Public Safety & Transportation Committee Report

City of Newton
In City Council

Wednesday, June 3, 2026
Present: Councilors Lucas (Chair), Greenberg, Block, Irish, Roche, and Silber
Absent: Councilors Golden and Wright

Also Present: Councilors Leary and Gordon

City Staff: Sergeant Jason Schlegel and Chief Timothy Cohoon, Newton Police Department
Others Present: State Representatives Greg Schwartz and Amy Sangiolo, and Doug Cornelius
All agendas and reports, both past and present, can be found at the following link:

https://www.newtonma.gov/government/city-clerk/city-council/council-standing-
committees/public-safety-transportation-committee

For more information regarding this meeting, a video recording can be found at the following
link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yu9qtZbA rQ

#172-26 Semi-annual public auto inspections
POLICE DEPARTMENT submitting reports of semi-annual public auto inspections
for review.
Action: Public Safety & Transportation Approved 5-0, Councilor Greenberg not voting
Note: Sergeant Schlegel joined the Committee.

Sergeant Schlegel stated that seven companies with one vehicle each were inspected this year
and passed. In September, they will be mailed renewals and re-inspected for the December
meeting.

Without discussion, Councilor Block made a motion to approve. Council members agreed 5-0,
Councilor Greenberg not voting.
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Referred to Public Safety & Transportation & Finance Committees
#187-26 Appropriation of $225,000 from June 30, 2025 Certified Free Cash for Police
firearm equipment replacement
HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting authorization to appropriate and
expend the sum of two hundred twenty-five thousand dollars ($225,000)
from June 30, 2025 Certified Free Cash for the replacement of
department issued firearms, associated equipment, and the necessary
training to transition all sworn personnel to modernized weapons

systems.
Action: Public Safety & Transportation Approved 5-0, Councilor Greenberg not voting
Note: Chief Cohoon joined the Committee.

Chief Cohoon explained that this appropriation will replace department-issued firearms that
are at the end of their life replacing .40 caliber weapons with 9mm weapons, associated
equipment and the necessary training. The upgrade includes a reflex sighting system with a
red dot and a mounted light to improve target identification and allow officers to maintain
control of their firearm. In addition to the operational benefits, this transition will align the
department with current law enforcement best practices and industry standards for weapons
and safety. Most shootings occur at night

Questions and answers:
What will happen with the old weapons and is there a cost associated? Chief Cohoon answered
that the old weapons will be traded and the department will receive a trade-in value.

How long will the new weapons last? Chief Cohoon answered generally 8 to 12 years. Officers
have had their current weapons since approximately 2015.

When will other firearms need replacement? Chief Cohoon answered that it depends on the
number of rounds that go through them. Patrol rifles are purchased and replaced as needed.
Currently, no weapons need replacement.

Will funding come from the operating budget or free cash to purchase assault rifles? Chief
Cohoon answered either. We try to build weapon replacement costs into the operating budget.

What is the percentage of shootings occurring at night? Chief Cohoon answered that
approximately 60-70% of shootings occur at night.

Are the lights and red dots configured to turn on when a weapon is drawn? Chief Cohoon
answered no, the light has a switch, and the red dot is battery powered remaining on.
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Councilor Block made a motion to approve. Council members agreed 5-0, Councilor Greenberg
not voting.

Referred to Public Safety & Transportation & Finance Committees
#206-26 Appropriate and expend $105,000 from June 30, 2025 Certified Free
Cash to support the Police Department
HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting authorization to appropriate and expend
one hundred five thousand dollars ($105,000) from June 30, 2025 Certified Free
Cash into a non-lapsing account to support the City's Police Department.
Action: Public Safety & Transportation Approved 5-0, Councilor Greenberg not voting

Note: Chief Cohoon joined the Committee.

Chief Cohoon explained that this appropriation is for the following 5 initiatives:

1. $30,000 for a vendor to enhance recruitment efforts to attract and recruit candidates
through modernized recruitment strategies in a competitive hiring environment. A vendor has
not been selected.

2. $30,000 for the continuation of the Blue Voice subscription, a compliant Al platform designed
for law enforcement operations. Blue Voice provides officers with access to legal guidance, policy
information, and community resource materials. The platform enhances operational efficiency,
informed decision-making, consistency in policy application, and assists officers in delivering
responsive and professional public safety services.

3. 520,000 for a partnership with a vendor to streamline the hiring process under the
alternative pathway in the Civil Service system, specifically the Local Hiring Register process.
This vendor will assist in establishing a testing component, improve efficiency throughout the
hiring process, enhance candidate management, communicate and support recruitment while
ensuring compliance with applicable Civil Service requirements.

4. $15,000 for approximately 8-10 sworn officers including patrol officers, supervisors, a
captain and superintendent to attend a 3-day Use of Force Seminar presented by the Daigle
Law Group. Chief Cohoon is hopeful that over the next several years, many of the 149 sworn
officers will attend. Training provides current legal updates, best practices, practical guidance
regarding use of force standards, liability considerations, report writing, supervisory
responsibilities, evolving case law, constitutional policing, risk management, officer safety, and
professional development.

5. $10,000 for a vendor to conduct an independent audit of the evidence and property
function. This should occur each time a new Police Chief is sworn in. The purpose is to review
current evidence management practices, storage procedures, documentation systems,
compliance with legal accreditation standards, identifying operational efficiencies, strengthen
accountability measures, reduce organizational risk, and ensure adherence to best practices for
evidence handling and retention. This review will provide recommendations for process
improvements and ensure the continued integrity and security of evidence is maintained.
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Comments, questions and answers:

How has the academy changed over the past 10 years and what challenges have occurred?
Chief Cohoon answered that approximately 30 years ago, there were approximately 30,000
applicants throughout the state taking the Civil Service exam. In 2016, approximately 16,000
and in 2022, approximately 2,700 took the exam. There are approximately 18,000 municipal
officers plus the State Police in Massachusetts. We have difficulty recruiting. By working with a

vendor. Chief Cohoon is hoping to increase the number of candidates.

This year, is there enough funding for the department’s desires? Chief Cohoon answered yes, at
this time but as the year progresses, he is unsure of challenges they may face. He would like to
see a staffing increase.

How well are the Fitchburg State University and Merrimack College police programs working
and how can we encourage students to consider this career? Chief Cohoon answered that he
does not know how well the programs are working, but they produce certified police officers.
Newton is losing a lot of candidates to physical fitness standards and are aiming to improve the
city to become an attractive place to work.

When the audit is complete, please present to this Committee.

Will it be necessary to have an additional audit in the new evidence room? Chief Cohoon
answered that moving will produce an audit, because we'll be putting our hands on each piece
of evidence and there are procedures with that entailing a piece-by-piece audit.

Does the audit procedure include safe storage evidence? Chief Cohoon answered that he has
requested not only the audit, but policy and procedure recommendations and items deemed
appropriate. Our evidence room is compliant and organized.

Councilor Block made a motion to approve. Council members agreed 5-0, Councilor Greenberg
not voting.

#186-26 Endorsement of MA Legislature Bill to authorize traffic cameras
COUNCILOR SILBER requesting a discussion of House Bill H3754, which would
authorize traffic / speed cameras in Massachusetts to be placed by
municipalities, with a desired outcome that the City Council endorse this bill.
https://malegislature.gov/Bills/194/H3754/CommitteeSummary. (180 Days:

11/14/26)
Action: Public Safety & Transportation voted No Action Necessary 6-0
Note: Chief Cohoon, Councilor Leary and State Representatives Schwartz and

Sangiolo joined the Committee.
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Councilor Silber introduced the item and stated that the level of dangerous and disrespectful

driving has become much more significant. After observing drivers running red lights, he

created and presented a video on “Bad Drivers v2”. A video recording can be found at the
following link: https://youtu.be/8 -4D9NjXh8

The Senate Bill is slightly different from the House Bill; it specifies that there are no net
revenues over program costs. The Senate Bill indicates money it costs the municipality to run
the program comes from fines. Anything over reasonable costs goes into a centralized fund at
the state level.

Chair Lucas asked State Representative Schwartz to explain the House Bill, where it is in the
process and what he likes and dislikes about the bill.

State Representative Schwartz stated that House Bill H3754 has a companion bill in the Senate,
Bill S2344. Both bills are mostly identical, allowing cities to opt into a program providing traffic
calming cameras identified on city streets, and portions of state roads with the approval of
MassDOT. City roads would have to be approved by the City Council and signed by the mayor.
The law allows folks that are cited by traffic cameras for violations to be fined between $25 and
$150. The law leaves it up to the City Council to determine the fine. It calls for a municipal
designee to be identified by the city or town that's opting in. The designee would be the person
responsible for the program, working closely with the police officials, as well as the City Council.

The bill goes into details about how the designee would identify locations, fines, and an annual
reporting requirement that the cities designees would provide on the number of fines and
crash data that year, an analysis of whether there was frequent traffic stops before and after
the institution of the traffic cameras and how that altered the behavior. The bill identifies the
nexus with public safety of traffic calming measures. Drivers cited would have up to 60 days to
contest the violation and the fine. If drivers are not satisfied, they could pursue further judicial
review, within a short time after the 60 days expire. Drivers can contest through the mail or in
person. There are some exceptions including getting out of the way of an emergency vehicle,
funeral, if it was necessary to go through the light to comply with other traffic rules or if the car
had been reported as stolen at the time of the violation.

The bill has support. We heard from people in the bike community, public safety people, and
the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU). In the past, there were concerns about privacy. The
ACLU now feels that this meets their concern and they're neutral on the bill.

Photos and videos would be housed at a private company named Verna, not the government
and would be encrypted on the system of which they would work through a human review of
the determination to confirm it. Records could be subpoenaed by courts; that's the only issue
that is a bit of concern. Recovered fines would go to the city, this raises concern that cities and
towns may set up speed traps, etc. to increase revenue. By going through a middleman, it tries
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to prevent that. The police and AAA are supportive. It's been done in New York, DC, and
Maryland.

Regarding the current status and posture of the bill. The way our current rules work because
there are log jams trying to get both sides to agree to move on a bill and items would stay in
committee until they both agreed. This session made it possible for the Senate or the House to
poll its members and move a bill forward. This bill was moved forward by the Senate, and is
now in the Senate Ways and Means Committee. The House has not moved. It can be reported
up until July 31st. Representative Schwartz noted that in a number of other cases, when one
chamber moves something fast, oftentimes the other chamber holds back because of the need
to anticipate a negotiation. The fact that there's no opposition from the ACLU, bike folks were
encouraged. This is a very reasonable bill. Representative Sangiolo and Representative Schwartz
co-sponsored the bill, support it and it would be great if passed and Newton opted in.

Chair Lucas asked Chief Cohoon his remarks on the House Bill and the importance of public
safety.

Chief Cohoon stated that he doesn’t oppose the bill, but cannot support it in its current form.
There are concerns and the Massachusetts Chiefs of Police Association offered a memorandum
articulating their concerns on H. 3754, “An Act relative to traffic regulation using road safety
cameras” (194th Gen. Ct.), attached.

Suggestions on 4 amendments if the bill advances:

1. A defined role for the chief of police.

2. Operator-identification mechanism.

3. Evidence preservation exception.

4. Uniform methodology for the § 2(c)(vi) traffic-stop analysis.

Chief Cohoon stated that the bill transfers enforcement authority over 4 common moving
violations (red-light, prohibited right-on-red, speeding, and blocking an intersection) from
officers to automated equipment administered by a non-police municipal designee. The
transfer eliminates the officer’s in-person judgment at the point of enforcement, eliminates the
public-safety yield of the traffic stop, shifts core enforcement and adjudicative functions to a
municipal employee outside the police process. The administrative and reporting burden on
accepting municipalities is substantial.

Traffic issues are the biggest complaint. However, there are issues and they have been
discussed with the delegation. Mass Chiefs of Police also have concerns: 1) the removal of the
officer's discretion and the loss of collateral public safety yield during a traffic stop. This is not a
huge deal; however, they articulate the officers' judgment about circumstances at the scene
whether it is road, weather or emergency conditions. When you have a flagging violation, it
would still go to a municipal designee, but would lose an officer's judgment. 2) collateral public
safety yield. Crime travels and travels in cars many times. A traffic stop for a minor violation
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that turns into an arrest for a significant violation. 3) strict owner liability and the operator

identification problem. Section 3 in this bill imposes liability on the registered owner, not the

operator. Affirmative defense is narrow, such as a stolen vehicle, a funeral possession, yielding

to an emergency vehicle, or an operator cited or it could be a necessity to comply with another

law. The owner-based civil liability is definitely constitutional and has been decided. The

consequence would be that the owner would be subject to the fine. We would lose in a public

safety standpoint operators who repeatedly use another vehicle registered to somebody else

and doesn't accumulate the record. We don’t want a self-promoting enforcement mechanism

to get money back. However, we don't want to create administrative burdens financially and
time-wise on a city without being able to recoup some of the cost.

Comments, questions and answers:
| recall years ago, ACLU was adamantly opposed. State Representative Schwartz reiterated that
the ACLU is neutral.

A resolution to implement this program has more value than a typical resolution. Our goal is to
reduce violations.

This strikes me as responsibility for the use of your automobile in an unsafe way. If you can't
maintain control of your car through a third person, it’s your responsibility.

It is necessary to be very clear when the program is implemented. Our goal is to collect zero
revenue. It will be necessary to post signs and turn the program into a prevention mechanism,
not an enforcement mechanism. Our intent is to reduce traffic violations and create safety.

With a city this size, we have very limited tools to slow traffic. Traffic calming measures such as
speed bumps are frowned upon because they damage emergency vehicles.

The law allows folks cited for violations to be fined between $25 and $150. The law leaves it up
to the City Council to determine that fine. We all have a fiduciary responsibility. What should
the level be to discourage this behavior? It is necessary for people to obey the laws.

I’m concerned on the requirement that the city can't retain more revenue than the cost of
operating the program. Every city implementing this program will determine the fee structure.
I look forward to working out on how we can deploy this program, if approved.

The House Bill has 6-month grace period. If it's approved and implemented, those first 6
months will not have fines, afterwards fines will be enforced.

Approximately 10 years ago, there was a bill aimed at this issue. The concern was that it would
target certain communities or people. These bills have made significant changes on how to
protect communities, and how technology has made good changes. | believe if people know
they're being watched, they will improve.
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People have control over who drives their car and may be discouraged from the four violations
because of the risk of a fine.

It may be beneficial to review data from New York, DC, and Maryland to review how the
program was enforced, did driving behaviors change, and what were the outcomes.

When people want traffic calming. The first thing they ask for is additional enforcement.
Studies prove that enforcement is an effective mechanism for traffic calming if and only if the
enforcement is continuous. Enforcement is a challenge for our police department. The
cameras are constant enforcement, and you can expect people to change their behavior.

Chair Lucas opened the discussion allowing Mr. Cornelius to speak. Doug Cornelius, on behalf
of MassBike stated that there was a lobby with several transportation organizations
supporting this bill. With the studies complete, some have shown reduced speeding by 20%-
70%, crashes by 5%-70%, and injuries down 5%-70% using speed cameras. It's difficult to get
officers in place for enforcement. We met with cities and chiefs who were on board. The chief
of Worcester emphasized points to go along with AAA and the transportation organizations,
not something we see often in combination. It would be great to have the city join this
coalition, and look into enacting this law, if approved so that we can begin implementing it in
the city. The owner liability being tied to the car; is a civil liberties issue. It was a distinct choice
to switch the cameras from the front of the car to the rear. We want to get away from racial
profiling. The downside to that is, you can’t see who's driving. Chair Lucas asked Mr. Cornelius
to forward data to the Committee.

Chair Lucas asked Mr. Cornelius to explain the House Bill when it states that they're going to
record not the front of the car, only the rear. Is it correct that the camera will take a picture
once it passes the sign or light? Mr. Cornelius answered yes.

Emails received are on file.

Councilor Roche made a motion to vote no action necessary. Council members agreed 6-0.
Chair Lucas suggested creating a resolution or letter for City Council to sign supporting this bill.

The Committee adjourned at 8:29 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Tarik Lucas, Chair
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MEMORANDUM

To: MCOPA Leadership
From: Eric R. Atstupenas, General Counsel
Date: May 18, 2026

Re: H. 3754, “An Act relative to traffic regulation using road safety cameras” (194th Gen. Ct.)

1. Recommendation

The Association should oppose H. 3754 as drafted. The bill transfers enforcement authority over four
common moving violations (red-light, prohibited right-on-red, speeding, and blocking an intersection)
from sworn officers to automated equipment administered by a non-police municipal designee. The
transfer eliminates the officer’s in-person judgment at the point of enforcement, eliminates the collateral
public-safety yield of the traffic stop, and shifts core enforcement and adjudicative functions to a
municipal employee outside the police process. The administrative and reporting burden on accepting
municipalities is substantial. Section 9 sweeps net revenue to the Massachusetts Transportation Trust

Fund, so a c. 90K program will not be self-funding for the municipality.

If H. 3754 advances and the Association is asked for a constructive position, the minimum amendments

identified in § 4 below should be a precondition to support.

2. Bill summary

H. 3754, filed by Reps. Owens (Watertown) and Cruz (Salem) with 21 additional co-sponsors, would insert
a new G.L. c. 90K authorizing Massachusetts cities and towns, by local acceptance, to deploy automated
road safety cameras. The bill is substantively similar to H. 3393 of the 2023-2024 session, which did not

advance.

Four “camera enforceable violations” are covered: failure to stop at a steady red signal (G.L. c. 89, § 9),
prohibited right turn on red (G.L. c. 89, § 8), speeding (G.L. c. 90, §§ 17, 17D, 18, 18B), and blocking an
intersection (G.L. c. 89, § 9). Cameras may not be deployed on limited access highways. Liability is civil and
runs to the registered owner. Citation authority under G.L. c. 90C, § 2 is preserved; an owner is not civilly

liable under c. 90K where the operator was actually cited.

The bill is administered locally by a “municipal designee” (the city manager’s designee, the mayor, or the
select board). The designee, who need not be a sworn officer, hires staff, contracts with vendors, swears
to the photographic evidence as prima facie evidence of the violation, conducts or designates appeal

hearings, and reports unpaid violations to the Registrar of Motor Vehicles.

Statutory framework



Provision

§ 2 (local acceptance)

§ 3 (liability and
process)

§ 4 (rental and lease)

§ 5 (thresholds)

§ 7 (vendors and
calibration)

§ 8 (data handling)

§ 9 (revenue)

§11
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Substance

Opt-in by city or town. Camera locations approved by city council with
mayoral approval, or by select board, after public hearing. Annual report
to MassDOT covering locations, public-safety nexus, fines and warnings
issued, calibration records, crash data, and pre- and post-implementation
analysis of municipal traffic-stop frequency.

Owner liability. Fines of $25 to $150. No operating-record entry and no
surchargeable event under G.L. c. 175, § 113B. Mandatory 60-day
warning-only period at startup. Written notice within 30 days (in-state) or
90 days (out-of-state). The municipal designee’s sworn certificate based
on inspection of the photographs is prima facie evidence. Appeal in
writing or at hearing; judicial review under G.L. c. 30A, § 14. Three unpaid
violations trigger a registration hold.

Rental and leasing companies escape liability by identifying the lessee
within 45 days. Five unpaid violations by a lessee trigger license non-
renewal or right-to-operate suspension.

No violation if the vehicle was over the stop line on yellow. Speed must
exceed the posted limit by at least 10 mph (where the limit is 45 mph or
higher) or at least 5 mph (where the limit is less than 45 mph). Right-on-
red and blocking-intersection violations require the entire vehicle to have
crossed the stop line.

Vendor compensation cannot be based on citation volume or revenue.
Annual calibration by a registered professional engineer or independent
laboratory.

Cameras photograph only on violation. Photos destroyed within 48 hours
of final disposition. No frontal-view photos. Photos and personal
identifying information are exempt from the public records law. Data may
not be sold, disclosed, or accessed except as necessary to process
violations.

Municipality recovers only its reasonable implementation costs. Net
revenue is deposited in the Massachusetts Transportation Trust Fund
under G.L. c. 6C, § 4.

MassDOT must approve a municipal implementation plan before any
deployment. Review includes the social and racial equity impacts of the
plan.
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3. Concerns

3.1 Removal of officer discretion

The four covered offenses regularly call for the officer’s judgment about the circumstances at the scene:
emergency conditions, road and weather conditions, the conduct of other drivers, the presence of
pedestrians or responders, and whether a warning or formal citation is the appropriate disposition.
Officers exercise that judgment under G.L. c. 90C and longstanding practice, and they are accountable for
it.

A camera does not exercise judgment. Section 5 sets fixed thresholds (10 mph over where the posted limit
is 45 mph or higher; 5 mph over where the posted limit is lower; stop-line position for the other three
violations), but a threshold is not the same as discretion. The bill’s only nod to discretion is the written-
warning option in § 3(a), which operates for 60 days after activation and is governed by criteria established
by the non-sworn designee. A driver who would have received a warning or no action from an officer at

the scene will receive a civil violation from the camera.

3.2 Loss of the collateral public-safety yield of the traffic stop

A traffic stop is more than the enforcement of the offense that gave rise to it. It is the principal point of
contact between patrol officers and the motoring public, and it routinely produces collateral public-safety
results: identification of impaired operators, of operators driving under suspension or revocation, of
stolen vehicles, of subjects with outstanding warrants, of contraband and firearms observed in plain view,
and of medical or welfare emergencies. A camera produces a license plate and a mailed notice. It does
not stop the impaired driver before the next intersection, recover the stolen vehicle, or execute the

warrant.

Section 2(c)(vi) of the bill requires each accepting municipality to report pre- and post-implementation
traffic stop frequency to MassDOT, which suggests that a reduction in officer-initiated stops is a legislative
purpose. The bill does not address the corresponding reduction in the collateral interventions those stops

produce.

3.3 Owner liability and the operator-identification problem

Section 3 imposes liability on the registered owner, not the operator. The affirmative defenses in § 3(f)
are narrow (stolen vehicle, funeral procession, yielding to an emergency vehicle, operator actually cited
under G.L. c. 90C, and necessity to comply with another law). Outside the rental and lease context in § 4,

the bill does not require the owner to identify the operator.

Owner-based civil liability for camera-enforced violations is constitutionally permissible. See Idris v. City
of Chicago, 552 F.3d 564 (7th Cir. 2009). Permissibility is a separate question from sound policy. Two

consequences warrant attention. First, the owner who lent the vehicle to another bears the financial
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consequence of conduct the owner did not commit, with no mechanism to shift liability to the operator.
Second, and of greater concern from a public-safety standpoint, an operator who repeatedly uses a
vehicle registered to someone else accumulates no record under c. 90K. Section 3(c) keeps the violation
off the operating record and out of the SDIP system under G.L. c. 175, § 113B. The structural result is that
the operators traffic enforcement is most needed to address are the operators least visible to the c. 90K

system.

3.4 Administrative enforcement outside the police process

The “municipal designee” structure is the bill’s defining architectural choice. The designee is not required
to be a sworn officer or a POST-certified person. Under the bill, the designee hires and supervises program
personnel, contracts with vendors, swears the prima facie evidentiary certificate based on inspection of
the photographs (§ 3(b)), conducts or designates appeal hearings (§ 3(i)), and notifies the Registrar to
trigger registration holds (§ 3(j)) and, for lessees, license non-renewal or right-to-operate suspension (§
4(e)).

Each of these functions has historically been an exercise of police or judicial authority. The bill transfers
them to a municipal officer who is not part of the police process and gives the chief of police no statutory
role. The Association should not endorse a framework that allocates moving-violation enforcement,

evidentiary certification, and adjudication to a non-police actor without a defined role for the chief.

3.5 Significant administrative burden, no offsetting revenue

H. 3754 imposes substantial obligations on each accepting municipality. The list includes a public hearing
on each camera location (§ 2(b)); annual reporting to MassDOT (§ 2(c)); a 60-day pre-activation public
awareness campaign (§ 6(b)); notice generation and mailing (§ 3(e)); written and in-person appeal
processes (§§ 3(h), (i)); RMV notifications (§ 3(j)); records retention and timely destruction of evidence (§
8); annual professional calibration (§ 7(b)); plan submission to MassDOT (§ 11); and ongoing vendor

management.

Section 9 sweeps net revenue to the Massachusetts Transportation Trust Fund. The municipality recovers
only its costs. Chiefs and city councils evaluating acceptance should not expect a c. 90K program to fund
itself.

3.6 Inconsistent local implementation

MassDOT must approve each municipal plan (§ 11) and promulgate implementing regulations within 90
days of the effective date (Section 3 of the act). The bill nonetheless leaves to each accepting municipality
the decisions whether to adopt c. 90K, where to place cameras, who serves as designee, what warning
criteria apply during the 60-day startup, how hearings are conducted, whether to hire personnel or
contract with vendors, and what baseline period and methodology will frame the § 2(c)(vi) traffic-stop
analysis. A motorist passing through several communities in a single commute could face several

enforcement regimes, several appeal processes, and several RMV-notification practices.
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3.7 Equity and public trust

Section 11 requires MassDOT to consider the social and racial equity impacts of each municipal plan, and
§ 12 requires an annual MassDOT report on those impacts. Camera placement, however, originates at the
municipal level. MassDOT reviews placement decisions; it does not make them. If a placement pattern
correlates with neighborhood demographics, the resulting citation data will appear in MassDOT’s annual
report on its public website, and the placement decision will be subject to recurring public criticism even

though the police department did not make it.

The bill’'s § 7(a) (no volume- or revenue-based vendor compensation) and § 9 (net revenue to the state)
address the revenue-driven critique of camera programs on the merits. They will not necessarily address
it in public perception. Chiefs in accepting communities should anticipate defending a program whose

design and placement they did not control.

3.8 RMV non-renewal penalties

Three unpaid c. 90K notices trigger a registration hold under § 3(j). Five unpaid notices for a lessee trigger
license non-renewal or right-to-operate suspension under § 4(e). Section 3(c) keeps the underlying
violation off the operating record and out of the SDIP system, but the RMV consequences are
independently significant. They interact with G.L. c. 90, § 23 (operating after suspension) and with the

chronic non-payment patterns already familiar from parking enforcement.

The bill’s notice mechanism relies on first-class mail to the address on file with the Registrar (§ 3(e)(3)). A
record of mailing is prima facie evidence that the notice was mailed, not that it was received. Registered
owners can therefore face registration holds without ever having received actual notice of the underlying

violations.

4. Minimum amendments if the bill advances

If the Association is asked for a constructive position rather than straight opposition, the following

amendments should be a precondition to any support.

1. Adefined role for the chief of police. The chief should be a required participantin camera location
selection under § 2(b), should be eligible to serve as the designee or to administer the program

under contract with the designee, and should be eligible to serve as hearing officer under § 3(i).

2. Operator-identification mechanism. An owner who was not the operator should be required to
identify the actual operator (subject to a reasonable good-faith exception), with the c. 90K notice
and any RMV consequence then following the operator. This addresses the repeat-operator gap
in the bill as drafted.

3. Evidence preservation exception. The 48-hour destruction rule in § 8(a) and the frontal-view

inadmissibility rule in § 8(d) should yield, on a narrow showing, to the needs of a separate criminal
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investigation. As drafted, both provisions can require destruction or exclusion of evidence

material to an unrelated investigation captured incidentally at a camera location.

4. Uniform methodology for the § 2(c)(vi) traffic-stop analysis. MassDOT should define the baseline
period, scope (all stops vs. covered-violation stops only), and methodology by regulation so that

pre- and post-implementation data are comparable across municipalities.

5. Drafting note

Section 5 lists the threshold-based safe harbors as (i), (ii), (iv), and (v). Subsection (iii) is absent. The
omission is either an inadvertent gap or a numbering error. The Association should flag it in any written

testimony.

Please let me know if you have any questions.





