a Outlook

FW: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Mon 3/9/2026 4.05 PM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

From: steve Mcauley

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 4:05 PM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, | urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external
access without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private
corporation that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has
endangered the safety of our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local
governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any
other ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our
community, we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial
warrant on all data searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot
guarantee our safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and
until an alternate ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose
should join our neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and
freedom, not constant monitoring.



Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive

surveillance in our city.

Steve McAuley

San Jose, California 95131

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



ﬁ Outlook

FW: March 10th City Council Agenda Item 4.1

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Mon 3/9/2026 4.05 PM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

From: Marjorie Siegel _

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 3:58 PM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Cc: The Office of Mayor Matt Mahan <mayor@sanjoseca.gov>; District8 <district8 @sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: March 10th City Council Agenda Item 4.1

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email fro-mmuhjg_mmm

Honorable Councilmembers:

| am Marjorie Siegel, a retired RN residing in District 8, in The Villages. | am appalled to learn that | am being
surveilled virtually every time | drive in San Jose. Moreover, my data is readily available to Flock and whoever it
chooses to share with, in violation of my Fourth Amendment rights and in violation of Flock's contract with San
Jose.

| have never felt less safe than | do now, Why? | know that if | attend a peaceful protest, the federal government
can label me a criminal and easily get data from Flock to intimidate me. As a member of the Jewish faith, | learned
at an early age about the importance of standing up for community. Yet, when | accompany my neighbors to their
immigration check-ins, ICE can read my license plate and then, thanks to Flock, track me home. This has already
occurred else where in the US.

We have the privilege of living in a vibrant, ethnically diverse community, a significant portion of which are
immigrants. As a sanctuary city, San Jose recognizes the contributions of immigrant communities, without which
San Jose could not function.

Nevertheless, ICE has targeted the San Jose immigrant community with increasing aggression since 2025, and
Flock has enabled them to do so.

1. | strongly request that you pass the guard rails from the letter endorsed by community partners, such as requiring a
judicial warrants for all data searches.

2. | further call for Mayor Mahan to recuse himself from the vote, as his gubernatorial campaign is directly getting
$1.03 million from Flock investors, and $2.7 million from his independent expenditures.

3. Mass surveillance is not public safety, and we cannot sacrifice our constitutional rights to privacy for the dangerous
illusion of "security."



Respectfully,

Marjorie Siegel

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

FW: Flock. Yes!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Mon 3/9/2026 4:.06 PM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

----- Original —eeee
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 3:38 PM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Flock. Yes!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn

more<https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSender]dentification>]

[You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important at

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSender]ldentification ]

Sent from my iPhone
Please let's rely on common sense and use flock.
Kendra Lueke

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.



ﬁ Outlook

FW: Please Keep Automated License Plate Readers (ALPRs) Turned On

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Mon 3/9/2026 4.06 PM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

From: Randy Enos
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 3:33 PM

To: Maguire, Jennifer <jennifer.maguire@sanjoseca.gov>; City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>; Kamei, Rosemary
<Rosemary.Kamei@sanjoseca.gov>; Districtl <districtl@sanjoseca.gov>; Campos, Pamela
<Pamela.Campos@sanjoseca.gov>; District2 <District2@sanjoseca.gov>; Tordillos, Anthony
<Anthony.Tordillos@sanjoseca.gov>; District3 <district3@sanjoseca.gov>; Cohen, David
<David.Cohen@sanjoseca.gov>; District4 <District4@sanjoseca.gov>; Ortiz, Peter <Peter.Ortiz@sanjoseca.gov>;
District5 <District5@sanjoseca.gov>; The Office of Mayor Matt Mahan <mayor@sanjoseca.gov>; Mulcahy, Michael
<Michael.Mulcahy@sanjoseca.gov>; District 6 <districté@sanjoseca.gov>; Doan, Bien
<Bien.Doan@sanjoseca.gov>; District7 <District7 @sanjoseca.gov>; Candelas, Domingo
<Domingo.Candelas@sanjoseca.gov>; District8 <district8 @sanjoseca.gov>; Foley, Pam
<Pam.Foley@sanjoseca.gov>; District9 <district9@sanjoseca.gov>; Casey, George

<George.Casey@sanjoseca.gov>; District 10 <District10@sanjoseca.gov>
Cc: baskingridgena_

Subject: Please Keep Automated License Plate Readers (ALPRs) Turned On
Importance: High

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

Hello Mayor Matt And SJ City Council Members,
Quick and to the point.

| would like to let you know that | am for keeping the Automated License Plate Readers (ALPRs)
turned on in San Jose. This is just plain common sense. Turning off the cameras based on potential “big
brother” reasons is more special interests rather than keeping the citizens of San Jose safe. If there are
concerns, then put the necessary guard rails in place. I have seen Chief Joseph’s memo. As long as the
conditions for data usage are modified, these cameras are effective (I have seen the stats, stories) in
assisting the SJPD in solving cases more quickly and effectively with minimal privacy risk.

I would like to see this program expanded over time, too. Chief Joseph and his team need all the tools
they can to make them more efficient in solving cases and bringing criminals to justice.

Sincerely,

Randy Enos



This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



“ Outlook

FW: City council meeting March 10, 2026 Agenda item 4.1 Keep the Flock cameras

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Mon 3/9/2026 4:47 PM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

From: Cery and Jennifer Coker

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 4:31 PM

To: Kamei, Rosemary <Rosemary.Kamei@sanjoseca.gov>; Campos, Pamela <Pamela.Campos@sanjoseca.gov>;
Tordillos, Anthony <Anthony.Tordillos@sanjoseca.gov>; Cohen, David <David.Cohen@sanjoseca.gov>; Ortiz, Peter
<Peter.Ortiz@sanjoseca.gov>; Mulcahy, Michael <Michael.Mulcahy@sanjoseca.gov>; Doan, Bien
<Bien.Doan@sanjoseca.gov>; Candelas, Domingo <Domingo.Candelas@sanjoseca.gov>; Foley, Pam
<Pam.Foley@sanjoseca.gov>; Casey, George <George.Casey@sanjoseca.gov>; Mahan, Matt
<Matt.Mahan@sanjoseca.gov>; iss*Maguire, Jennifer <jennifer.maguire@sanjoseca.gov>; City
Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: City council meeting March 10, 2026 Agenda item 4.1 Keep the Flock cameras

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from_Learn why this is important

Hello,

My family and | is fully supported of use of Flock cameras and agreed with the stuff report as
written

Please do feel free to contact us if you need more information

Jennifer and CJ Hu Coker

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: March 10th City Council Agenda Item 4.1

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:22 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA 95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Lana Sheridan

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 7:46 AM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: March 10th City Council Agenda Item 4.1

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn

more<https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification>]

[You don't often get email fro earn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Dear San Jose City Council,
I oppose the use of Flock cameras.

I am a resident of Mountain View, one of these cameras is right outside my neighborhood. The cameras
make me feel less safe, not more. | also come to San Jose. | do not like that | can be tracked without a
warrant or even any crime having been committed, and | do not believe there is sufficient oversight to
prevent misuse, as Mountain View has discovered through their audit.

| also want Mayor Mahan to recuse himself from the vote, as his gubernatorial campaign is directly
getting $1.03 million from Flock investors and $2.7 million from his independent expenditures. Mass
surveillance is not public safety, and we cannot sacrifice our constitutional rights to privacy for the



dangerous illusion of “security.”

Thank you,
Lana Sheridan

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:22 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Lana Sheridan <

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 7:39 AM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

I also advocated for this at the Mountain View meeting because one of these cameras is right
outside my neighborhood. I understand that the system has been used to solve a number of
property crimes, but it is also able to track most of my activities. The trade-off is not worth it,
especially with the Federal Government contracting with AI companies. These cameras make
me feel less safe, not more.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation



that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other
ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Lana Sheridan

Mountain View, California 94043

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



a Outlook

Fw: March 10th City Council meeting Agenda item 4.1

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:22 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José
200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 7:36 AM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Cc: District5 <District5@sanjoseca.gov>; District 10 <Districtl0@sanjoseca.gov>; District2
<District2@sanjoseca.gov>; District3 <district3@sanjoseca.gov>; District4 <District4@sanjoseca.gov>; District7
<District7@sanjoseca.gov>; District8 <district8 @sanjoseca.gov>; District9 <district9@sanjoseca.gov>; Districtl
<districtl@sanjoseca.gov>; The Office of Mayor Matt Mahan <mayor@sanjoseca.gov>; District 6
<districtb@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: March 10th City Council meeting Agenda item 4.1

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from _QLWhy this is important

My name is Emily Hendon and | live in District 5. | am a member of SURJ (Showing Up for Racial
JusticeSanta Clara County).

| request the immediate termination of the City's contract with Flock Group, Inc. This is a necessary
step to protect our community from unauthorized data-sharing with federal agencies. You have have
publicly committed to not collaborate with ICE. However, Flock Group's failure to guarantee the
security of its data and proper compliance with state law furthers the lack of public trust.

When we are surveilled, we tend to become anxious, as most people do when they see someone
constantly following them on the street. Our communities should be able to drive and walk along our
streets without worrying how their information will be shared. In a city with over 40% foreign-born
residents, and increasing fear among Latino/Hispanic and Asian communities regarding increasingly



violent and expansive immigration enforcement actions, the city needs to focus on the protection of
all residents, including the most vulnerable communities.

| also strongly request that you pass the additional guardrails from the letter endorsed by community
partners, such as requiring valid judicial warrants for all data searches. We further call for Mayor
Mahan to recuse himself from the vote, as his gubernatorial campaign is directly getting $1.03 million
from Flock investors and $2.7 million from his independent expenditures. Mass surveillance is not
public safety, and we cannot sacrifice our constitutional rights to privacy for the dangerous illusion of
“security.”

There are so many good reasons why Mountain View, Santa Cruz, and Santa Clara County have
recently voted to reject Flock. Please do the right thing and do the same.

Sincerely,
Emily Hendon

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



ﬁ Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:23 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Maria Reyes
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 7:30 AM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

San Jose, California 95122

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:23 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 6:53 AM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has endangered the safety of our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local
governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Jen Estruth

San Jose, Cavlifornia 95125

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



ﬁ Outlook

Fw: March 10th City Council Agenda Item 4.1

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:23 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José
200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14 Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 2:23 AM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Cc: The Office of Mayor Matt Mahan <mayor@sanjoseca.gov>; District 10 <Districtl0@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: March 10th City Council Agenda Item 4.1

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from-gMy this is important

Hello,

My name is Kevin Keller from District 10 and | am a member of SURJ Santa Clara County. I'm a
software engineer with who considers people's rights and privacy to be of the upmost importance.
As recent years have shown, we cannot trust flock and similar companies with this surveillance
infrastructure. The abuse of ALPRs by ICE to attack our immigrant communities, the potential for
widespread racial profiling that ALPRs allow and the general loss of privacy in our communities show
that the risks of this technology far outweigh the benefits.

As a member of SURJ, we strongly request that you pass the additional guardrails from the letter
endorsed by community partners, such as requiring valid judicial warrants for all data searches. We
further call for Mayor Mahan to recuse himself from the vote, as his gubernatorial campaign is directly
getting $1.03 million from Flock investors and $2.7 million from his independent expenditures. Mass
surveillance is not public safety, and we cannot sacrifice our constitutional rights to privacy for the
dangerous illusion of “security.”

Thank you,



Kevin

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:24 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 1:23 AM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Kathleen Yatsko

San Jose, California 95117

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:24 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Rani G _

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 12:37 AM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

San Jose, California 95135

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



4% outlook

Fw: March 10th City Council Agenda Item 4.1: OPPOSE

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:24 AM

To

Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14 Floor
San Jose, CA 95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 12:11 AM

To:

City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: March 10th City Council Agenda Item 4.1: OPPOSE

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

Dear Mayor, Vice-Mayor, and Councilmembers:

| am Kathryn Hedges, a member of SURJ Santa Clara County who travels within San Jose regularly and rents storage in San Jose. | am also a member of
SURJ Santa Cruz and the Get the Flock Out Coalition in Santa Cruz County. | am proud of the Santa Cruz City Council for listening to their constituents'
concerns about Flock violating their Fourth Amendment rights against warrantless searches. | hope San Jose can make the same decision to cancel the
contract with Flock.

| oppose the City staff proposal because the restrictions on our Flock contract proposed in Agenda Item 4.1 are not sufficient,

e Mayor Mahan Must Recuse Himself: Mayor Mahan must recuse himself from the vote, as his gubernatorial campaign is directly getting $1.03 million from Flo
o Fear of Mass Surveillance: When we are surveilled, we tend to become anxious, as most people do when they see someone constantly following them in the stre

o SIREN and CAIR-CA with ACLU Foundation of Northern California and Electronic Frontier Foundation are suing San Jose because these
unblinking cameras retain our data for extended periods of time, stalking our residents’ every movement to the minute and failing to require a valid
judicial warrant before sharing our private information. Other cities like Oakland have also been sued for their Flock contracts. We the people
refuse to waste our precious County resources defending ourselves from valid lawsuits.

o Flock systems do not just read our license plates, but they can also employ Al neural networks to categorize people based on race/gender,
clothing, bicycles, height/weight, and animals. The Condor model (PTZ) is the most dangerous Al camera because it can track, pan, zoom and tilt
to capture people's movements. Such mass surveillance is a threat to our public safety and constitutional liberties.

« Harm to Immigrants: The Flock company violates state sanctuary California Values Act SB 54 by directly sharing with ICE or indirectly sharing with immigrati
he Flock company data violates state sanctuary California Values Act SB 54 by directly/indirectly sharing our data with ICE to deport our

neighbors.

o Even without direct access, ICE can access Flock data through the “side door” where local police departments conduct searches on behalf of
ICE/CBP. In more than 4,000 cases, police made searches on behalf of federal law enforcement, including for immigration investigations. Also,
our local police data is shared with other police departments who may use this side door to expose our personal data to ICE.

o Auditing our City’s Flock data regarding ICE cooperation could produce a false negative. According to DHS’ data policies, ICE does not leave any
trail in audit logs on any ALPR, except their own. We may not see any query results about “ICE” or if ICE accessed our data because ICE
purposely and systematically refuses to leave any evidence of their wrongdoing.

« Harm to Black and Brown Communities: We live in a hypersurveillance state in which technology creates another tool for bad actors to racially profile our Bla:

o Al cameras have high risks of false positives, racially profiling innocent individuals. In October 2025, an Al-powered gun detection system at
Kenwood High School in Baltimore County mistook g Doritos bag.in a voung Black teenager’'s hands as a firearm, triggering an armed police
response. In another instance, g2_12-vear-old in New Mexico was handcuffed after an ALPR camera misread the last digit of a license plate.
Without adequate human review, Al cameras can escalate innocent matters to armed law enforcement, inflicting psychological trauma on our
Black and Brown communities.

o More than 50 law enforcement agencies across the country have conducted searches through Flock to track protest activity, going so far as to
employ the terms “No Kings” or simply “protest,” This data has given law enforcement the power to target known activist groups. For example,
local law enforcement agencies have scrutinized and queried Flock 9 times related to the activists of Direct Action Everywhere (DxE), an animal-
rights organization known for using civil disobedience tactics to expose conditions at factory farms, ALPRs provide the tools for law enforcement
to surveil our communities, targeting people exercising their First Amendment rights to constitutionally protected speech and undermining our
nation’s principles of freedom and democracy.

¢ Harm to Those Seeking Reproductive Care: ALPR data has been used to sue people seeking reproductive services. This raises grave HIPAA concerns

about our private medical data and wrongfully gives our personal bodily autonomy to the hands of the antagonistic federal government. According to the
Electronic Frontier Foundation, companies like Flock Safety offer law enforcement agencies access to nationwide databases of ALPRs, and in some cases,
allow them to stake out locations like abortion clinics, or create “hot lists” of license plates to track in real time. Flock's technology can also search for a



vehicle based on color, make and model, even without a plate number. Anti-abortion activists have long been documenting the plates of patients and
providers who visit reproductive health facilities, researching data that can now be easily cross-referenced with ALPR databases.

« Harm to LGBTQ+ Communities: Gender affirming care brings a life changing way for transgender and nonbinary people to realize their
fullest selves. To employ ALPRs to surveil and stalk these individuals would impose a dangerous threat to a place intended for healing and
empowerment.

¢ Harm to Religious Communities: States have weaponized extensive government surveillance and cyber tools to monitor religious minorities. These tools includ
¢ Harm to First Amendment Right to Protest: ALPRs provide the tools for law enforcement to target people exercising their 1st Amendment rights to protected s
¢ Harm to All Communities: A study on camera placement and a sample of SCC addresses shows that the venues where residents would be most likely tracked are
¢ Violation of Constitutional Liberties: Flock’s power to collect, retain, and analyze location data for every driver in our City violates our 4th Amendment right tc
¢ Violation of SB 34 Automated License Plate Recognition Systems: Use of Data: Flock's hackable nature and data sharing tendencies place its customers in viol

o Investigators have found Flock portal access credentials on the dark web. Anyone with $120 can easily create a Shodan account to access 24/7
livestreams of our personal lives. One user found a livestream from a Flock camera on a children’s playground, making these cameras a prime,
accessible weapon for human traffickers.

o From enabling broad searches of “investigation” and “crime” to granting CBP access to its systems, Flock has violated reasonable security
measures and wrongfully misled their law enforcement partners. Oregon Congressional Senator Ron Wyden wrote to Flock’s CEO Garrett
Langley: “[A]buses of your product are not only likely but inevitable, [and] Flock is unable and uninterested in preventing them.”

* Risk for Personal Abuse: Local law enforcement have abused ALPR data for personal reasons, including stalking their partners. A SF cop was
investigated for using Flock license plate reader data to track wife’s stolen car. Another police officer was accused of tracking their partner using the
license plate reader.

Please do the right thing and refuse to cooperate with authoritarianism.

Sincerely,

Kathin Hedies

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



ﬁ Outlook

Fw: Public comments: item 4.1 (ALPR) of City Council meeting on March 10

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:24 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José
200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

prom: katicenisicen SN

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 11:53 PM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Public comments: item 4.1 (ALPR) of City Council meeting on March 10

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email fro_ Learn why this is important

To the San Jose City Council,

| am writing to urge you to terminate the city’s contract with
Flock Safety and discontinue the use of automated license plate
reader (ALPR) technology. | am extremely concerned about the
SJPD's warrantless, limitless access to the intrusive data
collected by the nearly 500 flock cameras installed in San Jose.
Recent reports of the use of local ALPRs by federal agencies to
track immigrants and protestors make me even more nervous.

| understand that from the SJPD's perspective, violating the
privacy of the innocent 99% is worth it to track down the 1%
that is guilty of a crime. This is a short sighted view - the
perceived good of the mass surveillance of San Jose residents
does not outweigh the astonishing tyranny that can come from
the misuse of this data by bad actors. Police officers and federal
agents have been caught using ALPR technology to track
protesters (https://www.eff.org/deeplinks/2025/11/how-
cops-are-using-flock-safetys-alpr-network-surveil-
protesters-and-activists?ref=404media.co), women accessing




reproductive care (https://www.404media.co/a-texas-cop-

searched-license-plate-cameras-nationwide-for-a-woman-
who-got-an-abortion/) or to stalk ex-wives
(https://www.kwch.com/2022/11/04/kechi-police-
lieutenants-arrest-puts-flock-technology-under-scrutiny/). To
make matters worse , there's no independent research proving
that ALPRs can actually reduce crime.

I also want to note that the California Constitution guarantees
the people’s right to be free from unreasonable searches and
seizures as well as the people’s inalienable right to privacy. San
Jose's warrantless ALPR database searches clearly violate this
and are therefore illegally expending taxpayer funds.

52 communities (including Santa Clara county, Mountain View,
Los Altos Hills and Santa Cruz) have deactivated their flock
cameras so far, | believe that San Jose can be the 53rd if we can
show a commitment to protecting our community members"
right to privacy.

Best,

Katy G.
San Jose resident

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



ﬁ Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:24 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

rrom: willow Torke!

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 11:22 PM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from _Lgarn why this is important

City Clerk Toni Taber,
Please get rid of Flock.

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.



In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other
ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Willow Turkal

San Jose, California 95129

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



& Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:25 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Emma Hartung

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 11:20 PM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. It’s time for San Jose to join
them, and to refuse to normalize the surveillance of our communities by a company that



willingly cooperates with CBP and blatantly disregards agreements with the cities it was
contracted to serve.

Emma Hartung

San Jose, California 95128

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: Agenda Item 4.1 Automated License Plate Readers Data Usage Protocol Update

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:25 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José
200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14 Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 10:19 PM

To: Maguire, Jennifer <jennifer.maguire@sanjoseca.gov>; City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>; Kamei, Rosemary
<Rosemary.Kamei@sanjoseca.gov>; Districtl <districtl@sanjoseca.gov>; Campos, Pamela
<Pamela.Campos@sanjoseca.gov>; District2 <District2@sanjoseca.gov>; Tordillos, Anthony
<Anthony.Tordillos@sanjoseca.gov>; District3 <district3@sanjoseca.gov>; Cohen, David
<David.Cohen@sanjoseca.gov>; District4 <District4@sanjoseca.gov>; Ortiz, Peter <Peter.Ortiz@sanjoseca.gov>;
District5 <District5@sanjoseca.gov>; The Office of Mayor Matt Mahan <mayor@sanjoseca.gov>; Mulcahy, Michael
<Michael.Mulcahy@sanjoseca.gov>; District 6 <districté@sanjoseca.gov>; Doan, Bien
<Bien.Doan@sanjoseca.gov>; District7 <District7@sanjoseca.gov>; Candelas, Domingo
<Domingo.Candelas@sanjoseca.gov>; District8 <district8 @sanjoseca.gov>; Foley, Pam
<Pam.Foley@sanjoseca.gov>; District9 <district9@sanjoseca.gov>; Casey, George
<George.Casey@sanjoseca.gov>; District 10 <Districtl0@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Agenda Item 4.1 Automated License Plate Readers Data Usage Protocol Update

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

Hello Mayor Mahan and City Council Members.

As a first generation Asian American, I support of the use of automated license plate readers as well as
the Chief of Police’s memo updating the department’s protocol for how they are used.

Automated license plate readers are a practical tool that helps law enforcement solve crimes more
efficiently and protect our communities. They have assisted police to respond faster and increases the
chances of locating suspects, recovering stolen vehicles, and finding missing persons.

These systems don’t replace good policing—they strengthen it, especially when the department is
understaffed and we are in a budget deficit. They give officers better information so they can focus their



time and resources where it matters most. We have seen examples of this most recently in a West San
Jose bank robbery where the suspect was tracked and apprehended in District 2. Earlier this year, we had
a sexual assault of a teenage girl near her high school in East San Jose, the suspect was tracked using this
technology and apprehended at a District 2 location.

Also, it's important that this technology is used responsibly and I appreciate the Chief’s memo updating
the department’s protocol. Clear guidelines on how data is collected, stored, and accessed help ensure
transparency, accountability, and respect for privacy.

Supporting this protocol update means supporting both public safety and responsible use of technology.
With the right safeguards in place, automated license plate readers can be a valuable tool that helps keep
everyone in our community safe.

Thank you,

m—

District 2 Neighborhood Leadership Council

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:25 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Jesse Foltz

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 10:14 PM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and



bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other
ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Seriously we know a tech company can't be trusted with this much data. Do we need another
23 and me? Do we need another Equifax? Absolutely not. The only way to prevent abuse is
to avoid allowing companies to compile massive data sets they don't need or have the right to
have.

Jesse Foltz

San Jose, California 95124

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



B Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - End the Flock Safety Contract

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:25 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Allegra watson

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 9:45 PM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - End the Flock Safety Contract

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

Tomorrow at the March 10th San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda

Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Flock Safety’s system violates the San Jose community trust by neglecting the City’s

restrictions, allowing external access without the City’s knowledge or consent and ignoring
specific directives regarding who can access our data. The City of San Jose must refuse to

work with a private corporation that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as
Denver), endangered the safety of our San Jose residents, and circumvented our local
governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and



bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other
ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

San Jose, California 95124

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:26 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

rrom: acqutive ivers [

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 9:20 PM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

J aciueline Rivera

San Jose, California 95133

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



3 Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:26 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

prom: Tatyana Fotez

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 9:19 PM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Tatiana Foltz

San Jose, California 95124

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:26 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Wesley Engers <

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 9:01 PM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Wesley Engers

San Jose, California 95126

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



a Outlook

Fw: City council meeting March 10, 2026 Agenda item 4.1 Keep the Flock cameras

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:26 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José
200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA 95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 8:37 PM

To: Kamei, Rosemary <Rosemary.Kamei@sanjoseca.gov>; Campos, Pamela <Pamela.Campos@sanjoseca.gov>;
Tordillos, Anthony <Anthony.Tordillos@sanjoseca.gov>; Cohen, David <David.Cohen@sanjoseca.gov>; Ortiz, Peter
<Peter.Ortiz@sanjoseca.gov>; Mulcahy, Michael <Michael.Mulcahy@sanjoseca.gov>; Doan, Bien
<Bien.Doan@sanjoseca.gov>; Candelas, Domingo <Domingo.Candelas@sanjoseca.gov>; Foley, Pam
<Pam.Foley@sanjoseca.gov>; Casey, George <George.Casey@sanjoseca.gov>; Mahan, Matt
<Matt.Mahan@sanjoseca.gov>; issa Maguire, Jennifer
<jennifer.maguire@sanjoseca.gov>; City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: City council meeting March 10, 2026 Agenda item 4.1 Keep the Flock cameras

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from-mmm

Hello Council members,

| am writing to you all to let you know that | support the use of Flock cameras and agree with the
staff report as written. | am a senior citizen and feel safer with these cameras in place.

Thank you,
Lydia Morales



a Outlook

FW: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:27 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

From: Savita Natara_

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 6:30 PM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, | urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external
access without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private
corporation that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has
endangered the safety of our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local
governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any
other ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our
community, we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial
warrant on all data searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot
guarantee our safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and
until an alternate ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose
should join our neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and
freedom, not constant monitoring.



Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive

surveillance in our city.

Savita Nataraj

San Jose, California 95118

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



ﬁ Outlook

Fw: March 10th City Council Agenda Item 4.1

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:27 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14 Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Nora Larson

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 7:27 PM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Cc: District3 <district3@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: March 10th City Council Agenda Item 4.1

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

Dear San Jose City Council,
My name is Nora Larson from District 3, and I'm a member of SURJ Santa Clara County.

I'm deeply concerned about our city's use of FLOCK cameras and ALPRs. | value privacy and I'm
concerned about the privacy of my children, my family, my neighbors, and my community.

We live in a hypersurveillance state in which technology creates another tool for bad actors to racially
profile our Black and Brown neighbors. In a time when our Black and Brown loved ones are pulled
over for the way they look, stopped on the streets for the way they talk, and targeted for what's
mistaken in their hands, we must refuse any further tool that will endanger the human lives and mental
wellbeing of our Black and Brown communities.

| strongly request that you pass the additional guardrails from the letter endorsed by community
partners, such as requiring valid judicial warrants for all data searches. | further call for Mayor Mahan
to recuse himself from the vote, as his gubernatorial campaign is directly getting $1.03 million from
Flock investors and $2.7 million from his independent expenditures. Mass surveillance is not public



safety, and we cannot sacrifice our constitutional rights to privacy for the dangerous illusion of
“security.”

Thank you,
Nora Larson

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



6 Outlook

FW: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:27 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

From: Vivian Kuang
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 6:13 PM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, | urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external
access without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private
corporation that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has
endangered the safety of our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local
governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any
other ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our
community, we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial
warrant on all data searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot
guarantee our safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and
until an alternate ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose
should join our neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and
freedom, not constant monitoring.



Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive

surveillance in our city.

Vivian Kuang

San Jose, California 95133

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



a Outlook

FW: Support Letter

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:17 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

[UJ 1 attachment (228 KB)
SJDA ALPR Support 3.10.26.pdf;

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 7:57 AM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>; The Office of Mayor Matt Mahan <mayor@sanjoseca.gov>; Districtl
<districtl@sanjoseca.gov>; District2 <District2@sanjoseca.gov>; District3 <district3@sanjoseca.gov>; District4
<District4@sanjoseca.gov>; District5 <District5@sanjoseca.gov>; District9 <districtd@sanjoseca.gov>; District 6
<districté@sanjoseca.gov>; District8 <district8 @sanjoseca.gov>; District7 <District7 @sanjoseca.gov>; District 10

<Districtl0@sanjoseca.gov>
anoseca.gow; Dev Davis _ Allie Hughes

Subject: Support Letter

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from _ Learn why this is important
Dear Mayor Mahan and Members of City Council. Please find the attached support letter for

item 4.1 - ALPR.

Brian Kurtz

Chief Executive Officer

San Jose Downtown Association
28 North First Street, Suite 1000
San Jose, CA 95113

SAN ,<7 ( Here forthe game.
JOS 9 SJ26.0RG

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



San Jose Downtown Association ‘

28 N. First Street, Suite 1000 SAN JOSE
San Jose, CA 95113 DOWNTOWN

sjdowntown.com
408.279.1775

March 10, 2026

City Clerk

City of San Jose

200 E. Santa Clara Street

San Jose, CA95113

Email: city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov

Re: Support for Agenda Item 4.1 - Automated License Plate Readers
Dear Mayor Mahan and Members of the San Jose City Council:

On behalf of the San Jose Downtown Association (SJDA), | write to express our support for the San
Jose Police Department’s continued use of and policy amendments related to Automated License
Plate Reader (ALPR) technology.

Downtown San Jose is the civic, cultural, and economic heart of our city, serving residents, workers,
visitors, and businesses every day. Maintaining a safe and welcoming environment is paramount to
our neighborhood’s continued recovery and long-term vitality. The tools used by our law
enforcement partners must evolve to meet the realities of today’s public safety challenges.

We have seen firsthand, including with recent acts of crime in Downtown, how ALPR technology
has supported investigations and helped identify suspects connected to crimes committed in and
around Downtown. Like many urban centers, Downtown San Jose faces constraints in the
availability of sworn officers able to maintain a constant presence on every street and sidewalk.
While increased foot patrols remain a critical goal for the district, technology can and should serve
as a force multiplier for our police department in the meantime. Tools such as ALPR systems help
extend the reach of public safety resources, improve investigative capacity, and support more
timely resolution of crimes.

We recognize the importance of strong policies governing the use of these technologies. Clear
guardrails, transparency, and appropriate oversight are essential to maintaining public trust while
enabling law enforcement to effectively do their jobs. The proposed policy amendments strike an
appropriate balance between privacy considerations and the need to protect our community.

For Downtown businesses, property owners, residents, and visitors, public safety remains the
single most important factor in perceptions of the district and decisions to return. The ability of the
San Jose Police Department to utilize modern investigative tools like ALPR technology is an
important component of intelligence-led policing and maintaining sense of safety.

SJDA appreciates the City’s continued commitment to public safety and encourages the Council to
support the policy amendments that will allow this tool to remain available to law enforcement.
Thank you for your leadership and partnership in ensuring that Downtown San Jose remains a safe,
vibrant, and welcoming place for all.

Sincerely,

Brian Kurtz
Chief Executive Officer




& Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda ltem 4.1

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:24 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

[ﬂJ 1 attachment (95 KB)
Letter to San Jose City Councilemembers - Agenda ltem 4.1.pdf;

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Marinez Rosales
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 6:00 AM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Cc: Marinez Rosales

; Joy Rachelle Sandra Torres

Bernardino
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1

; Yesenia Campos

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from_earn why this is important

Dear City Clerk,

We are writing to submit the following letter on behalf of Chispanas and ELLA participants at the
Latina Coalition of Silicon Valley.

We request that this letter be shared with the Honorable Councilmembers and included in the public record regarding
Agenda ltem 4.1 related to Flock Safety contracts and mass surveillance expansion.



Best,

Marinez Alvarado Rosales, MBA (she, her, ella)
Leadership Development Manager

Latina Coalition of Silicon Valley

Connect with us: Facebook | Instagram | Website | Membership | Volunteer

Our mission is to develop and strengthen the power of Latinas to advance our collective success through

sisterhood, leadership, and civic engagement.

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Dear Honorable Councilmembers,

My name is Marinez Rosales, and I serve as the Leadership Development Manager at the Latina Coalition
of Silicon Valley. Myself, along with the signees below, represent ELLAs (Engaged Latina Leadership
Activist) program and Chispanas, a community organizing program at LCSV. Based here in San Jose, our
mission is to advocate for the civic engagement and well-being of Latinas and their families. Today, we
are writing to urge the City of San Jose to permanently end its contracts with Flock Safety and to reject
the expansion of mass surveillance in our neighborhoods.

We believe that true leadership requires protecting those who are most vulnerable. For our immigrant
communities, the "security" promised by automated license plate readers (ALPR) is a dangerous illusion.
In reality, these systems create a digital dragnet that can be accessed by federal agencies like ICE, turning
our local streets into a landscape of fear rather than a place of safety.

We are specifically concerned about the following:

e Targeting the Vulnerable: Recent audits confirm that data collected by these cameras is accessible
to federal agents for unconstitutional immigration enforcement. Our neighbors should be able to
drive to work, school, or the doctor without fear that their movements are being tracked and
shared with agencies intent on deporting them.

e A Breach of Trust: Flock’s track record of data breaches and its inability to secure private travel
data is unacceptable. If the "industry leader" cannot guarantee privacy, we cannot trust any vendor
with this level of invasive technology.

e Conflicts of Interest: For our community to have faith in the democratic process, our leaders must
be beyond reproach. Because Mayor Mahan’s gubernatorial campaign has received significant
financial backing from Flock’s primary investors, we call for his recusal from this vote to ensure
the decision is made solely in the interest of San Jose residents.

Mass surveillance is not a substitute for real public safety. Real safety comes from investing in our people
and protecting our constitutional rights to privacy. We urge you to follow the lead of neighboring cities
like Mountain View and Santa Cruz by ending the Flock contract and implementing strict judicial warrant
requirements for any future data searches.

Our data, our movements, and our families are not for sale. We trust you will do your job to protect the
privacy and safety of all San Jose residents.

Sincerely,

Marinez Rosales, Naomi Gutierrez, Joy Murrieta,

ELLA Graduate/Chispanas Participant Chispanas Participant Chispanas Participant
Elizabeth Marquez Bernardino, Johanna G. Morales Sanchez, Samantha Castillo,
ELLA Graduate Chispanas Participant Chispanas Participant
Mariel Barraza Carrasco, Sandra Torres, Yesenia Campos,

Chispanas Participant Chispanas Participant. Chispanas Participant



a Outlook

Fw: Item 4.1 on Automated License Plate Readers Data Usage Protocol Update

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 8:28 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

[UJ 1 attachment (3 MB)
Agenda Item 4.1 on ALPRs Data Usage Protocol Update.pdf;

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Kim Woo

Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 8:04 PM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Cc: The Office of Mayor Matt Mahan <mayor@sanjoseca.gov>; Kamei, Rosemary
<Rosemary.Kamei@sanjoseca.gov>; District2 <District2@sanjoseca.gov>; Tordillos, Anthony
<Anthony.Tordillos@sanjoseca.gov>; Cohen, David <David.Cohen@sanjoseca.gov>; Ortiz, Peter
<Peter.Ortiz@sanjoseca.gov>; Mulcahy, Michael <Michael.Mulcahy@sanjoseca.gov>; Doan, Bien
<Bien.Doan@sanjoseca.gov>; District8 <district8 @sanjos > < sanjoseca.gov>;
Casey, George <George.Casey@sanjoseca.gov>; Huy TranW

Subject: Item 4.1 on Automated License Plate Readers Data Usage Protocol Update

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

Some people who received this message don't often get email from _ Learn why this is
important

Good evening Honorable Councilmembers:

My name is Kimberly Woo, and | am reaching out to you on behalf of Services, Immigrant Rights and Education
Network (SIREN), which serves our immigrant and refugee communities across Santa Clara County.

On behalf of SIREN, | write today urging the Council to pass the following motion:
1. Direct City Manager’s Office to remove Flock as a vendor and remove Flock cameras;



2. Direct City Manager and City Attorney to cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails in the attachment;

3. Direct City Manager's Office to secure an independent auditor that will conduct a thorough, independent
audit every 3 months to report in Focus Areas quarterly reports presented in public meetings of the City
Council and PSFSS; and

4. Establish a response plan for any unauthorized disclosure of ALPR data in which SJPD must immediately
turn off the cameras and report that unauthorized disclosure to the City Council. The ALPR Data Usage
Protocol must be agendized for reconsideration at the next regularly scheduled City Council meeting
following discovery of the unauthorized disclosure.

Attached you will find our letter endorsed by 27 community organizations.
Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

KIMBERLY WOO
Community Organizer

1769 Park Ave., Suite 200, San Jose, CA 95126

Follow us on social media!
linktr.ee/sirenimmigrantrights

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
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March 9, 2026

OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY

el

Mayor Mahan

Vice Mayor Foley

Councilmembers

City Manager Jennifer Maguire

Police Chief Paul Joseph

City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St. San Jose, CA 95113
Sent via electronic mail

Re: Item 4.1 on Automated License Plate Readers Data Usage Protocol Update

Dear City Council Mayor Mahan, Vice Mayor Foley, and Members of the City Council,

This letter is submitted by the 27 undersigned organizations.

We write today urging the City of San José to modify Agenda Item 4.1 and instead
permanently end its contract with Flock, following the leadership of the cities of Mountain View,
Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz. If you still believe that the flawed and unreliable Flock system
should be maintained, we strongly urge you to pass the additional guardrails outlined below.

We further call for Mayor Mahan to recuse himself from the vote, as his gubernatorial
campaign has received millions in donations from Flock investors in just the last few months
(See Section VIl). These donations cannot be separated from the vote he must take as to
whether Flock cameras actually keep us safe or create more risks for our communities. The
integrity of the Council is on the line, and the people of San Jose must know that decisions are
being made in their best interests, and not in return for political favors.



While we appreciate the Police Chief’s recommendations as a step in the right direction,
we believe the proposed changes do not go far enough to protect our communities against Al
mass surveillance. While no guardrail can protect us against any abuses entirely, we believe that
the following motion will strengthen data privacy protections for all San Jose residents.

Our Recommended Motion

1. Direct City Manager’s Office to remove Flock as a vendor and remove Flock cameras

a. Model: Santa Clara County (Feb. 24, 2026), Mountain View (Feb. 24, 2026), Los
Altos Hills (Jan. 15, 2026), and Santa Cruz City (Jan. 13, 2026) removed Flock

2. Direct City Manager and City Attorney to cease operating all ALPR networks unless and
until an alternate ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the following guardrails

a. Model: Feb. 24, 2026 Supervisor Duong’s Motion directed County’s Privacy Office
to analyze and report on feasibility and implementation of community proposals

3. Direct City Manager's Office to secure an independent auditor that will conduct a
thorough, independent audit, per the below guardrails, every 3 months to report in
Focus Areas quarterly reports presented in public meetings of the City Council and
PSFSS

a. Model: Feb. 24, 2026 Supervisor Duong’s Motion specified OCLEM for County
audit

4. If there is any unauthorized disclosure of ALPR data, SIPD must immediately turn off
the cameras and report that unauthorized disclosure to the City Council. The ALPR
Data Usage Protocol must be agendized for reconsideration at the next regularly
scheduled City Council meeting following discovery of the unauthorized disclosure

a. Model: Feb. 24, 2026 Supervisor Duong’s Motion, Feb. 2, 2026 Mountain View
Police Chief immediately turned off cameras upon finding unauthorized access to
data

Proposed Guardrails
A. Require valid judicial warrants for all data searches
a. Model: California Values Act (Senate Bill 54, 2017), Santa Clara County’s Policy
3.54

B. Refuse to participate in direct sharing with immigration authorities and indirect
sharing of data in fusion centers

a. Model: California Values Act (Senate Bill 54, 2017), Automated License Plate
Recognition Systems: Use of Data (Senate Bill 34, 2015), and Santa Clara County’s

Policy 3.54




C. Prohibit placing ALPR cameras in positions that capture data from vehicles entering or
exiting any health care services facility, any location primarily used for religious
observance, schools, playgrounds, parks, areas popular for public demonstrations and
use of First Amendment rights by the community, social services organizations,
courthouses, diplomatic places including Mexican consulate, and other sensitive
locations

a. Model: Expanded from San Jose’s March 10 Proposed ALPR Data Usage Protocol
Update and Adapted from Sensitive Locations Policy

D. Retain data for no more than a few days, or even less. Require valid judicial warrant
for when the City decides to retain specific data beyond initial retention period

a. Model: New Hampshire law enforcement deletes non-hit ALPR data within 3
minutes

E. Prohibit all ALPR systems from integrating facial recognition software, biometric
analysis software, and Generative Artificial Intelligence (A.l.) technology

a. Model: Feb. 24, 2026 Santa Clara County approved Consolidated Surveillance Use
Policy; City of San Jose’s Artificial Intelligence Policy

F. Implement contract and policy safeguards to ensure system transparency, protect civil
liberties, and reduce cybersecurity risks, including independent auditability, strict local
controls on data access, sharing and ownership

a. Model: Jan. 13, 2026 Santa Cruz City Council

If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our safeguards, then we need the City Council to reject
that vendor.

The City of San Jose is creating a mass surveillance system in the name of “law and
order.” These unblinking cameras track every driver around our City. Even if the purported
reason for this is to “fight crime,” all it takes is the wrong, either misinformed or malicious,
person in power, and crime becomes redefined to include anyone that person dislikes. We are
living this dangerous reality right now. In a time when our neighbors are wrongfully criminalized
and detained regardless of immigration status, when our Black and Brown loved ones are pulled
over for the way they look, and when the federal government assaults any peaceful protestor
exercising their First Amendment right to free speech, we must refuse any surveillance tool that
will endangers the safety of all our communities.

Overwhelming evidence shows that local agencies across the country and Flock have
grossly mishandled our personal automatic license plate reader (ALPR) data by sharing data



with ICE, racially profiling Black and Brown communities, stalking religious minorities, targeting
people seeking reproductive and gender affirming care, and harassing individuals exercising
their First Amendment rights to protest. Mass surveillance does not keep our public safe, but
endangers all our residents and visitors to our beloved City of San Jose.

On this principle, we express the following concerns with the proposed ALPR Data
Usage Protocol (DUP) and offer our guardrails as tangible solutions in the right direction.

I.  While we appreciate the data retention period being reduced from one year to 30
days, we recommend a data retention period of a few days, or even less. A valid
judicial warrant must be required for when the Police Department has an interest in
retaining specific data longer than this initial retention period.

Given ALPR’s proven vulnerabilities, we recommend a stricter time limit of a few days, or
even less. In the recent Rohnert Park meeting, the chief conceded that it's exceptionally rare for
even 30 days back to be useful for them, as it is most useful in the precise moment of
recollection. There are examples of even shorter time limits in other jurisdictions. New
Hampshire state law requires law enforcement to delete non-hit Automated License Plate

Reader (ALPR) data within 3 minutes. If the Council is operating under the presumption of
needing ALPRs and restricting time limits to data retention, we believe that a few days stands as
a reasonable compromise to protect our communities against potential system vulnerabilities
and violations on searching our personal data without a judicial warrant. Should SIPD need
longer than the initial retention period, they must obtain a valid judicial warrant.

Additionally, SJIPD estimates $147,000 total annualized savings in the reduction of the
30-day retention period compared to the one-year retention plan. By reducing the retention
period to a few days, or even less, we can estimate savings on time, resources, and money by
more than a tenth, effectively increasing our savings nearly tenfold to at least approximately
$1.47 million in annualized savings. While the data costs may not be scaled perfectly linearly, we
can expect that reducing the retention period would increase our resources and savings to
prevent layoffs and to secure an independent auditor who will ensure the safety and security of
our data. In a budget crisis, every single penny is valuable and must be invested into our City’s
priorities of community services, such as affordable housing.

Any perceived “benefit” is vastly outweighed by Flock’s grave 4th Amendment violations
and costs of collecting, retaining, and analyzing location data for every driver on our road. Per
the proposed protocol, these unblinking cameras that can retain our data for a whole month
establishes mass warrantless tracking, which violates our 4th Amendment right to a reasonable
expectation of privacy.



U.S. Supreme Court Cases Carpenter v. US (2018) and US v. Jones (2012) affirmed that all
residents have a constitutional right to privacy, even in public spaces. Near perfect surveillance,

cellphone location data, and GPS tracking on public roads give our government a precise,
comprehensive record of all aspects of our personal lives from our familial, political,
professional, religious, and sexual relationships. The Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court
applied this reasoning to ALPR technology in Commonwealth v. McCarthy (2020): "With enough

cameras in enough locations, the historic location data from an ALPR system in Massachusetts
would invade a reasonable expectation of privacy and would constitute a search for
constitutional purposes.”

While we appreciate the intention to provide notice of “ALPR technology... at major

vehicle entrances into the city and exits from the city” (pg. 4 of DUP), this notice does not
protect us from the constitutional violations to our privacy nor ultimately keep our data secure.
We further express concerns about the ALPR “automatically [initiating] investigation for traffic
intersection infractions” (pg. 1 of DUP) because such monitoring implies that these ALPRs are
constantly surveilling our cars to collect our data and feed their database, regardless whether a
crime was committed. Such automatic investigation fails to be checked and reviewed by a
human who should decide on further investigation.

Mass surveillance requires a valid judicial warrant to uphold our 4th amendment
constitutional right and protect us from unreasonable searches and seizures. In fact, the
Supreme Court in Carpenter held that a warrant was required for a request of seven days worth
of cell site data, which resulted in the government only getting two days. Additionally, while we
believe that SJPD would purge our data from active and backup systems, we must also ensure
the data is deleted from the Flock, or any potential ALPR vendor system, as well. Given how
Flock’s lie by omission regarding their nationwide and statewide tool resulted in the concerning

data violations in Mountain View, we cannot trust Flock to follow suit, so we must establish
contract safeguards that requires Flock, or any ALPR vendor, to delete our personal data, or face
consequences for breach of contract. Not only is there precedent for a few days, but there is
also precedent to obtaining a valid judicial warrant on our personal, private data.

Il.  We greatly welcome the Police Chief’s inclusion of sensitive locations for “reproductive
health care services facility primarily providing abortion services or any location
primarily used for religious observance.” Considering how our ALPR data has been
weaponized against our communities, we strongly recommend an expansion of these
sensitive locations to include healthcare facilities, schools, playgrounds, parks, areas

popular for public demonstrations and use of First Amendment rights by the
community, social services organizations, courthouses, diplomatic places including
Mexican consulate, and other sensitive locations.




At a time when an authoritarian government is threatening to arrest, detain and jail
people for publicly speaking up against their tactics, we must not make it easier for them to
access and use our data to target community members who they believe do not “belong.”

We include the expansion of healthcare facilities so that all healthcare facilities are
recognized as spaces of healing, trust, and privacy. Mass surveillance would increase the anxiety
of our community members because it questions whether healthcare will truly be a private area
to share sensitive topics of our lives. Additionally, we have seen how our data has been used to
harass those seeking gender affirming care. For example, Florida Governor DeSantis required
universities to share transgender patients’ health data, which violates our privacy and our trust
in healthcare institutions. Adding ALPRs would only increase the government’s database on our
personal data, exposing us to data privacy violations and making us vulnerable to the federal
government’s onslaught of attacks. Gender affirming care brings a life changing way for
transgender and nonbinary people to realize their fullest selves. To employ ALPRs to surveil and
stalk these individuals would impose a dangerous threat to a place intended for healing and
empowerment.

We further expand to schools to protect our children’s safety and right to privacy, and to
safeguard against Flock’s systemic vulnerabilities. Investigators have found Flock portal access
credentials on the dark web. Anyone with $120 can easily create a Shodan account to access

24/7 livestreams of our personal lives. One user found a livestream on a children’s playground in
the Bay Area, making these cameras a prime, accessible weapon for human traffickers. We must
protect our children by prohibiting any ALPR system near these locations, eliminating any way of

endangering their safety to those with harmful intentions.

We appreciate that the current DUP already prohibits monitoring “activities legally
allowed in the State of California and/or protected by the First Amendment to the United States
Constitution.” Instead of prohibiting the use of ALPR technology, we should explicitly mark areas
popular for public demonstrations and use of First Amendment rights by the community as
sensitive locations to eliminate, not “reduce,” the “risk of collecting data associated with lawful,
protected activity.” Local police departments across the county have targeted people engaging
in their First Amendment right to protest. More than 50 law enforcement agencies across the

country have conducted searches through Flock to track protest activity, going so far as to

employ the terms “No Kings” or simply “protest.” This data has given law enforcement the
power to target known activist groups. For example, local law enforcement agencies have
scrutinized and queried Flock 9 times related to the activists of Direct Action Everywhere (DxE),
an animal-rights organization known for using civil disobedience tactics to expose conditions at
factory farms.

Additionally, an October 2025 ProPublica article found nearly 130 incidents where

federal immigration agents forcibly held citizens at protests or during immigration arrests of
their fellow community members. This lawless federal immigration enforcement agency has



now resorted to physically assaulting and fatally shooting community members like Renee
Nicole Good, Alex Pretti, and Keith Porter Jr. Such instances have made our communities even

more cognizant and weary of revealing their faces at protests, using masks and sunglasses to
conceal their identities from the cameras out of fear of government surveillance. ALPRs provide
the tools for law enforcement to surveil our communities, targeting people exercising their First
Amendment rights to constitutionally protected speech and undermining our nation’s principles
of freedom and democracy. Not only does this recommendation align with the typical definition
of sensitive locations, but it further ensures our community can protest at City Hall, for
example, with peace of mind for their privacy.

Given the current political climate that has targeted our safety net services, we included
social services organizations to protect the privacy of residents who seek our community care,
including immigration legal services, to support themselves. Recently, surveillance footage has
been used to punish and, in some cases, evict public housing residents. When the federal
government has already slashed SNAP and public healthcare funding to waste billions into
federal immigration enforcement, community organizations are trying to increase their services

and capacity under limited funding in order to meet the moment and serve our families. The
federal government’s relentless lawless attacks have left some in our communities terrified of
leaving their homes to purchase groceries and go to school or work, fearing that exiting would
be the last time they see their families. With the existence of ALPRs, this fear has been
heightened, causing us to watch our backs among the cameras’ constant presence surveilling
our neighborhoods. We must mark community organizations as sensitive locations to protect
our communities, including our immigrant loved ones, from any risk of their data being
weaponized to abduct them from their homes.

Lastly, we included courthouses to protect the privacy of our loved ones attending their
legally required court hearings. Since May, the federal government has disappeared hundreds
of people across Sacramento, the Bay Area, the Central Valley, the Central Coast, Los Angeles,
the Inland Empire, Orange County, and San Diego as they were attending court hearings and
immigration appointments. Legal representation is the backbone of a fair process and often the
only way for individuals to assert their rights, remain with their families, and protect themselves
from targeted abuse. We cannot jeopardize or poison the sanctity of legally required
courthouses by allowing weapons of mass surveillance to abuse our personal data against us.

We understand that the Police Chief asserts that there are no existing cameras at these
sensitive locations. However, based on our personal experiences driving around and our

technical expertise, we disagree with this finding. This fairly conservative map (upon hitting
“Execute”) of known Flock installations within 22.86 meters (or 75 feet away per Flock’s range)
of a health clinic, school, courthouse, community center, library, or place of worship show 19
cameras in total. Even if we limit it to reproductive health facilities and places of worship, there




are still 3 cameras that we do not know its purpose, effectively refuting the Chief’s claims that
there are no cameras in these areas.

We further criticize the placement of ALPR cameras in a “roaming location, such as on a
police vehicle” because such inclusion would render the Police Chief’s and the community’s
expanded guardrails pointless. If the ALPR camera can roam, then it would be ineffective and
irrational to create a sensitive location because a police vehicle could simply drive by the
location and pick up data near it anyways. Instead of risking the safety and privacy of our
residents and any visitor to our City, we should prohibit cameras in these sensitive locations that
have proven to target historically marginalized communities.

lll.  We express grave concerns with the broadband sharing to agencies external to SIPD as
well as the vague storage and security protocols. Such ease of access increases the risk
of unauthorized agencies seeing and exploiting our data.

We acknowledge that the Police Chief attempts to implement “additional compliance
documentation from California agencies... including the reason justification, the crime type,
and a case number.” We also recognize that the Police Chief will assign a “command staff
officer” to assist agencies without existing access. The overall unclear storage and security
protocols raise issues about who has access, why they have access, and for how long they have
access. Our concerns are that by granting more agencies access to our data, we run the risk of
our data being unlawfully shared and accessed.

The proposed DUP attempts to grant access to the ALPR database by California law
enforcement agencies on an “agency-by-agency basis if an agreement is put into place.” This
blanket, time-unlimited rule would grant access to any agency based on an unclear
“agreement,” which fails to indicate any timely opportunities for updating the agreement or
reviewing the agency to ensure compliance. Even if the agency were granted, how would we
hold that agency accountable to any potential auditing and violations per our standards? We
learned a difficult lesson when the City of Mountain View promised to share only with
authorized agencies, only for Flock, the vendor, to share data with external agencies and violate
the constituents’ trust. Without any clarity on the length of time that these agencies can access
our data, our data becomes more vulnerable with every additional second. Therefore, we
should limit the agency’s access solely to the requested search, hold the external agency
accountable for any data violations, standardize the access period to our data retention period
of a few days or even less, and only grant more time upon a valid judicial warrant.

While the proposed DUP offers some reassurance in the “reason justification,” it is still
unclear what is considered as a justified reason to grant data. We are also wary of hot lists that
offer a flimsy excuse to search the lists for “presumed crime,” or “other purpose” if no crime is
relevant. Seeing how ALPR data has been abused to hunt historically marginalized communities



who are exercising their constitutional rights, we should require a judicial warrant to ensure our
privacy is upheld. To avoid any uncertainty and to abide by existing laws, we must require a valid
judicial warrant to all data searches, which is a standard, rational 4th Amendment protection to
our reasonable expectation of privacy.

Additionally, we are deeply disturbed by the proposed DUP’s lack of transparency
around assisting agencies without existing access and storage and security protocols. While we
greatly appreciate the City for refusing to cooperate with ICE and adding a transparency notice
about the California Values Act (Senate Bill 54, 2017) and SB 34, federal agencies may be able to
access our data through indirect sharing. State laws, and our SJPD memo, prohibit data sharing
with federal agencies and out-of-state police departments, but Flock allowed such sharing for

years. At least 75 California police agencies were sharing these records out-of-state as of 2023.
In 2025, San Francisco police allowed access to out-of-state agencies and 19 searches were

related to ICE. This February 2, Mountain View Police immediately turned off Flock cameras

after learning that federal and other unauthorized agencies had accessed their network. On
January 13, 2026, Santa Cruz became the first city in California to terminate their Flock contracts

due to data sharing concerns with outside agencies, including federal law enforcement and ICE.
Two days later, on January 15, 2026, our neighboring Town of Los Altos Hills also terminated

their Flock contract due to privacy concerns, cost considerations, and overall effectiveness. We

must refuse all relationships with a company who violates our City’s strong noncooperation
policy and will jeopardize our immigrant loved ones for the sake of a profit.

Even without direct access, ICE can access Flock data through the “side door” where
local police departments conduct searches on behalf of ICE/CBP. In more than 4,000 cases,

police made searches on behalf of federal law enforcement, including for immigration
investigations. Also, our local police data is shared with other police departments who may use
this “side door” to expose our personal data to ICE. While multi-factor authentication is a
welcome addition, it still fails to prevent officers from sharing their login credentials or
performing a “side door” search on behalf of another agency.

Furthermore, SIPD participates in the fusion center of Northern California Regional
Intelligence Center (NCRIC), which gathers and shares data, including ALPRs from other

Northern Californian agencies, to national, state, and local intelligence networks. Through these

fusion centers, our Flock ALPR data is exposed to local California agencies, which can
inadvertently share our data with unauthorized agencies. It is difficult to see if ICE has exploited
this loophole to access our data through fusion centers because there is no publicly accessible

information on these centers. Federal, state, local and tribal law enforcement agency personnel
assigned to the NCRIC that meet the vetting criteria, agree to our policies, have a “right to know

the information with a law enforcement purpose and a criminal investigative case may access
the system for the purpose of making individual inquiries,” which can include searches on our
Flock ALPR data. However, this lack of transparency is why we see statewide initiatives like



California Senate Bill 1095 to audit these fusion centers whose sole purpose is to share data
across local, state, and national lines. This “side door” issue is why we are advocating for the
guardrail of refusing to participate in direct sharing with immigration authorities and indirect
sharing of data in fusion centers.

We further call for the removal of Flock for all the reasons in this letter and for the ways
it exposes the City to potential violations of Automated License Plate Recognition Systems: Use

of Data (Senate Bill 34, 2015). The “secure” Flock cameras are hackable within 30 seconds and

have 51 security vulnerabilities, giving malicious actors an opportunity to wager and share our
residents’ personal data. Flock has been deceptive and has not responded well to security

vulnerabilities. Flock's track record on “security” places its customers in violation of SB 34's
requirement that ALPR operators maintain reasonable security procedures and practices.
Multi-factor authentication presumes that Flock, who holds the de-cryption key, will secure our
data, which has been proven wrong based on their security vulnerabilities. From enabling broad
searches of “investigation” and “crime” to granting U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP)
access to its systems, Flock has violated reasonable security measures and wrongfully misled
their law enforcement partners. Oregon Congressional Senator Ron Wyden boldly wrote to

Flock’s CEO Garrett Langley: “[A]buses of your product are not only likely but inevitable, [and]
Flock is unable and uninterested in preventing them.”

The proposed DUP includes: “ALPR vendors may only use the data if authorized by the
City to act on behalf of the City.” Amongst the many security and data privacy violations, Flock
and mass surveillance should not use our data and act on behalf of our City, especially when
their deceptive practices violate our trust and serve to increase their profits. Thus, we further
uplift our contract guardrails and propose that the City implement accountability mechanisms
for Flock, and any potential ALPR vendor, for breach of contract if they were to share our data
without authorization. For example, the City of Richmond proposed amending the Flock

contract to require a $290,000 penalty fine if there is an unauthorized breach of its license plate
data. In December 2025, Flock company agreed to pay Oakland $200,000 if it violated the city’s
data-sharing policies. Additionally, the community recommended the City of Mountain View to
pursue a class action lawsuit against Flock for breach of contract due to the data privacy
violations.

Following the leadership of Mountain View City Council and Santa Clara County, we

further recommend our safeguard to amend and strengthen the City’s Incident Response Plan
to immediately turn off the ALPR cameras upon discovery of any unauthorized disclosure and
report that unauthorized disclosure to the City Council. The ALPR Data Usage Protocol must be
agendized for reconsideration at the next regularly scheduled City Council meeting following
discovery of the unauthorized disclosure, giving the public and our Council the ability to
strengthen our protections.
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IV.  While the Department will conduct quarterly internal and external audits, we propose
that these audits will be conducted by an independent auditor and include such
findings in the quarterly reports at the public meetings of City Council and PSFSS.

To hold our ALPR system accountable, we must perform frequent audits, independent
from the Deputy Chief, Executive Officer, and the SJPD. While the Police Chief explains how
additional audits can be triggered by the City Council or Digital Privacy Officer, this kind of
independent, external distinction should be the standard and sole option in order to promote
public transparency, prioritize a trained and knowledgeable expert into this field, and
strengthen our accountability protocols. In fact, Santa Clara County directed OCLEM to conduct
an independent audit every 4 months. Quarterly public reports would ensure compliance with
our privacy standards in a frequent transparent system that aligns with the City’s infrastructure.

We further express concerns on how audit trails of “requested and accessed
information, including the purpose of the query” will be maintained by SIPD for a minimum of
two years. If the proposed data retention period is limited to 30 days, and data is purged on all
accounts, then how are audit trails, containing personal information, able to be maintained for
two years? This lack of clarity demonstrates the need for independent audits for system
transparency.

An independent audit can ensure a thorough review of our contract language. Currently,
it has been difficult to obtain and review the City’s Flock contract. However, based on Flock’s
standard contract, Flock has been found with major controls over constituents’ data. In Austin
TX, the APD License Plate Reader Audit found the following excerpt:

“non-exclusive, worldwide, perpetual, royalty-free right and license... to (i) use

and distribute Aggregated Data to improve and enhance the Services and for
other development, diagnostic, and corrective purposes, other Flock offerings,
and crime prevention efforts, and (ii) disclose the Agency Data (both inclusive of
any Footage) to enable law enforcement monitoring against law enforcement
hotlists as well as provide Footage search access to law enforcement for
investigative purposes only”

The City’s contract with Flock Safety may leave motorists’ data open to unintended use.
Without access to our City’s contract, we are unable to verify if Flock also incorporated this
broad language, but we believe that from examples of local police departments in Santa Cruz,
this language is standard across Flock’s contracts.

We welcome the public comment opportunities through sanjoseca.gov/digitalprivacy via
mail or email to the Digital Privacy Officer. However, the section fails to include the timeline and
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process for a timely response that will address our concerns. In the meantime, our privacy will
continue to be violated for every day that our inquiry goes unanswered.

Auditing our personal Flock data regarding ICE cooperation could produce a false
negative. According to pages 4 and 10 of DHS’ data retention policies, DHS requires vendors to

not leave a trail of ICE in audit logs on any ALPR, except their own. We may not see any query
results about “ICE” or if ICE accessed our data because ICE purposely and systematically refuses
to leave any evidence of their wrongdoing. The reason why we see searches related to
immigration enforcement or ICE is due to “side door” access, but given the current political
climate, we can only surmise that ICE is accessing our data to weaponize against our
communities. By prohibiting sharing data in fusion centers along with our auditing capabilities,
our City can protect our data against any inadvertent sharing and reduce the risk of exposure.

V.  We understand that SJPD believes the ALPRs only capture license plates. However,
Flock cameras are more than just ALPRs - they are Al mass surveillance cameras.

SJPD asserts that the ALPRs only read license plates. However, our issue is that Flock has
proven to extend beyond this boundary. Flock will argue that they do not violate privacy
because they only capture vehicle info, and not personally identifiable data. However, they sell
and market themselves on their ability to track down “criminals.” The ultimate conundrum is
this: how can Flock identify and capture people when they can only see the image of the license
plate? Additionally, per SJPD’s Memo in “Operational Procedures” section, if the reason for an

ALPR alert pertains to a wanted person associated with a vehicle, officers are instructed to
“attempt to visually inspect the occupant(s) of the vehicle to determine if he/she matches the
description of the wanted individual.” If the ALPR is only supposed to read license plates, then
why are the officers instructed to inspect the vehicle’s occupant? How would our automated
license plate readers be able to capture an image of the individual inside the car, an image
clear enough for the officer to identify someone?

The answer is simple: Flock does not just read our license plates, but it also can expand
to read and identify people. For example, Flock’s patents employ Al neural networks that are
designed for categorizing people based on race/gender, clothing, bicycles, height/weight, and
animals. As we mentioned with the Flock contract from Austin, Texas, Flock uses customer data

to train new machine learning models. According to Flock, they proactively remove license plate
and other identifying information, which means they have more information available to, and
controlled by, them than limited license plate images. Flock’s Condor model (PTZ) is the most

dangerous Al camera because it can track, pan, zoom, and tilt to capture people's movements.
Without access to the City’s contract, we do not know if San Jose employs these models, but
such tools vastly expand beyond “license plate readers” and pose a threat to our public safety,
constitutional rights, and civil liberties.
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Additionally, Flock is often used for "cold plates,” which is when a plate does not match
the intended vehicle. Thus, Flock requires an image of the whole vehicle to confirm that the
vehicle description does not match the registration. SIPD’s memo further discloses that the
ALPR camera can collect additional information visible in the image, such as “car make/model,
and other distinguishing characteristics of the vehicle (e.g., bumper sticker(s), aftermarket
wheels, etc.).”

Flock’s training material shows exactly what is captured by the cameras, including
concessions by Flock that multiple vehicles can appear in one image. In fact, in San Francisco,
one officer accessed another agency's Flock database, downloaded images displaying the full
vehicle, and posted them on Instagram. Not only did this officer abuse the ALPR database for his

own personal benefit to attract attention to his wife's stolen vehicle, but it is also notable that
he did not trust Flock and fellow law enforcement officers to recover the vehicle. Other
instances show how local law enforcement have abused ALPR data for personal reasons,

including stalking their partner using the license plate reader.

We further call for a review of the “Department-approved training” for authorized users
as well as training and requirements for the independent auditor. Aforementioned, with Flock
contracts like Austin, Texas and training gaps disclosed in Mountain View’s staff memo, we must

ensure any authorized user and auditor can thoroughly understand the operations, utilization,
searching, controls, and all intricacies of the ALPR system that manages all our personal data.
However, the training requirements for who can access and control our data are still not public
information, failing to give residents any opportunity to ensure our protocols align with our
strict standards to protect constitutional rights to privacy. How can the public and the City
Council hold the ALPR vendor system and our staff accountable when the community is
excluded in the creation and review of the policies? Such training requirements should further
include accountability mechanisms, such as our proposed guardrail of immediately disabling the
cameras upon any unauthorized disclosure.

Al cameras are incredibly prone to mistakes and have high risks of false positives, racially
profiling innocent individuals. In October 2025, an Al-powered gun detection system at
Kenwood High School in Baltimore County mistook a Doritos bag in a young Black teenager’s

hands as a firearm, triggering an armed police response. In another instance, a 12-year-old in

New Mexico was handcuffed after an ALPR camera misread the last digit of a license plate.
Without adequate human review, Al cameras can escalate innocent matters to armed law
enforcement, inflicting psychological trauma on our Black and Brown communities.

For these reasons, we strongly recommend the prohibition of all ALPR systems, such as
Flock, that integrate facial recognition software, biometric analysis software, and Generative
Artificial Intelligence (A.l.) technology. This guardrail would align with the SIPD’s operational
procedures that require the officer to conduct thorough human review of the ALPR alert.
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VI.  We strongly refute any argument regarding the effectiveness of Flock. Mass
surveillance does not keep us safe, but rather endangers the privacy of every driver on
our roads.

We cannot sacrifice our 4th Amendment constitutional rights to privacy of every
resident, visitor, and driver on our roads for this dangerous illusion of “security” in this one
instance of “solving crime.” In the "Analysis” section, SJPD states that only 73 arrests were made

attributed to ALPR, but this is out of how many millions of searches in that same time period?
How many millions of searches and millions of data points on our residents were conducted
only for a fraction of a percent of those searches to lead to arrests?

We were able to solve crimes before Flock existed, and crime was already trending down
without it. ALPRs are not necessary, as per Mountain View’s City Staff: “other investigative
methods may have ultimately produced results in some cases.”

As Mountain View City Councilmember Pat Showalter proclaimed, “We don’t want to
spend $100,000 on something that we shouldn’t spend it on. But what’s the real cost? [It’s] the

cost to our civil liberties.” Mass surveillance is not public safety, as ALPR systems actively violate
our constitutional rights to privacy and endanger the lives of our communities by risking the
exposure of our data to external agencies.

VII.  We urge Mayor Matt Mahan to recuse himself from voting and discussions on this
policy because his gubernatorial campaign is actively benefitting from significant
financial contributions by Flock investors.

Mayor Matt Mahan’s gubernatorial campaign has received $1.03 million in direct
campaign contributions (Matt Mahan for Governor) and $2.7 million in independent
expenditures (California Back To Basics) from Flock investors. Mayor Mahan must recuse himself
because he cannot impartially vote on a data usage protocol, memorandum, license, and any
other policy about Flock when he receives massive financial investments from the company
Flock Safety that fuel his campaign for a higher office.

Matt Mahan for Governor (Candidate Account) received total direct donations from
Flock Investors that amounted to nearly $1,030,000, while the independent expenditures
received an estimated $2,770,000. Among the 15 individuals who directly donated was Michael
Seibel, Managing Director of Y Combinator, who contributed S1 million in independent

expenditures in February 2026 and who oversees the Y Combinator’s early-stage stake in Flock.

Seibel’s company Y Combinator provided seed funding (2017) and participated in Series C of $47
million (Nov. 2020), which has contributed to Flock’s investment. Brian Singerman (Partner,
Founders Fund / Quiet Capital) donated $156,800 with his partner Noelle Moseley to the “Matt
Mahan for Governor” campaign and $250,000 to Mahan’s Back to Basics. Quiet Capital and
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Peter Thiel’s Founders Fund invested in Flock’s Series D (5150 million), Series E ($150 million),
and Series F (5275 million). Peter Thiel is also the CEO of Palantir, a sophisticated data
surveillance tool used by ICE and Border Patrol to target migrants. And the list of Mayor

Mahan’s financial ties to Flock goes on.
Mayor Mahan must recuse himself from this vote and policy discussion for the integrity
of the process.

VIIL. Conclusion

For these reasons and more, we urge the Council to continue your unwavering
protection of our immigrant communities and boldly stand against federal overreach and Al
mass surveillance that violates the privacy and well-being of all community members. No
matter how perfect the policy, the current federal government has proven that there are no
bounds to their lawless terror and violent propaganda on our communities, and we can expect
and witness how they will weaponize any tool and data against our people. If an ALPR camera
vendor cannot guarantee our safeguards, then we must cease operating any and all ALPR
networks unless and until a qualified ALPR vendor can meet all of our above criteria. Standing
by our values means choosing community trust, privacy, education, and immigrant safety over
unconstitutional hyper-surveillance.

Sincerely,

Services, Immigrant Rights and Education Network (SIREN)
Race Action Leadership Coalition (REAL)

Immigrant Protection and Empowerment Network (IPEN)
Amigos de Guadalupe Center for Justice and Empowerment
Working Partnerships USA

Latinas Contra Cancer - Defensoras Patient Committee
Council on American-Islamic Relations, San Francisco Bay Area (CAIR-SFBA)
Sacred Heart Community Service

San Jose Against War

Kids in Common

CSO San Jose

Silicon Valley Democratic Socialists of America

50501 San Jose

SURIJ Santa Clara County

South Bay Progressive Alliance

Indivisible Palo Alto Plus
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It's Blue Turn

Citizens Privacy Coalition

Ross Galarza Club CPUSA

People’s Aid SC

Get The Flock Out - Santa Cruz County
Vietnamese American Roundtable
South Bay Youth Changemakers

Afro UPRIS

Democrats for Palestinian Rights - Bay Area
San Jose Peace & Justice Center

San Jose Nikkei Resisters
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M Outlook

FW: SAN JOSE CITY - AGENDA ITEM 4.1 INTRO

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 9:22 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

From: Rat Bot <
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 9:20 AM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: SAN JOSE CITY - AGENDA ITEM 4.1 INTRO

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email fro_ Learn why this is important

Hello, | am Maria and | often commute to San Jose for work and | urge the City of San
Jose to permanently end their contracts with Flock, following the leadership of the cities of
Mountain View, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz.

| strongly request that you pass the additional guardrails from the letter endorsed by community
partners, such as requiring valid judicial warrants for all data searches. | also call for Mayor
Mahan to recuse himself from the vote, as his gubernatorial campaign is getting $1.03 million in
direct campaign contributions and $2.7 million in independent expenditures from Flock
investors. Mass surveillance is not public safety, and we cannot sacrifice our constitutional
rights to privacy for the dangerous illusion of "security."

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



6 Outlook

FW: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 9:22 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 9:07 AM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, | urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external
access without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private
corporation that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has
endangered the safety of our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local
governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any
other ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our
community, we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial
warrant on all data searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot
guarantee our safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and
until an alternate ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose
should join our neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and
freedom, not constant monitoring.



Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive

surveillance in our city.

Scott Love

San Jose, California 95136

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



ﬁ Outlook

FW: March 6, 2026, Agenda Item 4.1 - Automated License Plate Readers Data Usage Protocol
Update

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 9:23 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Ul 1 attachment (119 KB)
Agenda ltem 4.1 - Automated License Plate Readers Data Usage Protocol Update.pdf;

rrom: Gres IR

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 9:03 AM

To: The Office of Mayor Matt Mahan <mayor@sanjoseca.gov>; Districtl <districtl@sanjoseca.gov>; District2
<District2@sanjoseca.gov>; District3 <district3@sanjoseca.gov>; District4 <District4@sanjoseca.gov>; District5
<DistrictS@sanjoseca.gov>; District 6 <districté@sanjoseca.gov>; District7 <District7 @sanjoseca.gov>; District8
<district8 @sanjoseca.gov>; District9 <district9@sanjoseca.gov>; District 10 <Districtl0@sanjoseca.gov>

Cc: Maguire, Jennifer <jennifer.maguire@sanjoseca.gov>; City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>; Taber, Toni
<toni.taber@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: March 6, 2026, Agenda Item 4.1 - Automated License Plate Readers Data Usage Protocol Update

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn
more<https://aka,ms/L earnAboutSenderldentification>]

[You don't often get email from_Learn why this is important at

https://aka,ms/LearnAboutSender|dentification ]

Hello, Honorable Mayor Matt Mahan and City Councilmembers.

Please see the attached PDF for my input on the subject agenda item.
Thank you for considering the benefits of the Flock system in San Jose.
Regards,

Greg Peck
San Jose resident since 1956



The Honorable Matt Mahan, Mayor of San Jose
And Members of the City Council

via email,
DATE: March 10, 2026

Subject: Agenda Item 4.1, Automated License Plate Readers
Data Usage Protocol Update

Dear Mayor and Councilmembers:

I write in support of continuing to improve how the Flock system
is working in San Jose. It is working to protect all our families
and make our City a safe place to live and work. Thanks for the
efforts so far!

With 100% success rate in San Jose three years running
compared around 50% nationwide, the Flock system in San Jose
is worth its weight in gold. The system has been used to very
quickly apprehend people who have murdered, people who have
sexually assaulted others, people who have robbed.

The Flock system keeps all of us safe. The system helps our
limited police department act more efficiently, giving officers
the tools to do their job of protecting us in a timely manner,
crucial to keeping all of us safe.

Please continue the Flock system, with the safeguards proposed
to prevent misuse of such.

Thank you,

Greg Peck
San Jose resident since 1956



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 10.07 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 9:38 AM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Praneetha Potin

San Mateo, California 94403

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



6 Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 10:07 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA 95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Serena Myjer {

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 9:52 AM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Serena Myjer

San Jose, California 95125

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



a Outlook

Fw: City council meeting March 10, 2026 Agenda item 4.1 Keep the Flock cameras

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 10:07 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José
200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

rrom: & scerrera

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 10:01 AM

To: Kamei, Rosemary <Rosemary.Kamei@sanjoseca.gov>; Campos, Pamela <Pamela.Campos@sanjoseca.gov>;
Tordillos, Anthony <Anthony.Tordillos@sanjoseca.gov>; Cohen, David <David.Cohen@sanjoseca.gov>; Ortiz, Peter
<Peter.Ortiz@sanjoseca.gov>; Mulcahy, Michael <Michael.Mulcahy@sanjoseca.gov>; Doan, Bien
<Bien.Doan@sanjoseca.gov>; Candelas, Domingo <Domingo.Candelas@sanjoseca.gov>; Foley, Pam
<Pam.Foley@sanjoseca.gov>; Casey, i .gov>; Mahan, Matt
<Matt.Mahan@sanjoseca.gov>; issa Maguire, Jennifer
<jennifer.maguire@sanjoseca.gov>; City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Cc: R SCHERRERA
Subject: City council meeting March 10, 2026 Agenda item 4.1 Keep the Flock cameras

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from Learn why this is important
All,

I strongly support and agree with staff reports as written about Flock Safety cameras in San Jose.
Features such as real-time alerts and the ability to provide actionable evidence represent a positive
and responsible use of technology to help protect our community.

In a recent case, the use of Flock cameras enabled the San Jose Police Department to identify and
arrest a registered sex offender just hours after he committed a sexual assault against a 16-year-old.



This demonstrates how technology can significantly improve response time and assist law
enforcement in quickly locating dangerous individuals.

The suspect was ultimately arrested at an Emergency Interim Housing (EIH) facility located several
feet from a residential community sharing a sound wall, less then 0.25 miles from Edenvale Park,
less then 0.5 miles from Edenvale Branch Library and less than less then 0.5 miles from Hayes

Elementary School.

Thanks to the use of Flock cameras and coordinated police work, this repeat offender was taken off
the streets and removed from the community.

The community can rest a little easier now knowing this repeat offender is out of their community
and off the streets as a direct result of using flock cameras.

Incidents like this show how flock cameras provide timely information and evidence can help keep
residents safer and allow communities to rest a little easier knowing that dangerous offenders can
be identified and apprehended more quickly.

Thank you for your time,

Valerie Herrera

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



& Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 10:56 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Charles M Carroll

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 10:46 AM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Charles M Carroll

San Jose, California 95123

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



ﬁ Outlook

Fw: March 10, 2026 council meeting LPR Cameras

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 11:27 AM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14 Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Mike Carter & Dee Dee O'Moore_

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 11:27 AM

To: Kamei, Rosemary <Rosemary.Kamei@sanjoseca.gov>; Campos, Pamela <Pamela.Campos@sanjoseca.gov>;
Tordillos, Anthony <Anthony.Tordillos@sanjoseca.gov>; Cohen, David <David.Cohen@sanjoseca.gov>; Ortiz, Peter
<Peter.Ortiz@sanjoseca.gov>; Mulcahy, Michael <Michael.Mulcahy@sanjoseca.gov>; Doan, Bien
<Bien.Doan@sanjoseca.gov>; Candelas, Domingo <Domingo.Candelas@sanjoseca.gov>; Foley, Pam
<Pam.Foley@sanjoseca.gov>; Casey, George <George.Casey@sanjoseca.gov>; Maguire, Jennifer
<jennifer.maguire@sanjoseca.gov>; City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: March 10, 2026 council meeting LPR Cameras

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from

Learn why this is important
Mr. Mayor, Council Members and City Manager

We will be unable to attend the Council Meeting today due to work commitments. We had planned to speak at the
meeting today in support of the LPR Cameras as they are helping our understaffed Police Department solve crimes
and take dangerous criminals off the streets to help keep our city safe. While we understand that the City of Mountain
View has had a data breach, San Jose has had no such breach. We also understand that the data is held for a short
period of time and that it is city policy not to share the information. We do believe that the city needs to safeguard the
data and continue the policy not to share information from the system unless it is to solve a crime. We recently
attended a meeting where Captain Payne, Lt. Jennings and Sgt. Jorgensen shared several successes in
apprehending criminals and potentially stopping a murder attempt before it happened. We must continue to use the
tools available to help our Police in keeping us safe! Please vote to keep the LPR cameras active.

Regards,

Dee Dee O'Moore and Mike Carter



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 2:33 PM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14t Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 1:12 PM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Dyon Capote

San Jose, California 95119-1631

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 2:41 PM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Josh Williams

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 2:09 PM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Josh Williams

Saratoga, California 95070

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



Q Outlook

Fw: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 2:41 PM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José

200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14" Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Aldo Mora-Reyna

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 2:28 PM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Oppose Agenda Item 4.1 - Terminate the Flock Safety Contract. San Jose Deserves Better!

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

City Clerk Toni Taber,

For this upcoming March 10 San Jose City Council Meeting, I urge you to oppose Agenda
Item 4.1 and permanently terminate the Flock Safety Contract.

Despite specific directives regarding who could access our information, Flock Safety's
system violates our community's trust by neglecting our restrictions, allowing external access
without the City's knowledge or consent. We must refuse to work with a private corporation
that has granted CBP access to their systems (such as Denver), has endangered the safety of
our San Jose residents, and has circumvented our local governance.

In recent weeks, Mountain View, Santa Clara County, Los Altos Hills, and Santa Cruz have
all removed Flock and have reconsidered their ALPR programs. Santa Clara County voted
that Flock can no longer be their provider for ALPRs, and Mountain View unanimously and
bravely decided to cancel their contract with Flock and will not seek the services of any other



ALPR vendors. While we strongly oppose any mass surveillance system in our community,
we support the community's guardrails, such as requiring a valid judicial warrant on all data
searches, on any potential ALPR vendor. If an ALPR vendor cannot guarantee our
safeguards, then we must cease operating all ALPR networks unless and until an alternate
ALPR vendor can be found that meets all of the guardrails. San Jose should join our
neighboring cities and aim to be a community defined by trust and freedom, not constant
monitoring.

Please vote to permanently kill this Flock contract and reject the normalization of invasive
surveillance in our city.

Aldo Mora-Reyna

Sunnyvale, California 94086

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.



M Outlook

Fw: City Council Meeting March 10, 2026 item 4.1 - Support for ALPR Flock Cameras

From City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Date Tue 3/10/2026 3:01 PM
To Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

Office of the City Clerk | City of San José
200 E. Santa Clara St., Tower 14 Floor
San Jose, CA95113

Main: 408-535-1260

Fax: 408-292-6207

How is our service? Your feedback is appreciated!

From: Sukhdev Bainiwal_

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 8:52 AM

To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>; Campos, Pamela <Pamela.Campos@sanjoseca.gov>; Kamei, Rosemary
<Rosemary.Kamei@sanjoseca.gov>; anthoney.tordillos@sanjoseca.gov <anthoney.tordillos@sanjoseca.gov>;
Cohen, David <David.Cohen@sanjoseca.gov>; Ortiz, Peter <Peter.Ortiz@sanjoseca.gov>; Mulcahy, Michael
<Michael.Mulcahy@sanjoseca.gov>; Doan, Bien <Bien.Doan@sanjoseca.gov>; Candelas, Domingo
<Domingo.Candelas@sanjoseca.gov>; Foley, Pam <Pam.Foley@sanjoseca.gov>; Casey, George
<George.Casey@sanjoseca.gov>; Mahan, Matt <Matt.Mahan@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: City Council Meeting March 10, 2026 item 4.1 - Support for ALPR Flock Cameras

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Respected Mayor and City Council members,

I am writing to express my support for the continued use and expansion of
Automated License Plate Reader (ALPR) cameras in the City of San Jose.

The San Jose Police Department has been using these cameras as an effective tool
to help solve crimes quickly and improve public safety. At a time when our police
department is understaffed, it is important that we provide officers with the best
technology and resources available to help them protect our community.

As a city located at the heart of the technology industry, San Jose should lead by
example and utilize modern tools that can assist law enforcement in responding to
crimes efficiently. ALPR technology has already proven to be valuable in many
investigations.

For example, SIPD recently reported the following incident:



“Earlier this week, while out on a morning walk in a San Jose neighborhood, an
elderly female victim was approached by two unknown suspects in a vehicle,
pretending to ask for directions. They tried selling the victim jewelry and removed
the victim’s necklace, which was worth thousands of dollars, before fleeing the
scene.

SJIPD Officers responded to the incident and using Automated License Plate Reader
(ALPR) technology, our Real Time Intelligence Center (RTIC) analysts quickly
identified a possible suspect vehicle. Shortly after, SIPD received a separate report
of a suspicious vehicle at a business in San Jose. RTIC analysts identified the
vehicle, which was associated to the earlier robbery.

The suspect information was immediately relayed to officers in the field, who
located the vehicle and took two suspects into custody. Both suspects were
positively identified and later booked into jail for crimes related to robbery.”

This is just one example of how ALPR technology can help law enforcement respond
quickly and protect residents.

To keep our city safe and help solve crimes more efficiently, I encourage the City of
San Jose to continue supporting these cameras and consider expanding their use
where appropriate.

Sincerely,
Sukhdev Singh Bainiwal

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





