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Sent by email to all commissioners - February 6, 2022
Commissioner Hardesty and staff,
The Mental Health Alliance is amicus to US DOJ v City of Portland. The group has spoken in
court and advocated with the parties since 2019 for policy to be in place PRIOR to purchasing
body-worn cameras for police. In November Amanda J Marshall JD of our group wrote a
commentary on our position (see below), and you heard versions of our position in the council
session from several of those who testified.
In our commentary, we linked to a policy development project active now that asks many of the
right questions and that would better shape a purchase decision. We also held a Town Hall in
November, with speakers from the US DOJ, ACLU, Urban League, the media, research experts
and a state legislator along with robust public comment. We'll distill the content of that event for
presentation in federal court in February - as per the request of the US DOJ. We will publish
another commentary on body-worn camera policy in mid-February.
Our group OPPOSES the purchase of body worn cameras prior to policy being in place. Policy
will determine the purpose, which will determine what you should - or shouldn't - buy. The public
opinions from our group are unanimous, and we have attached a roster of our members and
associated agencies. If you have interest in discussion about body-worn camera policy, or the
settlement agreement, we meet each Wednesday and Friday at 5 PM via Zoom and we’d be
glad to have you as a guest - let us know your availability.
________________________________________________________________
Portland needs policies for body-worn cameras before purchasing - November 14,
published in The Oregonian
The fashionable police accountability mechanism of the moment that both Portland and the U.S.
Department of Justice have agreed upon is body-worn cameras. The idea seems good at first
glance: if police record what they do, bad behavior can be identified, amended or punished. But
our leaders are doing everything they can to avoid the policy details, even when those details
will be the difference between a successful program and a dangerous expansion of the
surveillance state.
This is not a new problem. The word “accountability” has become popular with politicians and
their lawyers who talk about police reform, but if you ask them what accountability means, they
bend over backwards to avoid specifics.
Who will have access to the camera footage - and when? When will cameras begin recording,
and when do they stop? Will officers have access to recordings prior to writing their first report?

Will supervisors have access to recordings? What about defendants? Will all officers wear
cameras - or just some? Would members of the public be able to see the videos? All of these
questions are vitally important to the success of a body-worn camera program, but none have
been answered, nor are they likely to be answered prior to the city purchasing more than $6
million worth of equipment. Without agreed upon policies in place, body-worn cameras – and
their recordings – could be misused, or not used at all.
When no progress has been made implementing the voter-approved police accountability
board; when the Independent Police Review is still lagging behind in holding police officers
accountable for their use of force; and when there are still serious outstanding questions about
the Portland Police Bureau’s willingness to leak information when it suits them politically, we
cannot afford to create a program like this without any forethought as to how it will best serve
the people of Portland.
So who determines body-worn camera policy in Portland? In part, policies are being negotiated
behind closed doors between city attorneys and the Portland Police Association in their
collective bargaining of a new labor agreement, with no opportunity for public review or
comment until the contract goes to City Council for approval. That is far too late in the process.
We have seen the results of such negotiations before: the city and its lawyers are easily bullied,
and the union will do everything in its power to prevent any of its officers from ever being held
accountable for their actions, however well-documented they may be.
The City Council should halt the purchase of body-worn cameras – and all surveillance systems
– until we have clear policies in place for how those devices and their recordings will be used.
Barring that, the US DOJ should refuse to enter into any agreement with the city that requires
the use of body-worn cameras without policies which precisely describe operations, recognize
privacy rights, and protect civil liberties. To do any less would be a betrayal of all of the work that
has been done on police reform up to this point.
Portland could be a model for community-centered use of body-worn cameras to hold police
officers accountable. But the way we’re headed currently, we’re more likely to be just another
cautionary tale about looking before you leap.
Rochelle Silver, PhD spent her career treating patients at the Oregon State Hospital
Patrick Nolen is member of the Portland Peace Team
Meredith Mathis is a second year law student at Lewis & Clark Law School
Amanda J. Marshall, JD is a family attorney in Clackamas County
Rabbi Ariel Stone leads Congregation Shir Tikvah
Jason Renaud is a nonprofit consultant
Mark Schorr, LPC, CADCI is a counselor, therapist, teacher, and author
Michael Hopcroft is an author and researcher
Sandra Chisholm, MPA is President of the Mental Health Association of Portland
Mary-Margaret Wheeler-Weber is a civil servant
Mark Chasse, JD is an attorney and advocate

Javonnie Shearn is chair of the Oregon State Hospital Advisory Committee
Tara Candela, JD, MSN, PMHNP-BC is a psychiatric nurse practitioner
KC Lewis, JD is a staff attorney at Disability Rights Oregon
Jonathan Brown, PhD, MPP is a retired epidemiologist and world health researcher
Eben Hoffer, MFA is a theater artist and an arts advocate
Naomi Kaufman Price is a retired journalist

