
Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Constabulary

ADAPTING TO
PROTEST

Inspecting policing 
in the public interest

H
er M

ajesty’s Inspectorate of C
onstabulary –

 A
dapting to Protest

The report is available in alternative languages and formats on request.

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary 
Ashley House 
2 Monck Street 
London SW1P 2BQ

This report is also available from the HMIC website 
http://inspectorates.justice.gov.uk/hmic

Published in July 2009.

Printed by the Central Office of Information.

© Crown copyright 2009

ISBN: 978-1-84726-943-0

Ref: 296834



Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary – Adapting to Protest  1

Summary� 2

Chapter 1	 Introduction� 14

Chapter 2	 Background � 18

Chapter 3	 Perceptions of protest at G20� 26

Chapter 4	 Police preparation and planning for G20� 36

Chapter 5	 Policing operation on 1st April 2009� 48

Chapter 6	 Use of force in public order situations� 56

Chapter 7	 Conclusion� 64

	 Annex A:	 Summary of interviewees� 67

	 Annex B:	 Terms of Reference� 68

	 Annex C:	 Legal Framework for Policing Protest� 70

	 Annex D:	 Timeline � 76

	 Annex E:	 Ipsos MORI Summary of survey results� 81

	 Annex F:	 Nature of Direction and Control Complaints � 91

	 Annex G:	� Summary of G20/G8 summits and other significant �
	anti-globalisation protests � 95

	 Annex H:	 G20 Protest Events: 28th March – 2nd April 2009� 99

	 Annex I:	� Strengths and considerations: Containment, Communication,�
Use of Force� 102

Glossary� 105

CONTENTS



2  Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary – Adapting to Protest

We are in an age where consent cannot be assumed 
and policing, including public order policing, should 
be designed to win the consent of the public.

With kind permission of City of London Police
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SUMMARY

Context
On the 18th December 2008, the MPS was 
asked to begin planning the police operation 
to deliver a safe and secure environment for 
the G201 summit that would take place in 
London at the ExCel Centre in April 2009. The 
very nature and timing of the event meant 
that the police and other agencies only had �
a limited amount of time to prepare the 
security arrangements where the safety of 
world leaders, including the President of �
the United States of America, and other 
dignitaries had to be assured. This presented 
a challenging timescale for planning an 
operation of this magnitude. In comparison, 
preparation for the G8 summit in 2013 is 
already underway.2 

Protests were held in the City of London on 
the 1st and the 2nd April 2009 to coincide with 
the G20 summit. The scale of the policing 
operation required was considerable – on the 
1st April alone there were 10 separate  protests 
over seven sites in London, including the �
ExCel Centre itself. Ensuring the security of 
the ExCel Centre as the main G20 summit 
venue inevitably drew considerable police 
resource and focus. 

On the 1st April violent confrontation �
between protesters and police occurred at 
the Bank of England and Bishopsgate. Police 
were in places required to react to serious 
violence, as witnessed in video footage of an 
attack on the Royal Bank of Scotland. 

SUMMARY

The Group of Twenty (G20) was established in 1999 to bring together World Leaders, Finance Ministers and Central Bank 1	
Governors .

The location of the G8 in 2013 will not be decided until 2011 so there is no lead force yet.2	

The 1st April 2009 was a unique day for the Metropolitan Police 

Service (MPS) and the policing operation that surrounded  

the G20 summit was highly effective in significant respects. 

However, tragic events on the day led to a focus on the police 

approach to protest, notably the use of containment and  

the manner in which force was used by police. The death  

of Ian Tomlinson and other individual complaints are 

being investigated by the Independent Police Complaints  

Commission (IPCC). This review, conducted at the request  

of the Commissioner of the MPS, concerns the policing  

methods used on the day. There are lessons to be  learnt 

and issues that merit early consideration for the policing of  

future public order events during the remainder of the summer.
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area. The police have statutory powers and 
duties in relation to the policing of protest, 
including those set out in the Public Order 
Act 1986, the Criminal Justice and Public Order�
Act 1994, the Criminal Law Act 1967, the �
Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, and 
common law powers and duties, including 
powers to prevent breaches of the peace. 
The  use of all police powers must be 
considered in accordance with the Human 
Rights Act 1998. This requires all public 
authorities,3 including the police, to act in a 
way which is compatible with the rights set 
out in Schedule 1 to the Act, which are taken 
from the European Convention on Human 
Rights (ECHR), unless primary legislation 
requires them to act otherwise.4 

The ECHR rights incorporated into our 
domestic law which are relevant to the 
policing of protest include ECHR Article 2 �
(the right to life), ECHR Article 3 (the 
prohibition on inhuman treatment), ECHR 
Article 5 (the right to liberty), ECHR Article 8 
(the right to respect for private and family life 
and to a home) and ECHR Articles 9, 10 and 11 
(freedom of religion, expression and assembly 
respectively which, taken together, provide 
a right of protest). 

ECHR Article 11 places both negative and 
positive obligations on the police. The 
police must not prevent or restrict peaceful 
protest5 except to the extent allowed by 
ECHR Article 11 (2) (see below). In addition, the 
police have a duty in certain circumstances 
to safeguard the right to peaceful assembly.6 
In other words, public authorities, including 
the police, are required to show a certain �
degree of tolerance towards peaceful 
gatherings where demonstrators do not 
engage in acts of violence,7 even if these 
protests cause a level of obstruction or 
disruption. The level of tolerance that should 
be extended is likely to be the subject of 
extensive public and political debate, which 
has merit in its own right.

The evolution of communication technology 
used to record and access images of violent 
confrontations between the police and 
protesters influenced emerging views of the 
police operation on 1st April. The high volume 
of publicly sourced footage of the protests, 
including the events leading up to the �
death of Ian Tomlinson, has demonstrated �
the influence of ‘citizen journalists’ – members 
of the public who play an active role in 
collecting, analysing and distributing media 
themselves. Consequently, individual and 
collective police actions are under enormous 
public scrutiny. Following these events, 
Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary 
(HMIC) was requested by the MPS to conduct �
a review of the policing operation and to 
test the arguments for and against the use �
of police public order tactics from public, 
legal and operational perspectives.

In some significant respects, the police 
planned and responded effectively to three 
eventualities: security, notified protest 
and disorder. The police succeeded in 
providing a safe and secure environment for 
the G20  summit and the activities of the 
delegations attending. The ‘Stop the War’ 
march and rally in London on the 1st April 
involving over 1,000 protesters was facilitated 
by police and passed off without incident. 
Damage and disruption caused by protests in 
the City of London to businesses, residents 
and the general public was also minimised. 
In these respects, the police achieved 
their objectives as intended. Nevertheless 
the policing operation relating to the City 
of London protests has been the subject 
of criticism.

Legal Framework for 
the Policing of Protest
The majority of protests which take place 
in densely populated cities like London will 
cause some level of obstruction or disruption 
unless they are conducted in a controlled 

A public authority includes any body exercising functions of a public nature.3	

Human Rights Act 1998, ss. 6(1) and 6(2).4	

 5	 Cisse v France (2002) (App No. 51346/99).

 6	 Bukta and Others v Hungary (2007) (App. No. 25691/04).

 7	 Oya Ataman v Turkey (2006) (App. No. 745452/01).
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Ss. 12 and 148	

Sir John Simon, Secretary of State for the Home Department – November 16th 19369	

17% surveyed believed that business and workers should tolerate disruption by the protesters; 22% surveyed believed that 10	
public transport should be suspended to allow protests to take place (survey size 1,726) Ipsos MORI. The survey found that 
there was an even split between those that thought the police dealt well with the protest (46%) against those that thought 
not well (45%). 17% of those surveyed gave their answer as bad policing/ police overreaction when asked the first thing that 
comes to mind when thinking about the G20 protests.

is measured by the security that they have to 
go about their business free of interference 
from protesters or anybody else. In the same 
way, opinion is split about the rights and 
duties of protesters or those affected by the 
protest and the role of the police.

Balancing the rights of protesters and other 
citizens with the duty to protect people and 
property from the threat of harm or injury 
defines the policing dilemma in relation to 
public protest. In a democratic society policed 
by consent, planning and action at every level 
must be seen to reconcile all these factors, 
particularly when a minority of people may �
be determined to cause disorder or 
worse. Peaceful protest requires careful �
interpretation of the law. The law is an 
important consideration in public order 
events but as Lord Scarman pointed out 
in relation to maintaining “The Queen’s 
Peace”, “it is well recognised that successful 
policing depends on the exercise of 
discretion on how the law is enforced.” �
The debate on the impact of human rights �
law and the obligation to facilitate peaceful 
protest is vigorous, as the case law analysis 
in this report indicates. The discretionary 
landscape of public order policing has grown 
more complex and testing. The exercise 
of discretion is accompanied by both �
expectations of those seeking to 
protest and an instant visual record of 
police conduct. What is certain is that 
these considerations must now feature �
in the discretion exercised by police in �
keeping the peace in this era. 

The public survey carried out as a part of this 
review demonstrates that the majority of the 
public has limited tolerance for disruption 
caused by protest.10 Presently, the police are 
required to act as arbiter, balancing the rights 
of protesters against the rights of the wider 
public, the business community and local 
residents. In dealing with this dilemma, the 
police must take a common sense approach. 

However, ECHR Article 11 is a qualified right, 
which means that the police may impose 
lawful restrictions on the exercise of the 
right to freedom of assembly provided such 
restrictions are prescribed by law, pursue one 
or more legitimate aims and are necessary in a 
democratic society (i.e. fulfil a pressing social 
need and are proportionate). The police have 
powers under both the common law and the 
Public Order Act 19868 to impose conditions 
on public processions and public assemblies. 

Peaceful Protest and 
the Policing Dilemma
We should remember that public protests 
have been part of British political life for a very 
long time. Protests are an important safety 
valve for strongly held views. In addition, the 
right to protest in public is a synthesis of iconic 
freedoms: free assembly and free speech.

The preservation and facilitation of those 
rights is not new. In introducing the Public 
Order Bill of 1936 Sir John Simon, Secretary of 
State for the Home Department said:

“There have been authorities that 
have urged upon me, in the course of 
deputations, that power should be taken 
to prohibit processions on the ground that 
after all, at any rate in crowded places, they 
case a vast amount of inconvenience, and 
that there are many other ways in which 
the views of the public can be expressed. 
I do not agree. I have not put into this Bill 
any such general prohibition. I think that 
demonstrations by way of procession 
are an old and well-established method 
of exhibiting a point of view. It may not 
always be very effective, but I do not know 
on what grounds one can complain.”9

Some people measure democratic maturity by 
the ease with which peaceful protesters can 
protest albeit sometimes unlawfully. Others 
believe equally strongly that a mature society 
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Gold Strategy document.11	

Public Order Act 1986, s.11.	12	

One of the 11 strategic objectives of the G20 
operation was to “facilitate lawful protest” and 
that “any form of protest or demonstration 
that is not lawful will be dealt with robustly 
according to the law.”11 This is an incorrect 
starting point when the police are considering 
their obligations under ECHR Article 11. The 
correct starting point is the presumption in 
favour of facilitating peaceful assembly. This 
is not an absolute presumption. The police 
must consider the legality of the conduct and 
actions of individual protesters – rather than 
consider the protest as a whole – and respond 
to specfic criminal offences committed and 
police powers to deal with those offences.

Absence of notification does not render a 
public procession unlawful under the Public 
Order Act 1986 or mean that an otherwise 
peaceful procession falls outside the ambit 
of ECHR Article 11. The Public Order Act 
1986 requires organisers to give advance 
written notice to the police of any proposal 
to hold a public procession, unless it is not 
reasonably practical to do so.12 In the absence 
of notification, the organisers of a procession 
may be guilty of an offence under the Public 
Order Act, but participants of the public 
procession will not be guilty of an offence.

In the same way, the mere obstruction of a 
highway does not render a public assembly 
unlawful. The police must consider whether 
the obstruction by individual protesters 
is unreasonable and strike a fair balance �
between the rights of individuals to �
peaceful assembly and the rights and �
freedoms of others.

During the review it has become clear that a 
number of police officers/police commanders 
have approached peaceful protest in terms 
of “is the protest lawful/unlawful?” A better 
approach is to consider how to facilitate 
the peaceful protest but then to look at the 
implications. If it is likely that it could involve 
a significant level of disruption because of, for 
example, the scale of the protest, police must 
plan for it; train for it; and have a suitable array 
of tactics including prospective restrictions 
and communications to deal with it.

Peaceful protest that may be disruptive is an 
important reality that needs full consideration 
in planning and implementation of public 
order operations. The way the police service 
asks questions of itself and adapts the exercise 
of discretion around this issue will be essential 
in maintaining the support of all sections of 
the public. We are in an age where consent 
cannot be assumed and policing, including 
public order policing, should be designed to 
win the consent of the public.

Planning for events on 
1st April
In taking a common sense view of the �
handling of security and public order demands 
on the 1st April 2009, we must acknowledge 
the considerable collective achievement 
by the MPS on what, even by international 
standards, was a very demanding day. �
However, expectations of our police are 
rightly high and we must acknowledge the 
concerns around the handling of peaceful 
protesters on that testing day in London. 

There are a number of factors that made 
planning and delivery of the operation more 
difficult. Firstly, the operational stretch as a 
result of competing demands made on the �
day, including international security, protest 
and disorder. Secondly, the limited planning 
time frame – 3 months to accommodate the 
G20  summit on top of a crowded protest 
calendar. Thirdly, significant shortcomings in 
police national guidance for handling peaceful 
protest.

In the extensive planning undertaken by the 
MPS for the April 1st events, the consideration 
of peaceful protest that may be disruptive or 
obstructive is not evident. Peaceful protest, 
especially if potentially disruptive, needs 
deliberative analysis and attention within the 
realm of public order. It does not  feature in 
the 11 key objectives or the range of tactical 
options considered. This is despite the high 
likelihood of such protest activity occurring.
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For operations of this type, planning must 
consider the potential for peaceful protests 
that may be disruptive but may not involve 
criminal wrongdoing by protesters. This 
will assist the police in ensuring the choice 
of operational tactics is appropriate and 
proportionate. Additional demands are likely 
to result in extra costs to the police, both 
operationally and in planning and preparing 
for such events, including additional training 
for officers.

It would be easy but thoroughly misleading 
to believe that the challenges of policing 
public protest could be resolved by somehow 
tightening up the law. No statute can ever deal 
neatly with the complex realities which arise 
when people are motivated to demonstrate 
their passion for a cause in public. The 
need to influence, observe and respond to 
protesters’ mood demands more than a rigid 
response within a conveniently harsh legal 
environment.

Protesters have a heightened sense of�
grievance, which easily turns – or can be 
manipulated to turn – towards any symbol 
of authority, particularly the police. The 
art of sucessfully policing public protest 
has always been to minimise this transfer 
of grievance by allowing protesters a fair 
and reasonable chance to make their point 
peacefully. Achieving this outcome demands 
a combination of excellence in leadership, 
clarity of purpose, training, planning, 
communication, and – very importantly – the 
use of discretion.

National Guidance
The tactics used by the police on the 1st and �
2nd April, such as cordons and containment 
of protesters, are endorsed by the Association 
of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) and are 
contained in the ACPO manual “Keeping the 
Peace”, which is employed by all police forces 

across England and Wales. It is recognised �
by some senior ACPO officers that the �
tactics in this manual were formulated in 
a different era of protest and are largely �
centred either on organised, planned protest 
or on dealing with public disorder. Those 
tactics have not been subject to public �
debate or scrutiny until now. 

The ACPO “Keeping the Peace” manual gives 
very limited attention to policing protest. It 
is inadequate for the world the police are 
now operating in. Peaceful protest covers a 
wide spectrum of protest activity. At its most 
straightforward, it is notified, discussed with 
police in advance, stewarded and controlled 
and organised on the day with the interests �
of the wider public in mind. At its most �
complex, it is not notified or discussed 
with police in advance, has no organisers or �
stewards controlling it and is disruptive. 
In these instances, the police are left to �
arbitrate and deal with the consequences 
and impact on the general public as best 
they can. This is complex given the precious 
freedoms involved. Nevertheless, discharge 
of the obligation to facilitate peaceful protest 
requires more than an acknowledgement of 
these challenges. It requires preparation for 
and delivery of a proportionate response.

Concerns and Tactics
The review identifies and reflects genuine 
concerns around the:

Tailoring of the tactic of containment at •	
the Bank of England and at Bishopsgate
Dispersal of peaceful protesters and the •	
proportionality of the force used by police 
officers
Identification of police officers•	
Effectiveness of communication between •	
police, public and protesters before, during 
and after the protest.
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The use of containment has not been argued to be an interference with ECHR Articles 10 and 11.13	

 14	 Austin & another v Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis [2009] UKHL 5.

A Direction and Control (D&C) complaint is a complaint against the policies and procedures of a police service rather than a 15	
specific complaint against an individual, identifiable officer or officers. 80 D&C complaints were passed to HMIC for review.

When presented with bipolar statements about the use of force, respondents are twice as likely to select a situation that 16	
gives police the freedom to use force against protesters as necessary to keep public order ( 44%) as opt for a situation where 
the police should never use force (21%). (Ipsos Mori survey, Annex E) 

Distraction techniques are taught to police officers as part of their own safety training. The opportunity to gain better control 17	
of an aggressor (e.g. to help apply handcuffs) can be achieved using both unarmed skills (the fist, elbow, palm or heel palm) or 
by use of the baton.

Concern was expressed by complainants 
and journalists about the way in which the 
containment was managed at the cordons. 
Police officers were given the instruction 
to implement an “absolute cordon, with 
discretion”. Officers could be forgiven 
for finding this instruction confusing and 
difficult to implement. Whilst assistance to 
leave the containment was undoubtedly 
given to some, this was not conducted in a �
consistent manner. 

At times, peaceful and disorderly protesters 
intermingle and make decisions regarding 
release of individuals from a police 
containment complex. Much will depend on 
the facts and circumstances of a particular 
operation. Nevertheless, this is foreseeable 
and therefore demands forward thinking to 
devise strategies and tactics that minimise 
unintended consequences for peaceful 
members of the crowd. In responding to 
this challenge, the police should consider, 
develop, and evaluate tactics that can �
address the identification and release 
of persons from crowds – they must be �
vigilant for signs of distress and be able to 
act accordingly.

Use of Force
When asked for views in relation to the police 
using force against protesters, respondents 
to the Ipsos Mori survey demonstrate a �
willingness to accept that, in some circum-
stances, use of force against protesters is 
justified.16 However, half of all Direction 
and Control complaints received (40) made 
reference to varying degrees of dissatisfaction 
associated with the police use of force. Many 
of the complainants perceived the police use 
of force as ‘excessive’. Images of police officers 
using force, including distraction techniques,17 
have the potential to undermine the public’s 

Containment

House of Lords decision of Austin & 
another v Commissioner of Police of 
the Metropolis [2009] 

The police justify the use of the tactic of 
containment – enclosing a large number 
of people gathered in a public place within 
police cordons – to maintain public order 
or public safety or as a lawful exercise 
of their powers under common law to 
prevent a breach of the peace. The police 
use of containment has been the subject 
of detailed legal scrutiny for compatibility 
with the right to liberty (ECHR Article 5).13 
The House of Lords found that police use 
of containment will not infringe the right 
to liberty of individual members of the 
crowd whose freedom of movement is 
restricted by the containment provided 
the following criteria are met:

(i)	 the tactic is resorted to in good 
faith;

(ii)	 the tactic is proportionate to the 
situation making the measure 
necessary; and 

(iii)	 the tactic is enforced for no longer 
than is reasonably necessary.14

The Ipsos MORI survey, conducted to 
inform the review, identified considerable 
public support for containment, provided 
it is proportionate and time limited. 
Significant numbers of Direction and Control �
complaints15 received in relation to the 
G20 protest report concern regarding the �
apparent indiscriminate nature of the 
containment, the length of time that protesters 
and public were held and the limited availability 
of access to toilets, food and water.
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Communications
The MPS engaged successfully with at least 10 
protest groups who notified their intention to 
protest in advance in compliance with public 
order legislation20 and engaged in negotiation 
with the police.21 However, engagement 
between police and some protest groups 
prior to the event was difficult. Climate 
Camp has presented evidence that the MPS 
was slow to engage. The MPS presented 
evidence that not all protest groups engaged 
constructively. The report highlights the need 
for effective communication between police 
and protesters and in this the police cannot 
succeed alone. Protest will be inherently more 
difficult to plan and facilitate where there is 
no constructive dialogue between the police 
and protesters. This may result in the use of 
police tactics which are more restrictive than 
would otherwise be the case.

On communication procedures more 
generally, discussions with police commanders 
reveal frustrations about the media coverage 
of the challenge that the police faced on 
1st  and 2nd April. Initial coverage of the 
event  was positive but by the 5th April this 
was becoming more critical. This intensified 
following the emergence of images relating 
to the death of Ian Tomlinson. A focus group 
of journalists and broadcasters provided �
views as to how communication between the 
police and the media could be strengthened. 
Ideas suggested during the review include: an 
improved police event website; embedding 
journalists with frontline police; police 
briefing at the scene, to provide information 
that is contextualised by what is happening 
on the ground; and making frontline officers 
experience available after the event(s). 

Police have highlighted uncertainties 
and dilemmas around using potentially 
sensitive information connected with 
death or serious injuries at public order 

trust in police, as recognised by the Home 
Affairs Committee.18

Faced with dispersing a crowd of protesters, 
which may contain a disorderly element, 
police have to think very carefully whether the 
conventional range of tactics is appropriate 
for ensuring the minimum use of force. Tactics 
used for dispersal of protesters on 1st April 
included filter cordons, arrests and physical 
force, including shields and batons.

Presently, MPS public order training focuses 
largely on dealing with disorder and unrest, 
with officers in NATO helmets, wearing 
protective equipment and carrying shields. In 
relatively few instances are police deployed 
in this manner and, where they are, this 
is towards the limits of the spectrum of 
crowd management. Additionally, officers 
bring to public order training their individual 
officer safety skills, developed for everyday 
policing. Bringing the two skill sets together 
has highlighted contrasting approaches to 
a graduated response to the use of force 
and associated human rights considerations, 
which are well evidenced and documented 
in officer safety training but markedly less 
well integrated into public order training.19 
Overall, this current position raises questions 
about the preparedness of officers to display 
a graduation and range of policing styles and 
tactics, all of which, at different times, may be 
appropriate for policing protest. 

Identification of 
officers
Although the overwhelming majority of 
officers were correctly dressed, any lack 
of police identification is an inhibiter to 
accountability and generates a question mark 
about the control of staff. This is why, as the 
MPS acknowledges, proper identification of 
all police officers is important, particularly 
when the use of force is a possibility. 

Paragraph 58, Home Affairs Committee, Policing of the G20 Protests, Eighth Report of Session 2008-09, HC 41818	

It is of note that the MPS public order PSU Commanders Handbook makes no mention of Human Rights.19	

Public Order Act 1986, s.1120	

Annex H lists all the groups that notified their intent to protest21	
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Immediate Recommendations
Planning
In planning future public order operations for protest the police should:

1. �D emonstrate explicit consideration of the facilitation of peaceful 
protest throughout the planning process and the execution of the operation 
or operations. The right to freedom of assembly places obligations on the police. 
The starting point for the police is the presumption in favour of facilitating peaceful 
assembly. However, the police may impose lawful restrictions on the exercise of  
the right provided such restrictions are lawful, have a legitimate aim (such as the 
interests of public safety or the protection of the rights and freedoms of others) 
and are necessary and proportionate.

Communication with protest groups 
In relation to communication with protest groups the police should:

	 2. � Seek to improve dialogue with protest groups in advance where possible, 
to gain a better understanding of the intent of the protesters and the nature of 
the protest activity; to agree how best to facilitate the protest and to ensure a 
proportionate policing response. When protesters are not forthcoming to the 
police, the police should consider informing and warning the protesters and the 
public that this may result in some additional disruption, that restrictions may 
be placed on protesters and that particular tactics may be employed to reduce 
disruption and the threat of disorder.

Communication with the public
In relation to communication with the public the police should:

	 3. �D evelop a strategy to improve communication with the media before, during 
and after protests to convey a policing perspective of events. 

In relation to communication issues arising from death or serious injury at events MPS 
and ACPO, in liaison with others, should:

4. � Agree principles regarding the police use of potentially sensitive information 
which may later become evidence in legal proceedings. 

Containment 
Where containment is deployed the police should moderate its impact by ensuring 
where practicable:

5. �N o surprises. Protesters and the public should be made aware of likely police 
action in order to make informed decisions. 

events which may subsequently become 
evidence in legal proceedings. This should 
not be underestimated. If they say nothing �
speculation may become rife and press 
assertions may be left unchallenged, but 
there are mixed views on how police can best 

present information in these circumstances. �
It should be noted, however, that this �
dilemma applies to other aspects of �
policing and is not simply a feature of �
policing protest. 
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A wide range of views has been expressed to the HMIC Review Team around approaches, ranging from utilising giant screens, 22	
flares or even social networking sites to communicate better with protesters and public. ‘Dialogue cops’ used in Europe have 
also been noted.

The UK Press Card has been recognised by ACPO since it was established more than 18 years ago.  It is also recognised by the 23	
Secretary of State for Justice as the only means by which journalists can identify themselves as such for entry to Family Court 
hearings.

Immediate Recommendations (continued)
6. � A release plan to allow vulnerable or distressed persons or those inadvertently 

caught up in the police containment to exit. The MPS should consider scenarios 
where observers may be employed to identify vulnerable people – this has 
implications for planning and training.

7. �E asy access to information for protesters and public regarding the reason for, 
anticipated duration of, and exit routes from any police containment. This has 
clear implications for the training and briefing of frontline officers. The MPS should 
also urgently explore new ways of engaging with protesters by utilising all available 
media technologies.22

8. � Clear signposting to basic facilities and amenities where needed. This has 
implications for planning in advance of events.

9. � Awareness and recognition of the UK press card23 by officers on cordons, to 
identify legitimate members of the press and ensure application of associated 
ACPO guidelines for use.

Training and Guidance
Early consideration in any review of training should be given by the MPS and ultimately 
ACPO to:

10. � Undertaking a review of current public order training including an 
examination of tactics (such as the use of shields and batons) ensuring that 
they are subjected to medical assessment. Any resulting changes to training 
should be implemented swiftly to ensure that Public Order training reflects the 
full spectrum of public order activity including peaceful protest; consistently 
incorporates relevant human rights principles and standards (as demonstrated 
with Officer Safety Training) and includes consideration of the individual use of 
force, such as distraction, in collective action such as public order operations.

11. � Providing guidance in a revised ACPO Public Order Manual on the confinement 
and release of peaceful protesters. The treatment of the spectrum of protest 
activity in the current ACPO manual is insufficient. There is a clear need for 
consistency and standardisation in advance of the 2012 Olympics (where cross 
force co-operation will be critical to success) to make current mutual support 
between different forces more reliable and effective.

Identification of Officers 
In relation to identification of officers the police should:

12. �E nsure officers wear numerals or other clear identification at all times during 
public order operations and deal with individual officer non-compliance swiftly 
and robustly. The report agrees with the MPS that there can be no excuse for 
police officers failing to display identification and acknowledges the steps that 
have already been taken to address this issue.
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This report is not intended to be a comprehensive account of everything that happened and all 
the potential implications arising from G20 in April 2009. It is not possible to achieve that in the 
timescale of this review. It is however intended to assist police practitioners who have to deal 
with protest in the near future and who recognise that there is a need to develop and improve 
practice. Part 2 of the report, to be published later this year, will include a systematic review of 
national and international practice, to inform the ongoing debate on the policing of protest.

We invite and welcome feedback on this report, which will be incorporated into Part 2 of 
the report.
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INTRODUCTION

The core ethos of Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of 
Constabulary (HMIC) is “inspecting policing in the 
public interest”.  In practical terms, this means that 
considerable emphasis is put on the effect that police 
actions have on the community and public confidence 
in policing. The methodology adopted by the HMIC 
Review Team endeavours to provide an independent, 
balanced and transparent report. 

With kind permission of City of London Police
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There has always been a strong tradition of 
protest in the UK. Over 5,000 protests took 
place in the London Metropolitan area in the 
last year alone.24 The vast majority were notified 
to police and peaceful. The right to freedom 
of assembly is a fundamental human right and, 
like the right to freedom of expression, is one 
of the foundations of a democratic society.25 
However, issues surrounding protest have 
often been controversial, the use of force to 
police protest being principal among them.

Protests were held in the City of London on �
the 1st and 2nd April 2009 to coincide with 
the G20 Summit. The scale of the policing 
operation required was considerable – on 
1st April alone there were 10 separate protests 
over seven sites in London, including the 
ExCel Centre itself. Ensuring the security of 
the ExCel Centre as the main G20 summit 
venue inevitably drew considerable police 
resources and focus.

On the 1st April violent confrontation �
between protesters and police occurred at �
the Bank of England and Bishopsgate. Police �

were in places required to react to serious 
violence, as witnessed in video footage of 
an attack on the Royal Bank of Scotland. The 
tragic death of Ian Tomlinson and specific 
complaints regarding injuries sustained by 
individual protesters26 led to a focus on the 
police approach to such protests, notably the �
tactics of containment and the manner in �
which force was used by the police. It also 
illuminated that the world is changing fast, 
and in particular the way the public record, 
communicate and access information.

The Human Rights Act 1998 requires all public 
authorities – including the police – to act in a 
way which is compatible with the rights set out 
in Schedule 1 of the Act, which are taken from 
the European Convention on Human Rights 
(ECHR) unless primary legislation requires 
them to act otherwise.27 It also requires all 
legislation to be interpreted compatibly with 
those ECHR rights so far as it is practicable 
to do so.28 This includes the Public Order Act 
1986, which sets out the domestic framework 
for policing public processions and public 
assemblies in England and Wales.

The Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) recorded 5,324 protests between the 1st April 2008 and the 31st March 2009.24	

 25	 Djavit v Turkey (2003) (App. No. 20652/92).

This review does not make any judgement on individuals or specific occurrences which fall within the remit of the current 26	
enquiry by the IPCC.

Human Rights Act 1998, ss. 6(1) and 6(2).27	

Human Rights Act 1998, s. 3(1).28	

British policing has always had a clear identity, separate from 

the rest of the world, no more so than in its approach to public 

order. That approach, of putting the police amongst the people 

to maintain security and facilitate protest, is quite distinct from 

other countries in Western Europe where police often use 

equipment including water cannon, CS gas and other physical 

measures to control crowds and separate the police from the 

protest crowd.

CHAPTER 1
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falling under this category have been reviewed 
by HMIC and form part of this report. Likewise 
it is not the role of HMIC to comment on active 
investigations being undertaken by the IPCC.

A broad range of views and perspectives has 
also been gathered from face to face interviews, 
focus groups and written contributions. The local 
community has been consulted through a ground 
survey which yielded views from businesses and 
residents impacted by the events of G20. Protest 
groups involved in the events around G20 have 
also been contacted. 80 Direction and Control30 
complaints were received from members of the 
public directly concerned with G20 which were 
reviewed and responded to.31 A full list of those 
consulted by the HMIC Review Team can be 
found at Annex A.

The HMIC Review Team has been given 
unrestricted access to all documents and 
police officers necessary to ensure a complete 
process. Evidence has been cross-referenced 
with CCTV coverage, police command 
decision logs32, police strategy and policy 
documents (including Risk and Community 
Impact Assessments33) and media coverage.

HMIC were asked to undertake a review 
by the Commissioner of the Metropolitan 
Police Service on 28th April 2009. The terms 
of reference can be found at Annex B. The 
HMIC Review Team is composed of a range 
of specialists who include senior police 
officers, an independent human rights lawyer 
and communications and policy advisors. An 
External Reference Group has provided – 
and will continue to provide – independent 
scrutiny of the HMIC review process. The 
External Reference Group members have a 
diverse range of skills and expertise in fields 
of relevance to the HMIC review.

Review methodology
The core ethos of Her Majesty’s Inspectorate 
of Constabulary (HMIC) is “inspecting policing 
in the public interest”. In practical terms, this 
means that considerable emphasis is put on 
the effect that police actions have on the 
community and public confidence in policing. 
The methodology adopted by the HMIC Review 
Team endeavours to provide an independent, 
balanced and transparent report.

This report in particular seeks to consider:
the policing of public protests held •	
during the G20 summit on 1st and 2nd 
of April 2009
public perceptions, the legal framework •	
and police professional practice
the sequence of events on 1st April •	
2009
the tactics employed during the police •	
operation relating to the G20 protests
the immediate issues arising in relation •	
to the policing of protests as a result 
of this review.

Throughout the review HMIC has worked 
closely with other related examinations of 
policing and protest. The parliamentary Home 
Affairs Committee and the Joint Parliamentary 
Committee on Human Rights have both taken 
evidence from key individuals involved in the 
G20 protest events, police and protesters. 
These sessions have been reviewed by the 
HMIC Review Team. There has also been a good 
level of liaison with the Independent Police 
Complaints Commission (IPCC). Their remit is 
to investigate the actions of individual officers 
and does not extend to issues surrounding 
the direction and control of officers following 
lawful orders.29 For this reason all complaints 

The role of the IPCC is derived from the Police Reform Act 2002.29	

A Direction and Control complaint is a complaint against the policies and procedures of a police service rather than a specific 30	
complaint against an individual, identifiable officer or officers.

This number reflects the current number of complaints received at the time of writing, a number of direction and control 31	
complaints continue to be received by the HMIC Review Team.

A police command log is a diary of events and decisions that the police commander has made whilst in a Command role. It will 32	
show how a decision was arrived at given the information and threat assessment made by the police commander at the time.

A Community Impact Assessment is a means of measuring the mood (actual or anticipated) of any group of people as a result 33	
of an incident or event which is likely to cause concerns or tensions. It is used to assist planners in minimising the effect of the 
event or incident on the community.
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The findings from this review will be published in 
two parts. As the review was triggered by events 
surrounding the G20 summit Part 1 considers 
the G20 policing operation specifically and 
identifies emerging issues relating to it. Part  2 
of the review will consider the broader 
implications of those issues for the policing 
of protest and will be published later this year. 
It will consider the policing of other recent 
protests in the UK and examine tactics used by 
police internationally to police protest.

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary – Adapting to Protest  17
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BACKGROUND

The policing operation required to facilitate a summit 
on this scale was considerable, and constituted the 
largest MPS operation for many years. On 1st April 
alone there were 10 separate protests over seven sites 
in London. In excess of 5,500 Metropolitan police 
officers were deployed on 1st April and 2,800 on 
2nd April. 

With kind permission of City of London Police
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LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR 
POLICING PROTEST
The police have statutory powers in relation 
to the policing of protest, including those set 
out in the Public Order Act 1986, the Criminal 
Justice and Public Order Act 1994, the Criminal 
Law Act 1967 and the Police and Criminal 
Evidence Act 1984.

The Public Order Act 1986 confers carefully 
defined powers and imposes carefully defined 
duties on the police. It also defines a number 
of statutory offences, including riot,34 violent 
disorder,35 affray,36 causing fear or provocation 
of violence37 and causing harassment, alarm 
and distress.38 In addition, a number of other 
offences including common assault, criminal 
damage and possession of offensive weapons 
are punishable under the common law and 
other domestic legislation.39

The police also have powers and duties under 
the common law, including powers to prevent 

breaches of the peace.40 Every constable (and 
every individual citizen) has the power and 
is subject to the duty to seek to prevent, by 
arrest or other action short of arrest, any 
breach of the peace occurring in his or her 
presence, or any breach of the peace which 
(having occurred) is likely to be renewed or 
any breach of the peace which is about to 
occur.41

The use of all police powers must be 
considered in accordance with the Human 
Rights Act 1998, which requires all public 
authorities,42 including the police, to act in a 
way which is compatible with the rights set out 
in Schedule 1 to the Act, which are taken from 
the European Convention on Human Rights 
(ECHR), unless primary legislation requires 
them to act otherwise.43 The Human Rights 
Act also requires all primary and subordinate 
legislation to be read and given effect to in a 
way which is compatible with ECHR rights, so 
far as it is possible to do so.44

Public Order Act 1986, s.134	

Public Order Act 1986, s.235	

Public Order Act 1986, s.336	

Public Order Act 1986, s.437	

Public Order Act 1986, s.538	

Such as the Offences Against the Person Act 1881, the Criminal Damage Act 1971 and the Criminal Justice Act 1988.39	

A breach of the peace occurs “whenever harm is actually done or is likely to be done to a person or in his presence to 40	
his property or a person is in fear of being so harmed through an assault, an affray, a riot, unlawful assembly or other 
disturbance”: R v Howell (Errol) [1982] QB 416 which was held by the European Court of Human Rights to be sufficiently clear 
to be regarded as “prescribed by law” in Steel v UK (1998) 28 EFRR 603, paras 25-29 and 55.

 41	 R (on the application of Laporte) v Chief Constable of Gloucestershire [2006] UKHL 55 per Lord Bingham, para. 29.

A public authority includes any body exercising functions of a public nature.42	

Human Rights Act 1998, ss. 6(1) and 6(2).43	

Human Rights Act 1998, s. 3(1).44	

CHAPTER 2

This chapter provides a short summary of the legal framework for 

policing protest before drawing distinctions between different 

types of protest activity seen in the UK. The scope of the G20 

policing operation is introduced and considered in the context 

of ‘citizen journalism’ and modern media.
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Advance notice of a public assembly is not 
required under the Public Order Act 1986.

The Act gives the police the power to impose 
certain conditions on persons organising or 
taking part in public processions or assemblies 
where the police reasonably believe that 
there  is a risk of serious public disorder, 
serious damage to property, serious disruption 
to the life of the community or intimidation 
of others.48

A senior police officer can impose such 
conditions on a procession as appear 
necessary, and include conditions as to the 
route of a procession.49 They can also impose 
conditions on the place where a public 
assembly may be (or continue to be) held, its 
duration and the maximum number of persons 
who may attend the assembly.50 Since the 
Act gives the police the power to impose a 
condition defining the “maximum duration” of 
a public assembly, a police direction bringing 
an existing assembly to an end is likely to be 
found lawful under the Act. The power to 
impose conditions does not require there to 
be any focus on the intentions of individuals 
in a procession or assembly. A senior police 
officer may give directions to those taking 
part in the procession or assembly, whether 
or not individually they appear to present the 
required threat.

TYPES OF PROTEST 
ACTIVITY
Protest is a broad term, referring to various 
activities undertaken by those who wish 
to express their opposition to, or support 
for, amongst other things, an idea, policy, �
campaign or event. There is a wide 
range of protest activity which includes 
demonstrations, assemblies and rallies, 
marches, parades and processions, pickets �
and strikes, and leaflet drops. For the �

Protest activity and the policing of protest 
has the possibility of engaging and interfering 
with the human rights of a range of individuals 
and groups. These include:

those taking part in a march, procession, •	
demonstration or protest
residents living on the route of the •	
procession or near the protest site
workers whose place of work is on the •	
route of the procession or near the 
protest site
the wider public who may be disrupted in •	
their daily activities
police officers themselves, who may be •	
required to deal with serious levels of 
disorder or violence.

The human rights incorporated into our 
domestic law which are relevant to this �
report include the following: ECHR Article 2 
(the right to life), ECHR Article 3 (the 
prohibition on inhuman treatment), ECHR 
Article 5 (the right to liberty), ECHR Article 8 
(the right to respect for private and family life 
and to a home) and ECHR Articles 9, 10 and 11 
(freedom of religion, expression and assembly 
respectively) which, taken together, provide a 
right of protest.

An outline of the human rights framework 
for policing protest is set out at Annex C.

The Public Order Act 1986 requires organisers 
to give advance written notice to the police 
of any proposal to hold a public procession, 
unless it is not reasonably practical to do so.45 

The notice must specify the time and date of 
the proposed procession, the proposed route 
and the name and address of the person (or 
one of the persons) organising it.46 In the 
absence of notification, each of the persons 
organising the procession may be guilty of an 
offence.47 Participants of the public procession 
will not be guilty of an offence under the Act. 

Public Order Act 1986, s.11(1).45	

Public Order Act 1986, s.11(3).46	

Public Order Act 1986, s.11(7).47	

Public Order Act 1986, s.12(1) and s.14(1).48	

Public Order Act 1986, s.12(1)49	

Public Order Act 1986, s.14(1)50	
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Full details available at the ‘Put People First’ website.51	

This type of protest activity poses particular 
challenges to the police. With no identifiable 
organisers or representatives willing to engage 
with the police on behalf of the protesters, the 
police are unable to gain accurate information 
regarding the intentions of the protesters, 
the location or route of the protest or 
demonstration, likely protester numbers and 
timing of the event. This hampers the ability 
of the police to ensure the safety of the 
protesters and to plan an appropriate policing 
operation to facilitate the protest. In addition, 
these types of protests rarely include stewards 
to supervise the protest and maintain order. 
With no stewards and no individuals or 
group with overall responsibility or control 
of the protest, the risk for potential disorder 
increases. This in turn impacts on the nature, 
size and planning of the policing operation, as 
the police have to respond to the heightened 
risk of disruption, damage, disorder or threat 
to life. An example of this type of protest 
activity was the ‘Bash the Rich’ protest against 
class division which marched to the homes 
of shadow-Government Ministers on the 3rd 
November 2007. This was advertised on the 
internet but no organiser notified police of 
the proposal. A small march took place which 
was facilitated by police.

Non-Declared Spontaneous 
Protests
Spontaneous protests may or may not be 
organised but, given their very nature, 
they will not be declared or notified to 
the police in advance. This type of protest 
poses challenges to the police for the same �
reasons identified in relation to non-
declared planned protests above. Again the �
heightened risks associated with this type �
of protest activity may impact on the 
nature and size of the policing operation. 
An example of this type of protest activity 
was the Pro-Gaza demonstration outside the 
Israeli Embassy on the 28th December 2008. �
Here several hundred demonstrators blocked 
the street in response to Israeli military action 
in Gaza. There were no event organisers. 
Criminal damage was caused to a number 
of premises and police responding to the 
incident encountered violence.

purposes of this review, it is useful to highlight 
a number of critical distinctions between 
types of protest activity.

Organised Declared Protests
Around 95% of protest activity involves 
organised, declared, planned protests (in 
the form of demonstrations, processions 
and static assemblies) which are notified to 
the police. Advance written notification of 
public processions is required to be given to 
the police under the Public Order Act 1986, 
but organisers of public assemblies (which 
do not have to be notified under the Public 
Order Act) will also often notify the police 
of a proposed assembly in any event. This 
provides a means of communication between 
the police and organisers, and enables the 
police to work with protest organisers to agree 
the scale, location or route and timing of the 
demonstration or protest, ensure the safety of 
the protesters and plan an appropriate policing 
operation to facilitate the protest event. On 
the day of the protest, the organisers will 
appoint (non-police) stewards to supervise 
the protest and maintain control and order. 
This often enables the policing operation to 
be reduced, adjusting policing responses to 
the majority of protesters who are peaceful 
and self-policed by stewards. An example 
of this type of protest activity was the TUC 
Rally held in London on the 28th  March 
2009, where organisers estimated that 35,000 
demonstrators marched peacefully from 
Embankment to Hyde Park.51

Non-Declared Planned Protests
A small but significant minority of 
protest activity comprises protests and 
demonstrations which have no identifiable 
organisers. Some are planned and (informally) 
declared (through sources such as the internet) 
but are not notified to the police. This form 
of protest activity includes civil disobedience, 
where individuals deliberately but peacefully 
obstruct authorities or disobey laws to express 
their opposition to a particular idea or policy 
or dissatisfaction with government action.
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Human Rights Act 1998, Sch 1, Art 11 – Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and to freedom of association 52	
with others, including the right to form and to join trade unions for the protection of his or her interests.

The Group of Twenty (G20) was established in 1999 to bring together World Leaders, Finance Ministers and Central Bank 53	
Governors.

Four of these protests were arguably of increased operational significance to the MPS due to their anticipated size or location: 54	
The Stop the War coalition march and rally, the Banquet at the Bank of England, Climate Camp at the European Climate 
Exchange and the ExCel centre itself.

Figures provided by the MPS for the G20 week and MPA submission by Assistant Commissioner Allison regarding officer 55	
numbers of Sussex, British Transport Police (BTP), City of London Police (CoLP).

The £7.5m is composed of: £3.8million ‘additional costs’ and £3.68million ‘opportunity costs’. ‘Additional costs’ are defined 56	
as costs incurred as a result of the G20 operation. ‘Opportunity costs’ are defined as a cost incurred as a result of being 
abstracted from normal policing duties. Figures obtained from MPS financial briefing submitted to HMIC Review Team, dated 
12th June 2009. 

timescale for planning an operation of this 
magnitude. In comparison, police preparation 
for the G8 summit in 2013 is already underway. 
The ExCel site posed a significant security 
challenge for the police in view of the limited 
access and egress points at Docklands.

The G20 summit was the central element of 
a week long policing operation (29th March 
to the 3rd April 2009) named Operation 
Glencoe, which incorporated a number of 
different events and inter-dependent policing 
operations planned for 1st and 2nd April 2009. 
There were seven events included in the 
tactical plan template for Operation Glencoe. 
They were: the State Visit of the President of 
Mexico (30th March 2009); the Financial Fools 
demonstration (1st April 2009); the Fossil Fools 
demonstration (1st April 2009); Climate Camp 
(1st April 2009); the Stop the War march and 
rally (1st April 2009); evening receptions for 
G20 delegates (1st April 2009) and the G20 
Summit for Jobs  and Growth at the ExCel 
Centre (2nd April 2009).

The policing operation required to facilitate 
a summit on this scale was considerable, and 
constituted the largest MPS operation for 
many years. On 1st April alone there were 10 
separate protests over seven sites in London.54 
In excess of 5,500 Metropolitan police officers 
were deployed on the 1st April and 2,800 on 
the 2nd April.55 The MPS estimate the cost of 
the G20 event as £7.5 million.56 The operation 
was planned and conducted against a 
significant terrorist threat level. The potential 
for disruption by international terrorists or 
domestic extremists was a source of concern 
for the government, financial industry within 
the City of London and the police.

Long Term Protests
Another type of protest activity which has 
become more prevalent in recent years 
comprises protests intended to continue over 
an extended period of time. The intention is to 
continually raise public awareness in relation 
to a particular concern or achieve particular 
objectives. This type of protest has the 
potential to impose significant demands on 
police resources in the event that a policing 
operation is required on an ongoing 24 hour 
basis to ensure the safety of the protesters 
and the wider public. The Tamil Protest in 
Parliament Square is an example of this type 
of protest activity.

Violent Protests
A very small subset of protest activity 
comprises protests which are intended to 
be disorderly and/or violent. These types 
of  protests fall outside the protection of 
ECHR Article 11.52 They pose significant 
challenges for the police, who are required 
to prevent crime and protect the public �
from risk of harm.

SCOPE OF G20 POLICING 
OPERATION
On the 18th December 2008, the MPS was 
asked to begin planning the police operation 
to deliver a safe and secure environment for 
the G2053 summit that would take place in 
London at the ExCel Centre in April 2009. The 
very nature and timing of the event meant 
that the police and other agencies had only a 
limited amount of time to prepare the security 
arrangements where the safety of world 
leaders, including the President of the United 
States of America and other dignitaries had 
to be assured. This presented a challenging 



Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary – Adapting to Protest  23

CHAPTER 2  BACKGROUND

BBC ‘ONE Show’ 30th March 2009.57	

A number of websites attributed to anarchist groups used the “Summer of Rage” in the lead up to the event; an example is 58	
that of the South West Anarchist Group.

CO11 Intelligence Update 10th March 2009.59	

The Daily Telegraph quotes a City worker saying; ‘We have been told ‘if you can work from home, work from home, don’t wear 60	
a suit and if you have to come in then don’t get involved with any of the protestors and stay well clear’. 28th March 2009.

Guardian on 26th March 2009. 61	

“Containment” (commonly referred to in the media as kettling) is a process whereby police limit access to or egress from an 62	
area in order to prevent widespread violence and facilitate a controlled dispersal of those present.

The police security operation at ExCel on 
1st April and the Stop the War march and rally 
(consisting of 1,000 – 1,500 protesters) were 
conducted without incident.

Between 4,000 and 5,000 protesters 
converged at the Bank of England around 
midday. The protesters were contained62 from 
12.30pm until 7.00pm when police began to 
disperse those present and this was largely 
completed by 8.45pm. Between these  times 
a number of violent confrontations between 
protesters and police took place. It was during 
this period that Ian Tomlinson died.

The Climate Camp protest commenced at 
12.30pm in Bishopsgate with the intention 
of remaining for 24 hours. Reports suggest a 
good natured protest with numbers swelling 
during the afternoon to a peak of 4,000 – 
5,000 protesters. A containment was placed 
around the camp at 7.00pm (as the dispersal 
of the Bank of England protest began) and 
dispersal of Climate Camp by police began at 
around 10.45pm. A detailed timeline of events 
is attached at Annex D.

In the week leading up to the G20 protests 
many elements of the media reported a high 
likelihood of disorder. An example of this 
was the BBC ‘ONE Show’ where presenter 
Matt Allbright attended the TUC march on 
the 28th March and reported that whilst that 
march was suitable for families to attend, the 
march on the 1st April was likely to be more 
hostile and of an entirely different nature.57 
An article titled ‘The Summer of Rage Starts 
Here’58 was published on a popular protester 
website by a member calling themselves 
‘London Anarchists’.59 There were a number 
of articles where city workers and institutions 
were urged to increase security in anticipation 
of disruption.60 Over the weekend of the 28th 
March 2009, articles published talked of the 
City being ‘poised’, ‘braced for disorder’ and 
‘on red alert’.61

On the 1st April 2009 there were four key 
policing operations. They were:

The security operation at ExCel•	
The Stop the War march in central •	
London
The Bank of England protest•	
The Climate Camp protest.•	

Map of Protests and G20 Event – 1st April 2009
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At 2.10pm police began moving protestors from outside the RBS and the BBC studio comment was ‘at some point the police 63	
have to draw a line under protestor behaviour and this appears to be now. At 2.24pm a Sky security expert in the studio stated 
that the police had behaved with ‘great skill’.

Daily Express 2nd April headline “Anarchy does not rule UK” where it was said that “Anarchists determined to bring chaos to 64	
London were thwarted by a huge police operation yesterday in which the rule of the mob was quashed.

Daily Star 2nd April 2009 headline “Blood on the streets” by line “ANTI-BANK protesters turned the heart of London into a 65	
bloody battleground yesterday”.

Evening Standard 3rd April states ‘police defend corralling thousands of protestors’. Guardian 3rd April refers to kettling as 66	
a ‘cuddly word for false imprisonment’. Morning Star 3rd April talks of ‘brutal police attacks’. Independent 3rd April talks of 
‘heavy handed tactics’. Times 4th April has an article entitled ‘the crowd in uniform may be the more violent’. 

The Guardian, 5th April 2009.67	

For example an article from Andy Hayman that “the crowd in uniform may be the more violent”, The Times, 08 April 2009.68	

Helen Boaden, BBC Head of Newsgathering, e-Democracy ’08 conference, 11th November, 2008.69	

770	 /7: Citizen Journalists, BBC3, 2235, 16th November 2005.

http:71	 //www.bbc.co.uk/guidelines/editorialguidelines/advice/videoaudioandstills/checkingthefact.shtml.

Andrew Shapiro, Harvard University, cited in Croteau and Hoynes 2003: 322.72	

Never before had the sights and sounds 
of major disaster on the Underground 
been available to the public. The BBC’s first �
indication of the bus explosion in Tavistock 
Square was pictures sent in by a nearby �
resident suspicious of a government cover-
up because he had seen no report of it on 
TV. In reality, it was just 15 minutes after �
the explosion and the BBC, like everyone �
else, was still getting to grips with events 
elsewhere.70

Handling this material raises considerable 
issues for the broadcasters, particularly the 
need to sift and verify information, and to 
guard against hoaxes and manipulation. Now 
all the major broadcasters have processes 
managed by dedicated teams.

The BBC’s UGC Hub is a 24/7 operation within 
the main newsroom. It has a key role within 
the BBC guidelines on the use of UGC.71 On 
an average day it handles 12,000 e-mails and 
around 200 pictures. However, some 7,000 
pieces of video came in one week during the 
July 2008 floods.

The emergence of new media has been 
described as “a potentially radical shift of �
who is in control of information, experience 
and resources.” 72 The evolution of 
communication technology used to record 
and access images of violent confrontations 
between the police and protesters influenced 
emerging views of the police operation on �
1st April. The high volume of publicly sourced 
footage of the events of 1st April, including 
the events leading up to the death of �

During the 1st April protests, the live news 
broadcasts by BBC News 24 and Sky were 
predominately positive.63 Some subsequent 
newspaper articles suggest that the much 
predicted ‘riot’64 did not happen and that 
the police kept control. Other articles use 
emotive language to describe clashes between 
the police and protesters, using words such 
as ‘battles’ and ‘rampaging mobs’.65 There was 
also some criticism of police tactics.66

On the 5th April the story began to emerge 
in relation to events surrounding the tragic 
death of Mr Ian Tomlinson.67 This sparked 
fresh interest in G20, and the ensuing media 
coverage raised issues over trust in the police 
and fresh criticism of police tactics.68

THE CONTEXT OF MODERN 
PROTEST
Mobile telephones combined with cameras 
have had a fundamental effect on the news 
media, particularly the speed at which 
news can be received and then broadcast. 
The public at any major event are now an 
important source – often the first – of video, 
still images, text messages and e-mails. This 
activity is known as citizen journalism, and the 
published product is known as user-generated 
content (UGC).

It is widely acknowledged that the watershed 
for citizen journalism was reached on the 
7th  July 2005 following the terrorist attacks 
in  London.  Within 24 hours the BBC alone 
had  received 1,000 stills and videos, 3,000 
texts and 20,000 e-mails.69



Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary – Adapting to Protest  25

CHAPTER 2  BACKGROUND

Source: www.youtube.com, resulting from a search of ‘London G20 protests’.73	

Some social networking and video-sharing 
sites have the capability to be accessed 
on mobile phones. This allows the entire 
network to be updated, whether through text, 
photos or videos, instantly at any time and 
from any  location. Technology has allowed 
for a more flexible and responsive protest 
community which is capable of advanced 
communication and immediate reaction to 
events on the ground.

The pace and sophistication of communi-�
cation arguably left police, particularly 
officers on the ground, less well informed 
than protesters with high specification 
mobile phones, who could access or post 
on websites and get an overview of the 
situation. This reality is in stark contrast to 
reports from the police of inability at times 
to communicate using the police radio. The 
challenge for the police is to keep pace with 
a dynamic, IT intelligent protest community 
and the technology available for use.

Ian Tomlinson, has demonstrated the �
influence of ‘citizen journalists’ – members 
of the public who play an active role in �
collecting, analysing and distributing media 
themselves. Consequently, individual and 
collective police action is under enormous 
public scrutiny.

The table below highlights this. It demonstrates 
the viewing figures for individually submitted 
G20-related videos on a video-sharing 
website.73

Not only does this demonstrate a high online 
interest in the events of G20, it highlights the 
fact that large public audiences have access 
to documentation which could possibly 
influence the public perceptions of events.

Social networking sites, such as Facebook, 
encourage links to groups as well as individuals, 
generating a ‘spider-web’ of connections 
between a diverse spectrum of communities. 

Name of video

‘Video of police assault on Ian Tomlinson’

‘Riot police attack peaceful protesters
at G20 Climate Camp’

‘G20 Climate Camp in the city’

‘Police Assault a woman in G20 protest’

‘Policemen hurt as protest G20 heats up’

Number of views (as at 29th May 2009)

345,142

133,745

60,209

34,959

22,536
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Q. In your opinion, how well did the police deal with the
G20 protests in London?

Opinion is divided on how well the G20 protests
in London were policed

Source: Ipsos MORI Base: 1,339 adults aged 15+ in England and Wales who have
heard of the G20 protest in London, 29 May-4 June 2009

Not very well

Very well
Don’t
know

Not at all well

Fairly well

7%

33%

12%

9%

39%

Well
46%

Not well
45%

However, it is widely thought that the majority
of officers behaved appropriately

Source: Ipsos MORI Base: 1,339 adults aged 15+ in England and Wales who have
heard of the G20 protests in London, 29 May-4 June 2009

Q.  Thinking about the way police officers handled the G20 protests
in London, which of the following, if any, comes closest to your view?

3

47

34

6

1

8

% of respondents
ALL of the police responded appropriately to

the situation they faced

MOST of the police responded appropriately to
the situation they faced

SOME of the police responded appropriately to
the situation they faced, some responded

innappropriately

MOST of the police responded inappropriately to
the situation they faced

ALL of the police responded inappropriately to
the situation they faced

Don’t know

51%

Whilst opinion is clearly balanced, at the extreme ends of the scale, a larger proportion reports 
a very negative view than reports a very positive view.
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likely to believe that the police dealt with 
the protests well and that all or most of the 
police behaved appropriately in the situations 
they faced.

Protester performance at the G20 
protests in London
Respondents were also asked to give their 
opinion on the behaviour of the protesters 
at the G20 protests in London. The most 
frequent response (44%) is that some of the 
protesters behaved in an acceptable manner 
whilst some did not. Overall, almost four 
in ten (39%) respondents believe that the 
majority of the protesters behaved in an 
acceptable manner.

In this instance, there are no clear trends across 
key demographic variables. Favourability 
towards the police has no impact on attitudes 
towards protesters nor do the overall views 
on how well the police performed at the G20 
protests influence opinion.

Further questioning on this matter reveals 
greater insight. Overall, the respondents 
believe that the majority of police officers 
behaved appropriately and that it was, at best, 
a minority that behaved inappropriately and, 
at worst, ‘some’ that behaved inappropriately.

When examining these results further it is 
found that in this case, neither gender nor 
age are influential factors on opinion. Social 
group, however, continues to have an impact. 
Following the same clear linear trend, as 
many as six in ten (61%) respondents in group 
AB believe that all or most of the police 
behaved appropriately in the situation they 
faced compared to almost five in ten (47%) in 
group C1C2 and just over four in ten (42%) in 
groups DE.

Looking across these two performance 
questions reveals that, when assessing police 
performance at the G20 protests in London, 
opinion appears to be intrinsically linked to 
overall levels of favourability towards the 
police. Respondents that are favourable 
towards the police in general are much more 

1

39

44

6

1

9

% of respondents
ALL of the protesters behaved in an

acceptable manner

MOST of the protesters bahaved in an
acceptable manner

SOME of the protesters behaved in an acceptable 
manner, some behaved in an unacceptable

manner

MOST of the protesters behaved in an
unacceptable  manner

ALL of the protesters behaved in an
unacceptable  manner

Don’t know

40%

Source: Ipsos MORI Base: 1,339 adults aged 15+ in England and Wales who have
heard of the G20 protests in London, 29 May-4 June 2009

A sizeable proportion also believes the
majority of protestors behaved acceptably

Q.  Thinking about the way protesters behaved at the G20 protests
in London, which of the following, if any, comes closest to your view?
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protests to be managed in such a way as to 
minimise disruption to the general public. 
Respondents are:

more likely•	  to favour an approach that 
does not disrupt public transport;
much more likely•	  to favour an approach 
that does not disrupt business and workers; 
and
considerably more likely•	  to favour an 
approach that sees protesters agreeing �
their route with the police and sticking�
to it.

Managing large-scale events
Having considered the G20 protests, 
respondents were asked to think more 
generally about large-scale protests. They 
were told that there are many decisions to 
be made when handling large-scale protests 
and people have different views about how 
they should be managed. Respondents were 
then presented with bipolar statements and 
asked to select which statement, if any, came 
closest to their own opinion.

Three of the ‘pairs’ of statements related 
to  disruption to everyday life and, among 
the majority, there is a preference for 

Source: Ipsos MORI Base: 1,726 adults aged 15+ in England and Wales, 29 May-4 June 2009

There is support for approaches that
minimise disruption to the general public

Q.  Please read these two statements and decide which comes
closest to your view.

STATEMENT A STATEMENT B

Public transport should be
suspended to allow protests
to take place

Protesters should not be
allowed to protest on roads

that are used by public
transport

Protesters should have the
freedom to demonstrate on
any route they choose

Protesters should agree the
demonstration route with
the police in advance and

stick to it

Business and workers
should not be disrupted by
the protesters

Business and workers
should tolerate disruption

by the protestors

22

12

54

44

63

17

% Statement A % Statement B
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When presented with a series of protester 
behaviours that could occur at a large-scale 
protest, respondents were asked to consider 
whether the use of force was justifiable as a 
response to each behaviour. Use of force was 
defined as a police officer using their baton to 
strike a protester. It is clear from the results 
that as protester behaviour escalates, use of 
force by police officers in response to these 
behaviours is deemed justifiable.

Tolerance for use of force by 
police officers
When asked for views in relation to the police 
using force against protesters, respondents 
demonstrate a willingness to accept that, in 
some circumstances, use of force against 
protesters is justified.

Presented with bipolar statements about the 
use of force, respondents are twice as likely 
to opt for a situation that gives police the 
freedom to use force against protesters as 
necessary to keep public order as opt for a 
situation where the police should never use 
force.

Source: Ipsos MORI Base: 1,726 adults aged 15+ in England and Wales, 29 May-4 June 2009

There is also greater support for the police
to have freedom to use force when necessary

Q.  Please read these two statements and decide which comes
closest to your view.

STATEMENT A STATEMENT B

The police should never use
force against protesters

The police should have the
freedom to use force against

protesters as necessary
to keep public order

21 44

% Statement A % Statement B

Respondents believing that the police 
performed well at the G20 protests in London 
are more likely to side with Statement B, giving 
police freedom to use force, than side with 
Statement A. Of those who did state that the 
police performed well at the G20 protests, 
over half (56%) side with the view that the 
police should have the freedom to use force 
as necessary to keep public order compared 
to only one in seven (14%) who opt for the 
view that the police should never use force.
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The tipping point in terms of tolerance for 
the use of force appears to be when protester 
actions take on a more physical dimension. 
The majority believes that when protesters 
become physical, whether that is pushing 
a police officer or using physical violence 
against them, use of force by the police officer 
in response to this behaviour is justifiable. 
Over two-thirds of all respondents (68%) 
believe that use of force may be justifiable 
in response to an officer being pushed; just 
over half (51%) state that it is justified in some 
circumstances.

It is in response to physical violence that use 
of force is most strongly accepted; when 
faced with physical violence from a protester, 
over eight in ten (82%) respondents believe 
that the officer is justified in using force in 
response. Almost half (47%) state that use of 
force is justified in all such circumstances. In 
each of these physical behaviour scenarios, 
males are more likely than females to support 
the use of force in all circumstances.

The majority, almost six in ten (58%), believes 
that police officers should be able to withstand 
verbal abuse from a protester without 
resorting to force. Notwithstanding, a sizeable 
minority of three in ten (31%) respondents 
believe that, in some circumstances, use of 
force is justifiable. Males are more likely to 
hold this view than females; 34 per cent of 
males say that use of force is justifiable in 
some circumstances involving verbal abuse 
compared to 28 per cent of females.

Opinion is divided in circumstances where a 
protester spits at a police officer. Half of all 
respondents (50%) believe that use of force 
may be justifiable in response to spitting with 
just less than half (46%) believing that force 
is never justified in response to spitting. As 
before, males are more likely to justify use 
of force in this instance; 38 per cent of males 
say that use of force is justifiable in some 
circumstances involving spitting compared to 
32 per cent of females.

Source: Ipsos MORI Base: 1,726 adults aged 15+ in England and Wales, 29 May-4 June 2009

7%

15%

16%

47%

31%

35%

51%

35%

58%

46%

28%

14%

As protester behaviour escalates in seriousness, more people
perceive the use of force to be justified

Q. Please read this list . . . please say whether use of force is justifiable
in all circumstances, some circumstances or is never justifiable.

Yes, this is
justified in all
circumstances

Yes, this is
justified in some
circumstances

No, this is
never justified

Spits at a police officer

Pushes a police officer

Uses physical violence against
a police officer

Verbally abuses a police officer

The use of force against a
protester who . . .



Annex E

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary – Adapting to Protest  89

In all three scenarios there is a majority belief 
that holding tactics are justifiable.

In response to disruption to the general •	
public’s day-to-day activities, around 
three-quarters (76%) believe that holding 
protesters in a controlled area is justifiable, 
with one in five (20%) respondents 
believing such a response from the police 
is justified in all circumstances.
In response to the threat that public and •	
private property will be damaged, over 
eight in ten (82%) of respondents believe 
that holding protesters in a controlled 
area is justifiable, with over a third (36%) 
believing such a response from the police 
is justified in all circumstances.

Tolerance for use of containment 
by police officers
Respondents were informed that, during a 
large-scale protest, police might have to hold 
protesters in a controlled area for a number 
of hours if they feel that public order is under 
threat. They were then asked to comment 
on whether they believed this holding tactic 
was justifiable in response to a number 
of scenarios.

It is clear from the results that when the public 
feels that holding protesters will reduce 
disruption, reduce damage to property or 
minimise a threat to public safety, there are 
high levels of tolerance for such a tactic.

Public support for containment is significantly higher where
there is a threat to public safety

Q. The police may hold protesters in a controlled area for a number
of hours if they feel that public order is under threat. To what
extent is this action justifiable or not in these different scenarios?

Yes, this is
justified in all
circumstances

Yes, this is
justified in some
circumstances

No, this is
never justified

Holding protesters in a
controlled area for a
number of hours to
reduce . . .

20%

36%

49%

57%

47%

35%

19%

13%

11%

The threat that public and
private property will be damaged

A threat to public safety where
members of the public could

suffer harm

Disruption to the general
public’s day-to-day activities

Source: Ipsos MORI Base: 1,726 adults aged 15+ in England and Wales, 29 May-4 June 2009
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exception: social group. As with other issues, 
there is a clear linear trend by social group 
with as many as seven in ten (71%) of those in 
group AB expressing confidence for the future 
compared to 64% of C1C2 respondents and six 
in ten (60%) DE respondents. Notwithstanding, 
it should not be overlooked that there is a 
sizeable minority (27%) that is not confident.

As might be expected, respondents that are 
more favourable to the police in general and 
are positive about how well the G20 protests 
in London were policed, are also more likely 
to be confident that future events will be 
effectively managed.

In response to the threat to public safety •	
where members of the public could be 
harmed, over eight in ten (84%) respondents 
believe that holding protesters in a 
controlled area is justifiable, with almost 
half (49%) believing such a response from 
the police is justified in all circumstances.

Confidence for the future
When asked how confident, if at all, they are 
that the police will effectively manage large-
scale protests in the future, almost two-thirds 
(65%) state that they are either fairly confident 
(54%) or very confident (11%).

There are few key demographic differences 
between those who are confident, with one 

Q. How confident, if at all, would you say you are that the police
will effectively manage large-scale protests in the future?

There is confidence that large-scale protests
will be managed effectively in the future

Source: Ipsos MORI Base: 1,726 adults aged 15+ in England and Wales, 29 May-4 June 2009

Don’t
know Very

confident

Fairly
confident

Not at all
confident

Not very
confident

11%

54%

21%

6%
8%

Confident
65%

Not confident
65%

DE

C1C2

AB

34%

48%

65%

% Confident
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Summary of G20/G8 summits and  
other significant anti‑globalisation protests
The Group of Twenty Finance Ministers and Central Bank Governors (G20) have met since 1999. 
However, previous summits have attracted fewer protests. G20 London 2009 experienced 
unprecedented levels of protest for a number of reasons including the attendance of the heads of 
state, the economic downturn and the focus on financial institutions and environmental issues.

YEAR EVENT LOCATION SUMMARY

1999 25th G8 Cologne,
Germany

2,000 protesters marched though London in 
support of demonstrations against the G8 in 
Cologne. The ‘J18’ (18 June) march degenerated into 
large scale disorder resulting in 42 people being 
injured and an estimated £1m of damage caused.

1999 N30
(November 
30th)

Seattle,
United States

Protests caused the delay of the opening ceremony 
of the World Trade Organisation meeting. 
Continuing action led to the arrest of over 600 
protesters, dozens injured and extensive damage 
to shops such as Nike and Starbucks. The Mayor of 
Seattle put the city under the municipal equivalent 
of martial law and declared a curfew. The National 
Guard were deployed to support the police. A 
mirror protest in the United Kingdom took place 
at the front of Euston Station, London, which 
resulted in scenes of violence and the burning of 
a police van.

2000 May Day London,
United Kingdom

‘Reclaim the Streets’ led anti-capitalist 
demonstrations that resulted in approx. 95 arrests 
following a “Guerrilla Gardening” action that saw 
the turf in Parliament Square dug up. Later, there 
was an attack on a McDonalds restaurant and 
officers were attacked with bottles, scaffolding and 
other weapons. Over 500 officers were deployed.

2000 26th G8 Nago, Okinawa,
Japan

No significant protests recorded.

Annex G
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YEAR EVENT LOCATION SUMMARY

2001 May Day London,
United Kingdom

The protests began with cycle rides through the 
streets. Then approx. 5,000 protesters attended 
Oxford Circus where many of them were contained 
by police.  Protesters attempted to break through 
the police cordon and later damaged shops and 
banks in Tottenham Court Road. The police’s use 
of containment has been subject to unsuccessful 
legal challenges.

2001 EU summit Gothenburg,
Sweden

In excess of 25,000 anti-capitalists at times 
overwhelmed the 1,000 police officers on duty to 
deal with them. The site of the summit had been 
ringed with double steel barriers but by the end 
of the first day the summit had been marred by 
violent protest and featured the use of firearms 
by police for their own security.    This summit 
highlighted the need to tighten security.

2001 27th G8 Genoa,
Italy

The Italian government suspended freedom of 
movement entitled by the Schengen treaty for the 
duration of the summit, in order to monitor the 
movement of the many protesters arriving from 
across the EU. The city centre was made a total 
exclusion zone which displaced the protesters onto 
the outlying streets of Genoa. It was estimated that 
over 100,000 anti-capitalists took to the streets 
and were responsible for approx. £15m in damage 
to cars, shops, banks, petrol stations and public 
buildings. The Genoa Social Forum, an umbrella 
group for around 700 protest groups, had schooled 
activists in self defence and many protesters wore 
protective body padding in anticipation of clashes 
with the police. Demonstrators accused the police 
of brutality and denying them the right to non-
violent protest. Police and some politicians argued 
that attempting to blockade a meeting was in itself 
a violent event and an attempt to impede the 
workings of democratically elected governments.
Over 500 people were injured and there was one 
fatality, a demonstrator shot by police. A number 
of police officers were convicted of offences 
including abuse of authority, abuse of office 
and uniform and negligence. The officer charged 
over the fatality was acquitted by reason of self 
defence.
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YEAR EVENT LOCATION SUMMARY

2002 28th G8 Kananaskis, 
Alberta,
Canada

Kananaskis was selected because of its isolated 
location. Thousands of police patrolled a 20 mile 
security zone with a single road into the resort 
containing 16 checkpoints. F-18 jet fighters and 
helicopters also patrolled the skies. Relatively small 
scale protests took place in Calgary. At the time it 
was reported as the largest peacetime operation in 
Canadian history.

2003 29th G8 Evian-les-Bains,
France

1,500 anti capitalist protesters blocked a road near 
Evian-les-Bains. French police fired tear gas into the 
crowd who responded with petrol bombs at local 
government buildings. Thousands of demonstrators 
descended on the French-Swiss border close to 
Geneva in a bid to disrupt the summit. On a bridge 
over the River Aubonne a British protester was 
taking part in a protest blocking the road. He was 
tied by a rope suspended over the bridge when the 
rope was cut by police, whereby he fell onto a dry 
river bed below and received multiple injuries.
Whilst the protesters were denied access to Evian-
les-Bains due to an exclusion zone, this displaced 
demonstrations over the border into Switzerland 
where criminal damage to the value of approx. 
3 million Swiss Francs was caused. Thousands of 
police and army from France, Switzerland and 
Germany were deployed at an estimated cost of �
5 million Swiss Francs.

2003 EU Summit Athens,
Greece

Violent confrontation was seen between anti-
globalisation protesters and police with an 
estimated 8,000 protesters policed by 20,000 
police officers. Petrol bombs, rocks and bottles 
were thrown at the British and Italian embassies 
as well as the police who responded with tear gas. 
There were 29 premises damaged and 93 arrests.
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YEAR EVENT LOCATION SUMMARY

2004 30th G8 Sea Island, 
Georgia,
United States

In order to ensure the island’s security, a “ring of 
steel” involving units of the US armed forces 
surrounded the island. The choice of a remote 
location, particularly a containable island, was 
successful in limiting the access of potential 
protesters and minimised disruption. Due to the 
substantial resources deployed and the activists’ 
belief that the government agencies would invoke 
the use of the Patriot Act, very few protests were 
seen. (The Act provides indefinite imprisonment 
without trial of non US citizens whom the Attorney 
General has determined to be a threat to national 
security).

2005 31st G8 Gleneagles, 
Scotland,
United Kingdom

The main disorder was displaced to Edinburgh. 
Disorder and damage also occurred in Stirling 
estimated at £3m. Activists blockaded major 
approach routes and gathered in fields surrounding 
the venue but the perimeter remained secure. The 
7/7 terrorist attack overshadowed the summit.

2006 32nd G8 Strelna, 
St.Petersburg,
Russia

Reports at the time stated that in the week leading 
up to the summit police in Moscow, St Petersburg 
and other parts of Russia detained known human 
rights and political activists (reported numbers 
vary from a few dozen to 200), some of  whom 
were imprisoned for 10 days preventing them 
from taking part in demonstrations. There were no 
significant protests recorded.

2007 33rd G8 Heiligendamm,
Germany

A 12km fence was built around Heiligendamm at a 
cost of $16.6m. Displaced urban disorder prior to 
the summit resulted in significant police casualties 
in Rostock. Multiple blockades on roads around 
the venue by 5,000 activists essentially cut off 
the venue to vehicular traffic for 3 days. Police 
resources were deployed by helicopter, and water 
cannon was used to maintain distance. 16,000 
police and 1,000 soldiers were involved in the 
operation and approximately 150 UK activists were 
present.

2008 34th G8 Toyako, 
Hokkaido,
Japan

Over 40 dissidents were arrested before the 
summit started and a number of activists were 
detained at New Chitose Airport. There were no 
significant protests recorded.
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Climate Camp at the European 
Climate Exchange (Climate Camp 
protest)
Intelligence suggested plans for a co-ordinated 
convergence by protesters on the European 
Climate Exchange at Bishopsgate. Plans 
included the provision of food, first aid and 
food preparation facilities. Internet sources 
suggested 1,000 people intended to attend. 
The MPS met with representatives of Climate 
Camp on the 31st March 2009.

People and the Planet RBS
People and the Planet publicised their 
intention to hold a protest at the Royal 
Bank of Scotland in Bishopsgate. There was 
no information to suggest violence, nor an 
indication of numbers involved. This event 
was not notified to police.

Critical Mass Events
Intelligence indicated the possibility of an 
attempt to block roads by mass cycle protest. 
This was deemed unlikely to succeed due to 
lack of interest or support, and the event was 
not notified to police.

Alternative G20 Summit
An alternative summit had been planned 
at the University of East London, although 
immediately before the event the university 
had withdrawn permission to use its premises. 
Intelligence suggested that this event lacked 
support from the university. No assessment 
of attendees was provided. The event was 
ultimately cancelled.

Campaign Against Climate Change 
Iceberg Protest
Police were notified of an intention to protest 
near to the Tidal Basin area at ExCel. Only 
small numbers were expected, and this event 
was notified to police. On the 1st April the 
event passed off without incident.

G20 PROTEST EVENTS: 28th 
MARCH – 2nd APRIL 2009
 
Protest Events  
28th March
Put People First March for Jobs, 
Justice and Climate (TUC) March
Intelligence suggested that those involved in 
the TUC march would number in the tens of 
thousands and that the majority of participants 
would be peaceful and act lawfully. However 
there were concerns that the march was 
attracting interest from extreme-left wing 
elements. It was believed that the after party 
would be peaceful. The event had been 
notified and planned in conjunction with 
police planners.

Protest Events 1ST April 
2009
Banquet at the Bank of England 
(Bank of England protest)
Police believed there would be four separate 
processions, each led by one of the Four 
Horsemen of the Apocalypse,195 which had 
been used previously in the Government of 
the Dead protest at Canary Wharf in October 
2008. Intelligence suggested the processions 
would form up at Moorgate, Liverpool Street, 
London Bridge and Cannon Street underground 
stations and then proceed en masse to the 
Bank of England, where a street party would 
follow. Intelligence indicated that the Bank 
of England protest would be the focus for 
more extreme left wing, autonomous and 
anarchist elements but no specific intelligence 
indicated any planned intention to engage in 
co-ordinated and organised public disorder 
and/or violence. These processions were not 
notified to the police.

Annex H

195	 The Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse originates in the Christian Bible, in the book of Revelations. The four represent death, 
famine, war and conquest. In more recent times effigies of the four horsemen were used to represent homelessness, financial 
crime, war and the environment and climate change, as was the case on the 1st April 2009.
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Protest Events 2nd April 
2009
G20 ‘Crash the Stock Exchange’ 
Protest
Advertised on popular protest websites, 
this was the only planned extreme left wing 
protest on the day of the G20 Summit. 
Intelligence suggested it to be well supported, 
with the potential for disorder, This event had 
not been notified to police.

Giant Game of Monopoly
Organisers had advertised their intention 
to hold a giant game of monopoly outside 
the London Stock Exchange. Intelligence 
suggested this event would not present public 
order challenges; however it had not been 
notified to police.

Stop the War Coalition
Stop the War Coalition, supported by the 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, the 
Palestine Solidarity Campaign and the British 
Muslim Initiative, had agreed to demonstrate 
at the ExCel Centre. Intelligence suggested 
that the protest would be peaceful and 
disorder was unlikely. The event had been 
notified to police

G20 Meltdown Protest
Intelligence suggested activists intended to 
stage a protest by banging on hotel doors in 
and around ExCel. Intelligence suggested that 
it was possible that activity might expand 
beyond the ExCel Centre to central London 
hotels.

Ogaden Community Protest
Organisers had notified their intention to 
hold a protest at the designated protest area 
at ExCel and indicated that they expected 
around 200 people to attend. Police believed 
this protest would be peaceful, and on the 
day it passed off peacefully.

Stop the War Coalition March
Organisers from Stop the War Coalition, 
the British Muslim Initiative, the Palestine 
Solidarity Campaign and the Campaign for 
Nuclear Disarmament notified their intention 
to protest outside the US Embassy and 
then march to Trafalgar Square. Intelligence 
suggested the event would attract several 
thousand participants, but it would not 
present any public order problems.

On the day between 1,000 and 1,500 persons 
took part and the event passed off without 
incident.

Rising Tide Protest
Intelligence suggested a desire to hold a 
theatrical protest outside the Department of 
Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, 
although the event had not generated 
significant interest and it was believed the 
location would hinder significant numbers �
of protesters. This protest was not notified �
to police.

Falun Gong Protest
A small numbers of persons were expected 
outside the Dorchester Hotel, where the 
delegation from the Peoples Republic of China 
was staying. 5 to 10 protesters were estimated. 
This event had been notified to police and an 
organiser had engaged with police planners, 
and it passed off without incident.

Free Tibet Protest
Organisers had notified police of their 
intention to hold a protest outside the hotel 
and Embassy of the Chinese delegation over 
the 1st and 2nd April 2009, similar in nature 
to the last Chinese State Visit. Organisers 
indicated that they expected between 300 
and 400 persons to attend.
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Congolese People Against Combat
An organiser had notified police of an intention 
to protest at the designated protest area at 
ExCel. The organizer expected between 100 
and 1,000 people to attend. Police believed 
the organising group had the potential to 
engage in disorder. However on the day the 
event passed off without incident.

Pro-Chinese Welcome Event
Organisers of this event engaged with police. 
It was deemed unlikely that the event would 
result in disorder.

28/03/09
Notified Un-Notified*

Put People First March for Jobs, Justice and 
Climate

01/04/09
Notified Un-Notified*

Campaign Against Climate Change Iceberg 
Protest
Stop the War Coalition March
Falun Gong
Free Tibet

Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse
Climate Camp at the European Climate 
Exchange
Banquet at the Bank of England
People and the Planet at RBS
Critical Mass Event
Alternative G20 Summit
Rising Tide Protest

02/04/09
Notified Un-Notified*

Congolese People Against Combat
Pro-Chinese Welcome Event
Youth March for Jobs
Ogaden Community Protest
Ethiopian Communties in London
Falun Gong

Crash the Stock Exchange
Giant Game of Monopoly
G20 Meltdown Protest

Youth March for Jobs
Organisers had met with police planners and 
agreed a route for the march. 500 participants 
were expected. It was assessed that this would 
be a peaceful and well organized march. The 
demonstration was peaceful and passed off 
without incident.

*	 The un-notified events were identified from open source material: http://www.g-20meltdown.org contained details of the 
Climate Camp in the City, Banquet at the Bank, The Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse Marches and People and the Planet 
at the RBS, Leaflets were also found advertising Climate Camp in the City on 28/02/09 Leaflets were distributed at shopping 
centres across London on 21/03/09 advertising Climate Camp, Banquet at the Bank of England and the Four Horsemen of 
the Apocalypse marches Discussions concerning the event took place on social networking sites (see http://www.telegraph.
co.uk/finance/financetopics/g20-summit/5090003/G20-summit-Protesters-use-Twitter-Facebook-and-social-media-tools-to-
organise-demonstrations.html for a description of the use of such sites by protesters). http://www.mostlywater.org had posted 
a leaflet highlighting the desire to hold a Critical Mass Cycle tour of London http://www.indiemedia.org.uk produced a map of 
protest action titled ‘Squaring up to the Square Mile’.
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Term Definition

Absolute Cordon A cordon of officers standing shoulder to shoulder so as to assert 
complete control over access to and egress from an area

ACPO Association of Chief Police Officers

Airware Airwave is the digital radio communication system used by 
the police

APA Association of Police Authorities

ASU Air Support Unit

“Breach of the Peace” An offence under common law. Police officers can arrest a person 
to prevent a “further breach of the peace” if reasonable belief 
is held that, should the person remain, they would continue 
with their course of conduct and a Breach of the Peace would 
occur. Breach of the Peace can also be used to remove violent or 
potentially violent offenders from an area

Command & Control The exercise of authority and direction by a properly designated 
officer(s)

Containment A process whereby police limit access to or egress from an area in 
order to facilitate a controlled dispersal of those present

Cordon An arrangement of police officers designed to exercise control 
over an area, or group of persons

CS Common name for 2-chlorobenzalmalononitrile – either used as 
a gas or a spray (see incapacitant spray)

D&C complaint Direction and Control complaint is a complaint against the 
policies and procedures of a police service rather than a specific 
complaint against an individual, identifiable officer or officers

ECHR European Convention on Human Rights established by treaty 
between the then members of the Council of Europe, on 4th 
November 1950

EGT Evidence Gathering Team. A team of officers equipped with video 
recording facilities, normally deployed to gather evidence of 
criminal offences

EU European Union

ExCel Centre A retail and conference centre in East London, situated in the 
docklands area

Glossary
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Term Definition

Filter Cordon A line of police officers spaced so as exert some control over an 
area or group of persons, whilst still allowing access to and egress 
from the area

FIT Forward Intelligence Team, comprising uniformed police officers

G20 Group of Twenty Finance Ministers and Central Bank Governors 
from economically significant countries from the industrialised 
and developing nations

Gold, Silver, Bronze Command structure used for Command & Control of major 
incidents, Gold represents the officer in overall command of an 
incident or event, Silver and Bronze represent officers subsequent 
in the chain of command

HMIC Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary

Incapacitant Spray An item of police equipment which is designed to incapacitate 
the subject, includes CS spray and pepper spray

Intelligence 
Assessment

A police intelligence product which draws together and assesses 
the reliability of information received by police

IPCC Independent Police Complaints Commission

Ipsos MORI An independent company whose sole focus is survey-based 
market research

“Keeping the Peace” The ACPO Manual of Guidance for Public Order Policing

Lawful Restrictions Restrictions imposed on public processions under Section 11 of 
the Public Order Act 1986 or on public assemblies under Section 
14 of the Public Order Act 1986

Level 1/2/3 Describes the level to which public order trained officers have 
been trained. Level 3 describes basic public order training, level 2 
describes intermediate training, and level 1 represents advanced 
public order trained officers

Manual of Guidance Document produced by a Police Force or ACPO providing 
guidance on certain subjects – details actions to be taken in 
certain circumstances and current policy

MPA Metropolitan Police Authority

MPS Metropolitan Police Service

NATO Helmet An item of personal protection equipment for the head 

NUJ National Union of Journalists

Operation Glencoe Name given to the policing operation for the period of 28th 
March 2009 – 3rd April 2009

OST Officer Safety Training

PPE Personal Protective Equipment (this includes NATO helmet)
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Term Definition

PSU Police Support Unit, usually comprising 1 Inspector 3 Sergeants 
and 18 Constables. May be supplemented with evidence gatherers 
or medics

Press Card Card issued to journalists to enable them to identify themselves 
as such

RBS Royal Bank of Scotland

Risk Assessment Assessment of potential risk in the event of a certain situation

SDAR Self-Defence Arrest & Restraint

SECCO Police security co-ordinator

Section 14 Section 14 of the Public Order Act 1986,�
which deals with imposing restrictions on public assemblies

Serials Operational term for a group of officers (usually 1 sergeant and 
6 constables) deployed on an operation

TSG Territorial Support Group

TUC Trades Union Congress



Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Constabulary

ADAPTING TO
PROTEST

Inspecting policing 
in the public interest

H
er M

ajesty’s Inspectorate of C
onstabulary –

 A
dapting to Protest

The report is available in alternative languages and formats on request.

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary 
Ashley House 
2 Monck Street 
London SW1P 2BQ

This report is also available from the HMIC website 
http://inspectorates.justice.gov.uk/hmic

Published in July 2009.

Printed by the Central Office of Information.

© Crown copyright 2009

ISBN: 978-1-84726-943-0

Ref: 296834




