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From: Coffey, Sarah
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2026 9:55 AM
To: Public Comment
Subject: FW: Proposed/pending traffic controls on Fassler Ave at Crespi

From: M W   
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2026 8:37 AM 
To: _City Council <citycouncil@ci.pacifica.ca.us>; Coffey, Sarah <scoffey@pacifica.gov>; Charpentier, Sean 
<scharpentier@pacifica.gov>; editorial@coastsidenews.com 
Subject: Proposed/pending traffic controls on Fassler Ave at Crespi 

[CAUTION: External Email] 

Dear Council members:  
We are opposed to any changes that would restrict the flow of traffic on Fassler Ave.  This street carries a 
high volume of traffic. Every morning on school days, traffic backs up all the way down Terra Nova Blvd, 
constrained by the stop sign at Fassler. Putting a stop sign at Crespi would double this backup as cars 
would have to stop twice on the way to the coast.  
In the evening, there is very little northbound traffic on Crespi but a high volume of traffic eastbound on 
Fassler. A stop sign would cause traffic to unnecessarily back up on Fassler resulting in huge delays.  
The proposed changes will result in severe unintended consequences that will be much worse than the 
problem they are attempting to solve.  
We urge you to not allow such changes to proceed.  
Thank you for your consideration.  
Mike Wilson  

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the 
sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.  
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From: Emily Posk 
Sent: Sunday, August 23, 2026 8:30 PM
To: Public Comment
Cc: Kim Woo
Subject: Public Comment on Item Not on Agenda

[CAUTION: External Email] 

My name is Emily Posk and I live in Pacifica. Pacifica leaders work every day to keep our loved ones 
safe. But despite your best efforts, federal agencies are still using local Automated License Plate 
Readers (ALPRs) to track our movements, terrify our neighbors, and make us all less safe. To protect 
our community members, the City Council should end their contract with Flock. The City should also 
seek broader community input about the ALPR program and the strong guardrails necessary to 
decrease the chances of abuse.  

California law (SB 34) has prohibited sharing ALPR data with federal and out-of-state agencies since 
2016. Yet the ACLU of Northern California and their partners have repeatedly caught agencies 
violating it. In October of 2021, ACLU sued the Marin County Sheriff for illegally sharing millions of 
drivers’ license plate scans and location data with ICE, CBP, and more than 400 out-of-state 
agencies, in violation of California’s driver privacy law (SB 34) and sanctuary law (SB 54). 

Having these Flock cameras opens Pacifica up to major lawsuits for violating the civil rights of 
innocent civilians. There have been many cases of mistaken identity which led to people having guns 
pulled on them. The ACLU is concerned about warrantless searches. These cameras do way more 
than just photographing license plates. They categorize people by race and gender. That can lead to 
unfair racial profiling. These cameras even log bumper stickers. This is a severe invasion of privacy 
that residents did not consent to. The City Council should end their contract with Flock due to the 
many abuses that have already occurred and can potentially occur.  

Thank you, 

Emily Posk 

Sent from my iPad 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the 
sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.  
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From: Jeff Rogers 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2026 8:17 AM
To: Public Comment
Subject: Public Comment on Item Not on Agenda

[CAUTION: External Email] 

My name is Jeff Rogers, and I do not live in Pacifica but I regularly drive through Pacifica on my commute to work.  I am 
troubled by the growing presence of ALPR cameras like Flock that record my daily travels.  These cameras record and 
profile everyone that passes, not because they are being individually invesƟgated, not because an alert has been sent 
out for a fleeing vehicle, but because we are coming into an era of mass surveillance, where everyone is tracked all the 
Ɵme. 

Claims are regularly made that this surveillance helps solve crimes. 
This is true, but at what cost?  To catch a few hundred criminals we need to invade the privacy of a few million non-
criminals.  The surveillance network that Pacifica is a part of is frequently abused by law enforcement and ICE, with data 
shared illegally with out-of-state agencies, as well as being a target of hacking and data leaks. 

Experience has shown that powerful surveillance tools benefit the powerful at the cost of everyone else, and ALPRs are 
no excepƟon.  The future plans for these technologies only include more data collecƟon about everyone, not any 
protecƟons for the privacy of ordinary people caught up in the dragnet.  I urge the city council to protect the rights and 
privacy of the residents of Pacifica as well as those of us who are merely passing through, and not renew the city's 
contract with Flock and not sign a new contract with any other ALPR vendor. 

Thank You 

Jeff Rogers 
El Granada 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and 
know the content is safe, do not click links, open aƩachments or reply. 
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From: Page Lie 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2026 10:53 AM
To: Public Comment
Subject: Public Comment on Item Not on Agenda

[CAUTION: External Email] 

My name is Page Lie and I live in Pacifica. I have lived in this community since January 1998. While I do 
have confidence in our city leaders, I am very concerned about the use of Automated License Plate 
Readers (ALPRs) that are tracking the movements of community members and people who visit our 
town. I encourage the City Council to end the contract with Flock and to seek broader community imput 
about ALPR programs and to implement strong guardrails to protect the privacy rights of all community 
members.   
California Law SB 34 prohibits the sharing of ALPR data with federal and out of state agencies, yet there 
are several lawsuits by the ACLU of Northern California that have shown that Flock has done just this.  
Please protect the privacy and safety of our community from this overreach by a private agency and limit 
our exposure to more unnecessary lawsuits.  
Thank you, 
Page Lie 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the 
sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.  
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From: Adam Dobrowolski 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2026 12:40 PM
To: Public Comment
Subject: ALPR/Flock Public Comment Submittal

[CAUTION: External Email] 

Good evening Pacifica City Council Members, 

My name is Adam Dobrowolski, I've been a Pacifica resident for over six years and work in the 
commercial construction industry.   

When government asks us to surrender privacy in exchange for safety, history tells us that we should be 
extremely skeptical. 

We have been here before. 

After September 11th, Congress passed the Patriot Act. Section 215 was ultimately used to justify the 
NSA's bulk collection of Americans' telephone metadata — collecting records on millions of people, not 
because they were suspected of crimes, but because the government argued that collecting information 
in bulk could help find the people who were. 

In ACLU v. Clapper, the Second Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that this bulk telephone-records program 
was not authorized by Section 215 of the Patriot Act. 

Think about that lesson. 

An extraordinary surveillance power was created in the name of public safety. The government 
interpreted that authority expansively. A massive database was built. And only years later, after the 
program became public, did a federal appeals court conclude that the statute being relied upon did not 
authorize the bulk collection. Congress subsequently prohibited that form of bulk collection under the 
USA Freedom Act. 

That is exactly why we should be cautious about building surveillance infrastructure first and promising 
safeguards later. 

The Supreme Court has repeatedly recognized that technology changes the constitutional equation. 

In United States v. Jones, the government tracked a vehicle by GPS for 28 days. The Supreme Court held 
that the government's conduct constituted a Fourth Amendment search. Five Justices separately 
recognized the profound privacy concerns created by prolonged tracking of someone's movements. 
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Then, in Carpenter v. United States, the Supreme Court confronted historical location information from 
cell phones. The Court recognized that aggregating location data can create a detailed chronicle of a 
person's movements and held that obtaining the records at issue constituted a Fourth Amendment 
search requiring a warrant. 

And in Leaders of a Beautiful Struggle v. Baltimore Police Department, the Fourth Circuit confronted a 
surveillance system capable of reconstructing people's movements across a city. The court held that 
because the system allowed police to deduce individuals' movements from the whole of the collected 
data, accessing that data constituted a search, and its warrantless operation violated the Fourth 
Amendment. 

Flock cameras raise the same fundamental concern. 

One camera seeing one license plate is one thing. 

A network of cameras recording where thousands of innocent people travel, storing those observations, 
making them searchable, and potentially connecting them across jurisdictions is something 
fundamentally different. That is no longer simply observing a car on a public street. It creates the 
infrastructure to reconstruct a person's life. 

Where do you worship? 

Which doctor do you visit? 

Whose house do you spend the night at? 

Which political meeting do you attend? 

Which attorney do you visit? 

Government doesn't need to follow you anymore. The database can do it retroactively. 

And the overwhelming majority of people being recorded are not suspected of committing any crime. The 
ACLU reports that less than one percent of vehicles scanned by ALPR systems are associated with 
suspected wrongdoing. 

That means we are not merely surveilling suspects. 

We are surveilling the public in order to find suspects. 

Those are very different principles. 

And surveillance infrastructure does not remain confined to the justification originally given for creating 
it. California has already seen litigation involving law enforcement sharing millions of license-plate and 
location records with hundreds of federal and out-of-state agencies. 

We should also reject the assumption that more surveillance automatically means more safety. 
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A camera may sometimes provide useful evidence after a crime. That is not the same thing as 
demonstrating that indiscriminately recording everyone's movements prevents crime or makes a 
community safer overall. 

Meanwhile, every database we create gives government another power that can be misused tomorrow — 
by another employee, another agency, another administration, or for another purpose. 

The Fourth Amendment exists precisely because our system of government does not require citizens to 
prove that government officials will abuse a power before limiting that power. 

Government should investigate people when there is evidence to investigate them. 

It should obtain warrants when the Constitution requires them. 

It should pursue criminals aggressively. 

But it should not treat an entire community as potential suspects and record everyone's movements just 
in case that information becomes useful later. 

An overburdened government does not need more information about innocent citizens and more 
databases requiring perfect oversight. 

It needs focused investigations, accountability, warrants, and resources directed toward actual criminal 
activity. 

Once we build the infrastructure for mass surveillance, we are betting our privacy not only on the 
intentions of today's officials, but on the judgment of every official who will inherit that system tomorrow. 

American history — and American courts — tell us that is a bet we should not make. 

Please reject Flock cameras and choose targeted policing over mass surveillance. 

Public safety and constitutional liberty are not opposing goals. A government that protects both is the 
standard we should demand. 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the 
sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.  
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From: Micaela Jennings 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2026 1:54 PM
To: Public Comment
Subject: Public Comment on Item Not on Agenda 8/24/2026

[CAUTION: External Email] 

Hello Council!  
I'm sure you're getting a lot of comments about ALPRs and Flock in Pacifica. Living on Crespi, I drive past 
at least one camera every time I leave my house. I urge Council to reconsider why a Flock camera is 
necessary at the bottom of Fassler or even Linda Mar. Despite the positive uses, I feel the the data 
collected is not secure. It has become clear that the data collected, despite guardrails, is accessible by 
federal agencies through backdoors. As we approach the date to renew contracts with Flock, I hope 
Council and the City Manager are open to the concerns being brought forward by my neighbors. 
Thank you! 
Micaela Jennings  

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the 
sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.  
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