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The Recipient
on Both Sides

Section 504 and the two harms only a university can produce with a license plate camera

A city that photographs a license plate has a photograph. A university has the parking office that
can turn that photograph into a student’s name, and it runs the counseling center too.

Travis Gilly, The Recipient on Both Sides: Section 504 and the Two Harms Only a University Can Produce with a License Travis Gilly
Plate Camera (working draft v0.3, July 2026). Real Safety Al Foundation



— THE SCALE 02 /38

American colleges and universities
are on the network.

Not a campus camera system. A national one, with more than
83,000 cameras. A police department in one state can search the
cameras at a college in another, and the college may have no
working idea who searched or why.

Records from only eight of these schools held information on
42,392,471 searches.

SOURCES Torin Monahan, Flock on Campus: University Police as Appendages of a National Policing Apparatus, Policing & Society 1, 2,7, 8,12 (2026).



— THE CLAIM

WHAT HAS BEEN WRITTEN, AND WHAT HAS NOT

The coverage so far is about immigration, protest, and
abortion. This is about disability, and it is the version these
schools cannot argue their way out of.

Harm one Harm two

The government prints a disability symbol on the license T he same university runs the counseling center that treats
plate. he camera photographs plates. I'he university holds students who believe they are being watched, and the

the parking records that turn a plate into a person. Put those camera network that makes them right. In a city those are
three together and a disability record exists that nobody two different institutions. Here they are one.

declided to create.

SOURCES 29U.S.C.8794(a), (b)(2)(A); 23 C.FR.81235.2(b)-(c) (2026); Monahan, Flock on Campus, Policing & Society 1, 8-12 (2026).



— THE CLAIM

How the argument runs

HARM ONE
Camera reads the plate ONE STATUTE, ONE DEFENDANT

Section 504 covers every operation
of a college, so the police, the

+ parking office holds the name

= arecord of where a named disabled student goes

— parking office, and the clinic are all

HARM TWO - - .
the same 1nstitution.

Clinic treats the fear of being watched

+ campus is watched Each harm stands on its own. Neither one needs the other.

= the treatment has nothing true left to teach

SOURCES 29U.S.C.8794(b)(2)(A) (“program or activity” means all of the operations of a college, university, or other postsecondary institution); 34 C.F.R.8104.4(b)(4)(i)-(i1)
(2026).



— PART ONE

The Deployment

What was built, who bought 1t, and why a campus s not a city

The facts are not in dispute and were not gathered by the author. They come from public records requests, the network’s own audit logs,
and the vendor’s own published materials.
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WHAT THEY ACTUALLY BOUGHT

A subscription to somebody else’s national camera system

Open your cameras to every other client in the country and

you are given the whole country in return. Keep them

closed and you get nothing back. The design pushes every The company also sells drones, gunshot detection, and
buyer toward sharing everything. cameras that follow people, and says its system cannot track

anyone. lts own patent claims it identifies people by clothing,
Once sharing is on, a campus department can be searched height, and weight.

by agencies it has never heard of, and it may never learn
that it happened.

THE ARGUMENT DOES NOT NEED THIS PART

Set all of that aside. The first harm runs on the one capability
the company advertises rather than denies: it reads the plate
and keeps the read.

SOURCES Monahan, Flock on Campus, Policing & Society 1, 2 (2026); Torin Monahan, Grounding the Flock: Confronting Police Surveillance of Mobilities, Mobile Media &
Communication1,4-5 (2026); Flock Group Inc., U.S. Patent No.11,416,545 B1, at 19.
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Three things about who is on the list

1 2 3

Size does not protect anyone Many are private Teaching hospitals are on it
Community colleges enrolling under 5,000 Notre Dame, Rice, Emory, Cornell, Four academic medical centers appear. A
students sit on the same list as flagship Stanford, and the University of Chicago are camera at a hospital lot entrance is reading
universities. A school with a handful of all on it. That single fact decides which law the plates of patients, including psychiatric
officers can be sold a national surveillance applies, as Part Two explains. patients.

subscription.

When a researcher asked 42 of these institutions for their records, eight complied. Two produced files so redacted they could not
be read. One medical campus asked for $4,000 to review the request.

SOURCES Monahan, Flock on Campus, Policing & Society 1, 7-9, app. A, app. B (2026).
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THE HINGE OF THE ARGUMENT

What a university has that a city does not

1 The registry THE KEY

You cannot get a campus parking permit without handing over your plate, your name, your student number, and your

address. A city needs a motor vehicle department request to get from a plate to a person. The campus already ran
that lookup for everybody and kept it.

Enclosure THE GEOMETRY

2

A city’'s cameras sample a road network. A campus has a fence and a few entrances, so cameras at the gates come
close to a full count of who came in and when. The vendor sells this to schools as a virtual gate.

3 The clinic THE SECOND HARM

A city does not run the mental health service used by the people its cameras watch. A university does.

SOURCES Monahan, Flock on Campus, Policing & Society 1,5 (2026); Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice, Campus Law Enforcement Agencies Serving 4-
Year Institutions, 2021-2022(2024).



— PART TWO

They Already
Signed for This

Why the governing law 1s Section 504, and why the campus police
cannot be walled off from 1t

Coverage is not the fight here. Every one of these institutions takes federal student aid money, and Congress wrote the statute so that
taking it binds the whole school.



— |I. COVERAGE

SETTLED IN 1984

A college that took no federal money at all still counted as
taking federal money, because its students had grants

Grove City College refused all direct federal aid and argued it was THE HONEST LIMIT

therefore free of these obligations. The Supreme Court That decision was about Title IX, and it does not separately
disagreed. Money that reaches a college through its students is analyze Section 504. This is a limit on the case, not on the
money the college received. conclusion. Congress supplied the missing piece in 1987.

The college also argued the conditions violated its First

Amendment rights. The Court spent little time on that, because a
school Is free to stop taking the money.

Practical effect: nobody has to trace a dollar. Every school on the list publishes its participation in federal student aid in its own
admissions materials.

SOURCES Grove City Coll. v. Bell, 465 U.S. 555, 569-70,575-76 (1984); 29 U.S.C. 8 794(a).



— |I. COVERAGE

THE FOUR WORDS THAT DECIDE IT

“all of the operations of ... a college, university, or other postsecondary

institution”

Section 504’s definition of the covered “program or activity,” 29 U.S.C. 8 794(b)(2)(A)

The police cannot be walled off Neither can parking Private schools count twice

A school cannot answer this by calling the The parking office Is Inside the same The definition never distinguishes public
cameras a safety function outside Its covered program as the cameras, so the from private, and a separate provision
educational program. I he words foreclose two can be treated as one practice rather reaches any private organization whose
It. than two coincidences. business Is education.

SOURCES 29U.S.C.8794(b)(2)(A), (b)(3)(A)(i); Grove City Coll. v. Bell 465 U.S.555,573-74 (1984) (holding coverage program-specific, since overridden by statute).



— |I. COVERAGE

WHY THIS IS NOT AN ADA PAPER

The ADA’s Title 1I only reaches government. A large share of
these schools are private, so it cannot reach them at all.

Title II of the ADA Section 504

Applies to public entities. For a state university it works, and a Applies to anyone who takes the federal money. Thatis all 150
complaint would use it alongside Section 504. of them, public and private alike.

It cannot be pleaded against Notre Dame, Rice, Emory, Cornell, The private schools are also the ones whose police departments
Stanford, or the University of Chicago at all. states have exempted from public records law, so they are the

hardest to see and the most important to reach.

SOURCES 42U.5.C.812132; 29 U.S.C.8794(a), (b)(3)(A)(il); Monahan, Flock on Campus, Policing & Society 1,5, app. B (2026).
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THE SECOND DEFENSE

“It 1s the vendor’s system, not ours”

The rule forbids discrimination “directly or through contractual, licensing, or other arrangements.”

34 C.FR.8104.4(b)(1)

A subscription is a contractual arrangement. The school
picked the company, picked where the cameras go, picked
whether to open them to the country, and pays the bill. The
rule attaches to the school that made those choices, not to
whoever built the hardware.

NOT KNOWING IS NOT A DEFENSE

A campus may have no idea who searched its cameras or why.
If the rule only reached whoever ran the search, that ignorance
would protect the school. Because the rule reaches how a
school administers its own operations, the decision to open the
cameras iIs the thing being judged, and not knowing what
followed describes the problem rather than excusing it.

SOURCES 34 C.FR.8104.4(b)(1), (b)(4) (2026); 45 C.F.R.§ 84.68(b)(3) (2026); Monahan, Flock on Campus, Policing & Society 1,2 (2026).



— PART THREE

The Register
Nobody Built

First harm: the government prints the credential where the camera

looks, and the school holds the key

This harm needs no clinical evidence and no disputed camera capability. It needs a plate, a lookup table, and one institution holding both.



— lIl. FIRST HARM

TWO FEDERAL RULES, ONE FIELD OF VIEW

The disability marker is printed where the camera looks

WHAT THE PLATE RULE REQUIRES WHAT THE COMPANY SAYS IT PHOTOGRAPHS
A special plate “displays the International Symbol of Access” [ts readers “take a point-in-time 1mage of the rear of vehicles on
“[1/n a color that contrasts to the background” and “[i/n the same public roadways.”

size as the letters and/or numbers on the plate. Company statement, quoted in Monahan, Grounding the Flock, at 5.

23 C.FR.8§81235.2(c). A licensed physician must certify the disability first.
§1235.2(b).

So a doctor-certified disability marker sits inside the frame by federal design, at the size the reader is built to resolve, on
every read, at every camera, without any officer ever deciding to record anything about anyone’s disability.

SOURCES 23 C.FR.§1235.2(b)-(c) (2026); 23 C.F.R.§81235.4(a)-(c) (2026); Monahan, Grounding the Flock, Mobile Media & Communication 1,5 (2026).



— lIl. FIRST HARM

THE OBJECTION EVERYONE RAISES FIRST

“Anyone walking past can see that plate. What did the camera
add?”

A stranger has an observation A university has the key

Not written down. Not searchable. Not attached to a name. The parking permit registry, built for billing decades before the
Gone in a minute. To turn it into iInformation about a person, cameras arrived. Plate, name, student number, address. The
they would need a table matching that plate to a human being, camera supplies place and time at scale; the registry supplies
and no member of the public has one. who.

The claim 1s not that a labeled disability register is sitting on a server. It 1s that one institution holds every

piece of one and can assemble it whenever an officer runs a plate.

SOURCES 34 C.ER.8104.4(b)(4)(1)-(i1) (2026); Carpenter v. United States, 585 U.S. 296, 310, 312, 316 (2018) (cited for aggregation and retrospective access; the Article does not
argue thisis a search).
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MEASURED ON PLATE READER DATA, NOT PHONE DATA

Five sightings of a car identify about nine
people out of ten.

Researchers studied a month of real license plate reader data. Five records of
O where a vehicle was and roughly when were enough to pick out a single
/() individual about 90 percent of the time, even after the times were blurred to

half a day.

In the general case, four points identify 95 percent of people, and uniqueness

falls off so slowly as you blur the data that blurring is close to no protection at
all.

A campus has a fence and a few gates. It produces sightings at that density as a matter of routine, and it attaches a registered
name to them the moment somebody runs the plate.

SOURCES lJing Gao, Lijun Sun & Ming Cali, Quantifying Privacy Vulnerability of Individual Mobility Traces: A Case Study of License Plate Recognition Data, 104 Transportation

Research Part C: Emerging Technologies 78 (2019); Yves-Alexandre de Montjoye, César A. Hidalgo, Michel Verleysen & Vincent D. Blondel, Unique in the Crowd: The Privacy
Bounds of Human Mobility, 3 Scientific Reports 1376 (2013).



— lIl. FIRST HARM 18/ 38

A SECOND ROUTE, NEEDING NO CREDENTIAL AT ALL

Where you park is itself a disclosure

Accessible spaces are marked and reserved by law for
people who hold the credential. A car logged in one again
and again belongs to somebody a doctor certified, and
reading the plate is not required to know It.

THE SHARPEST VERSION

Four academic medical centers are on the list. A camera at a
teaching hospital lot entrance is producing an attendance

record for patients, psychiatric patients among them.
Destination works the same way. The counseling center, the

disability services office, and the student health center all
sit at fixed addresses. A list of arrivals at those addresses is
a list about the people who go there.

Those schools also take health agency money, so the same
rule applies under a second agency and a complaint can go to
either one.

SOURCES 45 C.FR.884.68(b)(3) (2026); 89 Fed. Reg. 40066 (May 9, 2024); Monahan, Flock on Campus, Policing & Society 1, app. A, app. B (2026).
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Where this lands in the rulebook

1 The effects clause WHAT A PRACTICE DOES

A school may not run its operations in ways that have the effect of discriminating, whatever it intended. The
cameras read every plate the same way, and the result is not the same. For most drivers a read Is a location. For this

class the same read carries a medical fact, disclosed to the police department by a state-issued credential the driver
cannot remove without giving up the parking space.

2 Where you put it UNUSED UNTIL NOW

A separate provision governs choosing the site of a facility, and the rulebook defines tacility to include equipment
and parking lots. A camera is equipment. Its pole is a structure. The lot is a parking lot. So aiming readers at the
counseling center lot and the accessible stalls is a siting decision the rules address on their own terms.

SOURCES 34 C.ER.8104.4(b)(4)(1)-(i1), (b)(5)(1)-(11) (2026); 34 C.F.R.8104.3(i) (2026) (defining facility to include equipment and parking lots); 45 C.F.R.8 84.68(b)(4) (2026);
Alexander v. Choate, 469 U.S. 287,304 n.25 (1985).



— PART FOUR

The Recipient
on Both Sides

Second harm: the school runs the treatment and removes the thing the
treatment needs

A city cannot produce this harm, because in a city the camera operator and the clinician work for different institutions.



— |IV. SECOND HARM

CORRECTING THE PICTURE MOST PEOPLE CARRY

Treatment does not argue anyone out of anything

ABANDONED LONG AGO WHAT THE STRONGEST CURRENT TREATMENT DOES

Presenting a patient with contrary evidence was It treats the delusion as an unfounded belief about danger, and it

recognized early as, In the words of a leading researcher In reduces that belief by helping the person build a competing sense

the field, a strikingly unproductive way to work with of being safe now. The competing beliet is built from the person

delusions. going into the places that frighten them and finding out for
themselves.

The mechanism is learning. What has to be learned is that a feared
thing I1s not so.

Which means the environment has to cooperate. If the frightening thing is that your movements are
recorded and available to police, then a campus on this network cannot supply the lesson, because

there 1s nothing false about it there.

SOURCES Philippa Garety, Therapeutic Advances for People with Delusions Will Come from Greater Specification and Empirical Investigation, 14 World Psychiatry 180 (2015);

Daniel Freeman et al.,, Comparison of a Theoretically Driven Cognitive Therapy (the Feeling Safe Programme) with Befriending ..., 8 Lancet Psychiatry 696 (2021); Daniel Freeman,
An Excitement Building in the Development of Psychological Treatments for Schizophrenia, 25 World Psychiatry 266 (2026).
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TWO LIMITS, STATED BEFORE ANYONE ASKS

How narrow this claim is

[t does not cover every delusion “The system watches everyone, so it singles out nobody”
A belief about being poisoned is untouched by a license plate True, and it does not help. What treatment has to establish is
camera. The mechanism applies where the frightening content that the frightening statement is false. The statement that your
IS about being watched or followed, which is a common form this movements are recorded and available to police is true for
takes and not a rare one. everybody on this campus, and its truth does not depend on

anyone having picked you out.

A system that records everyone and shares nationally does not make the reassurance easier to give. It makes it impossible to
give honestly, because the thing a clinician would ordinarily help someone see, that nobody is keeping a record of where they go,
IS not the case.

SOURCES Freeman et al., 8 Lancet Psychiatry 696 (2021); Monahan, Flock on Campus, Policing & Society 1, 2,12 (2026).



— |IV. SECOND HARM

One institution, two offices, opposite jobs

OFFICE ONE OFFICE TWO

| . SAME RECIPIENT
The counseling center The police department One defendant, and it defined
Helping a student learn that T Tracking where every car on — the goal itself by opening the
nobody is tracking where they campus goes and sharing it clinic.
0. nationally.

The rule forbids methods with “the purpose or effect of defeating or substantially impairing accomplishment
of the objectives of the recipient’s program or activity with respect to handicapped persons.”

34 C.FR.8104.4(b)(4)(i). The Supreme Court quoted this clause, in its health agency form, in Alexander v. Choate.

SOURCES 29U.S.C.8794(b)(2)(A); 34 C.FR.8104.4(b)(4)(ii) (2026); Alexander v. Choate, 469 U.S. 287,304 n.25 (1985) (quoting 45 C.E.R. 8§ 84.4(b)(4)(ii) (1984)).
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WHY THE SETTING MATTERS

These conditions arrive at exactly
college age

15-24

Incidence of schizophrenia climbs after puberty and peaks in the mid- PEAK, MEN
twenties. For men the peak sits between 15 and 24. For women,
between 20 and 29.

A university gathers that age group into one bounded place and runs
the clinical service those students are sent to. So a school installing

this infrastructure is not making a choice with a thin, spread-out
effect. It is making it in the setting and at the age where the effect PEAK, WOMEN
concentrates.

SOURCES Paul A. Tiffin & Patrick Welsh, Practitioner Review: Schizophrenia Spectrum Disorders and the At-Risk Mental State for Psychosis in Children and Adolescents, 54
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 1155 (2013).
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TURNING THE HARM INTO SOMETHING A COURT CAN MEASURE

Staying away from campus 1s losing your education

A student who stops driving in, stops attending in person,
stops going to the counseling center because its lot is
watched, or leaves the school altogether, has lost
educational opportunity. Courts treat that as an economic

loss rather than an emotional one, which is what makes it

recoverable. Part Five returns to why that distinction now The school built a machine that produces disclosure, at the

decides the case. door of its own clinic. The research literature has a name for
that category: structural stigma, meaning the harm done by
institutional arrangements rather than by individual attitudes.

THIS IS NOT SPECIAL TO PSYCHOSIS

A review of 144 studies covering more than 90,000 people
found the most commonly reported reason people avoid
mental health care is worry about disclosure.

SOURCES Sarah Clement et al.,, What Is the Impact of Mental Health-Related Stigma on Help-Seeking? A Systematic Review of Quantitative and Qualitative Studies, 45

Psychological Medicine 11 (2015); Patrick W. Corrigan, Benjamin G. Druss & Deborah A. Perlick, The Impact of Mental lllness Stigma on Seeking and Participating in Mental Health
Care, 15 Psychological Science in the Public Interest 37 (2014); Payan v. Los Angeles Cmty. Coll. Dist., 169 F.4th 971, 978-79 (9th Cir. 2026).



— PART FIVE

What to Ask For

The honest l[imits of the law, the fix the vendor 1s already building, and
what a complaint can actually recover

Nobody is asking a court to switch off a national network. The request is four parking lots, a retention limit, and a wall between the
parking office and the police database.



— V. REMEDY

THE HARDEST OBJECTION, RAISED HERE RATHER THAN BY A CRITIC

The leading case says this statute does not require an impact study

before every decision a school makes

WHAT THE COURT REFUSED

Congress did not write an environmental impact statement law
for disabled people. Requiring every recipient to weigh every
proposed action and then hunt for gentler alternatives would
produce, in the Court’s words, a wholly unwieldy burden.

The Court also held a school need not redefine the benefit it
offers just because disabled people need more of it.

WHY THIS CLAIM SURVIVES IT

No benefitis redefined. No program changes. No student gets
more of anything. One standing practice, adopted by contract; a
class picked out by a document the government requires to
face the school's cameras; and one narrow fix.

The worry was unmanageable burden. A single practice with a
known fix Is the manageable case, and the same opinion quoted
the effects rule as good law.

What the statute does require: meaningful access to what the school offers, and reasonable changes to provide it.

SOURCES Alexander v. Choate, 469 U.S. 287,298, 301,302-03,304 n.25 (1985).



— V. REMEDY

THE FIX IS NOT HYPOTHETICAL

One state already required it, and the company is building it

WASHINGTON, MARCH 2026 THE COMPANY’S OWN WEBSITE
The Driver Privacy Act took effect on signature. It keeps It “1s implementing platform safeguards to support
these readers away from health care facilities, schools, Comp[icmce statewide” and “will app[y a 2] -dczy retention

places of worship, courts, and food banks, forbids using them schedule” across Washington.
for iImmigration enforcement or to track protected activity,
and requires the data deleted inside 21 days unless it is
evidence.

So a school cannot claim no workable alternative exists. What is left to ask for is the same package: keep the readers off the
counseling center lot, the disability services lot, the health center, and the accessible stalls; limit how long reads are kept; stop
letting the whole country search campus cameras; and keep the parking registry out of any police query.

SOURCES S.B.6002,69th Leg., Reg. Sess. (Wash. 2026); Flock Safety, What Does Washington Senate Bill 6002 Mean for ALPR Use in Washington? Gov. Ferguson Signs SB
6002, the Driver Privacy Act, into Law, ACLU of Washington (Mar. 30, 2026).
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Two independent ways to bring this

1 File with the agency THE EFFECTS THEORY

A complaint to the Education Department’s civil rights office, or the health department’s for a medical campus.
Courts disagree about whether a private plaintiff may sue on this kind of rule; the Ninth Circuit says yes. Either way it
does not limit the agency, because the same Supreme Court decision that closed the private door said agencies
keep the power to enforce their own rules, after first trying to secure compliance voluntarily.

j ! Ask, get refused, sue on the refusal THE ACCOMMODATION THEORY

A student asks the school to keep the readers off those four lots. The school says no. That refusal is a faillure to
make a reasonable modification, which is a separate theory the Ninth Circuit says courts must not collapse into the

effects theory. It does not depend on the contested rule at all, and the school cannot call the request unreasonable
while its vendor is already building it.

The effects theory reaches the practice with no request needed. The accommodation theory reaches the school the moment it says
no. A complaint should carry both.

SOURCES Alexander v. Sandoval 532 U.S. 275,289, 293 (2001); Payan v. Los Angeles Cmty. Coll. Dist., 11 F.4th 729, 733, 737-38 (9th Cir. 2021); 34 C.FR.8104.61 (2026).
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WHAT MONEY IS STILL ON THE TABLE

Concede the distress, plead the lost schooling

Gone Still available

Money for emotional distress. The Supreme Court held in 2022 Money for lost educational opportunity, which courts treat as an
that it Is unavailable under these funding statutes, and courts economic loss rather than an emotional one. A 2026 Ninth Circuit
extended that to the ADA's Title Il through a chain of cross- decision said plainly that plaintiffs may seek it, and that the trial
references. Arguing that the ADA is not a funding statute does not court was wrong to bar it. The amount has to be proven to a

help; the Court called that point quite irrelevant where the reasonable certainty.

remedies are made to match.

Which changes the live question. It is no longer whether anything is recoverable. It Is what counts as a lost opportunity, and
that is a question about the size of the right wearing the clothes of a question about the size of the remedy.

SOURCES Cummings v. Premier Rehab Keller, PL.L.C.,596 U.S. 212,221-22 (2022); Payan v. Los Angeles Cmty. Coll. Dist, 169 F.4th 971,977,978-79 (9th Cir. 2026); Barnes v.

Gorman, 536 U.S.181 190 n.3 (2002); A.W. exrel. JW. v. Coweta Cnty. Sch. Dist.,, 110 F4th 1309, 1314, 1315-16 (11th Cir. 2024); Vestar Dev. I, LLC v. Gen. Dynamics Corp., 249 F.3d
958, 962 (9th Cir. 2001).



— V. REMEDY

THE ANSWER YOU WILL HEAR, AND WHY IT FAILS

“We did 1t for campus satety”

First Second

This part of civil rights law does not weigh good outcomes There is no trade being asked for. Keep the readers off four lots
against burdens on a protected class. The question iIs whether and the network runs everywhere else. The school does not

that class has real access to the school on the practice as run. have to choose between protecting students and protecting
How well the practice works is not an answer to that question. these students.

And the principle has to be indifferent to how worthy the goal is, So the tradeofft a school will describe Is one it iInvented, and once
or it Is not a principle at all. It reads the same when you like the the premise Is false there i1s nothing left for a court to balance.

objective and when you do not.

A good purpose does not launder a discriminatory method. Especially when the method never

had to exist for the purpose to be served.

SOURCES Alexander v. Choate, 469 U.S. 287,301 (1985); 20 U.S.C. 8§ 1092(f)(1), (f)(1)(F), (f)(4)(A)-(B), (f)(13); Monahan, Flock on Campus, Policing & Society 1,12 (2026).
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What this Article does not claim

No treatment outcomes were measured No crime study was run This 1s not a search case
Nobody has compared psychosis Whether the cameras reduce campus The Article borrows the Supreme Court’s
outcomes at watched and unwatched crime is checkable against the crime reasoning about aggregated location data
campuses. The claim i1s about a mechanism statistics every school already files under as an analytic premise. It does not argue
and its precondition, not about a measured federal law, including vehicle theft, which is that campus plate reading is a Fourth
result. the vendor’'s own showcase use. That Amendment search, and the Court

check is not reported here. expressly left ordinary security cameras

alone.

What is on the record already: campus departments did not start the immigration, protest, or reproductive searches. They
hosted searches other agencies launched, while their own searches were stolen cars, disturbances, property damage, and theft.

SOURCES 20 U.S.C.81092(f)(1), (f)(1)(F), (F)(4)(A)-(B), (f)(13); Carpenter v. United States, 585 U.S. 296, 316 (2018); Monahan, Flock on Campus, Policing & Society 1,12 (2026).



— CONCLUSION

Two things are true of a university that a city cannot say about
itselt

It holds the table that turns a photograph ot a plate into a It runs both the clinic that treats the fear of being

record about a person, and it holds it because it sells watched and the machinery that removes what the

parking permits. treatment needs, inside one program as Congress
defined It.

Neither of these was a decision. That 1s the point of an effects test. The rule does not
ask a school what it meant to build. It asks what its practices do to the class, and it

asks the school that chose the vendor, chose the camera sites, chose the sharing
setting, and holds the key.

SOURCES 29U.S.C.8794(a), (b)(2)(A); 34 C.ER.§8104.4(b)(1), (b)(4)(1)-(i1), (b)(5)(1)-(i)) (2026). If you are in crisis, the 988 Suicide and Crisis Lifeline is available by call or text.
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