RHODE ISLAND JUDICIARY
POLICY REGARDING THE REQUEST FOR
SECURITY SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM FOOTAGE
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1 Authority.

Putsuant to G.L. 1956 § 8-15-4, the State Court Administrator, under the ditection of the Chief
Justice, is vested with the duty "to control and supetvise the maintenance and tepair of all buildings
housing the supreme and several infetior courts of justice throughout the state of Rhode Island," "to
petform all necessary functions relating to the administration of the coutts,” and "to act upon all
administrative mattets affecting the operation of the Judiciaty." The Rhode Island Judiciaty
("Judiciaty') owns, operates and maintains secutity sutveillance systems at its courthouses for the
purpose of protecting public propetty and maintaining a safe and secute environment for judicial
staff and the visiting public. Maintaining courthouse secutity is a function assigned to the Facilities
and Operations Department and the Director of Security putsuant to the direction of the State
Coutt Administrator. Although the Rhode Island Sheriff's Depastment and the Rhode Island Capitol
Police ate also charged with couttroom and judicial secutity, the role of these executive branch
depattments with respect to the security surveillance systems located in and around ou state
courthouses is limited to monitoring the system's closed circuit televisions. The security surveillance
system equipment and all recorded footage are propetty of the Judiciaty.

2. Purpose,

In the event the Judiciary receives a request for recorded footage from its secutity sutveillance
systems, this policy establishes a uniform Judiciary-wide process for handling and responding to
those tequests. The Judiciaty’s security surveillance systems shall retain footage for a petiod not to
exceed fourteen (14) calendar days. Access to ot release of any footage will only be permitted
consistent with this policy.

3. Procedure.

When a verbal ot written request for information concerning the Judiciary’s secutity surveillance
system is received by a Judiciaty employee ot the Capitol Police or Shetiff’s department, the
requestor shall be instructed to reduce a verbal request to writing, and in the written request,
desctibe the information sought with a reasonable degtee of specificity, including but not limited to
the date of the recording, the apptoximate time petiod o dutation, the location, the nature of the
footage subject and the reason for which footage is sought. All requests shall be promptly
forwarded to both the Judiciaty's Director of Security and the Office of Genetal Counsel If the
tequest involves interior video surveillance footage of a patticular courtroom ptoceeding, a copy of
the tequest shall also be forwarded to the judge who presides ovet the particular couttroom.

4. Review of Request.

Once a request is received, the Ditector of Security will ensure that the requested footage is
ptesetved while the Office of Genetal Counsel determines whether the infotmation should be




teleased. If the request is for footage of the interiot of a couttroom relative to coutt proceedings, a
decision regarding the form and method of access to ot release of the footage will be determined by
the applicable judge in conjunction with the Office of Genetal Counsel,

Genetally, information concerning the nature and format of the Judiciasy's secutity susveillance
system, including type of equipment and software specifications, opetating procedutes, locations
under sutveillance, and recorded footage, should not be released to the public as it contains sensitive
secutity information. If information regarding the configuration and design of the security system is
tevealed through direct disclosure, ot inditect access through the release or viewing of footage, it
could jeopardize the safety of the state's coutthouses, judicial staff, the identity of witnesses and
victims, and membets of the visiting public.! Access to ot release of this information could
significantly increase the Judiciary’s risk of being the target of criminal activity as it would expose the
Judiciaty’s internal and extetnal secutity measures including, but not limited to, the type of secutity
system utilized, floot plans of public and nonpublic areas of the cousthouses, the opetating
procedutes of courthouse security personnel, and the existence of any ateas beyond the range ot
scope of sutveillance,

The Office of General Counsel will review tequests to determine whether extenuating circumstances
warrant an exception to the general rule of nondisclosute, such as if the tequest is by a law
enfotcement agency pursuant to a criminal investigation, ot in accordance with a valid subpoena.
The release of any information concerning the Judiciary’s secutity sutveillance system may be
conditioned upon the payment of the costs associated with compiling and producing the requested
information, and the execution of an agteement signed by the tequestor imposing cettain limitations
of use, and terms and conditions of nondisclosute to third patties.

5. Failute to Comply with this Policy.

Judiciary employees who fail to comply with this policy may be subject to disciplinaty action,

6. Amendment and Suspension of Policy,

This policy, or any pottion theteof, may be amended ot tescinded by the State Court Administrator,

with the approval of the Chief Justice, provided notice of “the substance ofﬁ_epteyose%@ment

is submitted in writing,

Adopted on: // Z 7/

!It is the opinion of the Office of General Counsel that footage from the Judiciaty’s security surveillance
systems ate not required to be released to the public pursuant to Rhode Island's Access to Public Recosds
Act, GL. 1956 § 38-2-1 e seq. (APRA). Fitst, the secutity footage does not necessarily constitute an
"administrative function” as contemplated by the Act, and further, the security sutveillance systems ate an
integral part of the Judiciaty's security plans, the release of which could endanger the safety and security of
the judges, staff, public and the facilities themselves. See 38-2-2(4)(F)(exempting the security plans of military
and law enforcement agencies, the disclosute of which would endanger the public welfare and secutity.) Even
if the footage were considered administrative in nature, the state's interest in the safety and security of public
buildings and the petsons therein outweighs the public's right of access to footage from the surveillance
systems.




