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[bookmark: _Toc163405432]Abstract
[bookmark: _Hlk163404724]Live facial recognition (LFR) is an emerging technology in the policing field within the UK. By scanning crowds, it can identify any matches against a pre-determined watchlist, to identify offenders and persons of interest. LFR has not been without its public controversy, with high-profile court cases challenging its ethical operation. This research project explored the existing public perception research available around LFR and found that the opinions were mixed. Primary research was conducted using online surveys with over 200 members of the community within South Wales to ascertain their view on South Wales Police’s use of LFR. The results were widely spread across the survey but generally found that the public felt that LFR was an invasion of their privacy. Several recommendations have been made as a result of this research, including recommending further research to conduct more in-depth analysis of LFR and recommending police forces to increase public awareness of LFR to improve the public’s perception of the technology.
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[bookmark: _Toc163405434]1.1 – Introduction
This chapter will provide an introductory view of the dissertation. The background of the research topic will be explored, and the aim and objectives of the research will be defined. The structure of the dissertation will also be explored.

[bookmark: _Toc163405435]1.2 – Background
South Wales Police (SWP) say (South Wales Police, 2023) live facial recognition (LFR) is the use of live video cameras operated by the police that scan faces in real-time and compare those with a set of faces on a pre-determined watchlist to identify possible matches. This would trigger an alert, and then officers will engage with the person identified. They state that it is aimed to help keep communities safe by identifying persons of interest in a bid to prevent and detect crime.
This research project will show there has been much debate around LFR, and it has become a large talking point within UK police forces, media outlets, courts, and civil rights groups. All of whom have been weighing in on the ethicality, and privacy concerns the deployment of LFR has seemingly generated. 
The UK policing model is one of ‘policing by consent’ (Tudor, 2023). Whereby police conduct their duties knowing their role is dependent on the public approving their existence, methods, and actions (Home Office, 2012). Given this, the importance of the public perception of new and emerging policing tools cannot be overstated. 



[bookmark: _Toc163405436]1.3 – Aims & Objectives
[bookmark: _Toc163405437]1.3.1 - Aim
Given that LFR is a talking point amongst various groups, this research project aims to research and analyse the public perception of LFR as a tool for UK policing and to make a conclusion as to whether it is too intrusive of a tool for modern-day policing in the UK.
[bookmark: _Toc163405438]1.3.2 – Objectives
· Objective 1: Establish if LFR is effective.
· Objective 2: Investigate the ethical position of LFR.
· Objective 3: Explore and analyse society’s perception of LFR: Does the public think LFR impacts their right to privacy?

[bookmark: _Toc163405439]1.4 – Structure
This dissertation will contain five chapters to tackle the research objectives.
Chapter 1 establishes what LFR is and begins to outline how LFR is talked about by various organisations. It has outlined both the research aim and objectives and provided an introductory view of the research project as a whole.
Chapter 2 explores the published literature available. It is split into categories following the research objectives and reviews varying publications covering a spectrum of opinion on LFR. It identifies a gap in the research, paving the way for primary research to be included as part of this dissertation. 
Chapter 3 outlines the method and analysis techniques to be employed for the primary research. It outlines why the method was chosen, and some of the benefits and limitations of these methods by referencing publications on various research methods.
Chapter 4 presents and analyses some of the key findings from the primary research collected through the methods in Chapter 3. The analyses will set the stage for the review, conclusion, and recommendations in Chapter 5.
Chapter 5 provides an overview of the research project. Key conclusions will be made, and recommendations to others will be stated based on the findings both from Chapter 2 and Chapter 4.

[bookmark: _Toc163405440]Chapter 2 – Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc163405441]2.1 Introduction
This chapter will provide an overview of the use of LFR within a policing context. The chapter will explore the uses of LFR and review sources questioning its lawfulness. The chapter will then attempt to answer if LFR is an effective policing tool and will finally review previous studies around the public perception of LFR and propose the case for the research required. The research project will aim to address the following three objectives:
1. Is LFR Effective?
2. What is the ethical position of LFR?
3. What is society’s perception of LFR: Does the public think LFR impacts their right to privacy?

[bookmark: _Toc163405442]2.2 Is LFR effective?
The measurement of the effectiveness of LFR will be both complex and subjective. The research will show there are a multitude of data points measured in any single LFR deployment including watchlist size, false alerts, positive alerts, engagements, arrests, and total faces scanned. This section will review and analyse the data published both by UK police forces in their use of LFR and the accuracy of facial technology in a broader sense, to analyse the effectiveness of LFR.
The College of Policing (College of Policing, 2022), which issues guidance to all UK police forces on the use of LFR, has set out that the technology is to be used overtly. They also recommend to police forces that they should provide members of the public with information and guidance on the use of LFR, suggesting transparency and education is the correct use of the technology to build public trust. This guidance is being followed by forces considered in this chapter who have several documents available online regarding the use of LFR.
Focusing on SWP, the first published deployment was in the summer of 2017 over 4 days for the UEFA Champions League Final. Out of the 2632 alerts the LFR system made, 2554 were deemed to be incorrect given an accuracy of just under 3% (South Wales Police, 2023). It can be difficult to argue that from this first deployment, the technology was effective. The SWP released data showing trials and deployments of LFR continued, including through the Ed Bridges court case, and the data shows there is a significant decrease in total alerts generated. In the summer of 2023, LFR was deployed to a Harry Styles concert for two nights. On the first night, 119’774 faces were seen and LFR generated no alerts for a watchlist made up of 529 persons. The second night, however, saw the watchlist increase by 1, and with 133’198 faces scanned, generated one alert where officers spoke with that individual, but no arrest was made. 
The deployments by SWP have seen the number of false alerts drop massively, but this has also been in conjunction with the fall in number of alerts in total. Similar statistics for other events all paint the story of how, even when the number of faces seen is in the tens of thousands and sometimes hundreds of thousands, the number of alerts has always been a fraction of the total faces scanned. The highest ratio of alerts in 2023 was at Swansea Air Show, where 3 alerts were generated following a scan of 59’431 faces that resulted in one arrest (South Wales Police, 2023).
It is difficult to pass judgement on the effectiveness of LFR using the released statistics. The majority of deployments in 2023 resulted in no alerts by the system, and since 2022 a total of 4 arrests have been made off the back of LFR deployments. Given the hundreds of thousands of faces scanned in this period, it is difficult to argue if the arrest numbers deem LFR effective. Consideration should be given to the type of offence arrested for, which is not commonly released (South Wales Police, 2023).
In October of 2023, the Daily Mail reported on Essex Police’s use of LFR and reported that 3 people were arrested, including one for rape (James, 2023). A strong argument that the technology on this occasion was effective can be easily made here, given the serious nature of one of the offences a person was apprehended for. Additionally, the LFR system used by Essex was actually on loan from SWP, so the conclusion that SWP’s technology was effective can be argued (Essex Police, 2023).
Isolated news stories of LFR successes are not exclusive to SWP. On September 9th, 2023, LFR in London identified a man who was wanted for failing to appear at court some four months earlier. Officers went to intervene and stop the male, who had Class B drugs. The male who had been wanted for just over four months was arrested and later convicted for both the original offences he was on the watchlist for and the new offences he committed on the deployment day (Metropolitan Police Service, 2023).
The review of the effectiveness of LFR has also been subject to academic reviews. Researchers from the University of Essex reviewed LFR technology by the MPS in 2020, finding the LFR matches were 19% accurate. What makes for interesting reading, however, is human operators judged 62% of the matches to be accurate. This means that the human operators of LFR have a misplaced degree of trust in the system and are overestimating its effectiveness and accuracy (Fussey & Murray, 2020).
Another evaluation conducted by the National Physical Laboratory had contrary findings. Over the five LFR deployments evaluated, the true recognition rate sat at around 90%. The study also searched for any disparity in false alerts respective to gender and ethnicity. It was reported that whilst the false positive rates were higher for black people than Asian and white people when the LFR system was using settings typical for an event deployment, it was not statistically significant and therefore inferred the system had no racial or gender bias (Mansfield, 2023).
The question of whether LFR is effective remains and is difficult to define in this chapter. It can be easily determined the accuracy of the technology was poor during the initial deployments in the UK in 2017 but has since improved. The argument for the technology being effective can easily be made using isolated stories of offenders wanted for serious and multiple offences being caught using LFR. What is a more ambiguous question, is whether there are more effective ways to apprehend such individuals.
Lastly, given the overt nature of LFR deployments as recommended by the College of Policing, and the transparency police forces use on LFR, an inference can be drawn that LFR acts as a deterrent. SWP deployments of LFR are published in advance (South Wales Police, 2023), so there is a reasonable chance a person wanted for an offence may avoid such areas due to LFR deployment and never be counted as a positive outcome statistic. LFR acting as a deterrent would be difficult to measure. 
The effectiveness of LFR is subjective, and both sides' arguments on LFR’s effectiveness have a vast amount of research supporting their argument due to the complex nature of measuring LFR’s accuracy (Fussey & Murray, 2020). The effectiveness of LFR would be better measured by public perception. Given the UK police by consent (Tudor, 2023), its effectiveness should be based on the public’s perception of effectiveness. Few recent publications are researching this topic which paves the way for this research project.

[bookmark: _Toc163405443]

2.3 Is LFR considered ethical?
LFR is an emerging technology being utilised by both law enforcement agencies and governments around the world to fulfil a variety of objectives. In England and Wales, police forces have used LFR to identify persons of interest in public spaces, an idea that civil liberties groups campaigned against towards the end of the 2010s (Purshouse & Campbell, 2022).
In 2017 trials of LFR were implemented, and notable events they were deployed to included London’s Notting Hill Carnival and the 2017 UEFA Champions League Final in Cardiff. Some years later in 2019, Cardiff resident Ed Bridges, with the assistance of the civil rights group Liberty brought a legal challenge against SWP’s use of the technology (Thornton, 2019).
Mr Bridges challenged SWP’s legal and ethical use of the technology because he believed the capture of the data was contrary to the Human Rights Act 1998 and data protection legislation with disregard to the Equality Act 2010 (Purshouse & Campbell, 2022). The legal challenge was long and complex and was heard in multiple courts over many months. In the first instance, the high court determined in September 2019 that the deployment of LFR by SWP did not interfere with the privacy rights of everyone scanned and outlined that the legal framework at the time of its decision provided adequate safeguards for the use of LFR (Liberty, 2023). Mr Bridges and Liberty were unsatisfied with the judgement of the high court and almost a year after taking their case to the court of appeal, additional judgements were made. The Court of Appeal on some points sided with SWP. Notably, SWP’s use of LFR was a proportionate interference with Article 8 rights of the Human Rights Act 1998. The court highlighted that contrary to Mr Bridges' claim that multiple persons were affected by the use of LFR, the interference in their right to a private life remained low enough for it to fall in line with the Human Rights Act (Purshouse & Campbell, 2022).
However, the Court of Appeal ruled that SWP did not take enough steps to eliminate the discrimination of LFR based on sex and race (Purshouse & Campbell, 2022). The idea that LFR software was racially discriminating was not a unique argument to Mr Bridges’ case. In 2018, Amazon’s facial recognition technology, which was being used by some US law enforcement agencies, was put to the test by an American civil liberties group (Singer, 2018). The test used photos of all 535 members of Congress and used a pre-determined watch list of approximately 25’000 custody photos that were available in the public domain (Snow, 2018). 28 members of Congress were falsely matched to custody photos, and those false positives were disproportionately non-white people (Thornton, 2019). The test was damning and remains a key talking point for the civil rights group to support their argument to ban the technology.
In the years since the Bridges versus SWP case, the discussion around the legality of LFR remains a heavy discussion point with different news outlets, universities and specifically SWP pushing differing arguments. Chief Constable of SWP Jemery Vaughan, who also happens to be the national policing lead on biometrics, stated the following about the high-profile court case:
“There was nothing in the Court of Appeal judgment that fundamentally undermined the use of facial recognition to protect the public and I am pleased that the work that has been carried out has given us confidence in meeting our public sector equality impact obligations and strengthened the operational policies and guidance we have in place to withstand the most robust legal challenge and public scrutiny.”
(South Wales Police, 2023)
Contrary to CC Vaughan, a research team from the University of Cambridge undertook an audit test and determined that LFR use in the UK failed to meet the minimum ethical and legal standards for police use of LFR. More specifically, the report highlights the lack of transparency and regular oversight needed when scanning crowds of thousands of people. The author of this report has boldly stated they are in support of the ban on the use of LFR, based on their findings (Radiya-Dixit, 2022).
In a bid to cement LFR’s ethical position and public privacy concerns, SWP claim (South Wales Police, 2022) those faces scanned that do not trigger a match from a watchlist are instantly deleted. There is research published that expands on image deletion further, and whether an image is truly deleted is surprisingly complex. In an analysis of image deletion applications, the researchers found (Fatima, et al., 2022) that images deleted off of phones are not permanently deleted, and tools publicly available can easily recover those images. They state even applications that claim to delete images off of phones permanently, rarely delete the image in most locations. They also expand to say there are growing concerns over criminality whereby phones are sold to offenders and then images thought to be deleted are retrieved to blackmail the original owner. Therefore, SWP’s claim images are deleted may not provide comfort to the public that SWP are ethical in the image storing technology, as there is no independent review to confirm if SWP are taking the necessary steps to ensure stored images are permanently deleted.


The question of whether LFR use is legal and ethical today it seems is not as simple to answer. There are many conflicting interpretations and arguments on whether there is racial bias or breaches of privacy laws concerning the Human Rights Act (Hartley, 2023). The research highlights LFR being an area of conflict and a significant talking point in society, specifically about SWP. 
Arguments between opposing sides are continuing, with mainstream news still referring to the Court of Appeal judgment from the case heard in 2020 and highlighting the continued campaign to ban the technology. SWP maintain there had not been any wrongful arrests as a result of the use of LFR (Hartley, 2023). 
Despite there being calls to ban LFR with legality being a driving factor, there are limited, if any, current publications that seriously bring doubt as to the legality of LFR, where the author of such publications is writing from an unbiased standpoint. Research suggests there are no current ongoing legal battles in the use of LFR and it is continuing to be deployed by SWP (South Wales Police, 2022). Furthermore, the policing minister for the UK, Chris Philip, urged police to double facial recognition searches including the use of LFR. He stated that it has a sound legal basis that has enabled serious criminals, including those wanted for murder, to be caught (Home Office, 2023). 
The conclusion can be drawn, despite its contentions, that LFR is legal and ethical at present. However, there is a gap in the research found for a full legal analysis of police forces’ use of current and planned use of LFR that is independent of both the police force itself, the UK government and any civil rights group who may be motivated towards bias given the opinions of their stakeholders. 



[bookmark: _Toc163405444]2.4 What is the public perception of LFR?
LFR is still considered controversial. UK civil rights group Liberty still channels the argument that the technology remains discriminatory and authoritarian and calls for the ban of the technology altogether. As of 30th October 2023, their petition to ban the technology sits at over 80’000 signatures (Liberty, 2023). 
A journal article in 2020 reflects an attempt to assess the public perception of the MPS’ use of LFR. The question of whether it was acceptable for the Metropolitan Police to deploy LFR was asked of London residents along with some fictional justifications for a deployment.  83% of the 1000 Londoners surveyed agreed that LFR was acceptable to scan crowds for terrorists but dropped dramatically to 45% when considering using LFR to identify those wanted for nuisance behaviour (Bradford, et al., 2020).
A study exploring the social commentary on LFR highlights a negative view of its use. The study by Bragias et al (Bragias, et al., 2021), analysed public commentary posts on several public videos on LFR. The study showed of the comments analysed, around 75% were negative and criticised LFR. Furthermore, only 15% were identified as positive with the other comments labelled as neutral. The report makes recommendations to law enforcement agencies that they may have increased support if they make the LFR practice more transparent. Given the report was published in 2021, and the several changes on LFR already identified, the public perception of LFR will be the key focus point for this dissertation. 
Additionally, the report by Bradford showed that there was a clear link between the public’s perception of LFR, and what exactly LFR was being used for, highlighting a more complex public perception feeling in comparison to the findings by Bragias et al (Bragias, et al., 2021). However, the report limits the factual conclusions we can draw about the public’s current perception of the technology today. The report by Bradford conducted its research in 2018, over five years ago. Additionally, the research was conducted before the high-profile Bridges versus SWP case, which may have affected public perception of LFR.
There is a large gap created by a lack of recent research conducted to analyse the public perception of LFR, particularly focusing on SWP’s use of the technology which this research project will aim to address.



[bookmark: _Toc163405445]Chapter 3 – Research Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc163405446]3.1 – Introduction
This chapter will detail how the primary research for this project will be gathered and outline the various considerations considered during the research collection and analysis phases of the project.

[bookmark: _Toc163405447]3.2 – Research Strategy
There is a significant gap in the research available for society’s perception of LFR. To help close that gap, primary research will be conducted for this project. The chosen research method is for self-completion surveys to be disseminated online. 
There are several advantages to using online surveys to gather insight into public perception, as Nicholas Walliman (Walliman, 2006) outlines in his book Social Research Methods. Online surveys, where the sample group complete the surveys themselves, are often more convenient for the participant and therefore are going to have a higher response rate. Walliman also outlines that online surveys give participants more time to check facts and consider their answers, which leads to more accurate information. There is also next to no cost for using online surveys, as there are many free online survey providers. 
Some studies (Yasser, et al., 2014) show that the validity of results from online surveys can be affected negatively, due to coverage bias, where internet access is directly linked to a trend, and selection biases, where those who chose to participate in an online survey have a common view, and those not participating hold a similar but opposing view that is under-represented in the results. It is generally accepted, however, that a well-designed survey online will yield similar results to in-person pen and paper questionnaires (Yasser, et al., 2014).
The method chosen has largely been decided due to the time saved by the method and will enable this dissertation to obtain the most amount of research possible in the shortest time.


This primary research into public perception of LFR will be conducted using the online questionnaire tool SurveyMonkey. SurveyMonkey is a self-explanatory tool that requires the researcher to have simple competence to set up, but more importantly, enables a participant to answer the survey with minimal computer literacy to complete (McDowall & Murphy, 2018). Therefore, in using SurveyMonkey, the computer literacy of the participant as a factor in not answering the survey, will be minimised.

[bookmark: _Toc163405448]3.3 – Data Collection & Analysis
As this is a public perception study, the online surveys will be open to any members of the public within South Wales. It has been chosen to focus the public perception on South Wales as research showed South Wales Police are one of the prominent forces for LFR use and there have been no significant and recent public perception studies identified for South Wales residents.
Most of the questions posed on the survey will be closed format questions, whereby the participant must choose an answer from the list given (Walliman, 2006, p. 90). This will aid in quick data analysis and as Walliman highlights in his book, will limit how much interpretation is required to make analyses. These closed questions will provide largely quantitative data, and the ability to make conclusions on the mean spread of a specific answer will be made easier. More specifically, the questions will largely be made up of sliding scales ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree for several statements on LFR allowing for ease in identifying trends.
There will still be a few open questions on the survey, to allow the participant to use free text to express their opinion. This would gather qualitative data, making the survey a mixed-method study. In doing this, the limitations of qualitative and quantitative data can be balanced out (Office for Health Improvement and Disparities, 2020) as a mixture of quantitative and qualitative is advantageous.
Data analysis also largely informed the choice of research method. Online surveys, especially when quantitative data is collected, are much quicker to disseminate, collect and analyse in comparison to their in-person counterparts such as interviews and in-person questionnaires (Eynon, et al., 2017).
The survey will be disseminated using an invite link generated by the online survey platform and added onto a forum website in a sub-forum where the topic is South Wales. This hopes the majority of those who see the survey will qualify as participants.
[bookmark: _Toc163405449]3.4 – Ethical Considerations
Ethical considerations must be given, and the researcher will take several steps to ensure the research remains ethical. Firstly, the survey will only be open to those over the age of 18. Secondly, it must be explicitly obvious that participation in the research is voluntary, and the participant can withdraw from the study at any point before the completion of the study without consequence. Lastly, the data collected during the study will be treated with care. To make any conclusions on public perception of LFR, there is no need for personal or sensitive information to be gathered, so it will not be asked for, save for ethnicity and gender. Concerning any other data gathered, such as opinions, the data will be held on SurveyMonkey in a password-protected account, and once the dissertation has drawn its relevant conclusions, the data will be deleted. This information must be treated carefully, as some participants may without request submit personal data in open-ended questions, and harm could come to such participants if the data is not stored correctly (Eynon, et al., 2017).
At the very start of the survey, a disclaimer explaining the above will be added, so the participant is fully informed before continuing to answer the public perception survey. Those who do not complete the study, will not have their results analysed for any conclusions. 
Ethical consent has also been granted by the submission of ethical proposal forms to the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, and those are attached in the appendix.

[bookmark: _Toc163405450]

3.5 – Limitations and Potential Issues
Some limitations come with the pros of using the online survey method. One such limitation was found through secondary research by Florian Keusch (Keusch, 2015). In their article, they found that those from a black background, and similarly those who are male, were less likely to participate in online surveys. This may cause limitations in making conclusions on society’s perception of the use of LFR in South Wales if there is a limited participation rate in these groups. Therefore, the gender and ethnicity of the participant will be asked, so that this limitation can be considered when making conclusions. 
There will be no robust way of ensuring those answering the survey are from the South Wales area or even the UK, so this will be one limitation of the online survey method. Additionally, whilst police officers are members of the public and are entitled to have their opinion, to assess any trends of bias, one question will be posed to ascertain if the participant is a member of a UK police force.
Additionally, there may only be a limited number of participants who answer the survey. In that case, it will be difficult to make sound conclusions from the study, so the study will be made available at the earliest opportunity, to ensure the sample size is maximised.


[bookmark: _Toc163405451]Chapter 4 - Results
[bookmark: _Toc163405452]4.1 – Introduction
This chapter will present and analyse the primary data collected in the online public perception survey as outlined in Chapter 3. Its analysis will aim to meet research objective 3:
“Explore society’s perception of LFR: Do the public think LFR impacts their right to privacy?”
For brevity, not every question will be analysed in this chapter, and a focus will be made on relevant questions to meet the research objectives as well as questions that both support and highlight alternative ideas by the authors analysed in Chapter 2. The full survey and correspondents’ answers can be found in the appendix.

[bookmark: _Toc163405453]

4.2 – Dissemination and Demographic of Participants
The survey was disseminated online using a hyperlink posted on social media, as well as online forum websites. The survey was open for one month and received 257 responses. Those who did not complete the survey in its entirety have had their answers discarded leaving 222 participants having answers included for analysis. Given the high number of respondents, the assumption can be made that the findings are likely to be close to the true public perception of LFR.
Figure 1 below shows that more participants identified as male than any other gender identity in this research. There were no identifiable trends in other answers to the research survey based on gender identity. The public perception study into the Metropolitan Police Service's use of LFR (Bradford, et al., 2020) also found there was no trend in the support of LFR by gender.
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Figure 1 - Gender Identity Participant Responses



Figure 2 below shows that in the research a significantly large portion of the participants were white. This was expected as highlighted in Chapter 3, Florian Keusch found that those from a black background are less likely to participate in online surveys (Keusch, 2015). However, figure 1 does undermine Keusch’s article (Keusch, 2015) as they also claimed males are less likely to participate than females. Given the spread in Figure 2, it will not be possible to highlight answer trends on other questions based on ethnicity due to the lack of diversity in the participants.
A question was also posed to ascertain if the participant was employed by a UK police force to identify bias due to their employment. 23 of the participants said they were employed within a UK police force. Their answers throughout the survey showed general support for the use of LFR by South Wales Police. Police force employees’ full answers will be listed in the appendix. As the police employees are also part of the community within South Wales, their answers will be included in the analysis of the participants’ perception of LFR. 
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Figure 2 - Ethnicity Participant Responses

[bookmark: _Toc163405454]4.3 – Response to Questions Posed
[bookmark: _Toc163405455]4.3.1 – An invasion of privacy?
Combining the positive choices and negative choices in Figure 3 below, a clear statement is made by the participants. 64% of the participants feel that LFR use is an invasion of their privacy, with only 29% believing the contrary. There is no doubt that the majority of correspondents feel that LFR is an invasion of their privacy which echoes the findings by Bradford et al (Bradford, et al., 2020). They found that privacy was the most significant factor for participants to agree or disagree with the technology. The link can be made when analysing the question “Do you support the use of Live Facial Recognition Technology within South Wales?”.  Excluding those who were unsure (15%) the majority of participants (47%) did not support the use of LFR by South Wales Police. The link can be made between this question and the results in Figure 3, linking that the belief that LFR is an invasion of privacy is impacting the support for LFR using the findings published in Bradford’s (Bradford, et al., 2020) research. 
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Figure 3 - Participant Response to the statement 'Live facial recognition is an invasion of privacy'.
[bookmark: _Toc163405456]4.3.2 – Does the public think LFR is effective?
In Chapter 2, it was established that given the scope and objectives of live facial recognition outlined by police forces, namely South Wales Police (South Wales Police, 2023), a measurement of the effectiveness of LFR was accompanied by significant limitations. Research showed that the measurement of facial recognition technology’s effectiveness is subjective and complex (Fussey & Murray, 2020), and there is a sizeable number of publications supporting both sides of the argument. 
Figures 4 through 6 below show questions asked to identify the public perception of the effectiveness of LFR using budget, suspect apprehension, and perception of safety as benchmarks. The data supports the findings by Fussey & Murrey, and it would be challenging to conclude the effectiveness of LFR. Using police budget, the data shows the public leans more towards the notion that LFR makes it easier for the police to catch criminals, thereby one could claim LFR is effective. However, if South Wales Police state LFR aims to increase community safety (South Wales Police, 2023), but the data in Figure 6 shows that the public does not feel any safer as a result of LFR, a similar but opposing argument that LFR is not effective can be easily made. The subjectiveness to LFR effectiveness is further highlighted by the spread of answers in Figure 5, with an all but equal split across the opinion spectrum. 
[image: A screenshot of a computer screen

Description automatically generated]
Figure 4 - participant response to the statement 'Live facial recognition makes it easier for the police to catch criminals'.
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Figure 5 - Participant response to the statement ' Live facial recognition is an ineffective use of police budget'.
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Figure 6 - Participant response to the statement 'The concept of live facial recognition makes me feel safer'
[bookmark: _Toc163405457]4.3.3 – Scenarios around the use of LFR
Figure 7 below shows the public’s support for an LFR deployment is directly linked to their perceived seriousness of the offence the use is aimed at. For example, for scenarios where LFR is being used to identify terrorists, the data showed the participants were in favour of LFR use, and that support of LFR decreased as the seriousness of the offence decreased. This question was designed with the study by Bradford in mind. Their study, identifying trends in the Metropolitan Police Service’s use of LFR, had a similar question to that of Figure 7 (Bradford, et al., 2020). The results in Figure 7 echo the findings by Bradford, which showed that LFR approval for use was dependent on the scenario posed. 
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Figure 7 - Participant Response to the question 'Out of the following, what do you think is an appropriate use of live facial recognition technology? Select all that apply.



[bookmark: _Toc163405458]4.4 – Conclusion
The research aimed to meet the following objective:
“Explore society’s perception of LFR: Do the public think LFR impacts their right to privacy?”
The conclusion of such an objective can be argued that the majority of participants and therefore the wider public of South Wales, do consider that LFR is an invasion of privacy. Some notes echo findings from a similar report by Bradford on the Metropolitan Police Service’s use of the technology (Bradford, et al., 2020). However, the answers from this research survey are more widely spread amongst the answers available. Whilst 29% did not think LFR was an invasion of privacy, 38% agreed with its use by LFR. Although Bradford claims privacy was the most prevalent factor in determining support for LFR, the 8% discrepancy shows the issue to be far more complex. Other research conducted in the USA (Bragias, et al., 2021) analysing social commentary supports this theory, where other main concerns; authority and technology capabilities, were identified as outlined in the literature review. It can be stated that the research paints the picture of complexity around public perception of LFR, but there is certainly no outright support for its use in South Wales and concerns around privacy are widely held.
[bookmark: _Toc163405459]

Chapter 5 – Conclusions and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc163405460]5.1 – Introduction
This chapter will conclude the research project by revisiting the set-out research objectives and defining where they have been met, summarising the key findings in the primary research, and making recommendations. The chapter will also address limitations in the research and identify future research opportunities, before addressing the research title:
“What is the public perception of LFR: Is it too intrusive for modern-day policing?”

[bookmark: _Toc163405461]5.2 – Main Findings
The primary research conducted was an online survey open to those who live in the South Wales area. As detailed in Chapter 4, 222 responses were available for analysis. Given the high number of responses, the assumption is made that the conclusions drawn from the survey are echoed within society and reflect close to the true public perception of LFR deployments.
One of the key findings is that the public considering something to be an invasion of privacy does not necessarily suggest they are opposed to its use. The statement “Live facial recognition is an invasion of privacy” was posed and the participants were asked if they agreed or disagreed with the statement. Whilst not an overwhelming majority, the majority did agree that LFR is an invasion of privacy.  It can be easily stated the public feels LFR is an invasion of privacy, however, the findings painted the public's perception of LFR as more complex.
The findings also found that the majority of the public supports the use of LFR in specific scenarios. Two such scenarios were the use of LFR to identify potential terrorists and another to identify serious violent suspects wanted for offences in crowded areas such as train stations. The suggestion from these findings is that the public does not hold their privacy as something that must not be invaded no matter what the cost, and there are situations those in the community of South Wales feel an invasion of privacy would be acceptable. This also translates to another key finding, where the public indicates that LFR aids police in their effort to catch criminals. The majority of those surveyed agreed it helps the police catch criminals, but also voiced it did not help them feel any safer. 


The main finding from the research that would be difficult to argue against is the public’s opinions and feelings towards LFR are deeply complex. There is considerable literature from Chapter 2 and data from Chapter 4 that support the notion there are feelings that both support and undermine the use of LFR, particularly in South Wales. The data in Chapter 4 show a wide range of answers, and despite the high number of participants, the spread among answers was relatively even for most questions, excluding those gathering diverse data points. As outlined by the spread of opinions in the publications in Chapter 2, it can be stated that LFR continues to be a complex and somewhat divisive topic within South Wales and the UK, and understanding the public's perception is a challenging task.

[bookmark: _Toc163405462]5.3 – Research Objectives
1. Is LFR effective?
This objective was addressed in Chapter 2. During the first deployment of LFR by South Wales Police (South Wales Police, 2023), only 3% of the 2632 alerts generated by the system were deemed to be accurate. This accuracy has improved since, however, LFR certainly started on the backfoot with its effectiveness in South Wales. A recent evaluation by the National Physical Laboratory (Mansfield, 2023) into LFR has found that the correct recognition rate sits around 90%. Considering accuracy, LFR can certainly be claimed to be effective.
Considering why the tool is deployed, effectiveness can also be considered to be the measure of crime reduction. With the assistance of South Wales Police technology, Essex Police were able to arrest for an offence of rape (James, 2023).
However, effectiveness is a challenging metric to evaluate, given its subjectivity. With civil rights groups campaigning against its use (Liberty, 2023), and the UK requiring the public to accept its methods of policing (Tudor, 2023), there is supporting research for both sides of the argument as to whether LFR is effective or not. 



2. Explore the ethical position of LFR.
This objective was also achieved in Chapter 2. Research showed that from a legal standpoint, LFR is currently considered to be a lawful and ethical practice, however, civil rights groups feel differently (Liberty, 2023) and have large public support in their campaigns to stop LFR deployments by the police. 
Police forces also publicly state (South Wales Police, 2023) images not generating alerts are deleted, however, research shows (Fatima, et al., 2022) that with modern technology, image deletion is a complex matter, and further steps are needed to verify claims that images are deleted, such as independent analysis of software.
LFR remains a complex matter, and its ethical position, similar to its effectiveness, has publications on both sides of the argument. Police forces who deploy LFR feel that the method is ethical, despite the legal challenges over the past couple of years. It was found in objective three, that the public does feel it is an invasion of privacy, however, the judgement of whether it is ethical or not may not be as simple to answer.

3. Explore society’s perception of LFR: Does the public think LFR impacts their right to privacy?
Chapter 2 did explore this research objective partially, but a gap in the research available was highlighted, identifying a lack of research focusing on public perception in South Wales, and acknowledging a lack of diversity within the sample set of public perception surveys already conducted. This guided the research project into Chapter 4, which presented the findings of primary research, utilising an online public perception survey, aimed to fill those research gaps.
In answer to the research objective, the public indicated that they do feel LFR is an invasion of privacy. However, this did not guide the public to indicate they did not support the use of LFR. This raised the idea that the public may be willing to sacrifice their privacy, for perceived safety. The public indicated that LFR should be used to catch serious violent offenders and potential terrorists at large events, something which South Wales Police (South Wales Police, 2022) state they are doing.



[bookmark: _Toc163405463]5.4 – Recommendations
Several recommendations can be made based on the findings of this research project:
1. South Wales Police’s current strategy to educate the public on LFR is insufficient, and they need to do more to educate, and eventually gain the consent of the majority of the public to use LFR.
The majority of the public acknowledges they do not know enough about LFR and how the police use it. Additionally, some participants added comments at the end of the survey stating they wanted to know if the recordings were kept or deleted from the police system. This information was easily found on the South Wales Police website as reviewed in Chapter 2.

2. More investment into research of ethnic minority’s perception of LFR should be funded by those who wish to implement it.
Chapter 2 found that South Wales Police Chief Constable, Jeremy Vaughan, recognised his force to be institutionally racist and acknowledged that there were significant tensions between the police and those of an ethnic minority. Further research would be greatly beneficial to the South Wales Police to ascertain the public perception of LFR in ethnic minority groups. 

3. A publicly available cost-benefit analysis of LFR should be conducted by an independent body to establish if LFR has its place in modern-day policing within the UK.
The true effectiveness of LFR would be determined with the assistance of a cost-benefit analysis. There are few publicly available publications breaking down the cost of police using LFR to the UK taxpayer. A cost-benefit analysis available to the public may produce more conclusive and less complex results in public perception, enabling decision-makers to understand better if LFR has a place in modern policing.  



[bookmark: _Toc163405464]5.5 – Future Research
As outlined in the recommendations and limitations sections of this chapter, there remains an opening for further research. The conclusion has been made that LFR remains a complex and somewhat divisive topic. Further research into public perception of LFR would likely only be a good thing. One such limitation was that this survey was conducted remotely. Therefore, further in-person research may shed better light on the true opinions held by the public on LFR.
Secondly, further research into whether LFR has its place in modern-day policing should be a rolling venture, constantly being re-assessed and researched more thoroughly. This would give stakeholders an up-to-date understanding of the public’s opinions on LFR and ensure that the public trust is optimised with UK policing.

[bookmark: _Toc163405465]5.6 – Closing Statement
The title of this dissertation was:
“What is the public perception of LFR: Is it too intrusive for modern-day policing?”
The question remains largely unanswered. A few conclusions made on public perception of LFR, but the overwhelming conclusion is that LFR remains a more complex and divisive issue than perhaps first thought. There is an abundance of information published that either supports LFR or calls for its dissolvement, but what was found is that even if the public feels it is an invasion of privacy, the public still may feel some uses of LFR are acceptable.
To define its place in modern-day policing, more is to be done, particularly by police forces intending to use LFR, to research, educate and understand the public perception of how LFR is used in their community.
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If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 

SECTION G: Intended Participants
If there are no participants then do not complete this section, but go directly to section H.

	
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	1
	Students or staff at the University?
	☒
	☐

	2
	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	3
	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	5
	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	8
	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.

	☐
	☒

	
	Details of any other participant groups:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



	
	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	10
	How many participants are expected?

	50-100


(this box should expand as you type)

	11
	Who will the participants be?

	UK citizens and members of UK police forces, both in police officer and police staff roles


(this box should expand as you type)

	12
	How will you identify the participants?
	
Through free text boxes built into the survey

(this box should expand as you type)




	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	13
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	14
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	15
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	16
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	17
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	18
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	19
	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	20
	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	21
	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	22
	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	24
	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	25
	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	26
	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	27
	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	28
	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION H: Anticipated Risks

	
	[bookmark: _Toc163153978][bookmark: _Toc163402055][bookmark: _Toc163405469]
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	[bookmark: _Toc163153979][bookmark: _Toc163402056][bookmark: _Toc163405470]1
	[bookmark: _Toc163153980][bookmark: _Toc163402057][bookmark: _Toc163405471]Full risk assessment completed and appended? 
	[bookmark: _Toc163153981][bookmark: _Toc163402058][bookmark: _Toc163405472]Yes 
	☐

	
	
	[bookmark: _Toc163153983][bookmark: _Toc163402060][bookmark: _Toc163405474]No
	☒

	2
	Risks to participants
For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	
	Risk to participants:
none

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to participants:



(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
	n/a


(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Risks to the investigator
For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	
	Risk to the investigator:

none

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:



(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	
	Risk to the University:
none


(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the University:



(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Environmental risks
For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems

	
	Risk to the environment:
none


(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to environment:



(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Disclosure and Barring Service

	
	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	7
	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	8
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	



SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

	1
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
	
Option to be sent a copy of the research project once complete.

(this box should expand as you type)

	2
	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	
	
Consent will be given at the start of any questionnaire or interview. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
	
The data will be viewed as a whole. With respect to the questionnaire, there will be no requirement for the participant to provide identifying personal data.

(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

	
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	1
	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.
	☐
	x

	
	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	2
	


(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	3
	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	☐
	x

	
	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	4
	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?
	YES
	NO

	5
	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	6
	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Private company computers?
	☒
	☐

	8
	Home or other personal computers?
	☒
	☐

	9
	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☐
	☒

	10
	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☒
	☐

	11
	Other – specify:

	☐
	☐

	12
	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
	Data from SWP will be collected using a force laptop that has both encryption and password protection. Results from an online survey will be viewed on a password protected personal computer. The research proposal will be written on the same password protected personal computer and backed-up onto a cloud storage website that has a separate password.

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Data Protection

	
	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	13
	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☒
	☐

	14
	Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	18
	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	19
	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	20
	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	21
	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and any international equivalents, where appropriate):

	
	
Once the research has been completed, they will be stored behind password protected systems. Flash drives will not be used, and there will be no identifiable information sought.

(this box should expand as you type)

	22
	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
	
The researcher.

(this box should expand as you type)

	23
	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
	
The researcher

(this box should expand as you type)

	24
	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	
	
All on password protected devices and website. No flash drives will be used and the data will be deleted once the research project has been submitted

(this box should expand as you type)

	25
	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
	
np

(this box should expand as you type)

	26
	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)
	YES
	☒

	27
	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒





SECTION K: Declaration
	
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 

	1
	Signature of applicant:
	[image: A close-up of a signature

Description automatically generated]
	Date: 25/08/23




For STUDENT Submissions:
	2
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	
	Date:

	3
	Signature:
	

	



For STAFF Submissions:
	4
	Academic Director/ Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	5
	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☐
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☐
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☐
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☐
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☐
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Academic Director.



	RESEARCH STUDENTS ONLY
Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).


	RESEARCH STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.


	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.





[bookmark: _Toc163402062][bookmark: _Toc163405476][bookmark: _Toc303070346]Appendix B – Research Proposal Form
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UNDERGRADUATE DISSERTATION
RESEARCH PROPOSAL FORM



 
Please complete the following research proposal and submit it to Turnitin. 

Which project option are you taking? Please tick:

8,000 word project: ✓     
OR                   
4,000 word project and presentation:   


	NAME: Niall Carribine

	STUDENT ID No.: 2031210

	DRAFT RESEARCH TITLE QUESTION:
INTRODUCTION:

Is live facial recognition an effective tool in modern policing?

Live facial recognition (LFR) technology is a new but contentious tool used by police forces in both the UK and abroad. Live cameras scan typically large crowded spaces at public events, and compare members of the public captured on the cameras in a bid to identify persons of interest from a pre-determined watchlist in order to prevent and detect crime (South Wales Police, 2022).

Both in the UK and globally, the deployment of such technology has not been without its controversy, with the public perception of the technology being viewed as negative, harming the public-citizen relationship in a time where there are already strains on the relationship between the police and the public (Bragias, et al., 2021).

Additionally, with news outlets reporting on South Wales Police losing its court of appeal case regarding LFR, where the technology was determined to be unlawful and unethical, LFR has been a topic of legal controversy as well as public perception (Dodd, 2022).

With LFR still being used, research is proposed to identify what, if any, changes have been made to deployment of LFR in the UK to ensure it is both ethical and legal following the court of appeal case in 2020, and also to consider whether any negative public perception of LFR is outweighed by the positive results it brings.  





	SUMMARY OF RESEARCH OBJECTIVES: 

1) Is LFR use now considered to be lawful and ethical?
a. Discussions with members of the digital services team at South Wales Police (SWP) to ascertain what, if any, changes they have made or will make to LFR following the 2020 court of appeal case.
2) Is LFR effective?
a. Discussions to be had with LFR team members in SWP to understand what constitutes a positive deployment, with the aim of being provided quantitative data on recent deployments of LFR.
3) What is the perception of LFR deployments?
a. Opinions to be gathered on LFR deployments from:
i. Police officers who are subject matter experts (SMEs) on LFR.
ii. Police officers who are not SMEs on LFR.
iii. Members of the public who do not work for a police force in any capacity.

Objectives 1 and 3 are likely to be in the form of qualitative research, with objective 2 having quantitative information sought.



	LITERATURE REVIEW:

One journal article this research intends to reference is by Kelly Hine, Adelaide Bragias and Robert Fleet. The article thematically analysed over 600 public commentary posts on online videos about facial recognition technology. The article found that the public has mostly negative sentiments about the technology, identifying common concerns to be power, technology and the rights and freedoms of citizens. The findings suggest that if police authorities address the concerns by being transparent in their practices and educating the public about the technology, an increase in public support is possible, building trust and confidence in the police. The article focuses largely on US citizens, however this research project may be able to draw comparisons to UK opinion. The article was published in the summer of 2021 (Bragias, et al., 2021). 

There are a number of other journal articles available for cross reference to support the findings by Hine et al. An article written by Joe Purshouse, Liz Campbell explores the technology in Wales, whilst drawing comparisons to police forces outside the UK. They explore how LFR is a continually evolving technology, referring to how it has created controversy around the public and civil rights groups, and how police forces, particularly South Wales Police, have made changes to address such issues. The article was published in summer of 2022 (Purshouse & Campbell, 2022). 

Additional to journals, the research project will reference newspaper articles, largely published online to aid gage public perception at the time the article was published.

Vikram Dodd, a police and crime correspondent for mainstream UK newspaper The Guardian, wrote an article exposing LFR as being unlawful and unethical. The article explains how such conclusions were made, and at the time it was written, states UK parliament was yet to bring guidance for LFR (Dodd, 2022).


Research shows that at the start of the decade, LFR stirred up controversy, particularly in the UK following it being labelled as unethical and unlawful. However, an article by Forbes magazine in April of 2023 explores how UK police forces continue to use the technology. The article, written by senior contributor Emma Woollacott, states research found following improvements to LFR, there is no statistically significant bias in relation to race or gender, which was a contributor to the controversy the technology faced at the start of the decade. The article shows that following controversy with The Metropolitan Police Service and their technology’s inaccuracy, true positives were made 89% of the time (Woollacott, 2023). This is in contrast to the article published by Dodd in 2020, which found a report said the accuracy sat at only 19% (Dodd, 2022).

Additionally, to the aforementioned sources and types of resources, the research project will reference police websites directly. Many UK police forces, including South Wales Police, have added web pages explaining what LFR is. They give explanation outlining how it is used, how the pre-determined watch lists are created, and how data is captured and stored in the long term (South Wales Police, 2022). This aids the conclusion dawn by Hine et al that police forces who are more transparent about LFR are better placed to have more positive than negative public perceptions about the use of the technology.

The research shows that public perception of LFR at the start of the decade was largely negative, with ethics and legality being contributing factors. The research proposed aims to be able to identify if there has been any public shift of opinion, following any changes highlighted by key reports and court cases published at the start of the year.



	SUMMARY OF RESEARCH –SURVEY METHOD: 
For objectives 1 and 2, the method of conducting interviews with the subject matter experts in the LFR department of SWP. There will be prepared questions to narrow down the conversation to cover topics this research proposes to address. 

For objectives 3, it is important to get as many responses to the survey as possible to make a substantive conclusion on the results. A digital survey will be used to achieve this. 

	SUMMARY OF SAMPLING FRAMEWORK: 

For research objectives 1 and 2, subject matter experts are best placed to provide the research. It will aid ascertaining fact, rather than speculation or interpretation, particularly for research objective 1. 

For research objective 3, the target sample is much more open. Since police officers can also be members of the public, they will be open to participate in the survey. However, to understand any trends, it is important to know what, if any, police background the answerer has so that organisational bias can be considered. 



	ETHICAL ISSUES:
Research objective 1 proposes to identify if LFR is ethical and lawful. Therefore, accurate representation of the facts is paramount, and a false statement could damage reputation of the police, and/or the police-citizen relationship if published.

Additionally, the ascertainment of quantitative data for research objective 2 may be difficult if there is a revelation of police tactics. Therefore, it is important that anyone providing data, either in the form of statistics or opinions, has the knowledge where the research is going to be used, who is going to see it, and if necessary, has the approval from any relevant senior management.

There will be no personal data used to form part of the research project as it is not necessary to the proposed question. 

	TIME SCALE:
It is anticipated each research objective to take approximately 2 months to allow time to set up the questions/survey and to collect responses. 

	REFERENCE LIST:


Bragias, A., Hine, K. & Fleet, R., 2021. ‘Only in our best interest, right?’ Public perceptions of police use of facial recognition technology. Police Practice and Research, 22(6), pp. 1637-1654.
Dodd, V., 2022. UK police use of live facial recognition unlawful and unethical, report finds. (Online) 
Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2022/oct/27/live-facial-recognition-police-study-uk
(Accessed 24 August 2023).
Purshouse, J. & Campbell, J., 2022. Automated facial recognition and policing: a Bridge too far?. Legal Studies; Cardiff, 42(2), pp. 209-227.
South Wales Police, 2023. Facial Recognition Technology. (Online) 
Available at: https://www.south-wales.police.uk/police-forces/south-wales-police/areas/about-us/about-us/facial-recognition-technology/
(Accessed 21 February 2023).
Woollacott, E., 2023. UK Police Forces To Resume Use Of Live Facial Recognition. (Online) 
Available at: https://www.forbes.com/sites/emmawoollacott/2023/04/06/uk-police-forces-to-resume-use-of-live-facial-recognition/
(Accessed 25 August 2023).






[bookmark: _Hlk162972797]
[bookmark: _Toc163402063][bookmark: _Toc163405477]Appendix C – Raw data returned from primary research
Q1 I know enough about live facial recognition and how the police use it
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0





Yes





No



0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%



	ANSWER CHOICES	RESPONSES

	Yes
	46.40%	103


No	53.60%	119
TOTAL	222




Q2 Do you support the use of Live Facial Recognition Technology within South Wales?
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0




Yes




No




Unsure
















0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%






























	ANSWER CHOICES
	RESPONSES

	Yes
	38.29%
	85

	No
	46.85%
	104



Unsure

14.86%	33


TOTAL	222



Q3 Live facial recognition is an invasion of privacy
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0



Completely Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Neither Agree nor Disagree


Slightly Agree


Completely
Agree

0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%



	ANSWER CHOICES
	RESPONSES

	Completely Disagree
	17.57%
	39

	Slightly Disagree
	11.26%
	25

	Neither Agree nor Disagree
	7.66%
	17

	Slightly Agree
	24.32%
	54



Completely Agree

39.19%	87


TOTAL	222



Q4 The concept of live facial recognition has a place in modern policing
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0



Completely Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Neither Agree nor Disagree


Slightly Agree


Completely
Agree

0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%



	ANSWER CHOICES
	RESPONSES

	Completely Disagree
	24.77%
	55

	Slightly Disagree
	15.77%
	35

	Neither Agree nor Disagree
	6.76%
	15

	Slightly Agree
	28.83%
	64



Completely Agree

23.87%	53


TOTAL	222



Q5 Live facial recognition is unethical
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0



Completely Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Neither Agree nor Disagree


Slightly Agree


Completely
Agree

0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%



	ANSWER CHOICES
	RESPONSES

	Completely Disagree
	17.12%
	38

	Slightly Disagree
	15.77%
	35

	Neither Agree nor Disagree
	11.26%
	25

	Slightly Agree
	24.77%
	55



Completely Agree

31.08%	69


TOTAL	222



Q6 Live facial recognition is an ineffective use of police budget
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0



Completely Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Neither Agree nor Disagree


Slightly Agree


Completely
Agree

0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%



	ANSWER CHOICES
	RESPONSES

	Completely Disagree
	18.92%
	42

	Slightly Disagree
	18.47%
	41

	Neither Agree nor Disagree
	22.52%
	50

	Slightly Agree
	15.32%
	34



Completely Agree

24.77%	55


TOTAL	222



Q7 Live facial recognition makes it easier for the police to catch criminals
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0



Completely Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Neither Agree nor Disagree


Slightly Agree


Completely
Agree

0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%



	ANSWER CHOICES
	RESPONSES

	Completely Disagree
	10.36%
	23

	Slightly Disagree
	9.46%
	21

	Neither Agree nor Disagree
	22.52%
	50

	Slightly Agree
	31.53%
	70



Completely Agree

26.13%	58


TOTAL	222



Q8 I would stay away from locations where I know live facial recognition is being used
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0



Completely Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Neither Agree nor Disagree


Slightly Agree


Completely
Agree

0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%



	ANSWER CHOICES
	RESPONSES

	Completely Disagree
	31.53%
	70

	Slightly Disagree
	10.36%
	23

	Neither Agree nor Disagree
	13.96%
	31

	Slightly Agree
	26.58%
	59



Completely Agree

17.57%	39


TOTAL	222



Q9 The concept of live facial recognition makes me feel safer
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0



Completely Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Neither Agree nor Disagree


Slightly Agree


Completely
Agree

0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%



	ANSWER CHOICES
	RESPONSES

	Completely Disagree
	35.59%
	79

	Slightly Disagree
	15.77%
	35

	Neither Agree nor Disagree
	13.96%
	31

	Slightly Agree
	22.52%
	50



Completely Agree

12.16%	27


TOTAL	222



Q10 I care about how the police are using live facial recognition
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0



Completely Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Neither Agree nor Disagree


Slightly Agree


Completely
Agree

0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%
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Q11 Live facial recognition was deployed in Cardiff during the Harry Styles concert. Do you agree with this use of live facial recognition?
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0
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Q12 During the two day deployment, 249,972 faces were scanned. 1 face generated an alert, but this did not result in an arrest. Knowing this, do you think this was an appropriate use of live facial recognition?
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0
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Q13 Why?
Answered: 157	Skipped: 65


	#
	RESPONSES
	DATE

	1
	No information about how that data was stored/accessed/used
	1/27/2024 5:35 AM

	2
	Waste of money
	1/25/2024 7:19 PM

	3
	Although i feel like live facial recognition invades my privacy (im not a criminal) but i do feel its appropriate as the possibility of a terror attack during such events is high. There are lots of people travelling around and their security is a must. There may be drug dealers around too.
	1/20/2024 9:55 PM

	4
	Too many criminals go unpunished so an increased chance of catching crinimals is a good thing. Not every event will have criminals and this should be seen as a good thing by people. If used again a criminal may be found before harming another victim and every victim saved is the priority. 1 in 10 concerts could have a criminal and this could still mean someone innocent isn't traumatised from a crime as this person is found
	1/20/2024 6:00 PM

	5
	Better safe than sorry
	1/20/2024 5:01 PM

	6
	Depends on cost; could the money have been spent elsewhere, etc.
	1/19/2024 7:25 PM

	7
	Because it all depends on the reason the Facial Recognition (FR) was deployed in the first place for. FR is just a tool, the balance of hundreds of thousands screened for 1 slightly positive hit has nothing to do with efficiency. The police deemed it necessary, they (hopefully) checked with the justice system and were obviously hopeful that it would work in that particular case.
	1/19/2024 1:03 PM

	8
	Almost a quarter of a million (innocent) people scanned and subject to analysis for a system that doesn't really work. If someone who is a criminal were to do anything, by the time it's picked up on & scanned they could have already done what they were planning on doing. (Bomb placement, drug dealing etc).
	1/18/2024 11:44 PM

	9
	Ineffective turnover for the technology, may need use in an area most involved with crime, not a white girls concert
	1/18/2024 8:33 PM

	10
	Depends what the alert was for
	1/18/2024 1:10 PM

	11
	Its efficacy will depend entirely on whether the ‘watchlist’ of people it’s trying to identify, is reasonable and accurate. If so, such few alerts would mean that there is a smaller chance of crime occurring in that moment.
	1/18/2024 1:52 AM

	12
	Lots of police resources spent on something which only led to 1 alert
	1/17/2024 9:04 PM

	13
	I think it was good that the system worked, especially in light of the Manchester Arena bombing and the similarities between this instance and the Harry Styles concert. The fact that the identification did not lead to an arrest appears to demonstrate that the system is purely informative and doesn't necessarily enable more authoritarian policing in practice.
	1/17/2024 4:03 PM

	14
	It is an invasion of privacy that does not actually make people safer.
	1/17/2024 11:06 AM

	15
	The invasion of the privacy of 249972 to only match 1 criminal is unjustifiable
	1/17/2024 10:28 AM

	16
	Invaded everybody's privacy for nothing. How many hardcore criminals are going to a harry styles gig
	1/17/2024 10:21 AM

	17
	I don't see how a Harry Styles concert could be the place to find people that need to be arrested so I do think that in that case it was unnecessary, a waste of resources as well as invasion of privacy. They'd be more successful if they did it in a sports events than at a Harry Styles concert.
	1/17/2024 9:12 AM

	18
	If LFR was used at Ariana Grande concert perhaps it could have saved lives.
	1/17/2024 4:39 AM


19	The whole point of live facial recognician is to be used as a detterent. If 1 face in 1 million	1/16/2024 10:27 PM
stops a bad crime it's worth it

	20
	It seems like there's not much point if it's not catching anyone
	1/16/2024 10:19 PM

	21
	Depends on whether or not the audience all knew that their faces were being monitored yk
	1/16/2024 10:18 PM

	22
	in the given case, resources wasted on facial recognition could've gone to more apropriately policing an event
	1/16/2024 10:09 PM

	23
	Result was negligible. I do not support policies that are primarily about being seen 'to be doing something'. Good results should be required.
	1/16/2024 9:10 PM

	24
	All that money to use the technology, quarter of a million faces scanned, 1 hit resulting in nothing? People's privacies given up for zero benefit, people's tax given up for zero benefit.
	1/16/2024 8:48 PM

	25
	If they'd picked up even just one of their high-risk targets, it would've been worth it. And it's worth using purely as a deterrent even if they don't.
	1/16/2024 8:33 PM

	26
	Because it's an invasion of privacy that people have not consented to.
	1/16/2024 8:27 PM

	27
	Because it shows with that amount of people it is ineffective. Besides who are they looking for at a harry styles concert?
	1/16/2024 8:24 PM

	28
	Live facial recognition is a slippery slope. Its impossible to properly inform 100% of the people who have their faces scanned so they can choose to opt-in which would be fair.
	1/16/2024 8:09 PM

	29
	well it could hardly be described as 'efficient' then. none of it can. is it worth breaching half a million people's concept of safety and privacy for one purported criminal? only if that criminal was highly dangerous, elusive, etc. which i highly doubt they were...
	1/16/2024 8:03 PM

	30
	Helps catch people
	1/16/2024 7:57 PM

	31
	I'm not convinced the ends justify the means, even if it resulted in an arrest
	1/16/2024 7:55 PM

	32
	Could lead to the prevention of incidents such as the Manchester arena attack
	1/16/2024 7:34 PM

	33
	It was a highly populated area and despite not arresting anyone, it kept people save should a wanted person been in the area.
	1/16/2024 7:13 PM

	34
	False positives give a false impression of low risk.
	1/16/2024 6:24 PM

	35
	the police already know so much about the general population, this use seems to be for the benefit of the general population. also what nefarious use would the police have with an image of my face anyway
	1/16/2024 6:14 PM

	36
	A single event doesn’t provide much of a data point and a Harry Styles concert probably isn’t where I’d expect a mass gathering of criminals but assume this would have been some sort of test?
	1/16/2024 6:14 PM

	37
	To catch known people of interest. It also depends on the cost. Is it cheap/expensive, etc
	1/16/2024 6:00 PM

	38
	Costly exercise for what?
	1/16/2024 5:52 PM

	39
	It’s not proportionate. It invaded the privacy of 250k people for no reason. We should not be under surveillance as we go about our normal lives and business
	1/16/2024 5:38 PM

	40
	The absence of positive alerts doesn't suggest the tech isn't working. But it also doesn't suggest it's an effective deterrent against criminals likely to be on the watchlist from entering the area.
	1/16/2024 5:25 PM

	41
	No true positives, so a waste of money and a violation of privacy
	1/16/2024 5:14 PM

	42
	Depends on the cost of using this equipment over the two days.
	1/16/2024 5:04 PM

	43
	249,972 people had their personal information used without consent, and at least 1 of them was brought to the focus of police attention for (presumably) no reason.
	1/16/2024 4:49 PM

	44
	Harvesting data on a quarter of a million people with absolutely no arrears (which still wouldn't justify) is shameful and despicable.
	1/16/2024 4:45 PM

	45
	the example shows it is a waste of time and money, plus south wales police are known for being bent, they are too untrustworthy to have technology they can abuse
	1/16/2024 4:34 PM



6	They caught nobody and who knows what they're doing with the scans of everyone elses faces. It could be really bad.1/16/2024 4:06 PM

	47
	Facial recognition is prone to error, but is presented as being error-free. This presents problems when someone is falsely accused or is attempting to give a story to the police but the police conclude they are not telling the truth because of an error in facial recognition technology and the police will not accept "your systems got it wrong" as a counter-argument.
	1/16/2024 3:55 PM

	48
	While it's probably a case of 'whatabout'ism, had that one recognised face been a known criminal who was apprehended and this had prevented something terrible from happening, we'd be hearing all about it. That said, in this case it was used and either missed out on people it should have caught, or was not necessary.
	1/16/2024 3:07 PM

	49
	Unsuccessful on this occasion. Next time could stop a terrorist!
	1/16/2024 2:28 PM

	50
	Only 1 face recognised enough to make an alert, would be obvious that the crowd going to a Harry styles concert was going to get that type of numbers... also a huge number of young people (underage) that would be attending
	1/16/2024 2:14 PM

	51
	I was at the concert. It was a fantastic atmosphere outside the stadium which in my view was marred by the imposing police presence, especially the facial recognition software. It's staggering that out of quarter of a million faces, there were no arrests and only one alert was generated. This goes to show the wasteful and ineffectiven nature of facial recognition equipment.
	1/16/2024 1:58 PM

	52
	It's luck of the draw as to whether they catch anyone but it's there just in case
	1/16/2024 1:45 PM

	53
	Extremely poor outcome for the test. No idea if it missed people it should have found, and no idea if pictures of scanned faces have been kept.
	1/16/2024 1:39 PM

	54
	Ineffective ? Need to know why there was no arrest - was it wrong?
	1/16/2024 1:36 PM

	55
	N/A
	1/16/2024 12:57 PM

	56
	It feels almost invasive and in all honesty I believe at best police would use it to catch small time criminals like dealers, graffiti artists etc and keep up arrest numbers and ignore other cases that actually require a bit more investigation.
	1/16/2024 12:50 PM

	57
	No actionable results.
	1/16/2024 12:46 PM

	58
	Scanning and using so many others for no real reason. They will justify it with the one and that's just not good enough
	1/16/2024 12:38 PM

	59
	As with everything, it's usually wrapped up as security or child protection. But eventually it will be linked to your wallet and automatically deduct fines for crossing on red light.
	1/16/2024 12:32 PM

	60
	disproportional invasion of privacy
	1/16/2024 12:30 PM

	61
	A rate of 0.4% being flagged doesn’t warrant almost quarter of a million people’s faces being scanned.
	1/16/2024 12:30 PM

	62
	Clearly it is ineffective considering the mass amount of data collected and the lack of results.
	1/16/2024 12:26 PM

	63
	I can only assume the alert was not deemed serious enough to warrant much further action. But had there been someone who was a danger to the public present, it is reassuring to know this should have been picked up.
	1/16/2024 12:18 PM

	64
	Potentially OK with use at large public events where clear warning of use can be given to attendees.
	1/16/2024 12:03 PM

	65
	I agree with it being used in a public area, however I’m unsure how I feel about it being used indoors without knowing if people were made aware
	1/16/2024 11:31 AM

	66
	It generated zero results.
	1/16/2024 11:30 AM

	67
	It was unnecessary, a waste of money & resources, and proves the lack of necessity for these programs
	1/16/2024 11:20 AM

	68
	Privacy invaded for over a quarter of a million people for no result, and no knowledge on whether the alert was false positive or not.
	1/16/2024 11:19 AM


69	Seems ineffective use of budget, understand the use case looking for terrorists etc, but most	1/16/2024 11:13 AM

are already on watch list or similar. Blanket policing is never positive

	70
	Potential to have misidentified 249972 innocent people
	1/16/2024 11:04 AM

	71
	It was not known in advance how many alerts there would be so it still makes sense to use it to prevent crime. Also it was a good opportunity for the police to gain experience with LFR at a large event.
	1/16/2024 10:28 AM

	72
	Never know who you're gonna catch
	1/16/2024 10:23 AM

	73
	If there's even a chance it could assist in arresting dangerous criminals it's worth a go.
	1/16/2024 10:23 AM

	74
	I do not believe live facial recognition is appropriate in any capacity.
	1/16/2024 10:14 AM

	75
	Technology will improve with time, and while it may not be totally effective to begin with, it's an important first step in the development of a useful tool in policing.
	1/16/2024 10:11 AM

	76
	It may have prevented crime and persons of interest attending the area. Given the manchester arena incident I think its a great way to prevent such a tragic event happening again and a big deterrent
	1/16/2024 10:10 AM

	77
	Incredibly low return for such an invasion of privacy.
	1/16/2024 10:05 AM

	78
	Waste of time and money and completely unethical. What potential major criminal would be at a harry styles concert? It's a joke
	1/16/2024 10:04 AM

	79
	Waste of time and money
	1/16/2024 9:51 AM

	80
	The positive hit result is far too low for this to be valid - and I also believe that the technology is particularly bad at recognising "non-white" faces. So this will become another point of tension between police and communities.
	1/16/2024 9:45 AM

	81
	Because this could be a potential terrorist threat and known threats need highlighting if they are within the area
	1/16/2024 9:43 AM

	82
	Because it infringes on our right to privacy, we are treated as guilty before a crime is even committed and we don’t exactly know what happens to the data accumulated by facial recognition and where it ends up
	1/16/2024 9:38 AM

	83
	Invasion of privacy and obviously ineffective
	1/16/2024 9:35 AM

	84
	Huge waste of resources
	1/16/2024 9:31 AM

	85
	Depends on how those scans are used later. Are they being purged after the event or use it later to trace people’s whereabouts historically.
	1/16/2024 9:21 AM

	86
	Without further info it’s difficult to make a judgement. However, as a parent who was always worried about my son being in such crowds, the thought that known terrorists could be apprehended is of some comfort
	1/16/2024 9:18 AM

	87
	Its not accurate, leads to false positive, has discrimination bias baked in
	1/16/2024 9:11 AM

	88
	.
	1/16/2024 9:04 AM

	89
	As appropriate as inappropriate goes.
	1/16/2024 8:52 AM

	90
	Yes shows no abuse in the system, he wound not be arrest either way
	1/16/2024 8:49 AM

	91
	I'm not sure what risks are involved if you don't use it, and not entirely sure of the benefit. Using it just incase seems silly, but at the same time it would make sense if it was just in case when a sporting event was on
	1/16/2024 8:43 AM

	92
	Although this data may not be stored. There is no guarantee that it isn't. Or of thisndat as being passed on, or backdoored/hacked. There needs to be transparency and an ethical/legal framework in where and how this technology is used. We're not there uet
	1/16/2024 8:33 AM

	93
	Because it is an abnegation of responsibility by the police to 'computer says no', especially when they are already struggling to reduce institutional racism, and the computer vision systems are notoriously skewed on race. Note that I don't think a minimum number of arrests per deployment is a sensible incentive either.
	1/16/2024 8:31 AM


94	If that person was a potential criminal, yes. But what are they doing with the information of all	1/16/2024 8:26 AM
other 249,971 faces? Are they storing and profiling them? That’s is what I don’t like it.

	95
	If no further action was taken after the alert then, other than possibly deterring people from entering the area it seems uneffective.
	1/16/2024 8:08 AM

	96
	Waste of resources, no evidence of a suspected crime so no need to search for a 'suspect'. A single hit was generated but what was the expected procedure after this? Would the individual be detained/questioned, on what grounds? How would this work in a crowd of this size?
	1/16/2024 8:00 AM

	97
	More alerts could have been found, it's just by chance that this event didn't cause many
	1/16/2024 7:59 AM

	98
	Seems like not only a waste of resources, but also an invasion of privacy
	1/16/2024 7:57 AM

	99
	1/4 million faces checked which contributed to a safe event.
	1/16/2024 7:45 AM

	100
	It's a dragnet
	1/16/2024 7:42 AM

	101
	It’s a contravention of the ECHR & the CFR. People have a right to privacy, including in their external life, granted that right is waived if you’ve done something criminal to a certain extent, however, it doesn’t offset the tens of thousands of people who were scanned without their permission.
	1/16/2024 7:37 AM

	102
	The reason for the deployment remains irrespective of the result. The potential for the system to capture a target was still present. Also just because the person was not arrested does not mean action was not taken
	1/16/2024 7:22 AM

	103
	It isn't about the specific instance it's about the downstream impact of data matching without enough oversight to ensure it is being used appropriately. As someone who went to that concert and wasn't aware this is taking place I don't think there is sufficient notice or avenues to find out more. If the venue were doing this I would be able to submit a SAR and find out what they had on me. I don't think this is possible with the police which means I have no idea what data they hold on me across different events and for how long. Also, their privacy notice is the most vague thing in the world so even if I proactively tried to educate myself it wouldn't be clear. It makes me feel uncomfortable. Biometric data is special category data - it feels disproportionate to capture the data of nearly a quarter of a million people and to seemingly no productive end for society. If there were more transparency as to how the 'pre-determined' list was created and what the risk to public safety was I'd feel more comfortable being uncomfortable in that I was aware what this was preventing. At the moment it feels like a black box.
	1/16/2024 7:22 AM

	104
	I’m uncomfortable knowing my face is being scanned. I do not want to police to have my details or store my pictures. They have also used this at protests recently. I always try to cover my face.
	1/16/2024 7:21 AM

	105
	A quarter of a million faces were scanned (assume this is not equivalent to 250k individual people, but that it would still be a very large number) with essentially no result. This seems like a disproportionate invasion of people’s privacy when visiting the city centre/enjoying an event. I appreciate that this is also a single event and therefore a small sample size but if this is indicative of the use of the software generally, its utility is questionable.
	1/16/2024 7:15 AM

	106
	It might make things a little safer, but it's quite worrying in terms of "Big Brother is watching you".
	1/16/2024 7:01 AM

	107
	Too small a percentage to be worth the cost & time
	1/16/2024 6:43 AM

	108
	Overkill. Police need to use other resources
	1/16/2024 6:39 AM

	109
	Unsure what it means to be on the watchlist and unsure what happens to data of the non- alerting scans.
	1/16/2024 6:39 AM

	110
	The police are prone to abusing power. Others can gain access. It could easily be used to hurt people too.
	1/16/2024 6:27 AM

	111
	Seems like a waste of resources, that is a tiny percentage and no arrests. Would make me wonder if it is actually needed.
	1/16/2024 6:19 AM

	112
	Alerts should be reviewed by officers before pursuing a suspect.
	1/16/2024 6:14 AM

	113
	To ensure the safety of everyone especially children where paedophiles are concerned
	1/16/2024 5:25 AM


114	Live facial recognition is expensive and has shown to be ineffective often incorrectly	1/16/2024 5:14 AM
identifying non-white people. It did not have any useful application in the Harry Styles concert and as such was clearly a waste of funds and invasion of privacy. It was also deemed illegal in Bridges v SWP in the Supreme Court due its discriminatory nature and disproportionate invasion of privacy.

	115
	It is part of a creeping encroachment of police powers, which when combined with other activities (such as cracking down on protests, investigating people for relatively mild tweets, etc) represent increasing authoritarian and Orwellian practices that could be seriously misused.
	1/16/2024 5:13 AM

	116
	I am unsure since I do not know much about what happened in the concert. If there were genuinely no arrests made during the concert and no trouble, then I agree this was an appropriate use of live facial recognition.
	1/16/2024 4:16 AM

	117
	It took 249,972 invasions of privacy for 1 potential criminal to be flagged but still not arrested? Unfortunately I've noticed a trend in inactivity from South Wales Police over the years especially regarding Known drug dealers, drug abusers and repeat offenders continue to stroll around the city centre daily. Knife crime is a serious issue in and around the city centre too which is something that gets the funding/resources get ignored infavour using LFR on match days and event days.
	1/16/2024 4:07 AM

	118
	People should be able to walk around freely without being tracked
	1/16/2024 4:04 AM

	119
	Big events cause a lot of risk, in situations such as this I’d rather have facial recognition to prevent risk of violent, wanted or even terror related suspects or criminals be picked up rather than attending or going near an event of this size
	1/16/2024 3:37 AM

	120
	I believe it is unethical and will lead to false positives.
	1/16/2024 3:23 AM

	121
	Pointless invasion of privacy
	1/16/2024 2:51 AM

	122
	Better to mis-identify a potential risk than to allow a risk to remain undetected.
	1/16/2024 2:13 AM

	123
	I don't trust the police with that technology.
	1/16/2024 2:02 AM

	124
	Beneficial in testing the technology and in recognising potential threats to public safety.
	1/16/2024 1:50 AM

	125
	A one off result doesn't prove or disprove the efficacy of a tactic
	1/16/2024 1:43 AM

	126
	It found one person out of quarter of a million that may pose a threat, they were exceptionally unlikely to have been noticed by purely human surveillance/monitoring
	1/16/2024 1:39 AM

	127
	Face farming. What happens with all that data. Was it destroyed.The state has all the necessary tools in the mid 1990s. Terrorist and high level crimes were easily tracked and detected during this time Any further invasive tech is stasi like. We are no longer a free people, but a unfree people in a perpetual panopticon
	1/16/2024 1:34 AM

	128
	If the police questioned 250,000 people off the street in one day as to their involvement in a crime, it would be seen as a gross overreach of their power. This is the same.
	1/16/2024 1:29 AM

	129
	Better safe than sorry. Concerts are prime targets for crime
	1/16/2024 1:07 AM

	130
	Seems less worthwhile than expected
	1/16/2024 12:42 AM

	131
	Because it's ineffective, creates fear and can lead to a slippery slope. If you have a single hit from 250,000 people that was nothing the false positive response is far greater than a true positive and we can't say how many false negatives there were.
	1/16/2024 12:37 AM

	132
	Regardless of the result, amount of matches or amount of arrests I would still believe it's inappropriate.
	1/16/2024 12:15 AM

	133
	Even if there were more matches there is always the potential that the facial recognition provides a false positive.
	1/16/2024 12:14 AM

	134
	Didn't result in an arrest bug instead most likely ruined someone's evening/day
	1/16/2024 12:14 AM

	135
	Facial recognition is nothing new, police have distributed pictures of wanted suspects for decades. Was there an uproar when police started using computers to record crimes or make case files. Like anything in policing it needs the correct oversight.
	1/16/2024 12:12 AM

	136
	Privacy invaded and no arrest as a result; a waste of resources
	1/16/2024 12:00 AM


137	I wouldn't expect many people on wanted lists to be attending concerts, so the fact the number	1/15/2024 11:56 PM
of hits was so low isn't surprising. It also sounds like the police examined the hit and used their judgement to determine it was either a false positive, or otherwise not worth following up on.

	138
	It had zero impact and it isn't a deterrent. SWP don't have the resources to manage the data it generates, and the high risk of misidentification renders it ineffective, particularly against minorities.
	1/15/2024 11:47 PM

	139
	Prevention is better than cure. Need to know more information though like how much it costs to run and if it's used solely for its intended purpose.
	1/15/2024 11:41 PM

	140
	The police have not released any evidence to suggest there was a risk of criminals attending the event. It was simply a fishing expedition rather than evidence led policing.
	1/15/2024 11:30 PM

	141
	The statistic is seemingly skewed as it “didn’t result in arrest”. It is better to proactively protect an area/look for wanted criminals than to chase them with less information. The thesis linked here ( https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mafia_(party_game) ) proves the importance of information in overcoming an enemy. It also could be that of the people attending many who did not want to be recognised simply were dissuaded not to due the use of facial recognition, which could help prove its strength
	1/15/2024 11:27 PM

	142
	What’s the game plan for them? Collect alerts?
	1/15/2024 11:24 PM

	143
	So much money. For absolutely zero return. It was everywhere at the Chemical Brothers too. Including drones filming the crowd simply gathered to enjoy themselves.
	1/15/2024 11:20 PM

	144
	We did not consent to this intrusion.
	1/15/2024 11:13 PM

	145
	It's an unreasonably broad methodology. Each of the 249,972 faces can now be tracked.
	1/15/2024 11:07 PM

	146
	.
	1/15/2024 10:17 PM

	147
	Only 1 arrest what a waste of funds
	1/15/2024 9:54 PM

	148
	Large events pose a higher risk. Better to be safe than sorry.
	1/15/2024 9:37 PM

	149
	My concern would be the audience of such an event. Harry Styles to me would attract young females, and I dont think live recognition should be used on persons under 18.
	1/15/2024 9:36 PM

	150
	Better safe than sorry. It only takes one known terror suspect to cause multiple casualties.
	1/15/2024 9:33 PM

	151
	Could have been a suspect for an offence who required arresting
	1/15/2024 9:27 PM

	152
	Large events could be targets for a large scale attack or disorder. Having live facial recognition helps to reduce the risk of this should any persons be know to police for the following. If you’re not doing anything wrong then it shouldn’t affect you. Keeping cities safe should always be a priority.
	1/15/2024 9:07 PM

	153
	The chances of having a successful match to someone of interest (possibly a known terror subject) far outweighs the risks without it regardless of how successful it was.
	1/15/2024 9:03 PM

	154
	Just because only 1 alert not resulting in an arrest was captured on this occasion, does not mean that future use should be limited. With a large number of wanted posts being shared on Facebook, the police have to use whatever tools at their disposal to apprehend wanted individuals and to prevent and detect crime. Technology is improving every day, with criminals becoming more and more sophisticated, the police should also use technology to improve their services.
	1/15/2024 8:41 PM

	155
	Helps identify / locate possible suspects and help progress cases
	1/15/2024 8:33 PM

	156
	Could have prevent serious terrorism crimes taking place.
	1/15/2024 8:31 PM



157	Peace of mind, gives impression to public that safety is at the forefront of decisions rather than budget pressures

1/15/2024 8:31 PM





Q14 Out of the following, what do you think is an appropriate use of live facial recognition technology? Select all that apply
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0



None of the
above

To scan crowds to identify ...

Inside a ticketed eve...

To scan crowds
at a train...

To scan crowds
at train...

Inside a ticketed eve...

To scan crowds
at train...

Police can use live facial...

Other (please
specify)
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	ANSWER CHOICES	RESPONSES

	None of
	the above
	30.18%
	67

	To scan crowds to identify a potential terrorist
	50.45%
	112

	Inside a ticketed event (area, stadium etc.) to identify a potential terrorist
	53.60%
	119

	To scan crowds at a train station to identify people wanted by the police for serious violent crimes
	53.15%
	118

	To scan crowds at train stations to identify people wanted by the police for minor crimes
	15.32%
	34

	Inside a ticketed event (area, stadium etc.) to identify people wanted for nuisance behaviour
	22.07%
	49

	To scan crowds at train stations to identify people wanted for nuisance behaviour
	17.12%
	38

	Police can use live facial recognition for anything they like
	7.66%
	17



Other (please specify)

9.01%	20


Total Respondents: 222

#	OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)	DATE


1	It should be clearly indicated in the area that it is operating.	1/17/2024 11:08 AM

	2
	At bars, many women get abused and taken in cars by force and people never react to that.
	1/17/2024 9:15 AM

	3
	I think it should be at the Police’s discretion of when they could use LFR. Use the technology to support the police service in keeping the public safe.
	1/17/2024 4:47 AM

	4
	The only acceptable use would be scanning someone already arrested to get an ID
	1/16/2024 8:11 PM

	5
	Airports, ports. Those places that are already heavily policed. Nowhere else
	1/16/2024 5:46 PM

	6
	the only useful application is scanning for abductees
	1/16/2024 4:36 PM

	7
	Should be used in all busy areas to identify wanted criminals & suspectef/know terrorists
	1/16/2024 2:32 PM

	8
	only in areas where there is a known threat and they are actively searching for a specific person of interest, it should not be used passively to scan all people in a crowd for no specific purpose
	1/16/2024 12:04 PM

	9
	Airports
	1/16/2024 11:13 AM

	10
	All parts of everyday life
	1/16/2024 8:50 AM

	11
	I think they should follow the same guidelines as stop and search
	1/16/2024 8:40 AM

	12
	Every where
	1/16/2024 5:28 AM

	13
	Airports
	1/16/2024 4:05 AM

	14
	Airports
	1/16/2024 2:52 AM

	15
	The bar should be very high, for when this tech is used. Eg. An immediate threat by a terrorist cell
	1/16/2024 1:51 AM

	16
	I feel like this question is loaded. I would approve of the tactic in general if it proved to be effective.
	1/16/2024 1:45 AM

	17
	What is the definition of a minor crime?
	1/16/2024 12:17 AM

	18
	Only when there is intelligence on a defined target in a defined space who poses a direct risk to public safety.
	1/15/2024 11:32 PM

	19
	LFR will no doubt be justified by claiming they're just keeping us safe from terrorism. It is hard to object to it on those grounds.
	1/15/2024 11:28 PM


20	Busy pavements and areas, especially during peak times (e.g. Barry Island in the summer)	1/15/2024 8:16 PM



Q15 Should the police be doing more to inform the public about their use of live facial recognition?
Answered: 222	Skipped: 0





Yes





No



0%	10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%



	ANSWER CHOICES	RESPONSES

	Yes
	84.23%	187


No	15.77%	35
TOTAL	222



Q16 If you answered yes, what would you like to see the police do to inform the public about live facial recognition?
Answered: 139	Skipped: 83


	#
	RESPONSES
	DATE

	1
	Deployment, use, data storage, access
	1/27/2024 5:36 AM

	2
	Should be publicised on the news for sure.
	1/20/2024 9:57 PM

	3
	The police provide next to no information. Even if it catches criminals it is still an invasion of privacy and more should be known openly about use and what is happening.
	1/20/2024 6:01 PM

	4
	A nationwide dedicated website detailing all information on live facial recognition (included in gov site?) including the potential harms and cons
	1/19/2024 7:30 PM

	5
	Talk about their checks and balances and what goes in to deploying FR. Be totally transparent about it
	1/19/2024 1:13 PM

	6
	Just need more awareness on the subject & days to prove it's working - for the harry styles case - three days suggests it doesn't.
	1/18/2024 11:47 PM

	7
	Signs probably
	1/18/2024 8:35 PM

	8
	Explain their use of it with social media posts and leaflets to homes in the area.
	1/18/2024 1:53 AM

	9
	More signage and information about its use
	1/17/2024 9:05 PM

	10
	Videos, social media, news articles, education
	1/17/2024 7:46 PM

	11
	More transparency on where the data sets come from that they're comparing matches to.
	1/17/2024 6:27 PM

	12
	They should provide more evidence of its value. While things like informing the public where this surveillance is being carried out would reduce its efficacy, general information about the kinds of times when it would be used would be useful to provide this kind of reassurance.
	1/17/2024 4:06 PM

	13
	Has to go above the police, like IPCC. Independent audits, published source code, comprehensive wide scoped testing and analysis with varied datasets, all results published
	1/17/2024 1:25 PM

	14
	Just to inform people more about the data storage side of things to let them know they are not being tracked across the country if they havnt done anything wrong. Obviously, the data will need be stored for sometime, incase they do something.
	1/17/2024 1:02 PM

	15
	Tell them that the people in charge of the decision are being shot.
	1/17/2024 12:51 PM

	16
	Signs in public places if it is being used (I believe it should not be). Leaflets to people's homes explaining the use of the technology.
	1/17/2024 11:08 AM

	17
	Infirm via social media
	1/17/2024 10:46 AM

	18
	Inform the public on the dangers of using it
	1/17/2024 10:22 AM

	19
	A report of what they've achieved in year might be good to make people feel safe.
	1/17/2024 9:15 AM

	20
	Simple signage to inform people LFR may be used by Police in the area.
	1/17/2024 4:47 AM

	21
	Comprehensive and complete transparency on what the data will be used for
	1/16/2024 10:29 PM

	22
	Make it clear what areas facial recognition is in use
	1/16/2024 10:20 PM

	23
	Bro they gotta be making public announcements and mailing people about this
	1/16/2024 10:19 PM

	24
	How they gather and use data as well as how the equipment is deployed and where so people have the option to avoid interacting with it
	1/16/2024 10:16 PM

	25
	It needs a widespread, digital switchover type of campaign so that people are fully aware
	1/16/2024 10:11 PM



26	Using news and media	1/16/2024 9:51 PM

	27
	I believe that the police should be providing information on how and when its used.
	1/16/2024 9:25 PM

	28
	The majority of people have no idea about the scope and potential impact of facial recognition. Trust in the authorities is at a low and they need to appreciate that everything they do has an impact on public perception. In my local area the police and the government is seen as the enemy. This is unsustainable.
	1/16/2024 9:15 PM

	29
	I would like to see a more active police force on the streets, rather than a massive invasion of privacy being abused for trivial reasons.
	1/16/2024 8:58 PM

	30
	Tell people clearly and proactively WHY they're using it, how they're storing people's information and what benefit it is providing them. How much does it cost and how effective is it? How has it been tested? Have there been false positives?
	1/16/2024 8:39 PM

	31
	Bust any "myths" surrounding its use, and focus on its positive deployment. They need to utilise examples of where it's worked perfectly, and appeal to people's better nature. There's a large proportion of people who think it's an invasion of privacy but this is categorically false: It scans people in public areas. Any time you're out in the public, you're open to being videod, photographed, or arrested anyway.
	1/16/2024 8:35 PM

	32
	When it’s being used more obvious signs or information, better communication. But of course if they advertise the fact it’s being used then the people they are looking for won’t be there.
	1/16/2024 8:27 PM

	33
	Request consent, prior notice to a city about which areas are monitored, clear boundaries on where the scanning is happening
	1/16/2024 8:11 PM

	34
	inform them of where it is taking place, why, etc.
	1/16/2024 8:04 PM

	35
	What it is what it’s used for and what areas it’s used in
	1/16/2024 7:58 PM

	36
	Having not really heard of it, I think what it’s being used for should become more general knowledge. However I’m not sure how you would do this.
	1/16/2024 7:16 PM

	37
	They should warn you about using technology before you are within range
	1/16/2024 6:26 PM

	38
	maybe psas or ads/announcements when its being used
	1/16/2024 6:14 PM

	39
	Offer advice at events
	1/16/2024 6:02 PM

	40
	Public consultation about whether it is a public good. Clear, large, very visible signage that indicates you are entering or are in an are where live facial recognition is in use.
	1/16/2024 5:46 PM

	41
	Data security plans etc
	1/16/2024 5:45 PM

	42
	Advanced warning of when and where it is used, together with reasons why it is used.
	1/16/2024 5:36 PM

	43
	Info in advance, well publicised
	1/16/2024 5:15 PM

	44
	Clear signage etc anywhere LFR is used, making people aware who processes the data (I'm prepared to assume that SWP does not have that capability in house), if the collected data will be stored, how and where will it be stored? Who will have access to it?
	1/16/2024 4:51 PM

	45
	Ideally I'd prefer them not to use but if they do it should be VERY clearly advertised in advance.
	1/16/2024 4:46 PM

	46
	louspeaker announcement every 30 seconds that it is in use in every street it is placed.
	1/16/2024 4:36 PM

	47
	Show what they are doing to protect the privacy and identity of non-criminals
	1/16/2024 4:06 PM

	48
	Make public the exact software they are using and require the developer of any such technology they use to make the design and code open source.
	1/16/2024 3:58 PM

	49
	The release of a technical document explaining how the technology works, including studies to show its rate of false positives and false negatives. Plus what will happen if an innocent person is flagged by the system and has to prove their innocence.
	1/16/2024 3:09 PM

	50
	Inform the public about its use and benefits.
	1/16/2024 2:32 PM

	51
	Public information spread out via socials as well as giving the ticket office the information so they can informed users. Signs at events would be helpful as well
	1/16/2024 2:18 PM



52	There should be more clear notices before and during events.	1/16/2024 1:59 PM

	53
	Clearer guidance on how and why it's used at certain events
	1/16/2024 1:45 PM

	54
	More information of how it works, when it is used, and how long data is kept, especially data for people who have done nothing wrong.
	1/16/2024 1:41 PM

	55
	Broadcasts, leaflets, general ways to let people know
	1/16/2024 1:37 PM

	56
	Social media has become powerful enough that the notifications and alerts can be published through a variety of media platforms.
	1/16/2024 1:00 PM

	57
	Public posts announcements letting the public know.
	1/16/2024 12:50 PM

	58
	Stations by the live facial-recognition points where public can ask questions. Adverts on TV, letters to all households.
	1/16/2024 12:50 PM

	59
	Offer compensation for events etc where people have paid money and do not agree to have their faces used
	1/16/2024 12:39 PM

	60
	They usually just stand near the protest area and discretely rrecord, sometimes like it happened in Swansea a bunch nof jobs was vandalizing cars on the street and police just recorded to later catch them one by one instead of intervening and stopping further ddamage. Police is first to baton peaceful pprotests and then stay away from dangerous yobs
	1/16/2024 12:37 PM

	61
	Don’t hide behind ‘protecting the youth’ as I recall some of the rhetoric with the Harry Styles was implying. SWP admit that it’s not successful so it only causes peoples privacy to be sacrificed.
	1/16/2024 12:34 PM

	62
	confirm if and when used and success rates
	1/16/2024 12:31 PM

	63
	Clear and widespread publication that they are using live facial recognition. Limited in use and scope and all collected data to be demonstrably erased unless it is required to pursue prosecution for serious crimes.
	1/16/2024 12:29 PM

	64
	I don’t know if this happens already, but signs saying facial recognition in use - maybe details of where to find further info. Also serves as a deterrent.
	1/16/2024 12:23 PM

	65
	Clear definition of area under surveillance and duration of measures. Advice should be given to attendeeds ahead of purchasing tickets so they may decline to attend if uncomfortable.
	1/16/2024 12:05 PM

	66
	Share success stories from using it. Educate people about it via social media. Notify people if being used at an event
	1/16/2024 11:35 AM

	67
	Clear signage at events and public information campaigns on social media and television.
	1/16/2024 11:31 AM

	68
	Information about live facial recognition use should be shared with event organisers ahead of time so they can inform ticket holders before they book tickets or before they arrive. That way people don't find out when they arrive at the event, and can instead cancel their tickets ahead of time.
	1/16/2024 11:22 AM

	69
	I’d rather they stop using it but if they don’t there needs to be more intent in the “why” of them using it
	1/16/2024 11:21 AM

	70
	Signs similar to CCTV signs warning the public that LFR is in use, this could be an effective crime deterrent.
	1/16/2024 10:30 AM

	71
	Informing the public would make its purpose redundant. It should remain an almost covert tactic.
	1/16/2024 10:24 AM

	72
	It’s not reported on at all and therefore the public do not know the benefits of using it and whether the use of it has resulted in finding wanted criminals
	1/16/2024 10:17 AM

	73
	Maybe signage?
	1/16/2024 10:17 AM

	74
	Advertising campaigns and awareness, greater transparency with the public
	1/16/2024 10:15 AM

	75
	Reasonably inform the public.
	1/16/2024 10:15 AM

	76
	Advance warning, accessible privacy policy and DPIAs to be easily accessible.
	1/16/2024 10:09 AM

	77
	Be honest about the effectiveness of it
	1/16/2024 10:06 AM





78	They need to be very clear, the signage is often bad or damaged. They need to make people aware, tell them how it's used, update people on the results, and make as much information public as possible. I still don't approve it's use but knowing is something the public deserve.

1/16/2024 10:05 AM


	79
	That they are using it
	1/16/2024 9:52 AM

	80
	Open the code of the system to professional test. Explain the authorisation process for deployment Explain the results of scanning (faces in) to match, to arrest and prosecution.
	1/16/2024 9:50 AM

	81
	I would like to see a clear detailed analysis of how facial recognition has resulted in more arrests of the appropriate individuals and I would also like to see in detail cases where it has went wrong and not helped them
	1/16/2024 9:41 AM

	82
	signs
	1/16/2024 9:36 AM

	83
	How the data is handled? Is it identifying residents not on the list or is it a check and purge data if no match?
	1/16/2024 9:23 AM

	84
	Just enough to stop people claiming it’s a waste of time. I think giving too much info might defeat the object of using it- if we knew when and where it was being used it could help terrorists plan accordingly to avoid detection and push them to other scenarios without such protections
	1/16/2024 9:20 AM

	85
	Published results for each deployment more openly
	1/16/2024 9:13 AM

	86
	.
	1/16/2024 9:04 AM

	87
	Notifications in advance (twitter etc) Better/ more signage Ability to opt out ? (No idea how that'd work! )
	1/16/2024 8:46 AM

	88
	More information of how and why they use it
	1/16/2024 8:45 AM

	89
	Inform them where it will be used. If at a ticketed event etc. If your facial data is used then you should be notified and able to request that data is removed unless related to a specific crime at thje time of recording. E.g. at the same event it was recorded.
	1/16/2024 8:40 AM

	90
	If I m on a protest march and being filmed by the police, I want them to have a sign next to the camera saying where to request your details, the purpose of the scanning and independently vetted system accuracy
	1/16/2024 8:34 AM

	91
	What they are doing with the rest of the scan information.
	1/16/2024 8:27 AM

	92
	Any info whatsoever. I consider myself up to speed with technology and current events but, other than knowing that the police occasionally use LFR I know nothing about how it works or how it's used.
	1/16/2024 8:11 AM

	93
	Where it's being deployed, who/what they're looking for, an option to have all images of someone deleted from data base following a formal request.
	1/16/2024 8:04 AM

	94
	Adverts to explain, leaflets etc.
	1/16/2024 7:59 AM

	95
	Advertising on billboards and consent forms
	1/16/2024 7:57 AM

	96
	This is challenging as as a society there's no one place that everyone goes to for their news and information but I think more should be done to ensure that people not only know that it's happening but a clear route to the privacy notice and peoples rights as it relates to their data. So for example if it were happening at a ticketed event I would expect: • A direct email using the email you used to buy the tickets at time of purchase and in the run up to the event • A line at the bottom of all social media related to the event from the venue that this will be happening • Prominent signage at the event with a QR code with more information available More broadly for education I think they should pay for targeted ads on social media, post physical letters in areas where they will be doing it where people could be impacted. Signs etc.
	1/16/2024 7:43 AM

	97
	All instances must be fully signposted. If it’s a paid event, such as a ticked concert, you should be advised before the point of sale as you may elect not to go. They should also be educating people on how it works, and, what the retention and deletion looks like. I also want to know what their basis in law is, and what my rights are. This should extend to other identifying mediums, such as gait monitoring, etc.
	1/16/2024 7:39 AM

	98
	I would like to know where the images are stored. How long for etc
	1/16/2024 7:23 AM




99	Issue communications (leaflets, articlrs, social media etc) that set out what the technology is and how it will be used, what the police do with the images they capture and publish stats on how effective the software is.

1/16/2024 7:22 AM




	100
	An open discussion about what it will and won't be used for.
	1/16/2024 7:05 AM

	101
	Publicity campaign about where used and how it works
	1/16/2024 6:43 AM

	102
	Large posters/ information on tickets/ medie etc to publicise the presence of facial recognition at events
	1/16/2024 6:42 AM

	103
	Confirm the parameters for its use and the process for handling data from scans. Provide evidence to support how effective it is.
	1/16/2024 6:41 AM

	104
	To make their published data easier to find.
	1/16/2024 6:15 AM

	105
	- clear signs stating it is being used - an explanation of what is being done that can be accessed without a smartphone (the signs in Queen Street require scanning a QR code) - clear explanations of how to not be subject to live facial recognition - an update on the implementation of the guidance given by the Supreme Court - public participation in determining whether it should be used - clear explanation of our rights & the Supreme Court case
	1/16/2024 5:18 AM

	106
	They should not be using it at all. However, informing the public is near impossible and there is no expectation of privacy in public.
	1/16/2024 5:15 AM

	107
	Would like more awareness regarding usage and transparency regarding statistics (number of faces scanned, arrests made etc)
	1/16/2024 4:27 AM

	108
	1. How much is it costing south wales police to run effectively? 2. How many resources and manpower are then being taken from other areas of spending that matter? 3. Why? Why should the Police be entrusted with this technology when there have been so many incidents of the Police failing to protect the public and numerous scandals
	1/16/2024 4:15 AM

	109
	be honest about the stats
	1/16/2024 3:47 AM

	110
	N/a
	1/16/2024 3:37 AM

	111
	Statements on how they use it issued to news agencies. Facts about how and where it is used. Stats on how effective it is including stats on how its misused and stats on how many false positives
	1/16/2024 3:25 AM

	112
	Let public know when and where it is being used
	1/16/2024 2:52 AM

	113
	Information about its usage and how it works. The reason for its implementation (Where and why). Feedback on successful usage.
	1/16/2024 2:14 AM

	114
	I didn't even know about the Harry Styles thing. It should definitely be advertised more.
	1/16/2024 2:03 AM

	115
	Unsure, but I had no awareness of it before this survey and as a topic that will be perceived as polarising by the majority it is best to approach as openly and honestly as possible to mitigate backlash.
	1/16/2024 1:52 AM

	116
	Who else has access to the faces. How long stored. What else faces used for. How to if face caught in this drag net. How to remove face from database
	1/16/2024 1:51 AM

	117
	I had no idea that it was being used, so any information would be good.
	1/16/2024 1:45 AM

	118
	Clearer signage (if this is true) that images aren’t kept of persons not of interest. Potentially more social media coverage/adverts to raise awareness of how it has proved useful (I remember seeing a post after a concert that people had been identified- more success stories like this would be good!)
	1/16/2024 1:41 AM

	119
	cordons and signs clearly showing the usage to allow people to choose not to travel that way
	1/16/2024 1:30 AM

	120
	Use it more as a deterrent, let people know if they start trouble, they can be found
	1/16/2024 1:09 AM

	121
	PSAs or posters in public explaining in detail.
	1/16/2024 12:44 AM



122	Increased easily accessable information on it on the whole, as well as inform of The areas of use, wether information is being stored, the rates of conviction v the amount of people scanned etc1/16/2024 12:41 AM
	123
	Public info at events
	1/16/2024 12:31 AM

	124
	Rather than just inform I believe serious issues like these would be better brought through codesign and referendum.
	1/16/2024 12:19 AM

	125
	Tell the public when and where it'd be used. How data is stored and why it is stored against your permission.
	1/16/2024 12:16 AM

	126
	More notification needs to be provided for when facial recognition is used.
	1/16/2024 12:15 AM

	127
	It should be explained better what it is and why it is used, examples should be given of its effective use. It should also be possible to find out when and where it is being, or has been, used. All of this information should be displayed on the appropriate government/council/force websites. Physical, clear signs should be present at events or in busy shopping areas where the technology is in use.
	1/16/2024 12:05 AM

	128
	Posters advertising this, something to inform the public that the police are watching
	1/16/2024 12:02 AM

	129
	Information about how this data is used, their data retention policy for it, and whether it actually had any impact/if it works and leads to an arrest or foiling a terror plot.
	1/15/2024 11:48 PM

	130
	Explain how it works and how the images are stored. E.g. are people recognised based on previous mugshots.
	1/15/2024 11:43 PM

	131
	Television and radio adverts, a site explaining what they are doing, how much cost is involved, what they expect to achieve, how people’s privacy will be protected, any margin of errors with the technology, and meet with the communities they are meant to be serving to answer people’s questions
	1/15/2024 11:38 PM

	132
	I'm sure they do the bare minimum required by law.
	1/15/2024 11:28 PM

	133
	Tell us about it in advance.
	1/15/2024 11:15 PM

	134
	.
	1/15/2024 10:19 PM

	135
	TV adverts
	1/15/2024 9:55 PM

	136
	Clear signage within areas, when in use. Should be acting as a deterrent as much as a location tool.
	1/15/2024 9:39 PM

	137
	Education I the way of public information films explaining why it has to be done and what will happen to intelligence gathered after event.
	1/15/2024 9:35 PM

	138
	N/A
	1/15/2024 9:28 PM



139	The general public need to know how it is used and why. I feel the example you provided for the Harry Styles concert would ease the general public regarding its use.

1/15/2024 9:05 PM





Q17 Do you have any other comments about live facial recognition not covered by the questions asked?
Answered: 83	Skipped: 139


	#	RESPONSES	DATE

	1
	FR is a tool just like a hammer. Nobody really has any problem with hammers hitting nails. The problems start when the hammers are used to smash skulls. Therefore the question is not whether FR is "good" or "bad" but whether the police are given all the tools and are left to run rampage with them. As ever, the answer to this problem is not pouring more technology trinkets at it. Technology doesn't solve problems, brains do.
	1/19/2024 1:13 PM

	2
	Interesting to see if there are any biases to the facial scanning
	1/18/2024 11:47 PM

	3
	A budget estimate going to live facial recognition would've been nice, but other than that good questions
	1/18/2024 8:35 PM

	4
	No
	1/17/2024 9:05 PM

	5
	I think facial recognition definitely has a legitimate place in modern policing but that its usefulness against people who are aware that they might be being watched is limited. It might be wiser to direct funding and resources to alternative channels.
	1/17/2024 4:06 PM

	6
	To the criminals, face coverings, to everyone else, face recognition.
	1/17/2024 1:25 PM

	7
	Fuck pedo police.
	1/17/2024 12:51 PM

	8
	No, great survey!
	1/17/2024 9:15 AM

	9
	As a human we are unable to scan and compare faces as technology is able to. If this technology saves someone’s life and supports the Police in identifying criminals/terrorists/potential threats I see no reason to use it. If you have do nothing wrong you have nothing to worry about. Good luck with your dissertation. What a fabulous topic.
	1/17/2024 4:47 AM

	10
	No
	1/16/2024 10:29 PM

	11
	Just seems proper shady, transparency is crucial in smth like this
	1/16/2024 10:19 PM

	12
	We've seen it's not working, it's a stupidly expensive and complex system that people don't want or understand. It's part of a wider issue of millitarised policing that we're bringing in from the US
	1/16/2024 10:11 PM

	13
	I approve of it in controlled and well notified arenas. I've been to festivals and the like and had no concerns. The government and police must be seen as a friend of the people, not an enemy.
	1/16/2024 9:15 PM

	14
	Why should we happy with mass surveillance in our day to day lives, under the guise that it is for our safety and not being abused by nefarious government agencies.
	1/16/2024 8:58 PM

	15
	It's a superb piece of kit that will only improve an already stretched policing.
	1/16/2024 8:35 PM

	16
	Well I want to say it’s a breach of human rights but I’m not sure. In Germany the use of cctv on your home is banned as it’s a breach of a persons privacy to be recorded.
	1/16/2024 8:27 PM

	17
	why do they use it.... seriously...
	1/16/2024 8:04 PM

	18
	No
	1/16/2024 7:58 PM

	19
	Police can already do this by using human live facial recognition. This is sufficient and more effective than indiscriminate and error-prone technology
	1/16/2024 6:26 PM

	20
	Storage of recordings. Are they kept or deleted?
	1/16/2024 6:02 PM



21	Our civil liberties are being eroded. We could easily elect a government that turns out to want to control more than serve the public. These are the tools of an authoritarian or totalitarian

1/16/2024 5:46 PM

regime and we are blindly building them into the system in the naive belief that “it won’t happen here”.

	22
	In my opinion it's the same level of invasive as ANPR. You don't get stopped or recognised unless there is already a recorded issue against you. Police have been using the same methods unassisted by technology for years. There was an officer employed who had an incredible talent to be able to look at a huge crowd and fine known criminals.
	1/16/2024 5:28 PM

	23
	1312
	1/16/2024 4:46 PM

	24
	Facial recognition tech (and all these trained-model-based technologies) are a lot buggier than most lay-folks are aware of. This technology is so incredibly easy to fool if you know a little bit about the topic.
	1/16/2024 3:58 PM

	25
	Makes one wonder why people would not want its use when it helps makes busy areas safer.
	1/16/2024 2:32 PM

	26
	I can understand the need to use it. But it is still in an infancy in terms of technology and my previous knowledge of this technology is that it isn't coded to not include biases	so it is
more likely to pick out people of colour and match them inaccurately compared to a white person
	1/16/2024 2:18 PM

	27
	I hate facial recognition and think it's a horrible, authoritarian technology.
	1/16/2024 1:59 PM

	28
	I think facial recognition could have its uses in finding missing people in crowds, or for keeping track of known security threats, but for the majority of cases it feels like a massive overreach into peoples right to privacy.
	1/16/2024 1:41 PM

	29
	Youth and other people wanted in connection to crimes will still use face coverings. How is Live Facial Recognition going to be able to have effect in those instances?
	1/16/2024 1:00 PM

	30
	The chance of misidentification worries me. I’ve yet to hear about times where live facial- recognition apprehended someone dangerous. I recognise that doesn’t mean it’s not been useful, but I’ve yet to hear of the benefits because of how little information is out in public consciousness.
	1/16/2024 12:50 PM

	31
	Step towards big brother dictatorship
	1/16/2024 12:37 PM

	32
	Privacy died when social media became the most popular form of communication.
	1/16/2024 12:34 PM

	33
	no
	1/16/2024 12:31 PM

	34
	Strong concerns around safety of data gathered during surveillance. Recent breaches have shown that police forces do not take adquetate measures to keep data being stolen by third parties. I do not trust them to keep surveillance data safe either.
	1/16/2024 12:05 PM

	35
	Bit unethical, innit?
	1/16/2024 11:31 AM

	36
	No
	1/16/2024 11:22 AM

	37
	No.
	1/16/2024 10:30 AM

	38
	I like turtles
	1/16/2024 10:23 AM

	39
	I think police forces need to reassure the public that LFR will be used only to identify dangerous criminals and in turn create a safer environment for everyone else, and that if you are a law abiding citizen, you will have nothing to worry about. I think some people are worried about their data/likeness being stored, but as far as I am aware, this is not the case. Maybe better communication from the police would dispel any such myths. Transparency is always the best way forward.
	1/16/2024 10:17 AM

	40
	No.
	1/16/2024 10:10 AM



41	Given the total lack of policing due to cuts, this appears a technological solution to a basic problem. There are not enough police, not deployed in the communities, not answering calls. It is a "firepower" display designed to awe the public that "something is being done" and the police can do "more with less" - you can match all the faces you like, who's going to arrest, investigate and take to court? The police are cosplaying the Death Star, from Star Wars. Princess Leia Organa : The more you tighten your grip, Tarkin, the more star systems will slip through your fingers. Grand Moff Tarkin : Not after we demonstrate the power of this station. (I should mention, I was a police officer for 16 years - and I am unimpressed by this attempt by the police to display their capability).

1/16/2024 9:50 AM


	42
	Whilst this relates to Cardiff, my apprehension towards facial recognition comes from reading about it in America and their facial recognition database Clearview AI
	1/16/2024 9:41 AM

	43
	1984 supposed to be a cautionary tale not an instruction manual
	1/16/2024 9:23 AM

	44
	.
	1/16/2024 9:04 AM

	45
	1984.
	1/16/2024 8:53 AM

	46
	Long love the supreme government
	1/16/2024 8:50 AM

	47
	A lot of people just completely cover their face, so if they are the ones committing crimes then will facial detection still be useful if the criminals they are looking for are just covering their face? Also what are they doing with the face scans of people not on the list of people that are wanted, storing them or deleting them immediately?
	1/16/2024 8:45 AM

	48
	I think if a technology has an easy ability to be abused then it should be very strictly used. We can't stop technological advancements i dont think we'll ever stop it. but we can determine the structure of where our personal data is going and that should be future proofed.
	1/16/2024 8:40 AM

	49
	No
	1/16/2024 8:27 AM

	50
	Use within a ticketed events area I feel is acceptable as long as attendees are made well aware of the use of LFR before making a decision on whether they want to attend. This MEANS notices as part of the advertising of the event, not just at the point of sale of the ticket or at the event entrance.
	1/16/2024 8:11 AM

	51
	Do we actually trust the police to use this responsibly? They are understaffed and underbudgeted, investing in fallible, corruptible and hackable technology shouldn't be prioritised over good hiring and training practices or community policing.
	1/16/2024 8:04 AM

	52
	I actually don't have a problem with LFR as a principle. My main concern is that we're at a point in history where we do not trust our government or our police force to have our best interests at heart. It is logical that anything that can prevent serious crime should be used in order to increase public safety. However, even as someone who should have no concerns or worries about the police having my image, and not being a particularly privacy concerned person, I feel uncomfortable on principle because of their current reputation. I do not trust they have the integrity and intelligence to use this technology in the best interests of the public. I feel they should be going above and beyond to be transparent about the use so as to build trust to increase public confidence. The other thing is that we know there are flaws in this technology, especially as it relates to POC. I feel there should be an annual public report of how successful this technology is, what the false positive rate is and what is the impact to people who are falsely identified to understand whether it genuinely works and whether the risk of the data collection is worth the impact that it achieves. I also feel there should be an annual report of any misconduct related to the collection of this data. I appreciate this will never happen because the police will say it undermines their ability to conduct their investigations but it would restore faith if they did. Ultimately, I think the technology is good and when used appropriately will likely be a societal good. However, unless we are able to see some tangible evidence that it has prevented crime, caught criminals etc it feels somewhat Orwellian that if you want to see Harry Styles you have no choice but to allow your data to be stored - potentially against your will - on a police database when you have done nothing wrong. I appreciate they are not relying on informed consent but until we see tangible impact and transparent governance it feels disproportionate.
	1/16/2024 7:43 AM

	53
	ACAB
	1/16/2024 7:23 AM

	54
	I understand why there may be use cases for the software to support the arrests of those suspected of violent crimes/terrorism. I have a concern over the balance between this use of software being effective and the imposition on citizens’ privacy. I would be interested in finding out more.
	1/16/2024 7:22 AM

	55
	From what I read, the ends do not justify the means. It’s lazy policing
	1/16/2024 6:42 AM

	56
	If it warrants it by catching hard criminals or terrorists then it is a good thing with a good outcome and = %. I would be concerned about the outcome of the criminals afterwards because the police and justice system are too leniant. My concern is also the cost vs how many criminals it will actually cost and will there be less boots on the ground?
	1/16/2024 6:22 AM



57	It should be made law that FR is to be used, if people behaved then they wouldn't have to worry about it

1/16/2024 5:28 AM


	58
	It is an expansion of the surveillance state and places in jeopardy our right to privacy. There is no application that can justify ho harmful it is to marginalised communities. It should never be used.
	1/16/2024 5:18 AM

	59
	No
	1/16/2024 5:15 AM

	60
	Accuracy of live facial recognition should always be questioned, false positives can be very detrimental.
	1/16/2024 4:27 AM

	61
	No
	1/16/2024 3:25 AM

	62
	No.
	1/16/2024 2:03 AM

	63
	No.
	1/16/2024 1:52 AM

	64
	If widespread overuse of CCTV hasn't made a measurable impact on crime, how is facial recognition any different?
	1/16/2024 1:30 AM

	65
	There needs to actually be a proper follow through. No point finding suspects if they won't be prosecuted
	1/16/2024 1:09 AM

	66
	I don't really understand how we give consent to it
	1/16/2024 12:44 AM

	67
	It's dystopic, and terrifying
	1/16/2024 12:41 AM

	68
	I believe that as well as being an invasion of privacy there is a high likelihood that they will be discriminatory. What images train the technology, what is their accuracy across race, age, etc.? Had attention been paid to getting accuracy across the board or will certain types of people be more likely to experience an alert.
	1/16/2024 12:19 AM

	69
	Look at how ANPR (not speed, red light or other similar cameras) data is currently used in policing, it is not used for lower lever offences. Facial recognition should be used in a similar way.
	1/16/2024 12:17 AM

	70
	Big brother
	1/16/2024 12:16 AM

	71
	I believe it's unethical for them to use this technology in areas where the public cannot realistically avoid in their day to day life.
	1/16/2024 12:15 AM

	72
	It's use should have some means of independent oversight, though I do not know precisely how this would work. The technology used should not be purchased from China or Chinese companies, and extremely thorough background checks should be made to ensure this isn't happening accidentally. The cameras should be hardwired to their system, with no capability for wireless connection. There was a good BBC documentary (possibly Panorama) about how easily hostile foreign powers can gain access to the recordings, and how draconian the Chinese system of monitoring is. With the right oversight and safeguards, it could be great for reducing crime and catching criminals, but, of course, there are right and wrong ways to go about it.
	1/16/2024 12:05 AM

	73
	I think its a gross invasion of privacy.
	1/15/2024 11:48 PM

	74
	Seems like serious criminals would just wear face coverings in public areas to counter it, unless it is somewhere with security.
	1/15/2024 11:43 PM

	75
	The cost and results
	1/15/2024 11:43 PM

	76
	It just seems like something that can be abused, and the parameters for what’s acceptable will keep being pushed. Really hate this
	1/15/2024 11:38 PM

	77
	How much does it cost SWP. Is that cost paid for with my tax. Or is it included in the price of my ticket?
	1/15/2024 11:28 PM

	78
	I would like to know what happens with the data and how long it’s held for.
	1/15/2024 11:15 PM

	79
	.
	1/15/2024 10:19 PM

	80
	No
	1/15/2024 9:28 PM


81	It isn't known commonly how much of the policing budget is used specifically for facial	1/15/2024 8:38 PM

recognition (courses, equipment, paying for teams to work) or the specific success rate of identifying people (whether to identify and arrest or identify and take other actions beside arrest)

	82
	Should be deployed daily in high traffic areas
	1/15/2024 8:26 PM


83	General concerns around the storage of data required to complete matches	1/15/2024 8:16 PM
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