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                       The Private Security and Dignity Protection Act 

Lead Advocate in Support of the Bill 

Introduction of the Lead Advocate: 

The lead advocate for the bill is Hon. Amelia Whitmore, a survivor of a serious privacy violation and now a 

representative for Essex. Born in Redbridge, London, Ms. Whitmore was a victim of non-consensual 

recording in an intimate setting, leading to a high-profile court case where she won £6,000,000 in damages. 

She has since become an advocate for stronger privacy laws and presents the bill to Parliament. 
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Amelia Whitmore's Speech: 

 

"Mr. Speaker, esteemed members of Parliament, I rise today not only to share my story but to advocate for 

those whose lives have been torn apart by unwanted surveillance and exploitation. I know firsthand the 

horror of having your privacy stolen, your dignity stripped away, all while being powerless to stop it. I was 

recorded without my knowledge in the most intimate of settings, and the trauma that followed was nothing 

short of life-altering. 

 

While I am fortunate to have won my case and received a settlement, no amount of money can erase the 

violation I felt. There are countless others who have not had the chance to seek justice, whose lives are 

ruined by this kind of violation every day. The Private Security and Dignity Protection Act is essential to 

protect the sanctity of personal privacy in a world where technology too often runs rampant, unchecked by 

law. 

 

I urge you, for the sake of every person whose trust has been shattered and for those who may face this 

violation in the future, to support this bill. This legislation does not hinder our police or military, nor does it 

compromise our national defense. It is solely focused on protecting individuals from unauthorized and 

invasive recordings in private settings. This is a matter of human dignity." 

 

Arguments Advocating for the Bill 

 

1. Protection of Personal Privacy: The bill ensures the protection of personal privacy, particularly in private 

and intimate settings, by punishing those who record without consent. 

 

 

2. Survivor Justice: For victims like Ms. Whitmore, this bill provides a sense of justice by imposing serious 

consequences on violators. The £200,000 fine and 50-year prison sentence act as strong deterrents. 
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3. Restoring Trust: By removing street cameras and limiting public surveillance, this bill restores a level of 

trust between citizens and the government, ensuring that people feel safe in their own communities. 

 

 

4. Technological Abuse Prevention: The bill acknowledges the widespread availability of technology that 

can easily violate privacy and aims to address this issue head-on. 

 

 

5. Focused Exceptions: While the bill restricts certain types of surveillance, it allows for the continued use of 

body cameras by police officers and military satellite images, ensuring that public safety and national 

security are not compromised. 

 

Opposition Speech 

 

The Rt. Hon. Lord Henry Pembroke offers a rebuttal against the bill, emphasizing the importance of public 

surveillance for safety and crime prevention. 

 

 

"Mr. Speaker, esteemed members of Parliament, while I deeply sympathize with the trauma and suffering of 

Ms. Whitmore and the countless others who have been victimized by illegal recordings, we must take a step 

back and carefully consider the broader implications of the bill before us. 

 

The Private Security and Dignity Protection Act is well-intentioned, but it goes too far. Our streets and 

public spaces rely on surveillance not for voyeurism, but for safety and order. The banishment of traffic and 

public cameras across the country will unravel the very fabric of our domestic security. I ask you, how are 
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we to safeguard our communities against petty crime, theft, and acts of violence without these critical eyes 

on the streets? 

 

Let me remind this chamber that public cameras have played a pivotal role in solving serious crimes—from 

the tracking of terrorists to identifying violent offenders in our cities. The families of victims of knife crime, 

the survivors of terrorism, and even those affected by hit-and-run accidents may never see justice without the 

use of street cameras. 

 

We speak today of personal privacy, but what of the rights of innocent citizens who walk through public 

spaces hoping for a sense of security? Public cameras are not intrusions but safeguards. Are we willing to 

gamble with the lives of citizens to uphold a sense of privacy that can be maintained through stronger data 

protection laws rather than blanket removal of surveillance? I fear this bill addresses the wrong problem by 

dismantling a vital part of our national security architecture. 

 

Ms. Whitmore’s courage in standing up for her rights should be commended. But this bill must strike a better 

balance between privacy and public safety. Cameras play an essential role in preventing terrorism, reducing 

traffic violations, and deterring crime. We cannot afford to be blind to the needs of our communities, 

particularly as we face growing threats both foreign and domestic. 

 

As I close, I urge you all to vote against this bill in its current form. Let us find another way to protect 

privacy without compromising the safety and security of the public." 
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Five UK Laws Supporting Public Cameras for Domestic Safety and National Defense: 

 

1. The Crime and Disorder Act 1998: Facilitates the use of CCTV as a tool to prevent crime, especially in 

urban areas where street violence, theft, and vandalism are prevalent. 

 

 

2. The Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000 (RIPA): Governs surveillance for national security 

purposes, allowing public cameras to be used in cases where serious crime or terrorism is suspected. 

 

 

3. The Terrorism Act 2006: Public cameras help enforce this law by monitoring locations prone to terrorist 

activities and allowing real-time response. 

 

 

4. The Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984: Traffic cameras ensure safe driving practices by penalizing those 

who violate speed limits and other road safety regulations. 

 

 

5. The Investigatory Powers Act 2016: Also known as the “Snooper’s Charter,” this law outlines the legal 

use of surveillance in both public and private spaces to prevent crime and safeguard national security. 
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Five Laws Supporting the Young Lady’s Case for Banning Public Cameras: 

 

1. The Human Rights Act 1998, Article 8: Protects the right to privacy and family life, which unauthorized 

recordings without consent clearly violate. 

 

 

2. The Data Protection Act 2018: Regulates how personal data, including visual data, can be collected and 

used, emphasizing that data collected without consent is illegal. 

 

 

3. The Protection from Harassment Act 1997: Victims of non-consensual recordings can claim harassment 

under this act, as persistent monitoring without consent constitutes a form of abuse. 

 

 

4. The Sexual Offences Act 2003: Criminalizes voyeurism, making it illegal to record someone for sexual 

purposes without their consent, particularly in private settings. 

 

 

5. The Investigatory Powers Tribunal: Although used for appeals, this tribunal ensures that surveillance must 

be justified and proportionate, aligning with the bill’s goal to limit intrusive and unjustified surveillance in 

public spaces. 
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Ban on Traffic and Public Cameras 

 

Following the introduction of the bill by Amelia Whitmore, Parliament immediately banned all traffic light 

and public surveillance cameras across the UK. This decision was supported by concerns that such systems, 

while useful in many cases, are no longer necessary in an era where public trust in technology has eroded. 

The argument emphasized the right to privacy over automated monitoring. Exceptions were made for police 

body cameras, military satellite images, and cases of immediate foreign invasion, ensuring public safety and 

national security are not compromised. 

 

Ultimately, The Private Security and Dignity Protection Act passed, marking a significant step forward in the 

protection of personal privacy, while setting firm boundaries around surveillance in public spaces. 
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