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A B S T R A C T   

Roadway camera enforcement programs have been found to effectively reduce vehicle travel speeds, as well as 
decrease the number and severity of collisions. Despite a wealth of evaluative research confirming this 
enforcement approach's aptitude at promoting safer roadway behavior, fewer than 50 % of US states currently 
host camera-based programs. Public opposition is frequently cited as the cause for the slow proliferation of this 
enforcement strategy. However, with public demand for police reform having an increasing presence on the 
national political stage, how might feelings toward camera technology currently stand among groups most 
marginalized by existing enforcement systems, and how might those feelings vary by type of enforcement 
application? Through a series of focus groups, this work centers Black voices on matters of surveillance and 
roadway enforcement by discussing sentiment toward camera programs with Black community leaders. This 
discussion is contextually situated in Boston, Massachusetts, where legislation that would allow for camera 
enforcement of roadway infractions is actively being deliberated in the State Senate. Findings culminate in a list 
of right-sizing and procedural recommendations for policy makers hoping to gain support for camera enforce-
ment, improve roadway safety, and advance racial equity in our systems of policing and governance.   

1. Introduction 

Cameras are used around the world to enforce traffic laws and reg-
ulations, improve roadway safety conditions, and cultivate behavior 
change. Camera enforcement programs collect photographic data via 
combined radar and image capturing technology mounted either on 
roadway and sidewalk infrastructure or on-board vehicles (e.g. buses, 
squad cars) (Rodier & Shaheen, 2007; Tang et al., 2022). This data can 
be used to determine speed, to serve as visual evidence of a violation, or 
to discern – either through license plate imaging or both plate and driver 
imaging – whom to cite with a corresponding infraction. 

Much effort has gone into evaluating the impact of camera 
enforcement (CE) programs on roadway behavior and safety outcomes. 
A San Jose, California study found a 15 % reduction in the share of 
speeding 10mph or more over the speed limit following the introduction 
of speed-enforcement cameras (Davis, 2001). Paradise Valley, Arizona 
and National City, California saw 40 % (Institute of Transportation 
Engineers, 1999) and 51 % (Berkuti & Osburn, 1998) reductions in 
crashes, respectively, after camera introduction. Pulling from 35 studies 
across 11 non-US countries, the Cochrone Collaboration's report – 
widely acknowledged as a leading effort in international review of 

roadway CE systems – found camera implementation corresponded with 
an overall reduction in instances of speeding over the posted speed limit 
ranging from 8 % to 70 %, reductions in accounts of crashes in the vi-
cinity of cameras of 8 % to 49 %, and decrease in the proportion of 
crashes resulting in fatalities or serious injuries ranging from 11 % to 44 
% (Wilson et al., 2010). 

Single occupancy vehicles are not the only travel mode with roadway 
CE applications. Bus-only lanes, which have “the potential to signifi-
cantly improve bus speeds and reliability (Cesme et al., 2018),” are 
highly dependent on adherence to space use regulations to deliver their 
full benefit. Additionally, perception and/or awareness of lacking bus 
lane enforcement has been found to increase violation rates, further 
diminishing the effectiveness of the lane (Gavanas et al., 2013; 
Kepaptsoglou et al., 2011). A New York City-based assessment found 
that in the absence of CE, between 30 % and 50 % of buses traveling in 
bus lanes face some sort of significant obstruction, negatively impacting 
trip times (Safran et al., 2014). However, since implementing CE, NYC 
bus speeds along routes featuring bus-only infrastructure have increased 
34 % (Frost, 2019). Observing similar service benefits, Birmingham, UK 
found a decrease in observed bus lane offenses of 60 % and a decrease in 
average bus trip times of 32 % after switching from in-person to camera 
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enforcement (Wiggins, 1998). 
Despite a wealth of success statistics for car-based safety and transit 

performance alike, uptake of camera enforcement in the US has been 
comparatively slow. With fewer than half of the country's states hosting 
CE programs of any kind, the US lags far behind nations generally 
thought of as its infrastructural peers (European Road Safety Observa-
tory, 2018). As of July 2021, just 19 states and Washington D.C. have 
speed CE programs in operation, while D.C. and 22 states use red-light 
cameras (National Conference of State Legislatures, 2021). San Fran-
cisco and New York stand as the only two municipalities running system- 
wide CE programs for their bus lanes (Fox, 2020; Goffman, 2018), with 
fewer than a handful of cities – such as Los Angeles (Linton, 2021), 
Seattle (Trumm, 2020), and Philadelphia (Murphy, 2020) – preparing to 
pilot the approach on a select few of their bus-only roadway segments. 

Somewhat counterintuitively, this straggling posture has increased 
over time. Roadway CE programs were once far more widespread in the 
US then they are today. In 2012, the number of municipalities hosting 
CE of speeding violations, red-light running, or both peaked at 533. As of 
January 2022, that number dropped by 37 % totaling just 338 munici-
palities (Insurance Institute for Highway Safety & Highway Loss Data 
Institute, 2022). While this decrease in application has been attributed, 
in part, to difficulty of program management and several cases of fraud 
(Albanese, 2018; Morain et al., 2016), by far the dominant opposing 
force to the expansion of CE programs has been negative public opinion 
(Turner & Polk, 1998; Ralph et al., 2022a). The perceived strength of 
public disapproval has even motivated legislators in some states to go so 
far as to ban camera use for roadway enforcement entirely (Morain 
et al., 2016; Short, 2019). 

Despite this decommissioning trend over the last decade, interest in 
CE is on the rise. Discussion of its potential is active in legislative halls 
across the country (Romaine, 2022). This swell in CE conversation has 
two primary sources of fuel. Firstly, the country is in the midst of a 
movement of police reform garnering significant attention at the na-
tional level. 2022 was a record breaking year with respect to police 
violence. Police killed 1192 people, nearly 100 a month, making it the 
deadliest year on record since data began being tracked nationwide in 
2013 (Mapping Police Violence, 2023). Additionally, awareness of, and 
outrage at, the starkly disproportionate share of these deaths repre-
sented by Black people – 26 % compared to the 13 % of the national 
population that they comprise – has increased. This exists against the 
backdrop of the highly visible justice work conducted by Black Lives 
Matter Movement participants and other racial equity advocates in 
recent years. Combined, these factors have resulted in a surge in 
financial, legal, and policy resources for enforcement reform (Aspinwall 
& Weichselbaum, 2020; Department of Justice, 2022; Eder et al., 2021; 
Levin, 2023; Romaine, 2022). 

Secondly, roadway safety is worsening. Deaths on US roads reached a 
record high in 2021, with 42,915 people losing their lives in collisions 
that year (Laris, 2022). Cyclist and pedestrian deaths in particular have 
soared as compared to pre-COVID rates (Snider, 2022). While the 
pandemic-driven changes to travel behavior have undoubtedly 
contributed to the worsening of these numbers, pre-pandemic roadway 
safety was similarly in a consistent state of decline since the 1980s 
(Zipper, 2022). Conditions are presently so dangerous that Trans-
portation Secretary Pete Buttigieg has declared the country in a state of 
roadway safety crisis (Yen, 2022). 

With this alignment of timeliness and urgency comes opportunity for 
policymakers committed to improving roadway safety and behavior. 
Before them stands the chance to gain significant ground in support for 
alternatives to in-person officer enforcement. As the appropriateness of 
roadway camera enforcement stands as more of a political, even 
emotional question than a technical one – given that opposition persists 
against copious positive performance evaluations – an enrichened un-
derstanding of public perception may be what is needed for this strategy 
to achieve more extensive viability. They are further faced with the 
opportunity to improve upon persistent race-based injustices. Key to 

that is learning directly from those communities thus far most harmed 
by enforcement practices. This work seeks to facilitate exactly that. 

The following section explores existing literature on public opinion 
toward CE, and closes by posing a research question that targets key 
gaps. Section 3 discusses the motivation behind the choice of Boston as a 
case study, then details data collection and analysis methodologies. 
Section 4 delivers findings, while Section 5 concludes with a collection 
of recommendations and discussion of study limitations. 

2. Literature review 

Several studies have attempted to gauge public opinion of CE of 
traffic violations in the US. The majority of these focus on red-light 
running and speeding violations, and collected their data via random 
sample phone surveys (e.g. Freedman et al., 1990; Hu & McCartt, 2016; 
Maccubbin et al., 2001; Retting et al., 1999; Retting et al., 2008). One of 
the most extensive nationwide surveys, conducted by the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, found that 69 % of participants 
supported CE of traffic violations, 15 % disapproved of it, and 16 % had 
undecided feelings on the subject (Boyle et al., 1998). This particular 
survey further strove to understand views held by those opposed by 
presenting participants with an optional selection of potential concerns 
to self-align with. Primary objections found were:  

• Violation of (data) privacy rights/government infringement  
• Revenue generating system; government money-grab  
• Camera systems feel intentionally deceptive  
• Potential for camera error 

These specific concerns have been widely corroborated by other 
studies from across the country. 

From Chicago (Kidwell & Richards, 2014) to Los Angeles (Price, 
2019), San Mateo, California (ibid) to Washington DC (Cicchino et al., 
2014), nearly all examinations of public opinion highlight perceived 
privacy violation as a hurdle for CE program implementation. Turner 
and Polk (1998) suggest that making minor adjustments to CE processes 
could help dampen feelings of privacy infringement. They recommend 
that rear license plate imaging be used exclusively, as opposed to front- 
of-vehicle imaging that can capture faces, and that the imagine captured 
not be mailed to the public along with the citation as seeing the image 
may serve to alarm. The research team of Fries et al. (2012) suggests that 
some privacy concerns may stem from the fact that there are no nation- 
wide data privacy and protection standards that police departments or 
transportation agencies have to adhere to. They recommend establishing 
Federal regulations to combat this. Studies from Freedman et al. (1990) 
and Retting et al. (1999) speak to factors that impact this concern. Their 
respective studies find that familiarity with CE is associated with fewer 
privacy worries, and that privacy concerns lessen significantly from a 
pre-implementation to post-implementation phase of a CE program. 
These findings host implications for the value of awareness campaigns 
and proof-of-concept demonstrations. 

Much like privacy worries, concerns that camera enforcement is first 
and foremost a revenue generation tool are rampant across the public 
opinion literature. Several factors feed this perception of government 
money-grabbing. Ralph et al. (2022b) note that news media stokes this 
fire with sensationalist headlines that often cast the government against 
the public. Phrasing of CE-related fines ‘lining government pockets’ or 
‘filling government coffers’ is not uncommon. Other research uncovered 
that the fact that private camera operating companies, in some cases, get 
a sizable cut of CE-related revenue contributes to the public feeling like 
cameras are being used for profit under the guise of safety (Rodier & 
Shaheen, 2007). Additionally, the literature highlights claims from the 
public of feeling that information in public space (i.e. signage alerting 
roadway users of nearby cameras) was being intentionally limited, and 
that CE was covert by design so as to catch as many offenders as possible 
and drive up revenue, not to encourage safer driving behavior 
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(Freedman et al., 1990; McCartt & Eichelberger, 2012). 
These feelings cannot be separated from the matter of widespread 

mistrust of governing bodies. Trust in government is nearing historic 
lows in the US (Pew Research Center, 2022). Logically, this influences 
public opinion of camera enforcement as government agencies most 
typically serve as program administrators. Ralph et al. (2022b) examine 
this relationship. They find that those with higher levels of trust in local 
government were more supportive of camera enforcement than those 
with low levels. This work goes on to suggest that the directness of this 
relationship may actually be a blessing for government, as enforcement 
reform, camera or otherwise, could be a prime opportunity to rebuild 
trust; an effort that would have positive externalities well beyond the 
realm of enforcement. Agreeing with the potential power of this rela-
tionship but looking at the other side of the coin, McKenna (2007) warns 
that if mismanaged, CE could have the unintended consequence of 
further undermining trust. Finally, Fries et al. (2012) speak to the 
connection between trust and sustainability. They argue that without 
increased trust in government, the longevity of CE programming is in 
question; even for programs currently up and running and with track 
records of public approval. 

The public opinion literature does not exclusively identify negative 
feelings toward CE. There is a considerable amount of alignment on 
findings related to the benefits that camera enforcement has over in- 
person enforcement. Much of the public agree that CE host the poten-
tial for increased capacity and consistency of enforcement (Fox, 2020; 
Ralph et al., 2022a), and is effective at decreasing roadway injuries and 
fatalities (Cicchino et al., 2014; Hu et al., 2011; Turner & Polk, 1998). 

The interactions that gender (Blincoe et al., 2006; Corbett & Car-
amlau, 2006; Retting et al., 1999; Shaaban, 2017), age (Rodier & Sha-
heen, 2007; Shaaban, 2017; Soole et al., 2008), and location (IAM, 2014; 
Passetti, 1997; Soole et al., 2008) have with support for camera-based 
enforcement strategies have also been explored. Literature on these 
topics features general consensus on the following findings: those who 
identify as men are less in favor of CE than persons of all other genders, 
the young – most commonly defined as under 35 within the literature – 
are less in favor of CE than the old, and those in rural and suburban 
environments view CE far less favorably than those in urban 
environments. 

One notable interaction between identity and opinion, however, has 
not been thoroughly examined. Existing research fails to reflect per-
spectives of communities who historically have had a uniquely negative 
relationship with law enforcement. It is extensively documented that 
police interaction with communities of color in the US – Black com-
munities in particular – is disproportionately frequent, intrusive, trau-
matic, and deadly (Butler, 2017; Engel et al., 2012; Gelman et al., 2007; 
Hayes, 2017; Johnson et al., 2017; Rosenbaum, 2006; Taylor, 2006; 
Tyler et al., 2015; Weitzer, 2000). This would logically suggest that 
people of color may have strong or otherwise unique feelings toward 
camera technology as a law enforcement strategy. 

Scholars of identity, policing, and power have explored the interplay 
between surveillance and racial oppression. Unsurprisingly, they ex-
press grave concerns about what implications for non-white, hyper- 
policed communities might be within an increasingly ‘Big Brothering’ 
society. In Surveilling the City: Whiteness, the Black Man, and Democratic 
Totalitarianism, John Fiske (1998) argues that “surveillance is a tech-
nology of whiteness that racially zones city space by drawing lines that 
Blacks cannot cross and Whites cannot see.” Here, surveillance as a 
segregationist tool applies not only to physical ‘city space’, but to non- 
physical space as well – social, economic, psychological, the list goes 
on. Similarly, literature documenting the history of how camera sur-
veillance technologies have been used in the US to uphold the social 
norms of inequity, division, oppression, and exclusion is devastatingly 
bleak. Acutely, it highlights how violating these norms so often results in 
loss: of life, of freedoms, of power and agency, of community, of per-
sonal wellness, of humanity (Arnett, 2020; Browne, 2015; Roberts, 
2010; Sewell et al., 2016). Though these works do not focus specifically 

on traffic infractions, they bear a warning of what increased surveillance 
of any type may bring about. 

Vice journalist Aaron Gordon (2020) relates race and roadway 
enforcement more acutely by calling to attention that, “Any effort to 
eliminate racism in American policing must figure out what to do about 
traffic enforcement, which is the leading cause of interactions between 
police and the public, according to the Department of Justice (2020).” 
While there is a wealth of literature exposing the existence of dispro-
portionate targeting of motorists of color – particularly Black motorists – 
by law enforcement (Baumgartner et al., 2021; Grogger & Ridgeway, 
2006; Pierson et al., 2020; Seo, 2019; Shoub et al., 2020), such cannot be 
said of literature centering Black opinions on the matter. Within the 
same passage Gordon goes on to emphasize that, “… by law, it is almost 
entirely up to the officer whether to let the person go with a warning, 
give them a ticket, to search their vehicle, or escalate the situation even 
further. It is an interaction intentionally designed to let the officer do 
virtually whatever he or she wants, reflecting the inherent biases of our 
legal system (2020).” As the role of transportation in American systems 
of racial oppression cannot be overstated and must not be overlooked, 
research attention should be paid to understanding feelings toward 
roadway-related CE specifically held by those who have been most 
marginalized by ‘biases of our legal system.’ 

While multiple studies have explored how traffic cameras perform 
with respect to racial profiling – consistently finding that cameras 
exhibit far less racial bias in administering tickets than police officers do 
(Eger et al., 2015; Quintanar, 2017) – only one study, to my knowledge 
and at time of writing, specifically weds the subjects of roadway CE, 
race, and public opinion. Via survey, the team of Ralph et al. (2022a) ask 
what effect can be expected from applying a racial justice framing to 
pro-camera enforcement campaigning. What is meant by ‘racial justice 
framing’ in this work is a shift in advocacy technique from a focus on 
race-blind safety to one that explores “the role cameras could play in 
reducing racial-profiling.” They find that applying such a framing 
technique does increase support for traffic camera use among in-
dividuals who believe that racial profiling exists and who disapprove of 
the practice. The work also assesses whether or not a racial justice 
framing would incur backlash, resulting in decreased support for CE. No 
evidence of backlash among respondents of any race was found. This 
type of research, that which focuses on the racialized politics of CE, is an 
essential component to any hope of achieving not only functional and 
safe roadways, but just ones as well. 

Finally, despite there being many applications of roadway CE 
currently in practice (e.g. enforcement of stop signs, prohibited turns, 
toll payment, pedestrian-only zones, high-occupancy vehicle lanes, and 
parking regulations) the conversation surrounding CE has been hyper- 
focused on red-light and speed limit programs. Nuance can be added 
to our understanding of the topic by widening this lens. With interest 
and investment in bus-priority roadway design presently sweeping the 
globe (Duncan, 2021; GlobalBRTdata, 2022), exploration of camera 
enforcement's applications for transit infrastructure warrants increased 
attention. 

This research attempts to narrow some of the gaps in the literature by 
centering Black thought and expanding discussion of CE beyond its most 
conventional applications by answering the following question: How do 
Black community leaders in Boston understand the potential use of 
camera enforcement for traffic and transit roadway violations? Exactly 
who is meant by ‘community leaders’ as well as a discussion of why this 
group was selected as the focus of this research is offered in the next 
section. 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Boston as case study 

For several reasons, Boston serves as a well suited case study for 
policy makers to gain insight from. Firstly, this site hosts relevance for 
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the subject. Massachusetts state-level representatives have proposed 
legislation that would allow for CE of certain traffic violations several 
times within the last decade. The most recent proposal was put forth as a 
part of a 2021 Road Safety Bill. Despite a historical lack of support, many 
of the state's elected officials feel that appetite for CE of traffic violations 
is growing as it gains a new champion in newly elected Governor Maura 
Healey (DeCosta-Klipa, 2021; Mintz, 2023; Young, 2020). 

Secondly, trends in Boston are representative of metropolitan areas 
across the country desperately struggling with safety conditions on their 
streets. The city has consistently averaged just over 3000 motorist in-
cidents a year between 2015 and 2020 (City of Boston, 2020). After 
dropping by 1000 incidences in the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
annual motorist incidences for 2021 spiked back up over 3300 in-
cidences despite decreased peak period traffic and decreased total 
vehicular trips per capita as compared to pre-pandemic levels (City of 
Boston, 2022). 

Thirdly, Bostonians are not green to camera technology in roadway 
spaces. In 2016, Massachusetts began the removal of all of its highway 
tollbooths in exchange for an “all-electronic tolling system using E-Z 
pass transponders (AP, 2017).” While this is the only form of roadway 
camera enforcement allowed in the state under the existing legal 
structure, this now five-year-old system has increased state-wide fa-
miliarity with how a camera-based enforcement program operates. A 
foundation of familiarity may facilitate greater depth of participant 
engagement. 

Additionally, the Massachusetts State House is already being inten-
tional about wedding racial justice and traffic-related administration. 
Two bill proposals – one regarding the establishment of a taskforce to 
assess the extent of racial profiling in traffic stops, another requiring 
police departments to report on racial data from both traffic and 
pedestrian stops to support the efforts of this taskforce – have recently 
been made to the Joint Committee on Transportation. Both of these 
proposals could have implications related to the design and applicability 
of CE programming (MilNeil, 2021). 

Finally, the question of what role CE will come to play in the world of 
transit is particularly interesting for the Greater Boston Area. Capital-
izing on the bus renaissance of the last decade (Duncan, 2021), in 2018 
the Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority (MBTA) committed $8 billion 
to a 5-year capital investment plan, a focal piece of which was bus 
service projects (MBTA Bus Transit Priority). Multiple evaluations sug-
gest that the in-person enforcement currently applied to these projects is 
not the most effective way to maximize benefits to transit riders nor 
return on investment for the MBTA (Frost, 2019; Goffman, 2018). 
Because of this, the MBTA and related parties may be willing to be more 
creative than other agencies might in their approach to improvement 
strategies. 

3.2. Data collection 

3.2.1. Focus groups 
Many have expressed their dissatisfaction with surveys as the 

methodology most commonly used in efforts to gain nuanced insight 
into the debate over camera enforcement (Blincoe et al., 2006; Soole 
et al., 2008; Wissinger et al., 2000). Here, I conducted virtual focus 
groups to complement and enrich previous survey findings. In addition 
to having the benefits of being comparatively inexpensive, flexible, and 
quick to set up when conducted virtually (Robson & McCartan, 2016), 
focus groups have proven particularly useful in situations where the 
topic of interest was awkward, taboo, or highly politicized (Hopkins, 
2007). 

I convened six virtual focus groups each ranging from 90 to 115 min 
long, dependent on participant schedules. These groups were comprised 
of community leaders who all racially self-identified as Black. In this 
case, ‘community leaders’ refers specifically to individuals who serve in 
an elected, unpaid capacity on the boards of Boston neighborhood as-
sociations. These individuals are entrusted with acting on behalf of their 

constituents and neighbors. They host community meetings, are tasked 
with information dissemination, and are entrusted to collect concerns 
held by their constituents. Knowing that these individuals are accus-
tomed to thinking beyond themselves, sharing collectively held views, 
and prioritizing community wellbeing, I hoped that featuring them 
would allow amplification of many more Black voices, a sort of multi-
plier effect. 

Allow me to state emphatically that the ‘Black Community’ is not 
monolithic in its experiences, feelings, and opinions. I would never claim 
that by including this particular cohort of participants that I have fully 
captured all, or even a comprehensive sample of the perceptions held by 
members of this diverse community. As such, it is important to keep in 
mind that comprehensiveness was not the goal; existing survey research 
may accomplish that better. Depth of understanding was this work's 
focus. 

Recruitment was primarily conducted via email. 103 neighborhood 
associations received an email invitation to participate in this research 
pending their eligibility: having at least one elected board member who 
identifies as Black. As of November 1st, 2021, when invitations to 
participate were drafted, this list of 103 encompassed all active neigh-
borhood associations in Boston with a public-facing web-presence of any 
kind: website, Facebook page, mention on City's neighborhood-specific 
information web pages. 

Having been a transportation planner in Boston myself for a number 
of years, I have worked directly with several Black board members of 
neighborhood associations in the past. As a result, some of the partici-
pants were known to me. Additionally, as civic projects often cross the 
borders of different neighborhood associations, several participants and 
had worked together previously. Though focus groups of strangers are 
generally preferred (Smith, 1972), given that the Black community ac-
counts for just 19 % of the city's total population and is highly 
geographically concentrated, it would have been a near impossible task 
to recruit an entire participant cohort of Black, elected, neighborhood 
association board members who were complete strangers. 

That said, there are unique research benefits to having a focus group 
comprised of acquaintances. Focus groups can suffer from being a type 
of performance (Bhopal, 1995; Bocholtz, 2000; Fletcher, 1992; Grand-
clement & Gaglio, 2011) in which participants tend to “act as if speaking 
to a gallery governed by the norms of public discourse (Gamson, 1992).” 
Featuring participants known to one another may help minimize this 
behavior. Several research teams have found an increased account-
ability applied between focus group members in cases of pre-existing 
relationships. In these studies, group members challenged each other 
on contradictions between what they were ‘professing’ to believe inside 
of the group and how they actually behaved outside of the group (Kit-
zinger, 1994; Robson & McCartan, 2016). Similarly, some researchers 
contend that assembling groups of people known to one another and 
with whom members might ‘naturally’ have these types of discussions – 
i.e. discussions of race, transportation, enforcement – results in richer, 
freer-flowing sessions (Fern, 1982; Kitzinger, 1994). Discussion of how 
these dynamics played out as well as engagement with researcher 
reflexivity can be found in the Appendix. 

The logistical design elements of these focus groups were shaped 
both by advised best practices and operational practicality. Scholars of 
qualitative methods most commonly cite between five and eight par-
ticipants as preferable for a fruitful focus group (Fern, 1982; Krueger, 
2002; Merton et al., 1956; Osborn, 1953). Schedule alignment among 
participants was such that I was able to run five groups of five com-
munity leaders each, and one group of two. This totaled 27 participants 
representing 22 different neighborhood associations. The geographies 
that these leaders represent is depicted in Fig. 1, while their summarized 
responses to a demography-focused pre-participation survey are shown 
in Chart 1. It is important to note that the exact areas that the associa-
tions cover have been slightly distorted within the figure to better pro-
tect the anonymity of participants. 
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3.2.2. Informational one-pager 
During the latter half of each focus group, I introduced a one-page 

information sheet (see Fig. 2). The sheet highlighted Boston's current 
roadway enforcement system as well as an infographic depicting the 
process of how camera enforcement works conceptually. This 

information was introduced via the screenshare feature on Zoom, and 
had two objectives. Firstly, I wanted to explore how, if at all, views to-
ward CE change when distinction is made between which enforcing 
body – municipal police force, Boston Transportation Department offi-
cers, MBTA Transit Cops – might be involved. Secondly, reduction of the 
status imbalance between the researcher and the participants or among 
participants themselves is important. The literature suggests that this 
potential power imbalance can be mitigated by the introduction of a 
prompt (Mikecz, 2012). The prompt levels the pre-existing knowledge 
playing field by providing a transparent, shared, and confined set of 
information for participants to reflect on. 

3.3. Data analysis 

I chose to utilize a thematic analysis methodology. Thematic analysis 
is a highly iterative process that “seeks to unearth the themes salient in a 
text at different levels (Attride-Stirling, 2001)” through the creation of a 
set of thematic networks. These networks are links between ideas that 
build upon one another, traveling toward the identification of primary 
themes central to the description of the phenomenon of interest (Daly 
et al., 1997; Nowell et al., 2017). Within the thematic framework, an 
inductive analytical approach was taken. This entailed the application of 
a data-driven interpretation by which the raw transcripts were read 
many times over to allow themes to emerge (Boyatzis, 1998). Inductive 
analysis was selected because it takes on an exploratory orientation and 
is often applied when attempting to decipher meaning-making and un-
derstanding (Crabtree & Miller, 1999; Guest et al., 2014). Additionally, 
thematic analysis' demonstrated rooting in excerpts from the raw data 
“ensures that interpretation remains directly linked to the words of 
participants (Patton, 1990)”; a principle central not only to the estab-
lishment of rigor and credibility, but also central to the respecting of 
research participants (Thomas & Harden, 2008; Patton, 1990). 

4. Findings 

4.1. Stage 1 - establishing a baseline 

Before asking community leaders to explore the possibility of 
something that does not currently exist – a roadway camera enforcement 
program in the Boston Area – I first asked them to reflect on present 
conditions out on Boston streets. The following theme emerged from this 
initial line of questioning: Boston's current enforcement system is not 
effective at inciting safe, healthful roadway behavior. 

This theme had two primary contributing factors. The first being that 
behavior on Boston roadways is concerning. In building a foundation for 
this claim, participants emphasized the emotional distress that they feel 
as roadway users of all transportation modes. One focus group partici-
pant said, “I feel really frustrated when I see reckless driving behavior.” 
Other group members used the words “tense,” “scared,” “pissed-off,” 
and “anxious” to illuminate their feelings when out on Boston streets: 

“I'm getting older. I don't move as fast as I used to, and crossing the 
streets scares the hell out of me. People drive into the crosswalk 
while you are in it if they decide you are taking too long.” 

“I'm even considering not letting my 16-year old get her license for a 
few more years. She is going to be furious, but it's just too dangerous 
out there.” 

Participants compared behaviors to what they had experienced 
elsewhere to highlight the magnitude of the problem. One proclaimed, “I 
have never seen as much red-light running and jaywalking anywhere as I 
have seen in Boston. And I've traveled a ton!” Similarly floored, a fellow 
group member expressed, “The amount of double-parking blows my 
mind. I have never seen that happen anywhere else as much as here. We 
even have triple parking. Not kidding.” 

The second contributing factor to this theme is that the current 

Fig. 1. City area represented by collection of neighborhood association 
participants. 

Chart 1. Pre-participation survey responses.  
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system does not serve well to remedy this concerning behavior. There 
was much agreement that enforcement barely happens at all, and that 
when it does happen, ticketing, or verbal chastising in the absence of 
ticketing, are not resulting in noticeable change. Many expressed feeling 
that the reason behind this ineffectiveness was two-fold. On the one 
hand, police lack the capacity to enforce roadways comprehensively: 
“We have thousands of bus stops. Trying to get officers to prevent people 
from parking in all of them is extremely unrealistic.” On the other hand, 
police are choosing not to enforce: “You can double-park right in front of 
a police officer, make eye contact, and not get a ticket. They really can't 
be bothered.” 

The degree of consensus around these two points – that current 
roadway use induces negative feelings, and that the current enforcement 
system is not mitigating those negative feelings through resultant 
behavior change – was striking. At no point did any participant from any 
focus group take an opposing stand or even a neutral position on the 
matter. Expressions of dissatisfaction were impassioned and uniform 
across persons of different neighborhoods, ages, and amount of time 
lived in Boston. Statements similar to the following were commonplace: 

“Traffic enforcement has been an embarrassment in Boston for de-
cades. Don't get me wrong, there are some things that Boston is great 

at and should be proud of… but traffic, roadway management, 
safety, street things… nah.” 

“At this point, it's a joke. A horrific joke. People dying regularly in 
accidents is just something that I guess has been decided is fine in this 
city. No one in a position to do anything about it seems to give a 
damn. Nothing is done, and nothing changes. Actually that's not true. 
It does change. Every year it gets worse.” 

The thematic network for this first stage of analysis can be seen in 
Fig. 3, and serves as the foundation upon which the second stage of 
exploration was built. 

4.2. Stage 2 - camera enforcement: not a panacea 

4.2.1. Camera vs. in-person enforcement 
The second stage of analysis, whose thematic network can be seen in 

Fig. 4, similarly rendered two dominant themes. The first is that as a 
means of bringing about favorable roadway behavior, camera enforce-
ment is not a silver bullet, but may be better than in-person enforcement. 
Greater consistency and wider coverage were two commonly cited su-
periorities over the current system: 

Fig. 2. Single slide informational prompt. 
Information Sourced from: City of Boston Parking Clerk's Office and the MBTA Safety and Violations Guidance. 

Fig. 3. Stage 1 thematic network.  
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"If you're going to do enforcement it should be automated so that 
everyone on the road has the same expectations. It should be 
consistent and everywhere. It's about expecting to get caught when 
you do something you shouldn't rather than what we have now 
which is that I expect to get away with it." 

Participants also reflected that in their experience elsewhere, CE 
systems were successful at changing their own roadway behavior, 
though not without aggravation. Respondents mentioned how finan-
cially cumbersome the processes had been, stressing the size of the fines. 
Anecdotes often featured individual fines of between $200 and $300 
dollars, and the experience was even referred to as financially “painful”. 
Still, in all cases, participants noted that the result of these processes was 
their lasting behavior change: 

“Years ago I was caught by speeding cameras in DC. I still remember 
which intersections I need to slow down on, and that was years ago. 
It wasn't even a crazy fine: $50 or $75 I believe. I think I just drive 
slower when I'm in DC in general. You never know if new cameras 
have been put up someplace." 

Camera enforcement's potential to facilitate the removal of the police 
department from the roadway enforcement system was deemed partic-
ularly attractive. “I'm not saying cameras are perfect. It's not like they 
are race-neutral. There are still people involved behind the camera and 
they have their own prejudices that would impact that system as well. 
But nothing can be as bad as police officers. They have too much power 
to do whatever they want. The law allows them to not be accountable.” 
Complaints of lacking impartiality and grossly imbalanced power dy-
namics in the in-person system were echoed in all sessions through 
statements like, “If you're going to do enforcement, might as well make it 
camera-issued rather than up to the whims of some ego-pumped person 
in uniform who can act without rules.” 

Views on what the role of police officers should then be within a CE 
system were by no means unanimous. Some participants felt police 
should be available for some situations, like tending to crashes, while 
others felt the force should be entirely disbanded. Still, most agreed that 

largely due to their carrying of firearms, police should be removed from 
any tasks that required they patrol the streets; particularly for the safety 
of Black roadway users. The two statements below capture the wide-
spread sentiment well. 

"If we have to have this necessary evil of enforcement, then it 
shouldn't be done by the police. It shouldn't be done by anyone 
carrying a gun. It should be impossible to have a situation escalate 
from a double-parked car or a ran stop sign to a death at the hands of 
law enforcement." 

"Think about Sandra Bland and Philando Castile and other people 
who ultimately got killed at what should have been a pretty routine 
traffic stop. Like… if that violation was enforced by a camera would 
they still be alive? Of course we can't know, but I think it's likely." 

Many participants emphasized that CE was not void of significant 
shortcomings. In particular, some mentioned feeling that CE was 
“intentionally cryptic” in an effort to catch as many offenders as possible 
and raise revenue for the enforcing agency. Additional concern was 
expressed at the potential for CE programs to be privatized, and for any 
data collected via roadway cameras to be acquired for other, prejudicial 
uses. Many were adamant in stressing that they felt neither the City nor 
the MBTA had in place the responsible data management infrastructure 
and privacy agreement expertise necessary to avoid the potential for 
such data abuse. Additionally, fears that CE would likely be subject to 
inequitable application across racial lines were expressed regularly: “As 
a person of color, specifically as a Black man, I can't just believe that a 
new, powerful surveillance tool won't be used nefariously and system-
atically against me.” 

In determining whether the benefits offered by camera enforcement 
outweighed these potential shortcomings, there was a notable difference 
of opinion across age groups. Despite agreeing that current in-person 
enforcement was barely happening and was fairly useless at improving 
roadway behavior, there were a few who felt that the negatives of CE 
were too significant, and that in-person enforcement was preferable to a 
CE program. Those who held this stance were almost all over the age of 

Fig. 4. Stage 2 thematic network.  
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55. The under age 46 cohort accounted for those most open to CE pro-
gramming. This same age group also felt most strongly in favor of a new 
enforcement system, camera or otherwise, completely void of police 
presence. 

This disparity could be explained by several factors. Older partici-
pants more often offered anecdotes in which they experienced positive 
interactions with cops. They would cite instances of being pulled over 
and having the exchange end in a “smile,” “a shared joke,” “a pleasant 
bit of small talk about the neighborhood or something like that.” Though 
this group did not paint their experiences with Boston police as exclu-
sively positive, their mixed set of experiences stood noticeably opposi-
tional to the exclusively negative traffic-stop experiences that younger 
participants shared. A portion of this disparity could be the result of 
changed – directionally negative – police behavior over time. 

Another potential temporal explanation comes by way of evolving 
school curriculum. Older participants in three focus groups directed the 
conversation toward changes that they have noticed in civics education 
in Boston between their time as school children and their children's time 
within the same school system. 

“I swear Boston Public Schools do not teach Civics anymore. There is 
a complete lack of understanding of how basic local government 
works. Or should work. And because of that, the only understanding 
that young folk have is extremely negative. They only see social 
media. They haven't had the experience, many of them, of police 
officers coming to their schools and explaining who they are and 
what their responsibilities are. They don't have the experience of 
meetings police officers positively. Whereas, when I grew up, they 
came, they talked about safe street crossings, about signage and what 
it means, about ways to be a good driver, and stuff like that. I'm not 
saying we need to flood schools with cops. Hell no! I'm just saying it 
feels like my children and their children have absolutely no positive 
examples or understanding of governing agents, cops included.” 

Irrespective of the age disparity in strength of opinion, overall, the 
majority of participants felt that camera enforcement would likely be 
more effective at making Boston streets safer for Black and non-Black 
roadway users alike than the current in-person method. 

4.2.2. Enforcement is not the be-all end-all 
Participants stressed that even if CE was preferable to in-person 

enforcement, it should not be treated as the end of the enforcement- 
reform road. Lacking enforcement is not the sole cause of roadway 
misbehavior, making improved enforcement just one component of 
achieving high-functioning, safe, non-distressing roadways. 

Community leaders were well attuned to the interconnectedness of 
roadway behavior, traffic volumes, housing scarcity, unaffordability, 
and displacement: 

Participant A: “The amount of traffic is somewhat… amazing. Boston 
is not a huge city, yet it generates huge city congestion. It's traffic 
that is coming from outside the city into the city. The streets along 
the city limits headed inward are full to the brim as early as 6am. I 
know this because I see it.” 

Participant B: “I think much of it could be from previous Boston 
residents who have been displaced and now live outside of the city. I 
can't even tell you how many friends I have that used to live in 
Roxbury and have been forced to Brockton or Randolph and how 
many of them are caretakers to their older parents who live in public 
housing here in Boston. So they are having to drive back and forth 
between things like multiple jobs, family, services, that used to be 
concentrated in one place for them.” 

Participant A: “You talk to young people hanging out around 
Franklin Park, and they tell you they actually live in New Bedford or 
Lawrence, but they feel like their lives, their schools, the places they 

like to eat and hangout, are all here in Boston. It's because of costs. 
These kids' parents have either been priced out, or want to buy, but 
can only do that way outside of Boston. It's a major problem on so 
many levels, and for sure one of those levels is traffic and congestion 
and street safety.” 

This conversation segment suggests that taking a comprehensive 
approach to tackling roadway safety –explicitly addressing topics of 
mode-share, gentrification and displacement, property prices, and land- 
use – may offer the best chance for gaining public support, at least 
among communities negatively impacted by these factors. 

Inconsistent roadway laws across jurisdictions, lack of care and 
compassion for one's fellow roadway user, faulty or failing infrastructure 
(i.e. potholes, missing crosswalk countdown clocks, poor street light-
ing), and excess demand for roadway space were cited as additional 
causes of roadway misbehavior that would likely not be solved by the 
introduction of a camera program. 

The ultimate objective of enforcement programming was discussed. 
Many felt that any enforcement program should have the explicit goal of 
getting people to do the right – in this case most often meaning the safe – 
thing, rather than inflicting punishment or raising revenue. Community 
leaders therefore proposed that self-enforcing systems where punish-
ment is not needed because misbehavior is virtually impossible should 
be the true aim. In four of the six focus groups, participants proposed an 
alternative to the models of in-person and camera enforcement. They 
argued that what is called for is a focus on street-design as an enforcing 
entity: “You design the street well and there is no need for additional 
enforcement; it self-enforces.” They offered that a CE program may be a 
good midway point between the current system and a self-enforcing, 
design-led system: 

“I think I could stomach it if it were something temporary. If it were 
meticulously evaluated and monitored, and if the data collected, you 
know like the locations of the worst and most frequent offenses, was 
used to inform design changes that replace the cameras entirely. I 
still have major reservations; surveillance capitalism and all that. But 
at this point, something has to change. I've had too many friends and 
neighbors die or get seriously hurt in crashes on Boston streets.” 

4.2.3. Camera enforcement: transit first 
The second dominant theme postured is that the members of Boston's 

Black communities may be receptive to a CE program if it were intro-
duced exclusively to enforce bus lane and bus stop violations. Support 
for this theme fell into distinct categories: why such a program should be 
MBTA-led, and what elements were critical to ensure acceptability. 

Several participants proposed that the initial introduction of any CE 
program to Boston streets should focus on bus-infrastructure. This was in 
part because of the clearly visible ineffectiveness of unenforced bus 
lanes and the ableist injustices associated with rampant parking and 
idling in bus stops. A community leader from a neighborhood hosting 
one of the City's new bus lane projects expressed, “I'm sold on the bus 
lane thing. In New York, the buses are flying. And it's all because they 
have bus lanes, and the bus lanes are empty of cars. We don't have that. 
We have a few bus lanes sure, but they are not respected by drivers at all. 
So we {the public} feel like they don't work at speeding up the bus.” 
Other related statements included: 

“It makes me sick to see our elders having to dismount the bus in the 
middle of the street. They should be dismounting directly onto the 
sidewalk, but the buses can never get there because the stops are 
parked up. It's unsafe. And that huge step down off the bus and the 
step up the curb to get back to safety… it's a big deal for some. 
Especially our aging population. And you know that our Black 
neighborhoods account for a large portion of Boston's aging 
population.” 

Acknowledgement of the issues associated with unenforced bus 
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infrastructure was coupled with the identification of several attributes of 
the MBTA that positioned it as preferable to the City to manage a CE 
program. One such attribute is the authority's very nature as a cross- 
jurisdictional entity. Having regulations apply to MBTA-affiliated 
roadway space region-wide might get around town-to-town legal 
inconsistency – an issue that participants identified as negatively 
impacting roadway behavior presently. 

Another attribute revealed itself once the informational one-pager 
(see Fig. 2) was introduced during each session. The different camera 
placement options that exist in CE programs elsewhere were discussed. 
Participants were resistant to any scenario in which the camera could 
take an image of the faces of those inside the vehicle. This resistance 
made placement options in which facial imaging was impossible 
comparatively attractive. Because this would be the case with bus- 
specific CE – where a camera is positioned low on the front of the bus 
exclusively to capture license plate details – this model received greater 
support. 

Additionally, there is a growing level of familiarity with the MBTA 
running proof-of-concept, temporary projects: “It would go over best if 
the T ran it. That way it can feel like ‘the T is implementing a new pilot’ 
which is language that we are getting used to these days.” Even some 
who expressed equal levels of mistrust with the City as with the MBTA 
showed interest in the idea of a pilot: “I feel very mixed about it. I'm 
worried it will be used against us. But, the current situation is just so 
bad… I think I need to see it. To experience it in some way.” With an 
existing internal team dedicated to the management and evaluation of 
pilot programs (Transit Pilot Policy, 2017), the MBTA may be best suited 
to execute such a program. 

Furthermore, participants hypothesized that by hosting an in-house 
system, the MBTA may be well positioned to ensure that the proceeds 
from the punishment of the misbehavior be funneled directly to the 
primary victim of that misbehavior. This would be accomplished by 
having fines go directly toward bus service improvement. The idea that 
any revenue collected from a roadway infraction should be dedicated to 
making further infractions of that same kind less frequent was strongly 
supported. Statements like, “You park in a bus stop, you screw bus 
riders. So, your penalty payment should go to improving the experience 
of bus riders,” were met with broad approval. 

4.2.4. Trust is paramount 
Finally, every focus group session revealed major, deep-seated trust 

issues between Boston's Black community and governing authorities. 
Leaders stressed that while community trust in the MBTA was not 
particularly strong, it was stronger than trust in the Police Department, 
in the Boston Transportation Department, and in the City in general. 

“Let me be clear. I don't trust any of them. I don't like any of them. 
But at least I feel like the T {MBTA} has been making visible efforts at 
being more transparent. I feel like the City could release a ‘Trans-
parency Plan’ tomorrow and it would make me trust them even less 
somehow. I would think, ‘Nope. What is this? Why now? They are up 
to something. This is a front for something sinister.’ There is zero 
trust there.” 

Further illustrating this suspicion, groups consistently featured 
heavy us-versus-them sentiment. Interestingly, for older participants – 
roughly over 50 years of age – us was Black Boston and them seemed to 
specifically refer to Boston government while for younger participants, 
us was Black Boston and them was law enforcement in the specific form 
of police officers. Despite the variation in classification, the feelings of 
wariness were shared with similar strength. If at least some of this 
mistrust cannot be healed, then it is not hard to envision a scenario in 
which public support for not only an enforcement reform plan, but any 
roadway policy, design, or programming change is an impossibility; a 
condition warned about in the public opinion literature on CE 
(McKenna, 2007; Ralph et al., 2022b). 

4.2.5. Buy-in, participation, and review 
On the topic of what is needed for a transit-focused camera 

enforcement program to be successful, a couple key elements revealed 
themselves as non-negotiables: community buy-in and on-going 
collaboration, and a transparent, publicly accessible data privacy pol-
icy and accountability framework. To ensure these elements, partici-
pants saw an opportunity for a beneficial partnership between the MBTA 
and racial-justice-driven community organizations, as well as the for-
mation of an external program overseeing body. 

In one focus group, the following was said of collaboration and buy- 
in: 

“If a group like Black Lives Matter (BLM), or Urban League, or the 
NAACP, or a well-respected local group used the T's analytical ca-
pacity and outreach funds, and the T used their community legiti-
macy, and they both did an education campaign on exactly how 
cameras would be used and how they benefit rather than harm Black 
folk… that would probably go a long way toward getting both groups 
what they want. Unobstructed bus lanes for the T and a defunded 
police department for BLM. Or more of a voice, a true seat at the table 
for on-the-ground organizations already doing engagement work.” 

It is worth noting that occasions of collaboration between transit 
agencies, the MBTA included, and organizations involved in race- 
centered justice work are not uncommon. Most often, these collabora-
tions take the form of community advisory committees (National 
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2013). Unfortu-
nately, these committees tend to be unidirectionally beneficial. Com-
munity organizations lend their expertise and clout, but are rarely 
offered any decision-making power (Cronley et al., 2021; Litman & 
Burwell, 2006; Lynn & Kartez, 1995; Matthews et al., 2018). It is hard to 
argue that this format supports true partnership: a relationship in which 
leadership and decision-making authority are shared. Through state-
ments like the quote above, it is clear that what is called for to achieve 
community buy-in of a CE program is a mutually beneficial relationship 
that serves to distribute power across partnering stakeholders rather 
than further concentrate it within enforcement agencies. 

On the topic of accountability, one community leader offered the 
following: 

“I believe that Boston missed a key opportunity back when then- 
Councilor Andrea Campbell put forth the proposal for the city to 
have an Inspector General or something similar. Because you need to 
have a completely independent entity to gather and protect data. 
Unless that information is protected and that privacy agreement is 
vetted by the public, then I don't feel comfortable with any of these 
three {MBTA, Boston Transportation Department, Boston Police 
Department} running a camera enforcement program. If there is no 
accountability system, then any enforcement system is a failure. So 
who will check the MBTA? Who will check the City? Without an 
independent office, nobody.” 

Community leaders demonstrate much wisdom in their emphasis of 
this need as the value of oversight by external parties is largely sup-
ported across scholarship of policing. Be it a civilian oversight model 
(Finn, 2001) or a professional auditing model (Attard, 2009), the ben-
efits of consistent oversight have been found to be penetrating in cases 
where oversight committees have power of review which is then paired 
with disciplinary consequences (Clarke, 2009). These benefits include a 
decrease in incidences of police brutality and use of deadly force 
(Prenzler & Ronken, 2001), an increase in accessibility of the formal 
complaint process (Hope, 2021), a decreased use of disrespectful lan-
guage toward civilians by law enforcement agents (ibid), and an in-
crease in civic trust (Ferdik et al., 2013). While oversight committees 
have most commonly been applied specifically to police departments, 
there is no reason to think that the principles of such bodies could not be 
applied to other enforcement programs; for example, those hosted by 
transit agencies. 
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4.2.6. Getting the ‘penalty’ right 
Right-sizing infraction penalties was also described as fundamental 

to an appropriate camera enforcement program. Community leaders 
stressed that the size of a fine could be the difference between behavior 
change and behavior stasis, but could also be the difference between a 
pipeline to prison and an equity-rich program. No concrete plan for a 
fining scale was offered. Focus groups discussed whether a fine was even 
the correct format to bring about desired behavior: “A warning might 
honestly be just as useful as a ticket. I'm not sold on the idea that a 
financial payment is most effective way to change behavior. I think it 
just makes people angry at the government.” The idea of having the 
mail-received penalty for a first-time offense be a warning rather than a 
fine was presented in all groups. Statements of support like, “That would 
be good so people could learn and get used to the system rather than feel 
immediately blindsided,” were made. All groups concluded that this 
element of right-sizing the penalty needed much further discussion 
before any program got implemented, but that the ethos of an ‘educate 
first’ approach felt appropriate. 

Beyond camera-specific enforcement, the sentiment that traffic 
penalty structures need close attention, if not complete overhaul, is 
shared on the national stage. Several major policy and research engines 
– the likes of the Fines and Fees Justice Center, the Vera Institute of 
Justice, Vision Zero Network, the Brookings Institute, and the Urban 
Institute – are actively working on alternatives to regressive fine systems 
that regularly subject communities of color and low income commu-
nities to the possibility of being trapped in a cycle of poverty and pun-
ishment. Some of their recommendations include removal of late fees, 
implementation of an income-adjusted fine structure, and the ability to 
pay fines in monthly installments (Hanak, 2021). Because of work by 
these organizations and others, several cities – e.g. San Francisco and 
Chicago – have implemented low-income ticket cost reductions ranging 
from 25 % to 80 %. While more and more municipalities adopting fine 
reduction schemes is surely progress, none are being so bold as to do 
away with fines as the primary penalty format of their traffic enforce-
ment systems. The non-financial penalty structure suggested here by 
community leaders would make any municipality willing to adopt it a 
true pioneer in enforcement reformation. 

5. Conclusion and discussion 

By way of virtual focus groups, this work complements field- 
dominating survey research on public opinion toward roadway cam-
era enforcement, and expands the literature by exploring transit appli-
cations and centering the voices of those most marginalized by existing 
enforcement practices. Two stages of thematic analysis combined to 
shed light on feelings held by Black community leaders in the US 
regarding the potential use of CE for traffic and transit roadway viola-
tions using Boston, Massachusetts as case study. Ultimately, the 
following was revealed: Though lukewarm on camera enforcement in 
general, Black community leaders feel that Boston may be receptive to a 
CE program if it were applied exclusively to bus-infrastructure (i.e. bus 
lanes and bus stops), were operated solely by the MBTA (i.e. transit 
providing agency), were overseen by an independent oversight com-
mittee with consequence administering capabilities, and were intended 
to serve as an interim measure en-route to the installation of self- 
enforcing roadway design. This conclusion was informed by discus-
sions of concerns toward CE, benefits of cameras over in-person prac-
tices, deep-seated mistrust of governing agencies, and equity-supporting 
program design elements. 

Many of the concerns contributing to the overall lukewarm feelings 
and mild trepidation toward CE found here are echoed in the public 
opinion literature as being felt by white and non-white persons alike. 
Namely, these include concerns of privacy and data abuse, lack of 
oversight and mistrust in governing and policing authorities, and 
perceived government money-grabbing. Beyond this list of non-racially 
delineated worries, Black community leaders expressed concern that by 

way of algorithmic racism (Crockford, 2020; Patty & Penn, 2023), CE 
programs have the potential to continue the enforcement practice of 
inequitably targeting communities of color. 

Despite these concerns, Black community leaders identified several 
key benefits that CE has over in-person practices that ultimately make it 
an attractive enforcement alternative. Some of these elements align with 
findings from the wider literature, while others offer insight on which 
the literature is scant. Leaders agreed that, if not disproportionately 
deployed in neighborhoods of color, CE could offer increased enforce-
ment capacity and consistency. They also emphasized believing camera 
enforcement to causally contribute to lasting behavior change and sig-
nificant safety improvements overall. These feelings align with those 
found in much of the CE literature. Black community leaders warmed 
most intensely to CE's potential to be an entirely gun-free system, and to 
be operated without any police involvement. The degree to which 
leaders stated that these conditions would be crucial to the gaining of 
their support serves as a significant contribution to the public opinion 
knowledge base. 

This Boston-specific context offers lessons that can be applied more 
broadly. Policy makers seeking to gain support for camera-based 
enforcement alternatives and wanting to advance racial equity in the 
process may benefit from being open to the following Black community 
leader-informed program design recommendations: 1) introduce camera 
enforcement through a pilot project with a finite duration and evalua-
tion process; 2) divide CE programming into individual parts each spe-
cific to a single application, (e.g. red-light separate from speeding 
separate from bus application); 3) establish an external oversight com-
mittee with decision-making authority; 4) lead with the objective of 
education and behavior change rather than punishment; 5) have spe-
cialists in behavior, justice advocates, members of the public and leaders 
from the most enforcement-marginalized communities help determine 
the nature of the program's penalty structure; 6) explicitly disallow an 
increase in police funding or an increase in on-street officer presence as 
part of any CE programming; 7) channel funds collected via CE directly 
into street infrastructure projects that target safety through design as 
eventual replacement for cameras; 8) couple enforcement policy with 
attempts at targeting systemic contributors to unsafe roadway behavior 
beyond individual behavior (e.g. displacement and mode-share); 9) 
require inclusion of justice organizations as well as other enforcement- 
marginalized members of the public on the oversight committee; 10) 
house CE programming in whichever non-police, governing authority 
the public has the greatest trust; 11) put in place protections such that no 
police agencies may be granted access to camera collected data. 

As Fig. 5 shows, recommendations one through five are well estab-
lished in the CE literature and are featured in currently operational 
programs. Six through eight call for modifications to recommendations 
previously made on the subject. These modifications, as can be seen the 
comments column of Fig. 5, relate to explicit restrictions on expansion of 
the police machine, eventual phasing out of cameras, and taking a multi- 
pronged, urban planning, preventative approach to enforcement policy. 

Recommendations nine through eleven offer new ideas to the CE 
policy design landscape and directly address several concerns previously 
identified as major influencers over public opinion. Recommendation 
nine tackles fears of perpetuated targeting of particular communities. 
Recommendation ten speaks to issues of government mistrust. No mu-
nicipality, at time of writing, hosts their CE program in anything other 
than a Transportation Department, Transit Authority, Police Depart-
ment, or Traffic Authority. While these agencies are the default, they do 
not have to be the only options. The pervasive hinderance to successful 
enforcement policy posed by mistrust in particular authorities may best 
be tackled by considering other agencies as CE program hosts; or, at the 
very least, studying which of the default agencies the public is most open 
to engaging with. Recommendation 11 speaks to worries surrounding 
privacy and data protections by encouraging policy designers to be 
specific in their limitations of who is barred from tapping into this 
powerful tool of surveillance. 
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This work adds to the policy maker toolkit for shaping civilian- 
informed enforcement systems, and, hopefully, will contribute to the 
simultaneous improvement of roadway safety, decrease in racially un-
just policing, and rebuilding of civic trust so desperately needed in so 
many place. 

5.1. Limitations and topics for further study 

No work is without its limitations. The pre-participation survey 
unearthed a demographic imbalance between the participant sample 
and the broader reality of the subject of enforcement with respect to 
gender. The gross majority of participants identified as women (89 %). 
Women are generally more in favor of camera enforcement as well as far 
less likely to violate roadway regulations than those who identify as men 
(Corbett & Caramlau, 2006; Retting et al., 1999). It is reasonable to 
assume that men, being statistically more likely to be engaged in the 
enforcement process, may have notably different perceptions of the 
appropriateness of camera-based enforcement alternatives. While this 
assumption does not degrade the value of the largely women-led find-
ings here, it does suggest that extending this work might entail seeking 
viewpoints from a more gender-diverse collection of community leaders 
with an eye to comparison. 

Because each participant was only engaged with in a single focus 

group session, it was not possible to assess how their views toward 
camera enforcement may have changed over time or directly in response 
to having participated in this work. This information would be useful in 
that it could speak to the mixed findings on the subject of a possible 
familiarity effect found in the CE literature (Blincoe et al., 2006; 
Freedman et al., 1990). This work also does not explore the specifics of 
what it would take – structurally, financially, etc. – to implement a 
program that meets all of its resultant policy design recommendations. 
How might budgetary responsiveness change with decreased revenue 
brought about by increased compliance with roadway regulations? 
What might staffing needs look like to host a CE program entirely 
outside of an existing enforcement agency? What sources of revenue 
should be pursued to enable a program of this type? These ideas require 
further examination. 

Additionally, this work does not explore how acting on any of the 
Black community leader-informed recommendations made here may 
result in backlash. Backlash can take many forms. For example: further 
worsened trust in government among certain groups; increased tensions 
across racial lines if non-Black members of the public feel that a CE 
program of this design affords the Black community undue preferential 
treatment; or even retaliatory action from police departments for being 
sidelined from the roadway enforcement process. Any such backlash 
would undermine the intensions of roadway enforcement reform. 

Recommendation US Example Non-US Example Literature with Similar 
Recommendation

Comments

1 E
Introduce roadway camera enforcement 
as a pilot program with finite duration &
evaluation process.

Scottsdale, AZ – 2006
Beaverton, OR – 2018
Charlotte, NC – 2004 

Çerkezköy, Turkey - 2013
Nicosia, Cyprus - 2021
Cairo, Egypt - 2020

Allsop, 2010
Cebryk & Bell, 2004
Leduc, 2008

none

2 E
Divide CE into smaller, distinct pieces. 
Consider beginning with bus-related 
applications.

New York, NY – 2010 
San Francisco, CA –
2008 
Seattle, WA – 2021 

Melbourne, Australia – 2013 
Paris, France – 2017 
Seoul, South Korea – 2005 

McKenna, 2007
Carnis, 2007
Mulligan, 2008

Compartmentalization may increase 
perceived legitimacy. Not all 
applications incite the same 
response from the public. 

3 E
Establish an external oversight 
committee, with consequence 
administering power, to monitor and 
evaluate the program.

Oakland, CA
New Orleans, LA 
Knoxville, TN

Colombo, Sri Lanka
Wadsworth Borough, UK
Johannesburg, South Africa

Fries et al., 2012
Osse, 2016
Mokoena, 2019
Kiesling & Ridgway, 2006

none

4 E
Lead with the objective of education and 
behavior change rather than 
punishment.

New York, NY
Seattle, WA
Fairfax, VA

Dublin, Ireland
Stockholm, Sweden
South Wales, UK

McCartt & Eichelberger, 
2012
Delaney et al., 2005
Fleiter & Watson, 2012

none

5 E

Have specialists in behavior, justice 
advocates, members of the public & 
leaders from the most enforcement-
marginalized communities help 
determine the nature, magnitude, and 
form of the program’s non-regressive 
penalty structure.

San Francisco, CA –
penalty reformation; 
advocate informed

Albuquerque, NM -
optional community 
service in place of fine; 
advocate informed

Germany - points toward loss 
of license; research informed

Mexico City - mandatory 
community service after a 
certain number of points; 
advocate informed

Hanak, 2021
Dixon & Alexander, 2005
Mohammed & 
Labuschagne, 2008

none

6 M
Disallow for any increase in police 
funding or any increase in on-street 
officer presence as part of any camera 
enforcement programming.

Portland, OR 
Colorado Springs, CO

Bristol, United Kingdom
Lower Saxony, Germany

Ralph et al., 2022
Woods, 2021
Bliss, 2020

Examples here have a police 
divestment initiative, or no practice 
of using CE to increase police 
funding/presence. None explicitly 
disallow, nor does the literature.

7 M
Channel CE-collected funds directly into 
street infrastructure projects that target 
safety through design as eventual 
replacement for cameras.

Seattle, WA
Washington DC
Staten Island, NYC
Baltimore, MD

Vancouver, Canada
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
Milan, Italy
Queensland, Australia

Ralph et al., 2022
Greenfield, 2022
Turner & Polk, 1998
Ralph et al., 2022

None of the programs nor literature 
specify the goal of camera 
replacement, but do focus on
infrastructure investment.

8 M
Couple enforcement policy with 
attempts at targeting systemic 
contributors to unsafe roadway behavior 
beyond individual behavior.

Chicago, IL –
funds from CE 
earmarked for after-
school, job creation, and 
anti-violence programs.

London, United Kingdom -
funds from CE used for free 
transit passes for elderly and 
young people (Hackney 
Council)

Ralph et al., 2022**
Greenfield, 2022**
Marshall, 2018
Vera Institute of Justice, 
2021

No programs directly connect
housing/settlement patterns and 
changes (e.g. displacement) with
CE policies. 

9 N
Require inclusion of justice 
organizations as well as other 
enforcement-marginalized members of 
the public on the oversight committee.

none none
Rodier et al., 2007^
Woods, 2021^
Vera Institute of Justice, 
2021

No CE program oversight bodies 
have explicit or mandated inclusion 
of justice organizations, institutions, 
advocates, etc.

10 N
House CE program in whichever 
governing authority the public has the 
greatest trust.

- - -
Identification of trust as an issue is 
present in the literature, but 
solutions are under-explored.

11 N
Establish protections such that police 
may not be granted access to camera 
collected data.

none none
Fries et al., 2012
Woods, 2021
Ralph et al., 2022*

No programs outright disable police 
data access.

E = reiteration of as well established recommendation; M = modification of an established recommendation; N = presentation of a new recommendation to CE policy design landscape
*Speaks to protections against data seizing and misuse, though not specific to police; **Acknowledges these factors and their connection to race, but does not make explicit 
recommendations on the subject
^Recommends giving groups and members of the general public with a 'special interest' a greater role in the oversight and review process, but does not specify those with heightened 
condition of vulnerability

Fig. 5. Black community leader-inform camera enforcement program design recommendations.  
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Therefore, in effort to avoid such outcomes, these possibilities should be 
further studied. 

Finally, while one could argue that Black America has the most to 
gain from camera-forward enforcement reform – not only because of 
racially disproportionate practices of police brutality, but because de-
cades of inequitable investment in infrastructure has resulted in Black 
neighborhoods hosting disproportionately unsafe roadways (Barajas, 
2021; Golub et al., 2013; Greenfield, 2022; Haddad et al., 2023; Rennert, 
2016) – we must ask ourselves: ‘Who has the most to lose with CE?’ 
Persons with prior offenses as well as undocumented and non-citizen 
individuals may be positioned to be most taken advantage of, perhaps 
even targeted, via an enforcement system so dependent on automation 
and the on-file information of members of the public. Voices from these 
communities similarly need amplification regarding the acceptability of 
roadway CE programs, and enforcement alternatives more generally, if 
meaningful steps toward equity in both policing and roadway safety are 
to be made. 
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Appendix A 

A.1. Participant protections, researcher reflexivity, and reflections on methodology 

Researchers face ethical challenges in all stages of a study, from designing through to reporting. “These include anonymity, confidentiality, 
informed consent, researchers' potential impact on the participants and vice versa (Sanjari et al., 2014).” These matters, as well as the ideas of power 
and protection, were considered at length. I reflected on ways in which participating in this research might cause harm to those involved, arriving at 
two categories of potential participant vulnerability. Firstly, serving in their elected roles, participants were all semi-public figures. What these people 
say on record has the potential to impact their board position or future election favorability. As a result, I decided to include neither the name of 
participants' associations, nor any personal identifying information. 

Secondly, it was not lost on me that this work called for Black individuals to discuss, among other things, the relationship between their com-
munities and law enforcement entities. By asking participants to engage in this conversation, I introduced the potential to inadvertently surface 
distressing thoughts or past experiences that they or loved ones have had with the police. In an attempt to avoid inducing this type of stress, I was sure 
to frame my more delicate questions as requests for reflection upon either personal experiences or general perceptions. 

No research can call itself robust without engaging with reflexivity, “the recognition that the product of research inevitably reflects some of the 
background, milieu and predilections of the researcher (Gibbs, 2007).” This ‘inevitability’ makes it futile to try to eliminate the effects of the 
researcher; rather, it is necessary to understand these effects and monitor and report them (Brewer, 2000). In this spirit, I now make an effort to shed 
light on aspects of myself that intersect with this work, and reveal instances in which I was able to identify how these aspects shaped the research 
process. 

Professionally, I am tied to both transit and racial equity advocacy in Boston. In my past role as a Transit Planner with the Boston Transportation 
Department, my projects called for regular collaboration between myself, community associations, organizers, and the Massachusetts Bay Trans-
portation Authority (MBTA). It was through my work in this capacity that some focus group members were familiar acquaintances of mine. By using 
this existing familiarity, placing at least one such acquaintance in each group, I hoped to create a comfortable, informal environment in which people 
felt safe to speak plainly on a sensitive topic. 

Furthermore, it is vital to note that I am a Black woman, and that that fact was discernible to anyone participating in these Zoom meetings. Given 
that discussion of enforcement cannot, and should not, be parted from discussion of race relations, it is possible that respondents censored, played-up, 
or played-down their views in an attempt to appear a certain way to me – the researcher – rather than accurately represent their own beliefs. Past 
studies have cited issues of researcher appeasement as a sizable hurdle in attempting to discern meaning-making and internalized understanding (Blee 
& Taylor, 2002). 

However, what I experienced in this work was a readiness to share personal anecdotes, frequent praise from one participant to the next for either 
past work within the City or a particularly poignant enforcement-related idea, and groups that regularly ended in participants expressing interest in 
working together further, both on matters concerning roadway enforcement and other civic issues impacting Boston neighborhoods. This is likely due 
in part to the virtual format. Walston and Lissitz (2000) suggest that the computer-based environment may lessen participants' concern for what the 
moderator thinks of them, discouraging the withholding of seemingly unsavory information. Such was the case here. Participants playfully used 
profanity and divulged personal experiences that occasionally cast themselves in a somewhat negative light; often playing the traffic fugitive. It may 
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also largely in part be due to the fact that these groups were composed entirely of Black individuals. Robson and McCartan (2016) support this claim 
via their suggestion that demographically homogenous groups may create a ‘safe-space effect’ allowing for a freer flowing of ideas. 

Further support is offered by Browne (2016): “Laughter and humor are emphasized within focus groups as a way of overcoming social 
awkwardness, particularly within marginalized groups.” Laughter, an influencer of conversation tone, is more readily forthcoming when participants 
feel that they share perceivable commonality (Robinson, 2009; Wilkinson et al., 2007; Browne, 2016); which also explains why groups of all women 
and groups in which all participants appeared to be near to one another in age featured the most jovial atmosphere and comradery-laden language. I 
feel strongly that this research is richer for having featured spaces exclusive to Black voices and Black reactions. In this exclusivity, groups were well- 
primed to host moments of shared suffering, were open to disagreement, and were welcoming to playfulness and informality. Though I am not alone in 
the belief that minority-exclusively research is a uniquely valuable knowledge-shaping tool (Kitzinger, 1994; Morgan, 1996; Stanley, 2016), our 
current national social climate is such that emphasis of this value, and any influence that such emphasis may have over research design and funding 
decisions, cannot be overstated. 

Finally, I find that the following statement rang true for my data collection process: “In-depth knowledge of the research topic and familiarity with 
the interviewees' culture and norms of behavior facilitated gaining their trust and establishing rapport, which proved invaluable in obtaining the 
interviewees' own perception of events (Mikecz, 2012).” My being Black, having called Boston home for ten years, and being a transportation pro-
fessional all unquestionably contributed to the success of the data gathering process. Statements like “… well you've seen it” and “…as we know they 
will” were made frequently, suggesting shared positioning between myself and participants likely fostering openness. 

A.2. Black women leading the charge 

With each focus group it became more and more apparent that Black women are, and for so very long have been, at the core of much civic 
activation, participation, movement, progress, and stability in Boston. Beyond the facts that nearly all of this work's participants – 24 out of 27 
community leaders – were women, many of them shared stories of community-led enforcement, engagement, and education efforts that they have 
personally participated in: 

“Back in the day I was a member of _______ (name omitted for participant 
anonymity). It was kind of a neighborhood watch. In the 80s and 90s, we 
did traffic work. Prompted by the death of an older lady – somebody hit 
her going 75mph – we did a heck of a safety campaign about it. Eventually 
we got speed bumps put in down there. Originally we were promised more 
comprehensive traffic calming, but we never got it. I guess they figured 
speed bumps were good enough. Typical. ‘Thanks for the crumbs, City 
Hall.’” 

“The issue is that we don't have ongoing productive dialogue with our 
elected officials or with City Hall department staff. There is no ongoing 
educational discussion of outcomes of these {planning} elements saying, 
‘You know… look… lives have been saved!’ Now, there is starting to be 
more dialogue in my neighborhood. Now that the City is paying com-
munity groups to do it. Ha. In other words paying sistas that were already 
doing it at neighborhood association meetings and in line at the grocery 
store, or whatever. That's progress. I think it is increasing the support for 
things like road diets and stuff like that.” 

Continuing to promote, learn from, and financially support the work and expertise demonstrated by Black women community leaders can only be 
beneficial to any government agency, both in and outside of Boston, both in and outside of enforcement. 
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