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             Good afternoon.  My name is Barb Feige and I am the Deputy Director of the American Civil Liberties Union of Pennsylvania and a resident of the city of Pittsburgh.  Thank you for this opportunity to present to Council some concerns about the proposed plan for Public Security Camera Systems.

The ACLU would like to stress that, like all residents of Pittsburgh, we are concerned about crime and are eager to assist in any effort that will make our city a safer place.  We have reviewed the proposed legislation and do think it is about as good as it could be. It addresses many issues that could have infringed on residents’ privacy or may have allowed for abuse of the system. However, we do have some concerns about the use of surveillance cameras.

In a general sense, we are troubled by the “big brother” atmosphere that will be created by the installation of these cameras. 
While there is no expectation of privacy in a public place, this kind of government surveillance goes against the spirit of freedom and open society that America has long prided itself on.  We are just not comfortable with the direction that this type of activity is taking us as a society.
While we recognize the good work that has gone into the proposed plan, the ACLU maintains that surveillance cameras have not been determined to be a deterrent to crime. Yes, they can be an important tool in investigations, but cameras do not prevent crime. Studies have shown that cameras merely move crime to other locations. Deterrence should not be put forth as a rationale for the installation and use of these surveillance cameras.

Once we acknowledge that the cameras are not a deterrent, we then must ask if they are therefore an effective use of limited resources.  Given that increased police presence on the street has been shown to reduce crime, the ACLU would urge that the funds diverted for the installation and use of surveillance cameras should instead be used to put more officers in our community.  

As to the specifics of the proposed plan, there are a few points that we believe need to be addressed further.

Throughout the plan are quite a few items that will be addressed by the “regulations and procedures” that will be promulgated by the Department of Public Safety and approved by the Public Security Camera Review Committee.  I would like to urge that additional language be included that will allow for public review and public input into the regulations and procedures before they are put into effect. This is of particular concern in that it is in these regulations and procedures that the training of Operators will be laid out. It would be unseemly for the City to enact what is a pretty good plan, with a good amount of public hearing and input, to later appear to be hiding behind some sort of internal or secret set of procedures and regulations. As is said, the devil is in the details.

Part of those procedures, it appears, will be the criteria to be used to determine the “distinct patterns of crime” and the “significant community support” that will be used to determine the location of public security cameras. I would again urge the Department of Public Safety to be open about those criteria and allow for public review of both the criteria and the findings.

Another area of concern is the 7-day retention period. While we enthusiastically would agree that there should be a limited period of time that the images from the cameras can be retained, seven days is insufficient to allow criminal defendants and those involved in police misconduct cases to get copies of images that might provide evidence for their cases. Seven days is not enough time for a defendant to met with an attorney and then determine whether there was a camera with views of the location of the alleged crime.  Accordingly, criminal defendants may lose access to evidence vital to their defense. Similarly in cases of police misconduct, it is highly unlikely that a victim would be able to report the misconduct and determine whether there was a camera focused on where the incident took place within seven days. Those images, which could be evidence in support of either side of police misconduct investigations, will not be available for review because the images will have been deleted. I would urge that City Council and the Department of Public Safety come up with a length of time that more realistically allows for requests to be submitted before the images are deleted.
Again, the ACLU is generally not supportive of public surveillance systems and suggests that taxpayer money would be better used in putting more police officers on the street. However, we do acknowledge the thoughtfulness and concern for privacy and potential abuses of the system that have been written into the proposed plan. I hope that the concerns I’ve presented can be addressed and certainly I offer our assistance in making the requested changes.

Thank you.

