


MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY PURSUANT TO MARYLAND RULE 4-262 CONCERNING OPERATION AND RELIABILITY OF FLOCK DATA

HEARING REQUESTED

NOW COMES [CLIENT], by and through his/her/their Attorney(s) [INSERT NAMES], and moves this court, pursuant to Maryland Court Rule 4-262, Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1973), Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419 (1995), and Crane v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 683 (1986), to compel discovery regarding the Flock artificial intelligence evidence relied on in the affidavit supporting the warrant(s) issued for [CLIENT’S arrest/search of LOCATION/CLIENT/OTHER]. 
[CLIENT] moves this court to compel disclosure of:
1.  Any Memorandums of Understanding between Flock and [insert relevant law enforcement body] or any similar formalized agreements between these parties; 
2. Any and all data transmitted to law enforcement via Flock cameras or databases for [INSERT RELEVANT TIME PERIOD AND/OR GEOGRAPHIC WINDOW]; 
3. Location and model information for any Flock cameras or compatible Flock products installed within a [DISTANCE RADIUS OF RELEVANT LOCATION], including a list of the cameras used, associated serial numbers, GPS coordinates for those cameras’ locations, camera exposure settings, and firmware/software the camera(s) use to operate;
4. Records related to camera installation, configuration, maintenance, software uploaded, and accuracy testing; 
5. All internal reports, validations studies, and error-rate analyses concerning the accuracy and reliability of Flock’s ALPR and Vehicle Fingerprint®;
6. Any and all data or recordkeeping from Flock or law enforcement that demonstrates the error rate for Flock ALPRs, including false positive and false negative rates, as well as overall error rates, ALPR event logs including optical character recognition (OCR) text, confidence scores, and probability threshold, as well as documentation as to how the error rates were calculated, including whether they reflect test or operational conditions;
7. All documents describing the data fields generated by Vehicle Fingerprint®, including field names, possible values (e.g. color categories and other unique characteristics), and how confidence scores are calculated; 
8. Configuration files or screenshots showing what Vehicle Fingerprint® attributes were enabled, what confidence thresholds were set, and any custom filters created by [INSERT AGENCY]; audit trails and access logs showing which users queried, downloaded, or deleted ALPR/Fingerprint® data and the date and time of that action; 
9. Audit logs for all FreeForm™ searches conducted by any employee of [AGENCY]; 
10. The underlying Vehicle Fingerprint®/ALPR records and images that FreeForm™ returned for those queries, in the order they were shown to the user; 
11. All policy documents and training materials including slide decks, emails, and other materials used to train or instruct officers on how to use, interpret, verify, or act upon Flock data including ALPR, FreeForm™, and Vehicle Fingerprint®;
12. Any data or relevant information about Flock’s artificial intelligence model and machine learning development process, including the algorithm(s) version number(s), year(s) developed, and the source code for the Flock algorithm(s); 
13.  A list or description of the rank number or confidence scores produced by the system, including the scale on which the system is based (e.g. percentage, logarithmic, other);
14. A list of the parameters of the database used, including (but not limited to):
a. How many vehicles are logged in the Flock database;
b. How many photos are in the database;
c. How the photos are obtained;
d. How long are photos stored;
e. How long the characteristic data about each logged vehicle is stored;
f. How vehicles may be added to Flock databases;
g. How often the database is purged;
h. What the process is for getting removed from the Flock database;
i. Who has access to the Flock database;
j. Any moderation policies for the Flock database;
k. How the Flock database is maintained;
l. The Privacy Policy for the Flock database;

15. Any logs or records of human or manual audits of Flock data performed by either Flock or law enforcement, including the names, contact information, qualifications, certifications, training, and proficiency testing results of any individuals who performed such audits; 
16. [ASK CLIENT BEFORE YOU ASK FOR THE INFORMATION IN THIS PARAGRAPH] Any original photos captured by Flock cameras upon which law enforcement relied in its affidavit supporting the warrant at issue, including but not limited to any raw image files and associated metadata (including but not limited to GPS coordinates, timestamps, and cryptographic hashes); 
17. Any other data, Flock company records, or information about the function, maintenance, placement, authorization, regulation, or error rate of Flock ALPRs or Vehicle Fingerprint® required for the Prosecution’s mandatory compliance with Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1973), Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419 (1995), Ware v. State, 348 Md. 19 (Md. 1997), and Maryland Court Rule 4-262. 
For the above reasons, and those discussed in the accompanying memorandum of law in support of this motion, [CLIENT] respectfully requests this Court to compel the Prosecution to produce the above discovery. 

[bookmark: _Hlk214368530]MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY PURSUANT TO MARYLAND RULE 4-262 CONCERNING OPERATION AND RELIABILITY OF FLOCK DATA
Flock is a private surveillance company that relies on nonpublic artificial intelligence (AI). Its cameras feed data into Automatic License Plate Readers (ALPRs) that use optical character recognition (OCR) and other opaque vehicle-feature recognition algorithms, known as Vehicle Fingerprint®, to purportedly identify specific vehicles and their movements. Flock Safety FAQ, FLOCK SAFETY (last visited Oct. 13, 2025); Flock Safety Launches New AI-Powered Tools to Accelerate Police Investigations, Police1 (May 7, 2024) [hereinafter Flock FreeForm Tool]; Nikola Plavac et al., Performance of Automatic License Plate Recognition Systems on Distorted Images, 68 J. IMAGING SCIENCE & TECH. 1, 11 (2024). This artificial intelligence technology has significant limitations and is chronically error-prone. See Plavac et al., supra at 11. Pursuant to his/her/their Due Process, Compulsory Process, and Confrontation Clause rights under the United States Constitution and Article 21 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, [CLIENT] is entitled to discovery regarding Flock’s function and operation to evaluate its limitations and error rates.
I. FLOCK, LIKE OTHER ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE TECHNOLOGY, IS CHRONICALLY ERROR-PRONE. 

Flock’s artificial intelligence car identification systems have extensive and troubling pitfalls. They also carry significant unknowns. Like other artificial intelligence technology such as ShotSpotter and facial recognition,[footnoteRef:1] Flock car recognition technology carries a unique risk of error that directly undermines its reliability and veracity. Flock’s artificial intelligence products use machine learning, an artificial intelligence model that develops inductive reasoning patterns over time. Flock Safety FAQ, FLOCK SAFETY (last visited Oct. 13, 2025); Michael L. Rich, Machine Learning, Automated Suspicion Algorithms, and the Fourth Amendment, 164 U. PENN. L. REV. 871, 880 (2016). Flock’s particular artificial intelligence model purportedly captures, classifies, and logs information about vehicles. The model then uses that information to supposedly identify specific vehicles. Law enforcement and private citizens can gain access through a subscription. Flock Safety FAQ, FLOCK SAFETY (last visited Oct. 13, 2025). [1:  CLARE GARVIE, A FORENSIC WITHOUT THE SCIENCE: FACE RECOGNITION IN U.S. CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS, GEO. L. CTR. ON PRIV. & TECH 17 (2022) (“Face recognition as applied should not be considered a reliable source of leads or identity evidence [because t]here exists too much room for subjectivity and conjecture, cognitive bias, low-quality or manipulated evidence, and underperforming technology.”); Maneka Sinha, The Dangers of Automated Gunshot Detection, 5 J. LAW & INNOVATION 63, 83 (2024) (“ShotSpotter is inaccurate in detecting gunfire originating indoors, shots fired at a person at close range, and shots fired by specific weapons and that its algorithm has had difficulty separating ambient noise from gunfire.”).
] 

But machine learning models do not think like humans; they frequently “hallucinate,” or create false information as a function (not a bug) of their heuristic processes. See Johan Fredrikzon, Rethinking Error: “Hallucinations” and Epistemological Indifference  3 Critical AI 1 (2025). This is because machine learning models like Flock focus on outcome, not process. And the cumulative nature of machine learning means that past mistakes inform future outputs, making machine learning “approximations” more and more unreliable over time. Rich, supra at 883. In practice, interference from technological “noise” and standard weather conditions causes ALPR accuracy to plummet to “near zero” in some datasets. Plavac et al., supra at 11; Automated License Plate Readers: Market Survey Report, Dept. Homeland Sec. 6-10 (2025) [hereinafter DHS MARKET SURVEY REPORT]. Lighting, angles, and partial plate captures compound error rates. JAY STANLEY, THE DAWN OF ROBOT SURVEILLANCE, ACLU 19 (2019) [hereinafter STANLEY, ACLU]. 
In a field study, Flock ALPRs frequently misread state affiliation on license plates, plate numbers, vehicle characteristics, and car make. Patrick McCarthy, A Study Found Syracuse’s New License Plate Readers Make Frequent Mistakes., CENT. CURRENT (Aug. 13, 2024) [hereinafter McCarthy, Flock Study]. Just like documented issues with ShotSpotter and facial recognition technologies, Flock artificial intelligence is intrinsically flawed and unreliable. Flock’s reliance on the FBI’s notoriously unreliable NCIC database further compromises its reliability. Jay Stanley, FBI Wants to Exempt Biometric Mega-Database From Privacy and Accuracy Rules, ACLU (May 31, 2016) [hereinafter Stanley, FBI]. Still worse, Flock permits private civilians to add vehicles to its “Hot Lists” that alert law enforcement. The Hotlist, FLOCK SAFETY (June 1, 2023) (“Customers can also place at-risk vehicles or license plates on custom HotLists to alert law enforcement or on-site security instantly.”).
These environmental factors and technological limitations are concerning. But what is most troublesome is what we don’t know. A lack of regulation in the technology sector has resulted in a troubling dearth of information about how Flock systems work. Center for Human Rights, Leaving the Door Wide Open: Flock Surveillance Systems Expose Washington Data to Immigration Enforcement, University of Washington (Oct. 21, 2025) (“[U]nlike all its major competitors in the ALPR market, Flock has refused to allow independent security analysts to test its devices to ensure that claims made by the company are accurate.”). We know what Flock cameras purport to do, but nothing about how these cameras and associated artificial intelligence model register and log vehicle information, how the artificial intelligence model was developed or trained, how artificial intelligence identifies vehicles, how Flock maintains or monitors its database, or what the error rate of its purported vehicle identification is. We know that Flock cameras use artificial intelligence to capture data about vehicles and that machine-generated data is logged, and the original photo is not. Flock Safety FAQ, FLOCK SAFETY (last visited Oct. 13, 2025). But we know nothing about the precise mechanics of that process and how the artificial intelligence then matches collected data to a specific vehicle or the (in)accuracy of these conclusions. 
For example, we do not know whether the original photos are permanently deleted or what the artificial intelligence models “see” and how they “identify” vehicles. The Department of Homeland Security requires manual verification of all ALPR data—but we have no information about if, how, or when Flock performs any such verifications. DHS MARKET SURVEY REPORT, supra at 10 (“Because of the possibility of errors in the automatic analysis of LPR data, manual analysis (performed by human operators) is required in law enforcement applications.”). 
The newest and least understood iteration of Flock technology is Flock’s FreeForm™ enhancements. Flock FreeForm Tool, supra. FreeForm™ builds on Flock Vehicle Fingerprint® technology, “enabl[ing] investigators and patrol officers to search for vehicles using plain language across all Flock LPR and video cameras.” Id. In short, Flock artificial intelligence purports to be able to recognize “unique characteristics” of vehicles and log those accurately in real time so law enforcement can search the Flock database for the location of vehicles using key words. Id. These assertions continue despite empirical findings that artificial intelligence models struggle tremendously to detect “text in the wild” and are susceptible to interference. STANLEY, ACLU at 19; Fredrikzon, supra at 1; Rich, supra at 883. These new versions purport to expand Flock surveillance to include “multi-state insights,” “Plate swap insights,” and HotSpot list analysis. Id. As with other Flock technology, however, there is no transparency as to how these algorithms are developed or how high their error rate is. 
Without any of this critical information, [CLIENT] is unable to understand the Flock data offered against him/her/them, how the Flock system produced that data, or how unreliable it truly is. As a result, [CLIENT] will be denied the right to fully confront and challenge this evidence, as his/her/their constitutional rights guarantee. 
II. DISCLOSURE OF THIS MATERIAL IS REQUIRED BY COURT RULE.
Pursuant to Maryland Court Rule 4-262, the Prosecution has an affirmative obligation to locate and disclose the above requested information about Flock’s functionality, operation, and error rates. Rule 4-262(d) outlines the Prosecution’s disclosure obligation which includes “All material or information in any form, whether or not admissible, that tends to exculpate the defendant or negate or mitigate the defendant's guilt or punishment as to the offense charged . . . [or] that tends to impeach a State's witness.” MD. R. 4-262(d)(1-2). These requirements are broader than the State’s obligations under federal constitutional law. See id. (including cross references to Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963); Giglio v. United States, 405 U.S. 150 (1972); Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419 (1995); and United States v. Agurs, 427 U.S. 97 (1976)). 
Rule 4-262 also specifically requires the disclosure of any use of facial recognition technology, an artificial intelligence technology similar to Flock cameras. MD. R. 4-262(d)(6). The Prosecution is also obligated to provide [CLIENT] with “[t]he opportunity to inspect, copy, and photograph” evidence to be used at trial, including computer generated evidence pursuant to Md. Rule 2-504.3. MD. R. 4-262(d)(8). Rule 2-504.3 includes “a conclusion in aural, visual, or other sensory form formulated by a computer program or model” within this definition. Id.
The Prosecution is obligated to disclose this information under multiple provisions within the Maryland Rules. [CLIENT] is entitled to this discovery because it qualifies not only as computer-generated evidence, MD. R. 4-262(d)(8), and is similar to facial recognition technology, MD. R. 4-262(d)(6), but because it is both potentially exculpatory and impeachment evidence. 
III. DUE PROCESS REQUIRES DISCLOSURE OF THIS EVIDENCE, BECAUSE IT IS EXCULPATORY AND IMPEACHMENT MATERIAL.
Pursuant to [CLIENT’S] Due Process right to a fair trial under the United States Constitution and Article 24 in the Maryland Constitution’s Declaration of Rights, [CLIENT] is constitutionally entitled to all information that is “favorable to the accused.” Brady, 373 U.S. at 87; Ware v. State, 348 Md. 19, 37 (Md. 1997). This includes impeachment evidence as well as information probative to innocence or guilt. Giglio, 405 U.S. at 154; Ware, 348 Md. at 38; see also United States v. Kelly, 35 F.3d 929, 936 (4th Cir. 1994). The Prosecution is required to locate and disclose any and all such information. Kyles, 514 U.S. at 437-38. Importantly, even if the information is inculpatory, Brady requirements still apply in full force when the material could be used to impeach a witness. Strickler v. Greene, 527 U.S. 263, 282 n. 21 (1999). These duties are unwavering, and rest solely on the Prosecution. 
As a result, the “individual prosecutor” has a duty to “learn of any favorable evidence” known to the Prosecution or any agents acting on the government’s behalf, even if the prosecutor is initially unaware of the information. Kyles, 514 U.S. at 437-38; Monrow v. Angelone, 323 F.3d 286, 299 (4th Cir. 2003); State v. Williams, 392 Md. 194, 211 (Md. 2006). Brady/Giglio protections thus cast a wide net, both in terms of the many actors who fall within the authority of the prosecution and the range of information considered “favorable to the accused.” Brady, 373 U.S. at 87. The government is required to comply with these constitutional mandates regardless of whether the accused makes any requests for such material. Agurs, 427 U.S. at 107. Failure to do so, whether in good or bad faith, constitutes an “inescapable” violation of Brady’s constitutional holding. Kyles, 514 U.S. at 437-38. 
Information about Flock technology’s functionality, operations, and maintenance fall within the ambit of evidence “favorable to the accused” and constitute impeachment material. Brady, 373 U.S. at 87; Ware, 348 Md. at 37. Information about how Flock works, how it was used in this case, and whether it is reliable directly implicates the credibility of the government’s case against [CLIENT].  The Prosecution is required to obtain the requested information from its agents as it is both potentially exculpatory and impeachment material. Brady, 373 U.S. at 87; Giglio, 405 U.S. at 154. The information requested is quintessential Brady/Giglio material. 
Courts in other jurisdictions have recognized this necessary disclosure when law enforcement presents other forms of artificial intelligence technology, such as facial recognition and ShotSpotter. State v. Arteaga, 476 N.J. Super. 36, 61-62 (N.J. 2023) (holding that the defense’s request for the “identity, design, specifications, and operation” of  the applied facial recognition technology must be disclosed because this information has “a direct link to testing FRT’s reliability and bear on the defendant’s guilt or innocence”); People v. Jones, 220 N.E.3d 475, 487 (Ill. App. 2023) (holding that Mr. Jones was entitled to the information ShotSpotter communicated to police, whether the alert was reliable, qualifications of the staff who analyzed the acoustic pulse, policies and procedures analyst(s) followed in evaluating the pulse, logs reflecting the calibration of the sensors that detected the pulse, records reflecting reclassifications of acoustic pulses in Chicago, and studies regarding the performance of the ShotSpotter system). 
Because novel technology is untested and unverified, there is a particular need for [CLIENT] to have access to otherwise inaccessible information about its function and design. This includes access to information about human operators or technicians, policies and procedures for using this burgeoning technology, errors rates, and activity logs. Without such disclosures, [CLIENT] will be unequipped to challenge likely law enforcement testimony about the reliability and operation of this technology. Jones, 220 N.E.3d at 487. Law enforcement is expected to testify that Flock technology is trustworthy, yet the limited publicly available information about Flock indicates serious issues with its ALPRs’ accuracy and reliability. McCarthy, Flock Study, supra. There is no publicly available information concerning the reliability of Vehicle Fingerprint® or its later iterations. The requested discovery is in the sole possession of [LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY] and Flock. Without this court’s intervention, [CLIENT] will be unable to access and challenge the evidence presented against him/her/them. 
IV. [CLIENT]’S CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS TO CONFRONT THE WITNESSES AGAINST HIM/HER/THEM AND TO PRESENT A DEFENSE ENTITLE HIM/HER/THEM TO THIS INFORMATION.
As the Supreme Court of Maryland recognized in promulgating its discovery Rules, [CLIENT’S] entitlement to this discovery is required by constitutional protections. Pursuant to the Fifth, Sixth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution, in addition to Article 21 of the Maryland Constitution’s Declaration of Rights, [CLIENT] has a constitutional right to a “meaningful opportunity to present a complete defense.” Crane v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 683, 690 (1986) (quoting California v. Trombetta, 467 U.S. 479, 486 (1984)); Vigna v. State, 470 Md. 418 (Md. 2020).
	These protections extend beyond exculpatory or impeachment evidence. [CLIENT] has a fundamental right not only to know all of the evidence that will be offered against him/her/them, but also to meaningfully confront and evaluate the credibility of that evidence. Crane, 476 U.S. at 690–91 (noting that, without this opportunity, an accused is “deprive[d] . . . of the basic right to have the prosecutor's case encounter and survive the crucible of meaningful adversarial testing”) (citing In re Oliver, 333 U.S. 257, 273 (1948)) (internal quotations omitted). It is insufficient for the Prosecution to simply provide [CLIENT] with the conclusions of the Flock system while secreting away the information necessary for him/her/them to test the reliability of that conclusion. See United States v. Dioguardi, 428 F.2d 1033, 1038 (2nd Cir. 1970) (“It is quite incomprehensible that the Prosecution should tender a witness to state the results of a computer's operations without having the program available for defense scrutiny . . . . We place the Government on the clearest possible notice of its obligation to do this.”); United States v. Liebert, 519 F.2d 542, 547-48 (3rd Cir. 1975); United States v. Russo, 480 F.2d 1228, 1241 (6th Cir. 1973). To assess the veracity, reliability, and basis of knowledge of the Flock data offered here, [CLIENT] must know how Flock systems operate and what their error rates are. 
Presently, [CLIENT] knows nothing about how Flock camera artificial intelligence works, how it purports to have detected his/her/their vehicle, what its error rates are, whether the raw data has ever been manually verified (and if so, how, when, and by whom), or if that data has been deleted. [CLIENT] does not know where the relevant cameras are located, who owns and operates the cameras, what operating system the cameras use, and how/if they are maintained. These gaps are not exhaustive; neither [CLIENT] nor this Court presently know the depth of Flock’s actual error rates and limitations, nor the scope of Flock’s presence in [JURISDICTION, TOWN/CITY]. Those gaps underscore the significance of this discovery material. Indeed, this kind of transparency is precisely what the court envisioned the language of Rule 4-262 to require.
In this way, Flock cameras and the information they proffer resemble confidential informants, which fall within the scope of these due process guarantees. Roviaro v. United States, 353 U.S. 53, 60-61 (1957) (“Where the disclosure of an informer's identity, or of the contents of his communication, is relevant and helpful to the defense of an accused, or is essential to a fair determination of a cause, the privilege must give way.”). Like human confidential informants, Flock systems generate and produce unidentified second-hand information. Flock cameras are mounted in private and public areas throughout Maryland. Flock cameras record data that may subsequently be deleted. Just like the statements a witness makes about their memory of a day, time, and location, Flock conclusions offer testimonial evidence about alleged events. Flock’s algorithm interprets data captured by its cameras and relays the resulting conclusions to police. That thirdhand data is even more removed from the original source than information relayed to police by confidential informants. And like an unverified confidential informant, the identity, capacities, and shortcomings of Flock are largely unknown. Without this required discovery, [CLIENT] cannot identify or evaluate the veracity of Flock’s testimonial conclusions. Because disclosure of Flock operations, functionality, and limitations is “relevant and helpful” to the defense and “essential to a fair determination of a cause,” [CLIENT’s] due process rights outweigh any government interests in informant confidentiality. Id.
Here, the Prosecution has offered the equivalent of a confidential informant relaying information they obtained from another confidential informant. The Prosecution offers these conclusory outputs without any meaningful information about the cameras’ function, artificial intelligence operations, or reliability. In turn, model-specific information about how Flock cameras generate data and where they fall short is well within the ambit of Maryland’s mandatory disclosure requirements as is information about how Flock’s artificial intelligence interprets that data. It is also constitutionally required. Without it, [CLIENT] cannot assess the reliability, veracity, and basis in knowledge of Flock data offered by the prosecution in the instant case. 
[CLIENT’S] Confrontation and Compulsory Process rights pursuant to the Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution and Article 21 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights are implicated here as well. [CLIENT]’s Due Process rights necessarily include the right to confront witnesses who may testify against him/her/them. Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284, 302 (1973) (“Few rights are more fundamental than that of an accused to present witnesses in his own defense”). This includes law enforcement investigators, forensic technicians, or other personnel who have audited, maintained, or compiled Flock data for law enforcement purposes—namely, the instant prosecution. See Smith v. Arizona, 602 U.S. 779, 783 (2024) (holding that the Confrontation Clause, as articulated in Crawford v. Washington, 541 U.S. 36, 53–54 (2004), applies to lab reports generated by forensic technicians); United States v. Seward, 135 F.4th 161, 168 (4th Cir. 2025) (applying Smith); Michigan v. Bryant, 562 U.S. 344, 358-59 (2011) (holding that statements are testimonial when the primary purpose of the investigation is to “establish or prove past events potentially relevant to later criminal prosecution”). Without crucial model-specific information about the functionality, operation, and limitations of the Flock system used here, [CLIENT] will be unable to test the evidence presented against him/her/them or even know what witnesses may need examining. Withholding the information necessary to challenge the reliability of the government’s evidence violates [CLIENT’S] Due Process, Compulsory Process, and Confrontation Clause rights. Failing to disclose the requested information about how Flock works will deny [CLIENT] a fair trial. 
CONCLUSION
Pursuant to Maryland Court Rules and federal and state constitutional protections, [CLIENT] is entitled to discovery about Flock camera operations and functionality. Even the limited publicly available information about Flock’s error rates and limitations raises serious doubts about the credibility of the state’s case; accordingly, it is “favorable to the accused” and [CLIENT] is entitled to mandatory disclosure. MD. R. 4-262(d); Brady, 373 U.S. at 87. Additionally, without disclosure, [CLIENT] cannot meaningfully challenge this evidence and realize his/her/their right to confront the witnesses against him/her them and present a complete defense. Denying [CLIENT] access to this information about Flock cameras and technology work would deny him/her/them a fair trial. 



2

