
The Flock Camera Network: A Threat to Security,
Privacy, and Constitutional Rights
Introduction: Flock Safety operates a vast, nationwide network of AI-powered Automated
License Plate Readers (ALPRs). Marketed to law enforcement and private communities as a
tool to solve crime, this system creates a massive, privately-owned surveillance infrastructure
that poses significant risks to civil liberties. The data collected—including license plate
numbers, vehicle characteristics, locations, and timestamps—is aggregated and shared widely,
creating a de facto national vehicle tracking database with minimal oversight.

Privacy Concerns: Mass, Warrantless Tracking

The core privacy issue with the Flock network is its scale and the indiscriminate nature of its
data collection. These cameras are not just targeting suspected criminals; they capture data on
every vehicle that passes, building a detailed repository of movements for millions of ordinary
citizens.

Security Risks & Documented Abuse

The power of the Flock system has already been abused by law enforcement, demonstrating a
clear risk to public safety and trust.

Widespread Data Sharing: This data is not siloed. A recent report revealed that U.S.
Customs and Border Protection (CBP) had access to a network of over 80,000 Flock
cameras nationwide. This allows federal agencies to conduct massive searches across
thousands of local police departments' camera networks, effectively tracking individuals
across the country without a warrant.

Sensitive Inferences: The aggregated location data can reveal highly sensitive information
about an individual's life. It can show visits to doctors' offices, reproductive health clinics,
places of worship, political rallies, or addiction support groups. This creates a detailed
mosaic of a person's life, associations, and beliefs, all collected without their consent.

Targeting for Personal Beliefs: In a well-documented case, police used the Flock ANPR
system to track a woman who had taken an abortion pill. Court records revealed that while
police publicly claimed the surveillance was for her safety, they were actually considering



Constitutional Issues

The operation of the Flock network raises profound questions regarding fundamental
constitutional rights, particularly those protected by the First and Fourth Amendments.

Conclusion: The Flock camera network represents a significant step towards the privatization
of mass surveillance. It creates a powerful, unregulated tool for government tracking that
operates with minimal transparency and is already proven to be a tool of abuse. The profound
implications for privacy and constitutional freedoms demand greater public scrutiny, debate, and
regulation.

charging her with a crime. This incident highlights how the system can be weaponized to
enforce specific political or ideological agendas, far beyond its stated purpose of addressing
serious crimes like theft and assault.

Lack of Transparency and Oversight: The abortion surveillance case also exposed a
critical lack of transparency. The police's initial justification was contradicted by court
records, revealing the potential for law enforcement to conceal the true purpose of their
surveillance activities. Without robust oversight, the potential for misuse remains
dangerously high.

Fourth Amendment (Unreasonable Searches): The constant, warrantless collection and
long-term storage of every citizen's travel data may violate the Fourth Amendment's
protection against unreasonable searches. While the Supreme Court has traditionally held
that there is a lower expectation of privacy in public spaces, it has also recognized (as in
Carpenter v. United States) that the aggregation of location data over time provides a
comprehensive and invasive window into a person's life that can constitute a search.

First Amendment (Freedom of Association & Speech): The knowledge that the
government can track attendance at protests, political meetings, union halls, or religious
services can create a powerful "chilling effect" on free speech and association. Individuals
may be less likely to participate in constitutionally protected activities if they fear their
presence will be logged in a government-accessible database, leading to self-censorship
and a weakening of democratic participation.


