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26 January, 2021 
Dear ACC Williams, 

Remote piloted aircraft systems and body worn video cameras 

Thank you for providing evidence to the Sub-Committee on 18 January on Police 
Scotland’s use of remote piloted aircraft systems (RPAS), commonly referred to as 
drones, and body worn video cameras.  

I would appreciate it if you would please provide some follow-up evidence to assist 
the Sub-Committee in its scrutiny of Police Scotland’s use of body worn video 
cameras and drones. 

Could you please confirm the annual costs of the current body worn video cameras 
used by Police Scotland?  

Chief Superintendent Matthew Richards told the Sub-Committee that the capital costs 
of providing armed police officers with body worn video cameras for the first year 
would be £500,000. Could you please confirm the estimated revenue costs for the 
first year?  Also, could you please provide the estimated capital and revenue costs 
for the first year of providing body worn video cameras to all police officers. Could you 
also confirm whether consideration has been given to redeploying the body worn 
video camera units that Police Scotland currently has for use by armed police 
officers? 

Police Scotland is to meet with the Scottish Police Authority in February to discuss its 
budget for the next financial year and its plans to purchase more body worn video 
cameras. Could you please provide details of the outcome of that discussion to the 
Sub-Committee as soon as practically possible? 

Police Scotland indicates in its written evidence that body worn video equipment has 
been, or is, in the process of being redeployed to relevant Local Policing Divisions for 
the purpose of use at football matches. Is there guidance for police officers on using 
such cameras at football matches, and if so, has it been informed by lessons learned 
from the use of body worn cameras by the former Football Coordination Unit for 
Scotland (FoCUS)?  
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Could you please provide details of the timeframes for keeping data from body worn 
video cameras that may be required for a prosecution and the timeframe for keeping 
data that would not be required for a prosecution? Also, could you please confirm who 
would have access to the recordings, for example would recordings be made 
available to defence agents or others seeking exculpatory evidence? 

Do Police Scotland have Standard Operating Procedures in place for the use of 
drones and body worn video cameras, and if so, do they detail the parameters of use?  

In Police Scotland’s written evidence, it states that drones have accumulated a total 
of 129 hours of flying time since May 2019. However, Police Scotland’s evaluation 
report states that drones have completed 426 hours of flying since being delivered to 
Police Scotland. Could you please clarify the number of hours of flying that the drones 
have accumulated since coming into use and the discrepancy in those figures? Could 
you also please confirm whether these figures are for the use of the three DJI M20 
drones only? 

Police Scotland’s evaluation of the use of drones indicates that ‘Feedback received 
from internal stakeholders and the public has been overwhelmingly positive with 
significant support for use of the technology’. Could you please elaborate on the 
evidence to support this claim and whether that includes public support beyond 
searching for missing and vulnerable people?  

In its evidence to the Sub-Committee, the Scottish Police Federation indicates that it 
“remains of the view that a properly evidenced position for the purchase of RPAS was 
never made”, and that the purchase of the drones by Police Scotland was rushed in 
order to spend reform funding.  Could you please confirm whether the three drones 
were purchased from reform funding, and whether they were all purchased as part of 
one invitation to tender? 

In your evidence you referred to the independent ethics advisory panel, which met on 
12 January. Could you please confirm whether details of the panel and its meeting 
are available online?  In your written evidence you include the membership of the 
panel.1 It does not include any human rights groups or the Scottish Human Rights 
Commission, any representatives from black and minority ethnic communities, the 
Information Commissioner, PIRC, COSLA, or any academics who may have 
researched the impact of these technologies. Could you please confirm how the 
membership of the panel was established and its remit? 

You indicated to the Sub-Committee that you would be in favour of a code of practice 
for the use of drones. Could you please confirm whether this would be a statutory 
code of practice, and if so, who would have oversight of its implementation?  Has 
Police Scotland considered whether the Scottish Biometrics Commissioner, once in 
post, should consider the code of practice? 

 

                                            
1 Membership: Sheriff Alistair Duff Judicial Institute for Scotland (Chair); DCC Fiona Taylor Police Scotland (Co-Chair); Alan 

Russell, Supporters Direct Scotland; Andrew McCornick, National Farmers Union Scotland; Tom Clements, National Outdoor 
Events Association; Alasdair Anderson, SEPA; Sir Geoff Palmer, Edinburgh & Lothians Regional Equality Council; Robert Cowie, 
ENABLE Scotland; Nick Ward, The National Autistic Society Scotland; Charles Raab, University of Edinburgh; Nancy Loucks, 
Families Outside; Leslie Young, Epilepsy Scotland; Ben McKendrick, Scottish Youth Parliament; Robert Pollock, Economic 
Development Association Scotland; and Cathy Magee  Dyslexia Scotland. 
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The value of the invitation to tender states that “The Scottish Police Authority require 
to purchase the supply and delivery of two Unmanned Aerial Vehicles for the Air 
Support Unit”. The value of the procurement is £106,000 (excluding VAT). The 
contract was awarded to Martek Drones Ltd T/A Coptrz, at a value of £105,890. In its 
evaluation report, Police Scotland confirmed that it uses DJI M20 drones. During 
evidence to the SPA’s Policing Performance Committee, on 17 November 2020, 
Police Scotland stated that the cost of each drone is about £7,000. Could you please 
explain the discrepancy in the costs provided by Police Scotland and provide details 
of what was purchased for £105,890? 

You confirmed to the Sub-Committee that Police Scotland has acquired and used 
three drones for operational policing. In a response to a freedom of information 
request, on 20 December 2020, Police Scotland confirmed that it has seven drones. 
The response states that Police Scotland possess the following: 

“DJI M210 - there are three with one being located in Inverness, Aberdeen and 
Glasgow respectively.   

 DJI Phantom 4 - there are four with one in Inverness and Aberdeen 
respectively and two in Glasgow”. 

Could you please explain this discrepancy? Could you also confirm whether an 
evaluation of the use of the four DJI Phantoms has been carried out, whether they 
have been used for operational policing and, if so, provide details of any relevant 
assessments carried out prior to that use? 

In evidence to the Sub-Committee, you confirmed that the manufacturer of the drones 
had resolved the issue of water ingress, and that the drones are flying safely. 

In January 2020, the Air Accidents Investigation Branch (AAIB) published details of 
its investigation into the DJI Matrice 210. It found that: 

“Failures of the Matrice 200 series aircraft resulted in a loss of power and 
control, with the aircraft typically falling vertically to the ground. This poses a 
risk of injury to people on the ground which is not mitigated by the current UK 
regulations or published guidance material applicable to operating an 
unmanned aircraft system”. 

The AAIB made the following two safety recommendations to the UK Civil Aviation 
Authority: 

“Firstly, it is recommended that the Civil Aviation Authority notify users of the 
DJI Matrice 200 series of the possibility of moisture entering the aircraft when 
operating in rain and that this could result in a sudden loss of control of the 
aircraft. 

Secondly, it is recommended that the Civil Aviation Authority specify the 
conditions that must be met for an unmanned aircraft to be flown safely over 
people”. 

Could you please confirm whether these safety issues have been resolved and 
whether Police Scotland has deployed the DJI M20 drones over people since these 

https://www.scotland.police.uk/spa-media/4njpnt3b/20-2259-response.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/aaib-report-safe-overflight-of-people-by-unmanned-aircraft-systems
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recommendations were made? Could you also please confirm whether the 
specification of the DJI M20 drone indicates whether it can be used in wet weather 
(rain, snow and fog) and, if so, whether Police Scotland was aware of this prior to the 
contract being awarded? 

A response by Friday, 5 February would be appreciated. 

Yours sincerely 

 

John Finnie MSP 
Convener, Justice Sub-Committee on Policing 


