
 

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE  

COMMITTEE MEETING  

~ MINUTES ~  

 Monday, June 2, 2025 12:00 PM Sullivan Chamber 

City of Cambridge Last Updated: 7/22/2025 11:59 AM cambridgema.gov  

 The Public Safety Committee will hold a public hearing for an update and review of the Cambridge 

Police Department’s use of “Shot-Spotter” technology. Public comment will be allowed if time 

permits. 

Attendee Name Present Absent Late Arrived 

Marc C. McGovern     

Sumbul Siddiqui     

Paul F. Toner    12:04 PM 

Ayesha M. Wilson     

Catherine Zusy     

 

A public meeting of the Cambridge City Council’s Public Safety Committee was held on Monday, June 2, 2025 

The meeting was Called to Order at 12:00 p.m. by the Chair, Councillor Wilson. Pursuant to Chapter 2 of the 

Acts of 2023 adopted by Massachusetts General Court and approved by the Governor, the City is authorized to 

use remote participation. This public meeting was hybrid, allowing participation in person, in the Sullivan 

Chamber, 2nd Floor, City Hall, 795 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, MA and by remote participation via 

Zoom. 

 

At the request of the Chair, Clerk of Committees Erwin called the roll. 

Vice Mayor McGovern – Present/In Sullivan Chamber 

Councillor Siddiqui – Absent* 

Councillor Toner – Present/Remote* 

Councillor Wilson – Present/In Sullivan Chamber 

Councillor Zusy – Present/In Sullivan Chamber 

Present – 4, Absent – 1. Quorum established. 

*Councillor Siddiqui was marked present and in person at 12:04p.m. 

*Councillor Toner went from remote participation to in person at 12:30p.m. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson offered opening remarks and noted that the Call of the meeting was for an update 

and review of the Cambridge Police Department’s use of “Shot-Spotter” technology. Present at the meeting 

were City Solicitor, Megan Bayer, Police Commissioner, Christine Elow, Superintendent, Fredrick Cabral, 

Superintendent, Pauline Wells, Deputy Superintendent, Michael Medeiros, and Public Information Officer, 

Robert Reardon. Members from the Cambridge Police Department (CPD) that were present via Zoom included 

Director of Professional Standards, James Mulcahy, Director of Clinical Support Services, Dr. James Barrett, 

Deputy Superintendent, Peter Vellucci, Sergeant, Sean Norton, and Crime Analyst, Rebecca Leonard. Also 

present were Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler and Councillor Nolan. The panelists that were present at the meeting 

were Associate Professor from Boston University, Spencer Piston, from ShotSpotter/Soundthinking, Alfred 

Lewers, Jr., and Criminal Defense Attorney, Connie Tran. District Attorney Marian Ryan and Professor Robert 

Maher were present via Zoom. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Officer Reardon who gave a presentation titled “Cambridge Police 

ShotSpotter programs”. The presentation was provided in advance of the meeting and included in the Agenda 

Packet. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Professor Piston who gave a presentation titled “Forensic Snake Oil, 

Shotspotter is Untrustworhy and Dangerous” (Attachment A). 
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The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Connie Tran who shared their experiences as a lawyer dealing with 

ShotSpotter evidence in the court room. Additionally, Connie Tran provided feedback and comments related to 

the presentation from CPD.  

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson asked Commissioner Elow if prior to this hearing, has CPD ever used listening 

technology related to Shotspotter. Comissioner Elow responded by saying no and that CPD has no intention of 

doing so. Councillor Wilson asked for more information related to the possibility of using a dashboard which 

would be available for residents and how much ShotSpotter costs per year. Commissioner Elow explained that 

she is very interested in incorporating a dashboard feature and would need to have further discussions with 

ShotSpotter on ways to initiate that and added that the cost is $50,000 a year, all paid through UASI. Councillor 

Wilson asked for clarification related to the low number of ShotSpotter activations in 2024, with there being 15 

shootings citywide and only 5 activations. Alfred Lewers explained that several factors may affect gunfire 

levels and detections and some of the shooting may have happened outside of ShotSpotter coverage area. 

Commissioner Elow added that new technology on firearms can also make detection more difficult. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Councillor Toner who asked if there have been any negative 

interactions in the community because of a false ShotSpotter activation. Commissioner Elow explained that 

prior to this hearing her Department investigated complaints within the last eleven years and were unable to find 

one. Councillor Toner asked if ShotSpotter was taken away as a tool for the Department would it make it easier 

or more difficult for Officers. Commissioner Elow stressed how important and critical ShotSpotter is with 

saving lives. Councillor Toner recognized that there is a mistrust with the technology for some community 

members, but believes that it is a supportive tool. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Vice Mayor McGovern who shared that he does not see ShotSpotter 

as a privacy threat but also does not see it as a great tool that needs to be used by the City, noting it does offer 

some benefits, but the City may be able to manage crime without it. The Vice Mayor asked if ShotSpotter 

would be able to pick up and record conversations, which Alfred Lewers replied to by sharing that the system 

only responds to loud sounds like gunfire and that regular speech would not trigger an activation. Robert Maher 

explained that although it is not the goal of ShotSpotter, the microphones are sensitive enough to possibly pick 

up nearby voices. The Vice Mayor asked how ShotSpotter is incorporated into the City’s Surveillance 

Ordinance. City Solicitor Bayer indicated that ShotSpotter was bought before the Ordinance existed, it was later 

approved and included in the City’s surveillance reports and shared the process on how the City reviews its 

surveillance tools. Vice Mayor McGovern shared concerns about data and who it is shared with and why the 

locations of ShotSpotter are not disclosed to the public and stressed how important it is to include members of 

the community who are most affected by gun violence in these conversations. The Vice Mayor suggested future 

meetings happen in those communities, so all voices are heard.  

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Councillor Siddiqui who asked if ShotSpotter is funded by a federal 

grant if the data is being shared with federal agencies. Councillor Siddiqui also echoed concerns about why the 

locations of sensors are not shared with the public. Megan Bayer noted that ShotSpotter claims they do not 

share data but she can review the contract to confirm and noted that the locations are kept private to protect the 

equipment and prevent people from changing their behavior to avoid being detected. Councillor Siddiqui asked 

if there has ever been a breach of information. Alfred Lewers shared that there has been one case with 

Cambridge related information that was shared to a news outlet, which they were asked not to share with the 

public, and they agreed. Councillor Siddiqui added that ShotSpotter is just a tool and questioned whether it is 

needed and shared that she would like additional information to understand what would happen if the City 

decided to end their agreement with the company. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Councillor Toner who pointed out that ShotSpotter is not constantly 

recording audio around the City, it only captures seconds before and after a gunshot activation. Alfred Lewers 

explained that the system only sends the Police Department a short audio clip that is tied to the gunfire event.  

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson made a motion to extend the meeting to 2:30p.m. 

Clerk of Committees Erwin called the roll. 

Vice Mayor McGovern – Yes 
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Councillor Siddiqui – Yes 

Councillor Toner – Yes 

Councillor Wilson – Yes 

Councillor Zusy – Yes 

Yes – 5. Motion passed. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Councillor Zusy who questioned if ShotSpotter is a tool that is needed 

in a city like Cambridge, where there is a lower rate of gun violence, noting that other cities that use this 

technology are larger and experience more gun violence. Councillor Zusy asked how often ShotSpotter has 

directly helped to solve a gun related crime in Cambridge that led to an arrest. Rebecca Leonard shared how 

ShotSpotter helps by pinpointing the location of gunfire, allowing police to respond faster. Rebecca Leonard 

added that although there is not an exact number of investigations that have been assisted by ShotSpotter, it is 

considered a valuable tool that assists with police response and supports investigations. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized District Attorney Ryan who clarified that ShotSpotter is just one tool 

that is used in investigations and is never the one reason for an arrest or a charge. D.A. Ryan added that it helps 

Officers respond faster to gunfire incidents, which improves their chances of collecting witness statements and 

preserving evidence. D.A. Ryan highlighted how ShotSpotter has helped save lives by enabling that quicker 

response in situations where victims were injured. D.A. Ryan addressed the concerns about privacy, noting that 

surveillance concerns are valid, but ShotSpotter is used as assistance to public safety in dangerous situations. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Councillor Zusy who raised concerns about privacy and surveillance, 

especially under the current federal administration. Councillor Zusy offered the suggestion of freezing or 

shutting down ShotSpotter during what she mentioned as politically uncertain times. Alfred Lewers indicated 

that data is only shared with local authorized agencies, like CPD, and never with outside agencies. 

Commissioner Elow added that it is important to look at the facts and how ShotSpotter is a beneficial tool for 

CPD and the City. Commissioner Elow noted that spreading fear related to this tool may discourage people 

from reporting gun violence.  

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler raised concerns about the effectiveness 

of ShotSpotter, noting that none of the 2024 alerts led to an arrest or where someone was found with a firearm. 

Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler questioned why the technology is only deployed in certain areas of the City and 

asked whether there is any community input or support to continue using ShotSpotter. Commissioner Elow 

shared an example when ShotSpotter helped save a life by alerting CPD. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson emphasized the importance of transparency in discussions like today, and 

acknowledged that ShotSpotter, although not perfect, is a tool that is used to assist with big issues in the City, 

such as housing and bike lanes. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson opened Public Comment. 

 

Stephanie Guirland, 67 Pleasant Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Abdul Nasser Rud, 509 Vanderbilt Avenue, Brooklyn, NY, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Alexandra Thorn, 173 Hudson Street, Somerville, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Danforth Nicholas, 93 Richdale Avenue, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Marilyn Frankenstein, 75 Holworthy Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Siobhan McDonough, Walden Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Matthew Schreiner, 26 Grozier Road, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Hope Turner, 32 Vineyard Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 
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Vicky Steinitz, 105 Trowbridge Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Lauren Leone, 9 Park Place, Somerville, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Yann Dardonville, 359 Columbia Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Krystyna Wazny McClain, 74 Park Street, Somerville, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Rachel Grashow, 107 Rindge Avenue, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Lorenzo Bradford, 8 Chauncy Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Myles Herbert, 161 Hancock Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Harriet Lindeman, 166A Elm Street, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

Andy Nash, 18 Worcester Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to ShotSpotter. 

 

The Chair, Councillor Wilson recognized Vice Mayor McGovern who made a motion to adjourn the 

meeting. 

Clerk of Committees Erwin called the roll. 

Vice Mayor McGovern – Yes 

Councillor Siddiqui – Yes 

Councillor Toner – Yes 

Councillor Wilson – Yes 

Councillor Zusy – Yes 

Yes – 5. Motion passed. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 2:30p.m. 

 

Attachment A – Presentation from Professor Piston 

Attachment B – Communications from the public 

 

Clerk’s Note: The City of Cambridge/22 City View records every City Council meeting and every City 

Council Committee meeting. The video for this meeting can be viewed at: 

https://cambridgema.granicus.com/player/clip/1037?view_id=1&redirect=true 

 

 A communication was received from Kia Benjamin, Office Manager, transmitting a presentation 

titled "Cambridge Police ShotSpotter Program". 

 A communication was received from Chair Wilson, transmitting documents related to ShotSpotter. 

https://cambridgema.granicus.com/player/clip/1037?view_id=1&redirect=true


Forensic Snake Oil
Shotspotter is Untrustworthy and Dangerous

Dr. Spencer Piston
Associate Professor, Boston University

June 2, 2025





Outline of Today’s Presentation

(1) Misleading claims made by SoundThinking

(2) Unreliable and incomplete data about ShotSpotter

(3) An overview of the potential harms of ShotSpotter

(4) Alternatives to ShotSpotter



SoundThinking Makes Misleading Claims

Claim that ShotSpotter reduces gun violence



SoundThinking Claimed It Could Reduce Gun Crime

CEO Ralph Clark, February 2018:

“Our ability to generate revenue retention rates well north of 100% underscores the fact 
that ShotSpotter’s technology helps reduce gun crime…”



Initial Studies Suggested that
ShotSpotter Does NOT Reduce Gun Crime



SoundThinking Responded by
Attempting to Delegitimize Scientific Research





More and More Studies Indicated That
ShotSpotter Does NOT Reduce Gun Crime













In Response, SoundThinking Finally Backed Off Its Claim

CEO Ralph Clark, February 2018:

“Our ability to generate revenue retention rates well north of 100% underscores the fact 
that ShotSpotter’s technology helps reduce gun crime…”



In Response, SoundThinking Finally Backed Off Its Claim

CEO Ralph Clark, February 2018:

“Our ability to generate revenue retention rates well north of 100% underscores the 
fact that ShotSpotter’s technology helps reduce gun crime…”

CEO Ralph Clark, May 2024:

“I think the line that we don’t want to go down as much is taking on the responsibility 
for overall prevention and reduction of gun violence from a singular point of view 
because we know that gun violence in total is a very complex issue…”



An Additional Misleading Claim

Claim that ShotSpotter does not record conversations
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In Response, SoundThinking Made More Misleading Claims



ShotSpotter DOES record conversations

People v. Johnson, No. A131317

Williams v. CIty of Chicago

Commonwealth of Massachusetts v. Rios

https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/3d/157/supp1.html
https://www.macarthurjustice.org/case/williams-v-city-of-chicago/
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/court/ma-supreme-judicial-court/117268569.html


Outline

(1) Misleading claims made by SoundThinking

ShotSpotter does NOT reduce gun violence

ShotSpotter continually records conversations. 

SoundThinking routinely makes misleading claims about ShotSpotter.
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Unreliable and incomplete data about ShotSpotter

Proprietary algorithms 



Unreliable and incomplete data about ShotSpotter

Proprietary algorithms 

False alerts: what percentage of ShotSpotter alerts yield no evidence of gunshots?
70% in Boston (ACLU study)
80-95% in New York City (Comptroller’s report)
89% in Chicago (MacArthur Justice investigation)

In Cambridge - ?
~50% of alerts between 2023 and 2025

Inconsistencies between BridgeStat data and CPD communications
Impossible to verify independently without the raw data
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Unreliable and incomplete data about ShotSpotter

Proprietary algorithms 

False alerts: what percentage of ShotSpotter alerts yield no evidence of gunshots?
70% in Boston (ACLU study)
80-95% in New York City (Comptroller’s report)
89% in Chicago (MacArthur Justice investigation)

In Cambridge - ?
~50% of alerts between 2023 and 2025
Inconsistencies between BridgeStat data and CPD communications
Impossible to verify independently without the raw data
Public records requests have been denied
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Proprietary algorithms 

False alerts: what percentage of ShotSpotter alerts yield no evidence of gunshots?

Undetected gunshots: what percentage of gunshots are not detected by ShotSpotter?
2024, in Cambridge:

According to CPD presentation, 10 of 15 gunshots were not detected 
by SS
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CPD presentation: 10 of 15 gunshots were not detected by SS

This is a 67% failure rate to detect gunshots
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False alerts: what percentage of ShotSpotter alerts yield no evidence of gunshots?

Undetected gunshots: what percentage of gunshots are not detected by ShotSpotter?
2024, in Cambridge:

CPD presentation: 10 of 15 gunshots were not detected by SS

This is a 67% failure rate to detect gunshots



Unreliable and incomplete data about ShotSpotter

Proprietary algorithms 

False alerts: what percentage of ShotSpotter alerts yield no evidence of gunshots?

Undetected gunshots: what percentage of gunshots are not detected by ShotSpotter?

Not clear whether ShotSpotter improves health care outcomes for gunshot victims
Some studies suggest that response times improve slightly (e.g., by 12%).
But other studies find that quicker response doesn’t mean better health 

outcomes.
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Unreliable and incomplete data about ShotSpotter

Proprietary algorithms 

False alerts: what percentage of ShotSpotter alerts yield no evidence of gunshots?

Undetected gunshots: what percentage of gunshots are not detected by ShotSpotter?

Not clear whether ShotSpotter improves health care outcomes for gunshot victims
Some studies suggest that response times improve slightly (e.g., by 12%).
Other studies find that quicker response doesn’t mean better health outcomes.
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Proprietary algorithms 

False alerts: what percentage of ShotSpotter alerts yield no evidence of gunshots?

Undetected gunshots: what percentage of gunshots are not detected by ShotSpotter?

Not clear whether ShotSpotter improves health care outcomes for gunshot victims

ShotSpotter retains exclusive control over all data
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Potential harms of ShotSpotter

Exposing (Black and Brown) people to involuntary encounters with police
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Potential harms of ShotSpotter

Exposing (Black and Brown) people to involuntary encounters with police

Jeopardizing the sanctuary city
Data flows from ShotSpotter to the fusion center/DHS, bypassing Cambridge
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Exposing (Black and Brown) people to involuntary encounters with police

Jeopardizing the sanctuary city

Possible civil rights violations
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
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Exposing (Black and Brown) people to involuntary encounters with police

Jeopardizing the sanctuary city

Possible civil rights violations

Potential legal violations
Massachusetts Wiretap Act





Potential harms of ShotSpotter

Exposing (Black and Brown) people to involuntary encounters with police

Jeopardizing the sanctuary city

Possible civil rights violations

Potential legal violations

Liability
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Alternatives: How to Reduce Gun Violence
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