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Re: Remote piloted aircraft systems and body worn video cameras 
 
Dear Mr Finnie, 
 
I write in reply to your correspondence in relation to evidence provided to the Sub-Committee by 
Police Scotland in relation to remotely piloted aircraft systems (RPAS) and body worn video 
cameras (BWV). 
 
 
Body Worn Video Cameras 
 
Could you please confirm the annual costs of the current body worn video cameras used by 
Police Scotland? 
 
There is no specific annual budget for the current body worn video cameras used by Police 
Scotland, although there are some ongoing revenue costs subsumed into existing budget lines.  
The cost of replacement camera equipment and fault resolution is approx. 12k per annum.  
 
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?  
 
In terms of revenue budget, initial scoping indicates that the staff revenue budget is projected to 
be between £185,000 and £250,000.  Whilst user and technical requirements are still to be 
developed, early estimates indicate a projected first year revenue budget of £190,000 to cover 
any warranty/licensing/data storage charges. 
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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. 
 
The first year of a project of this scale would largely involve appropriate resources being put in 
place, public engagement, developing an initial business case, procurement procedures and 
developing a full business case.  Therefore there are no capital costs expected in the first year 
of the project, but there are projected reform and revenue staff budget costs of circa £137,000 
and £264,000 respectively.  In year 2, when it is projected BWV could be purchased, capital 
costs are estimated to be £3.4m with revenue and reform costs for staff and cloud storage 
estimated to be £3.2m (made up of reform funding circa £600,000 and revenue funding circa 
£2.6m). 
 
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? 
 
Redeployment of the BWV cameras from North East Division to armed policing officers is not a 
favoured option for a number of reasons, particularly the impact on local policing in the North 
East.  The user and technical requirements for armed policing officers are in the process of 
being developed and these will have to be assessed before making any decision on the BWV 
solution to be provided to them. 
 
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? 
 
Following due process and governance an update can be provided to the Sub-Committee when 
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)? 
 
Officers must complete a one day training course before becoming eligible to form part of an 
Evidence Gathering Team (EGT) at football matches.  The use of BWV is covered in this 
training with guidance and learning provided. 
 
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? 
 
Data is automatically deleted from the BWV device when it is 'docked' at a local station.  Once 
'docked', the data is downloaded onto the Police Scotland server where it remains until it is 
automatically weeded after 31 days. This is in line with existing procedures outlined within the 
Police Scotland Record Retention SOP. 
  
Data required for a policing purpose, such as being utilised as evidence in criminal proceedings 
or to investigate a complaint about the police can be kept for a longer period.  The process to do 
so, involves exporting the required data from the server and 'burning' it onto a disc.  Evidential 
data would then be lodged as a 'production' and retained in line with the Crime and 
Investigations section of the Police Scotland Record Retention SOP. 
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Once retained as a 'production' and burned to disc, footage may be kept until no longer required 
for legal or otherwise justified proceedings. The 'production' will thereafter be disposed of 
according to the Productions Standard Operating Procedure. 
  
In relation to the judicial system any BWV footage is presented to COPFS in disc form. Where 
this data has been submitted to COPFS, they will adhere to the Criminal Justice and Licensing 
(Scotland) Act 2010, to meet their statutory requirement to disclose material evidence to the 
defence.   
  
Any external requests to review or retain data for any purpose, would be assessed and 
managed according the various procedures and processes already in place. 
 
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? 
 
Police Scotland do not have a Standard Operating Procedure for the use of BWV, however local 
training, guidance, parameters and operating procedures are in place for the local deployment 
of Body Worn Video within North East Division.  For EGT officers deployed at football matches, 
parameters are also covered in the aforementioned NFIP training.  As per our previous 
submission to the Sub-Committee, formalised Standard Operating Procedures will be developed 
as part of any future extended BWV roll-out. 
 
A previous Standard Operating Procedure relating to the Air Support Unit (ASU) was reviewed 
and is now reflected in the Air Support National Guidance document. This provides information 
on the ASU, tasking and co-ordination and includes RPAS. This was signed off and published 
on 16 November 2020 and is EqHRIA compliant. 
 
Remotely Piloted Aircraft Systems 
 
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? 
 
As stated in my evidence to the committee, the 129 hours refers to flying hours completed 
during the evaluation period 1 May 2019 to 30 April 2020. The 426 hours stated in the 
evaluation report refers to the total flying hours at the date of submission since purchase.  This 
latter figure is across all the platforms operated by Police Scotland and includes both 
acceptance and testing, training, research and development and operational use.  There are a 
significant number of training hours included in this overall total. Training is essential to gain the 
skills required to operate RPAS safely and to maintain operational competency.   
 
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? 
 
Feedback has never been formally recorded as such but includes that which has been received 
through social media and face to face engagement by the ASU when deploying operationally. 
Feedback is also received regularly through the RPAS officer’s interaction with local policing 
commanders and other policing colleagues. In all of the dealings that the ASU has had with the 
public the feedback online and face to face has been overwhelmingly positive. There has been 
no negative or critical responses, including in relation to deployments other than those 
associated with missing person searches.  
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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? 
 
I would wholly refute these statements and offer the following context by way of reassurance to 
the Committee. Firstly, The Scottish Police Federation (SPF) have to date, not raised these 
concerns with the ASU team and indeed have been afforded opportunity to do so annually since 
2016 and as recently as 2020 during a formal internal consultation process in relation to the 
ASU Equalities and Human Rights Impact Assessment and the ASU National Guidance 
document which both include use of RPAS. The ASU team would welcome positive discussion 
and direct feedback from the SPF in order that we can provide clarity around their concerns and 
any future matters regarding use of RPAS that may impact their members. 

 
In 2015, on the direction of the Police Scotland Force Executive, a project team at the ASU was 
established to research the use of remotely piloted aircraft systems for operational policing as 
an enhancement to the current air support capability. This team was led by the ASU Inspector 
and a team consisting of experienced police officers, all of whom have years of experience in 
operational policing, specialist search and crucially, air support. The project team conducted 
substantial research work which included engagement with law enforcement colleagues in 
England & Wales already using the technology to gain information on policies, procedures and 
best practice. In addition this research work included: 
 

 Engagement with the aviation regulator, the Civil Aviation Authority regarding legislative 
compliance and safety.  

 Market research with industry, manufacturers and academia to establish what 
technology was available and whether it would meet the requirements of Police 
Scotland.  

 Engagement with external stakeholders such as Scottish Ambulance Service and 
Scottish Fire & Rescue Service to ascertain demand across the three emergency 
services and explore and consider shared services of air assets.  

 Internal consultation with all Divisional Commanders and Heads of Department to better 
understand local and national priorities and how air support and RPAS could be utilised 
to support these priorities.  

 
At each and every stage of this work the project team briefed the Force Executive and gained 
approval and further direction culminating in the procurement of the technology in January 2018. 
This significant work over 3 years and the regular communication with force governance 
processes demonstrates the comprehensive nature of the business case journey culminating in 
purchase of RPAS and associated equipment. The three RPAS currently used operationally and 
their associated equipment were purchased through an ITT.  
 
From a procurement perspective, Police Scotland conducted an open competitive tender 
process that was conducted for the supply, delivery and maintenance of three UAV's. Funding 
was provided through Capital expenditure following approval by the Police Scotland Corporate 
Finance and People Board. Funding was not from the reform budget. 
 
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? 
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Police Scotland’s Independent Ethical Advisory Panel (IEAP) currently has a cadre of nineteen 
individuals from a cross section of Scottish society (the individual members that met to discuss 
RPAS were detailed in the submission to the Committee). The Ethics team have just concluded 
three more familiarisation training days for new panel members and await confirmation of 
interest to participate. Depending on the outcome of this process the cadre could increase in 
size up to around 60 participants. 
 
Since the IEAP was set up (at the end of 2020), the Ethics team has reached out to around 100 
different organisations who represent academia, the Public and Private sectors and 3rd Sector 
agencies. Again, dependant on the success of our recent familiarisation days, Police Scotland 
are hoping to achieve representation from over 50 organisations.  
 
The IEAP is a supportive mechanism to primarily review considerations and procedures which 
precede decision making rather than review the decisions themselves. It is a significant and 
very positive step forward for Police Scotland and represents a genuine desire to meaningfully 
engage and work with the public and other key stakeholders to shape the delivery of policing 
services across all of our communities. 
 
The final report submitted by the IEAP Chair and the Panel membership can be publicised at 
Police Scotland’s discretion, but only when the subject matter has come to some form of 
conclusion. No minutes are recorded and no comments are attributed to individuals. To ensure 
transparency and validity the underlying principle of the IEAP is that it is entirely independent.  
 
The panel members who attended on the 12th January, included representation from 
academics in the field, ethnic minorities and prominent figures from the world of Human Rights. 
The final attendees differed slightly from the previous submission which was made before the 
actual panel was held. A recorded list is attached for your information. 
 
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? 

 
A Code of Practice for the Police use of RPAS is currently being developed. At this stage it is 
unlikely to be statutory. However this will be considered as part of our overall development 
process and governance will be exercised through existing structures within Police Scotland and 
SPA. At this stage, it is unclear what role if any the Scottish Biometrics Commissioner would 
have in considering the code however this will also be discussed as part of the development 
process.  
 
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? 
 
The original purchase of three RPAS from Martek Drones Ltd (COPTRZ) related to 3 x DJI Wind 
8 platforms and associated equipment including for example, cameras, controllers, screens, 
cables, batteries, chargers and spare parts. At this time the DJI M210 did not exist commercially 
and was not available for purchase.  

 
During acceptance testing of the Wind 8 platform issues manifested in terms of its internal GPS 
and relay and integration of the thermal image camera sensor. Despite the best efforts of the 
supplier, they were unable to resolve these issues and as such Police Scotland refused to 
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accept the platforms and they were returned. The Wind 8 was never deployed operationally, 
however 1 x Wind 8 platform was retained and utilised for research and development work.  
 
The supplier was required to supply an alternative platform type to Police Scotland and as such 
we took delivery of the 3 x DJI M210 platforms along with associated equipment. Each M210 
including 2 x cameras per platform cost £19,051. The remaining cost attributed to essential 
associated equipment as described above. The figure of £7000 quoted refers to a bare M210 
platform with no additional equipment. The correct market cost at that time was £6,300 exl VAT. 
 
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?  
 
Prior to procurement of the operational RPAS and to enable training of officers as RPAS pilots, 
3 x DJI Phantom 4 platforms were purchased. These are located at Aberdeen, Inverness and 
Glasgow. A further DJI Phantom 4 was obtained from Crown Office who had released the 
machine to Police Scotland following the conclusion of a criminal case in which this machine 
was a key production. There were no costs associated with this. This machine is used research 
and development work. Ensuring compliance with the CAA and aviation legislation, each RPAS 
officer was required to attain a minimum of 3 hours flying experience prior to undergoing the 
nationally mandated training course. As such, Police Scotland invested in the 3 DJI Phantom 
platforms. These platforms can also be deployed operationally but only for use during crime 
scene analysis and post incident investigation. 
 
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? 
 
During the initial research work conducted by the project team between 2015 and 2017, it was 
established that the DJI Phantom platform was the most suitable type as a training platform. 
These platforms had the added benefit of the same controls, software and handling 
characteristics of the larger DJI platforms which were subsequently procured. This enabled 
early familiarity with DJI products and provided a solid foundation in terms of operating a drone 
safely. The Phantoms have been used operationally to obtain aerial imagery. All aerial imagery, 
regardless of drone type, is covered in the EqHRIA and DPIA which were completed before 
operational use in May 2019 and reviewed annually. The DJI Phantoms are also listed within 
the Police Scotland Operations Manual and approved for use by the CAA. 

 
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. 
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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 4 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? 
 
Firstly, Police Scotland RPAS officers have never and will never knowingly fly overhead 
members of the public.  This is stated in our Operational Safety Case and Operations Manual 
and forms a key part of our site survey and deployment model.  This has been the case from the 
outset and an established mitigation procedure even before the reported failures and 
subsequent recommendations. 
 
In terms of the water ingress issue, this was detailed in the Police Scotland RPAS Evaluation 
Report submitted to the SPA in November 2020 - Page 5, Chapter 6.3. 
 
The safety issues have been resolved in relation to the M210 as all systems operated by the 
police across the UK were recalled for remedial upgrades.  The manufacturer acknowledged 
there was an issue following intervention by the NPCC and AAIB.  Again, it should be noted that 
Police Scotland did not suffer any failures and at no time was the public at risk.  Any urgent 
tasks that require to be undertaken in inclement weather are undertaken by the helicopter.  In 
most cases the RPAS deployments are pre-planned and can be adjusted according to weather 
conditions.  Police Scotland continues to work the CAA and other Police RPAS users 
throughout the UK to monitor the safety and integrity of the current M210 platform and 
contributes crucial feedback to the manufacturer to assist in future development of drones for 
emergency services. 
 
Prior to acquiring the M210 platform, the manufacturer, DJI, advertised that the machine could 
be flown in the rain and carried an IP Rating of 43. The M210 platform is not designed to fly in 
the snow or in fog as the RPAS pilot must maintain direct and unaided visual line of sight of the 
machine at all times and this cannot be done when the visibility is poor.  Snow and ice also 
change the aerodynamic properties of aircraft so flying in those conditions is not suitable for the 
RPAS. 
 
Police Scotland was not aware of the water ingress issue prior to accepting the M210 platform.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 

 
 
 
Mark Williams 
Assistant Chief Constable 
Police Scotland 
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Independent Ethics Advisory Panel 

12 January 2021 

 

1. Sheriff Alistair Duff (Chair) - Director of the Judicial Institute for Scotland 

2. Andrew McCornick - President, National Farmers Union Of Scotland 

3. Professor Charles Raab - Professorial Fellow, University of Edinburgh 

4. Prof. Nancy Loucks OBE - Chief Executive, Families Outside 

5. Sir Geoff Palmer OBE - Professor Emeritus 

6. Cathy Magee - Chief Executive, Dyslexia Scotland 

7. Lesslie Young - Chief Executive, Epilepsy Scotland 

8. Alan Russell - Chief Executive, Supporters Direct Scotland 

9. Dr Robert Pollock - Economic Development Association Scotland 

10. Alasdair Anderson - Scottish Environment Protection Agency – SEPA 

11. Nick Ward - Director, National Autistic Society Scotland 

12. Robert Cowie - ENABLE Scotland   

13. Tom Clements - National Outdoor Events Association 
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