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Every citizen has the ultimate right constitutionally to film police officers. With the emergence of modern technology, developers have launched various apps and devices known as mobile justice apps and devices that are designed to record police encounters with citizens in different states. The apps and devices involve making the officers responsible for their indulgent while on duty. These platforms include the civil liberties organization and the American civil liberties union (ACLU). When a recording or a video is uploaded to ACLU, it implies that such videos or recordings are beyond confiscation and destruction by police officers who unlawfully interpose with the right of the public to record actions of the police on duty. 
Constitutionally, the police officers are allowed to conduct searches on suspects who might be in possession of object of search after being allowed the permission for search by the suspect. For instance, in US Supreme court ruling of Florida against Jimeno, the court held that the right of a criminal to be free from unnecessary searches is not breached in Fourth Amendment as long as the suspect grants the police the permission to conduct a search on his car. According to JUSTAI (1991), the amendment is gratified when under the scenarios, it is objectively sensible for police on duty to hold that the degree of suspect’s knowledge allowed them access to a particular container. 
The court ruling of the case of Gericke versus Begin, Lipez the circuit judge held that the case was of importance because it preempts the concerns about the citizens right as enshrined in the first amendment right to record or film the actions of a police officer at the traffic stop. Carla Gericke tried to take a video of Joseph Kelley a sergeant who was participating in a late-night traffic stop. Consequentially, Gericke got arrested and charged with different crimes such as violation of New Hampshire’s wiretapping statute. “Gericke was not tried and later sued Weare town, the police officers who were responsible for her arrest and charge as well as the town’s police department” (CARA Search, 2014). Gericke alleged that the charges by the wiretapping formed retaliatory prosecution in breach of her rights according to first amendment right. 
The law permits the use of apps and devices in recording the police conducts while on duty as it is demonstrated in the United States court of appeals, first circuit case involving Simon Glik against officer John Cunniffe. FindLaw (2011) reports that “Glik was apprehended for using a digital camera on his cell phone to film various police officers that were seen arresting a youth on the Boston Common.” The charges laid upon Glik included violation of Massachusetts’s wiretap statute in addition to other state law offenses. Lawfully, these charges were termed as pointless and were nullified. As a result, Glik filed a lawsuit claiming that his rights as dictated by the first and fourth amendments were violated. 
Additionally, in Illinois against Caballes court ruled that a dog sniff performed during a conceited lawful and reasonable traffic stop which conceals the information but reveals the location of a substance that is illegally possessed does not infringe individual’s fourth amendment rights (SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES, 2004). Moreover, application of devices handling both the citizen cams and the police cams is substantiated by US Supreme court ruling of Katz versus United States, 389 US 347 in 1967 where the petitioner got convicted via an indictment charged with disseminating wagering information via telephone across lines of state was violation of the USC and 1084. The court held that according to the fourth amendment the seizure of physical items can be extended to the recording of statements of police officers on duty (JUSTIA, 1967).  
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