be difficult for the public to be aware that a deployment of LFR is taking place thus making it problematic  for peo
	This ethical concern has arisen as much from the literature as from observation of LFR in action in London. Guo and Kennedy (2023) call this the “illusion of choice” whereby the options are presented ‘largely pre-framed by the state’ which relies on a public with limited knowledge40  to make an informed choice on whether to opt in or out of presenting their biometric data for scrutiny. It may be difficult for the public to be aware that a deployment of LFR is taking place thus making it problematic  for peo
	 
	 

	40 https://www.adalovelaceinstitute.org/report/beyond-face-value-public-attitudes-to-facial-recognition-technology/
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	A proxy for policing by consent has been the acceptance of LFR technology as measured by public attitude surveys. Changes in public acceptance can be tracked by reference to different surveys across time. Although it should be noted differently worded questions are asked in the various surveys.  In 2018, 57% of Londoners were found to be in favour of the police using this technology.41.  When broken down into specific applications, over 80% were in favour of its use to catch terrorists or serious violent of
	A proxy for policing by consent has been the acceptance of LFR technology as measured by public attitude surveys. Changes in public acceptance can be tracked by reference to different surveys across time. Although it should be noted differently worded questions are asked in the various surveys.  In 2018, 57% of Londoners were found to be in favour of the police using this technology.41.  When broken down into specific applications, over 80% were in favour of its use to catch terrorists or serious violent of
	 

	 
	 

	A recent US study sheds some light on this differential acceptance.  Miethe et al (2023) found 70% overall support for use of facial recognition technologies (FRT) by police. The average level of FRT support was greater in high-profile policing activities (77% support). The highest support for FRT usage was found for identifying terrorists (83%) and the lowest support was for identifying jaywalkers (34%). Miethe and colleagues observe that this variability in FRT support across different areas of policing c
	the specific nature and the seriousness of the criminal activity involved. Support for FRT usage in high risk  criminal activities (e.g., terrorism, murder, rape, burglary, airport/border security violations) is attributable to the threat  they pose to public safety. In contrast, lower levels of support for FRT usage in “public order” policing situations may reflect the lower severity of the activity (e.g., speeding, alcohol drinking, prostitution, jaywalking). 
	the specific nature and the seriousness of the criminal activity involved. Support for FRT usage in high risk  criminal activities (e.g., terrorism, murder, rape, burglary, airport/border security violations) is attributable to the threat  they pose to public safety. In contrast, lower levels of support for FRT usage in “public order” policing situations may reflect the lower severity of the activity (e.g., speeding, alcohol drinking, prostitution, jaywalking). 
	 

	 
	 

	The MOPAC  public attitude survey asks 3 questions about LFR which shows  from 2021 sustained support (over 80%) for its use to catch serious criminals, those wanted by the courts and people at risk.
	The MOPAC  public attitude survey asks 3 questions about LFR which shows  from 2021 sustained support (over 80%) for its use to catch serious criminals, those wanted by the courts and people at risk.
	42
	  These quarterly surveys also indicate demographic differences in acceptance with Black and Asian respondents together with those from the LGBT+ communities least likely to accept the technology. This document also states: “support for innovative technologies is closely linked with a person’s trust in the Metropolitan Police Service and their views of police standards and accountability. 
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	MOPAC Public attitude survey 2025 2nd quarter
	 


	Trust
	Trust
	 

	Trust informs people’s willingness to accept police presence, action and authority. Bradford et al, (2020) distinguish between trust and the concept of legitimacy. They say policing by consent, accepting   the right of the police to enforce the law and dictate appropriate behaviour—their own as well as that of others, is to grant legitimacy i.e., empowering the police to determine what is appropriate and acceptable. In the case of the use of LFR it was legitimacy rather than trust that was  the central fact
	Trust informs people’s willingness to accept police presence, action and authority. Bradford et al, (2020) distinguish between trust and the concept of legitimacy. They say policing by consent, accepting   the right of the police to enforce the law and dictate appropriate behaviour—their own as well as that of others, is to grant legitimacy i.e., empowering the police to determine what is appropriate and acceptable. In the case of the use of LFR it was legitimacy rather than trust that was  the central fact
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	Figure
	IPSOS MORI tracking veracity survey shows a decline in trust up to 2023 with the most recent results showing an upturn of 62% trusting the police (2024)43) with the MPS data showing above average trend (MOPAC44) and currently stands at 72%.
	IPSOS MORI tracking veracity survey shows a decline in trust up to 2023 with the most recent results showing an upturn of 62% trusting the police (2024)43) with the MPS data showing above average trend (MOPAC44) and currently stands at 72%.
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	MOPAC (2025)
	 Public Voice insights Learning from the MOPAC public voice surveys Quarter 2
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	Results from the MOPAC survey routinely show that levels of trust are lowest amongst BAME respondents.
	Results from the MOPAC survey routinely show that levels of trust are lowest amongst BAME respondents.
	 

	Proportionality
	Proportionality
	 

	Facial Recognition Technology is to be deployed on the principles of necessity and proportionality (Raposo, 2023) under conditions of urgency and for serious offences – thus it is important to establish when (under conditions or urgency or in response to emergencies such as terrorism) it is to be deployed, for what crimes (grievous crimes) and for how long should people remain on the watch lists are questions that need to be answered (referring to scope and mission creep, see below). Already the MPS have ex
	Facial Recognition Technology is to be deployed on the principles of necessity and proportionality (Raposo, 2023) under conditions of urgency and for serious offences – thus it is important to establish when (under conditions or urgency or in response to emergencies such as terrorism) it is to be deployed, for what crimes (grievous crimes) and for how long should people remain on the watch lists are questions that need to be answered (referring to scope and mission creep, see below). Already the MPS have ex
	 

	 
	 

	Milaj (2015:115) proposes that proportionality principles are the set of rules that determine the necessity and sufficient conditions to justify limitation of  a protected right with the purpose of striking a balance between the right for a protected private life of the individuals and the societal interests for national security, public safety, prevention of disorder or crime. He notes that there are no rational standards for establishing a balance between two interests of the same level, and the weighting
	less intrusive means to achieve the aim and/or would it be prohibitively expensive to deploy these alternative means. From the MPS policy document LFR 
	less intrusive means to achieve the aim and/or would it be prohibitively expensive to deploy these alternative means. From the MPS policy document LFR 
	 

	“is a policing tool which harnesses digital technology, and particularly live FR technology, in order to assist the MPS in locating sought persons. In certain circumstances, the use of LFR may also serve to achieve the MPS’s policing objectives by helping to deter or disrupt criminality or other conduct posing a risk to public safety...LFR may be deployed in order to support hotspot policing, and  the MPS may conduct specific security operations aimed at keeping the public safe and/or protecting property or
	“is a policing tool which harnesses digital technology, and particularly live FR technology, in order to assist the MPS in locating sought persons. In certain circumstances, the use of LFR may also serve to achieve the MPS’s policing objectives by helping to deter or disrupt criminality or other conduct posing a risk to public safety...LFR may be deployed in order to support hotspot policing, and  the MPS may conduct specific security operations aimed at keeping the public safe and/or protecting property or
	 

	ONS45 defines harm of crime as follows:
	ONS45 defines harm of crime as follows:
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	46 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5b684f22e5274a14f45342c9/the-economic-and-social-costs-of-crime-horr99.pdf
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	Crime harm refers to the negative impacts of crime on individuals and society. Impacts of harm include:
	Crime harm refers to the negative impacts of crime on individuals and society. Impacts of harm include:
	 

	emotional or psychological – any adverse impacts on psychological and emotional well-being.
	emotional or psychological – any adverse impacts on psychological and emotional well-being.
	 

	financial or economic – any material or financial losses.
	financial or economic – any material or financial losses.
	 

	community safety – any restrictions in autonomy, freedom of movement, access to information, or growth and development because of fear or other detrimental effects of crime.
	community safety – any restrictions in autonomy, freedom of movement, access to information, or growth and development because of fear or other detrimental effects of crime.
	 

	privacy – any violation of privacy, including access to personal or confidential information or unauthorised entry to property.
	privacy – any violation of privacy, including access to personal or confidential information or unauthorised entry to property.
	 

	Whilst it is almost impossible to derive a calculation of the emotional and psychological impacts on an individual, the emotional valence of the potential prevention or interruption of even one sex offence on a vulnerable victim is hard to quantify. There is a methodology to calculate the potential financial cost (Home Office46 ). As far ae the Panel is aware there has been no cost effectiveness study of the deployment of LFR.
	Whilst it is almost impossible to derive a calculation of the emotional and psychological impacts on an individual, the emotional valence of the potential prevention or interruption of even one sex offence on a vulnerable victim is hard to quantify. There is a methodology to calculate the potential financial cost (Home Office46 ). As far ae the Panel is aware there has been no cost effectiveness study of the deployment of LFR.
	 

	Scope, mission and technological ‘creep’  
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	Kopel (2024: 178) identifies one of the most important ethical concerns with the use of LFR technology, which she calls ‘function creep’ and defines this as something which “occurs when a technology introduced for one purpose is widened to include further uses in other contexts or reassigned to other purposes. The phenomenon is known to develop slowly and gradually ("stealthy creep") and often, due to its subtle and qualitative nature of change, imperceptibly.” This includes ‘scope creep’ (increasing use ma
	addressed. It is unclear whether the basis of public consent extends to this expanded use of LFR and might be something that deserves more attention. This “normalisation of surveillance” has been argued to lead to an erosion of fundamental rights of citizens (Kopel, 2024:265).
	addressed. It is unclear whether the basis of public consent extends to this expanded use of LFR and might be something that deserves more attention. This “normalisation of surveillance” has been argued to lead to an erosion of fundamental rights of citizens (Kopel, 2024:265).
	 

	(Un)fair treatment 
	(Un)fair treatment 
	 

	Numerous studies show that members of the public care more about the treatment they receive than favorable outcomes and the so named procedural justice effect is influential in shaping their impressions of justice (Goodman-Delahunty, 2010). She suggests four associated characteristics: trustworthiness, respectful treatment, neutrality (i.e.  fairness) and voice (i.e., engaged listening).
	Numerous studies show that members of the public care more about the treatment they receive than favorable outcomes and the so named procedural justice effect is influential in shaping their impressions of justice (Goodman-Delahunty, 2010). She suggests four associated characteristics: trustworthiness, respectful treatment, neutrality (i.e.  fairness) and voice (i.e., engaged listening).
	 There have been notably fewer studies of perceptions of procedural justice and police legitimacy among adults involved in the criminal justice system particularly sex offenders,  or indeed victim/survivors of sexual crime.
	 

	 
	 

	White et al (2016) found in their study of over 1,000 arrested persons in the US that procedural justice was a strong predictor of arrestee views of police legitimacy which is noteworthy given that all respondents  had experienced a police encounter with a highly negative outcome (i.e. loss of freedom) within 48 hr of being interviewed. Also, the procedural justice measure remains significant independent of arrestee characteristics and offence type (violent, property, drug, and miscellaneous). They conclude
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	“procedurally just behaviour during encounters with citizens (giving citizens a voice, treating them with dignity and respect, making fair and impartial decisions, and having trustworthy motives) represents a viable mechanism for generating enhanced views of the police and for increasing willingness to cooperate with the police, regardless of citizen race or ethnicity.”
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	Whilst it may be reasonable for registered sex offenders to have an expectation that they will have some curtailment of their freedoms depending on the terms of their sentence, they are still deserving of respectful treatment. Brown et al’s (2018) UK study of sex offenders’ encounters with police concluded that  
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	“Treatment by police officers may indicate to individuals how they will be treated by others and acts as an indicator as to whether the CJS is fair or unfair. These perceptions and expectations may then influence the rest of their encounters with criminal justice staff/organizations [acting] as an influential ‘markers’ of future encounters… Officers who do not give individuals a ‘voice’, or do not treat individuals with respect and neutrality and engender feelings of trustworthiness, may influence an indivi
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	Johnson et al (2024) stress the importance of victim/survivors being able to communicate with and question officers. From their study they sound survivors understood voice not in terms of ‘customer service’ satisfaction, but as their right to participation in police processes and that they ’counted.’
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	Privacy
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	Privacy issues have been couched in terms of the privacy -security calculus. Originating with the philosopher Thomas Hobbes, the social contract represents an agreement between the state and citizens whereby individuals relinquish some personal freedom for the sake of security. This social contract is often viewed in terms of a “balance,” between individual liberties (e.g., the right to privacy, the freedom of expression) and the collective security of the masses.
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	Chesterman (2010)
	Chesterman (2010)
	Chesterman (2010)

	 
	argues that the traditional image of a state having to choose between safety and privacy is a false dilemma. From this perspective, societies must manage the relationship between state authority and individual privacy, but this is not a matter of choosing
	 
	either
	 
	safety or privacy. Chesterman also argues that the classic conceptualization of the social contract is outdated because modern societies operate under a new context in which citizens do not cede the power of coercion but rather access to information. In exchange, the state provides increased security and access to the conveniences of modern life. 
	 

	 
	 

	The presumed privacy/security trade-off in public attitudes about surveillance technology has also been challenged by the work of
	The presumed privacy/security trade-off in public attitudes about surveillance technology has also been challenged by the work of
	 
	Pavone and Degli-Esposti (2012)
	Pavone and Degli-Esposti (2012)

	. According to these authors, 
	 

	“citizen views about this technology are highly embedded within their particular institutional and social contexts. For example, when people lack trust in their government or police agencies, they may be more suspicious of the motivations for surveillance and more likely to view this technology as a privacy concern. In contrast, among persons who trust these organizations, this trust may negate any privacy concerns and leave citizens more willing to support FRT as a means to enhance their personal security.
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	With regards to the privacy -security trade off, a pan European study (Esposti and & Santiago-Gomez, 2015) which included UK participants found  
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	“half approached security and liberty as a zero-sum game: they said.. that [surveillance technologies] were both security enhancing and privacy infringing (51%). Yet only a small portion of them was actually willing to give up their liberty in exchange for an increased level of security. The other half did not adopt the trade-off approach and believed that these technologies were highly intrusive but not really effective (26%), or, quite to the contrary, consider these technologies very effective in terms o
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	Bradford et al (2020) found from their London based sample that: privacy concerns had the strongest association with acceptance of LFR such that to have strong concerns over privacy almost inevitably led to rejection  and
	Bradford et al (2020) found from their London based sample that: privacy concerns had the strongest association with acceptance of LFR such that to have strong concerns over privacy almost inevitably led to rejection  and
	 
	vice versa. Moreover belief in the legitimacy of police to use LFR appropriately may have involved passive 

	acceptance,
	acceptance,
	 
	which not so much alleviates privacy concerns as obviates them, rendering them superfluous to attitude formation and decision-making.
	 
	 

	Chilling effects
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	Chilling effects are said to emerge when individuals modify their behaviour due to concerns about surveillance, and the potential consequences that may follow if their behaviour is observed. These effects are more anticipatory than empirically proven, as they are not only difficult to discern in the short term, but their true impact may also only be manifest over the medium to long term. 
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	Chilling effects may be thought a necessary evil that nonetheless produces the desirable effect of potentially keeping offenders away from public places. However, the use of LFR creates an ethical conundrum where people who would not want to submit their biometric data (not necessarily because they are criminals) have no other viable alternative for accessing public spaces – which often necessitates their “withdrawal from public or societal utilities” or demands a coercive consent that is against ethical no
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	Murray (2024) suggests that:
	Murray (2024) suggests that:
	 

	The impacts of a chilling effect can be diverse and may, for example, influence the websites a person visits, what they read, where they go, what events they attend, who they meet, what organisation they join, whether they take part in a political protest, or if and how they engage in political activities. Importantly, chilling effects are not binary but are nuanced in their impacts. That is, a chilling effect does not necessarily mean that a person will not engage in political activities when ordinarily th
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	He further argues that:
	He further argues that:
	 

	“the overall impact of surveillance related chilling effects – which may interfere with the process by which individuals develop their personality – cannot be accurately evaluated by examining each affected right in isolation from the other. Rather, overall human rights harm can only be accurately evaluated by looking at the impact on the rights to privacy and expression and assembly and the interrelationship between those rights. This is compound human rights harm.” [Original emphasis].
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	Technical accuracy
	Technical accuracy
	 

	By and large, the technical accuracy of LFR is good and improving. The facial recognition technology used by the MPS is NEC Neoface V4 1 using HD5 Face Detector. Accuracy was evaluated by the National Physical Laboratory.47   Using comparable  
	47 https://science.police.uk/site/assets/files/3396/frt-equitability-study_mar2023.
	47 https://science.police.uk/site/assets/files/3396/frt-equitability-study_mar2023.
	47 https://science.police.uk/site/assets/files/3396/frt-equitability-study_mar2023.
	 


	watchlist size of 10,000 images and the default setting threshold of 0.6  measures included:
	watchlist size of 10,000 images and the default setting threshold of 0.6  measures included:
	 

	 
	 

	 • True-Positive Identification Rate (TPIR) – the rate of successful recognition when subjects on the watchlist pass through the zone of recognition 
	 • True-Positive Identification Rate (TPIR) – the rate of successful recognition when subjects on the watchlist pass through the zone of recognition 
	 

	• False-Positive Identification Rate (FPIR) – the rate of incorrect recognition (i.e., false positives or false alerts) when subjects not on the watchlist pass through the zone of recognition.
	• False-Positive Identification Rate (FPIR) – the rate of incorrect recognition (i.e., false positives or false alerts) when subjects not on the watchlist pass through the zone of recognition.
	 

	 
	 

	Results found 89 %  success and a 0.017% false alert rate i.e. 1 in 6000. The report concluded that the accuracy levels are a considerable improvement on that reported for previous versions of the Neoface software.
	Results found 89 %  success and a 0.017% false alert rate i.e. 1 in 6000. The report concluded that the accuracy levels are a considerable improvement on that reported for previous versions of the Neoface software.
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	Almeida et al (2022) identify questions of accountability amongst several other important ethical questions that need to be answered with respect to the use and challenge of LFR. They specifically ask (p378): 
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	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	What accountability should be in place for different usages? 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	How can this accountability be explicitly exercised, explained and audited for a range of stakeholder needs? 
	 


	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	How are complaint and challenge processes enabled and afforded to all?
	 



	 
	 

	The issue of transparency and accountability structures were raised by several of the authors cited in this report. The MPS have some way to go in fully answering these questions. 
	The issue of transparency and accountability structures were raised by several of the authors cited in this report. The MPS have some way to go in fully answering these questions. 
	 

	 
	 

	Latest figures from the MPS claimed several "significant arrests” (numbering 540 according to a Met release on the 6th of December 2024) resulting from LFR, which represents 3% of the  average watch list which at the time of observations conducted by LPEP members numbered over 16,000. Furthermore, the MPS claim these arrests include drug and violence offences, but the police do not report the type of offences leading to arrests for each LFR deployment. Consequently, it is difficult to determine how many dep
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	 “Anecdotal reports indicate that the arrests resulting from LFR have not always been for meaningful offences or even justified.” 
	 “Anecdotal reports indicate that the arrests resulting from LFR have not always been for meaningful offences or even justified.” 
	 

	Overall, Kopel (2024: 258) warns that considering the meagre number of arrests resulting from LFR operational use, it cannot be viewed as an effective crime-fighting tool. Given its limited efficacy, LFR can be deemed as “primarily a demonstrative surveillance instrument for reinforcing police power,” which, in the absence of “sufficient safeguards,” may prove to be counterproductive to democratic ideals. Hill et al (2022) suggest that ethical solutions to many of the problems identified above are by incorp
	Overall, Kopel (2024: 258) warns that considering the meagre number of arrests resulting from LFR operational use, it cannot be viewed as an effective crime-fighting tool. Given its limited efficacy, LFR can be deemed as “primarily a demonstrative surveillance instrument for reinforcing police power,” which, in the absence of “sufficient safeguards,” may prove to be counterproductive to democratic ideals. Hill et al (2022) suggest that ethical solutions to many of the problems identified above are by incorp
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	Future use
	Future use
	 

	 
	 

	There are a few areas where developments in FRT may raise  additional ethical dilemmas and it would make sense to get ahead of these and think of how they ought to be addressed before the technology is developed and being widely used (termed technology creep above). This is in response to an issue identified by Leslie (2020), who suggests ethical dimensions are often addressed retrospectively based on the conviction that the technology is here to stay and is benign. Thus, instead of providing post hoc justi
	There are a few areas where developments in FRT may raise  additional ethical dilemmas and it would make sense to get ahead of these and think of how they ought to be addressed before the technology is developed and being widely used (termed technology creep above). This is in response to an issue identified by Leslie (2020), who suggests ethical dimensions are often addressed retrospectively based on the conviction that the technology is here to stay and is benign. Thus, instead of providing post hoc justi
	 
	 

	 
	 

	•
	•
	•
	•

	 
	 
	Concerns about use of LFR in Body Worn Cameras making the capturing of images and storing the footage on the cloud (BWC footage is stored for a longer period of time) leading to two ethical issues: firstly storing of facial images for longer periods without proper authorisation and making the use of LFR routine policing practice (Hood, 2020), rather than something that is invoked (as it currently is) in response to specific intelligence or for a specific purpose. Routinisation of LFR will remove the impetus
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	Concerns about Intelligent Facial Recognition: Urquhart and Miranda (2022) identify emergent technology such as Intelligent Facial Surveillance (IFS) which uses Emotional Artificial Intelligence (EAI) to divine emotions and facial expressions in order to identify underlying emotive state and intent. This raises the threat of “automating suspicion through biometric technologies” – raising the spectre of “bio-deterministic framings of criminality” (p 216). The police need to have better policies and standards
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	Concerns about use for Offender Profiling and Risk Assessment: Smith and Miller (2022: 172) identify concerns about the use of biometric facial recognition to facilitate either “offender profiling, risk assessment and subsequent monitoring of people who as a result of fitting these profiles are considered at risk of committing crimes, notwithstanding that the only offences that the individuals in question had com mitted was to fit these profiles.” We have already seen the extension of LFR in the Met to moni
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	Total 
	Total 

	Gender 
	Gender 

	Age 
	Age 

	Sexuality 
	Sexuality 


	TR
	 
	 

	Male 
	Male 

	Female 
	Female 

	18-24 
	18-24 

	25-49 
	25-49 

	50-64 
	50-64 

	65+ 
	65+ 

	Hetero- sexual 
	Hetero- sexual 

	Gay or lesbian 
	Gay or lesbian 

	Bisexual 
	Bisexual 

	Other 
	Other 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	To what extent do you agree or disagree with these statements about the police in your area? 

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	MOPAC1_1. They would treat you with respect if you had contact with them for any reason 
	MOPAC1_1. They would treat you with respect if you had contact with them for any reason 
	MOPAC1_1. They would treat you with respect if you had contact with them for any reason 

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	Unweighted base 
	Unweighted base 
	Unweighted base 

	1003 
	1003 

	430 
	430 

	573 
	573 

	97 
	97 

	482 
	482 

	236 
	236 

	188 
	188 

	797 
	797 

	56 
	56 

	74 
	74 

	13 
	13 


	Base 
	Base 
	Base 

	1003 
	1003 

	490 
	490 

	513 
	513 

	114 
	114 

	521 
	521 

	217 
	217 

	151 
	151 

	808 
	808 

	59 
	59 

	59 
	59 

	14 
	14 


	Strongly agree 
	Strongly agree 
	Strongly agree 

	10% 
	10% 

	14% 
	14% 

	6% 
	6% 

	9% 
	9% 

	9% 
	9% 

	9% 
	9% 

	12% 
	12% 

	8% 
	8% 

	12% 
	12% 

	14% 
	14% 

	14% 
	14% 


	Agree 
	Agree 
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	MOPAC5. You previously said you have heard of the Metropolitan Police  
	using Live Facial Recognition (LFR). How did you become aware of this? 
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	MOPAC11. The Metropolitan Police Service are also using Live Facial Recognition (LFR) to monitor the behaviour of registered sex offenders (RSOs) who are guilty of more serious offences. RSOs typically have a set of conditions imposed on them, for example that they should not have devices that can access the internet. When they are placed on the watchlist, Live Facial Recognition (LFR) can identify an RSO if one happens to pass by, and police can stop that person to ensure they are not in breach of their co
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	Live Facial Recognition (LFR) is just one way police collect and use people's personal data – others include CCTV,  Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR), and accessing public records.  Thinking about all the ways police might collect and use personal data, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements: 


	MOPAC12_1. I want to have control over what data police can collect from me 
	MOPAC12_1. I want to have control over what data police can collect from me 
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	MOPAC12_2. The ways police collect personal data should be strictly controlled 
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	MOPAC12_3. As technology improves, it is inevitable that the police will collect more and more personal data from people 
	MOPAC12_3. As technology improves, it is inevitable that the police will collect more and more personal data from people 
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	MOPAC12_4. I support the police being able to store my personal data (e.g. name, address, places I visit) when this helps their work 
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	MOPAC12_5. The police will use my personal data responsibly 
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	MOPAC12_6. The police will use my personal data in accordance with the law 

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	Unweighted base 
	Unweighted base 
	Unweighted base 

	1003 
	1003 

	430 
	430 

	573 
	573 

	97 
	97 

	482 
	482 

	236 
	236 

	188 
	188 

	797 
	797 

	56 
	56 

	74 
	74 

	13 
	13 


	Base 
	Base 
	Base 

	1003 
	1003 

	490 
	490 

	513 
	513 

	114 
	114 

	521 
	521 

	217 
	217 

	151 
	151 

	808 
	808 

	59 
	59 

	59 
	59 

	14 
	14 


	Strongly agree 
	Strongly agree 
	Strongly agree 

	15% 
	15% 

	18% 
	18% 

	11% 
	11% 

	18% 
	18% 

	13% 
	13% 

	14% 
	14% 

	17% 
	17% 

	14% 
	14% 

	20% 
	20% 

	14% 
	14% 

	10% 
	10% 


	Agree 
	Agree 
	Agree 

	29% 
	29% 

	25% 
	25% 

	33% 
	33% 

	24% 
	24% 

	27% 
	27% 

	33% 
	33% 

	37% 
	37% 

	31% 
	31% 

	27% 
	27% 

	21% 
	21% 

	18% 
	18% 


	Neither agree nor disagree 
	Neither agree nor disagree 
	Neither agree nor disagree 

	26% 
	26% 

	28% 
	28% 

	23% 
	23% 

	27% 
	27% 

	27% 
	27% 

	23% 
	23% 

	24% 
	24% 

	24% 
	24% 

	36% 
	36% 

	31% 
	31% 

	27% 
	27% 


	Disagree 
	Disagree 
	Disagree 

	12% 
	12% 

	11% 
	11% 

	12% 
	12% 

	18% 
	18% 

	14% 
	14% 

	7% 
	7% 

	8% 
	8% 

	12% 
	12% 

	4% 
	4% 

	13% 
	13% 

	21% 
	21% 


	Strongly disagree 
	Strongly disagree 
	Strongly disagree 

	8% 
	8% 

	10% 
	10% 

	5% 
	5% 

	9% 
	9% 

	8% 
	8% 

	9% 
	9% 

	2% 
	2% 

	8% 
	8% 

	6% 
	6% 

	13% 
	13% 

	6% 
	6% 


	Don't know 
	Don't know 
	Don't know 

	11% 
	11% 

	7% 
	7% 

	15% 
	15% 

	5% 
	5% 

	11% 
	11% 

	13% 
	13% 

	12% 
	12% 

	12% 
	12% 

	8% 
	8% 

	8% 
	8% 

	18% 
	18% 


	Net: TOTAL AGREE 
	Net: TOTAL AGREE 
	Net: TOTAL AGREE 

	44% 
	44% 

	43% 
	43% 

	44% 
	44% 

	42% 
	42% 

	40% 
	40% 

	47% 
	47% 

	55% 
	55% 

	45% 
	45% 

	47% 
	47% 

	34% 
	34% 

	27% 
	27% 


	Net: TOTAL DISAGREE 
	Net: TOTAL DISAGREE 
	Net: TOTAL DISAGREE 

	19% 
	19% 

	21% 
	21% 

	18% 
	18% 

	26% 
	26% 

	22% 
	22% 

	17% 
	17% 

	10% 
	10% 

	19% 
	19% 

	9% 
	9% 

	26% 
	26% 

	27% 
	27% 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  




	Table
	TBody
	TR
	Unweighted base 
	Unweighted base 
	Unweighted base 

	1003 
	1003 

	430 
	430 

	573 
	573 

	97 
	97 

	482 
	482 

	236 
	236 

	188 
	188 

	797 
	797 

	56 
	56 

	74 
	74 

	13 
	13 


	Base 
	Base 
	Base 

	1003 
	1003 

	490 
	490 

	513 
	513 

	114 
	114 

	521 
	521 

	217 
	217 

	151 
	151 

	808 
	808 

	59 
	59 

	59 
	59 

	14 
	14 


	Strongly agree 
	Strongly agree 
	Strongly agree 

	23% 
	23% 

	30% 
	30% 

	16% 
	16% 

	28% 
	28% 

	24% 
	24% 

	18% 
	18% 

	22% 
	22% 

	23% 
	23% 

	24% 
	24% 

	10% 
	10% 

	10% 
	10% 


	Agree 
	Agree 
	Agree 

	24% 
	24% 

	23% 
	23% 

	25% 
	25% 

	30% 
	30% 

	23% 
	23% 

	26% 
	26% 

	20% 
	20% 

	23% 
	23% 

	32% 
	32% 

	23% 
	23% 

	9% 
	9% 


	Neither agree nor disagree 
	Neither agree nor disagree 
	Neither agree nor disagree 

	13% 
	13% 

	13% 
	13% 

	12% 
	12% 

	16% 
	16% 

	12% 
	12% 

	10% 
	10% 

	16% 
	16% 

	14% 
	14% 

	9% 
	9% 

	6% 
	6% 

	27% 
	27% 


	Disagree 
	Disagree 
	Disagree 

	20% 
	20% 

	16% 
	16% 

	23% 
	23% 

	13% 
	13% 

	20% 
	20% 

	20% 
	20% 

	24% 
	24% 

	20% 
	20% 

	21% 
	21% 

	23% 
	23% 

	10% 
	10% 


	Strongly disagree 
	Strongly disagree 
	Strongly disagree 

	14% 
	14% 

	14% 
	14% 

	14% 
	14% 

	10% 
	10% 

	15% 
	15% 

	17% 
	17% 

	10% 
	10% 

	13% 
	13% 

	12% 
	12% 

	28% 
	28% 

	27% 
	27% 


	Don't know 
	Don't know 
	Don't know 

	8% 
	8% 

	6% 
	6% 

	9% 
	9% 

	4% 
	4% 

	7% 
	7% 

	9% 
	9% 

	9% 
	9% 

	8% 
	8% 

	3% 
	3% 

	9% 
	9% 

	16% 
	16% 


	Net: TOTAL AGREE 
	Net: TOTAL AGREE 
	Net: TOTAL AGREE 

	46% 
	46% 

	52% 
	52% 

	41% 
	41% 

	57% 
	57% 

	46% 
	46% 

	44% 
	44% 

	42% 
	42% 

	45% 
	45% 

	56% 
	56% 

	33% 
	33% 

	19% 
	19% 


	Net: TOTAL DISAGREE 
	Net: TOTAL DISAGREE 
	Net: TOTAL DISAGREE 

	33% 
	33% 

	29% 
	29% 

	38% 
	38% 

	23% 
	23% 

	34% 
	34% 

	37% 
	37% 

	33% 
	33% 

	33% 
	33% 

	33% 
	33% 

	51% 
	51% 

	38% 
	38% 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	MOPAC12_8. The police should routinely store personal data on Londoners to help them tackle crime issues 

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	Unweighted base 
	Unweighted base 
	Unweighted base 

	1003 
	1003 

	430 
	430 

	573 
	573 

	97 
	97 

	482 
	482 

	236 
	236 

	188 
	188 

	797 
	797 

	56 
	56 

	74 
	74 

	13 
	13 


	Base 
	Base 
	Base 

	1003 
	1003 

	490 
	490 

	513 
	513 

	114 
	114 

	521 
	521 

	217 
	217 

	151 
	151 

	808 
	808 

	59 
	59 

	59 
	59 

	14 
	14 


	Strongly agree 
	Strongly agree 

	Agree 
	Agree 

	Neither agree nor disagree 
	Neither agree nor disagree 

	Disagree 
	Disagree 

	Strongly disagree 
	Strongly disagree 

	Don't know 
	Don't know 

	Net: TOTAL AGREE 
	Net: TOTAL AGREE 

	Net: TOTAL DISAGREE 
	Net: TOTAL DISAGREE 

	 
	 



	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	YouGov / MOPAC Survey Results 

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	MOPAC4. Before taking this survey, have you heard of the Metropolitan Police Service's use of Live Facial Recognition (LFR)? 
	MOPAC4. Before taking this survey, have you heard of the Metropolitan Police Service's use of Live Facial Recognition (LFR)? 

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	Table
	TBody

	MOPAC11. The Metropolitan Police Service are also using Live Facial Recognition (LFR) to monitor the behaviour of registered sex offenders (RSOs) who are guilty of more serious offences. RSOs typically have a set of conditions imposed on them, for example that they should not have devices that can access the internet. When they are placed on the watchlist, Live Facial Recognition (LFR) can identify an RSO if one happens to pass by, and police can stop that person to ensure they are not in breach of their co
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