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AGENDA DATE: APRIL 19,2011 

OPEN SESSION 

ITEM 8-B 

DEPARTMENT'S REPORT, dated April 19, 2011, relative to Analysis of Jay Beeber's report 
entitled "Safer Streets in Los Angeles: Why engineering countermeasures are more effective 
than photo enforcement in reducing red light related crashes' (City Council Motion 11-0125), as 
set forth. UlP..C..#JJ.:-.9J_~-~J 

Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

1. APPROVE the Department' report and TRANSMIT to City Council . 

Commissioner Skobin moved, seconded by Commissioner Saltzman, to 
APPROVE the Department's report and TRANSMIT to City Council. By a vote 
of 3/2 . 
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INTRADEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

APR 1 ., 2011 

POLICE COMMISSION 
RfV~i~WlED · ·'. 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: ANALYSIS OF JAY BEEBER'S REPORT ENTITLED "SAFER STREETS 
IN LOS ANGELES: WHY ENGINEERING COUNTERMEASURES 
ARE MORE EFFECTIVE THAN PHOTO ENFORCEMENT IN REDUCING 
RED LIGHT RELATED CRASHES" (CITY COUNCIL MOTION 11-0125) 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 

1. That the Board of Police Corrrmissioners (Board) REVIEW and APPROVE this 
report relative to the analysis of Jay Beeber's Report entitled "Safer Streets in 
Los Angeles: Why Engineering Countermeasures are More Effective Than Photo 
Enforcement in Reducing Red Light Related Crashes." 

2. That the Board TRANSMIT this report to the City Council. 

BACKGROUND 

On January 26, 2011, Councilmembers Jan Peny and Detmis Zine introduced a motion 
(Council File {CF} No. 11-0125) requesting the Los Angeles Depmiment of 
Transportation (LADOT), with the assistance of the Los Angeles Police Department 
(LAPD) and the Chief Legislative Analyst, to conduct an analysis of Jay Beeber's Report 
entitled "Safer Streets in Los Angeles: Why Engineering Countenneasures are More 
Effective Than Photo Enforcement in Reducing Red Light Related Crashes" (see attached). 

The motion raised one area of concern: 

1. Are the City's Photo Red Light intersections the most efficient and cost effective in 
reducing overall serious injury and fatal traffic collisions from red light violations? 

DISCUSSION 

In November 2010 and March 2011, Jay Beeber of the California Motorists Association 
and the Freedom Minute website released a report that indicates that the City has not 
appropriately incorporated effective countermeasures at its Photo Red Light (PRL) 
intersections. The report made the following claims: 
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1. Significant, sustained reductions in violations and crashes can be achieved when the 
yellow signal timing is increased by up to one second beyond the "minimum 
recommended time" based on the 85th percentile speed of free flow traffic 
approaching the intersection. Any driver adaptation to the longer yellow phase does 
not undo the benefit of an increase in yellow duration. 

2. An all-red phase of two to three seconds may provide an added level of safety. 
3. A protected left tum signal should eliminate most, if not all, left tum opposed 

crashes. 
4. Most right angle crashes are a result of unintentional violations due to impairment, 

distraction, fatigue, etc. Red-light cameras have no effect on reducing these types 
of accidents. 

5. Other engineering solutions which improve signal visibility and conspicuity may 
also be appropriate and contribute to safety improvements. 

6. Once all appropriate engineering counte1measures are implemented, the need for 
costly photo enforcement systems will likely be eliminated. For intersections where 
engineering solutions have resulted in improved safety, adding red-light cameras 
may decrease safety due to an increase in rear-end collisions. 

The report suggested that the City should immediately take the necessary steps to stop the 
Request for Proposal process and instead begin the process of evaluating intersections 
suspected of having an increased risk of red light related crashes to determine which 
engineering countermeasures would be most appropriate. 

The report claimed that 95 percent of red light violations occur within the first two 
seconds and that 80 percent of violations occur during the first second after the light has 
changed to red. The report further claimed that late into red violations only account for 
five percent of red light running. 

On July 1, 2010, the LAPD met with Mr. Beeber to discuss PRL operations in response to 
his inquiry about fatal traffic collisions at PRL intersections. Since that time, Mr. Beeber 
has been in periodic contact with City statf. On March 31, 2011, LAPD and LADOT 
staff met with Mr. Beeber as directed by the Board of Police Commissioners to discuss 
issues and recommendations contained in his report. 

This report is a joint effort ofLAPD and LADOT staff. All engineering issues addressed 
in this report were provided by LADOT. 

ANALYSIS 

Mr. Beeber claims that yellow signal timing should be increased by up to one second beyond 
the minimum recommended time, and that the minimum should be based on the 851

h 

percentile, rather than the posted speed limit. 

s Significant, sustained reductions in violations and crashes can be achieved when 
the yellow signal timing is increased by up to one second beyond the "minimum 
recommended time" based on the 85th percentile speed of free flow traffic 
approaching the intersection. Any driver adaptation to the longer yellow phase 
does not undo the benefit of an increase in yellow duration. 
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In California, jurisdictions are legally required to operate traffic control devices according 
to the standards established by the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD). With respect to setting the yellow change interval, the California MUTCD 
Section 4 D .1 0 states: 

"The purpose of the yellow signal indication is to warn traffic approaching 
a traffic signal that the related green movement is ending or that a steady 
red indication will be exhibited immediately thereafter and traffic will be 
required to stop when the red signal is exhibited.... The posted speed limit, 
or the prima facie speed limit established by the Cal(fornia Vehicle Code 
shall be usedfor determination ofthe minimum yellow change interval for 
the through traffic movement. " 

Section 4D.l0 also states that the minimum yellow change interval timing shall be 
calculated using the equation: 

T =Minimum yellow change interval (sec) 
V =Posted speed limit or prima facie speed (ft/sec) 
d = Deceleration rate ( 1 0 ft/sec2

) 

tR =Reaction time (1 sec) 

Hence, the minimum yellow change interval shall be set in accordance with the posted 
speed limit~the higher the speed limit, the longer the yellow change interval shall be used. 
At PRL intersections, LADOT implemented the yellow time interval using a speed value 
that is five miles per hour higher than the posted speed limit. Hence, the yellow time 
interval used in the City exceeds the California MUTCD's standard for minimum yellow 
change interval. Generally, the actual approach speeds are reflected by the measured 85th 
percentile speeds may be slightly higher or lower than the posted speed limit. The upward 
adjustment of the speed value by five miles per hour accommodates the condition wherein 
the 85th percentile speed is slightly above the posted speed limit. 

Further increasing the yellow change interval to accommodate the drivers driving beyond 
the 85th percentile speed would encourage disrespect for traffic signal control not just at 
one site but possibly at other traffic signals as well. 

In the Federal Highway Administration report (also cited by Mr. Beeber), Making 
Intersections Safer: A Toolbox of Engineering Countermeasures to Reduce 
Red-Light Running, it was noted that a yellow "interval that is too long could decrease the 
capacity of the intersection and increase the delay to motorists and pedestrians. Present 
thought is that longer intervals will cause drivers to enter the intersection later and it will 
breed disrespect for the traffic signal. The tendency for motorists to adjust to the longer 
interval and enter the intersection later is referred to as habituation." 
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Furthermore, the cited studies which show significant benefit to lengthening the yellow 
change interval typically examined locations where the yellow change intervals were 
shorter than engineering guidelines, and thus were lengthened to meet those guidelines. 

® An aU-red phase of two to three seconds may provide an added level of safety. 

The all-red clearance interval is an interval when all the signals are red, in all directions, 
and is intended to clear motorists who are proceeding through the intersection at the end of 
the yellow change intervaL The California MUTCD does not require jmisdictions to 
implement an all-red clearance interval. Section 4D.10 states that "When used, red 
clearance intervals normally range from 0.1 to 2.0 seconds." 

At all PRL intersections, an all-red clearance interval is already implemented. As with 
other intersections, an all-red clearance time is implemented based on the width of the 
cross street and the posted speed limit plus five miles per hour. 

Generally, LADOT typically uses an all-red clearance interval under certain circumstances, 
for a very wide intersection, an offset intersection, and when it is desirable to delay the 
next green intervaL At all PRL intersections, an all-red clearance interval is already 
implemented. As with other intersections, an all-red clearance time is implemented based 
on the width of the cross street and the posted speed limit plus five miles per hour. 

Further extending the all-red clearance interval would reduce the capacity of the 
intersection and exacerbate delays, especially in congested corridors. 

o A protected left turn signal should eliminate most, if not all, left turn opposed 
crashes. 

Protected left tum signals can reduce left turn opposing traffic collisions. However, they 
can also significantly reduce traffic flow and volume. The City installs protected left tum 
arrows at intersections if there is a documented collision history in accordance with the 
goals of balancing intersection safety with sufficient traffic flow. 

• Most right angle crashes are a result of unintentional violations due to 
impairment, distraction, fatigue, etc. Red-light cameras have no effect on 
reducing these types of accidents. 

Red light running results from a combination of factors. It would be inaccurate to 
classify red light running as either wholly "intentional" or "unintentional." Consider 
drivers who intentionally speed up in order to beat the red light but are "unintentionally" 
behind the limit line when the light turns red. 

Unintentional violations should also be considered for enforcement solutions. A major 
advantage of enforcement solutions is that they modify driver behavior and attitude. An 
inattentive driver may be complacent, distracted, or otherwise have an attitude that would 
be effectively modified through enforcement. This includes impaired or distracted 
drivers. Engineering solutions may be appropriate as well, but engineering and 
enforcement arc not mutually exclusive. 
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Expert opinions indicate that a significant amount of red light running is intentional and 
that enforcement countermeasures can sometimes have a more dramatic impact than 
engineering countermeasures. However, the two should always be considered together as 
a multi-pronged traffic safety strategy. 

There is scholarly disagreement regarding the intentionality of red light running, as well 
as the subjective and complex nature of driver motivations, it is inadvisable to categorize 
certain collisions as strictly unintentional. Traffic violators often run red lights because 
they believe they can get away with it. Consider the below reference: 

"Applying consistent consequences in the form of fines for every violation will 
reduce red light running. Drivers will learn the behavior is no long tolerated 
Failing to acknowledge and alter consequences of red light running behavior 
reduces the effectiveness of any countermeasure. "1 

Speed limit signs shall be used to give notice of a prima facie or maximum speed limit 
except as provided under Section 22352, CVC. Chapter 2B of the California MUTCD 
states that speed limit signs shall be placed at the beginning of all restricted speed zones 
with intennediate placement placed at approximately one mile intervals. Speed limit 
signs at PRL intersections are placed in accordance with Section 627, CVC, Engineering 
and Traffic Surveys. 

In addition, PRL warning signs are posted far enough back from the intersection to give 
motorists ample opportunity to stop for the red light. The placement of warning signs is 
an effective countermeasure to alert drivers that they are approaching an automated 
enforced intersection which decreases the chance of sudden braking, resulting in rear end 
traffic collisions. 

o Other engineering solutions which improve signal visibility and conspicuity 
may also be appropriate and contribute to safety improvements. 

Nationwide, studies have been conducted which demonstrate that traffic engineering 
countermeasures which improve traffic signal visibility and conspicuity can be effective in 
reducing incidences of red light running violations and/or related crashes. However, these 
studies were mostly conducted in some cities and states where traffic signals had not yet 
met the national standards or effective best practices. In contrast, the City's traffic signals 
go through a comprehensive design process and are implemented to meet or exceed the 
California (CA) and National MUTCD standards for effective visibility, conspicuity, and 
redundancy. 

1 Martinez, K, and Porter, B. 2006. "Characterizing Red Light Runners Following Implementation of a Photo Enforcement Program." 
Accident Analysis and Prevention, vol. 38, issue 5, Sept. 
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Practice 
Engineering Countermeasure in L.A. Explanation 

~ 

Install signal head overhead Yes "All photo·enforccd approaches have overhead signal heads on mast 
arms . 

.. As a longstanding practice, L.A installs mast arm signal heads on 
approaches with 2 or more lanes. 

Install additional signals on the near Yes " L.A installs a near side signal head to improve visibility, e.g., where 
side of the intersection the stop line is far from the nearest signal head, at curves, etc . 

.. L.A has a longstanding practice of providing 3 signal heads per 
approach, exceeding CA MUTCD standard of 2 signal heads. 

- --· 
Install SIGNAL AHEAD sign Yes LA installs SIGNAL AHEAD sign for locations where visibility is not 

favorable, like around curves, or where a signal is not expected at a an 
isolated location. 

--
Install advance warning flashers Yes LA installs advance warning flashers for locations where visibility is 

not favorable, like arollild curves, and where lesser remedies are not 
sufficient 

·--
Remove/relocate sight obstruction; Yes " None of the 32 PRL intersections have lateral or horizontal curve 
improve line of motorist's sight visibility limitations . 

.. Generally, at an unfavorable line of sight, like at curves, an extra 
signal head is installed on the left side of roadway, nearside, and/or 
high· mounted. 

--~-

Install programmable lenses, shields Yes Used where visibility should be limited so nearby, non-applicable signal 
and visors heads are not seen by motorists. 

Add signals to achieve one per lane No CA MUTCD does not have any provision for installing one signal head 
per lane. This measure would be grossly unnecessary on most streets in 
the L.A.'s urban environment 

··~ 

Replace with LED lens type Yes ., All 32 PRl intersections have LED indications, ever since photo 
enforcement began . 

.. L.A.'s 5-year LED conversion program will be completed by June of 
2011' 

Replace 8" with 12" signal head Yes L.A. always embraced the use of 12-inch heads, and currently uses 
12-inch faces for all three standard signal heads, exceeding CA MUTCD 
standards. 

Install double red signal No CA MUTCD does not have any provision for installing double red 
signal heads. 

Install backplates Yes L.A. has been using backplates for decades. 
-

Install rumble strips on approach No .. Helpful for isolated signals on very high speed roadways, not typical 
in L.A. 

., Noise impact on adjacent land use. 
-

Install near side signal Yes Generally, at an unfavorable line of sight around curves, an extra signal 
head is installed on the left side of roadway, nearside, and/or 
high-mounted. 

Install protected left-tum signal Yes ., Protected left-tum signal phase 
phase "' L.A. regularly installs protected left-tum signal phases where there is 

a related collision history and/or where visibility is limited between 
left-tum vehicles and opposing through traffic. 
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ol!l Once all appropriate engineering countermeasures are implemented, the need 
for costly photo enforcement systems will likely be eliminated. For 
intersections where engineering solutions have resulted in improved safety, 
adding red-light cameras may decrease safety due to an increase in rear-end 
collisions. 

Mr. Beeber and the City are in agreement that there were five fatal traffic collisions that 
occurred at PRL intersections, prior to the installation of the cameras. The disagreement 
comes as whether or not they were related to the PRL Program. 

Fatal traffic collisions at PRL intersections where checked to determined if they met a 
pre-defined criteria; those collisions that occurred at or in the intersection. Traffic collisions 
that occurred beyond 75 feet from the intersection were excluded. All reports that listed "red 
light" violation as the primary cause of the collision were considered, as well as violations that 
could reasonably have been caused by a red light violation, but were attributed to another 
violation. For example, consider the collision between a pedestrian and a garbage truck 
making a right tum. A review of the repoti shows that there are conflicting statements 
regarding the color of the light, and independent witnesses all admit that they did not see the 
actual collision. Although the investigating officer identified the cause of the collision as 
"failure to yield to a pedestrian in a crosswalk" it also could have reasonably been caused by a 
"failure to stop at a red light." It was not coded as such on the report due to the lack of credible 
witnesses. 

Collisions where drivers claimed that they were "tired" or "distracted" were still included 
because a driver's own report as to their reason for running a red light is not considered reliable 
testimony. Furthennore, inattention and other irresponsible driving habits are the kind of 
behavior that is best remedied through consistent enforcement. 

In 2004, a traffic collision occurred at Victory Boulevard and Laurel Canyon Boulevard 
involved a drunk driver in which a fetus was killed. After the collision, the drunk driver fled 
the scene. This collision was included because the goal ofthe analysis was to evaluate the 
current PRL Program by examining collisions at all 32 intersections using a period of three 
years prior to and after activation of the current system. Furthermore, this collision is an 
example of the tremendous benefit ofthe PRL Program, since the apprehension and 
prosecution of the suspect in this case was aided by the use ofthe photographic evidence. 

The goal of the City's PRL Program is to reduce serious injury and fatal traffic collisions 
caused by drivers who fail to stop for red lights through high profile enforcement and 
education as well as to maximize the effective use of police resources. 

In March 2011, the National Safety Council released a report that tracked fatal and non fatal 
traffic collisions over a five year period. It tracked crash trends at PRL intersections 
investigated using data from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration's Fatality 
Analysis Reporting System and the National Automotive Sampling System General Estimate 
System. The study concluded that over this five year period, there were 256 less red light 
running fatal crashes which represented a 58 percent decrease? 

2 The National Safety Council Report Analysis of Intersection Fatal and Nonfatal Crashes from 2005 to 2009, dated March 3, 2011. 
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There are approximately two million cars that travel through the City's PRL intersections 
on a 24 hour basis. That equates to 64 million cars per month or 760 million cars per year. 
Since the cameras were installed in 2006, red light related traffic collisions have decreased 
by 63 percent and there have been no red light related fatalities at PRL intersections. The 
engineering countenneasures and rigorous signal design standards implemented by 
LADOT at PRL intersections undoubtedly have an impact on public safety. 

However, using engineering tools or using enforcement alone would not be as effective as 
a comprehensive safety strategy that embraces the tlll'ee E's of safety--engineering, 
enforcement, and education. 

CONCLUSION 

The LAPD and LADOT agree that engineering countermeasures are an integral part of an 
overall traffic safety strategy. The City already utilizes many of these countermeasures 
identified in Mr. Beeber's report, and PRL intersections received a rigorous engineering 
analysis before the can1eras were installed. We also believe that engineering countermeasures 
depends in large part on their ability to be consistently enforced. Respect for traffic laws and 
reducing dangerous driver habits are essential to traffic safety, and therefore, a strong law 
enforcement component must always accompany even the most rigorous engineering 
program. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is requested that the Board approve the aforementioned "Recommended Actions." 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Captain Thomas J. McDonald, 
Commanding Officer, Emergency Operations Division, at (213) 486-0680. 

Respectfully, 

CHARLIE BECK 
Chief of Police 

Attacl:unent 

BOARD OF 
POLICE COMMJSSJONERS 
Approved 
Secretory APR 1 9 2011 

m_~.__ ~/Z7~ 



PU[ lC SAFET\( 

MOTION 

In November 2010, Jay Beeber of the California Motorists Association released a report 
entitled HSafer Streets in Los Angeles: Why Engineering Countermeasures Are Mote Effective Than 
Photo Enforcement in Reducing Red-Light Related Crashes." This report documents the findings 
and conclusions reached by various experts in the field oftraffic engineering and numerous research 
projects studying the problem of red~ light rurming and effective countermeasures. According to fhe 
report, research studies that have examined the issue of red-light rmming and related crashes 
·universally conch.tde that maximum intersection safety can only be achieved by first doing a 
comprehensive engineering study, implementing the appropriate engineering countermeasures and 
'then evaluating the effectiveness of .the countermeasures applied. ·Relatively inexpensive 
engineering countermeasures include, increasing the yellow signal phase, implementing a second "all 
red" phase and installing left-turn arrows. The report notes that in virtually every instance where 
studies have shown a reduction in accidents and when photo enforcement has been implemented, 
peer reviews have raised serious questions as to the validity of the results. 

The August 2010 Controller's audit indicates that the existing photo red..:light camera· 
program has r~sulted in a net 1oss of $2.6 million dollars over the past two years, and that it has not 
conclusively shown to have improved safety on our roadways. It is important that the Los Angeles 
Police Department and the Department ofTra11sportation review this new repmt and determine if 
the City's 32 red-light camera intersectiohs are the most efficient and cost-effective ·ways to reduce 
overall serious injury and fatal traffic collisions resulting from red-ljght violations. · 

I THEREFORE MOVE that the City Council instruct the Los Angeles Depmtment of 
Transportation, with the assistance of the Police Department and the Chief Legislative Analyst, to 
review Jay Beeber's November201 0 reporten:titled "Safer Streets in Los Angeles: WhyEngineeri 
Countermeasures Are More Effective Than Photo Enforcement in Reducing Red-Light Relat 
Crashes" and repo1i with recommendations on any changes to the City's phot? red-light came~ 

. program. · // \ 

(···: _ fVJ' ·~~~a.· 
\ .'!' ~ ! ~ I 

'· 1 I f . 
. PRESENTED BY 'vI ' I . 

JAN~·R.R-y 1 

Cou ci nember/9th District 

/ 

msr· 
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SAFER STREETS IN LOS ANGELES: Why Engineering 
Countermeasures Are More Effective Than Photo 

Enforcement in Reducing Red-Light Related Crashes 

INTRODUCTION 
This report documents the fmdings and conclusions reached by various experts in the 
field of traffic engineering in numerous research projects studying the problem of red­
light-running and effective countermeasures. The research projects reviewed in this 
report were conducted by and in cooperation with the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE), the Texas Department ofTranspOiiation, the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration, and the Virginia DOT, among 
others. 

OVERVIEW 
Research studies that have examined the issue of red-light running and related crashes 
universally conclude that maximum intersection safety can only be achieved by first 
doing a comprehensive engineering study at each high risk intersection, implementing the 
appropriate engineering countermeasures, and then evaluating the effectiveness of the 
countermeasures applied. Only after all suitable engineering solutions have been 
attempted and evaluated should photo enforcement be considered. 1

• 
2

• 
3
' 
4 

Countermeasure selection to address a problem location should be based on a 
comprehensive engineering study of traffic conditions, traffic control device visibility, 
crash history, and intersection sight distance. The findings from the engineering analysis 
can then be used with the procedure outlined in the "Red-Light-Running Handbook: An 
Engineer's Guide to Reducing Red-Light-Related Crashes" to determine the most viable 
set of countermeasures. 1 

Relevant fmdings noted in the studies reviewed include: 

1. A "red-light-running problem" exists where there are excessive crashes, not simply 
excessive violations as not all violations have an equal tendency to cause crashes. 
Therefore the objective of a red-light-running treatment program should be the reduction 
of red-light related crashes as opposed to red-light violations. 1 

2. In virtually every situation where a red-light running problem exists, the proper 
application of proven engineering countermeasures can eliminate the problem without the 
need for costly photo enforcement systems. 

3. Ninety-five percent of red light violations occur within the first 2 seconds of the red 
interval. Therefore, one of the most effective ways to reduce red-light running violations 
and crashes is to lengthen the yellow signal interval to 1 second beyond the minimum 
duration based on the actual speed of vehicles approaching the intersection. This, in 
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conjllilction with an "all red phase" of 2 - 3 seconds to keep the intersection clear during 
the period when most violations occur, will remediate intersections with a red-light 
running problem and result in a significant improvement in safety. 

4. At sites that exhibit an excess of left tum opposed crashes, providing a "protected left 
tum" (red arrow) for oncoming traffic will completely eliminate this problem. 1 

5. The 5% of crashes that occur late into the red phase (well after 2 seconds) are generally 
the most serious and are primarily caused by unintentional violations of the red signal 
resulting from such factors as driver impai1ment, fatigue and inattention/distraction. 
Photo enforcement cannot prevent these types of crashes. Engineering countermeasures 
that improve the signal visibility (larger signal heads, backplates, waming signs, etc.) 
have been shown to reduce, but not eliminate, these types of crashes. l, 

2
' 
3 

6. Engineering countermeasures are proactive, as opposed to enforcement which is 
reactive. Proactive solutions are always better than reactive solutions. Therefore, best 
practices dictate that prior to in1plementation of photo enforcement, intersections 
suspected of having an increased risk of red-light related crashes must undergo an 
appropriate engineering study to determine which engineering countermeasures would be 
most appropriate. In most cases, once those engineering colliltermeasures are applied, 
safety improves significantly, eliminating the need for additional enforcement 
colliltermeasures. 

DISCUSSION 
Understanding the complex nature of red-light-running and red-light related crashes is 
critical to implementing a sound public policy to mitigate this problem. The following 
concepts should aid those who wish to become informed on this issue. 

I. Concentrate on Reducing Crashes as Opposed to Violations 
The objective of a red-light-running treatment program should be the reduction of red­
light related crashes as opposed to red-light violations. 1 The reason for this is that not all 
red light violations have an equal tendency to cause crashes. For example, violations that 
occur early in the red phase (less than 2 seconds into the red) rarely result in the more 
serious right angle (T -bone) crashes due to the fact that cross traffic has not yet entered 
the intersection. However, these types of violations sometimes result in the less severe 
left-tum-opposed crashes. 1 Likewise, rolling right tums rarely result in crashes. 5 

Therefore, a red-light-rllilning treatment program that concentrates on reducing violations 
that do not give rise to a sizable number of crashes may not result in a significant 
improvement in safety. 

II. Early Into Red vs. Late Into Red Violations 
As alluded to in the previous section, traffic engineers separate violations into two 
groups, Early Into Red (EIR) violations and Late Into Red (LIR) violations. Figure 5-1 
shows the relationship between violation frequency and time into red. 1 
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Figure 5-1. Frequency of Red-Light Violations as a Function of Time-Into-Red. 
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The vast majority of red light violations (95%) occur within the first 2 seconds of the red 
interval; 80% occur within the first second. Only 5% of all red light violations occur late 
into the red interval. Fortunately, engineering countermeasures can eliminate the risk of 
crashes due to violations that occur early into the red phase. 

HI. Eliminating EIR Crashes 
Relatively inexpensive engineering countermeasmes exist to prevent crashes due to 
vehicles entering into the intersection early into the red cycle. 
A. Increase the Yell ow Signal Phase. 

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) recommends calculating a minimum 
yellow signal interval duration based on the 85th percentile speed of free flow traffic 
approaching the intersection. In a 2004 Texas DOT study, traffic engineers Bonneson 
and Zimmerman noted that when the yellow interval duration is set one second longer 
than the "minimum time" based on the 85th percentile speed, violations decreased by 
53% and crashes decreased by 40%. In contrast, when the yellow interval duration is 
lowered to 1 second below the "minimum time", violations increased by 110%. 1 

The chart below shows a similar 30% to 55% reduction in violations achieved at San 
Diego red-light camera sites when the yellow interval times were increased. 
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Likewise, the following two figures show how Fairfax County, VA achieved a 
significant, sustained reduction in violations when the yellow timing was increased 
by Yz second. 
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As for concerns that drivers will adjust their behavior to account for the longer yellow 
light and still run the red, the data shows that "yellow increases in the range of 0. 5 to 
1.5 seconds, that do not yield yellow durations in excess of 5. 5 seconds, are still likely 
to reduce red-light-running by about 50 percent". 6 Any adaptation is minor and "does 
not undo the benefit of an increase in yellow duration"_ 6' 

7 

B. Implement a 2- 3 Second "All Red" Phase. 
Traffic engineers have long known that implementing an all red phase (where the light 
is red in all directions) prevents accidents by allowing all vehicles to clear the 
intersection prior to releasing cross traffic. Logically, an all red phase of 2 - 3 seconds 
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(where necessary) will prevent crashes due to the 95% of red-light violations that 
occur within the first two seconds of the light turning red. 

C. Employ a Protected Left Turn (Left Turn Anow). 
Left-turn-opposed crashes occur when drivers of left-turning vehicles waiting in the 
intersection at the end of the phase unintentionally tum in front of an opposing 
through vehicle, believing that its driver will stop for the red indication. If this tlu·ough 
driver violates the red indication, he may collide with the left-turning driver. This 
situation is not likely to occur when protected-only left-turn phasing is provided. 1• 

2
· 
3 

Therefore, at intersections where left-tum-opposed crashes are over represented, 
significant safety improvement can be achieved by implementing a protected left turn 
(red arrow) phase. As the figure below2 indicates, this should effectively eliminate 
left-tum-opposed crashes that occur early into the red cycle. 

Relationship between Time of Crash, Left-Tum Phasing and Type of Crash 

Time of Left-Turn Phasing Most Likely 
Crash Crash 

Early in red Protected-only None 

Pe1mitted or Prot/Penn. Left -tluu-opposed 

By increasing the yellow signal phase to one second beyond the ITE minimum times 
based on the 851

h percentile speed of free flowing traffic, increasing the all red phase to a 
minimum of two seconds and, where necessary, implementing a protected left turn, most 
crashes that result from EIR violations (95% of red light violations) can be prevented, 
eliminating the need for additional enforcement countermeasures. (For a full explanation 
of how proper signal timing can improve intersection safety, see our full report entitled, 
"Maximizing Safety at Signalized Intersections Through Longer Yellow and All-Red 
Phases"). 

IV. Reducing LIR Crashes 
As stated above, Late Into Red violations represent only about 5% of all red light running 
violations. However, these violations arc most likely to result in the more severe right­
angle crashes. The problem, from a crash reduction standpoint, is that LIR violations are 
most frequently unintentional violations and are therefore resistant to the effects of 
increased red-light enforcement. 1 

Unintentional violations are committed by drivers who either are unable to safely stop or 
are unaware of the need to stop due to impairment, fatigue or inattention/distraction as 
well as poor signal visibility. Unintentional violations can occur at any time in the red 
cycle. Engineering countermeasures are the only viable option to reduce accidents 

d b . . l d 1' h . 1 2 3 cause y unmtentwna re - 1g t-runnmg. ' ' 

These countermeasures are generally geared towards increasing the signal 
visibility/conspicuity to ensure that the signal, and specifically the red display, captures 
the motorists' attention.3 They include: 
A. Place signals overhead vs. pole-mounted. 
B. Increase the number of signal heads to provide a signal for each approach lane. 
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C. Use 12-in. signal lenses as opposed to 8-in. signal lenses. 
D. Improve the motorists' line of sight to the signal head. 
E. Provide two red-signal displays within each signal head. 
F. Replace incandescent bulbs with brighter LED units. 
G. Install backplates to enhance the contrast between the signal head and the surrounding 

background. This is particularly useful for signals oriented in an east-west direction to 
counteract the glare of the rising and setting sun or in areas of visually complex 
backgrounds. 

H. Install Signal Ahead signs and/or advanced warning flashers. 

Some combination of the above countermeasures should reduce crashes due to 
unintentional violations. However, these types of crashes cannot be completely 
eliminated as there will always be some measure of driver impairment, distraction or 
fatigue present on our roadways. 

V. Additional Engineering Countermeasures 
Table 8 lists many of the engineering countermeasures cited in the literature as having 
some ability to reduce red-light violations, related crashes, or both. 1 This information is 
provided as an illustration of possible additional countermeasures that can be applied to 
intersections with a red-light-rum1ing crash problem. 

a e . e(- tght \ 10 ation T bl 8 R 1 L' 1' ] • c ountel'measure Eff ectiveness. 
C>J.tegory CountN·mensurr Reported Reductions, % 

Violations Crashes RE:"fel'enn•' 
Traffic char. Reduce approach speed by 5 mph 30 25 to 30 8.8 
Signal Increase signal cycle length by 10 s. if y/c ratio < 0. 60 15 - s 
operation Increase yellow interval duration by 0.5 s 40 20 to 15 8,8 

Provide green extension (advance deiection)' 65 - :!3 

Add protected-only left-tum phasing 6 -- 70 2] 

Motorist hlJIJrove signal visibility via better signal head location -- -- --
infonnation Improve signal visibility •'ia additional sigtml head -- 47 JO 

Improve signal visibility by clearing sight lines to signa I -- - --

Improve signal conspicuity by upgt·ading to 12"lense~ -- 47 :!0 

Improve signal conspicnity by using yellow LEDs 13 -- 14 

Improve signal conspicuity by using red LED~ -- -- --

Improve signa I conspicuity by nsiug back plates 25 32 8.:!0 

hnprove signal conspicuity by using dual red indications -- 33 JO 
Add advance wamiug sigu~ {no active flashers)' -- 44 .!0 

Add advance wanling signs \vith active flashers 7 29 -- ]] 

Traffic Reduce delay through re-timing if 1·/c ratio > 0. 70 10 to 50 -- s 
operation Reduce wmecessat}' delay through .~ig1wl ro::Himing -- - --

Improve signal coordination • -- -- --
Geometry Remove mmeeded signals 100 100 --

Add capacity with addiTional lanes or llU11 bays -- -- --
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VI. Arguments in Favor of Photo Enforcement (and Responses} 
1. Some studies have shown a reduction in accidents when photo enforcement has been 
implemented 
In virtually every instance where those studies have been peer reviewed, serious 
questions have been raised as to the validity of the results. 8 In many cases, the research 
was conducted by parties that had a financial stake in the outcome of the results including 
the red light camera companies and members of the insurance industry, such as the 
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, who benefit from increased premiums charged to 
drivers who accrue points on their licenses as a result of citations issued through photo 
enforcement. In other cases, the methodology was flawed since the researchers failed to 
control for other factors that would have had a positive effect on accident rates such as 
reductions in traffic volume and engineering improvements that were implemented at the 
time the cameras were installed. In contrast, numerous studies done by qualified research 
engineers have shown little to no overall benefit from the introduction of red light 
cameras. For example, a report by the Virginia Transportation Research Council, a 
division of the Virginia DOT, documenting the safety impact of red light cameras based 
on 7 years of crash data found the results from photo enforcement varied significantly by 
intersection and by jurisdiction, but that overall, "The cameras were associated with an 
increase in total crashes" and ''The cameras were associated with an increase in the 
frequency of injrny crashes". 4 Similarly, a 2008 University of South Florida report 
found that "Comprehensive studies conclude cameras actually increase crashes and 
injuries, providing a safety argument not to install them", 8 and a 2004 North Carolina 
A&T University study reported, "Our findings are more pessimistic, finding no change in 
angle accidents and large increases in rear-end crashes and many other types of crashes 
relative to other intersections". 9 Here in Los Angeles, the City Controller's audit stated, 
"The photo red light program has not conclusively shown to increase public safety". 

2. From 2004 through 2006, prior to the installation ofthe cameras, there were five red 
light related fatalities that occurred at the current PRL intersections. There have been no 
red light-related fatalities at any of the intersections since April 2006 when the first 
cameras were activated. This program has increased safety and saved lives. 
There is absolutely no evidence to show that this is true. In actuality, these five fatalities 
are prime evidence for the ineffectiveness of red-light cameras. First, the five "red-light 
related" fatalities were not all red-light related. Second, none ofthe crashes were of the 
type that could reasonably be expected to be prevented using photo enforcement. A 
review of the actual police reports showed the following: One accident was caused by a 
drunk driver, one by a j-walker 33 feet outside the intersection (the light was yellow 
when the driver when through), one was a garbage truck that hit a pedestrian while 
making a right turn on a GREEN light, one was caused by driver fatigue and one was 
caused by a distracted driver who ran the light well after it was red. Furthermore, the 
drunk driving fatality occurred at an intersection monitored by a red-light camera 
operated by the previous vendor, yet the LAPD chooses to use this incident as an 
example of the kind of accident that the current system would have prevented. Clearly, 
the red-light camera had no effect on whether this drunk driver ran the red light, as is the 
case with most serious collisions caused by drivers entering the intersection well into the 
red phase due to impairment, distraction or fatigue. The two accidents caused by driver 
fatigue and distraction also occurred well into the red phase, providing fmiher evidence 
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that the most dangerous red-light running accidents occur unintentionally and thus can't 
be remedied by installing photo enforcement. 

Additionally, as occurred in other jurisdictions studying the effectiveness of photo 
enforcement, the LAPD failed to take into account other factors that likely led to a 
reduction in accidents and fatalities. In this case, at the time the cameras were installed, 
the LADOT also increased the yellow light timing and implemented a one second all red 
phase. Also, traffic volume significantly decreased during this period due to record high 
gas prices and the current recession. As the City Controller's audit stated, "attributing 
these results solely to automated enforcement is questionable. (Those) changes alone 
could have made the intersection safer". 

3. The public supports the use of red-light cameras. 
Absolutely false. Each and every time the question of photo enforcement has been put 
before the voters, citizens have solidly rejected its use. Most recently, voters in the city 
of Anaheim overwhelmingly approved Proposition K which bans the use of red light 
cameras within the city's limits. The proposition won with 73% of the votes. Likewise, 
the vote in Mukilteo, WA was 70% against their automated ticketing machines. Voters in 
Houston and Baytown, TX opted to end those cities' red light camera programs as well. 
Last November, 72% of voters in Chillicothe, OH said no to photo enforcement; citizens 
in Heath, OH and College Station, TX also rejected cameras. Photo enforcement has 
never survived a public vote. Even city officials have lost faith in red-light camera 
programs. Lorna Linda, Whittier, Moreno Valley, Rocklin, San Carlos, Union City, 
Yucaipa, Costa Mesa, Berkeley, Burlingame, Cupertino, Compton, El Monte, Fairfield, 
Fresno, Fullerton, Indian Wells, Irvine, Maywood, Montclair, Paramount, Rancho 
Cucamonga, Redlands, Roseville, San Jose, Santa Fe Springs, Santa Maria, Santa Rosa, 
Upland, and San Bernardino have all become disillusioned with photo enforcement and 
rejected their automated ticketing programs. 

4. Drivers will just adjust their behavior to account for the longer yellow light and still 
run the red. 
As we've seen, that's not what the data shows. The Texas study found that increasing the 
yellow timing by one second decreased violations by 53% and crashes by 40%. 1 That 
study as well as others noted above have shown that for yellow intervals less than about 
5.5 seconds, adjustments in driver behavior do not negate the beneficial effects of longer 
yellow phasing. According to a 2004 study by Bonneson, et aL, "Drivers do adapt to the 
increase in yellow duration; however, this adaptation does not undo the benefit of an 
increase in yellow duration." 6 And an ITE study had this to say, "It has frequently been 
claimed that if the yellow is 'too long', more drivers will use part of the yellow as green. 
More drivers, it was argued, would cross after yellow onset with long than with short 
yellow. The data show that the percentage of last-to-cross vehicles clearing the 
intersection (T +0.2) seconds or more past the yellow onset was not appreciably changed 
by the extension of the yellow phase." 7 

5. The City of LA has already increased the yellow timing above the minimums and 
implemented an all red phase, so now the only thing lefl is photo enforcement. 
Not exactly. While the LADOT did increase the yellow timing, in some cases .3 seconds 
above the minimums, and while that may have improved safety a bit, there are two 
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deficiencies. First, the DOT based the minimum timing on the posted speed limit. That 
speed is almost definitely lower than the actual speed of the traffic approaching the 
intersection. The ITE standard is to use the 85th percentile speed of free flow traffic. 
This could easily be 5 to 15 mph above the posted limit. The chart below from the 
California Traffic Manual shows the mandatory minimum timing for yellow signals. 

POSTED SPEED MINIMUM 
or PRIMA FACIE SPEED YELLOW INTERVAL 

mph km/h Seconds 

25 or less 40 or less 3.0 

30 48 3.2 

35 56 3.6 

40 64 3.9 

45 72 4.3 

50 80 4.7 

55 89 5.0 
60 97 5.4 

65 105 5.8 

At 35 mph, the minimum yellow time is 3.6 seconds. The LADOT has set the time at 3.9 
seconds, making it appear as though they are giving drivers extra time to react. However, 
if the approach speed is actually 40 mph, then, for the majority of motorists, the yellow 
timing is set at only the minimum, not above. If the 85th percentile speed is 45 mph, then 
the yellow timing is below that required for safety. Furthermore, as we have seen, setting 
the yellow timing a fulll second beyond the minimum provides significant safety 
improvements. So for an intersection where the 85th percentile speed is 40 mph, the City 
could achieve perhaps up to a 53% reduction in violations and a 40% reduction in crashes 
by setting the yellow signal at 4.9 seconds. (Note: we are not suggesting increasing the 
speed limit, only the yellow signal timing based on actual vehicle speeds.) 

Second, the DOT set the all red phase at about 1 second. As we have seen, 95% of 
violations occur in the first 2 seconds of red, so an additional safety benefit may be 
achieved by setting the all red phase at a full 2 - 3 seconds. Furthermore, based on the 
ITE formula for setting the all-red phase, most intersections in Los Angeles would 
require at least a 2 second all-red period. 

Finally, changing the signal tim.Jng is only one possible engineering approach to reducing 
red-light related crashes. As Table 8 above shows, a whole host of possible 
countermeasures exist that could be employed. Only after a thorough engineering survey 
is done at problem intersections will we be able to determine what other means can be 
utilized to improve safety. 

6. Increasing the yellow and red phase will slow traffic flow through intersections 
leading to more congestion. 
Not necessarily. First, an increase in congestion would only be seen at the most 
congested intersections at the most congested times of the day. At other times, when the 
traffic volume is lower, all vehicles will have enough time to pass thmugh the 



SAFER STREETS IN lAJS ANGELES: Why Engineering Coun~cermeasures Are More 
E-Yfective Than Photo Enforcement in Reducing Red-Light Related Crashes 

intersection on the green phase and no additional congestion would be seen. However, if 
a trade-off must be made, the City should choose increased safety over traffic flow. 

7. There is a "halo effect" to the use of photo enforcement as drivers become more aware 
of the need to stop at red lights and all intersections in the city become safer. 
The so-called "halo effect" of red-light cameras has never been shown to be a real 
phenomenon. Instead, it is wishful thinking on the part of the red-light camera industry 
and their advocates. As stated earlier, studies that show a safety benefit to photo 
enforcement, even on an area wide basis, failed to take into account other factors that 
likely led to a reduction in accidents such as traffic volume and the introduction of 
engineering safety measures. Furthermore, studies such as the one by the Virginia DOT 
found no across-the-board safety improvement when red-light camera enforcement was 
implemented. 4 But one need only look to the experience here in Los Angeles to see that 
there is no halo effect at work. First, if this effect were real, there would have been a 
reduction in violations. That is not what we have seen. What has occurred, however, is a 
53% increase in red-light related crashes at photo enforced intersections from 2008 to 
2009. If, after a decade of use, the red-light cameras can't modify driver behavior and 
prevent an increase in accidents at the actual intersections where they are deployed, how 
can we expect them to modify driver behavior on a city-wide basis? 

8. Even if we implement all necessary engineering countermeasures, we should still use 
photo enforcement for added safety. 
At intersections where engineering countermeasures have eliminated the majority of red­
light related accidents, employing photo enforcement may actually decrease safety. 
Virtually every study has shown that red-light cameras increase rear-end collisions by 
between 20 and 40 percent. 2• 

3
• 
4

' 
8 So, using photo enforcement at relatively safe 

intersections would likely have the unintended consequence of reducing safety. 
Additionally, it would be a huge waste of money. The authors of the Texas DOT study 
explained it this way: "The implementation of countermeasures with the intent to reduce 
crashes below that of the typical approach represents 'over treatment'. Over treatment is 
not likely to be cost-effective". 1 

9. If we just put the cameras at the "right" intersections, the program will be succes4id 
It should be clear by now that there will likely be no intersections that are "right" for 
photo enforcement if we implement the proper engineering countermeasures first. 
Furthermore, even if there are some intersections that would benefit from photo 
enforcement, that determination must be made after engineering counte1measures are 
applied and evaluated. 

10. Red-light violators must be punished. 
The proper goal of traffic enforcement is to increase safety. A program that does not 
significantly improve safety should be replaced with one that does, even if it results in 
less violators being "punished". Furthermore while popular perception is that red-light­
running is often an intentional act, as we have seen, the studies have shown that this 
behavior can be both intentional and unintentional with the majority being unintentionaL 1 

Since unintentional violations due to impairment, distraction and fatigue are the type that 
cause the most serious right angle crashes, simply ticketing "scofflaws" will do nothing 
to eliminate severe accidents. If we merely want to ticket as many people as possible, 
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then the City's Photo Red Light Program is a complete success. According to the LAPD, 
we currently issue over 59,000 photo red light citations per year, 75 percent of which go 
to drivers making rolling right turns. At some intersection approaches the percentage of 
rolling right turn violations is as high as 97%. While the rolling right tum is technically a 
violation of our traffic laws, the risk from this behavior is miniscule, even to pedestrians. 
According to National Highway Traffic Safety Administration statistics, nationwide only 
.01% or 1 in 10,000 of all right turn on red crashes involved a pedestrian or bicyclist and 
resulted in injury. 5 However, that statistic is for all right turn on red crashes, not just 
those that involved a vehicle making a rolling right turn on red. Therefore the number of 
crashes that involved a pedestrian or bicyclist where a vehicle was making a rolling right 
turn on red must be less than 1 in 10,000. In addition, some portion of those crashes is 
likely to have been caused by the pedestrian or bicyclist as opposed to the motorist. The 
risk of crashes due to motorists making a rolling right turn on red is so small that no 
studies have ever directly quantified it. We therefore undertook an analysis of Los 
Angeles crash statistics to detennine how much risk this behavior poses to other 
motorists and pedestrians. We found that the average number of rolling-right-turn 
collisions each year was approximately 45 out of approximately 56,000 collisions 
annually in the City of L.A. This represents just 0.079% of all accidents, or 1 in 127,000, 
an extremely low percentage. Additionally, the majority of collisions were classified as 
resulting in minimal or no injuries, even when pedestrians or bicyclists were involved. In 
fact, there were no fatalities noted due to RRTs for any of the 8 years studied. We also 
estimated that the chance that a rolling-right-turn will result in a collision is 0.00029% 
based on an approximately 15,540,519 rolling-right-turns occurring annually in the City 
of Los Angeles. Statistically, this means that a driver would have to make 345,000 
rolling right turns before they might be involved in a collision. In actuality though, a 
careful driver who yields appropriately prior to making a right turn on red, whether or not 
they come to a complete stop, may never be involved in a collision due to this behavior. 
(See our full report, "How Dangerous is a Rolling Right Turn?") 

Supporters have repeatedly stated that public safety is the number one priority of the 
City's Photo Red Light Program, not punishment or revenue generation. If this is true, 
then those supporters should eagerly endorse the engineering solutions outlined in this 
report which have been scientifically proven to achieve significant safety improvements 
at signalized intersections. Engineering countermeasures are consistently successful 
because they are proactive; they physically prevent two vehicles from occupying the 
same space at the same time, thereby averting collisions. Photo enforcement, on the 
other hand, is reactive, and relies on the hope that drivers will modify their behavior in 
response to or to avoid punishment, a much less effective strategy for improving safety. 

11. Any program that can prevent accidents and prevent even one fatality from occurring 
is worthwhile. 
Not if there arc better alternatives that would be less costly and prevent more accidents 
and fatalities. The measure of whether any public program is worthwhile is not whether 
it achieves any benefit, but whether it achieves the maximum benefit possible at the 
lowest cost. The City currently employs red-light cameras at 32 intersections with plans 
to expand that number to 64 at a recurring cost of millions of dollars annually. The 
engineering solutions outlined in this report can be employed at intersections throughout 
the city for a much lower one-time expenditure. This approach is not only the most cost 
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effective, it achieves a greater safety benefit at a significantly larger number of sites. 
Research studies that have examined the issue of red-light running and related crashes 
universally conclude that maximum intersection safety can only be achieved by first 
doing a comprehensive engineering study at each high risk location, implementing the 
appropriate engineering countermeasures, and then evaluating the effectiveness of the 

1. d I 2 3 4 8 Wh . d hi . . 1 d" countermeasures app 1e . ' ' ' ' en questwne on t s pomt on a natwna ra to 

program, Adrian Lund, president of the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety stated, 
"One of the things we think should happen (when considering) any red light camera 
program is that first cities should review their signal timing. We've looked at that, quite 
right, there are studies on that and we did see a reduction in violations when you lengthen 
the yellow light". 

12. The City has no money to do the necessary engineering studies. 
The City is planning on entering into a multi-year contract obligation costing tens of 
millions of dollars in public funds. Prior to doing so, the City shou.ld allocate a small 
portion of that money to the necessary studies and engineering countermeasures. The 
likely result is that the anticipated expenditure of funds on a new photo red-light program 
may not be necessary, saving the City tens of millions of dollars in the short and long 
term. 

13. The photo red-light contractor can do the necessary engineering studies and pay for 
all the necessary infrastructure. 
The purpose of any engineering studies done by a photo red-light contractor will not be to 
determine what engineering countermeasures might be appropriate for a particular 
intersection. Their sole purpose will be to determine where, not jj; the cameras are to be 
deployed. This is putting the cart before the horse. Furthem1ore, once the City enters 
into a contract, it will be obligated to employ the cameras somewhere in the city and the 
cost of doing so, including all the upfront costs and operating fees will be included in the 
monthly fee due the vendor. The City currently spends over $4.3 million annually on the 
Photo Red Light Program with a net loss of over $1 million. If a new and expanded 
program is implemented, those costs and losses are likely to double or even triple. First, 
there will be a cost for new equipment at twice the number of intersections. Second, 
operational costs will likely double with twice the number of intersections being 
monitored. Finally, the income from issued citations currently used to offset some costs, 
will likely not double. As the LAPD reports, many cited vehicle owners simply ignore 
the citation due to the fact that the L.A. Superior Court chooses not to notify the DMV in 
these cases. As this policy is publicized, even more of those ticked will ignore their 
citations. Furthermore, recent published appeals court rulings have determined that the 
evidence used in photo red-light cases violates the hearsay rule. As the impact of these 
rulings begins to increase the likelihood that violators can successfully challenge their 
citations, more motorists may choose to fight their tickets and many of them will be 
successful. The city of San Bernadino recently chose to buy their way out of their Photo 
Red Light contract with American Traffic Solutions (the current vendor for Los Angeles) 
due to concerns of losing additional revenue after courts in that county ruled that photo 
ticket evidence was inadmissible hearsay. These factors will significantly impact the 
offsetting funds the City relies on to pay for the cost of the Photo Red Light Program. 
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VII. Putting It All Together 
1. Significant, sustained reductions in violations and crashes can be achieved when the 

yellow signal timing is increased by up to 1 second beyond the "minimum 
recommended time" based on the 85th percentile speed of free flow traffic approaching 
the intersection. Any driver adaptation to the longer yellow phase does not undo the 
benefit of an increase in yellow duration. 

2. An all-red phase of 2- 3 seconds may provide an added level of safety. 
3. A protected left tum signal should eliminate most, if not all, left tum opposed crashes. 
4. Most right angle crashes are a result of unintentional violations due to impairment, 

distraction, fatigue, etc. Red-light cameras have no effect on reducing these types of 
accidents. 

5. Other engineering solutions which improve signal visibility and conspicuity may also 
be appropriate and contribute to safety improvements. 

6. Once all appropriate engineering countermeasures are implemented, the need for costly 
photo enforcement systems will likely be eliminated. For intersections where 
engineering solutions have resulted in improved safety, adding red-light cameras may 
decrease safety due to an increase in rear-end collisions. 

CONCLUSION 
The way forward should now be clear. The City of L.A. should immediately take the 
necessary steps to stop the RFP process and instead begin the process of evaluating 
intersections suspected of having an increased risk of red-light related crashes to 
determine which engineering countermeasures would be most appropriate. Proceeding 
with the RFP is counterproductive to the goal of safer streets and public officials that 
support continuing this course of action are abrogating their responsibility to the citizens 
they represent. 

*The author of this report has never received a photo enforced citation. His last citation 
for a moving violation occuned in 1988. 
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RECEIVED 

DEC 01 2010 

POLICE COMMISSION 

TO: The Honorable Board of Police Commissioners 

FROM: Chief of Police 

SUBJECT: CITY COUNCIL MOTION RELATIVE TO CONTROLLER'S AUDIT 
OF THE PHOTO RED LIGHT PROGRAM (CITY COUNCIL 
FILE NO. 10-1502) 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 

1. That the Board of Police Commissioners (Board) REVIEW and APPROVE this report in 
response to the City Council Motion (Hahn) relative to the City Controller's Audit of the 
Photo Red Light Program (PRLP), Council File (CF) No. 10-1502; 

2. That the Board TRANSMIT the report to the Audits and Governmental Efficiency and Public 
Safety Committees; and, 

3. That the Board APPROVE the continuance of the City's Photo Red Light Program. 

BACKGROUND 

(·:tidJ 0 
u~~~_., •. ~~ 

On September 29, 2010, Councilwoman Janice Balm moved that the Los Angeles Police 
Department (Department), with the assistance of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LADOT) andthe City Administrative Officer, be directed to report on the findings of the City 
Controller's audit relative to the PRLP and on possible recommendations to terminate the Program. 

The motion raised three areas of concern: 

1. The PRLP's impact on public safety; 
2. The PRLP's impact on City finances; and, 
3. The intersection selection process. 
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DISCUSSION 

PART 1: THE PHOTO RED LIGHT PROGRAM'S IMPACT ON PUBLIC SAFETY 

The Benefits of Automated Enforcement 

The Department supports the continued use of the PRLP as prui of an overall strategy to reduce 
the incidence of sedous injury and fatal traffic collisions resulting from red light violations in the 
City. Traditional field enforcement has been unable to sufficiently address this problem as only 
seven percent of moving violations written by field personnel are for red light violations. 

With the operation of32 PRL intersections, the Department's PRLP more than quadrupled the 
nwnber of citations issued from 14,000 to 59,000 citations annually. In addition to providing 
efficient and accurate enforcement, the PRLP also serves as a high visibility public awareness 
campaign, putting drivers on notice that the City of Los Angeles does not tolerate red light 
running. The Department believes that the increased driver compliance that accompanies better 
enforcement leads to a decrease in traffic related accidents. 

Measuring Effectiveness 

The Department traffic collision analysis has shown an overall decrease in red light collisions at 
PRL intersections since their deployment From 2004 to 2009, the Department noted an overall 
63 percent decrease in red light related traffic collisions at PRL intersections, as well as an 
overall decrease of 10 percent in all types of collisions. Additionally, there have been no red 
light related fatalities since program activation (compared to five fatalities in the three years prior 
to PRL enforcement, from 2004-2006). 

The reduction in red light related traffic collisions is consistent with numerous published studies 
ofPRLPs by research scientists who have conducted extensive statistical analysis far beyond law 
enforcement capabilities. For example, a meta-analysis on the effectiveness of red light cameras 
was recently published in the Journal of the Institute of Transportation Engineers Effectiveness of 
Red Light Cameras, Brian Bochner and Troy Walden, ITE Journal, May 2010, (Attachment 2), 

This study analyzed hundreds ofPRL intersections over various time frames from dozens of 
different localities and concluded that "red light cameras substantially reduce red light violation 
rates" and "reduce crashes that result from red light mnning." It also concluded that red light 
cameras "usually reduce crash severity by virtue of reducing the more severe right angle 
crashes." 
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On June 30, 2010, Michael Geraci, Director of the Office of Safety Programs for the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), testified before the United States House of 
Representatives that approximately- 1,000 people die in red light related traffic collisions every 
year in the United States. Mr. Geraci stated that red light cameras have been shown to reduce 
collisions by 30 to 50 percent. He concluded that "Automated enforcement programs can be an 
effective countermeasure for reducing crashes at high~ risk locations." 

The ControJler's Assessment of Department Collision Statistics 

The Controller's audit contains a discussion of Department traffic collision statistics and 
recommends several improvements to the gathering and analyzing of statistical data (Attachment 
3). The audit states that a definitive conclusion about public safety cannot be made based solely 
on the Department's location-specific statistical analysis of collision repotts. 

The audit raised two main areas of concern: 1) The thorough ru1d accurate capturing of collision 
data; and 2) The proper analysis of the data. 

1. Thorough and Accurate Capturing of Collision Data. The audit pointed to several areas 
that raised questions about the ability of Department statistics to be conclusive: 

The Department acknowledges the limitations of current data capturing methods and has 
co1nmitted to making improvements where possible. A plan to increase the number of fields 
captured by divisional databases is underway ruld a more integrated statistical tracking system is 
being investigated. 

2. Proper Analysis of the Data. The audit recognized that there are many factors that can 
affect collision rates and suggested that Department statistical analysis incorporate variables 
such as Citywide collision trends, changes in fuel prices, fluctuations in traffic volume, and 
weather patterns (Attachment 3, Pages 32-34). 

Presently, the Department does not have the resources to complete the level of analysis being 
recommended. Location-specific statistics are monitored in terms of general trends, primruily to 
watch for unintended consequences, such as a dramatic spike in rear~end traffic collisions (which 
the City has not experienced). 

Traffic Collision Increases at PRL Intersections 

In November 2009, in response to a media report, the Department conducted an in-depth analysis 
of traffic collision statistics six months before and six months after the installation ofPRL 
equipment. Over six hundred traffic collision reports were mrumally reviewed to determine their 
relevancy to the PRLP. The results of this shortened study period showed a decrease in only half 
of the intersections, with the other half either exhibiting no change or a slight increase. The 
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Depmiment agrees with the auditor's assessment that the time period of this particular study was 
insufficient to make conclusions about the impact ofthe PRLP. 

As stated earlier, from 2004 to 2009, there has been an overall decrease of 63 percent in red light 
collisions at PRL intersections. Additionally, there has been an overall decrease of 10 percent in 
all types of collisions and no red light related fatalities since program activation (compared to 
five fatalities in the three years prior to PRL enforcement from 2004~2006). 

PART 2: THE PRL PROGRAM'S IMP ACT ON CITY FINANCES 

The Controller's audit found that the PRLP has not covered its operational costs and cites a $2.5 
million net loss over the last two years (Attachment 3, Page 40). Revenues from the PRLP have 
been lower than expected due to a lower collection rate on PRL citations. Unfortunately, 
discussion with the Los Angeles Superior Court to modifY their procedures to increase 
collections on outstanding PRL citations has not proven successfuL 

Court Collections 

The Department believes receipts from the PRLP have been lower than expected due to the 
decision of the Los Angeles County Courts not to use administrative collection tools such as a 
Department of Motor Vehicle (DMV) hold for failures to appear or the Franchise Tax Board 
(FTB) in the collection of outstanding PRL cases. While the court currently refers outstanding 
PRL citations to their contracted collection agency, GC Services, approximately 56,000 PRL 
citations remain open and unresolved in the court system. These outstanding citations represent 
over $7 million in potential revenue to the City. The collection rate for fiscal year 2009/2010 
was 23 percent 

The DMV hold is an important element to the successful operation of a PRLP. The State 
legislature recognized this in 1999 when Section 40509 of the California Vehicle Code was 
amended to specifically allow for notification to the DMV for failure to appear on PRL cases. 
Without a DMV hold, there is effectively no legal leverage to compel violators to respond to the 
court order. 

Additionally, the FTB is a valuable collection resource that has proved to be highly effective in 
other counties. For example, when the County of San Diego instituted an aggressive FTB 
program, they collected over $30 million in outstanding court~ordered debt in the first year. 

The DMV hold and FTB programs are currently being utilized for PRL citations in 
San Bernardino, Riverside, San Diego, and Ventura County courts with highly successful results. 
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The Department, LADOT, and the City Attomey's Office, have had discussions with senior Los 
Angeles County Court officials in order to address the low collection rate of PRL citations. 
Court leadership has decided to stay with the cmrent policy. 

PART 3: INTERSECTION SELECTION 

The Controller's audit notes that the method used to select the PRL intersections eliminated 
some intersections that had higher collision rates. The intersection selection criteria were 
developed in cooperation with the LADOT under the direction of the City Council. Efforts were 
made to place public safety as a top priority, while also balancing the practicality of 
implementation and Citywide coverage. 

The concems raised in the report regarding infrastructure funding have been addressed in the 
recently released PRL Request for Proposals (RFP). The LADOT has also committed to 
working with Cal trans for the upcoming contract and to allow for a reasonable time schedule. 

Citywide Implementation 

The audit notes that City Council emphasized the importance of placing at least one PRL in each 
Council District. The Department sought to accommodate the Council, while still prioritizing 
public safety, by selecting the most "accident-prone" intersections in their respective districts. 
Thus, the need for targeted enforcement was balanced with the desire for a broader 
implementation of the PRLP. 

The goal of balanced coverage is also strongly motivated by a public safety awareness 
component. The PR.LP operates as both a high visibility enforcement and educational tool. The 
ripple effect of a PRL intersection on the stlrrounding community increases public attention to 
red light compliance. As such, a PR.LP has the maximum public safety benefit when enforced 
intersections are spread throughout the City. · 

As a matter of infmmation, selections based on collision history alone would have placed 80 
percent ofPRL intersections in either the Valley or West Bureaus, leaving little to no coverage 
for huge swaths of the City and excluding the following five Council Districts entirely: 1, 7, 11, 
14, and 15. Uneven distribution can lead to claims that the City is unfairly targeting particular 
communities. Balanced coverage also provides for equitable distribution of court case load. 
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The Department acknowledges that limiting the selection region to Council District may have 
been too narrow to allow for the necessary latitude in intersection selection. For any future 
contracts~ the Department would prefer limiting the selections to the four geographic police 
bureaus instead of the smaller 15 Council Districts, which would achieve Citywide coverage 
while allowing for greater latitude to focus on intersections with the greatest collision problems. 

CONCLUSION 

The Department and the LADOT support the continued use of the PRLP as part of an overall 
strategy to reduce the incidence of serious injury and fatal traffic collisions resulting from red 
light violations in the Ci1y. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is requested that the Board approve the aforementioned ''Recommended Actions." 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Captain Thomas J. McDonald, 
Conunanding Officer; Emergency Operations Division, at (213) 486-0680. 

Respectfully, 

CHARLIE BECK 
Chief of Police 

Attachments 
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AUDITS & GOVERNM 

ENTAL EFFtCJENc I 

The Controller has just released an audit which concludes that red~ligbt cameras have 
not improved safety. The audit indicates that the red-light camera program bas bypassed some 
of the. City's most dangerous intersections, cost more than $2.5 million over the last two years 
and failed to adequately demonstrate an improvement in safety. 

The audit advises that while the camera program was supposed to reduce accidents at 
the highest-risk intersections, some of the most accident-prone corners were passed over, and 
only half of the intersections equipped with cameras showed a reduction in accidents. 

The audit also advises that the Police Department operators of this program as well as 
the Department of Transportation have been unable to conclusively document safety 
improvements, and that a more comprehensive means of evaluating the effectiveness of red­
light cameras is needed. 

I THEREFORE MOVE that the Police Department with the assistance of the 
Transportation Department and the City Administrative Officer be directed to report on the 
findings of the Controller's audit relative to the photo red-light program and on possible 
recommendations to terminate this program if the findings warrant termination. 

September 29, 20 10 
ak 

PRESENTED~(~ ~~ 
JANICEHA N 
Councilwoman, 15th District 

SECONDED BY:~.~ 
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Traffic--law enforcement and risk of death from motor~vehicle 
crashes: case~crossover study 

Donald A Redelmeler, Robert J Tlbshir<Jnl, Leonard Evans 

Summary 

Background Driving offences and traffic deaths are 
common in countries with high rates of motor-vehicle use. 
We tested whether traffic convictions, because of their 
direct effect on the recipient, might be associated with a 
reduced risk of fatal motor-vehicle crashes, 

Methods We Identified licensed drivers in Ontario, Canada, 
who had been involved In fatal crashes in the past 11 
years. We used the case-crossover design to analyse the 
protective effect Of recent convictions on individual drivers, 

Findings 8975licensed drivers had fatal crashes during the 
study period. 21501 driving convictions were recorded for 
all drivers from the date of obtaining a full licence to the 
date of fatal crash, equivalent to about one convicU on per 
driver every 5 years. The risk of a fatal crash in the month 
after a conviction was about 35% lower than in a 
comparable month wlth no conviction tor the same driver 
(95% Cl 20-45, p=0·0002). The benefit lessened 
substantially by 2 months and was not significant by 
3-4 months. Tlle benefit was not altered by age, previous 
convictions, and other personal characteristics; was greater 
for speeding violations with penalty points than speeding 
violations without points; was no different for crashes of 
differing severity; and was not seen in drivers whose 
llcences were suspended, 

Interpretation Traffic-! aw enforcement effectively reduces 
the frequency of fatal motor-vehicle crashes in countries 
with high rates of motor-vehicle use. Inconsistent 
enforcement, therefore, may contribute to thousands of 
deaths each year worldwide. 

Lancet2003;361:2177-82 
See Commentary 
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lntrodl.lctlon 
Motor-vehicle crashes are a co~nmon cause of death, 
disability, and demand for emergency medical e<:~re. 
Globally, about 1 million people die each year from 
traffic crashes and about 25 million are permanently 
disabled.' Unlike many common diseases, the victims aw 
frequently young and need substantial related care for 
decades. Most crashes are unintended, unexpected, and 
could have been prevemed by small differences in ddver 
behaviour.' Prevenlion is particularly impol'tant for 
protecting health, given that most driven will be in at 
least one crash during their lifetime. Moreover, ·about 
half of aH crash deaths occur at the scene, with no 
opportunity for life-saving treannent.' 

An individual's crash risk depends on how that person . 
drives and how other road users behave,' yet the public 
is somewhat sceptical about traffic-law enforcement.'·' 
News exposes and the entertainment industry have 
suggested some law-enforcement efforts are merely 
revenue gener~ting in locations with low crash rates, 
done by biased officers." Any bal~nce between safety and 
mobility involves trade-offs, and people generally resist 
efforts that interfere with their driving. • Police, 
themselves, sometimes view trafflc enforcement as a 
duty beneath their skills,' Furthermore, the effectiveness 
of most Jaws has not undergone scientific scrutiny, and 
the few available studies are mostly ecological analyses 
using disputable before-and-after comparisons of 
intermediate outcomes (adherence) rather than 
definitive outcomes (death),"·" 

Rigorous testing of the effectiveness of traffic 
enforcement for preventing deaths might contribute to 
better decisions, First, testing could check the popular 
claim that enforcement yields no lives saved and a 
contrary net increase in crashes because drivers watch 
for police instead of hazards" would be useful. Second, 
testing could help to assess the effect of allocation of 
scarce police (esources to traffic safety compared with 
other community services, and also affect attitudes about 
charging," Thi(d, results could raise debate on adoption 
of new enforcement technologies such as photo radar 
and red-light cameras.'"' A shorl"age of data may 
underlie inconsistency in enforcement practices globally, 
which could indirectly contribute to hundreds of 
preventabl~ de~ths each day." 

Methods 
Setting 
Ontario, Canada, in 1993-the study mid point-had a 
population of abmlt 9·6 million people and 6·8 million 
drivers; 0-4 million drivers were involved in crashes, and 
there were 1135 crash dcarhs," Police were responsible 
for 6·0 million licensed vehicles, 20000 km ofroads, ~nd 
l ·0 million traffic convictions, but used no special 
enforcement technologies." Licences were graduated for 
the first Z years of driving (restrictions on highway 
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driving and other limitations), and general licences could 
be suspended after accumulation of nine penalty points 
(the annual rate of suspension was about 0·6% of 
drivers). A conviction for speeding at ZO km per h higher 
than the limit, for example, involved a Can$1 00 fine 
(around UK£42) and three pen~lty points. Ontado had 
no programmes for dismissing convictions if a person 
completed a driver improvement course. 

Drivers and driving records · 
We identified all drivers involved in fatal crashes 
between Jan 1, 1988, and Jan 1, 1999, in Ontario. A 
fatal crash was deftned as causing death of any penon at 
the scene, on arrival at hospital, or within l month of the 
event. We included drivers irrespective of whether they 
survived, were at fault, or held spedal diplomatic 
immunity from prosecution. We excluded drivers who 
were unidentified by police, whose licences were not 
registered ln Ontario, or who had held licences for less 
than 2 years, because of graduated licence restrictions. 
Duplicate records were deleted if they showed identical 
time, place, and driver. The primary analyses focused on 
drivers whose driving permit was maintained during the 
study period; we assessed drivers whose permits were 
suspended in secondary analyses. 

Ontario drivers' records were traceable to individual­
driver levd and accessible for research purposes."·" Such 
research did not require voluntary consent and covered a 
person's full drivillg record. These d3tabases were 
identical to d1e official files on drivers, serious ctashes, 
and traffic convictions. lndividual convictions could be 
removed from the public record after Z years, but were 
not erased from computer files; hence, drivers' lifetime 
histories were available fo• analysis. The available data 
did not include parking violations or driving violations 
on roads outside Ontario. Similarly, the information on 
the date of obtaining a full licence reflected Ontario 
residency and did not include earlier licences elsewhere. 

Records were linked by use of tb.e encrypted licence 
number to data on the person, vehicle, and roadway 
conditions, with the following stipulations. Age, years of 
licensed driving, and previous convictions were current 
on the day of the crash. Licence class was simplified to 
the highest certification for people holding multiple 
licences. Data on alcohol were based on police reports, 
and missing values were coded as negative. Vehicles 
were classified as car, truck, or other because of small 
numbers of specific types. Road surface conditions were 
classified as dry, wet, or snowy (including ice, sleet, 
slush, and similar winter conditions). Crash locations 
were described as related or unrelated to an intersection, 
as recorded in the police report. 

Analysis 
We analysed convlctJons by use of a case-crossover 
design, a technique for assessing a temporary change in 
risk associated with a transient I;':Xposure." Each person · 
was his or her own control and theJ;cby eliminated 
confounding due to all fixed characteristics, including 
genetics, personality, education, lifestyle, and chronic 
diseases.'• The primary analysis used a pair-matched 
analytical approach to contrast a period immediately 
before the crash with a comparable period substantially 
before the crash.'' This analysis would identify a safety 
benefit if periods with convictions were followed by 
fewer crashes than would be- expected due to chance. 
Therefore, a benefit is imp lied if the absence of a 
conviction is associated wirh the onset of a crash. 

In the primary analysis we assessed licensed drivers 
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and compared the month immediately before the crash 
with the same month l year befo~e. For example, for a 

. crash on July 1, 1995, we compared the month of June, 
1995, with June, 1994. Supplementary analyses 
compared the same immediate previous period to five 
alternative control periods to check the robustness of our 
findings: with the month 11 months previously, 
13 months previously, 24 months previously, 36 monrhs 
previously, or an extended full-year span centred 
12 months previously. For example, we compared the 
control month of June, 1994, wi_th July, 1994, May, 
1994, June, 1993, June, 1992, and the 1-year period 
with July 1, 1994, as the central date. We repeated the 
analysis for suspended drivers to test whether smaller 
safety benefits were observed wh~r~ smaller safety 
benefits would be anticipated."·" 

We assessed further issues by stratiflca tion. The first 
approach relied on grouping drivers by personal 
characteristics or crash features and testing for 
discrepancies across major subgroups. \Ve analysed 
crash severity by two separate methods. First, faml 
crashes were investigated by police who e3timated the 
damage to drivers' vehicles. Second, a fatal crash did not 
always ldll all persons involved and we assessed benefits 
among drivers who survived admission to hospital, were 
discharged into the community, and returned to active 
driving by analysis of their driving records after the 
crash. In addition, we explored how long a potential 
association might pe.-sist, denot~<d as a persistence 
analysis, by eltammmg hazard intervals shifted 
progressively backward in time from the crash day (with 
corresponding displacements of control intervals). For 

Number(% [n=8975]) 

Char~oterlstlos 
Age (yoars)"t 

<30 2229 (25) 
30-50 3921 (44) 
>50 2800(31) 

Sex 
Male 6512(73) 
Female 2463(27) 

Years of licensed driving •t 
,;g 4032(45) 
:.10 4918 (!;5) 

Corrective eyeweo3r 
Ye~ 3224 (36) 
No 5751 (64) 

licence- class 
General 7110 (79) 
Advanced* 1865 (21) 

Previous driving convicUons:+: 
«'3 68!;3 (76) 
;>4 2122 (24) 

Alcohol detected 
Yes 634(7) 
No 8341 (93) 

Road surface condition 
D.-y 5822 {65) 
Wet 1636 (18) 
Sno~.ry 1517 (17) 

Road conflgumt"lon 
Intersection 2836 (32) 
Noo•ntersection 6139 (68) 

ve~icle type 
car 5689 (63) 
Truck§ 2649 (30) 
Otherl[ 637 (7) 

>!<Updated to ilme of fela~ cmsh. t£xc$udes 25 drivers with mil)s\ng birth d-t)t€1:;, 
tlnc~ucles permi1.S ror motorcycles, trucl<s, and spec~al ve-h~o:;les. §Includes 
prtssMgor vans Ot sports utility vehi-cle~ (n,...-605} and deltvery vans (n~165). 
~Includes moto,cyles (n~nn bu<es (n~137l, bicycles {n~58), sno 17 other 
typos (n=215]. 

Table 1: Selectttd cl.aracterlstics of drivers and crashes 
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F1g~re 1: Estimat~d relatiVe risks (95% Cl) for six different 
control intervals 
BasiG~1-month control periods before collision separated by 12 months. 
Sasic -1 month=separation of 11 months. Basic +1 month~seperatlon 
of 13 months. Basic +2 years~sepamtlon of 24 months. Basic 
+3 years"'separatlon of 36 months. Extendcd~1-ye~r control period 
centred on date 12 months b~fore collision. 

example, a 1-momh persistence interval would include 
May 1994 and May 1995 when assessing a crash on 
July 1, 1995. 

Statistical analysis 
We calculated the sample size to provide an 80% chance 
of detecting a 15% increase or decrease in crash rates. 
Relative risks were estimated with methods for matched­
pairs studies on the basis of exact binomial tests and 
conditional logistic regression. Analogous methods were 
applied when the control interval was 12 months rather 
than l month in length. In all analyses, the time 
immediately before the crash was 1 month in length 
(estimates based on intervals of 2, 6, and 8 weeks yielded 
similar results and are not shown). Each month before 
the filtal crash was assessed as an independent hazard 
rime pedod. All p values were two-tailed, all reladve 
risks calculated with 95% CI, all analyses drawn from all 
data available, Relative risk red1.1cdons greater than zero 
show a safety benefit, and CI that eKclude zero are 
significant. We did all analyses on S-PLUS (version 3.4) 
and Stat:view (version 5.0) software. 

Role of the funding source 
The study sponsors had no role in the study design, data 
collection, data analysis, data interpretation, the writing 
of the report, or in the decision to submit the pape< for 
publication. 

Results 
897 5 licensed drivers were involved in fatal crashes 
during the ll-year study period. In addition, 48 6! 
suspended drivers were involved in fatal crashes. Data 
on convictions showed no anomalous entries or gaps 
related to licence numbers or to date, description, and 
demerit points for each offence. Data on crashes also 
showed no irregularities over rhe critical data on drivers' 
licence numbers and dates. Data on sex, licence class, 
~:oad sudace, road configuration, and vehicle type had 
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no irregularities. Data on corrective eyewear and alcohol 
consumption were assumed complete with missing 
values interpreted as negative. Data on previous 
convictions were derived directly from the file of each 
individuaL Data on binh date and first licensing date 
were missing for 25 individuals; these individuals appear 
in the primary analysis but are excluded from the 
st~banalyses of driver age and experience. 

The typical licensed driver was a man aged 43 years 
holding s general permit, and who drove a cat in dry 
road conditions (table 1). Most of the crashes did not 
involve alcohol and were not at intersections. Before the 
crashes, t:he lifetime driving-conviction history of !he 
entire group of licensed drivers acco1.1nted for 21 50 1 
convictions, most commonly for speeding without 
penalty points (6682 convictions) or speeding with 
penalry points (6493 convictions). There was a nomble 
seasonal pattern; crashes and convictions were more 
common in the summer than the winter. 

1:35 licensed drivers had had driving conv[clions in the 
month before the fatal crash, 204 had had convictions in 
the same month 1 yea( before, and six had had 
convictions in both months. The primary analysis 
indicated that convictions wen:o associated with a 35% 
reduction in the relative risk of a crash (95% CI 20-45, 
p=0-0002). Analyses based on alternative control time 
periods yielded similar findings (figure l). As expected, 
the analysis of the extended control time of 1 year 
resulted in a minor drift of the point estimate and 
narrowing of the CI. For suspended drivers, however, 
there was no significant decrease in risk associated with 

Number with Relative risk 
-oonvh:;tlon in reduc1:ion 
previous month (95%Cl)• 

Complete cohort 135 35 (~0 to 45) 
Age (years) 

<30 58 34 (10 to 52) 
30-50 62 28 (2 to 48) 
>50 15 55 (13to 75) 

Sex 
Male 111 37 (20 to 50) 
Fe mala 24 19 (~47 to 5Q) 

Years of licensed drlvlngt 
«9 66 39 (17 to 54) 
;.10 69 30 (6to 48) 

co,rectlve eyewear 
Yes 47 26 (~6 to 48) 
No 88 39 (20 to 52) 

Uconce ctass 
General to4 32 (13 to 45) 
Advanced 31 42 (10\o 61) 

Previous driving convictions 
oo3 64 33 (10 to 50) 
;,4 71 37 (17 to 52) 

Alcohol detecNcl 
Yes Hi 42 (-15 to 68) 
No 120 34 (17 to 45) 

Road surface condition 
01)' 90 35 (17 to 50) 
Wet 25 31 (-15 to 57) 
Snowy 20 3B (-15 to 62) 

Road c<>nflguretfon 
lnt~rs~c\ian 31 46 (20 to 64) 
Nor~·in\ersectlon 104 29 (10 to 43) 

Vehicle type 
Cat 83 26 (2 \o 43) 
Truck 42 47 (23 to 62) 
Other 10 36 (~54 to 70) 

~1!1-d~ca.tes decm8ose In Chance of a falaf {;(3$h during monlh after -conv\ctioo 
compared with month alter no convit!lior.. tPo-s-ltlva v.aluos ~ndicat.o in.cre<lsed 
safety, negative va1ues lndicttte incroaS-(1(.1 fisk. 

Tal)!e 2: Relative reduction ln crash rlsll associated with a 
conviction 
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Figure 2: Relative risks (95% Cl) for different persistence 
intervals 
6asic analysls~1-month control period-s befote collision s~parated by 
12 months. Exlended analysis=1-year control period centered on date 
12 months belate collision. 

convictions (relative risk reduction -16% [-36 to 2], 
p=0-12 ). 

The relative risk reduction associated with traffic 
convictions was C(lnsistent among subgroups of licensed 
drivers. In no group were traffic convictions associated 
with a harmful c:ffect (table 2). The smallest relative risk 
reduction was for women, although the inconsistency 
between women and men was not significant {p=0·39) 
and women were generally under-represented in fatal 
crashes. The relative risk reduction was almost the same 
for drivers with four or more and fm: those with three or 
fewer previous convictions and almost the same for 
drivers with alcohol and with no alcohol detected by 
police. Analyses of each of the 11 separate years showed 

100 

75 

~ 50 
10 
0 
·~J 

25 '-' 
"' -o 
~ 0-
"' "' ''-' 
~ 
-~ 

-25 

Iii -50 0: 

-75 

~-100 
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t Extended analysis 

! 

t 
0 

Conviction severity (demerit points) 

Increased 
safety 

Increased 
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Figure 3: Relative risks (95% Cl) for different types of 
<:onvictlons 
Basic analysis~1-month control periods before collision separated by 
12 months. Extended analysls~l-year control period cent~ red on d"te 
12 months before collision. Dtivets wllh no convictions excluded. Relative 
risks undefoned at severityn1 because no drive< accumulated exacuy 
1 point. and do not lnc:rease proport.lonatefy with conviction severity. 
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a relative risk r~duction in all but 1 year and no 
significant increasing QT decreasing trends. 

The decrease in risk was greatest fo~ convictions made 
close to the time of the crash. In the analysis of 
persistence of effect, for control periods of 1 month's 
duration the decre~se in risk was greatest for convictions 
made less than 1 m(lnth before the crash and was 11Qt 

significant for convictions made 3 or more months 
before the crash (figure 2). The same analysis with 
control periods of 12 months' duration indicated that a 
decrease in risk did not persist for convictions 5 or more 
months into the past. In no analysis did we find a 
significant increase in rhk. In addition, we found a 
consistent relative risk reduction after convictions, 
irrespective of hour of day {range 24-55%), day of week 
(24-53%), or season of year of the crash (17-52%). 

Analysis of crashes according m police estimates of 
damage, showed marginally inconsistent higher relative 
risk red11ction for drivers whose vehicles were 
demolished compared with those whose were not ( 42 vs 
23%, p:;Q-22). Relative risk reductions were similar for 
drivers who did or did not have objective evidence of 
subsequent driving activity (35 vs 34%, p"-'0•95), 
Together these finding~ suggest that safety benefits 
extended to crashes of greater or lesser severity. 

Jn the subgroups Qf convictions, speeding convictions 
in which rhe driver received penalty points were 
associated with a larger relative risk reduction than 
speeding convictions with no penalty points (51 vs 0%, 
P"'O·Oll). Convktions related to administrative errors, 
careless driving, seatbelt failure, and disobeying of a 
traffic signal were all associated with similar relative risk 
reductions {range 31-57%). When based on severity of 
punishment rather than the type of offence, convictions 
for which two to three penalty points were awarded 
showed generally more safety benefit than did 
convictions with no penalty poinrs (figure 3). 

We tested for adverse effects related to enforcement by 
review of coroners' data on an deaths involving police 
activity, We found 24 deaths related to traffic 
enforcement during the study petiod. These deaths 
inducted 17 drivers suspected of criminal activity, five 
bystanders, and two police officers. The typical driver 
who died was a man aged 26 years pursued by police 
after fleeing a spot check for alcohol or a speeding 
violation. Four of the five bystanders were passengers in 
a vehicle fleeing a spot check, four had positive 
toxicology at autopsy (alcohol or illkit drugs), and four 
were teenagers. The two police officers who died. 
(separate events) were each hit by drivers while writing a 
speeding ticht for another motorist. 

Discussion 
Almost no driver wan·ts to be in a serious crash, yet 
almost all drivers violate tmffic law~ at some time, such 
as by intermittent speeding." We stodied more than 10 
million people f(lr longer than a decade and found that 
convicting drivers for traffic offences reduces the rate of 
fatal crashes. Each conviction leads to a 35% decrease io 
the relative risk of death over the next month for drivers 
and other ro~d users; conversely, each conviction not 
issued would lead to a corresponding increase in risk, 
Our findings also imply that increasing the frequency of 
traffic enforcement might further reduce total deaths, 
that emphasis of moderate penalties (around three 
points) is useful, and that past procedures led to some 
deaths that might not have otherwise occurred. 

Our findings extend past research because the 
individual rather than the region is the unit of analysis 
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and because each person is their own control rather than 
using statistical models to adjust for confounding. 
A meta-analysis of past ecological data implied a 2% 
risk reduction from manual speed enf01:cement, n J 9% 
reduction from automated speed enforcement, an 
11% reduction from red-light violation enforcement, 
and 3 4% reduction from enforcement of drink-driving 
laws." The results of individual reports varied even 
more, presumably because of difficulties in separating 
the effects of enforcement from publicity campaigns, 
fallible implementation, statistical artifact, and 
unmeasured ecological bias. 

The maior impediment to general traffic-law 
enforcement is a lack of public support. Unlike when 
receiving pteventive health care, individuals commonly 
resist convictions with deception or argument."·" 
Enforcement can reduce civll liberties, disrupt traffic 
flow, restrict mobility, or have other unintended 
consequences on quality of life and economic 
prosperity. Enforcement strategies are also inconsistent, 
since many drivers have violations, bm few are 
apprehended, and even fewet have malicious intent.' 
Finally, police resources are scarce and apprehending 
other types of offenders may be a higher societal priority 
because one murder may draw more attention than the 
thousands killed daily in motor-vehicle crashes 
worldwide. 

Traffic enforcement has potential indirect effects on 
health of uncertain importance. A road-safety 
programme may intercept other unlawful acnvscy 
because criminals frequently drive to and from rheir 
illegal operations, including the traffic of illicit drugs. 
Visible police presence might deter violent behaviour or 
stop repeat offenders; for example, the convicted 
Oklahoma City bomber was apprehended at $1~ 
incidental traffic stop. In addition, crasht:s are an 
economic drain on society-costs are about US$200 
billion yearly in the USA'·'~rhat the public cannot 
escape because of insurance p<emiums or other market 
forces, and that ultimately decreases the funding 
available for medical care. 

Our research has limitations. The intermittent nature of 
driving and the potential for our-of-region activity leads to 
spurious positive correlations in case-crossover analysis 
and causes us to underestimate the dsk reduction. 
Selection bias may cause further underestimation because 
enforcement targets drivers who are predisposed ro 
crashes and there by may further obscure porential 
protective associations."·" Our estimates do not imply 
that every conviction is effective and do not predicr how 
results might change at extremes of enforcement or with 
cultural adaptation. Finally; we once more raise the issue 
of hard-core problem drivers, who drive despite having 
suspended licences, but we can provide no headway on 
this issue." 

Our research is prone to misinterpretation. We have not 
assessed other deterrents, such as being charged but nol: 
convicted, being stopped but not charged, or being an 
obsel"'!er when others are stopped. We have not 
definitively proved causaliry, yet a r:mdomised experiment 
of individual drivers would be very difficult. We have not 
shown that traffic-law enforcement is rhe only way to 
reduce motor-vehicle deaths since gains may also be 
possible through advances in information, incentives, 
technology, or culture. We have not tested highly specific 
questions about road safery because we have limited 
statistical power and imperfect di,·ect data on alcohol or 
other disturbances, as is typical in studies of human 
beh~viour. 
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Our data suggest that about one death is prevented for 
every 80 000 convictions, one emergency department visit 
for every 1300 convictions (assuming the benefits apply to 
crashes of all severity), and $1000 in societal costs for 
every !3 convictions (including property damage and lost 
time). The observed 35% relative risk reduction in death 
is greater in magnitude than the roughly 20% relative risk 
reduction from all mandatory vehicle improvements of rhe 
past 50 years, yet enforcement effects are transient.'·'" 
Policies of more frequent enforcement could yield more 
net savings and could also be revenue neutral if designed 
efficiently. A small relative risk reduction could 
immediately prevent a large amount of death, disability, 
and health··care demands. 
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Effectiveness of Re.d·light Cameras 
WBTR RED-LIGHT RUNNING 

ENFORCEMENT JOBS, HOW 

· EFFECTIVE ARIE REll·LIGHT 

CiMEW AT REDUCING THE 

RATE Of VIOLATIONS? AND 

EVEN MORE IMPORTANTLY, 

WHAT EffECTS DO THEY HAVE 

ON THE LEVEL AND SEVERITY 

C:RASHES? THIS PAPER 

EXAMINES THE P01EN1'1Al 

BENEFITS AND DRAWBACKS 

BACKGROUND 
Intersection traffic safery is achieved 

through a combination of engineedng, 
education and enforcement. This paper 
addresses only the enforcement compo· 
nent through use of red-light cameras. 
A comprehensive dlsr.:;ussion abot,~t the 
engineering component of signal lig~ts 
<:in be found in the Red-Ltght Running 
Handbqok: An Engineer's Guitk to Reduc­
ing Red-Light-Related Crashes. 1 

Red-light cameras have been used in­
creasingly over the past decade m assist 
and facilitate enforcement against red-light 
running at signali1.ed i ntersecrions. Accord­
ing ro the Insurauce Institute for Highway 
Safery (IIHS), red-light ca.met·as are in use 
by more than 400 cities in the United 
States and in at least 22 countries.2•3 

This paper summarizes the following: 
• The purpose of enfot·cement 

against red-light running violati<ms; 
• Findings from evaluations of the 

effectiveness of red-light cameras; and 
• Conclusions regarding rhe use of 

red-light cameras ro increase driver 
adherence to traffic signals. 

PURPOSE OF ENFORCEMENT 
AGAINST RED·I.IGHT RUNNING 

Enforcement against red-lighr running 
violations is an action in tended tO increase 
safery·by reducing the number of crashes 
and vehicle conflicts at signalized imersec­
tions. An analysis of 1997 U.S. crash data 
indicated that red-light running crnshes 

· accoumed for 44 perceut of all fatalities 
at signali1.ed intersections. 4 The city of 
Toronto, Ontario, Camda, attributes as 
much as 40 percent of fatalities at its sig-
nalized imerscctlons to red-light runuing.5 

· Similarly, statewide in 
' ' ' B.~ ~~;A;l ~d-i:H-~~~~:'p:r; ~-T~~' PiP - . ::' '' ' . 

. - ·A~D TROY WALDEN; ~H.D.' ·'' ' ' . ' 
Iowa, abour 35 percent 
of fatal/major injury 
crashes at signalized ? ' L " ' ' ',_ ' I ' ', '~ I • ~ '> • • • ~ I 
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imersections between 200 l and 2006' 
were attributed to red-light nmning.6 To 
understand the import<!-nce of enforce­
ment, it is first necessary to understand 
the 1><1fety reasons fur wh kh intersections 
are signalized j n the first place. 

Purpose QfTraffic Signals 
Traffic sign(l]s al:l! used w assign the 

right of way to veb ides passiug through iu­
tersections so conflicting movements (i.e., 
vehicle paths that cross each other and 
create c·rash potenti~l} do not occur. Traffic 
siguals a(e installed when traffic engineer­

. ing studies determine that certain cone 
ditions (warranrs) are met in accordance 
with the ManU#/ on Unifonn Traffic Control 
De1Jicer(MUTCD).7 Mosrofrhewarrauts 
are directly or indirectly associated with 
preventing oonHicts and crashes. 

Relatiomhips Betwmz Red-Light Running 
Violntiom and Crash Frequency, Severity 
and Vehicle Conflicts 

Traffic signals are installed m separate 
conflicting traffic movements (called con· 
flicts) through intersections. Those conflicts 
crtate crash potential. For example, if a ve­
hicle from each of lWO crossing streets at­
temptS to enter an intersection at the same 
rime, the paths of the crossing vehicles meet 
in the imerseaion and a crash can occur. 
Figure 1 illustrates the vehicle con flier poiuts 
that occur within a typical intersection. 

Crashes occur when conHktiug ve­
hicle movements occur within intersec­
tions. Research has shown th.'lt the more 
traffic conflicts that occur, the higher the 
frequency of crashes. But there is more to 
the problem of con.Hicts than just crash fre­
quency. There are different degrees of crash 
severity. These are most simply character­
ired. as property damage only, injury and 
fatal crashes. Certain crash types produce 
a higher degree of severity than others. 
The two most frequent types of crashes at 
signalized intersectious arc angle (vehicle 
paths from imeniecriug streets cross each 
other} and rear-end {one vehicle collides 
with the vehicle in front ofit), Right-angle 
crashes usu.ally have a higher {more serious) 
severity than rear-end crashes. 

Conflicts lead to crashes. Certain types 
of crashes produce more serious results. 
No crash is a good crash, and traffic siguals 
are installed to help prevem conflicrs and 
crashes. Red-light runniug violations, in ad­
dition to being prohibited by smte law, are 
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dangerous to public health and safety. En­
forcement of red-light running violations 
is inrended to reduce crashes by reducing 
vehicle conflicts within intersections. 

Purpose of Red-Light Camera Enforcement 
Most drivers obey mtffic signals all 

the time. However, some drivers, due to 
temporary inattention. distractions, poor 
decision making, or aggressive driving fail 
to stop for red lights. Those red~light-vio­
laring drivers create crash opportunities at 
the conilict locations shown in Pigure 1. 

Traffi(;: engino:!crs seek ways to incr~se 
compliance wi rh traffic signals at locations 
where red-light running is higher than 
normaL Sometimes engineering counter­
measures can be used, such a~ changing 
signal phasing or timing cir modifying sig­
nal displays. However, often rhe problem 
is driver decision making, and enforce­
meut becomes necessary. The traditional 
method of enforcemem is for police of­
ficers ro cite violators rhey observe. This 
requires police officers to spend rhcl r d me 
o'Q the streets and results in an occasional 
enforcement presence. It also requires po­
lke officer time away from orhet duties. 

Red-light cameras were invented to 
provide more comprehensive enforcement 
without diverting police officers from 
other, possibly more impomm, dmies. 
They are typically used where crashes or 
violations (which create crash potential) 
are most fiequenL However, they can be 
used at any signalized imerseccion. Red­
light camer~s are normally installed after 
a traffic engineering evaluation shows that 
all reasonable and applicable engineering 
countermeasures have been evaluated and 
that violations still exist. One advantage 
of red-light cameras is that they provide 
r.ontinuous coverage and produce a reoord 
of rhe violations that can be reviewed in 
case of quesdon. 

Hence, enforcement by use of red-light 
cameras is for the purpose of reducing 
vehicle conflicts and crashes in intersec­
tions thar experience red-lighr running 
violations. 

EFFIEUI'IIIENESS OF 
RED·UGHT CAMERAS 

The effectiveness of red-light cameras 
can ·be viewed in terms of reductions in 
crash frequency, c~ash severity and fre-

ITi JOURMl / MAY 20lU 

flgQre 1. Trofflt conflrd poinls Ia a typlc«llntcrsettion. 

quency of red-lighr runnltig violations. 
This section provides a cross-section of past 
findings ~bout the effectlveness of red-light 
cameras in affecting those three results. 
It should be noted that, unless otherwise 
stated, the authors of rhls summruy drew 
the information from published or Internet 
s\immar.ies and did not have au:ess to the 
actu:i..l data. It also should be noted that 
many results are based on observations of 
small numbers ofinterscccions for varying 
periods and rhar the i 11tersections may have 
been selected fOr red -light camera applica­
tion based on a variety of existing condi­
tions. TherefOre, readers are encouraged 
to consider general trends and ronsisrency 
rather than to try ro atlculate average mag­
nitudes of effectiveness. 

Crash Frequency 
Crash frequency is wmally mcazured i11 

total crashes per year. Some reports sepa­
rate crashes by whether or not they rdatc 
.ro red-light running or by crash type, 
usually right-angle or rear-end types. 

Crashes at signalized intersections. 
When a uaffic signal is originally installed, 
one purpose is to reduce right-angle 
crashes if they make up an inordinately 
high percemage of the total. It is expected 
that re.ar-end crashes may increase if 
drivers stopping on red are followed too 
closely by subsequent drivers. 

Impart of red·llgbt camera enforce­
ment. Red.Jight running enforcemenr is 
expected to reduce righr-angle collisions 
by virtue of reducing improper entry to 
the inrersection when crossing vehicles are 
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present. At the same time, the additional 
vehicles sroppb1g when red-light cameras' 
are present may result in an incr~ ln rear­
end crashes (or they may not, since drivers 
should be more cautious and expect drivers 
in front of them to stop for red). 

Numerous studies have been com­
pleted to assess the impact of red-light 
camera enforcemem on crash frequency. 
The examples dted .here are before-and­
after comparisons at intersections (the 
only change is rhe addition of red-light 
camerns). These provide a good assess­
ment of the impact of red-light cameras 
since all other factors remain the same. It 
is assumed that the rraffic volumes remain 
about the same since most data cover 1-2 
years before and after installation-in 
most cases this is rarely enough time for 
traffic volumes to change significantly. 

Jn one of the most procedurally robust 
evaluations of red-light camera effective· 
ness, researchers evaluated 132 sires in 
seven jurisdlcd01~s.8 Findings included 
the following·: 

• Right-~ngle crashes were reduced by 
approximately 25 percent overalL 
Right-angle crashes were reduced 
by an average of 14 to 40 percent in 
six of the seven jurisdictions; in one 
jurisdiction those crashes increased by 
about l percent. Righr-angle crashes 
dedi ned by about 8 percent at other 
signalized inrers~ctions whhm,n red­
light cameras in the &'\file jurisdic­
tions, indicating rhat the use of the 
cameras may produce some effect 
across the area. 
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• Rear-end crashes inc;reased in all 
seven jurisdictions by 7 to 38 per­
cenr. The average increase was about 
15 percent. At signali7..ed intersec­
tions without cameras, the spillover 
effect was that rear-end crashes 
increased by about 2 percent. 

" The combined total of right-angle 
and rear-end crashes decreased by 
lesnhan 1 percent. Tlml right­
angle and rear-end injury crashes 
declined by about 5 percent. 

• The percenmge of the respective 
right~angle and rear-e11d crashes 
rhat resulted in injuries each stayed 
the same. 

Unpublished summaries offcxasCrash 
Records Information System (CRIS) data 
for 56 red-light camera-equipped inter­
sections in 10 Texas dries indicate that 9 

• Red-light related crashes decreased 
by about 17 percent. For red-light 
related crashes {those attributed 
to drivers running a red light), six 
intersections showed decreases, three 
had increases and one was un­
changed. Among the four high-erash 
locations, rhree showed decreases 
and one increased. 
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• Right-angle crashes declined 
18 percent. Right-angle crashes 
decreased from-67 percent of total 
crashes before cameras to about 55 
percent.of the total with camera 
enforcement. 

• Rear-end crashes increased by 56 
percent. Only 11 of the 70 ( 16 
percent) rear-end crashes per year 
before cameras were related to 
red-light causes. With cameras, 
15 of 109 { 14 percent) rear-end 
crashes per year related to red-light 
causes. Although total rear-end 
crashes increased, red-light related 
causes contributed about the same 
percentage as before· cameras. 

• Total crashes were virtually_un­
changed. Toral cwhes increased at 
five intersections and decreased at 
five. Some intersecdons had very 
few crashes. However, even among 
those with more than 20 crashes 
per year, half showed increases and 
half showed decreases. 

The city of Garland, Ttias, USA, com­
pfled 31 months each of befOre and after 
data for its six intersections having red­
lfght cameras (one approach each).10Two 
of those intersections arc at freeway front-, 
age roads. After adjustment of all data to 
a-monthly basis, the four arterial and one 
frontage mad intersections ex:perienc;ed 
the following changes: 

• Total crashes decreased about 2-9 
percent. 

• Red-light "running crashes went 
down 60 percent at the two 
intersections (down 95 percent on 
approaches with cameras). 

• Rear~end crashes increased by 4 5 
percent. 

At the second frontage.(oad intersec­
tion, where total traffic increased by al­
most 50 percent in four years 

*Total intersection crashe~ increased 
by about 64 percent. 

• Red-lighr running c;rashes were 
more than three times as frequent. 

• Rear-end crashes declined by about 
57 percent (82 percent on camera­
equipped approaches). 

• Total injuries increased by 29 percent. 

The city of Dallas, Te-xas, installed 
red-light cameras at 60 sites during the 
first h.alf of 2007. ll Preliminary results 
from data through the beginning of2009 
showed for 17 camera sires with two years 
implementation that 

• Red-light running crashes decreased 
by an average of about 61 percent (all 
intersections showing reductions). 

• Total crashes were down by 30 
percent. 

For the other43 sites with 13 months 
in place 

• Red-light running c.:rashes were down 
an average of 39 percent (79 percent 
of intersections h:~ve reductions). 

• Total crashes were down 23 percent. 

Preliminary data obtained &om dte dty 
of! lYing. Texas, ind.lcatc that Juring the fim 
18 months of operation, red-light camera 
enro;cement resulted in a reduction of total 
intersection crashes by 56 percent ~low the 
18 months preceding implemenration. 1<-

IIHS ew.luated results of red~Iight 

camera effectiveness in Oxnard, Cali­
fornia,- USA,l3 Eleven of Oxnard's 125 
signalized intersecdons were equipped 
with red-light cameras. Results reported 
covered the effects of the cameras on all 
125 intersections. They found that 

• Toral intersection crashes decreased 
by 7 percent. 

• Right-angle crashes decreased by 32 
percent. , 

• Injury crashes declined by about 29 
percent. 

• Rear-end crashes increased 3 percent. 
There was no evaluadon focused solely 

on rhc red-light camera intersections. 

A srudy of 24 red-light camera in­
tersections ln Phoenix and neighboring 
Scottsdale, Arizona, US/I., reported ef· 
fediveness of c::~mera enforcement.l4 For 
10 intersections in Phoenix 

* Totnl intersection .;rashes We(e 

about unchanged. 
• Angle cmhes decreased by abour 

42 percent. 
• Lefr-turn crashes were approxi­

mately unchanged. 
• Rear-end crashes increased by 

about 20 percent. 

For 14 imersecrions in Scottsdale 
• Total crash.es declined by about 11 

percent 
• Angle crashes were down by about 

20 percent. 
• Left-turn crashes declined by abour 

45 percent. 
• Rear-end cr-ashes increased by 

about 41 percent. 

An evaluadon of effectiveness of six 
red-light camera intersections in Mesa, 
A(izona, another Phoenix area commu­
nity, showed l5 

• The total crash rate decreased by 
:tbout lO percent. 

• Half of the intersections experienced 
small increases in rotal crashes of 1 
ro 4 percent while half experienced 
large decreases ( 16 to 28 percent). 

The same document showed that a 
Nonh Carolina, USA, study of red-light 
camera effectiveness in Raleigh and Cha­
pel Hill showed before-and-after compari­
sons (seven months of after data). 
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* Re4-light related crashes declined 
by about 32 perceru. 

~Angle crashes decreased by about 
51 percent, 

~ Toraf crashes were down by about 
30 percent. 

~ Rear-end crashes increased by an 
average of about 2 percent. 

The researchers cautioned that the 
seven months of after data might omit 
some seasonal effeCts. 

The Howard Coumy, Maryland, USA, 
Traffic Engineering Division reported 
early results, including that t6 

• Total crashes declined by between 
21 and 44 percent at individual 
camera-enforced intersections. 

• Right-angle collisions decreased by 
an average of 42 percent. 

~ Rear-end crashes deceased by an 
average of about 29 percent. 

After J 0 years of operation with 
up ro 30 camer·a locations in Howard 
Coumy17 

~ Toral crashes had decreased by 12 
to 18 percent (varied by length of 
service). 

• Angle crashe.~ decreased 36 ro 57 
percem (average 45 percent). 

• Rear--end cr-ashes ranged from a lollg­
term 5 percent reduction to shorter­
term increases of 2 ro 10 percenr. 

An evaluation of red-light camera 
experience over 12 to 34 months at 12 
intersections in San Diego, California, 
USA, showed that IB 

• Crashes amiburable to red-light 
running decrea:;ed by about 41 
percent. 

• Rear-end crashes lncre.1sed by 
aboui 37 percent. Rear-end crashes 
increased ar 14 i nlersections and 
decreased at five. 

• Total crfl~ht>.s increased by about 
l pcrcem. Toral crashes declined 
at 11 of the 19 intersections but 
increased at the orhers. 

~ Righr-angle and ran-sign~! c·rashes 
dccre.1sed at 12 intersections but 
increased at mo. 

Some of the camera-equipped intersec­
tions in San Diego had very low crash ex-

fH JOURW.l/IMY 2010 

perience to begin with. One intersection 
rhat had about 2 5 ·percent of rhe recorded 
red-light violations had only 1.5 crashes 
per year before camera installation. The 
report cited above referenced a rep<m by 
the Califowia s£ate auditor that stated 
that following the introducrion of the 
Callfomia red-light camera law 

• Crashes att~ibmable to reJ...light 
running declined statewide by about 
3 percent per momh and in cities 
with red-light cameras those crashes 
were down 10 percent per month. 

• Only one California city showed 
an increase in red-light running 
crashes (5 percent). 

Finally, the same soura: stated that fol­
lowing suspension of the Sa.n Diego red­
light camera program, red-light crashes in­
creased by 14 percent citywide and by 30 
percent at forme:t camera imersecdons. 

An evaluation of four to six: red-light 
camera intersections in San. Francisco, 
California, USA, used five years each of 
before-and-after crash data. The evalua­
tion showed rhf!r19 

• Injury crashes decreased by about 9 
percent. 

• Faraliries were 50 percent lower 
(although the numbers are small). 

The same source reported that for 17 
red-light camera intersections in Balti­
more County, Maryland, USA, a coin" 
pa rison of one-year before-a11d-afier crash 
data showed that 

~ Total intersection-related crashes de­
creased by about 57 percent, with 14 
intersections experiencing decreases 
and three experiencing in~;teases. 

• Red-light-related crru;hes decreased 
by about 21 percent (six imersec­
tions decreased, four increased, 
seven unchanged} 

• Injury crashes decreased by about 
49 percem (I 0 intersections had 
decreases, four had increases, three 
were unchanged). 

The same source also reponed an 
evaluation of Char!onc, North Carolina, 
USA, experience for 17 red-light camera 
intersections. There the results were as 
follows: 

• To raJ intersection crashes were 

unchanged (10 intersections de­
creased, seven incre.aSed), 

• Angle crashC$ declined by about 37 
percent (13 imersections decreased, 
three increased, one was unchanged}. 

~ Rear-end crashes increased by 
about 16 percent {six intersec­
tions decreased, l 0 increased, one 
unchanged). 

On approaches equipped with cameras 
• Total crashes decreased about 19 

percent (12 approaches decreased, 
five increased). 

• Angle crashed declined by about 60 
percent (14 approaches decreased, 
two incn:ased, one unchanged). 

• Rear-end crashes increased by about 
4 percent (five approaches decreased, 
lO increased, two unchanged). 

A report on red-light camera effec­
tiveness in some cities in Georgia, USA, 
indi~.:ated a variety of results from various 
cities.2° That report focused on total and 
rear-end crashes. 

• In Rome, where one red-light cam­
era was installed the first year 

·Total crashes decreased by l4 
percent. 

- Rear-end crashes decreased by 
32 percent. 

• In Brunswick (three locations} 
-Rear-end crashes increased by 

about 70 percent. 
o One installation i11 Dulurh showed 

no clear trend. 
• In Snellville, results for tWo loca­

tions showed that 
- Total crashes declined 43 percem 

at one inter~ection and increased 
2 percent at the other one. 

- Rear-end crashes decreased 36 
percent at one and increased 25 
percent at rhe other, 

•In Alpharetta, results for l:WO loca­
tions showed that 

- Total crashes decreased by about 
5 percent. 

• Rear-end crashes incre.1sed 
about 4 percent. 

In Seattle, w~shingron, USA, where 
red-light cameras were installed on six 
approaches offour intersections, over the 
first two years 
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• Total crasheS deqeased by 11 pcrcem. 
~Angle crashes showed no change. 
~There were. no red-light-related 

rear-end crashes. 
~ Injury crashes decreasEd by ~bom 

one-third.Zl 

However, rhe.Seaule analysrs did not 
think there were enough data to reach a 
deli nire conclusion on effectiveness based 
on crash frequency. 

The city of Calgary, Alberta, Canada, 
reported in e~rly 2009 that since 2001 
when they installed red-lighr cameras 

• Right-angle cmshe.~ have decreased 
at red-light camera locations hy 
about 48. percent. 

0 Rear-end collisions have d rapped 
by about 39 percent, 22 

A review of 10 controlled before-and­
after.studies in Australia, Singapore and 
th~ United States by The Cochrane Col­
laboration found that 

• Right-angle crashes were reduced 
by 24 percent. 

• There ms no significant change in 
rear-end crashes.23 

A different canvass of U.S. and in­
ternational red-light camera evaluations 
found rhat, _ 

• Angle roilisions due to red-light cam­
eras decreased by 10 to 50 percem. 

• Rear-end collisions increased from 
zero to 60 percent-. 24 

Crash Severity 
Crash severity measures how serious 

the results of a crash are to tho~e involved. 
Severity is most ofren described as a per­
centage of crnshes that involve injuries 
or futalides. Sometimes an index is used 
ha5ed on a sliding scale of point values 
ranging from a high for a fatal crash to a 
low for no significmt damage. 

Cmh severity at sign;'!lized intersec-. 
tio.ns. Some inteiScction crash types have 
a higher incidence oflnjuries and fat<lHties 
than others. This rcsuhs from the angle 
of vehicle impact and speed of collision. 
Angle crashes account- for more imersec­
tion finalities than any other rype (59 per­
ccnt).25 They usually involve moderately 
high speeds ~nd collisions involving the 
passenger compartment of at least one ve-

22 

hide. They comprise the majority of red­
light running crashes. Rear-end w.shes, the 
other prominent type associated with red­
light enforcement, account for only about 
4 percent of fat.al.intersecdon crashes. 

lmpa~ of red-light camera enforce" 
ment, In an ev.aluatlon of red-light cam­
era effectiveness of 132 sites in seven 
jurisdictions26 

• Tot<ll of righr-ang!e and rear-end 
crashes decreased by less rhan l 

pe~cent. 

o Total tighr•angle and rear-end 
injury crashes declined by about S 
percent. 

The dry of Garland, Texas, evaluated 
four arterial intersections, each with a 
camera on one approach, and compiled . 
injuries per year before and after imple­
mentation.Z7 The comp:u·ison of 31 
momh bdore-and-afrer periods. showed 
that tOtal injury cr~shes decreased by 
abom 28 percem. Raw dat<l from Irving, 
Texas, show that in the first 18 .months 
of rcrHight camera use, the severity index 
dropped by 73 percent using a 10-point 
crash sev~rity sCII.e. 28 

The city ofToronto, Onmrio, Canada, 
reported that red-light cameras resulred in 

• Fatal and injury angle crash de­
crease of about 48 percent. 

• Property damage only crash reduc­
tion of about 26 percent.29 

An IIHS review of inten!ational red­
light camera experience found that with 
red-light camera enforcement, injury 
crorihes.decre~sed by 25 to 30 percem.3° 
Furrhc r, a review of 1 0 controlled before· 
and-after studies of red-!ighr cameras in 
Australia, Singapore ~nd the United States 
showed that total injury crashes decreased 
by an aver~ge of about 16 percent. 3! 

Re~Light Violations 
Red-light violations resu It in the pos­

sibility that rwo (or more} vehicles wil[ 
collide within an intersection. Hence, 
every red-light running violation createS 
potential for a crash. Reductions in vio­
lations should produce crash reductions, 
especially in righr-angle crashes. However, 
it is recogn i:Led that increased sroppi ng 
for red lights can cause an increase in 
re~r -end crashes, 

1he IIHS reponed that they found 
.~:ed-light camera enforccmem reduces 
vlplation rates by about 40 percent. 32 

Funher, the Garland, lhas, evaluation 
showed that violations per camera d<!­
dined by about 56 percent from the first 
monrh of implementation to the 31st 
month,'>3 This is about 2.2 percent per 
mont'h. 

ln College Station, Texas, the violation 
rate over the first 'year of operation for six 
camera-equipped appmaches34 

• Decreased by about 49 percent; and 
• Showed viola!ions by moveinem type 

during ~me four-mondt period as35 
- Through: 50 percent. 
- Right tum: 47 percent. 
- Left turn: 3 percent. 

During the first year of red-light cam­
eta enforcement, violations were found 
ro have 

• Decreased by about 41 percenr in 
Fairf.1x, Virginia; 

• Decreased by over 70 percent in 
Charlotte, North Carolina; 

• Decreased by about 68 percent in 
San Francisco, California; and 

• Decreased by about 92 percent in 
Los Angeles, California. 56 

During the first year of operation in 
Georgia 

~ Violations at one Rome intersection 
decreased by about 3 2 percent; and 

• Violations at six locations in Al­
pharetta dedi ned by an average of 
about 64 pr.:rcent.37 

The dry of New Orleans, Louisiana, 
USA, installed red-lighr cameras at 17 
intersections. After seven months of op­
eration, violations dropped by about 85 
percent.38 

The evaluation of red-light camera ex­
perience in San Diego showed that at 19 
red-light camera intersecdons 

• Violations decreased by a median 
amount of 3.2 percent per momh 
over 12 to 34 months. 

• Violations at 18 of du: 19 inter­
sections decreased by at least 2.1 
pe1·cent per month. 

• Vic lation trend decrea~es comi nued 
throughout the evaluation period, 
although with a declining rare (32 
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percent rhe first year and 54 per­
cent cumulative for two years).39 

The same evaluation supported con­
firmed the contention that extension of 
rhe yellow change interval will solve most 
of the red"light running problems; yel­
low intervals were extended by varying 
amounts up. to about 1.6 seconds, wirh 
the result being that 

~ Violation$ decreased by 30 w 88 
percent wirh an average of abom 50 
percent; and 

~ That still left 50 percent to be 
addressed by other means, such as 
enfOrcement, 

Over the first five years of its program 
involving up to 30 camera locarions, 
Howard County, Maryland, n.:d-light' 
camera dtadons .for red-light running 
compared violations and found thar 

• Red-light running citations de­
creased by 18 to 67 percent. 40 

• Cameras ar two locations were re­
tired after daily violations decreased 
from 114 and l21 ro less than three 
per day eath.41 

A two-year evaluation of red-light cam­
eta effectiveness in Seatde, Washington, 
covered six approaches at four intersec­
tions and found that red-light- violations 
decreased by about 44 percent after one 
year and .59 percent after two years. ~2 

A smdy of red-light camera enforce­
m~nt in northeastern Virginia compared 
violadon races betWeen the fi rsr and sec­
ond three-monrh periods of implemema­
rion. 43 h found that re<.l-light camera cita­
tions were 2 I percent le.~s in the second 
three months than rhey had been during 
the first rlm~e. 

An international canvass of red-light 
camera evaluadons included violation wm­
parisons fur 11 dries. Findings showed that 
violarions declined by between2l and 75 
percent with an average of 46 ·percent.44 

The city ofPhiladelphia implemenred 
a two-phase program ro reduce red-light 
running.4' First rhey lengthened the 
yellow signal interval; then rhcy added 
six red-light cameras. A study by llHS 
found char 

• Violations declined by 36 percent 
with rhe lengthened yellow interval. 
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• Red-light camera enforcement 
reduced the remaining violations by 
96 percent. 

An liHS review of international red­
light cameras studies revealed rhat rhe 
cameras reduced .red-light running vio· 
lations by 40 to 50 percent.46 Allother 
liHS evalu-atl.on found that during rhe 
fim four months of camera us~ in Oxn:Jrd, 
California, violations declined by about 
42 percem.17 

CONClUSIONS 
The findings described above are rhe 

results of many different evaluations 
performed on differing data of differing 
sample sizes for differing types ofintcrsec~ 
tions using different evaluation methods. 
However, the n-ends are quite dear and 
undeniable, even if rhe 11 umerical values 
may not be fully certain. 

Ifinsralled at locations with significant 
red-light running crashes and/or viola­
tions, over a group of intersections, red­
light cameras 

• Substantially reduce red-lighr viola­
don rates~ 

• Reduce crashes that result from 
red-light running; 

• Usually reduce right-angle collisions; 
• May result in an increase in rear­

end collisions; 
• May or may not reduce total 

crashes bur rarely result in a sub­
stantial increase; and 

• Usually reduce crash severity by 
virtue of reducing the more severe 
right-angle crashes while somerimes 
increasing the less severe rear-end 
collisions. 

Red-light cameras are to aid enforce­
ment and should not be considered a 
substirute for proper traffic engineering 
of signali7~d lmersec[ions. If a signali1-ed 
intersection has been analp.ed and all 
reasonably practical measures h~ve been 
taken to help drivers see rhc signals, and 
if red-light running still persists, increased 
<:nrorcement by red-light cameras or other 
means will likely be effective. Ill 
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Scptem her 29, 201 0 

The Honorable 1\nhmio Villaraigosa 
The Honorable Carmen Trutanich 
Honorable Members o l' the City Council 

The City cnrrently hns 32 Phnto Red Light cnmeras, which nrc designed to dte drivers who 
brenk the lnw by running red lights nt intersections throllghout Los Angeks. The program's 
stnted primary objective i:-; to improve public sal'cty, by n:dllcing ncckknt~ nt the City's mo:-;t 
dangerous intcn;cctions. The .LAPD "·· \Vhich oversees the contract along with the City's 
Department of Transportation (DOT)- has rcpnrted that the cameras help to ge-nerate millions nf 
dollars l()r the City. as ph01o red light violaiions cost drivers $446 per im:idcnt. 

The nttached lHidit ()fthe City's Photo Red Light Pr()grnm (PRLP) l()und thnt the program lws 
not been able to document cnnclusivcly an increase in public salcty due to incomplete data 
collection. In addilion, over the pa:;t two yean:, the City has expended $2.6 million to support 
the PRLP without full ens! recovery. Further, it nppears that the red light cameras \Verc not 
neccssmily installed at the City's most dangerous in!crscctions. In racl. the methodology used to 
select the intersect inns actually excluded some of the highest risk intersections. This inLJudcd 
allowing !'or nt lctlSI one n:d light cnmem per Cnuncill)i:-;trkt. weak inli·n::>tructurc at some 
locations nnd not wanting tn conduct the additional ilnalyses required for Stale cnntrollcd" 
lo<.:ations. 

for example the LA I>]) did not selectt\.vo intersections· I ,a Brta ;\venue & 6111 S\recl. and 
llayvenhurst St. & Nordho!L\ve. ··when:- there were a combin..:d 24 acl:idcnts nnd 2 fatal ilks 
!'rom 2003-2005. Ho,vevcr. they did select Whi!ticr l~lvd. and Lor.:na Street 'vhcre there were 
only 2 <H:cidents anJ no 1~1tnlities. lr pubLic :-;afc:Ly is the number one priority of the PRLP. then 
the l.API) should select only the most dangerous inkrscctions, 

11 is important 1.0 nn!c that. according tn the 1,/\ PD. there have been snmc signi !I cant 
accomplishnK'll\.S or the progr<~l1l. Our nudil found that !(x drivers who dispute their cHntion 
through a court triaL less than l'Y~) nt"thc trials tnd in a "nut guilty'' verdict. Further. there hnvc 
been nn lillnlitics Llt moniton:d intersections since the current contract was implemented in 200(L 

S\HllC of the specilic audit llndings include: 



_;._ .. · 

" '11:\13 PR:LPi1:asnot conehisivehi shown.to have·hlcre.ased )Ubiio safe,:ty~, 

o Ac'6otding to the .LAJ?D,t. owi1 statistics. 12 of tlie 3~· int.erseC:tions·~et~ally 
i1id rr;tciri ~cdlder!i~'il.ft~r th~·t.ai~(;l·tW w~re ·acti:vat.id •. ~khadt1¢ k:~*n~e rui6• 
I~lli~d, tb'>~~ta~~rdenJ:s;. Hov\leV¢r the m;mtber. of:acofqN~W tl1ai ot:\6\!it~(t 
(}~~t;~~¢.1~#1·~ ~'an~G .,l~ey exa.ttiine d was so srna;U 'th¢ dfffir<::X19f:!S • \~¢Fe .. 
lt¢at1y ip,~tJJtlHjc~l'l:l; . . . . . . . . . . , . . . .. . : . . . , 

o Olh~l': fuiit1ti{n'iay I:r~vG.filso. \?eeri;nisj:lPP~ible for tb.o coUis:lpns.at tl)e 1'6 
itlt~r~e¢tiqn~1 ~$J16h as .afi· 6veraii. redt\~"tioh :i:ti Mc.jdeiits.fh1\l?g11<tu~ to~ 
Angele$.dHe/to"·Je\~iei" p~pple.dfivfug. d_pri'il&thq- eeonotl)fC.'dpyirnJUUi. 

• • • • . < • • •.• ' . • • • • 

~ R:irtiei.-:Hialcih6"·: ;,>:. ::FlUJ) 'tocations:-ha:~ea': ntlie· ii' btl. '·ibertif\ac&~cre.t) ·g: it 
g ~. ·. ~ru~s tiirif~tt{ ttir&~incluill.Jl~r.t1de de8isi~i\·'tq P.liqe ~de£isfo1ie, '6airi'e'tid1i ,' · · 
Qieri .·c&cindn 0.fitfict.det6rmihed.v\lhere. cam~ras .\¥{M'e .. ~JA~:·. ·' · 

• ••• •• ;''··· • ·> ••.•• ' • : •••• _., • _, ••• '-· •• 

·o · L·~APP. ~~1d Q'tn ~m:~¢d: tMt ~;vsr~U p6lit\qt)f:lss.~Ji¥w¢N~ ¢on·~id~re4 tn th$ 
pt<)grfti;iJ. b}~pJ;enw1ltatfoil. LAPl) st~1te·p_ tl11,1tthe City CoM:cJl.''sttong·ly· 
recohi.tl:i()Jtded"that ¢~ch { Counpil} distdotshould. have at ienst one PRL 
il~~~1'se~tiot.1~:: . . . . . . .. , . . . .• . . . . .. . . . . 

6 ~9i ~At1~~·'19-c~ti9.i1sj ~1,1ch ~.~ City $:treets ·nwt i+t~ ·aJso Stat~., high~1aj·.s .. · . 
. (~:~g~·.M9~~ic4 13lv4)," ~l't~ State-reqt~k~ t!¥t: ~ll cw~~.~'e¢r)A~ ~~r~.s~s.;b~ : 
~~~:th*j);~}l:f.nor,to. appl~i~g ~~r .. ~i~w(ryat Y{,~» ·a~~O~tlt¢gt_:~~if?rP~i,\i~n~·, . 
sr~.fiit:n::;p::~~·:LA~I;) bel1~v~ t~lil:tthe:;nddlt~on~.~ :tW}.!r~4:eN>~f~$~;m?~·; •.... 

' V{6:Ut411o~nec~·ss.aty ttl g.etappr<Ni1}.1rom Jhe Stilt¢ \'ya~. ilO.\j\IStj,Jlcil ror.Uw. 
PRtP~· }Iciw~ver'the_d~H£chl1f~ $iate Audiwr sa~ ht a :Ytity2Q01 ~Wit~hat 
citJeii. i>hQ\;lld t!9tQ;~~lt inieBJ.~i.rtim~s 'that rQqufre Sta,te·appro:v~l. whe~ 'pti.blic 
safety wi;julq,benefit' ' 

! . i . ~ 

* d;d-6htiy t11o.·P:rrtp.ha'i• ~o~ti.rriore ilifu:J'tz.6~tritilim1·tohn_el:~vei· th6 
r<:'V6r1~e 1·e"6eNed. · · · · · · · · · · 
--~.-' '· ~ 

o E-ve.ti. though the PRLP costs the City money, not having the cal'nertts 
would requite over 100 motm officers, with cqmbinod salctries of more 
than $tO million to monitor the 32 intersections constahtly. 

The current PRLP contract is in its final yeal\ and the LAPD is about to issue an RFP to 
exec1.1te a new contract ih 2011. lt is critical tha.t lessons are leam.ed tu!d improvements 
arc madOso that the n.ew contract assures the City's financial interests are protetted. In 
addition, LAPD should ensure effective use of program resources and monitor the 
program results to maximize public saiety. 
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Enclosed is a report entitl~d "Audit of the Photo Red Light Program." A draft of thls 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Office of the City Controller has completed an Audit of the City's Photo Red 
Light Program. This program automates the enforcement of traffic laws that 
require vehicles to stop at red signal lights, and is currently in effect at 32 
intersections throughout the City of Los Angeles. 

Background 

The Photo Red Light Program (PRLP) is an enforcement approach to incre~sing 
traffic safety, which began as a pilot program in December 2000. The Los 
Angeles Police Department {LAPD) is the program sponsor and contract 
administrator, and works in partnership with the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) in managing the program. 

LAPD works closely with the contracted vendor, which was Nestor Traffic 
Solutions, Inc. until September 2009, at which time the current vendor, American 
Traffic Solutions, Inc., stepped in to fulfill contract requirements. 

LAPD's stated goal of the Photo Red Ught Program is "to increase intersection 
safety by reducing the number of serious injUJY and fatality traffic collisions 
caused by motorists who fail to stop for red lights and to maximize red light 
enforcement through efficient use of police resources." 

LAPD has previously reported that the PRLP has had a significant impact on 
public safety, measured as a reduction in traffic collisions and fatalities, and has 
generated significant revenue. 1 During 2009 LAPD issued approximately 45,000 
citations through the PRLP, which according to LAPD represented over 22% of 
the moving violations citywide. A red-light violation carried a fine of $446 as of 
fieldwork completion. 

The overall objective of our review was to assess the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the City's management of the PRLP. We sought to determine how the City 
ensured adequate performance by the vendor, and how the City evaluates the 
status, problems or successes of the program. We also reviewed leading 
practices and those in use by other jurisdictions, and assessed whether the City 
achieves the program's goal of reducing traffic collisions. The audit was 
conducted in accordance with Generally Accepted Auditing Standards and 
covered the three-year period ended October 31, 2009, though we considered 
the conditions and some data through March 2010. 

1 Board of Police Commissioners report nos. 09-0304, 10-0067, & 10-0122, dated July 17, 2009, February 2, 
2010, & March 23, 2010. respectively. 
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SummarY of Audit Results 

We found that the program cannot conclusively demonstrate that it has reduced 
traffic collisions, thereby increasing public safety_ While the PRLP offers less 
expensive and less dangerous enforcement of red tight violations than traditional 
field officer enforcement, the lack of specific metrics for reporting program 
success and the method by which program locations were selected, whereby 
some high risk intersections were eliminated, detract from its ability to clearly 
demonstrate a significant improvement to public safety. 

In addition, we noted that the PRLP does not currently generate revenue in 
excess of costs for the City. Considering the actual PRLP citation revenue 

·received compared to City resources dedicated to the program, the City actually 
incurred a net cost of more than $1 .5 million in 2008 and $1 million in 2009 to 
oper~te the. Photo Red Light Program_ It is essential that before the City 
allocates additional resources to the program, it must define the specific 
outcomes that are expected to be achieved. Therefore, the City must clearly 
demonstrate how the PRLP will increase safety through enforcing drivers' 
compliance with traffic laws. By considering additional issues in determining 
when to issue a citation, and through legislative action, there may be 
opportunities to increase program revenue and more closely tie penalties to the 
relative danger of the violation. 

We found that the current vendor is performing adequately and LAPD's oversight 
was generally appropriate_ However, we noted certain shortcomings in the 
contract terms and program oversight that require management attention. For 
example, LAPD should consider additional controls to ensure completeness of all 
data maintained by the vendor. The City intends to release an RFP and issue a 
new contract, with potential for expansion to additional intersections. In selecting 
a vendor and negotiating a new contract, the City must ensure the City's financial 
interests are adequately protected. 

Key Findings 

o The method used to select PRLP locations eliminated some high risk 
intersections. 

LAPD initially identified intersections with the highest number of collisions 
for consideration in the program_ However, other factors also played a 
role ·in final selection which may ultimately reduce the program's 
effectiveness. LAPD recommended a fairly even distribution of monitored 
enforcement citywide, so each Council District was allocated at least one 
PRL location. Also, due to funding constraints, locations that lacked the 
stronger steel poles necessary for installation of the PRLP equipment 
were not considered. Finally, locations that would have required State 
approval were also not considered. This resulted in the City not installing 
automated red-light cameras at some intersections with a higher and 
disproportionate number of collisions than others that were selected. 



o Location decisions did not involve engineering analyses to formally 
document the City's consideration of other, non-enforcement 
solutions that may have a more direct impact on public safety. 

Although LADOT provided significant input to LAPD regarding which 
intersections to include in the PRLP, they did not document how other 
engineering solutions had been considered to support a conclusion that an 
enforcement solution would have the maximum impact on public safety. 
When considering new locations for an expanded PLRP, the City should 
consider utilizing a standardized engineering analysis template for this 
purpose. 

o As measured and reported by LAPD, the PRLP has not conclusively 
shown to have increased public safety • 

. LAPD has reported program results based on statistics tracked by their 
internal databases which were incomplete and did not include information 
such as collision type (e.g., broadside or rear-end), the direction and 
speed of vehicle, and time into red, which may impact reported program 
results. 

LAPD has focused their attention on reporting PRLP success by tracking 
collisions which were specifically caused by a red light violation, because 
those are the stated target of enforcement efforts. However, not all · 
collisions result in a LAPD report, and the coded data within LAPD's traffic 
databases is insufficient to support a full analysis of all co111sions that could 
be impacted by the program. A more comprehensive and systematic 
approach to evaluating the PRLP is needed. This could include tracking 
other information in addition to the cited violation considered as the 
primary co11fsion factor, as well as measuring the change in both collision 
and violation rates over time. 

o The assessment of the program's effectiveness as reported by LAPD 
is questionable since LAPD did not consider other factors that may 
be responsible for a reduction in traffic collisions. 

There has been a wide fluctuation in reported collisions at PRL 
intersections attributed to the program, starting from the high of 107 in 
2004, gradually declining to a low of 30 in 2008, then rising again to 46 in 
2009. While those figures should not be considered as the sole measure 
of the program's success, LAPD has also not considered or reported other 
factors that may have had an impact on the number of collisions. For 
example, citywide traffic collisions have declined by 14% over the past two 
years. At a minimum, variations in traffic volume should be considered 
when reporting the ratio of traffic collisions as well as violations. 
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o The Program's operating costs exceed Program revenu~~ 

Our audit disclosed that the PRLP has not provided additional revenue to 
the City. Because the City's share of citation revenue is only about one~ 
third of the fine amount, 2 and many citations are either never paid or 
adjudicated without a payment due, we found the City received only $2.3 
and $3 million from the PRLP during 2008 and 2009, respectively. When 
compared to a conservative estimate of the costs incurred by the City to 
implement the program, the PRLP actually cost the City approximately 
$1.5 million in 2008 and $1 million in 2009. 

o All PRLP violations were assessed a $446 fine regardless of the 
relative danger of the violation. 

The PRLP is considered an enforcement solution to modifying risky driver 
behavior, thereby increasing traffic safety. However, all violations 
captured by the PRLP are cited under the same CVC that requires a 
significant monetary penalty. LAPD does not consider the relative danger 
of the violation, and its potential impact to safety, in assessing the citable 
offense. These include slower, right-turn violations and the elapsed time 
into red of the vehicle. Recent action by the State legislature will reduce 
the fine for right-turn on red violations. 3 

o State law and recent legislative changes could significantly reduce 
City revenue related to the PRLP. 

The State regulates traffic laws through the California Vehicle Code, and 
has additional limitations on the use of automated enforcement technology 
in assessing fines and penalties. Recent actions by the State legislature 
further limit cities' authority relative to PRLP. The City has no authority to 
cite violations under a muniCipal ordinance, and cannot use PRLP 
evidence to cite other moving/safety violations. In addition, the penalty 
amount for right-turn violations, which represent the majority of PRLP 
citations, has recently been reduced. 

o In anticipation of a new contract for the PRLP, the City must address 
key contract terms and ensure diligence in vendor. selection to 
protect the City's financial interests. 

The current contract is in fts final year; LAPD just received approval to 
issue an RFP and execute a new PRLP contract"in 2011. As the PRLP 
equipment is proprietary and the City intends to expand the program to 
additional locations, the new vendor will upgrade and replace all 
equipment, as well as design and install the needed infrastructure on City 
property, Based on lessons learned when the previous vendor (Nestor) 

2 $157 of the $446 total fine, not including a $54 traffic school fee. 
3 AB 909 passed .the Senate 8112/10 and Assembly 8125110. 
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had financial difficulties and was subsequently acquired by a third-party 
(ATS), and the fact that the City plans to shift new construction 
responsibilities to the vendor, LAPD should work closely with the CAO and 
City Attorney to assure the City's financial interests are protected. 

These issues and related recommendations are presented in more det~il in the 
remainder of this report. 

.R~;tvieyv of Repel! 

We discussed audit issues with LAPD, LADOT, and ATS during fieldwork, and 
provided a copy of our draft report to LAPD. We held an exit conference with 
representat!ves of LAPD and LADOT on July 30, 2010, and considered their 
extensive comments as we finalized this report. 

LAPD disagrees with our emphasis on the need for better data and analysis to 
measure PRLP success. They cite reports in technical studies that generally 
identify public safety benefits from municipal PRL systems. · · They were 
concerned that the additional costs involved in gathering and analyzing data­
even data generated by the PRLP-were unnecessary because PRLP In general 
improves public safety. 

Our audit disclosed a need for improved understanding of how well the method of 
intersection selection worked and which aspects of PRL enforcement produce 
the most public safety value for the resources invested. There is also a need to 
better identify which collisions relate to PRL enforcement and how to interpret 
trends in PRL collision data. 

LAPD also disagreed with the result of our financial analysis of the program. 
LAPD believes that potential future collections on outstanding citations should be 
considered. 

Though some outstanding citations may eventually be paid, under the City's 
current accounting practices, related receipts would be considered in that period. 
In addition, our review of Court data noted that only 3% of payments were for 
citations issu.ed beyond the prior 12~months; therefore, future collections of long­
unresolved tickets cannot be assured or quantified. Also, the City's ability to 
collect on these citations is questionable, since unresolved PRL citations do not 
result in a DMV hold being placed on the defendant's driver's license or vehicle 
registration,. as was assumed by LAPD until this audit. Thus, there is little 
leverage to compel a future payment, which would improve the longer-term 
collection rate of these citations. Until the issue of legal leverage or improved 
collection procedures by the Court is resolved, the actual citation payment history 
should be considered indicative of the program. 

We would like to thank the staff of LADOT, LAPD, and ATS for fully cooperating 
and providing information relative to this review. 
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1. LAPD and LADOT should increase 
transpar~ncy for an expanded 
PRLP by · publicizing how the 
location selection process will 
ensure that the highest risk 
intersections are selected for the 
program. In addition, LAPD and 
LADOT should llst intersections that 
meet published criteria, on their 
websites. 

2. LAPD and LADOT should obtain 
CaiTrans approval to automate 
enforcement of intersections that 
meet selection criteria. 

3. LAPD and LADOT should seek 
funding for necessary infrastructure 
modifications at intersections that 
meet selection criteria. 

4. For any new intersection 
recommended in an expanded 
PRLP, LADOT should complete an 
engineering analysis template to 
formally document consideration of 
all appropriate countermeasures, 
and to support the recommendation 
that automated enforcement would 
have the greatest impact to 
improving public safety at that 
location. 

5. LAPD should modify the method by 
which the PRLP is evaluated by 
ensuring complete and relevant 
data that supports the type of 
enforcement, i.e., right turns or 
straighHhrough violations. 

21 

21 

21 

25 

30 
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6. Over the long term, LAPD should 
pursue the full implementation of 
the planned integrated system to 
electronically record all relevant 
collision information, making it more 
easily accessible for data analysis 
and program evaluation. 

7. In the short-term, LAPD should 
expand their data collection from 
collisions at PRLP intersections. 
Rather than relying solely on key 
data fields captured by division 
databases, consider the information 
included in written collision reports 
and video images of the collisions 
that may be captured by the PRLP 
system, for example: 

'" Collision type (broadside, rear-
end, etc.) 

" Time into. red 
,. Speed of the vehicle 
" Movement preceding collision 
" Feet from the intersection 

8. Because the PRLP seeks to modify 
risky behavior by ensuring 
compliance with traffic laws, LAPD 
should also assess the program 
results in terms of the rate of 
violations or citations issued 
through the PRLP by intersection 
approach. An expected outcome 
for a successful program would 
show .that violations at a given 
location decrease over time. 

30 LAPD 

30 LAPD 

30 LAPD 
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9. In coordination with LADOT, LAPD 
should consider, at a minimum, the 
effect of traffic volume in the 
comparative metric in reporting and 
measuring program results. 
Specifically: 

a. The number or ratio of traffic 
collisions at monitored 
intersections (considered 
through implementation · of 
recommendations 6 and 7) 
compared to the number of 
vehicles transiting a single 
approach. A successful 
program outcome would note a 
decline in the adjusted ratio. 

34 

b. The number or ratio of violations 35 
at monitored intersections 
(considered through 
implementation of 
recommendation 8) compared to 
the number of vehicles transiting 
a single approach. A successful 
program outcome would also 
note a decline in the ratio. 

10. LAPD and LADOT should consider 
departmental priorities along with 
the expected outcomes of the 
PRLP in allocating resources to the 
program. 

11 . Council should direct LAPD and the 
CLA to promote legislative action at 
the State to amend the CVC so that 
fines for red light violations reflect 
current technology and are 
proportional the to the level of 
danger (e.g., graduated fines, etc.). 

41 

43 
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12. LAPD should include a requirement 
in a new PRL contract for the 
vendor to serially number events so 
that LAPD review can easily detect 
any missing. event numbers. 

13. LAPD should continually store their 
own log of all citations approved for 
issuance and periodically compare 
that log with the vendor's 
notification to the Court of citations 
mailed to registered owners and 
entered into the Court system. 

14. LAPD should include a requirement 
in the new PRL contract for the 
vendor to produce a 
comprehensive quarterly status 
report on each citation processed. 
For example, based on citation 
number, the status report could 
show the judicial and payment 
status of all citations previously and 
newly issued, broken out by month 
and year, and reconciled with the 
prior report. 

i 5. In negotiating the new contract for 
the PRLP, LAPD should seek 
competent counsel to protect the 
City's interests. Ensure issues 
regarding asset ownership, 
construction costs, and any related 
program delays due to 
construction, are specifically 
included in the contract terms. 

49 

49 

49 

51 
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16. LAPD should work with the City 
Attorney and the GAO in ensuring 
the selection process and contract 
terms fully protect the City's 
financial interests. 

52 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The City of Los Angeles Photo Red Light Program (PRLP) of automated 
enforcement-is a cooperative effort between the Los Angeles Police Department 
(LAPD) and the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), who 
together oversee the contracted provider of the system. 

The City executed a PRLP contract with Nestor Traffic Systems, Inc. (Nestor) on 
February 6, 2006; however, in September 2009 American Traffic Solutions, Inc. 
(ATS) acquired Nestor and assumed all duties under the current contract The 
automated enforcement system currently operates at 32 intersections distributed 
throughout the City. 

Automated enforcement of red signal lights is a process of systematically 
detecting, photographing, identifying, and citing violators using electronic 
equipment provided and maintained by an outside vendor. A sworn officer 
issues each citation by reviewing video and photographic evidence on a 
computer monitor, using proprietary software provided by the vendor. 

Once approved by LAPD, the vendor prints and mails each citation and 
electronically transmits the citations to the Los Angeles Superior Court. During 
this adjudication phase the vendor staffs a hotline to answer questions about the 
citation process and to afford citation recipients the opportunity to review 
photographic or video evidence of the violation. 

Goal of the PRL Program 

According to the LAPD, the goal of the PRLP is to increase intersection safety by 
reducing the number of serious injury and fatality traffic collisions caused by 
motorists who fail to stop for red lights and to maximize red light enforcement 
through effident use of police resources. Drivers may fail to stop for red signal 
lights for a variety of reasons, including temporary distractions and aggressive 
driving behavior. 

Theoretically, public safety improves as drivers who are aware that red light 
cameras monitor an intersection modify their behavior to avoid the negative 
consequences of a citation and the related photographic evidence. A sentinel 
effect from this awareness can also result in modified driving on approaches to 
the same intersection that are not monitored, and even for other intersections. 

PRL enforcement is one tool to reduce red light violations and related traffic 
collisions. Other industry established methods include appropriate intersection 
design, enhanced signage or pavement markings, extended yellow or red light 
timing and other traffic engineering solutions, as well as public information 
campaigns. 
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From Violation to Collection: How the PRLP Works 

The City's PRL camera system typically monitors two opposing approaches to an 
intersection, primarily for straight-through or right-turn traffic. 

For each monitored approach, the PRL system digitally records video ·:omd 
photographic evidence of red light violations or "events." The system digitally 
transfers and stores this evidence on remote ATS servers for processing. ATS 
visually reviews each event and determines whether it meets preliminary 
violation criteria and, if so, uses the license plate number to obtain registration 
and driver information from the California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV). 

For events that meet stated criteria, ATS composes a tentative citation and 
forwards it, along with the supporting video evidence, to a dedicated computer at 
LAPD. The California Vehicle Code (CVC) requires a sworn officer to approve 
the citation before the vendor submits it" to the Court or to the registered owner of 
the vehicle. 4 

The LAPD officer's responsibility is to evaluate the video evidence of a violation, 
the legibility of the Hcense plate, and whether the images are adequate to identify 
the driver. If so, and if in the officer's discretion a violation occurred, then the 
officer electronically approves a citation and ATS notification is automatic. If the 
camera does not capture a legible image of a license plate or an identifiable 
image of the driver's face, the officer cannot issue a cltation. ·· · 

ATS processes approved citations by printing and mailing them to the registered 
owners and responding professionally to calls received. The citation provides 
instructions ·for mailing the bail or fine to the Los Angeles Superior Court, as well 
as procedures for contesting the citation, inCluding reporting the identify of the 
driver of the vehicle at the time of the violation if it was not the registered owner, 
and when to appear in court. 

The Court retains a portion of the citation revenue and distributes ·the remainder 
based on various statutes, paying portions to the City, the County, and the State. 

The History of the PRLP in Los Angeles 

The City initiated photo red light camera enforcement as a pilot program in 
December 2000. LADOT and contractor Lockheed Martin-who later transferred 
its interest to Affiliated Computer Services (ACS)-worked together to install 
cameras at 16 intersections. 

In April 2004; due to the impending expiration of the contract with ACS to operate 
the pilot program, and due to a change in the law governing automated 
enforcement programs, the Police· Department recommended issuing an RFP for 

4CVC §21455.5(c)(2)(F) and §40518 

.. 12-



a new contract In an effort to maintain continuity of service, the contract with 
ACS was extended for an additional year, until June 14, 2005. 

In May 2004 the Police Department issued an RFP with a July 7, 2004 deadline 
for receipt of proposals. Six proposals were received, and a committee 
consisting of personnel from LAPD and LADOT rated the proposals based on 
cost, past performance, technical requirements, vendor technical competence, 
and additional considerations. Nestor Traffic Systems was selected. 

In January 2005 the Board of Police Commissioners authorized the Chief of 
Pollee to negotiate a contract with Nestor, and in August 2005 the Commission 
approved the contract for Mayor and Council consideration. Councll approved 
the contract on November 18, 2005, and it was executed on February 6, 2006 for 
a 3-year term, with options to extend for two additional 1-year terms. 

According to LAPD, on June 4, 2009, the City was notified that Nestor filed for an 
appointment of a receiver in Superior Court In Providence County, Rhode lsland.5 

After Nestor entered financial receivership, ATS acquired and dissolved Nestor 
as a separate company. ATS then stepped in to fulfill contractrequirements 
while working closely with LAPD. On March 30, 2010, Council approved the 
contract's formal assignment to ATS, and extended the current term through 
June 30, 2010. A second action extended the term through April 2011, 

LAPD received authorization to issue a new RFP in 2010, and execute a new 
contract in 2011. LAPD also plans to expand the program by increasing the 
number of PRLP intersections, and due to budgetary constraints at LADOT, the 
selected vendor would bld to design, construct and install all necessary 
infrastructure at the new intersections. 

Site Readiness, Installation and Functionality of Equipment at Intersections 

Installation of PRL cameras and related equipment at 32 intersections around the 
City required engineering design work for each location. Each selected site was 
unique, with differing street geometry, slopes, sub-surface objects, street and 
adjacent-property surface material, speed limits, and unique and active traffic 
control equipment and infrastructure. 

LADOT worked with Nestor to modify existing engineering drawings that LADOT 
then used to modify each intersection. PRL camera angles and the positioning of 
strobe lights and the system controls required careful evaluation of the pre­
existing infrastructure to ensure a successful outcome. 

LADOT took responsibility to modify pre-existing infrastructure in order to provide 
Nestor with physical attachment points for cameras, flash units,· and a control 
cabinet. LADOT also constructed improvements necessary to provide power for 

5 Board of Police Commissioners 09-0304. 
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the system and data interconnectivity among system components. It was 
Nestor's responsibility to install cameras, flash units, and the control cabinet, and 
to test, acti\,fate, and maintain the PRL system. 

Once the construction process ended, activation of the PRL camera system 
required testing, adjustment, and re-testing: On an ongoing basis, an LAPD 
officer Visits each PRL intersection to visually inspect the equipment On an 
annual basis LAPD, LADOT, and ATS representatives visit each intersection-and 
certify that the operation of the equipment complies with State law. 

Continual remote electronic monitoring of camera performance and outputs 
ensures functionality. When a technician performs any maintenance of 
equipment at a PRL intersection, the techni_cian makes a manual entry in a paper 
log kept separately in ATS control boxes at each intersection, LAPD, LADOT, 
and ATS meet each week to resolve issues and ensure peak system 
performance. 

The Finances of the Photo Red Light Program 

LAPD, as administrator and process-owner of the PRLP, strongly affirms that the 
primary purpose of the program is to improve public safety, not to increase City 
revenues. However, critics of PRLP generally frame the program as driven by 
cities' desire to generate revenue. Revenue is the City's share of fines and 
penalties paid to the Superior Court by violators. As of fieldwork completion, the 
bail or penalty for most red light violations was set at $446 by State law. 

The citation amount is calculated first on a base fine, upon which additional fees 
and penalties are calculated, based on various statutes. The CVC empowers the 
California Judicial Council to publish a statewide penalty schedule, but allows 
local courts to make modifications. 

NOTABLE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

LAPD reports no fatalities at monitored intersections since the implementation of 
the current contract in April 2006, compared to five red light related fatalities in 
the prior two-year period for the intersections selected for automated 
enforcement. 

The Police and Transportation Departments have successfully worked with 
contracted PRLP vendor, both Nestor Traffic Solutions, Inc. and American Traffic 
Solutions, Inc., to meet the contractual evidence quality standard. 

LAPD also reported that for drivers who chose to dispute their citation through a 
court trial, the high quality of photographic evidence resulted in less than 1% of 
court trials ending in a "not guilty" verdict. 
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PRLP evidence can also potentially be of assistance in solving crimes, or in 
determining fault when collisions occur_ LAPD also uses photographic evidence 
to verify compliance by sworn officers with traffic policies and procedures. For 
example, officers who violate LAPD policy by not wearing a seat belt In their 
patrol car can face disciplinary action. 

LAPD also reported a vibrant outreach to the community and to other agencies. 
This includes participation in community-police advisory board presentations, 
safety fairs.. conducting training for sworn officers of other agencies, and 
publishing articles in trade journals or making presentations to trade groups. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

The primary objective of our audit was to determine the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the City's oversight and management of the automated Photo 
Red-Light Program (PRLP). Specifically: 

"' To determine how the City performs or otherwise ensures adequate 
oversight and monitoring of contractor performance. 

• To assess whether the City efficiently and effectively evaluates the status, 
problems, failures, or success of the PRLP. 

• To assess whether the City efficiently and effectively recommends 
necessary actions to achieve the PRLP's goal of reduction in traffic 
collision[s]. 

.. To assess whether the City has implemented best practices found in other 
comparable governmental agencies with a PRLP. 

The audit scope included the 3-year period ended October 31, 2009, but we also 
considered current conditions and some data through March 2010. We 
specifically focused on evaluating how LAPD and LADOT appropriately ensure 
vendor performance in accordance with the contract, and how program 
managers review, evaluate, and communicate the program's results; including 
making specific recommendations to maximize the City's goals and objectives for 
the program. Our fieldwork was conducted during the period November 2009 
through May 2010. 

This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit 
to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the 
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. 
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In conducting our audit, we reviewed and analyzed applicable policies and 
procedures; reviewed and analyzed documentation and studies prepared and 
conducted by the City and by other jurisdictions; and interviewed .management . 
and staff at the Police and Transportation Departments and at American Traffic 
Solutions, Inc. 

- 16-



SECTION I:THE PROGRAM'S IMPACT ON PUBLIC SAFETY 

Finding #1: The method used to select the 32 locations for camera 
enforcement eliminated some high risk intersections. 

LAPD's stated goal of the PRLP is "to increase intersection safety by reducing 
the number of serious injury and fatality traffic collisions caused by motorists who 
fail to stop for red lights and to maximize red light enforcement through efficient 
use of police resources." To achieve the goal relative to intersection safety, after 
considering all other solutions, automated enforcement should focus on 
intersections based on the number and nature of traffic collisions per vehicle 
transiting an intersection. 

LAPD's PRL intersection selection process started by examining major­
intersection collision data for the years 2003-2005. LAPD considered those 
collisions that were caused by red light violat\ons, excess speed, following too 
closely, inappropriate left-turn, and DUI. LAPD stated that based on traffic 
collisions, and working in conjunction with LADOT, they first narrowed that down 
to approximately 200 intersections for consideration. 

LAPD indicated they further narrowed the list to 88 lntersections-22 in each 
Bureau-by talking with traffic officers and their supervisors or other experienced 
LAPD or LADOT personneL For each of those 88 intersections, LAPD or LADOT 
personnel visited each location and completed a Proposed Intersection Field 
Checklist that LAPD and LADOT then used to narrow the total number of PRL 
intersections down to 32. 

Among the factors that influenced decision-making (not in any priority order) 
were: 1) the Council District, 2) whether existing poles supporting signal lights 
were of (weaker) concrete or (stronger) steel, and 3) whether an intersection 
required State approval for PRL enforcement. While the location (Council 
District) played a significant role in prioritizing locations, the other two simply 
eliminated some locations from consideration. These criteria demonstrate that 
issues other than strictly public safety played a role in determining the program 
locations. 

Exclusions due to Perceived "Citywide" Proqram 

LAPD emphasized the importance that the public perceive automated Photo Red 
Light enforcement as a citywide program. PRL cameras were to be locat~d in all 
areas of the City, with the expected result of moderation of driver behavior 
citywide. Stating it was important to garner maximum Council support for the 
PRLP, LAPD used the Council District (CD) where an intersection was located as 
a criterion. Therefore, of the 32 intersection locations, each CO was apportioned 
at least one camera, which required the exclusion of some intersections with a 



higher number of collisions or fatalities. Exhibit 16 presents the current PRL 
locations throughout the City. 

LAPD stated that if safety alone, as measured by the number of collisions at 
each intersection, had been the deciding criteria, it would have resulted in an 
uneven distribution of PRL cameras throughout the City; which. would have 
resulted in a very negative public perception of the program. 

Both LAPD and LADOT agreed that several political issues were considered in 
the program implementation. LAPD stated the City Council "strongly 
recommended that each [Council} district should have at least one PRL 
intersection," but went on to explain that this was not a written directive or formal 
motion, rather, was LAPD's understanding of the full Council's intent. 

LADOT added that as the City considers expansion of the PRLP,.new locations 
could be added primarily based on safety concerns. 

6 http://www. !apdonline. org/search_results/contenCbasic~ v\ew/1 022 
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Exhibit 1 
City of Los Angeles 

Photo Red Ughf Locations 
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Exclusions based on Limitations of Existing Infrastructure 

The second factor limited the inclusion of some intersections due to funding 
constraints. LADOT recommended against selecting intersections with weaker 
concrete poles, rather than stronger steel poles, because of the high cost of 
replacing them. While LADOT agreed to fund some infrastructure internally, I.e., 
improvements that were required for the installation of the PRL equipment, LAPD 
and LADOT stated there was no funding available for any major infrastructure 
upgrade, which eliminated some intersections from consideration. 
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Exclusions based on Required Jurisdictional Approvals 

LAPD also bypassed a strict public-safety approach to the selection of locations 
by not considering intersections in locations that required State approval, 
because of potential delays. For some locations, such as those adjacent to 
freeway ramps or where City streets are also noted as State highways, the State 
requires an engineering analysis7 be performed prior to applying for approval of 
an automated enforcement system. Contradicting this approach, "the California 
State Auditor recommended .in a July 2002 audit that cities not omit intersediohs 
requiring State approval when public safety would benefit. 

LAPD believes that the additional time and expense that would have been 
necessary to obtain an affirmative State opinion was not justified for the PRLP. 
Therefore, locations which would have required State approvals were eliminated 
from consideration. 

LAPD described an example of their interaction with CalTrans relative to the 
PRLP, as discussions between a CaiTrans Senior Engineer and the LADOT PRL 
Coordinator: CaiTrans staff inquired about installing cameras on Santa Monica 
Boulevard at Gower Street to correct the existing collision history (Santa Monica 
Boulevard in this area is State Highway 2, subject to CaiTrans. authority). The 
LADOT representative stated they would consider this location only if the 
CalTrans Senior Engineer could get his supervisor, the CaiTrans Deputy Director 
of Operations, to commit that if the City proposed PRL cameras at that location, 
then the proposal would be approved by CaiTrans. No response was ever 
received from the CaiTrans Senior Engineer. · 

This informal exchange does not reflect a determined approach to resolving 
issues of public safety. We would have expected to see high-level, formal 
correspondence between LAPD and CalTrans at this stage of a pilot program. 

We discussed this issue with the Chief of the Permits section of CaiTrans in Los 
Angeles who indicated that CaiTrans is required to respond to "encroachment" 
requests for automated enforcement within 60 days. However, she stated that 
submissions routinely run into problems because applicants misjudge Ca1Trans 
requirements, leading to multiple 60-day response cycles. Nevertheless, the 
Ca!Trans Chief indicated that other municipalities have received permits for 
automated enforcement of State-controlled locations. 

LADOT and LAPD considered !:I number of issues in selecting intersections for 
PRL enforcement. Though public safety was the primary goal of the program, 
LAPD stated they had to consider other logistical and practical factors, such as 
public perception, Council support, limited funding, and jurisdictional control. 
These considerations eliminated some locations from the program with higher 
numbers of collisions and injuries. 

7 This "engineering analysis" of an intersection is no! to be confused with an "Engineering and Traffic 
Survey" described in the California Vehicle Code sections 627 and 40802. 
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For example, we noted that LAPD considered but did not select the Intersection 
of La Brea Avenue and 6th Street for PRL enforcement. Between 2003 and 
2005, that intersection had 11 traffic collisions where a red light violation was the 
Primary Collision Factor (PCF), and at least one fatality. 

Another intersection not selected for automated enforcement was· Havenhurst & 
Nordhoff, where LAPD reported thirteen traffic collisions with red light violations 
as the PCF, as well as one fatal and one serious inJury collision. 

Conversely,. LAPD did select the intersection of Whittier Blvd. and Lorena Street, 
where there had been only two traffic collisions over the same time period where 
a red light violation was the PCF, and no fatalities or serious injuries. 

These three locations are located in separate Council Districts. The exclusion of 
the first two resulted directly from ensuring a "citywide" cove·rage and·· the 
associated priority to install at least one, but generally two PRL systems in each 
Council District. 

Recommendation: 

1. LAPD and LADOT should increase transparency for an expanded 
PRLP by publicizing how the location selection process will 
ensure that the highest risk intersections are selected for the 
program. In addition, LAPD and LADOT should list intersections 
that meet published criteria, on their websites. 

2. LAPD and LADOT should obtain CaiTrans approval to automate 
enforcement of intersections that meet selection criteria. 

3. LAPD and LADOT should seek funding for necessary 
infrastructure modifications at intersections that meet selection 
criteria. 
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Finding #2:Location decisions did not involve engineering analyses that 
formally documented the City's consideration of other solutions that could 
have a more direct effect on public safety than automated enforcement. 

Both LAPD and LA DOT seek to improve public safety, but they use different 
methods. LADOT works to reduce or avoid problems with better street design 
and traffic rules; while LAPD works to moderate driver behavior and increase 
driver compliance with traffic laws. 

Best practices recommend that jurisdictions implementing a photo enforcement 
program consider first if other solutions would have a more direct impact to public 
safety, such as a change in approach speed, newer technology, or engineering 
redesign. 

Traffic engineers who specialize in intersection design and signage should 
evaluate intersections for possible improvements and subsequently report 
continuing problems to law enforcement. Studies we reviewed suggest that a 
DOT engineering survey or evaluation should precede referring an intersection 
for automated enforcement. Any enforcement method should be the last resort 
for increasing public safety. 

LAPD conducted field inspections of candidate intersections, and provided their 
preliminary ranking to LADOT for review. LADOT explained their role was to 
identify for deletion those intersections where PRL enforcement may not be 
appropriate; due to proposed engineering solutions and/or inherent physical site 
challenges. However, this process was informal and not documented. It should 
be noted that LADOT received no funding to participate in the intersection 
selection process. 

A 2004 study sponsored by the Texas DOT and the Federal Highway 
Administration presented guidelines for identifying problem intersections and 
whether enforcement or engineering countermeasures are appropriate. The 
study stated that based on the data related to the violation's cause, either 
enforcement or engineering countermeasures would likely be of most benefit 
The study also proposed a series of decision criteria, depleted by the flowchart in 
Exhibit 2, to determine when camera enforcement would be of most benefit. 



Exhibit 2: Guidelines for 
Countermeasure Selection, proposed 
by the Texa_s Transportation Institute. 
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The Texas Transportation Code states that a county, municipality, or other local 
entity authorized to enact traffic laws under the laws of the state {local authority) 
that wishes to install a red light camera system must take preliminary steps 
before the system can be installed for use. First, an engineering analysis of the 
approach to the intersection must be made to determine whether in addition to or 
as an alternative to the system, a design change to the approach or a change in 
signalization may reduce the number of red light violations. A completed Texas 
DOT engineering analysis template is specific for each location proposed for 
automated enforcement, and must detail: 

• Intersection and Signal data (i.e., signal visibility; pavement and markings 
data," diagrams) 

"' Signal timing and traffic data (i.e., clearance intervals, controller settings, 
vehicle detection data, traffic volume data) 

"' Crash and enforcement data (i.e., specific type and severity of collision 
types, violation rates, enforcement and operational issues, etc.) 

Engineering Safety Analysis Guidelines prepared by the Virginia Department of 
Transportation also require active involvement of traffic engineers and require 
completion of a similar engineering analysis template. 
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Virginia legislation also requires that localities submit a list of intersections for 
photo enforcement to VDOT for final approval. VDOT has established 
engineering safety analysis guidelines to assist jurisdictions in preparing photo 
enforcement request submittals. The engineering safety analysis should include 
a statement explaining why photo enforcement is proposed for a specific 
intersection, and also requires the engineering safety analysis to be stamped and 
signed by a licensed professional engineer. 

As stated in Finding #1, the State of California also requires a formal engineering 
study be pe.rformed for State-owned intersections, prior to submission to Caltrans 
for approval of an automated enforcement system. Though a specific template is 
not provided, representatives directed auditors to a 2005 Institute of 
Transportation Engineers Field Guide for Inspecting Signalized Intersections to 
Reduce Red-Light Running, sponsored by the U.S. Departmentd of 
Transportation. 

LAPD and LADOT stated they worked together to identify and prioritize locations; 
however, neither could provide documentation noting the extent of LADOT's 
participation, or the outcome from the field visits to each proposed location. It 
should also be noted that LADOT resources dedicated to the PRLP are very low, 
namely 10% of one employee's time, versus the six fuiHime and two part-time 
LAPD employees. 

A completed engineering analysis template provides a formal record that 
countermeasures have already been considered, and the jurisdiction has 
determined that there would be no additional benefit from implementing 
engineering solutions, and therefore concludes that an enforcement solution 
would have the maximum increase to traffic safety. Such potential 
countermeasures could include: 

• Adding 'signal ahead' signs, with or without flashers; adding additional 
signal heads, e.g., one head over each lane; use LED lighting; 12-inch 
signal lamps and backplates, all designed to improve signal visibility 

"' Improving pavement markings and/ or pavement condition, including 
grade of approach. 

• Ensuring appropriate clearance intervals (e.g., extended yellow light timing 
and all red intervals), evaluation of timing, phasing, and coordination with 
other intersections, an evaluation of loop detector locations, and 
intersection volume count for both the number of passenger cars ·and 
heavy vehicles. 

LADOT representatives stated that they had not documented their meetings with 
LAPD or their internal processes during the intersection selection process, nor 
did they complete a. written engineering safety analysis for each proposed 
intersection, citing a lack of funding for this endeavor. 
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LADOT asserts that they routinely incorporate proactive traffic engineering 
measures to maximize safety at intersections. LADOT stated that Los Angeles is 
at the forefront in implementing traffic signal upgrade programs and in 
responding to concerns at individual locations. In addition, LADOT stated their 
internally established rigorous traffic signal design guidelines meet or exceed 
requirements set forth in both the State and federal Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control De'(ices, and therefore, many of the countermeasures recommended by 
the FHWA noted in Exhibit 2 have been the design standards used for years by 
LA DOT. 

Though LAPD led the process of selecting intersections for automated 
enforcement, LADOT's suggestions regarding which intersections·to include (or 
exclude) were considered. For example, we noted that based on LADOT's 
recommendation, the intersection of Sunset Blvd. & Crescent Heights Blvd. was 
not included in the PRLP, despite a high number of collisions, because an 
engineering_ solution was being pursued. We observed the specific engineering 
drawings for that location dated October 2007 that showed signal improvements 
consistent with engineering countermeasures designed to improve intersection 
safety. 

LADOT believes their current citywide procedures and their review of the 
proposed PRLP locations generally considered the applicability of possible 
countermeasures. Though LADOT's participation in the program is limited in 
terms of time and funding, a formal engineering analysis, or simply the 
completion . of a standard recommended template for each location, would 
definitively document how engineering solutions were considered, and 
determined not to be more effective than photo enforcement in increasing safety 
at those locations. However, in considering new locations for an expanded 
PRLP, LAPD and LADOT should consider utilizing the template developed by 
Virginia and Texas for this purpose (sample template provided as Appendix D). 

Recommendation: 

4. F9r any new intersection recommended in an expanded PRLP) 
LADOT should complete an engineering analysis template to 
formally document consideration of all appropriate 
countermeasures, and to support the recommendation that 
automated enforcement would have the greatest impact to 
improving public safety at that location. 



Finding #3: The data presented by LAPD in their evaluation of the Photo 
Red Light Program, is inadequate to show a significant .increase in. public 
safety. 

LAPD has reported PRLP success by noting that no fatalities have occurred at 
intersections monitored in the PRLP since April 2006. LAPD also cites declining 
numbers of traffic collisions where a red light violation was the Primary (;ollision 
Factor (PCF) at PRLP intersections. 

However, without a formal engineering survey, attributing these results solely to 
automated enforcement is questionable. For example, we learned that LADOT 
instituted an all-red phase at PRL intersections, along with the camera 
installation. That change alone could have made the intersection safer. 

We noted other concerns regarding the completeness and type of data that is 
collected. Other factors that affect reported program results are not considered. 
Taken together, these issues cloud the value of reported outcomes:' 

Counting the number of traffic collisions (TC), fatalities, or severe injuries to 
measure progress towards LAPD's goal of increasing safety requires data. The 
information underlying colffsion data is gathered manually on paper forms, and 
the quality and comprehensiveness of information varies. 

Officers record available details of traffic collisions on written collision reports. 
Information is obtained either at the scene of the collision, through later 
interviews, or by examination of written or physical evidence. The process is 
labor intensive, an·d includes multiple levels of review to help minimize errors. 

The forms LAPD officers use for this purpose are primarily California Highway 
Patrol forms that provide a standardized way to record extensive information, 
when that data is available. After manual completion, LAPD enters some of the 
data into an LAPD database accessible citywide. LAPD also scans the hardcopy 
forms into a separate image database. 

In addition, personnel at each of the four traffic divisions enter some of the data 
into different databases designed and maintained separately at each of the four 
traffic divisions. Although some divisions enter additional fields, the data 
collected is not standardized beyond the mandatory information required by the 
State. LAPD has historically reported PR~P results by summarizing collision 
data from these four separate ad hoc databases. 

LAPD does not copy the Type of Collision from these forms into their databases. 
Collision types include head-on, broadside, and rear end, among others. 
Broadside collisions, also known as angle or t-bone collisions, are considered the 
most dangerous result of a red light violation, because of a side impact occurring 
between vehicles traveling at high speed. Ready access to this information . 
would improve reporting on the outcomes of the PRLP. 
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Risk ofln£_om_plete Data - Unreported Collisions 

LAPD officers are unlikely to witness a traffic collision, though they will respond 
when or if they are called to the scene. However, even when responding they 
may not file a collision report. 

Collisions are only included in the LAPD databases if a report is completed. 
Collisions where there is property damage only, and there is no crime involved 
(i.e., hit and run), do not meet LAPD report_ing criteria. Although LAPD may be 
dispatched .to such an incident, a report will generally not be taken. Also, 
motorists, passengers, or bystanders who are witnesses may not immediately 
inform LAPD of a collision, and therefore, no officer would be dispatched. Some 
individuals rriay instead report the collision to the California Department of Motor 
Vehicles or to the California Highway Patrol. 

Even for those collisions reported to LAPD, patrol officers who do not specialize 
in traffic enforcement may arrive at the scene after parties to the collision or other 
witnesses have left or were transported for treatment of injuries. Therefore, an 
officer may lack adequate information for a complete report. 

Risk of Not Measuring_ the Right Data 

Historically, LAPD considers the following data, when assessing PRLP results: 

• Location, i.e., if the collision occurred at an intersection with automated 
red light enforcement (Note: all traffic collisions are assigned to the 
nearest intersection, regardless of the specific location along the block, on 
public street or private property, or the cause). 

• Primary Collision Factor. This is the California Vehicle Code (CVC) 
section a driver violated that was considered by the officer as the primary 
cause of the collision. Typically, in reporting program results, LAPD has 
reported collisions where the PCF is either 1) CVC 21453(a), running a 
red light; 2) 21801(a) Unsafe Left Turn; 3) 22350 Unsafe Speed; 4) 22107 
Unsafe Turning Movement; 5) 21658(a) Unsafe Lane Change; 6) 23152(a) 
Driving Under the Influence; or 7) Following Too Close. 

However, this method is also limited, since other PCFs that may have been 
relevant to the program, and the type and severity of the collision are not 
considered. · 

We noted that LAPD does not currently measure or report the number of right­
angle or "broadside" collisions. Generally, studies we reviewed indicated thatthe 
prevention of right-angle collisions is regarded as the prime target in photo red­
light programs, as other crashes (i.e. rear-end collisions) carry a lower risk of 
causing serious injury. 

Another consideration is the ratio of late straight-through violations compared to 
violations that occur within the first second after the change from yellow to red. 
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PRL cameras measure violations to the thirtieth of a second, and make it 
possible to consider this criterion in evaluating intersections in the PRLP. 

A newer, automated system for documenting traffic collisions has been in 
development for more than a year and is currently piloted in the Central Traffic 
Division. When fully implemented, this system could facilitate more precise 
analysis or collisions that involve red light violations at PRLP intersections. 
However, full implementation of that system is not assured. 

The State of Texas noted similar data difficulties in a report on automated 
enforcement: Development of Guidelines For Identifying And Treating Locations 
With A Red-Light-Running Problem, That report states: 

There are several challenges to the accurate identification of red-light-related 
crashes. Such crashes are not explicitly igentified on the crash report forms 
used by· most states. As a result, the identification of red-light-related 
crashes requires a thorough review of the crash report with consideration 
given to the following crash attributes: contributing cause, crash type, traffic 
control, and offense charged. The officer narrative and crash diagram also 
provide important clues to the cause of the crash. 

Unfortunately, the narrative and diagram are rarely available in a coded crash 
database . .This sole use of a coded database can lead to errors. 

This accur~tely describes LAPD's coded traffic collision databases. Because 
much of the raw data is not available in a searchable format, obtaining 
comprehensive and quality information on traffic collisions at PRLP sites is 
difficult to produce. 

We reviewed information provided by LAPD on traffic collisions at PRLP 
intersections over calendar years 2004 to 2009. We compared the summary 
results by intersection to the detailed collision data that we independently 
obtained from the four traffic divisions' databases. Exhibit 3 presents a summary 
of that data. Though we found no significant discrepancies· in what LAPD had 
reported, based on concerns regarding the completeness and relevance of the 
data collected, the success of the PRLP cannot be judged solely on these 
reported statistics. 
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Exhibit 3 

LAPD Traffic Collision Statistics related to the Automated Photo Red Light Program 
Citywide Totals, based on the 32 Program Intersections 

:ri!!A~P>i?dm~w·:¢1$1~l$.!.Qii, f~~\of;:;~~?;n,~l:d~r~~,;:~i)\V~9;\:9t~M~';¢,~ili§J§.6;(~:;::: 
Red Left 

Total % Light % Turn % Speed % FTC % 
Year T/G Change 21453A Change 21801A Change 22350 Change 21703 Change 
2004 376 N/A 107 NfA 122 N/A 107 N/A 40 N/A 
2005 351 ·6.6% 99 -7.5% 1i3 -7.4% 112 4.7% 27 -32.5% 
2006 297 -15.4% 69 -30.3% 9B -13.3% 110 -1.8% 20 -25.9% 
2007 302 1.7% 50 -27.5% 104 6.1% 111 0.9% 37 85.0% 
2008 338 11.9% 30 -40.0% 130 25.0% 135 21.6% 43 16.2% 

2009 322 -4.7% 46 53.3% 116 -10.8% 119 -11.9% 41 -4.7% 

Total 1 986 -9.2% 401 ·63.1% 683 4.7% 694 16.0% 208 25.4% 

Note: % Change by yr;~ar compares TIC counts to those in the prior yr:~ar. The Total % Change over the five 
year period was calculated as lh€1 sum of TICs In 2004 and 2005, compared to sum of TICs In 2008 and 2009. · 

Medfa Report PromR}ed a More Detailed Analysis 

ln November 2009, an investigative reporter challenged LAPD statistics on PRLP 
results. LAPD disputed the reporter's findings and invested significant time and 
effort to conduct a more comprehensive analysis of traffic collisions than they 
had ever done before. 

Specifically, an experienced traffic officer reviewed in detail images of the paper 
forms for all collisions of record that were classified at or near every PRLP 
intersection· over the specified period. This new LAPD analysis showed mixed 
results: 12 out of 32 intersections had worse collision results in the six months 
after activation of PRL equipment compared to the six months before activation. 
Four had no change, and the remaining 16 noted a reduction in collisions. 
Exhibit 4 provides a summary of LAPD's more detailed analysis. · 

We reviewed the process and methodology LAPD used in their analysis, and 
found it would provide more comprehensive program information than had 
previously been reported. 

However, it should be noted that since the total number of collisions was so small 
at most intersections, the results may be rendered meaningless. Most 
intersections had fewer than five collisions before or after activation of PRL 
equipment. Therefore, a difference of one collision either way could make an 
intersection look much better or much worse. Also, since some locations 
included in the program were not those with the greatest potential impact for 
improved public safety (as noted in Finding #1), the reduction in total collisions 
would not have been maximized. 
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LAPD intentionally limited this more comprehensive review of collisions at the 32 
locations to a six-month before and after timeframe, in order to produce 
comparative results to the media report. Both LAPD and LADOT agreed with the 
auditors that these outcome results may not be reflective of the program as a 
whole. LAPD stated they would like to perform a full 2-year study;--however;·the 
additional efforts involved in that analysis would be significant. 

Recommendations: 

5. LAPD should modify the method by which the PRLP is evaluated 
by ensuring complete and relevant data that supports the type of 
enforcement, i.e., right turns or straight-through violations. 

6. Over the long term, LAPD should pursue the full implementation 
of the. planned integrated system to electronically record all 
relevant collision information, making lt more easily accessible 
for data analysis and program evaluation. 

7. In the short-term, LAPD should expand their data collection from 
collisions at PRLP intersections. Rather than relying solely on 
key data fields captured by division databases, consider the 
information included in written collision reports and video images 
of the collisions that may be captured by the PRLP system;· for 
example: 

o Collision type (broadside, rear-end, etc.) 

o Time into red 

o Speed of the vehicle 

jJ Movement preceding collision 

.. Feet from the intersection 

8. Because the PRLP seeks to modify risky behavior by ensuring 
compliance with traffic laws, LAPD should also assess the 
program results in terms of the rate of violations or citations 
issued through the PRLP by intersection approach. An expected 
outcome for a successful program would show that violations at a 
given location decrease over time. 
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Exhibit 4 
Los Ang:etes· Po~lce Department·. 
Photo Red Ught CoUisi:On Dat:a 
(V-) ,5 months from Activation Date 

9:ruo:;'!!:l Summar~ results of Li'lfll)· ~~tal~ed a1~aly~l>,. inrf~lded ln 1<:Ptlrt ~o ti\PO.· 
C¢f,fiii'I1Wrtn d';\ted !YI!ar~h 9, 20:10. 
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Finding #4: Other factors that may be responsible for a reduction in Traffic 
Collisions have not been considered in reporting program results. 

LAPD reported that traffic collisions at PRL intersections declined from 107 in 
2004 to 30 In 2008-a 72% decline-but then increased 53% to 46 collisions 
between 2008 and 2009 (as previously noted in Exhibit 3). Our review disclosed 
that LAPD does not consider all factors in reporting the program's results. For 
example, LAPD does not include the relative changes in overall number of 
citywide collisions. 

Citywide Traffic ~ollisions Have Declined 

LAPD reported that citywide traffic collisions of all types declined from 48,958 
collisions in 2008 to 44,307 collisions in 2009. 8 While trends in citywide collisions 
cannot be directly adjusted to those related to the PRLP, such trends should be 
considered in any comparative analysis. 

.. 
A general reduction in collisions could have been the result of there being fewer 
cars on the road, due to a significant increase in fuel prices. We noted over a 
ten-month period, average gas prices rose by 64% (Exhibit 5). We also noted 
there was a 4.6% decline in statewide fuel consumption that year (Exhibit 6), as 
well as a 2.6% decline in traffic volume on State highways in LA County. 

Exhibit 5 
Crude Oil & Gas Prices 

i? Moi!Ul Awr;~gt;> Rei~U Pr!ce Chart 
Cru·ae Oil · · · . .. 1\<lUUI~r G~l!> . '' .. 
$Us'lliorr•i , '"~. Cro<l~ Oll. · ~ C~orhl~ · Prloc "(us $/G) 

· . ..,..,. USA Averill!• . ....., L<iS'J!.nge!e~ . . · · 
1 ~8.42 , . · f , i , . ; i -r: · 1 r , 1 .. f · , . 

1 
. , • . t , . 1 . r . 1 : 1 •.• , r.ea . 

!· 

I 
I 
l 

• , . ' , I l . . , ' ' I I • ~· ···~· ·--r:+ ... 2.13 -·· 
:lll.OO ' ' I _1: •. ·' I ' i I ! ' 1 '.1 I .t.il1 
-~!.~-a., M ~ R ~ S •.1 .. ~ ~ ~ ~! ~ ~ ~ ~-~-~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .• 0 ~ • ~- ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ • m ~--i·~w··~ ~--~ 

A m ~ ~ ~ 
2M4 2oo5 2uo~ ~nor ?Ooa ?Ooi · l01~ 

no~, (Momtll'll:JYI ~~~i~ f><1fltftHill'J..<~m 

a COM PST AT Report for the week ending December 19, 2009. 

-32-



Exhibit 6 

Fuel Consumption in California 
2004~ 2009 
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LAPD has not historically reported fluctuations in traffic collisions, at photo. red 
light intersections in the context of trends in citywide traffic collisions. For 
example, an LAPD CompStat Report issued in late December 2009 shows a 9% 
decline in 2009 traffic collisions from the prior year, and a 14% decline in traffic 
collisions over the prior two years. Failure to report PRL results in context with 
broader citywide results could be misleading. 

Weather patterns also affect collision trends over time. Precipitation affects 
visibility and traction, increasing hazardous driving conditions. Therefore, 
fluctuations in the number of rainy days in a given year can also affect-the 
number of collisions. LAPD and LADOT stated that due to the moderate and 
mostly dry climate in Los Angeles, they do not believe weather should be 
considered a cause for any fluctuations in the number or severity of traffic 
collisions. 

Without considering the context of citywide traffic collisions (including citywide 
collisions involving a red light violation), or other factors such as changes in 
traffic volume or weather conditions, the reported program results measured as 
the change in the number of traffic collisions at PRL intersections may not be 
adequately attributed to the program. At a minimum, traffic volume should be 
considered as a common denominator when comparing relative numbers of 
violations and collisions. 

Variations in Traffic Volume Should be Considered 

LAPD does not measure traffic collisions in relation to traffic volume, i.e., 
collisions per 10,000 vehicles. Fluctuations in traffic volume can directly 
influence the number of citywide traffic collisions, but LAPD indicated they were 
not monitoring traffic volume-either citywide or at PRL intersections. 

A Texas study emphasized that traffic volume data are needed to represent 
exposure. The study noted that annual average dally traffic (MDT) and the 
volume-to-capacity ratio (level of congestion) are important considerations in 
analyzing intersection safety. Again, up until now, LAPD has not incorporated 
traffic volume or relative congestion data fn reporting the program's results. 



A study reported in a 2007 Status Report of the Insurance Institute of Highway 
Safety (1lHS) also refers to collisions per 10,000 vehicles as a key metric. 

The Center for Transportation Research and Education at the Iowa DOT reports 
on violations per 1,000 vehicles entering an intersection, the number of violations 
per hour, and the seconds into the red for violations. 

According to the Virginia DOT, the primary measures for assessing the 
automated enforcement program are the number of red light violations per 1,000 
vehicles on an approach, and the collision rates measured per million vehicles 
entering at an intersection, with an additional measure that considers a reduction 
in broadside collisions. 

In another report the Virginia DOT further stated: 

Traffic count data are also important to highway safety personnel, as they are frequently 
used in conjunction with accident statistics to .produce traffic accident rates. These rates 
are important indicators of accident probabilities and are frequently used to identify 
hazardous locations. It is, therefore, Imperative that the traffic counts be accurate 
indications of traffic volumes and VMT [Vehicle Miles of Travel].9 

LADOT provided some historical data on traffic volume at PRL intersections;· but 
the data could not be used for comparative or trending purposes, since it was not 
gathered in a statistically useful manner. That is, traffic volume counts were 
noted on single dates ranging from November 2003 through November 2009, 
with no more than two days counted for each location. Although LADOT 
monitors citywide traffic volume to adjust signal timing each day, that data is not 
permanently stored. 

Current technology used by LADOT for congestion management allows the 
measurement of lane-by-lane traffic counts almost continuously, though the data 
is retained only for a brief time. Traffic volume can be estimated based on a 
systematic method of automated counts for a given period. The PRLP 
equipment itself could also be used to measure traffic volume at program 
intersection~. Therefore, the City may have more extensive traffic volume 
information available, though it is not considered in evaluating the PRLP. 

Recommendation: 

9. In coordination with LADOT, LAPD should consider, at a 
minimum, the effect of traffic volume in the comparative metric in 
reporting and measuring program results. Specifically: 

a.) The number or ratio of traffic collisions at monitored 
·.intersections (considered through implementation of 

recommendations 6 and 7) compared to the number of 

9 Garber, N.J., Bayat~Mokhtarl, Faramarz. "Optimizing Traffic counting Procedures." 
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vehicles transiting a single approach. A successful program 
outcome would note a decline in the adjusted ratio. 

b:) The number or ratio of violations at monitored intersections 
{considered through implementation of recommendation 8) 
compared to the number of vehicles ·transiting a single 
approach. A successful program outcome would also note a 
decline in the ratio. 
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SECTION II: THE PROGRAM'S IMPACT ON CITY FINANCES 

Finding #5: The Program has not covered its operational costs nor 
gener,ated additional revenue for the City. 

LAPD has reported that the PRLP generates millions of dollars of net revenue for 
the City. In addition, there is a public perception that the program brings in 
additional funds tor the City, and critics have alleged that this revenue aspect of 
the program, rather than public safety, is the primary objective of automated 
enforcement. LAPD expressly rejected this allegation, stating that traffic safety is 
the ultimate goal and highest priority of the PRLP. 

Our audit found that previous reports by LAPD on the revenue impact of the 
program were overstated. In some reports, LAPD considered actual citations 
paid by violators (as reported by the Court) as revenue. However, these figures 
were misleading, since the majority of fines paid to the Court for red light 
violations are not received by the City. In fact, of the $446 fine amount, the City 
was entitled to receive only $157, or 35% of that amount Exhibit 7 below 
presents the fine amounts for a red light violation over a four year period, and the 
proportionate allocation of the fee. 

Exhibit 7 Los Ange[(lS Pollee OQpartment 
Automated Pnoto Red Llg ht Enforcement Program 
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LAPD has also reported the City's PRLP fine revenue by multiplying the total 
number of citations issued by the City's share of fine revenue. However, this 
method would also overstate revenue because lt ignores Court records of 
dismissing or otherwise receiving no payment for 24% of citations adjudicated in 
2009. In addition, many citations are sent for collection by the Court, but may 
never be paid. The Court may also adjust fine amounts or assign community 
service, based on a defendant's economic circumstances. · 
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Fine Revenue 

The Superior Court collects ball or fines from traffic citations iss'!Jed by Cities 
within the Court's jurisdiction. The Court distributes this revenue to the State, the 
County, the Cities, the Court, and any other recipients designated by statute. 

Every month, the Los Angeles Superior Court deposits the City's portion of Court 
fines into a City account. In 2009, the Controller's Office conducted an 
assessment of the procedures used by the Court to allocate fine revenue to the 
City. Our review noted no exceptions. However, documentation the Court 
provides does not break out photo red light citation fines from the \gtal traffic .fine 
revenue paid to the City. 

In lieu of a deposit breakdown, the Court provides the City with a monthly report 
titled "Estimated & Unadjusted Red Light Camera Revenue & Payment 
Transaction Counts.'' The Court labels this report ''Estimated & Unadjusted" 
because of timing issues in assigning revenue to a specific period. However, this 
report provides the most accurate information available relative to payments 
made for PRLP citations issued, and is.considered a reliable source for the total 
PRLP amounts due to the City, after one final adjustment 

Per Government Code §72712, for the three jurisdictions that formerly comprised 
the Los Angeles Judicial District, 10 the Superior Court deducts an additional 
proportionate amount for the Reporters' Salary Fund, which is maintained by the 
Court. This final adjustment reduced the City's receipts from the Court by an 
average of 18% during both 2008 and 2009. 

Our revenue calculations are derived from the payments to the Court, and the 
Court's subsequent transfer to the City. LAPO believes this understates program 
results because they learned during the course of our audit that a significant 
number of citations from prior years .are not yet resolved or "adjudicated" by the 
Court. LAPO stated that those unresolved ·citations could eventually bring in 
additional revenue. 

For example, LAPD stated that 39% of citations issued in 2008 had not yet been 
resolved over one year later; and 52% of citations issued In 2009 remain 
unresolved in early 2010. However, we noted that based on 2009 data provided 
by the Superior Court, only $307,000 (2.7%} and $21,000 {0.2%) of Court 
revenue were from violations more than one and two years prior to the 
adjudication date, respectively. 

During the course of our audit, LAPD also became aware that the Court does not 
ask DMV to place a hold on the vehicle registration or the driver's license of PRL 
citation recipients who do not respond to a PRL Notice to Appear. Instead, the 
Court sends these citations to a collection agency. Therefore, future collectability 

1° City of Los Angeles; City of San Fernando and the County of Los Angeles. 
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of delinquent PRL citations is even less certain, which may explain the large 
number of outstanding citations. 

We do not agree that unresolved or unpaid citations issued in prior years should 
be considered as collectible revenue in the year they were issued. Any 
significant timing delays between when a citation is issued and when it is paid 
would be reflected during the year it was paid, and the timing difference would 
smooth out over time. Also, the number of citations that will never be paid, and 
are therefore "uncollectible," is unknown. 

From a cash-basis accounting perspective, which is consistent with the method 
by which the City recognizes revenue, the Court's monthly revenue reports, 
adjusted by an 18%} deduction for the Reporters' Salary Fund, are considered a 
reliable source for recognizing the amount of actual cash received by the City. 

Exhibits 8 and 9 present a summary ·of the City's allocated share of Court 
revenue for 2008 and 2009. These amounts do not include a further 18% 
deduction for the Reporters' Salary Fund as required by GC § 72712. 

Exhibit 8 

Exhibit 9 

St1perior Court Payments to Uie City of Los Aill!~le$C 
Allocated Share or PhOlo Red Li11ht Revenue 
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City Costs for the Photo Red Light Program 

As part of our overall program evaluation, we also assessed the City resources 
dedicated to the program. Those include payments to the vendor and the costs 
of dedicated LAPD and LADOT staff who install, monitor, amL manage __ the 
program. The table below presents the estimated annual costs incurred by the 
City to implement the current PRL program: 

Based on current maximum payments to the vendor 
Contract Costs to monitor.32 intersections (63 approaches at $3,071,250 

$4,062.50 each, assuming a 80% CIR) 

Salaries and fringe beneftts for six full-time LAPD $791,335 sworn employees assigned to program. 

labor Costs 
Salaries and fringe benefits for lwo LAPD employees 

$32,180 assigned part-time to the program. ·~··· 

Salaries and fringe benefits for one LADOT employee 
who indicated he spends about 1 0% of his time on the $17,865 
program. 
Amortized amount of LA DOT costs related to required 

lnfrastructu re Infrastructure Improvements at 32 locations ($1.57 $392,500 
million, based on 4 year schedule) 

TOTAL: City's Annual Cost of PRLP $4,305,130 

The cost figures used in this analysis are approximate. However, we consider 
the total amount of $4.3 million to be a conservative estimate of total annual City 
costs of the PRLP. 

While the actual contract payments in prlor years were reduced from the 
maximum allowable due to performance issues1

\ the labor costs are based on 
salary ordinance amounts for the positions indicated, overtime was not 
considered. In addition, we did not consider the effect of LAPD management 
supervision or Division-, Departmental- or citywide overhead. These costs are 
generally included for the purpose of full cost recovery. 

By comparing the City's share of citation fine revenue received to a conservative 
estimate of the Clty resources dedicated to the program, our review found that for 
the first two full years of PRL operations at all 32 intersections, the financial result 
for the City was a net loss. 

11 Some PRL interseclfons do not currently achieve an 80% Citation Issuance Rate (ClR) required for full 
compensation to the contractor for a given intersection. For 2008 this issue resulted in reduced vendor 
payments of $393,255, and for 2009 the reduction was $212,631. LAPD and ATS have achieved an 80% 
CIR if they average all 32 PRL intersections together; however, some intersections exceed that rate and 
some do not. LAPD and ATS conlinue to work towards achieving that rate for every intersection. 
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Fine Revenue Received 
Rec;elpts due from Superior Court 
Adjustment for 18% deducted, per GC 72712 
Estimated Revenue Received from PRLP 

City Costs Incurred 
Vendor Cost12 

Labor (LADOT & LAPD Direct) 
LADOT Infrastructure Cost (4-year amortization) 
Estimated Costs Incurred for the PRLP 

2008 2009 

$2,835,275 
(51 0,350) 

$.2,324.925 

$2,627,219 
841,380 
392.500 
~--' 

($1,536,174 

$3,704,548 
(666,8191 

!§3,037,729 

$2,857,806 
841,380 
392,500 

$4,09(686 

Our analysis shows that the PRLP has not been a "money maker'' for the CitY. It 
should also be noted that this issue had not been acknowledged by management 
or policymakers until audit fieldwork noted the significantly lower revenue figures 
received by the City. Our audit conclusions are also supported by other recent 
analyses by the GAO arid CLA using the same source data. 

LAPD has argued that the fine revenue reported above is understated, since 
there may be a significant lag between citation issuance and collection, and that 
most receipts in 2008 may be attributed to citations issued during 2007, when the 
program was not yet fully implemented. However, it should be noted that the 
Court's revenue figures relate to roughly the same number of transactions, as 
noted in Exhibits 8 and 9. Therefore, the significant increase in receipts in 2009 
may be due to the higher fines imposed for "rolling right-turns," which began in 
2008, and is discussed in Finding #6. 

Even at a net City cost, automated enforcement could be considered a viable 
alternative to fielding more traffic police. PRLP is a round-the-clock enforcement 
effort Comparable enforcement efforts by traffic officers posted at those 
intersections would be far more expensive. LAPD reports that the citations 
issued through the PRLP equate to over 22% of the moving violations citywide, 
and that it would require over 100 motor officers, with salaries alone over $10 
million, to monitor the 32 PRLP intersections. 

However, the decision to allocate resources to any program, either through 
technology or staff, should be based on an expectation that it will achieve a 
specific outcome. Both automated and officer enforcement efforts seek to" modify 
driver behavior by increasing compliance with traffic laws. Such enforcement 
actions (or threat of enforcement) are considered most effective in cases where 
drivers violate the red light within one second of the change from yellow to red. 

12 Maximum vendor contract cost of $3,071,250 contractually reduced because of lhe low .CitatiOn Issuance 
Rate (CIR). 
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In addition, as presented in section I, the PRLP cannot conclusively show a 
significant impact to safety, as measured by a reduction in collisions. 

Recommendation: 

10. LAPD and LADOT should consider departmental priorities along 
with the expected outcomes of the PRLP in allocating resources 
to the program. 

Finding #6: All PRLP violations are cited under the same CVC were 
assessed a $446 fine, regardless of the relative danger of the violation. 

Straight-Through versus Right-Turn Violations 

A California driver who fails to stop for a red light violates CVC 21453. Although 
that section of the code has several subsections with different penalty amounts 
that are set by State law, the City issues all PRL citations under subdivision (a), 
whether for a straight-through violation, or a right-turn violation. ·· 

The PRLP resulted in 41,224 and 44,542 citations issued in 2008 and 2009, with 
approximately twoAhirds of the citations issued for red light violations during right 
turns. In August 2008, based on advice from the City Attorney, LAPD began 
citing all red light violations under CVC 21453(a). Previously, right turn violations 
at PRLP locations were cited under CVC 21453(b), which requires a driver to 
yield "after stopping as required by subdivision (a)." Violations that were cited 
under subdivision (b) had a maximum fine amount of $159, which _was 
significantly lower than the fine amount under subdivision (a), which was $381 in 
2008 but has risen to $446 as of the end of 2009 (refer to Exhibit 7). 

This action nearly tripled the City's share of potential payments for two-thirds of 
citations issued. Several media reports and advocacy groups have called this 
practice of using cameras to issue citations for right-turn violations, which carries 
the same penalty as the more dangerous straight-through violation, as driven 
solely by the opportunity for increasing revenue. 

Subsequent to our audit fieldwork, on September 3, 2010, the State Legislature 
sent AB 909 to the Governor for his signature. This bill woufd amend . sectiori 
21453 of the Vehicle Code to re-assign turning violations to a lower fine amount. 

Due to the slower speed of the vehicle during right-turns, drivers generally have 
control of their vehicle and if they see another vehicle or pedestrian, they are 
able to react and stop in time. Therefore, right-turn red light violations are 
generally considered less dangerous than straight-through violations. LAPD 
points out that collisions occurring from a rolling right-turn violation could have a 
greater risk of involving a pedestrian, which would be very serious.·· ·· 
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Several California cities that cite right-turn violators say that these infractions 
increase hazards, especially for pedestrians. A 2006 LADOT report that 
analyzed traffic collisions in Los Angeles over a seven-year period reported 
22,350 pedestrian collisions (or about 3,000 annually), which accounted for 7% 
of all traffic collisions citywide. About one-fourth of the pedestrian collisions 
occurred at signalized intersections, but just 4% occurred when there was a 
"circular red or red arrow" noted as the cited violation. There was no distinction, 
however, of what proportion of those collisions were caused by a righHurning 
vehicle. LADOT has previously stated that improper right turns had not caused a 
major [collision] problem, rather they reflect bad driver habits. Therefore, while 
PRLP right-turning violators could hit a pedestrian, Los Angeles has been "lucky 
in this respect." 

Though enforcement against drivers who do not stop at all has the potential to 
make intersections safer, some jurisdictions opt not to target right turns, or record 
the illegal right turn only when a vehicle is going 15 mph or faster. 

Timing of the Violation, and Speed of the Vehicle 

Advances in video technology now make it routine to determine to the thirtieth of . 
a second when a violation occurred and how fast a vehicle was travelling. We 
reviewed studies showing that 75% of straight-through red light violations occur 
within the first second after a signal light changes from yellow to red. 

An Iowa study found that vehicles entering the intersection a second or less after 
the onset of the red phase may pose less of a hazard to serious crashes 
because of the perception, reaction, and start-up time of possible conflicting 
vehicles that are currently stopped at the intersection. The most dangerous 
violations are generally those that occur several seconds after the signal light 
changes to red, when deadly broadside collisions are more likely. 13 

As an enforcement tool that seeks to change risky driver behavior, tbe City of. Los 
Angeles makes no distinction between straight-through or right-turn violations, 
nor considers the speed of the vehicle or "time into red," when issuing citations. 
LAPD stated the City intentionally lengthened the time for the yellow signal phase 
from the legally required 3.6 seconds to 3.9 seconds or higher in deference to 
potential violators. They estimate this effectively reduced by one-third the 
·number of citations that would have otherwise been issued. 

Furthermore, LAPD does not summarize collisions and ln)Unes by straight­
through or right-turn red light violations (previously noted in Finding. #3). Without 
this data, the difference between the high-speed, straight-through violation and 
the slower, right-turn violation tends to indicate that the former are more 
dangerous and deserve more enforcement attention, and a more severe penalty. 

13 However, rlghHum violations with a longer time into red may not be as dangerous, as these could be 
"rolling" right turns. as drivers slow down to view and prepare to yield the right of way. 
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PRLP Does Not Generally Cite Left-Turn Violations 

The existing PRLP equipment installed at 32 City intersections does·· not 
adequately detect or record left-turn violations; therefore, the City does not 
generally issue citations for red light violations by left-turning vehicles. 

Significant ~ttention to camera placement and adjustment is· typically necessary 
to record images of left-turning vehicles; and the design will vary based on the 
specific intersection's layout. LAPD stated that in some instances, when a driver 
crosses the limit line on red and then negotiates a left turn, the event is captured 
by the cameras. They also stated that if an unobstructed photograph of the 
drivers' face is obtained, those violations are cited. 

The City chose not to install the equipment necessary to detect all left-turn red 
light violations, as it was decided that illegal left turns were not a significant 
enough problem to justify the expense. 

Recommendation: 

11. Council should direct LAPP and the CLA to promote legislative 
action at the State to amend the eve so that fines .for red light 
violations reflect current technology and are proportional the to 
the level of danger (e.g., graduated fines, etc.). 

Finding #7: Existing Law and Recent Legislative Changes Could 
Significantly Decrease Program Revenue. 

The PRLP has not covered its operational costs nor generated additional 
revenue for the City. Recent legislative changes at the state level could also 
significantly decrease the amounts received by the City. 

PRLP Violations Cannot Be Cited a§. MuniciQal Code Violations 

An inquiry by the City Council proposed that automated enforcement of red light 
violations be cited as Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) violations, whlch 
would lead to civil fines, similar to parking tickets. 

This change would significantly increase the City's share of the paid citations, 
while reducing the fine amount for the violator and eliminating most of the payroll 
costs for sworn officers dedicated to the program. 

The City sets the penalty amounts related to LAMC violations. Civil citations, 
unlike those assessed through the California Vehicle Code, do not require that a 
sworn officer review video evidence of the violation prior to A TS issuing the 
citation. 

LAPD stated they have researched this issue, and that the .City Attorney 
concurred with their analysis that this practice is "of questionable legality," citing 
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the State constitution. that forbids municipalities from enacting legislation that 
duplicates or conflicts with State law. Although questionable, some localities 
have reportedly enacted local ordinances for traffic violations. As a result, recent 
legislation (SB 949), if signed by the Governor, prohibits a local authority from 
enacting an ordinance that establishes a violation or related penalty fee for 
matters covered by the State vehicle code, unless expressly authorized. 

Amended Vehicle Code Reduces the Penalty for Right~ Turn Violations 

As stated in the previous section, since August of 2008 LAPD has cited all red 
light violations, both straight-through and right-turn, under the same seCtion of 
the California Vehicle Code, which carried a $446 fine as of the end of 2009. 
During our audit, a proposal was introduced ln the State Assembly (AB 909) to 
significantly reduce the fine for "rolling right turns." The League of Callfornia 
Cities strongly opposed the bill on monetary grounds, stating that it would 
negatively affect cities' ability to use automated traffic enforcement tools and 
potentially cost the state millions of dollars in lost revenue. The California Police 
Chiefs Association also opposed the bliL Nevertheless, both houses of ·the 
legislature passed AB 909 by substantial majorities in late August 2010, and it 
will become law with the Governor's signature. 

Our audit noted that approximately 67% of PRLP citations issued during 2008 
and 2009 were issued for right-turns on red. Therefore, this recent legislation 
would have a significant effect on PRLP costs recovered by the City. 

State Law Limits Photo Enforcement Safety Impact and Financial Results 

Reports during our audit fieldwork indicated the Governor may work to ,change 
the State law that currently prohibits speed cameras in California. Though PRLP 
video cameras already detect vehicle speed, it is not with the precision required 
by the Court Speed enforcement, as a supplement to the PRLP, would require 
additional equipment at an added cost. · 

It appears the State would receive the majority of additional fee revenue from 
citations issued by speed cameras, though the City would also r~~ain a portion. 
However, it is unknown if a projected increase ·in City revenue related to speed 
cameras would be· sufficient to offset additional vendor costs. The City has also 
not taken a position to support this proposaL 

The use of speed cameras is highly unpopular among some citizen groups. 
Though the State of Arizona has used camera enforcement to ticket speeding 
motorists on highways, it plans to end the practice soon. 

LAPD also stated that the existing PRLP equipment currently detects numerous 
other violations that impact driver safety and if cited, would resuif in additional 
penalties or fines. For example: 
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Moving/Safety Violations: 
23123 Cell Phone (extremely common) 
27315 Seatbelt not worn (very common) 
22100 Turning from improper lane I position {fairly common) 
22108 Turning without signaling (last 100 feet) (extremely common) 
27360 Child Restraints 
14601 Driving on a suspended license 
231 03 Reckless Driving 
27 400 Headset in both ears 
21658 lane straddllng 
21700 Obstructed Vfew by passengers or load 
21950 Failure to yield to pedestrian in crosswalk 
12500 Unlicensed Driver 
231 09 Speed contest 

Equipment Violations: 
5200 license plate not attached (either front or rear) 
4000a Expired Registration 

others: 
21712 Unlawful riding (e.g., passenger In pickup bed) 
21806 Failure to Yield to Emergency Vehicle 

Current State law14 prohibits the use of photographic records made by an 
automated enforcement system for any purpose other than as evidence 
supporting a red-light violation. Therefore, a change to State Jaw would be 
required to allow automated enforcement of these violations. 

14 eve 21455.5 (e) 
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SECTION Ill: CONTRACT OVERSIGHT AND MONITORING 

Finding # 8: The City relies on the vendor to ensure a complete reporling 
of all photo red light events1 potential and LAPD approved violations, and 
actual citations mafled to violators, without ensuring completeness of the 
data. 

For each vehicle entering a monitored approach, the PRL system d,etects vel)icle 
speed and position and compares that information to the signal light timing to 
predict whether the vehicle will Hkely enter the intersection on a red light. When 
the system predicts such a violation, it triggers an "event." Video cameras feed 
video recorders for several seconds, and still cameras and flash units activate in 
sequence to record the event, which may indicate a violation and ultimately result 
in a citation. 

There is a low risk that potential violations are not captured by PRL system. 
While our audit did not assess the functionality of the PRL e,quipment,. we 
assessed controls in place to ensure that the installed systems did work as 
intended. Though the vendor provided no formal study to support the ability of 
the system to comprehensively capture all violations, we noted that LAPD did 
some "ground-truthing" upon system installation, and we reviewed evidence that 
the City complies with required periodic certification that PRL equipment 
functionality conforms to State requirements. 

LAPD is of the opinion that the equipment does not miss violations. However, 
there remains a risk that some events captured by the system, may ·not be 
reported to the City, or that officer-approved citations are not timely mailed to 
violators. 

The City lacks assurance that events, once captured by PRLP cameras, are 
transferred and remain in the vendor's database, and tha..L£11 such events are 
reported to LAPD. 

An impending red light violation activates the equipment niohitorihg a particular 
approach to record a date- and time-stamped "event," which is LJnique for that 
approach. Events are then digitally transferred and stored on remote ATS 
servers for initial review by ATS. ATS reviews each event to determine whether 
the photographic evidence meets preliminary violation criteria and, if so, uses the 
license plate number to obtain registration information from the California 
Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV). 

If ATS determines the event would not support a citation, they note the 
exemption reason and store these events as "discards," which are not sent to 
LAPD for review, but remain available for an LAPD quarterly audit .. 
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While LAPD maintains overall control and supervision of the proce.ss, the PRLP 
data Is stored on ATS computers. A TS personnel have system-level aocess to 
event data from the moment of capture by the cameras through inclusion of the 
images in the ATS database and submission of the images to LAPD for approval. 

If all events captured by the cameras are not included in ATS' database, there is 
a risk that some valid violations would never result in citations, or, conversely, 
invalid violations would not be counted appropriately as discards, which would 
misstate the Citation Issuance Rate {CIR), and affect the payment tg the vendor. 

For example, ATS reported that event numbering occurs after their _system 
transfers event data to a central server. Wlthout traceable event numbering in 
the roadside equipment, a roadside computer failure could result in the loss of 
un-numbered event data. 

Without a verifiable reconciliation that all events captured by cameras are in the 
database, LAPD lacks assurance that all events are considered for either 
potential citation or as a discard. Since the vendor suffers a financial penalty 
when data cannot support citations, there is a reasonable expectation that the 
vendor should provide information to support this type of reconciliation. 

The City lacks assurance th.fl;t all LAPD-a..rmroved violations result in citations 
mailed to registered owners. · 

For events that meet stated criteria, ATS uploads the images onto a dedicated 
computer at LAPD on a daily basis. There, an officer reviews each event and 
determines whether to cite the driver. State law requires a sworn officer to sign 
off on a citation before submission to the Court ···· .. 

The officer's responsibility is to evaluate the video evidence of the violation, the 
legibility of the license plate, and whether the images are adequate to identify the 
driver. If so, and if ln the officer's discretion a violation occurred, the officer 
electronically approves the citation and ATS notification is automatic. Events 
disapproved for citations are categorized for monthly reporting purposes. 

For efficiency, ATS determines the mailing address of the alleged violator before 
submitting data to the LAPD for review and. approval. ATS "does thls· by 
accessing DMV databases and matching the registered owner of the vehicle with 
a driver by the same name that lives at the same address. 

ATS processes officer-approved citations by generating citation numbers and 
printing citations in a specified format {see example at Exhibit 1 0). That format 
includes four color images: 

'" A close up of the driver. 
• The front or rear of the vehicle and license plate, 
"' The vehicle behind the limit line with the signal light in red phase. 
" The vehicle within the intersection with the signal in red phase. 
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-Exhibit 10 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
NOTICE OF VIOLATION 

Automated Red Light Enforcement System 
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The citation also includes the fine or bail amount and court instructions. ATS 
makes a final check of content and image quality, then mails these citations to 
the alleged violator. v .. 

When ATS malls the citations, they take a list of the individual envelopes to the 
post office, where postal clerks check and hand date-stamp the list, creating a 
Certificate of Mailing. The Certificate of Mailing is required by law and provides 
evidence of compliance with the legal requirement to mail citations within 15 days 
of the alleged violation. Periodically, ATS electronically transfers a batch of 
issued citations to the Los Angeles Superior Court. · 

LAPD does not reconcile the total number of citations they approve with the total 
number of citations that ATS both mails to registered owners, and electronically 
submits to the Court. Currently, LAPD relies on ATS and its software to 
consistently print, mail and submit to the Court only those events approved by 
LAPD as citations. 

·In July 2002 the California State Auditor recommended tighter control of this 
issue. The report states: "A periodic reconciliation of the number of citations the 
local government authorized and approved with those the vendor mailed during 
the same period would detect any unauthorized or unapproved citations. This 
reconciliation would allow the local government to promptly follow up with the 
vendor on any differences." 

When ATS. electronically submits citations to the Court, ATS also emails the 
Court a list of the citations submitted. The Court does not immediately respond 
electronically with a report or even a tally of citations submitted. Rath~r, the 
Court provides ATS with a CO each month that lists all the citations paid or 
dismissed during the prior month. ATS loads this data Into their system. 

However, the data provided by the Court is a record of payments received and 
citations dismissed, regardless of when the Citation was issued. Therefore, this 
information is not comparable to citations issued and approved by LAPD or 
mailed by ATS during that month. 

Recommendations: 

12.LAPO should include a requirement in a new PRL contract for the 
vendor to serially number all events within their database so that 
LAPD review can easily detect any missing event numbers. 

13.LAPD should continually store their own log of all citations 
approved for issuance and periodically compare that log with the 
vendor's notification to the Court of citations mailed to registered 
owners and entered into the Court system. 

14. LAPD should include a requirement in the new PRL contract for 
the vendor to produce a comprehensive quarterly status report on 
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each citation processed. For example; based on cita,.tion number, 
the status report could show the judicial and payment status of all 
citations previously and newly issued, broken out by month and 
year, and reconciled with the prior report. 

Finding# 9: Anticipated expansion of the program will shift responsibility 
for infrastructure construction to the Vendor. To preserve the City's 
financial interests, LAPD must consider payment alternatives and asset 
ownership in negotiating a future contract. 

'·· 
LAPD indicated its plans. to expand the number of PRL intersections beyond the 
current 32. LAPD stated that under the terms of a new RFP, the City also plans 
to shift the burden of all site preparation costs to the contractor. Under the 
previous contract, LADOT constructed the infrastructure improvements with 
design assistance from Nestor. This new approach, of making the vendor 
responsible for all necessary construction, requires consideration of increased 
monthly payments for each intersection, or a separate method of compensating 
the vendor for the construction component of the contract. 

c 0 

We also noted that the current draft RFP is silent on the subject of who would 
own the infrastructure after construction-or even after termination. of the 
contract. There is also no mention of whether construction deadlines would 
apply or how to allocate costs arising from unforeseen construction delays. 

Installation of Nestor's PRL cameras and related equipment at 32 City locations 
required engineering design work for each intersection. Each selected site was 
unique, with differing street geometry, slopes, sub~surface objects, surface 
material issues for the street and adjacent property, speed limits, and unique and 
active traffic control equipment and related supporting infrastructure. 

LADOT worked with Nestor to modify existing engineering drawings that LADOT 
then used to construct necessary improvements at each intersection. PRL 
camera angles, the positioning of strobe lights, and the system controls required 
careful evaluation of the pre-existing infrastructure to ensure a successful 
outcome. 

LADOT modified pre-existing infrastructure and provided N~stor:,,with. physical 
attachment points for cameras, flash units, and a control cabinet. LADOT also 
constructed the improvements that were necessary to provide adequate power 
for the automated system, as well as data interconnectivity among system 
components. 1t was Nestor's responsibility to install cameras, flash units, and the 
control cabinet, and to test, activate, and maintain the PRL system, The CAO 
reported LADOT costs of $1.6 million for their part of this process, or about 
$50,000 per intersection. 

Given the City's budget constraints and the specific pre-installation..infrastructure 
requirements demanded by an upgraded replacement system, it appears 
appropriate to assign these requirements to the vendor. However, LAPD should 
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seek competent counsel to price the additional construction responsibilities 
competitively, and to structure the payment process accordingly in order to avoid 
overpayment. For example, if the necessary capital costs are amortized over a 
stated contract term, they may effectively raise the monthly payment amount per 

· intersection. In that case, once the infrastructure costs are fully amortized, the 
monthly payment should be reduced. In addition, as the City compensates-the 
vendor for infrastructure improvements, those improvements could Incrementally 
become the property of the City. 

LAPD can avoid paying an unnecessary premium by anticipating additional up­
front costs the vendor will incur, by considering the payback period for capital 
costs, by clearly specifying who owns what at each stage of the process, and by 
anticipating the problems that frequently arise in construction projects. , 

Recommendation: 

15.\n negotiating the new-contract for the PRLP, lAPD should seek 
competent counsel to protect the Citts interests. Ensure issues 
regarding asset ownership, construction costs, and any related 
program delays due to construction, are specifically included in 
the contract terms. 

Finding #10: The Program is highly dependent on vendor viability; 
therefore, the City must ensure appropriate due diligence in contractor 
selection and clarity of contract terms. 

The PRLP demands a strong partnership between the City and a well-performing 
contracted vendor. Without a viable private partner, the program cannot function. 

From 2000 to 2004, the City piloted automated enforcement of traffic signal 
lights. When the pilot concluded PRL enforcement ended and was dark for more 
than a year. 

After a year-long selection process, the City selected Nestor Traffic Systems, Inc. 
to provide PRL services, starting in 2006. The contract included provisions for 
two one~year extensions that could feasibly extend the contract until April 2011. 

0 0 •• A 0 "0 0 0 0 '0 00 

During the third year of the contract, Nestor failed financially and entered into 
receivership. Since the cameras and related equipment are proprietary and were 
owned by the failed company, the City risked program interruption a second time. 

In addition, the City had initially invested $1.6 million in public (LADOT) 
resources to design and build out the· infrastructure to accommodate Nestor's 
proprietary equipment With the failure of the vendor and the program at risk of 
shutting down, the opportunity to benefit from this investment for the remaining 
two-year option period appeared lost 
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In September 2009, ATS, a Nestor competitor, stepped in to purchase Nestor out 
of receivership, which resulted in the continued operation of the .. .PRLP fo~_the 
City. This was despite concerns that LAPD had no contractual authority to pay 
ATS for ongoing services, since LAPD's contract was with Nestor, ·and ATS 
dissolved Nestor during the acquisition process, essentially voiding the contract. 

The agreement was eventually amended in April 201 0 to formally assign the 
contract to ATS, which gave LAPD the authority to pay ATS for services incurred 
since September 2009. The contract has also been extended through April, 
2011, to provide for continued service while the City seeks proposals for a new 
contract. 

The current language of the RFP requires the vendor to provide "documentation 
on the organizational and financial status of the proposer," but does not 
specifically address the effects of a possible interruption or cessation of business 
by the contractor. 

A common imperative in selection decisions is that the vendor must demonstrate 
current and long-term financial viability. In addition, the City must include 
provisions in its contract to reduce its financial risk. 

The situation with Nestor could have been mitigated with additional contract 
provisions. Based on LADOT's $1.6 million investment in PRLP infrastructure, 
the contract could have specified that complete failure of the vendor to fulfill 
contract terms would have defaulted the vendor's equipment to the City. That 
would have put the City in a better negotiating position to seek an interim 
solution. 

The current contract allows only for LAPD to terminate the contract. To avoid a 
system shutdown or an interruption in payments, the contract could h·ave 
included a provision for temporary substitution of a cooperating competitor. 

Considering the potential toss of infrastructure investment and the detrimental 
impact to enforcement efforts by interrupting the PRLP, the total City cost of 
Nestor's failure could have been substantial. LAPD's contract could have better 
anticipated downside risks. 

Recommendation: 

16.LAPD should work with the City Attorney and the CAO in 
ensuring the selection process and contract terms fully protect 
the City's financial Interests. 
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APPENDIX A 
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

Review of the Photo Red Light Program 

Description of Finding 

Ranking of Recommendations 

Ranking 
Code Recommendations 

Section 1: The Program's Impact on Public Sa.fety 

Findif!JJ. #1: The 
method used to select 
the 32 locations for 
camera enforcement 
eliminated some high 
risk Intersections. 

Finding #2:Location 
decisions .did. nP.L . 
Involve engineering 
anafyses that formally 
documented the City's 
consideration of other 
solutions that could 
have a more direct 
effect on public safety 
than automated 
enforcement. 

N 1. LAPD and LADOT should increase 
transparency for an expanded PRLP 
by publicizing how the location 
selection process will ensure that the 
highest risk intersections are selected 
for the program. In addition, LAPD 
and LADOT should list intersections 
that meet published criteria, on their 
websites. 

N 2. LAPD and LADOT ·· should "Obtain 
CaiTrans approval to automate 
enforcement of intersections that 
meet selection criteria. 

N 3. LAPD and LADOT should seek 

N 

funding for necessary infrastructure 
modifications at intersections that 
meet selection criteria:. . . 

4. For any new Intersection 
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recommended in an expanded PRLP, 
LAbat ·· ··shoi.iid · cO"mplete· · ·an 
engineering analysis template to 
formally document consideration of all 
appropriate countermeasures, and to 
support the recommendation that 
automated enforcement would . have 
the greatest impact to improving 
public safety at that location. 



Description of Finding 

Finding #3: The data 
presented by LAPD in 
their evaluation of the 
Photo Red Light 
Program, is inadequate 
to show a significant 
increase in public 
safety. 

Ranking 
Code 

u 

Recommendations 

5. LAPD should modify the method by 
which the PRLP is evaluated by 
ensuring complete and relevant data 
that supports the type of enforcement, 
i.e., right turns or straight-through 
violations. 

D 6. Over the long term, · LAPD should 

N 

pursue the full implementation of the 
planned integrated system to 
electronically record all relevant 
collision information, making it more 
easily accessible for ·data analysis 
and program evaluation. 

7. In the short-term, LAPD should 
expand their data collection from 
collisions at PRLP intersections. 
Rather than relying solely on key data 
fields captured by division databases, 
consider the information included in 
written collision reports and video 
images of the collisions that may be 
captured by the PRLP system, for 
example: 
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"' Collision type (broadside, rear-
end, etc.) 

.. Time into red 
,. Speed of the vehicle 
,. Movement preceding collision 
.. ·reel frorrdhe intersection 



Description of Finding 

Finding #4: Other 
factors that may be 
responsible for a 
reduction in Traffic 
Collisions have not 
been considered in 
reporting program 
results. 

Ranking 
Code Recommendations 

N 8. Because the PRLP seeks to modify 

N 

risky behavior by ensuring compliance 
with traffic laws, LAPD should also 
assess the program results ln terms of 
the rate of violations or · citations 
issued through the PRU:;· by 
intersection approach. An expected 
outcome for a successful program 
would show that violations at a glven 
location decrease over time. 

9. In coordination with LADOT, LAPD 
should consider, at a minimum, the 
effect of traffic volume in the 
comparative metric ln reporting and 
measuring program results. 
Specifically: 

~56-

a. The number or ratio of traffic 
collisions at monitored 
intersections (considered through 
implementation of 
recommendations-. 6 and 7) 
compared to the number of 
vehicles transiting a single 
approach. A successful program 
outcome wo.uld note a decline in 
the adjusted ratio. 

b. The number or ratio of violations at 
monitored intersections 
(considered through 
implementation . .... .. . . .... .. . ... .. . oJ ..... 
recommendation 8) compared to 
the number of vehicles transiting 
a single approach. A successful 
program outcome would also note 
a decline in the ratio. 



Section II: The Program's Impact on City Finances 

finding #5: The u 10. LAPD and LADOT should consider 
Program has not departmental priorities . along with 
covered its operational the expected outcomes of the PRLP 
costs nor generated in allocating resources to the 
additional revenue for program. 
the City. 

Finding #6: AJJ PRLP N 11, Council should direct LAPD and the 
violations are cited CLA to promote legislative action at 
under the same eve the State to amend the CVC so that 
and were assessed a fines for red light violations reflect 
$446 fine, regardless of current technology and are 
the relative danger of proportional the to the level of 
the violation. danger (e.g., graduated fines, etc.). 

1----· 

Finding #7: Existing 
law and recent 
Legislative Changes 
Could Significantly 
Decrease Program 
Revenue. 
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Section Ill: Contract Oversight and Monitoring 

Finding # 8: The City 
relies on the vendor to 
ensure a complete 
reporting of all photo 
red light events, 
potential and LAPD 
approved violations, 
and actual citations 
mailed to violators1 

without ensuring 
completeness of the 
data. 

N· 12. LAPD should include a requirement 
in a new PRL contract for the vendor 
to serially number events so that 
LAPD review can easily detect any 
missing event numbers. 

N 13. LAPD should continually store their 

D 

own log of all citations ~pproved. for 
issuance and periodically compare 
that log with the vendor's notification 
to the Court of citations mailed to 
registered owners and entered into 
the Court system. 

14. LAPD should include a requirement 
in the new PRL contract for the 
vendor to produce a comprehensive 
quarterly status report on each 
citation processed. For example, 
based on citation number, the status 
report could show the judicial and 
payment status of all citations 
previously and newly issued, broken 
ouL.-by.. _.month .... and. ~Year, .... and.: . ~ 
reconciled with the prior report~ 

L,__----------.L....---..J...-----·-·--~---------'-----' 
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Finding# 9: 
Anticipated expansion 
of the program will 
shift responsibility for 
infrastructure 
construction to the 
Vendor. To preserve 
the City's financial 
interests, LAPD must 
consider payment 
alternatives and asset 
ownership in 
negotiating a future 
contract. 

Finding #10: The 
Program is highly 
dependent on vendor 
v;abllity; therefore, the 
City must ensure 
appropriate due 
diligence in contractor 
selection and clarity of 
contract terms 

N 

N 

15. In negotiating the new contract for 
the PRLP, LAPD should seek 
competent counsel to protect the 
City's interests. Ensure issues 
regarding asset ownership, 
construction costs, and any related 
program delays due to construction, 
are specifically included in the 
contract terms. 

16. LAPD should work with the (:ity 
Attorney and the CNJ' in ensuring 
the selection process and contract 
terms fully protect the City's financial 
interests. 

Description of Recommendation Ranking Codes 

U- Urgent-The recommendation pertains to a serious or materially significant audit 
finding or control weakness. Due to the seriousness or significance of the matter, 
immediate management attention and appropriate corrective action is warranted . 

. -.... N~ ... Neces.sary~ "l}l_e_.m~QffilJI~nd£!H!?.n. _ EE!:r!~ir.!~ J? .. 5! ~~o_d~~a.~~ly -~_i~~i~?~nt or potentially 
serious audit finding Of control weakness. Reasonably prompt corredhie· aCtion· sh6uld ... 
be taken by management to address the matter. The recommendation should be 
implemented within six months. 

D- Desirable- The recommendation pertains to an audit finding or control weakness of 
relatively minor significance or concern. The timing of any corrective action is left to 
management's discretion. 

N/A- Not Applicable 
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Appendix C 

Red light Running Camera· · 
(Photo Enforcement) 

Engineering Saf~ty Analysis Template 

PHOTO 
ENFORCED 

Highway Operations Section 
Traffic Engineering Division 

·· ~ -virginia-Department·oi~Transportation · ··· · - -- .. -··· ·- ···· · - ·· -···· -· ~· · -- -· 
1401 East Broad Street 

Richmond, Virginia 23219 

February i 9, 2008 
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February 19, 2008 

VDOT 
Traffic Signal Photo Enforcement ,. 
Engineering Analysis Template 

Local Jurisdiction:------·------ VDOT District: _____ , 
(County/Cityfrown) 

Intersection: 
Street Name (Route#) at Street Name (Route#) 

This Study performed under the direction of . 
(licensed professional engineer) 

A. INTERSECTION & SIGNAL DATA 
1. Signal Visibility 

a. M' · s· h n· s· mtmum 1g t 1stance to 1gna 
Appi'OIII:h Grade Speed Limit (mph) Measure (ft) Required (it)* 

.. 

*See attached table of mlnimum sight distance requirements from the MUTCD. 

b. Are "SIGNAL AHEAD" signs present? 0 Yes 0 No 
Am :'SIGNAL AHEAD" signs needed? 0 Yes 0 No 
Are other warning signs present in the vicinity of the intersection? 0 Yes 0 No 

Explain:--------------------------

c. Information on Sig1.1al Heads 
Lens Type Back Plates 

Approach Lens Size (LED o!_, Bulb) (Yes or No) 

2. Pavement and Markings Data 
a. Stop bars in "good" condition? 0 Yes 0No 

Explain;-------------------------

b. Lane lines "clearly" visible? DYes 0No 
Exp1run: __________________________________ ~ 

c. Crosswalks "clearly" marked? 0 Yes 

Explain; -----------

~ 68-

0No 
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February 19, 2008 

d. Pavement conditions (mts, potholes, cracking, etc.)? 
D Good Explain:------------------~ 
0 Fair Explain: 
0 Poor Explain: 

e. Pavement surface treatments exist? (rumble strips, texturing, pavers, etc.) 
0 Yes Explain:--------------·-----

0No 

3. Provide diagram of intersection including: pavement markings, width of lanes and medians, 
location of signal heads and signs, locations of loops/detectors, and grades. 

u 
N 
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B. SIGNAL TIMING & TRAFFIC DATA 
1 Clearance futervals 

Posted Width of Yellow Interval AU Red_ Interval 
Approach Speed Limit Grade Intersection Existing Calculated* Existing Calculated* 

-~f-" ---.----

*Reference TE Memo 306 prov1ded m Appendtx E for cakulat10n of Clearance Intervals 

2. Include existing controller settings for each phase and each time-of-day.- Information should 
include applicable settings such as minimum green, max 1 & 2, passage, minimum gap/ext, 
protected-permissive, lead-lag, yellow and all red, walk and ped clearance time; recall 
settings, offsets, cycle length, etc. Include analysis of peak hour conditions and a 
determination of whether signal timings are contributing to red-light running problem. 

a. Does signal timing or phasing factor in as a possible contributor to RLR at this 
intersection? 

0 Yes Explain:---------~---------

0No 

b. List comments or recommendations on potential signal timing or phasing changes: 

3. Vehicle Detection Data 
~---· 

Detection Type Detector Location 
Approach 

(loop, video, etc.) (measured from stop bar) 

~- --

~·- ~ -·- - ·- ·- - -· --· 

4. Traffic Volume Data --
Daily Volumes Peak Hour Volumes 

Approach Total Heavy Vehicles Total Heavy Vehicles 

-~- - - ---
--
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C. CRASH &ENFORCEMENT DATA 
1. Three-Year Crash Data 

3-yeal· Number of 
Collision. Type Total Injury Crashes 

Angle 
Rear End 
Head On 
Sidewsipe 
Pedestrian 
Bicyclist 

TOTAL 

2. Crash Rate 

Number of 
Fatal Crasl1es 

a. Number of crashes per million entering vehicles: 

b. Locality rate for comparison (if available): 

3. Violation Rate 

February 19, 2008 

Crashes Associated 
With Red·Light-Runn!!!g_ 

a. Number of red light running citations per year issued by law enforcement at the 
evaluated intersection, if avallable. 

Number: Year:-----'-

b. Observed Violations 
Date:----~--
Time Period: ___ _ 

Approach 

4. Enforcement and Operational Issues 

Tra:l'fic Volume Number of Violations 

--.. 

a. Describe the difficulty experienced by law enforcement officers in patrol cars or on 
foot in apprehending violators. 

b. Describe the ability of law enforcement officers to apprehend violators safely within a 
reasonable distance from the violation. · 

c. Are pedestrians at risk due to violations? DYes 
Explain: 

Number of pedestrians per hour? -==--­
Pedestrian crosswalk provided? 0 Yes 0 No 

0No 

d. Have there been any changes to the operations of the intersection (signal timing, 
restriping, or increased enforcement) within the past three years? · 0 Yes 0 No 
Explain:----~-------------------~----
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Minimum Sight Distance 

85~~ Percentile Minimum 
Speed Sight 

~ Distance (ft) 
20 175 
25 215 
30 270 

f----.-~-·~----- r-
325 35 

40 390 
45 460 
50 540 
55 625 
60 715 

Table 4D-1 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, (Revision 1, Nov 2004) Transportation Research 
Board (TRB), Washington, DC, 2003 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Tammy, 

Lulu Dionglay <LD@sageadvisorsinc.com> 
"V8834@1apd.lacity .org" <V8834@1apd.lacity .org> 
4/18/2011 10:52 AM 
Support Document for Agenda Item 88 re: Jay Seeber's Report 
41911 Agenda Item 8B.pdf 

We would appreciate if you could kindly distribute to the Commissioners the attached supporting 
documents for tomorrow's board meeting in connection to agenda item # 88 re: Analysis of Jay Seeber's 
Report. 

Thank you very much for your help. 

Best regards, 

Lulu Dionglay 
Sage Advisors, Inc. 
221 S Figueroa Street, Suite 240 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: (213) 346-0400 
Fax: (213) 346-0410 



~DEPARTMENTS REPORT. dated April 19,2011, relative to Analysis of Jay Seeber's 
Cupt McDonui~ report entitled "'Safer Streets in Los Angeles: Why engineering countermeasures are 
EOD more effective than photo enforcement in reducing red light related crashes" (City 

Council Motion ll-0 125) [BPC # Jl-0 158] Lt Kntonn 
EOD 

Cupl Mah\!Z 
SOE Arcu 

c. 

Peter DiCarlo D. 
ASB 

Capt Wukctleld 
lA[() 

D'Anna Mrnklcy 
R&l Div 

D'Anna Mnrkll!y 
R&l Div 

E. 

F. 

D'Ann? Markley G. 
R&t Otv 

Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

1, APPROVE the Department's report and TRANSMIT to the City Council. 

DEPARTMENT'S REPORT, dated April 6. 2011, relative to Recommendation for the 
Medal of Valor. as set forth. LBPC #ll-0149] 

Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

I. APPROVE the Department's report. 

DEPARTMENT'S REPORT, dated April 6, 2011, regarding Donation Approval 
Process Inspection- Third Quarter (lAID No. ll-0 16), as set forth. • [BPC # ll-0 152] 
Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

I. APPROVE the Department's report. 

DEPARTMENTS REPORT, dated April 5, 2011, relative to Proposed Addition to 
Council-Approved Records Retention Schedule- POX 91. as set forth. [BPC # 11-0 156] 

Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

l. APPROVE the Department's report and TRANSMIT to the City Clerk. Records 
Management Officer. 

DEPARTMENT'S REPORT, dated April 5, 20 II, relative to Proposed Addition to 
Council-Approved Records Retention Schedule- POX 95, as set forth. [BPC # ll-0 155] 

Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

1. APPROVE the Department's report and TRANSMIT to the City Clerk. Records 
Management Of!1cer. 

DEPARTMENT'S REPORT, dated April 5. 201 I, relative to Proposed Addition to 
Council-Approved Records Retention Schedule -POX 40, as set forth. [BPC # 11-0 154] 

Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

I. APPROVE the Department's report and TRANSMIT to the City Clerk. Records 
Management Oflicer. 
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Mark V. Rosenker: 
'Report' findings are 
wrong; red-light 
cameras save lives 

By Mark V. Rosenker 

Posted: 04/13/2011 04:37:55 PM PDT 

Updated: 04/13/2011 04:39:35 PM PDT 

DURING my tenure as a member and chairman of 
the National Transportation Safety Board. I had 
lhe opportunity to closely monitor trends in 
traffic safety. In 2003, the year I joined the 
board, nearly 43,000 people died on our nation's 
roads. I believed that we as a nation needed to 
do significantly more both technologically and 
politically to reduce loss of life. Our efforts are 
now beginning to bear fruit. 

Recently the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration reported that traffic deaths were 
at a 61·year low last year. 

While still an estimated 32,788 people tragically 
died in traffic accidents in 2010, that number 
represented a more than 25 percent decline 
since 2003 and marks the fewest traffic 
fatalities since 1949. 

A lot of factors impacted the decline in traffic 
deaths. Among those are: safer vehicles; 
increased seat.belt use, achieved through 
stricter laws; more children buckled in to child 
restraint seats, achieved through laws designed 
to protect children in moving vehicles; a d 
ecrease in drunk driving, thanks to stricter 
enforcement by police and the implementation 
of more sobriety checkpoints; and the use of 
red·light and speed safety cameras to 
discourage drivers from running red lights and 
speeding. 

Pagel of2 

Unfortunately, despite all of the progress that 
has been in reducing traffic fatalities, a vocal 
minority of citizens continues to advocate 
policies that if implemented, would reverse 
these trends. You know who they are, the 

same groups that have opposed most of the 
traffic safety improvements I've just mentioned. 
They don't 11ke mandatory use of seat belts and 
child sarety seats. And they view sobriety 
checkpoints and traffic safety cameras as 
intrusions on their personal freedoms, as though 
it should be their God·given right to drive 
impaired, or speed and run red fights with 
impunity. 

Recently, this debate has heated up in Los 
Angeles, where misinformation . even 
disinformation · about the program has been 
spread by groups that have made !heir mark by 
opposing government safely regulations of any 
kind. 

These groups have used distorted facts and 
inaccuracies to launch a campaign to end the 
city's red·light safety camera program, a 
program that in its six-year existence has not 
seen a fatality at any of the 32 monitored 
intersections. 

Nixing the cameras on the heels of the recent 
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research study from the Insurance Institute or 
Highway Safety that documented how well the 
cameras are saving lives would be foolhardy. The 
IIHS researchers concluded that red-light safety 
cameras saved 159 lives in 2004-08 in 14 of the 
biggest U.S. cities. Had cameras been operating 
during that period in all large cities, according to 
the IIHS, a total of 815 deaths would have been 
prevented. 

In 2009 red-light running Killed 676 people, 
including more than 100 in California, and 
injured an estimated 113,000 nationwide. 
Tragically, nearly two-thirds of the deaths were 
victims other than the red-light running drivers­
occupants of other vehicles, passengers in the 
red-light runners' vehicles, bicyclists or 
pedestrians. 

In a oily liKe Los Angeles where the climate is an 
almost-daily invitation for people to get out and 
walk, jog or cycle, taking extra steps to protect 
the nonmotoring public from death or injuries 
makes sense. 

I strongly urge the city or Los Angeles to closely 
review the credible and scholarly research 
studies and reject the so-called "reports" 
generated by self-proclaimed "experts" whose 
true mission is to curb all traffic safety initiatives 
implemented by government. 

There no question there's room for Los Angeles 
to fine-tune its traffic safely camera program. 
But it would clearly be a bad idea to eliminate it 
altogether. 

Mark V. Rosenker of Virginia was appointed by 
President Bush to two terms at the National 
Traffic Safety Board beginning March 2003. He 
currently is a senior advisor to the National 
Coalition for Safer Roads. 
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Commissioner and Council Members, 4/15/2011 

My name is Professor Simon Washington. I was recently forwarded a report titled "SAFER STREETS IN LOS ANGELES: 

Why Engineering Countermeasures Are More Effective than Photo Enforcement in Reducing Red-light Related Crashes" 

by Jay Beeber from Safer Streets lJI-an interest group that according to their web site is against red light cameras. Prior 

to providing a critical review this report, I first outline my relevant credentials and abilities. 

As a traffic safety engineer, researcher, and professor, I have dedicated my professional life to measuring, 

understanding, and improving traffic safety on our nation's roadways. Prior to joining the faculty at the Queensland 

University Centre for Accident Research and Road Safety in Australia-one of the premier road safety research centers 

in the world, I was Director of the Safe Transportation Research and Education Center {SAFETREC) at the University of 

California, Berkeley. J have also served on the academic faculties of Arizona State University, the University of Arizona, 

and the Georgia Institute ofTechnology. At each of these research intensive institutions I have taught graduate level 

courses in transportation safety. During this same period I directed over $8 Million in federal, state, and locally 

supported research on road safety and transportation planning research-including three separate studies evaluating 

red light and speed cameras in the US. Finally, I have served and continue to serve on matters of road safety on 

numerous research boards and advisory committees including those at the National Academy of Sciences Transportation 

Research Board [TRB) and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration {NHTSA). 

Perhaps most relevant to the review of the subject report, I serve on the editorial boards of five peer reviewed 

journals, three of which focus exclusively on road safety. One of these journals-Accident Analysis & Prevention, is the 

premier academic journal on road safety in the world. A second journal for which I serve as Associate Editor in charge of 

transportation safety-the American Society of Civil Engineering Journal of Transportation Engineering-is the oldest 

running journal in the US, My primary role as editor of these journals is to coordinate the technical reviews of 

international papers on road safety by authors throughout the world, and to ultimately accept or reject these papers as 

credible contributions to the road safety profession. 

I am significantly concerned by the focused attention being given to a report authored by a member of the 

public who 1 understand does not have any expertise in this area and sponsored by an agency that is categorically 

against red light cameras. Safer Streets lJI clearly is not an organization interested in a balanced review of red light 

cameras. A quick search of the peer-review literature reveals not a single peer review report or paper authored by Jay 

Beeber-thus the report's author has not established credibility in the road safety profession or been vetted by the 

professional community. 

The introduction of the report uses rather tricky wording to imply that credible agencies have supported the 

research. If read carefully, the author is saying that the reports reviewed in the course of preparing the paper were 

conducted and sponsored by credible agencies; however, the report itself does not appear to be sponsored or endorsed 

by any credible agency such as the ITE or the Texas DOT. 

Most of the compelling and conclusive peer reviewed research documenting the benefits of red-light cameras 

and their effectiveness is conspicuously missing from this report. Ample research has been conducted in the US and 

abroad documenting the benefits of red light running on reducing crashes; however, the vast majority of this research 

has been omitted from the report. Two examples of carefully scrutinized national reports are NHTSA's report 

"Countermeasures that Work: A Highway Safety Countermeasure Guide for State Highway Safety Offices, 5th Edition, 

2010" and the Insurance Institute of Highway Safety's national review of photo enforcement published In ITE, '1"wo 

The Centre for Accident Research & Road Safety -Queensland //fe/1/ 
is a joint venture initiative of the Motor Accident Insurance Commission and /\ \~/ 

Queensland University of Technology 



Decades of Photo Enforcement in the United States: A Brief Summary of Experience and Lessons learned" (ITE, Vol SO, 

Issue 11, 20-24). Both of these reports convey an unbiased review of the limitations and benefits of red light cameras 

deployed in the US, and conclude that the benefits in terms of lives saved and injuries reduced are generally consistent, 

significant, and reliable, 

By focusing solely on engineering countermeasures, the Seeber report ignores the human behavior aspect that 

cameras are intended to prevent-intentional red light running. Red light cameras are extremely effective at preventing 

illegal and dangerous behavior, behavior that can lead to serious injuries and death, while engineering countermeasures 

are not effective at deterring poorly intentioned driver behavior. Another classic example of this is impaired driving, 

which is difficult or impossible to deter with engineering countermeasures alone; behavioral interventions are needed to 

effectively combat impaired driving also. 

The report suggests that engineering improvements alone such as adjustments to yellow times and all red 

clearance intervals can sufficiently improve the safety of intersections. This is simply not supported by the evidence. 

Many competent traffic engineers throughout the US have adjusted signal timing at intersections trying to reduce red­

light-running related crashes and violations with positive but limited success, When automated cameras have been 

installed at these locations with high red light violations, on average the number of associated crashes have been 

reduced significantly and well beyond those achieved through signal timing enhancements alone. 

In conclusion, the non-peer reviewed report by Mr. Beeber attempts to selectively present information and data 

to discredit the LA photo red light enforcement program and red light camera programs in general. Mr. Beeber has not 

established credibility in the road safety profession, and the agency he represents clearly takes a biased position on red 

light cameras. This report would not be used by professional engineers or state departments of transportation to inform 

critical decisions about the installation or continuation of red light camera programs, Other, widely accepted and peer 

reviewed reports should be used to inform such decisions. The professional literature and experience in the US and 

internationally suggests that Red light Safety Camera programs-properly deployed-increase traffic safety in a 

meaningful way and ultimately save lives. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further questions, 

Sincerely, 

Professor Simon Washington (simon.washington@qut.edu.au) 

Queensland Transport and Main Roads Endowed Chair of Transport 

School of Urban Development, Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering 

Centre for Accident Research and Road Safety (CARRS-Q), Faculty of Health 

Queensland University of Technology, 2 George St GPO Box 2434 

Brisbane Qld 4001 Australia 

Tel: +61 7 3138 9990 

www.bee.gut.edu.au 

www.carrsq.qut.edu,au 

The Centre for Accident Research & Road Safety- Queensland 

fs a joint venture Initiative of the Motor Accident Insurance Commission and 

Queensland University of Technology 



NCSR 

NC National Coalition 
for~:::.-~~ :, ·. :: ·: 

Contact for more information & interview requests: 
Stacey Radnor at info@saferoadssavelives.org or 202-870-6668 

NATIONAL ROAD SAFETY COAL~TION CALLS FOR KEEPING RED LIGHT SAFETY CAMERAS 
IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Monday, April4, 2011- The National Coalition for Safer Roads (NCSR) today called on the City 
of Los Angeles to continue its highly successful red light safety camera program. NCSR President 
and Executive Director David Kelly said the program has proven it makes communities safer. 

"There is a mounting body of evidence showing red light safety cameras change dangerous 
driver behavior - saving lives and reducing injuries," said Kelly, who is also the former acting 
administrator of NHTSA. "L.A. residents and officials just need to look at the local and national 
results to see the positive effects of these safety programs." 

In a February letter to the city's Board of Police Commissioners, los Angeles Chief of Police 
Charlie Beck highlighted the "measurable safety improvements" that resulted from the city's 
Photo Red Light (PRL) Program. 

"From January 2004 to December 2009, red-light collisions at PRL intersections have decreased 
by 63 percent," wrote Beck. "Additionally, there has been an overall decrease of 10 percent in 
all types of collisions, and no red light related fatalities since program activation [compared to 
five fatalities in the three years prior to PRL enforcement from January 2004 to December 
2006)." 

These findings mirror those of a recent national study from the Insurance Institute for Highway 

Safety. Red light safety cameras helped save more than 150 lives in the 14 biggest U.S. cities 
from 2004 to 2008, according to IIHS. Had the cameras been operating in all 99 U.S. cities with 
populations over 200,000, more than 800 Jives could have been saved. 

David Kelly is NCSR's principal spokesman and representative before state and national 
policymaking bodies. He is the former acting a_dministrator of NHTSA. President Bush nominated 
him to the position after Kelly served as the agency's Chief of Staff. He also served as director of 
the U.S. National Safety Council's Airbag & Seat Belt Campaign. 

To find more information about improving road safety, visit www.saferoadssavelives.org and 
follow @SaferRoadsUSA on Twitter and on Facebook at 
http://www.facebook.com/SaferRoadsUSA. 

saferoactssavellves.org 

P.O. Box 34422 
'Mlshington, D.C. 200434422 



The red light runners think they've been 
wronged. They're convinced that the cam· 
eras documenting their violations are 
nothing more than a scheme to pick {he 
pockets of motorists. Tl1e truth is simpler: 

RED LIGHT RUNNING 

and red light cameras save lives. In fact. they 
saved 159 lives in 2004-08 in the 14 biggest US 
cities with cameras, a new Institute analysis 
shows. If cameras had been opera ling dur· 
lng that period in all cities \Vith popula­
tions of more than 200,000. a total of 815 
fewer people would have died. 

Camera opponents don't acknowl­
edge the cormection between those 
whose red light running sets off a be­
nign flash and those who cause a dead­
ly collision. Instead, they argue about "big 
brother" and equate fines for violations with 
taxes on drivers. 

Not everyone who runs a red light is part of this 
group. No doubt, most violators calmly take their lumps. 
paying their tickets and vowing to be more careful But 
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a vocal minority get angry, and their outrage gers broad­
cast on the lntemet. magnified by the media, and chan­
neled Into campaigns to ban red light cameras on the 
local or state level. When officials try to assure the 
public that cameras are about safety, not revenue. they 
are all but drowned out by the protests or these ag­
glieved drivers. 

"Somehow. the people who get tickets because they 
hnvc broken the law haYe been cast as the victims,·· says 
Institute president Adrian Lund. ·we rarely hear about 
the real victims- the people who are killed or injured by 
these lnwbreakers." 

People like Deborah Parsons-Mason, a California mother of l 
who was fatally hit by a red light runner while crossing the street near 
her home. Or Mam1s May·Coolt who was sleeping in his car seat 11hen a 
red light runner ended his life after only 3 years. Or Jacy Good who 11as per 
manently disabled and lost both her parents in a red light runmng crash just hours 
aFter her college graduation. The Institute is highlighting thetr stories and others on 
these pnges to bring the discussion back to the real victims. 

Red light running killed 676 people and injured an estimated 113.000 in 2009 Near 
ly two·thirds of the deaths were people other than the red hght running dmers 
-occupants of other vehicles. passengers in the red light runnels ~chicles 
bicyrlists, or pedestrians. 

Since the 1990s. communities have used red light cameras as a low cost 
w~y tn police intersections. The number of cities embracing the techno! 
ogy has swelled from just 25 in 2000 to about 500 today. 

Without cameras. enforcement is difficult and often dangerous In 
order to stop a red light runner. officers usually have to follow the 
vehicle through the red light, endangering themselves as \\ell as 
other motorists and pedestrians. 

~·loreover. the man(JQwer required to police intersections on a 
regular basis would make it prohibitively expensive. ln contraSt 
camera programs can pay for themselves by requiring people 
who break the law w shoulder the cost of enforcing it. 

'The cities that have the courage to use re(llight cameras 
despite the political backlash are saving lives.· Lund says. "If 
they <~re able to recover some of thE'ir traffic enforcement 
costs at the same time. what's wrong with that?' 

Previous research has established thai red light cameras de 
ter would-be violators and reduce crashes at intersections v...1th 
signals. Institute studies oF camera programs have Found that reel 
light violations fell at intersections where cameras were installed 
(see Status Report, March 7, 1998. Dec. 5. 1998. and Jan. 27. 2007 on the 
Wl'b at Hhs.org). In tM oF those studies. researchers also looked at traffic 
lights without cameras and Found the decrease in violations sptlled o\er from the 
cnm~ra·equipped intersections. In Oxnard. Calif., injury crashes at tmersecuons 1~11h 
tr,1flk s!gnHis fell 29 percent citywide after automated enForcement began (see Staws Re-
port, Apri128. 2001'. on the web at iihs.org). 

46% occupants 
of vehiCles that 
d1dn t run light 

The Institute's latest study pro\~des pD\\'l'lful confimmtion of the benefits of cameras showmg the~ 
reduce deaths throughout entire communities. looking at US Cl!les \I 1th popC~lations (contmues on p 6} 
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JEAN GOOD AND JAY GOOD, 58 
MAID£NCR££K TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA 

Hours after Jacy Good's graduation from Muhlenberg College in 
Allentown, Pa., she and her parents packed the family's 1989 
Oldsmobile sta!ion wagon. strapped a sofa to the roof. and 
headed home to lititz, a tiny Lancaster County town. 

At 21, Good fell on top of the world. She planned to 
spend a few weeks at home before going to New York, 
where a job with Habitat lor Humanity awaited. Her 
mothEN. a middle school English teacher, and hEN father. 
a foundry mechanic. were both brimmmg with pride. 

Nearly hallway into tooir 70-mile trip. a chain-reaction 
crash set oil by a red light runner sent a tractor-trailer into 
the opposite lane and into theu car. Jay Good, who was at 
the wheel. and Jean Good, who rode in back and wasn't using 
a safety bell, died at the scene. Jacy Good, 'Nho was in the front 

/ 

seat. was left with a traumatic bram injury, partially collapsed lungs, a 

of red light runners in 
fatal crashes in 2009 

were teenagers. 

/ 

lacerated liver, 2 damaged carolld arteries, a shattered pelvis, and other injuries. 
Weells later, after she regained consciousness, Good began to learn the details of the crash. 

The driver of the minivan that sailed through the red light, causing the tractor-tsailer to veer into 
the Goods' station wagon, was 18 years old, had 2\eenage passengers and. according to police, 
was using his cellphonewhen the crash occurred. He was cited for careless drivtng and running 
il red I i ght and paid $662 in lines and other costs. 

Good believes the cellphone was to blame in the May 18, 2006, tragedy. "Thefe's no question 
in my mind that thefe wauld have been no accident if he had not been on his cell phone," she says. 

Now 24, Good eKpects to wear an ankle brace for the rest of her life. She had surgery last summer 
to recover some function in her limp left arm. Meanwhile, she's become an outspoken campaigner 
against distracted driving. lobbying I awmakers, appearing on the Oprah Winfrey Show. and addressing 
high school students. Her activism is in pa11 a way to honor her mother and father's memory, Good 
says. "I know if the roles were switched. this is what my parents would be doing for me." 

\ 
\ 

I 

I 
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BILLY RAY SPENCE, 64 
LUBBOCK, TEXAS 

''What're you boys doin'?" That's what Billy Ray Spence, better known as Billy Kool, would say 
when he walked into a room. And when he did, you knew the party was about to get started, 

Spence, a heavy equipment operator who moon I ighted as a bartender, was a captivating story· 
teller, jokester, poker player, and briefly married bacoolor who lived just down the street from 

his elderly mother in Lubbock, Texas. He was killed at age 64 while running an errand 
on !he afternoon of Nov. 11, 2008. 

His red 19% Jaguar JUG was tnoadsided by a Ford Explorer whose driver ran a red light. 
The driver of the Explorer, Marcelo Perez Jr., 35, was charged with manslaughter. Perez, who 

tested negative for alcohol and drugs, was no stranger to !hat interseclion: He had bee11 in another 
crash there just weeks earlier, leading to a charge against him of failing to stop and render aid. 

Perez died of an unrelated condition before ellher case could be resolved, 
Sandra Johnson says her big brother went off to the Air Force in the 1960s as Billy Spence, but 
returned as Billy Kool. His name for everyone- or, at least, everyone he liked- was "Ace." 

Billy Kool's ability to tell a story made him the life of !he party. Johnson says oo could captivate 
an audience of groWll men with a card trick or a story aboutlllree little bears. 

Spence retired, but never stayed that way for long. "He would always say, 'I just want 
to be home with nothing on but the TV,"' Johnson recalls. "And !hen when he'd go 

back to work, he'd say, 'I fe It like putting clothes on, so 1 went back to work."' 

SHANE KIESER, 19 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

Shane Kieser loved wheels, and he loved adrenaline. 
When he wasn't racing at the BMX bicycle track, he was 
often doing stunts in the concrete bowl near his home in 

Las Vegas. His mother gave him his own insurance card in 
case she was at work the next time he landed on his race. 

When Kieser got a motorcycle, his mother, Terri, 
wasn't thrilled but she took it in stride. Shane knew 

the risks and never rode without a helmet. 

Early on the morning of Aug. 19, 2008, Kieser and his 
girlfriend headed to Walmart. They were night owls, 

says his molller, and "unfortunately, in Vegas 
everything is open at all hours of !he day." 

At 5:30 am, Kieser's 1994 Honda CBR slammed into a 
Toyota Corolla, killing him and injuring his girlfriend. The 
Corolla's driver wasn't hurt. Po lice say J witllesses saw 
the motorcycle go through a red light. Terri Kieser says 
that doesn't square with what she knows about her son. 

"I was always the first to go, 'What did Shane do?"' she 
says with a laugh, before turning serious. "But I wanllo say 
no. No. Maybe a yellow that he felt he couldn't safely stop 
a!. But running a red with his girlfriend on the back? Never. 

Shane would never be crazy with somebody else's life." 

An aspiring mechanic, Shane was known for his goofy 
sense of humor. "Birthday parties- the candles were 

usually up his nose like a walrus," his mother says. 

Every year on his birthday, Terri Kieser invites Shane's 
friends to a nearby mountain where he loved to ride his 

bike. She brings along homemade waffles- his favorite. 

of people killed in red light 
running crashes in 2009 

were motoccyclists. 
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MARCUS MAY&COOK, 3 
LANSING, MICHIGAN 

Mindy Cook still can hear her lillie boy saying, "Mommy, I 
want yoo," the way he used to, his arms raised over his head 
so that she would scoop him up. 

Marcus May-Cook was just3 when he died on Aug. 10, 2000, 
Two days before, a 17-year·Oid unlicensed driver broadsided 
the car Marcus was riding in near his home in Lansing. Police 
determined that the teenage driver, Br ianca Alexander, had 
gooe through a red light. Marcus was asleep when it happened 
and never woke up. 

"I see no end to this grief," Cook wrote in a leiter she 
read at Alexander's sentencing hearing last Sept ember, 
more than 2 years after Marcus' death, 

AleKander, who pleaded guilty to driving without a valid 
license, causing death, was sentenced to 2 Vito 15 years in 
prison. Her mother received a year in jail with work release for 
allowing her daughter, who never had so much as a I eamer's 
permil, to take the car. 

Marcus was an exuberant little boy who was convinced he 
would grow up to be Spider-Man. He 
wore a Spider-Man costume on 
Halloween- and l!epl wear· 
i ng it long after the candy 
was gone. He even tried 
to climb the walls lille 
the superhero, knock· / 
ing over a shelf ooce 
in the process. 

Cook knows that 
Marcus would have 
been excited to start 
kindergarten ttl is past 

i 

fall. He often imagined 
heading to school just I ike 
big sister Makyla. When their 

\ 

of red light runners in fatal 
crashes in 2009 were driving 

without licenses. 

mother packed Makyla's lunch, Mar· 
cus insisted on one to carry to his grandmother's house, where 
he stayed while his mom was at work. 

On tile Friday of the crash, Marcus and his sister were riding 
along as their aunt drove their !Fandmolher to her part·time 
job. Their cousin was in the back seal with them. 

Cook was at work wnen she got the call shortly before 5 pm. 
When she saw Marcus at the hospital, he didn't look injured, 
but his brain had been severely damaged. By Sunday, tests 
confirmed that nothing could save him, 

Cook's mother, who was riding in front, had a fractured skull 
and other injuries. She is no longer able to work. Makyla, who 
was 6, was injured but recovered. She and her cousin were rid· 
ing in boosters, while Marcus was bl.lckled in a child restraint. 

Cook now has another son and says 1·year·old Marrion has 
begun to recognize his brother in photo!Faphs. 

"Marcus," says Cook, "is always talked aboul," 

- ------------------~--------
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(continued from p. ?) om 200.000. the re· 
searchers compared those with red light 
camera programs to those without. Because 
they wam~d to see how the rate or fatal 
crashes changed after the introduction of 
Cilmef'dS. they compared two periods, 2004· 
08 and 1992-96. Cities that had cameras dur· 
ing 1992·96 were excluded from the analysis. 
as were cities that had cameras for only part 
of the later study period. 

Researchers found that In the 14 cities 
that had cameras during 2004-08, the com· 
bined per capita rate of fatal red light run· 

PERCENT DIFFERENCES IN ACTUAL CRASH 
RATES WRING 2004..08/N CfTIES WTTH 

RED UGHT CAMERAS VS. EXPECTED 
RATES WlmOl!T CAMERAS 

' 
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fatal red light 
running crashes 

fatal crashes at 
intersections with 

signal lights 

ning crashes fell %percent, compared witl1 
1992-96. The rate also fell in the 48 cities 
wit hour camera programs in eith('r period, 
but only by 111 percent. 

The rate of fatal red I ight running crashes 
in cities with cameras in 2004-08 \\as 24 per· 
C!!OI lower than it would have been without 
cameras. That adds up to 7 4 fewer fatal red 
light running crashes or. given the average 
number of fatalities per red light running 
crash, approximately 83livcs saved. 

That's a substantial benefit, but the actu· 
a! benefit is even bigger. Red light cameras 
also reduce filial intersection crashes that 
aren't attributed to red light running. One 
possible reason for this is that red light run· 
ning fatalitic~ are undercounted due to a 

... 

lack of witnesses to explain what happened 
in a crash. Drivers also may be more cau­
tious in geneml when they know cameras 
are around. 

The rate or all fatal crashes at intersec­
tions with signals- not just red light run­
ning crashes- felll4 percent in the camera 
cities and crept up 2 percent in the noncam­
era cities. In the camera cities. there were 17 
percent Fewer fatal crashes per capita at In· 

150 

100 

50 

-50 

-~ .... 
,.. ct . .a 

PERCENT CHANi 
WITH REO LIGH1 

11!1 red light running fatal eras! 
ilil fatal crash rate attnlersect 

Chandlet San Ole!JO Pt 
Ariz. Ca!tf 

tersections \vith signals in 2004·08 than 
would have been expected. That translates 
into 159 people who are alive bec:tuse of 
those automated enforcemem programs. 

lf red light cameras had been in place for 
all 5 years in all 99 US cities with popula· 
tions over 200.000, a total of 815 deMhs 
could have been a\'oided. 

"Examining a large group of cities over 
several years allowed us to take a close look 



GE IN FATAL CRASH RATES IN LARGE CITIES 
r CAMERAS, 2004-08 VS. 1992a96 

trale 
ions with signal lights 

"• c 

at the most serious crashes, the ones that 
claim people's lives," says Anne \lcCartt, In­
stitute senior lice president for resenrch 
~nd a co-author of the study. ·our analysis 
shows that red light cameras are making in· 
t erscc! ions safer: 

Rt!sulrs in each of the 14 camera cities 
varied. The biggest drop in the rate of fatal 
red light running crashes came in Chandler. 
Ariz.. where the decline was 79 percent. 

Two dtles. Raleigh, NC, and Bakersfield, Ca­
lif.. experienced an increase. 

·we don't know exactly \lh'i the data 
from Raleigh and Bakersfield didn't line up 
with what we found elsewhere: McCartt 
says. "Both cities have expanded geographi· 
cally over the past two decades. and that 
probabl}' has a lot to do 11ith it.· 

A bigger mystery is why. in the face of 
mouming evidence that red light cameras 

Bake-rsfield, 
Calif. 

make communities safer. some people con­
tinue to resist them. Rather than feeling an 
gry at the sight of cameras going off. red 
light runners should thank their lucky stars 
they're alive to pay their tickets. 

For a copy of "Efrects of red light camera 
enforcemem on fatal crashes in large US cit· 
ies" by W Hu et al.. v;rite: Insurance Institute 
for Highway Safety. 1005 N. Glebe Rd .. Arling­
ton. Va. 22201. or email publications@iihs.org. 
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CITY USES CAMERAS 
AS SAFETY TOOL, 

NOT MONEYMAKER 
If the purpose of red light cameras is w raise 
c~sh from unsuspecting drivers, officials in 
Springfield, Mo .. did everything wrong. 

!More even S\\itching on their cameras in 
June 2007, traffic engineers reduced red light 
running by changing the length or yellow 
lights to make signals consistent across the 
city. The launch of the cameras was preceded 
by a major education campaign urging drivers 
to ··respect red."' and once cameras were in 
stalled their locations were dearly marked 
Officia Is put the cameras at intersections 
with the biggest t raffle volumes to get the 
message to the greatest number oF d1ivers 
though those intersections weren·t necessar· 
ily where the most violations occurred. 

So \that happened with that easy mone) 
for the budget? Two years and eight 

months after the cameras were 
switched on. the program 

was S33.00G in 
the red 

Fortunately for the city. making money 
was never the goal. Improving safety was, 
and by that measure, the cameras were a 
success. City officials say their data show 
red light running crashes decreased both at 
camera-equipped intersections and city· 
wide. Citations fell36 percent to an average 
of l. OS a day per camera. 

Springfield traffic engineer Jason Haynes 
says the fact that the program didn't make 
money helped to maintain community sup· 
port. Another plus was that the vendor op· 
era ring Springfield's cameras had no vested 
interest in busting drivers Instead of paying 
the company per violation. Springfield paid 
a nar fee for each camera 

The biggest key to the program's success. 
says Earl Newman. who recemly retired as 
Springfield's assistant director of public 
works, is that the clty first did all it could 
from a traffic engineering standpoint to re­
duce red light running. llm meant fixing 
the yeHow timing problem. which the city 
discovered as it was preparing to install the 
cameras The problem stemmed From the 
fact that some intersections were controlled 
by the state and others by the ciry. and the 
state signals had longer yeUow times. There 
was rampant red light running ar the city in­
tersections. perhaps because drivers used 

to stare roads weren't expecting the lights 
to change so quickly. 

Springfield and the state 
transportation 

depart· 

ment worked out a compromise, lengthening 
the yellow phase at many signals and short· 
ening It slighdy at others. Only aher giving 
drivers months to get used to the new times 
did the city switch on the cameras, which led 
to a further reduction ln red tight running. 

City surveys showed high support for red 
llght cameras. but the program had deter· 
mined opponents. A legal challenge brought 
the program to a halt last March, when the 
Missouri Supreme Court mled that 
Springfield's administrative hear· 
ing process for contested cita-
tions was inadequate. 

·-·· 

Haynes says the city's lawyers 
have come up with a fix and that a 
new contract for cameras is in the 
\\Orks. But Newman says he s not 
sure whether the program has 
much of a future now that viola· 
lions have fallen so low. Too 
few citations could mean the ./~~~\ l·". 

red light cameras won r pay 
for themselves. 

·Money is the issue 
here whether we like it 
or not." he says. People 
don·t want the cam 
eras to make mon· 
ey. but "as soon as 
it comes to rhe 
point of the tax· 
payers pa)~ng 
for it, it's a 
problem 
again.' 

' 

• .. 

/~:~·j';',. 

/:~-:~· 
:: Ia 

., 

_I 

·------------------------------------------



QUESTIONS AND 
ANSWERS ABOUT 
RED LIGHT CAMERAS 
Do red light cameras violate privacy? 

No, Driving 1s a regulated activity on pub­
lic roads. By obtaining a license, a motorist 
agrees to abide by certain rules, such as to 
obey t raffle signals. Neither the law nor conr 

mon sense suggests drivers should not be 
observed on the road or have their viola· 
lions documented. Red light camera sys­
tems can be designed to photograph only a 
vehicle's rear license plate, not vehicle OC· 

cupants, although in some places the law 
requires a photograph of the driver. 

Aren't longer yellow times more effective? 
Providing adequate yeUow time and a 

brief phase when all signals are red is i Ill· 
portant and can reduce crashes but doesn't 
eliminate the need for, or potential benefits 
of, red light cameras. An Institute study con­
ducted ln Philadelphia. Pa. evaluated ef­
fects on red light running of first lengthen­
lng yellow signal timing by about a second 
and then introdudng red light cameras. 
While the longer yellow reduced red light 
violations by 36 percent adding camera en· 
forcement further cut red light running an­
other 96 percent. 
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end crashes tend to be much less se\'ere 
than front·into-side crashes, so the net ef· 
feet is positive. Moreover, not all studies 
that have examined rear-end collisions have 
found an increase. 

Are special laws needed for cameras? 
Before cameras may be used, state or lo­

cal laws must authorize enforcement ilgen­
cies to cite red light violators by maiL Tiw 
legislation makes the vehicle owner respon­
sible for the ticket. In most cases, this in­
volves establishing a presumption that the 
registered owner is the vehicle driver at the 
time of the offense and providing a mecha­
nism for vehicle owners to inform authori· 
ties if someone else was driving. 

Another option is to treat violations cap­
tured by red light cameras as the equivalent 
of parking tickets.lf, as in New York, camera 
violations are treated like parking citations. 
the law can make registered vehicle owners 

STATES WHERE RED LIGHT CAMERAS ARE IN US£ 

i. 
·.-'__., 

Do cameras raise !he risk of rear-enders? 
Some studies have reported that while 

red light cameras reduce front-into-side col· 
lisions and overall injury crashes. they can 
increase rear-end crashes. However. rear-

/ 
/ 

responsible without regard to who was drlv 
ing. TI1e cameras are authorized in about 
half of US states. 

For more questions and answers go to 
iihs.org/researchfqandalrlr.html. 



of red I ight runners tn lata I 
crashes in 2009 had blood 
alcohol conccnlratmns 
0 OB percent or h1gher. 

DEBORAH PARSONS-MASON, 47 
SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 

Deborah Parsons-Mason worried about 
walking in her San Jose neighborhood. 

especially on weekend mghts when the nearby 
bars were lull. Drunk driving was a problem in 
the area, and the ram1ly had seen cars totaled 

JUSt outside lhe1r wmdow The 47 -year-old 
mother warned her 4 kids to use exira 

caut1 on crossing the street 
But on a Fnday 6 days before Christmas 2008. 
Parsons-Mason would have had her mirnl on 
other th1ngs. She had just been out shopping. 

and her mother was flying in the next day. 
That n1ght. Parsons-Mason walked to the comer storew1th her 14·year-old son. Jimmy. to 

buy some candy bars. On the way home. a pickup truck blew through a red light stnkmg 
Parsons-Mason m the crosswalk. As her hornfied son watched. she was thrown in the a1r. 
landmg 1r1 her next-door neighbor's driveway. Her husband and her other son heard the 

crash from inside the house and ran outs1de to see what had happened 
The dnver. Gilberta Vasquez Reyes. 63. had a blood alcohol concentration of 0 21 

percent. more than 2 112 times the legal hm1t He pleaded no contest to vehicular 
manslaughter but d1ed 5 days before sentencing. He was lilting 4 to 6 years m prisoo 

Parsons-Mason worlled as a cashier at lucky supermarllet and was heav1ly 
Involved in her ch!ldren s scllooling. says her s1ster Kimberly Sabino. During 

their own Childhood m southern California. Oeb1. the oldest of 3 girts. was like 
a second mother. says Sabino who was the youngest and 5 years her JUnior. 

Two years on. the family's grief is still raw. J1mmy constan!ly replays that 
n1ghtm h1s head, wishing he had seen the truck com1ng and pushed his 

mother out of harms way, says Parsons-Mason's mother. Diane Courtney. 
Sabino says II'S hard for her to accept that Reyes, who had several prior 

convictions for driving under the influence, d1dn't face a more senous charge 
than manslaughter. ·She wasn·tjust hit. She was slammed mto. ··Sabino says 

··The way my SISler was killed was murder 
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COMMON THREAD BINDS CRASHES 
DESPITE DIFFERENT STORY LINES 
A commef/1 b~ !nstiture president Adrian Lund 

The Fatal crashes descnbed on these pages are all diiTerent. but they have one thing in 
common Someone ran a red hght The circumstances of a particular crash may point 10 
a deepe1 co use. so irs tempting to seck a deeper solution. After all. we know that red 
means stop We learned that long before we learned to drive. lf people disobey rerllights. 
or s1mpl~ fail to see them \\e assume there's a reason.lt must be because they drank too 
much or they re fiddling 1\lth the1r cellphones or they're inexperienced or reckless drivers. 
All those thmgs mav be true and manv of the underlying causes can and should be ad· 

dressed But we can prevent manv red light running crashes. regardless of the circumstances. 
by using C.tlncras to enforce the law The fact is that the threat of a ticket makes everyone 
drive more carefullv. The data prove it 

I •... I 
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AMBER CORNEIT, 16 
BEmEL TOWNSHIP, OHIO 

On Nov. 22, 2008, Amber Comett dutifully 
called her parents to tell them she was on 
her way home after spending the night at a 
friend's house and going out lor breakfast. 
Cornett was belted in the !root seat when 

the 2003 Chevrolet Cavalier her friend 
was driving was broadsided by a pickup 
truck at an intersection in rural Bethel 
Township in Clark County, Ohio. She was 
killed just 6 days before her 17"' birthday. 
Cornett's friend told police she thought 

she had a green light. The driver and the 
passenger of the other veh1cle msisted their light was green. A third girl who was in 
the cavalier's back seat and was injured in the crash couldn't recall approaching 
the mtersection. Pohce were unable to determine fault and didn't file charges. 
··All we really got was no answers." says Mack Cornett, Amber's father. The 

daughter he lost was · every parent's dream," Cornett says. Stle was a good student 
and made friends eas1ly ·1 know she was looking forward to getting the ctlance to 
get out on her own. " 

On tribute pages on the web, friends remember Amber's elfervescent personality. 
They lament that she'll never meet their new boyfriends and confide that they 

can't bear to delete her number from their cellphones. 
Mack Cornett has his own way of remembering: The 46-year-old machinist 
manager keeps 10 hts Bible a picture of Amber with a big smile, taken the 
summer before she d1ed. Cornett says he's disappointed that neither driver 
has reached out to say they're sorry. He would be inclined to forgive. 
"People run l1ghts. I don't think the majority of people who run them 

mean to run them They have distractions," he says. 
"How many llmes have you done something and you got away with it? 

You look down. you look at your watch, you turn the knob on the stereo, 
you laugh at a Joke- you miss the light." 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Tammy, 

Lulu Dionglay <LD@sageadvisorsinc.com> 
"V8834@Iapd.lacity.org" <V8834@Iapd.lacity.org> 
4/18/2011 10:52 AM 
Support Document for Agenda Item 8S re: Jay Seeber's Report 
41911 Agenda Item 8S.pdf 

We would appreciate if you could kindly distribute to the Commissioners the attached supporting 
documents for tomorrow's board meeting in connection to agenda item# 8B re: Analysis of Jay Seeber's 
Report. 

Thank you very much for your help. 

Best regards, 

Lulu Dionglay 
Sage Advisors, Inc. 
221 S Figueroa Street, Suite 240 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: {213) 346·0400 
Fax: (213) 346-0410 



~DEPARTMENT'S REPORT. dated April 19,2011, relative to Analysis of Jay Beeber's 
Capt McDonal~ report entitled "Safer Streets in Los Angeles: Why engineering countermeasures are 
EOD more effective than photo enforcement in reducing red light related crashes" (City 
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Council Motion ll-0125) [BPC #11"01581 

Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

I. APPROVE the Department's report and TRANSMIT to the City Council. 

DEPARTMENT'S REPORT, dated April 6. 2011, relative to Recommendation for the 
Medal of Valor. as set forth. fBPC #I 1"0149] 

Recomrnendation(s) for Board action: 

! . APPROVE the Department's report. 

DEPARTMENT'S REPORT, dated April 6, 2011, regarding Donation Approval 
Process Inspection- Third Quarter (lAID No. 11-0 16), as set forth. [BPC # 11-0 152] 
Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

I. APPROVE the Department's report. 

DEPARTMENT'S REPORT, dated April 5, 2011, relative to Proposed Addilion to 
Council-Approved Records Retention Schedule- POX 91. as set forth. fBPC # J 1-0 156} 

Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

l. APPROVE the Department's report and TRANSMIT to the City Clerk, Records 
Management Officer. 

DEPARTMENT'S REPORT, dated April 5, 2011, relative to Proposed Addition to 
Council-Approved Records Retention Schedule- PDX 95, as set forth. [BPC #ll-0155] 

Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

l. APPROVE the Department's report and TRANSMIT to the City Clerk. Records 
Management Officer. 

DEPARTMENT'S REPORT. dated April 5. 201!, relative to Proposed Addition to 
Council-Approved Records Retention Schedule- POX 40, as set forth. [BPC # 1 1-0154] 

Recommendation(s) for Board action: 

1. APPROVE the Department's report and TRANSMIT to the City Clerk. Records 
Management Officer. 
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Mark V. Rosenker: 
'Report' findings are 
wrong; red-light 
cameras save lives 

By Marll V. Rosenker 

Posted: 04113/2011 04:37:55 PM PDT 

Updated: 04/13/2011 04:39:35 PM POT 

DURING my tenure as a member and chairman of 
the National Transportation Safety Board, I had 
the opportunity to closely monitor trends in 
traffic safety. In 2003, the year I joined the 
board, nearly 43,000 people died on our nation's 
roads. I believed that we as a nation needed to 
do significantly more both technologically and 
politically to reduce loss of life. Our efforts are 
now beginning to bear fruit. 

Recently the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration reported that traffic deaths were 
at a 61.year low last year. 

While still an estimated 32,788 people tragically 
died in traffic accidents in 2010, that number 
represented a more than 25 percent decline 
since 2003 and marks the fewest traffic 
fatalities since 1949. 

A lot of factors impacted the decline in traffic 
deaths. Among those are: safer vehicles; 
Increased seat.belt use, achieved through 
stricter laws; more children buckled in to child 
restraint seats, achieved through laws designed 
to protect children in moving vehicles; a d 
ecrease in drunk driving, thanks to stricter · 
enforcement by police and the implementation 
of more sobriety checkpoints; and the use of 
red.Jight and speed safety cameras to 
discourage drivers from running red lights and 
speeding. 
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Unfortunately, despite all of the progress that 
has been in reducing traffic fatalities, a vocal 
minority of citizens continues to advocate 
policies that if implemented, would reverse 
these trends. You know who they are, the 

same groups that have opposed most of the 
traffic safety improvements I've just mentioned. 
They don't like mandatory use of seat belts and 
child safety seats. And they view sobriety 
checkpoints and traffic safety cameras as 
intrusions on their personal freedoms, as though 
it should be their God·given right to drive 
impaired, or speed and run red lights with 
impunity. 

Recently, this debate has heated up in Los 
Angeles, where misinformation. even 
disinformalion • about the program has been 
spread by groups that have made their mark by 
opposing government safety regulations of any 
kind. 

These groups have used distorted facts and 
inaccuracies to launch a campaign to end the 
city's red·light safely camera program, a 
program that in its six-year existence has not 
seen a fatality at any of the 32 monitored 
intersections. 

Nixing the cameras on the heels of the recent 
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research study from the Insurance Institute of 
Highway Safety that documented how well the 
cameras are saving lives would be foolhardy. The 
IIHS researchers concluded that red-light safety 
cameras saved 159 lives in 2004-08 in 14 of the 
biggest U.S. cities. Had cameras been operating 
during that period in all large cities, according to 
the liHS, a total of 815 deaths would have been 
prevented. 

In 2009 red-light running Killed 676 people, 
including more than 1 DO in California, and 
injured an estimated 113,000 nationwide. 
Tragically, nearly two-thirds or the deaths were 
victims other than the red-light running drivers­
occupants of other vehicles, passengers in the 
red-light runners' vehicles, bicyclists or 
pedestrians. 

In a city like Los Angeles where the climate is an 
almost-daily invitation for people to get out and 
walK, jog or cycle, taking extra steps to protect 
the non motoring public from death or injuries 
makes sense. 

I strongly urge the city of los Angeles to closely 
review the credible and scholarly research 
studies and reject the so-called "reports" 
generated by self-proclaimed "experts" whose 
true mission is to curb all traffic safety Initiatives 
implemented by government. 

There no question there's room for Los Angeles 
to fine-tune its traffic safely camera program. 
But it would clearly be a bad idea to eliminate it 
altogether. 

Mark V. Rosenker of Virginia was appointed by 
President Bush to two terms at the National 
Traffic Safety Board beginning March 2003. He 
currently is a senior advisor to the National 
Coalition tor Safer Roads. 
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Commissioner and Council Members, 4/15/2011 

My name is Professor Simon Washington. I was recently forwarded a report titled "SAFER STREETS IN lOS ANGELES: 

Why Engineering Countermeasures Are More Effective than Photo Enforcement in Reducing Red·light Related Crashes" 

by Jay Beeber from Safer Streets LA-an interest group that according to their web site is against red light cameras. Prior 

to providing a critical review this report, I first outHne my relevant credentials and abilities. 

As a traffic safety engineer, researcher, and professor, I have dedicated my professional life to measuring, 

understanding, and improving traffic safety on our nation's roadways, Prior to joining the faculty at the Queensland 

University Centre for Accident Research and Road Safety in Australia-one of the premier road safety research centers 

in the world, I was Director of the Safe Transportation Research and Education Center (SAFETREC) at the University of 

California, Berkeley. I have also served on the academic faculties of Arizona State University, the University of Arizona, 

and the Georgia Institute of Technology. At each of these research intensive institutions I have taught graduate level 

courses in transportation safety. During this same period I directed over $8 Million in federal, state, and locally 

supported research on road safety and transportation planning research-including three separate studies evaluating 

red light and speed cameras in the US. Finally, I have served and continue to serve on matters of road safety on 

numerous research boards and advisory committees including those at the National Academy of Sciences Transportati9n 

Research Board (TRB) and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). 

Perhaps most relevant to the review of the subject report, I serve on the editorial boards of five peer reviewed 

journals, three of which focus exclusively on road safety. One of these journals-Accident Analysis & Prevention, is the 

premier academic journal on road safety in the world. A second journal for which I serve as Associate Editor in charge of 

transportation safety-the American Society of Civil Engineering Journal of Transportation Engineering-is the oldest 

running journal in the US, My primary role as editor of these journals is to coordinate the technical reviews of 

international papers on road safety by authors throughout the world, and to ultimately accept or reject these papers as 

credible contributions to the road safety profession. 

I am significantly concerned by the focused attention being given to a report authored by a member of the 

public who I understand does not have any expertise in this area and sponsored by an agency that is categorically 

against red light cameras, Safer Streets LA clearly is not an organization interested in a balanced review of red llght 

cameras. A quick search of the peer-review literature reveals not a single peer review report or paper authored by Jay 

Beeber-thus the report's author has not established credibility in the road safety profession or been vetted by the 

professional community, 

The introduction of the report uses rather tricky wording to imply that credible agencies have supported the 

research. If read carefully, the author is saying that the reports reviewed in the course of preparing the paper were 

conducted and sponsored by credible agencies; however, the report itself does not appear to be sponsored or endorsed 

by any credible agency such as the ITE or the Texas DOT. 

Most of the compelling and conclusive peer reviewed research documenting the benefits of red-light cameras 

and their effectiveness is conspicuously missing from this report. Ample research has been conducted in the US and 

abroad documenting the benefits of red light running on reducing crashes; however, the vast majority of this research 

has been omitted from the report. Two examples of carefully scrutinized national reports are NHTSA's report 

"Countermeasures that Work: A Highway Safety Countermeasure Guide for State Highway Safety Offices, Sth Edition, 

2010" and the Insurance Institute of Highway Safety's national review of photo enforcement published in ITE, ''Two 

The Centre for Accident Research & Road Safety- Queensland ///./// 
is a joint venture initiative of the Motor Accident Insurance Commission and /\ \~1 

Queensland University of Technology 



Decades of Photo Enforcement in the United States; A Brief Summary of Experience and Lessons Learned" (lTE, Vo180, 

Issue 11, 20·24). Both of these reports convey an unbiased review of the limitations and benefits of red light cameras 

deployed in the US, and conclude that the benefits in terms of lives saved and injuries reduced are generally consistent, 

significant, and reliable. 

By focusing solely on engineering countermeasures, the Beeber report ignores the human behavior aspect that 

cameras are intended to prevent-intentional red light running. Red light cameras are extremely effective at preventing 

illegal and dangerous behavior, behavior that can lead to serious injuries and death, while engineering countermeasures 

are not effective at deterring poorly intentioned driver behavior. Another classic example of this is impaired driving, 

which is difficult or impossible to deter with engineering countermeasures alone; behavioral interventions are needed to 

effectively combat impaired driving also. 

The report suggests that engineering improvements alone such as adjustments to yellow times and all red 

clearance intervals can sufficiently improve the safety of intersections. This is simply not supported by the evidence. 

Many competent traffic engineers throughout the US have adjusted signal timing at intersections trying to reduce red· 

light-running related crashes and violations with positive but limited success. When automated cameras have been 

installed at these locations with high red light violations, on average the number of associated crashes have been 

reduced significantly and well beyond those achieved through signal timing enhancements alone. 

In conclusion, the non-peer reviewed report by Mr. Seeber attempts to selectively present information and data 

to discredit the I.A photo red light enforcement program and red light camera programs in general. Mr. Seeber has not 

established credibility in the road safety profession, and the agen~ he represents clearly takes a biased position on red 

light cameras, This report would not be used by professional engineers or state departments of transportation to inform 

critical decisions about the installation or continuation of red light camera programs. Other, widely accepted and peer 

reviewed reports should be used to inform such decisions. The professional literature and experience in the US and 

internationally suggests that Red light Safety Camera programs-properly deployed-increase traffic safety in a 

meaningful way and ultimately save lives. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further questions, 

Sincerely, 

Professor Simon Washington (simon.washington@qut.edu.au) 

Queensland Transport and Main Roads Endowed Chair of Transport 

School of Urban Development, Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering 

Centre for Accident Research and Road Safety {CARRS·Q), Faculty of Health 

Queensland University of Technology, 2 George St GPO Box 2434 

Brisbane Qld 4001 Australia 

Tel: +61 7 3138 9990 

www.bee.gut.edu.au 

www. ca rrsq, qut.edu.a u 
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NCSR 

NC- National Coalition 

Contact for more information & interview requests; 
Stacey Radnor at info@saferoadssavelives.org or 202-870-6668 

NATIONAL ROAD SAFETY COALITION CALLS FOR KEEPING RED LIGHT SAFETY CAMERAS 
IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Monday, April 4, 2011 -The National Coalition for Safer Roads (NCSR} today called on the City 
of Los Angeles to continue its highly successful red light safety camera program, NCSR President 
and Executive Director David Kelly said the program has proven it makes communities safer, 

"There is a mounting body of evidence showing red light safety cameras change dangerous 
driver behavior - saving lives and reducing injuries," said Kelly, who is also the forn1er acting 
administrator of NHTSA. "L.A. residents and officials just need to look at the local and national 
results to see the positive effects of these safety programs." 

In a February letter to the city's Board of Police Commissioners, Los Angeles Chief of Police 
Charlie Beck highlighted the "measurable safety improvements" that resulted from the city's 
Photo Red Light (PRL} Program. 

"From January 2004 to December 2009, red-light collisions at PRL intersections have decreased 
by 63 percent," wrote Beck, "Additionally, there has been an overall decrease of 10 percent in 
all types of collisions, and no red light related fatalities since program activation (compared to 
five fatalities In the three years prior to PRL enforcement from January 2004 to December 
2006}." 

These findings mirror those of a recent national study from the Insurance Institute for Highway 
Safety. Red light safety cameras helped save more than 150 lives in the 14 biggest U.S. cities 
from 2004 to 2008, according to llHS. Had the camerasbeen operating in all 99 U.S. cities with 
populations over 200,000, more than 800 lives could have been saved. 

David Kelly is NCSR's principal spokesman and representative before state and national 
policymaking bodies. He is the former acting a~ministrator of NHTSA. President Bush nominated 
him to the position after Kelly served as the agency's Chief of Staff. He also served as director of 
the U.S. National Safety Council's Airbag & Seat Belt Campaign. 

To find more information about improving road safety, visit www.saferoadssavelives.org and 
follow @SaferRoadsUSA on Twitter and on Facebook at 
http :1/www, face boo k.com/Sa fer Roads USA, 

saferoadssavellves.org 

P.O. Box 34422 
V\lashlnglon, D.C. 20043-4422 



The red light runners think they've been 
wronged. They're convinced that the cam­
eras documenting their violations are 
nothing more than a scheme to pick the 
pockets of motorists. The truth is simpler: 

REO LIGHT RUNNING 

and red light cameras save lives. In fact, they 
saved 159 lives in 2004·08 in the 14 biggest US 
cities with cameras, a new Institute analysis 
shows. If cameras had been operating dur­
ing that period in all cities \~ith popula­
tions of more than 200,000. a total of815 
fewer people would have died. 

Camera opponents don't acknowl­
edge the cormection between those 
whose red light running sets off a be­
nign flash and those who cause a dead­
ly collision. Instead, they argue about "big 
brother" and equate fines for violations with 
taxes on drivers. 

Not everyone who runs a red light is part of this 
group. No doubt. most viol a tors ca I mly take their I umps. 
paying their tickets and vowing to be more careful But 
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a vocal minority get angry, and their outrage gets broad­
ens! on the internet. magnillcd by the media, and chan­
neled Into campaigns to ban red light r.~mera~ on the 
local or state level. When offidals try to assure the 
public that cameras are about safety, not revenue. they 
are all but drowned out by the protests of these ag­
gticved drivers. 

"Somehow, the people who get tickets because they 
hnve broken the law have been cast as the victims.· says 
Institute president Adrian lund. ·we rarely hear about 
the real victims - the people who are killed or injured by 
these Jawbreakers.' 

People like Deborah Parsons-Mason, a California mother of I 
who was fatally hit by a red light runner while c rosslng the street near 
her home. Or Marcus May·Cook. who was sleeping in his car scat when a 
red light runner ended his life after only 3 years. Or Jacy Good who \\as per 
manently disabled and lost both her parents in a red light runmng crash just hours 
after her college graduation. The Institute is highlighting their stones and others on 
these p~ges to bring the discussion back to the real victims. 

Red light running killed 676 people and injured an estimated 113.000 in 2009 Near 
ly two-thirds of the deaths were people other than the red hght runmng dmers 
-occupants of other vehicles. passengers in the red tight runners \Chicles 
bicyclists, or pedestlians. 

Since the 1990s, communities have used red light cameras as a low cost 
w~y to police intersections. The number of cities embracing the techno!· 
ogy has swelled from just 25 in 2000 to about500 today. 

Without cameras. enforcement is difficu 1t and often dangerous In 
order to stop a red light runner. officers usually have to follow the 
vehicle through the red light. endangering themselves as \\ell as 
other motorists and pedestrians. 

Moreover, the manpower required to police intersections on a 
regular basis would make it prohibitively expensive. ln contrast 
camera programs can pay for themselves by requiring people 
who break the law 10 shoulder the cost of enforcing it. 

"The cities that have the courage to use red light cameras 
despite the political backlash are saving lives,· Lund says. ·1r 
they ml' able to recover some of their traffic enforcement 
costs at the same time. what's wrong with that?' 

Previous research has established that red light cameras de 
ter would-be \·iolators and reduce crashes at intersections w1th 
slgnals.lnstitute studies of camera programs have Found that red 
light violations fell at intersections where cameras were installed 
(see Status Report. March 7. 1998. Dec. 5, 1998. and jan, 27. 2007 on the 
Wl'b m iihs.org). In tl\o of those studies. researchers also looked at traffic 
lights without cameras and found the decrease in violations spll!ed mer from the 
camera-equipped intersections. In Oxnard, Calif .. Injury crashes at imersecuons \\llh 

traflk ~lgnals fell 29 percent citywide after automated enforcement began (see Slatus Re-
port, Apri128, 2001: on the web at iihs.org}. 

46% occupants 
of vet11cles that 
didn 1 run hght 

The I nstiiUte 's latest study pro,~des powmful conlitmation of the benefits of cameras showmg the~ 
reduce deaths throughout entire communities. Looking at US ct!les v.tth populations (contmues on p 6) 
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JEAN GOOD AND JAY GOOD, 58 
MAIDENCRfEK TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA 

Hours after Jacy Good's graduation from Muhlenberg College in 
Allentown, Pa., she and her parents packed the family's 1989 
Oldsmobile station wagon, strapped a sofa to the roof. and 
headed home to Lititz, a Uny lancaster County town. 

At 21, Good felt on top of the world. She planned to 
spend a few weeks at home before going to New York. 
where a job with Habilat for Humanity awaited. Her 
mother. a middle sthool Eng I ish teacher, and her father, 
a foundry mechaniC. were both brimming with pride. 

Nearly halfway into their 70-mlle trip. a chain-reaction 
crash set off by a red light runner sent a tractor-trailer into 
the opposite lane and into their car. Jay Good. who was at 
the wheeL and Jean Good. who rode in back and wasn't us1ng 
a safely belt, died at the scene. Jacy Good, who was in the front 
seat, was left with a traumatic brain injury, partially collapsed lungs, a 

% 
of r!!U light runners in 
fatal crashes in 2009 

were teenagers. 

lacerated liver, 2 damaged carotid arteries, a shattered pelvis, and other injuries< 
Weeks later, aner she regained consciousness, Good began to learn the details of the crash. 

The driver or the minivan that sailed through the red light, causing the tractor-trailer to veer into 
the Goods' station wagon. was 18 years old, had 2 teenage passengers and. according to police, 
was using his cell phone when the crash occurred. He was cited for careless driving and runmng 
a red light and paid $662 in lines and other costs. 

Good believes the cellphone was to blame in the May 18, 2008, !Iagedy. "There's no question 
in my mind that there would llave been no accident if he had not been on his cell phone,'' she says. 

Now 24, Good eKpetts to wear an ankle brace lorthe rest of her life. She had surgery last summer 
to recover some function in her limp left arm. Meanwhile. she's become an outspoken campaigner 
against distracted driving. lobbying lawmakers, appearing on the Oprah Winfrey Show and addressing 
high school students. Her activism is in part a way to honor her mother and fathers memory, Good 
says. "I know if the roles were switched. this is what my parents would be doing for me." 
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BILLY RAY SPENCE, 64 
LUBBOCK, TEXAS 

"What're you boys doin'?" That's what Billy Ray Spence, bener known as Billy Kool, would say 
when he walki!O into a room. 1\nd when he did, you knew the party was about to get started. 

Spence, a heavy equipment operator who moonlighted as a bartender, was a captivating story­
teller,jokester, poker player, and briefly married bachelor who lived just down the street from 

his elderly mother in Lubbock, Texas. He was killed at age 64 1\tlile running an errand 
on the afternoon of Nov. 11, 2008. 

His red 1996 Jaguar lUG was broadsided by a Ford EKplorer whose driver ran a red light. 
The driuer orthe Explorer, Marcelo Perez Jr .. 35, was charged with manslaughter. Perez, who 

tested negative roc alcohol and drugs, was no stranger to that intersection: He had been in another 
crash there just weeks earlier, leading to a charge against him of failing to stop and render aid. 

Perez died of an unrelated condition before either case could be resolved. 
Sandra Johnson says her big brother went off to the Air Force in the 1960s as Billy Spence, but 
returned as Billy Kool. His name for everyone- or, at least, everyone he liked- was "Ace." 

Billy Kool's ability to tell a story made him the life of the party, Johnson says he could captivate 
an audience or grown men with a card trick or a story aboutlhree little bears. 

Spence retired, but never stayi!O that way lor long. "He would always say, 'I just want 
to be home with nothing on but lhe TV,"' Johnson recalls. "And then when he'd go 

back to work, he'd say, 'I felt like putting clothes on, so I went back to work,"' 

SHANE KIESER, 19 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

Shane Kieser loved wheels, and he loved adrenaline. 
When he wasn't racing at the BMX bicycle track, he was 
often doing stunts in t~e concrete bowl near his home in 
las Vegas. His mother gave him his OW!l insurance card in 
case she was at work the next time he landed on his race. 

When Kieser got a motorcycle, his mother, Terri, 
wasn't thri lied but she took it in stride. Shane knew 

the risks and never rode without a helmet. 

Early on t~e morning of Aug. 19, 2008, Kieser and his 
girlfriend headed to Walmart. They were night owls, 

says his mother, and n unfortunately, in Vegas 
everything is open at all hours of the day." 

At5:30 am, Kieser's 1994 Honda CBR slammed into a 
Toyota Corolla, killing him and injuring his girlfriend. The 
Corolla's driver wasn't hurt. Police say 3 witnesses saw 
the motorcycle go through a red light Terri Kieser says 
that doesn't square with what she knows about her son. 

"I was always the first to go, 'What did Shane do?'" she 
says with a laugh, before tuming serious. "But I want to say 
no. No, Maybe a yellow that he felt he couldn't safely stop 
at. But running a red with his girlfriend on the back? Never. 

Shane would never be crazy with somebody else's life." 

An aspiring mechanic, Shane was known for his goofy 
sense of humor. "Birthday parties- the candles were 

usually up his nose like a walrus," his mother says. 

Every year on his birthday, Terri Kieser invites Shane's 
friends to a nearby moontain where he loved to ride his 

bike, She brings along homemade waffles- his favorite. 

of people killed in red I ight 
running crashes in 2009 

were mot«cychsts. 

.. ~ 
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MARCUS MAY~COOK. 3 
LANSING, MICHIGAN 

Mindy Cook still can hear her little boy saying, "Mommy, I 
want you," the way he used to, his arms raised over his head 
so that she would scoop him up. 

Marcus May-Cook was just 3 when he died oo Aug. 10, 2008. 
Two days before, a 17-year·old unlicensed driver broadsided 
!he car Marcus was riding in near his home in Lansing. Police 
determined that !he teenage driver, Brianca Alexander, had 
gooe through a red lighl. Marcus was asleep when it happened 
and never woke up. 

"I see no end to !his grief," Cook wrote in a letter she 
read al Alexander's sentencing hearing last September, 
more than 2 years after Marcus' death. 

Ale~ander, who pleaded guilty to driving without a valid 
license, causing death, was sentenced to 2 Vi to 15 years in 
prison. Her mother received a year in jail with work release for 
allowing her daughter, who never had so much as a learner's 
permil, to take the car. 

Marcus was an e~uberanl little boy who was convinced he 
would grow up to be Spider-Man. He 
wore a Spider·Man costume on 
Halloween- and kept wear­
ing it long afler the candy 
was gone. He even tried 
to climb the walls like 
the superhero, knock-
ing over a shelf once 
in the process. 

Cook knows that 
Marcus would have 
been excited to start 
kindergarten this past 
fall. He often imagined 
heading to school just like 

/ 
of red light rumers in fatal 

crashes in 2009 were driving 
without licenses. 

' / 

big sister Makyla. When their 
mother packed Makyla's lunch, Mar-
cus insisted on one to carry to his grandmother's house, where 
he stayed while his mom was at wort. 

On the Friday of the crash, Marcus and his sister were riding 
along as their aunt drove their grandmother to her part-time 
job. Tneir cousin was in the back seat with them. 

Cook was at wc:n when she got the call shortly before 5 pm. 
When she saw Marcus at the hospital, he didn't look injured, 
but his brain had beiln severely damaged. By Sunday, tests 
confirmed lhai nothing could save him. 

Cook's molher, who was riding in front, had a fractured skull 
and other injuries. She is no longer able to worll. Makyla, who 
was 5, was injured llut recovered. She and her cousin were rid­
ing in boosters, while Marcus was buckled in a child restraint. 

Cook now has another son and says 1-year-old Marrion has 
bequn to recognile his brother in photographs. 

"Marcus," says Cook, "is always talked about." 

. - -~-~~~~-------------------~ 
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(continued from p. ?) om 200.000. rhe re· 
searchers compared those with red light 
camera programs to those without. Because 
they wanted to see how the rate of fatal 
crashes changed after the introduction of 
camerds. they compared two periods, 2004· 
08 and 1992·96. Cities that had cameras dur· 
ing 1992-96 were excluded from the analysis, 
as were cities that had cameras for only part 
of rhe later sludy period. 

ResE!archers found rhat in the 14 cities 
that had cameras during 2004-08, the com· 
bined per capita rate of fatal red light run· 

PERCENT DfFFERENCES IN ACTUAL CRASH 
RATES WRING 2004-08/N Cff/ES WITH 

REO UGHT CAMERAS VS. EXPECTED 
RATES WITH(J(JT CAMERAS 

·20- I 

I , 
L.........------· 

fatal red light fatal crashes at 
running crashes intersections with 

signal lights 

ning crashes fell 35 percent, compared with 
1992-96. The rate also fell in the 48 cities 
without camera programs in either period. 
but only by 14 percem. 

The rate of fatal red lighr running crashes 
in cities with cameras in 2004·08 "as 24 per· 
ctmt lower than it would have been without 
cameras. That adds up to 74 fewer fatal red 
light running crashes or. given the an~ rage 
number of fatallties per red light running 
crash. approximately 831ivcs saved. 

That's a subsrantial benefit. but the actu· 
al benefit is even bigger. Red light cameras 
also reduce fatal intersection crashes that 
aren't attributed to red light running. One 
possible reason for this is that red light 111n· 

ning fatalilil's are undercounted due to a 

.. 

Jack of wirnesses to explain what happened 
in a crash. Drivers also may be more cau· 
tious in geneml when they know carnerd s 
are around. 

The rate of all fatal crashes at imersec· 
!ions with signals- not just red light run· 
ning crashes- fell 14 percent in the camera 
cities and crept up 2 pertent in the noncam· 
era cities. In the camerD cities.there were 17 
percen! fewer facal crashes per capita at In· 

150 

~ .... 
11;e' lt. a 

PERCENT CHANl 
WITH RED liGHl 

100 Ill red light running fatal eras! 
Ill fatal crash rate at mtersect 

50 

Chandler, Sao DJeQO 
Ariz. Calif 

tersectlons \~ ith signals in 2004-08 than 
would have been expected. That translates 
into !59 people who are alive because of 
those automated enforcement programs. 

If red light cameras had been in place for 
a II 5 years in all 99 US cities with popula· 
tions over 200.000, a total of 8!5 deaths 
could have been avoided. 

"Examining a large group of cities over 
several years allowed us 10 take a close look 



GE IN FATAL CRASH RATES IN LARGE CITIES 
r CAMERAS, 2004-08 VS. 1992 .. 96 

1 rate 
ions with signal lights 

.... 
' 

8t the most serious crashes, the ones that 
claim people's lives: says Anne ~kCartt, [n. 

stilute senior ~ice president for research 
nnd a co·author of the study. 'Our annlysis 
shows that red light cameras are making in· 
tersccllons safer: 

Rt•sults in each of the 14 camerd clties 
varied. The biggest drop in the rate of fatal 
red light running crashes came in Chandler. 
Ariz .. where the decline was 79 percent. 

Two dties. Raleigh. NC, and Bakersfield, Ca­
lif.. experienced an increase. 

"We don't know exactJ~· \\h; the data 
from Raleigh and Bakersfield didn't line up 
with what we found elsewhere.· McCartt 
says. 'Both cities have expanded geographi· 
cally over the past two decades. and that 
probably has a lot to do with it.· 

A bigger mystery is why. in the face of 
mouming evidence that red light cameras 

•• ~i . . ... . 
~-=· ... . 
"111,_· I .• 

·:( 
t . 

Bakersfield, 
Calif . 

make communities safer, some people con· 
linue to resist them. Rather than feeling an 
gry at the sight of cameras going off. red 
light runners should thank their lucky stars 
they're alive w pay their tickets. 

For a ropy of 'Effects of red light camera 
enforcement on fatal crashes in large US cit· 
ies ·by W. Hu et al.. v.Tite: Insurance Institute 
for Highway Safety. !005 N. Glebe Rd., Arling· 
ton, Va. 22201, or email publications@iihs.org. 

... J.: 
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CITY USES CAMERAS 
AS SAFETY TOOL, 

NOT MONEYMAKER 
If the purpose of red light cameras is to raise 
cash from unsuspecting drivers, offici a Is in 
Springfield, Mo .. did everything wrong. 

Before even S\\1tching on their cameras in 
June 2007, traffic engineers reduced red light 
running by changing the length of yellow 
lights to make signals consistent across d1e 
city. The launch or the cameras was preceded 
by a major education campaign urging dtivcrs 
to ··respect red ... and once cameras were In 
stalled their locations were clearlv marked 
Officials put the cameras at intersections 
with the biggest traffic volumes to get the 
message to the greatest number of drivers 
though those intersections weren't necessar· 
ily where the most violations occurred. 

So \'hat happened with that easy mane) 
for the budget? Two years and eight 

months after the cameras were 
switched on. the program 

was S33.00G in 
the red. 

Fortunately for the city, making money 
was never the goal. lmpro\1ng safNy was, 
and by that measure, the cameras were a 
success. City officials say their data show 
red light running crashes decreased both at 
camera-equipped interseetlons and city­
wide. Citations fell 36 percent to an average 
of 1.05 a day per camera. 

Springfield traffic engineer Jason Haynes 
says the fact that the program didn't make 
money helped to maintain community sup· 
port. Another plus was that the vendor op­
erating Springfield's cameras had no vested 
interest in busting drivers. Instead of paying 
the company per violation. Springfield paid 
a nat fee for each camera 

The biggest key to the program's success. 
says Earl Newman, who recendy relired as 
Springfield's assistant director of public 
works, is that the city first did all it could 
from a traffic engineering standpoint to re 
duce red light running. That meant fixing 
the yellow timing problem. which the city 
disco\'ered as it was preparing to install the 
cameras The problem stemmed from the 
fact that some intersections \\ere controlled 
by the state and others by the cir.y. and the 
state signals had longer yellow times There 
was rampant red light running at the city in 
tersections. perhaps because dri~ers used 

to state roads weren· t expecting the lights 
to change so quickly. 

Springfield and the state 
transportation 

depart· 

ment worked out a compromise, lengthening 
the yellow phase at many signals and short· 
ening It slightly at others. Only after giving 
drivers months to get used to the new times 
did the city switch on the cameras, which led 
to a further reduction in red Ught running. 

City surveys showed high support ror red 
light cameras. but the program had deter· 
mined opponents. A legal challenge brought 
the program to a halt last March, when the 
Missouri Supreme Court ruled that 
Springfield's administrative hear-
ing process for contested dta-
tJons was inadequate 

Haynes says the city's lawyers 
have come up with a fix and that a 
new contract for cameras is in the 
\\arks. But Newman says he's no! 
sure whether the program has 
much or a future now that viola· 
lions have fallen so low. Too 
few citations could mean the 
red light cameras won·t pay 
for thcmsel ves. 

Money IS the issue 
here whether we like it 
or not." he says. People 
don·\ want the cam· 
eras to make mon 
ey, but ··as soon as 
it comes to the 
point of the tax· 
payers pa;~ng 
for it, it's <1 

problem 
again.·· 

/ 

. : 
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QUESTIONS AND 
ANSWERS ABOUT 
RED LIGHT CAMERAS 
Do red light cameras violate privacy? 

No, Driving is a regulated activity on putr 
lie roads. By obtaining a license, a motorist 
agrees to ~bide by certain rules, such as to 
obt>y t raffle signals. Neither the law nor com· 

mon sense suggests drivers should not be 
observed on the road or have their viola· 
tions documented. Red light camera sys· 
terns can be designed lo photograph only a 
vehicle's rear license plate, not vehicle oc· 
cupants, although in some places the law 
requires a photograph of the driver. 

Aren't longer yellow times more effective? 
Providing adequate yellow time and a 

brief phase when all signals are red is im· 
portant and can reduce crashes but doesn't 
eliminate the nr;>ed for, or potential benefits 
of, red light cameras. /\n Institute study con­
ducted in Philadelphia. Pa .. evaluated cf· 
fects on red light running of first lengthen· 
tng yellow signal timing by about a second 
and then introducing red light cameras. 
While the longer yellow reduced red light 
violations by 36 percent. adding camera en· 
forcement further cut red light running an· 
other 96 percent. 
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end crdshes tend to be much less severe 
than front-into-side crashes, so the net ef· 
feet is positive. Moreover, nm all studies 
that have examined rear-end collisions have 
found an increase. 

Are special laws needed for cameras? 
Before cameras may be used, state or !o· 

cal laws must authorize enforcement agen· 
cies to cite red light violators by maiL The 
legislation makes tile vehicle owner respon· 
sible for the ticket. In most cases, this in­
volves establishing a presumption that the 
registered owner is the vehicle driver at the 
time of the offense and providing a mecha 
nism for vehicle owners to inform authori· 
ties if someone else was driving. 

Another option is to treat violations cap­
tured by red light cameras as the equivalent 
of parking tickets. If, as in New York. camera 
violations are treated like parking citations. 
the law ran make registered vehicle owners 

STATES WHERE RED LIGHT CAMERAS ARE IN USE 

Do cameras raise the risk ofrear·enders? 
Some studies have reponed that whlle 

red light cameras reduce front·int(}oside col· 
llsions and overall injury crashes. they can 
increase rear·end crashes. However, rear· 

........ .., .• 

~t ..,_ . 

..__ 
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responsible without regard to who was driv· 
ing. The cameras are authorized in about 
half or us states. 

For more questions and answers go to 
iihs.org/research!qanda/rlr.html. 



of red l1ght runners m fatal 
crashes in 2009 had blood 
a I coho I concentrat tons 
0 08 percent or htgher. 

DEBORAH PARSONS-MASON, 47 
SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 

Deborah Parsons· Mason worried about 
walking in her San Jose neighborhood. 

espcc1ally on weekend mghts when the nearby 
bars were run. Drunk driving was a problem in 
the area, and the lamtly had seen cars totaled 

JUSt outside thetr wtndow. The 47 -year-old 
mother warned her 4 k1ds to use extra 

caut1 on crossing the street. 
But on a Friday 6 days beiOfe Christmas 2008 
Parsons Mason would have had her mind on 
other thmgs. She had just been out shopping. 

and her mother was flying in the next day. 

Deborah Parsons -Mason 

That mght, Parsons. Mason walked to the comer store With her 14-year-old son Jimmy, to 
buy some candy bars. On the way home. a pickup truck blew through a red light stnkmg 

Parsons-Mason 1n the crosswalk. As her hornfied son watched, she was thrown in the an. 
landtng m her next-door neighbor's driveway. Her husband and her othel son heard the 

crash from inside the house and ran outside to see what had happened. 
The dnver. GJiberto Vasquez Reyes, 63 had a blood alcohol concentration of 0.21 

percenl, more than 2 1/21imes the legal hmtt He pleaded no contest to vehicular 
manslaughter b!Jt died 5 days before sentenctng. He was facmg 4 to 6 years m pnsoo 

Parsons·Mason wort<ed as a cashier at lucky supermal'l!et and was heavily 
involved in her ch1ldren s schoolmg. says her stster Kimberly Sabino. During 

their own childhood in southern California. Debt. the oldest or 3 gtrls. was like 
a second mother. says Sabino. who was the youngest and 5 years her jumor. 

Two years on. the lam i ly 's grief is still raw. Jimmy constantly rep I ays that 
mght m h1s head. wishmg he had seen the truck commg and pushed his 

mother out of hilml's way, says Parsons-Mason's mother. Diane Courtney. 
Sabino says it's hard for her to accept that Reyes, who had several prior 

convictions lor drivmg under the innuence, dtdn't face a more senous charge 
than manslaughter. She wasn·IJUSt h1t. She was slammed mto. ·· Sabmo says 

·roo way my sister was lulled was murder 
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COMMON THREAD BINDS CRASHES 
DESPITE DIFFERENT STORY LINES 
A commeru b~ fnstJtute president Adrian Lund 

The fatal crashes descnbed on these pages are all different. but they have one thing in 
common Someone ran a red hght The circumstances or a particular crash may point to 

a deepc1 c~use. so ils tempting to seek a deeper solution. After all. we know that red 
means stop We learned that long before we learned to drh·e. If people disobey red lights, 
orstmph rail to see them \\e assume there's a reason. It must be because they drank too 
much orthey re fiddhng l\llh the1r cellphones or they're inexperienced or reckless drivers. 

All those thmgs mav be true and many of the underlying causes can and should he ad· 
dressed But we can pre\ent manv red light running crashes. regardless oF the circumstances. 
by usmg c,uncras to enforce the Jaw. The fact is that the threat of a ticket makes everyone 
dme more carefullv The data pro~e it 

AMBER CORNEIT, 16 
BETHEL TOWNSHIP, OHIO 

On Nov. 22, 2008, Amber Cornett dutifully 
called her parents to tell them she was on 

·• .• II her way home after spending the night at a 
friend's house and going out for breakfast. 
Cornett was belted in the front seat when 

the 2003 Chevrolet Cavalier her friend 
was driving was broadsided by a pickup 
truck at an intersection in rural Bethel 
Township in Clark County, Ohio, She was 
killed just 6 days before her 17"' birthday. 
Cornett's friend told police she thought 

she had a green lighl. The driver and the 
passenger of the other veh1cle insisted their light was green. A third girl who was in 
the Cavalier's back seat and was Injured in the crash couldn't recall approaching 
the intersection Police were unable to determine fault and didn't file charges. 
··All we really got was no answers," says Mack Cornett, Amber's falt~er. The 

daughter he lost was ' every parent's dream," Cornett says. She was a good student 
and made friends eas1ly ·1 know she was looking forward to getting the chance to 
gel out on her own · 

On tribute pages on the web, friends remember Amber's effervescent personality. 
They lament thai she'll never meet their new boyfriends and confide that they 

can't bear to delete her number from their cellphones. 
Mack Cornett has his own way of remembering: The 46-year·old machinist 
manager keeps 1n h1s Bible a pic!Ure of Amber with a big smile, taken the 
summer before she d1ed Cornett says he's disappointed that neither driver 
has reached out to say they're sorry. He would be inclined to forgive. 

"People run lights. r don't think the majority of people who run them 
mean to run them They have distractions," he says. 

"How many times have you done something and you got away with il? 
Vou look down. you look at your watch, you turn the knob on the stereo, 

you laugh at a joke- you miss the light." 
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One family's 
remembrance 
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Re: SAFER STREETS IN LOS ANGELES: Why Engineering Countermeasures Are More Effective Than Photo 
Enforcement in Reducing Red-Light Related Crashes by Jay Beeber, Safer Streets L.A. 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I have carefully studied the subject report by Mr. Beeber and agree completely with the conclusion that engi­
neering countermeasures are the most effective solution- both from a design and a cost standpoint- toward 
improving intersection safety. 

Fifteen states, and several communities outside of those states, recognize this and have banned red-light 
cameras, a technology that has been proven to cause increased accident rates and has shown no preventative 
value with regard to serious angle crashes. Red-light cameras do, however, generate large sums of revenue 
from area commuters. Mr. Beeber's well-documented study goes beyond the typical revenue vs. safety de­
bate and clearly shows that design solutions such as longer yellow light intervals and higher visibility traffic 
signals are superior in making intersections safer for drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians. 

Sincerely, 

~fr·t~lfkl 
-:.:' 
".'' 

Gary Biller 
Executive Director 



April 18,2011 

TO: The Honorable Board of Police Commissioners 

FROM: Jay Beeber, California Motorists Association, Safer Streets L.A. 

SUBJECT: LAPD ANALYSIS OF JAY SEEBER'S REPORT ENTITLED SAFER 
STREETS INLOS ANGELES: WHY ENGINEERING COUNTERMEASURES 
ARE MORE EFFECTIVE THAN PHOTO ENFORCEMENT IN REDUCING 
RED LIGHT RELATED CRASHES (CITY COUNCIL MOTION 11-0125) 

At the Police Commission meeting on Aprill9, 2011, the LAPD will present Report 
BPC # 11-0158, relative to City Council Motion 11-0125 (Perry, Zinc) requesting the Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), with the assistance of the Los Angeles 
Pol ice Department (LAPD) and the Chief Legislative Analyst, to conduct an analysis of 
Jay Bceber's Report entitled "Safer Streets in Los Angeles: Why Engineering 
Countermeasures are More Effective than Photo Enforcement in Reducing Red Light 
Related Crashes". 

This report is in response to the LAPD report. 

BACKGROUND 

On January 26, 2011, Councilmembers Jan Perry and Dennis Zine introduced a motion 
(Council File {CF} No. 11-0125) requesting the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT), with the assistance of the Los Angeles Police Department 
(LAPD) and the Chief Legislative Analyst, to conduct an analysis of Jay Beeber's Report 
entitled "Safer Streets in Los Angeles: Why Engineering Countermeasures are More 
Effective Than Photo Enforcement in Reducing Red Light Related Crashes". 

On or about March 24, 201 1 the LAPD submitted Report BPC # 11-0121, dated March 
21,2011, in response. On March 26, we alerted the Board of Police Commissioners that 
the department had responded to the wrong report. The department subsequently 
withdrew Report BPC #11-0121 and was directed to report back to the Board ofPolice 
Commissioners by April 12, 2011 with a response to the report referenced in Council 
Motion 11-0125. On April 14,2011, the department submitted Report BPC #ll-0158 in 
response. 

THE REPORT'S AUTHORS 

The California Motorists Association and Safer Streets L.A. are grassroots organizations 
dedicated to furthering the interests ofthe motoring public through the adoption of 
scientifically sound and sensible transportation and traffic laws. Safer Streets L.A. 
focuses on matters affecting the Los Angeles area while the California Motorists 
Association concentrates its efforts at the state level. There is often some overlap 
between the two groups. We believe that accurate information and critical thinking are 
crucial to implementing sound public policy. Towards that end, we strive to provide the 
public and our elected representatives with well researched and verifiable data. Our goal 
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is to counter long-held misconceptions and misinformation with solid facts in order to 
promote scientifically based solutions to motorist and pedestrian safety issues. 

We wish to emphasize that while we are critical of the City of Los Angeles' Red-Light 
Camera Program, we are strong supporters of the LAPD in general. The police 
department regularly provides outstanding service to the citizens of Los Angeles and we 
wholeheartedly support their efforts in a number of areas. Recently, our report for the 
Shennan Oaks Neighborhood Council on potential countermeasures for improved 
pedestrian safety throughout the city won high praise from Captain Ivan Minsal of the 
Valley Traffic Division, as well as the LADOT and Councilmember Paul Krekorian. 

GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE LAPD RESPONSE 

According to the LAPD's response, Council Motion 11-0125 raised one area of concern: 

Are the City's Photo Red Light intersections the most efficient and cost effective 
in reducing overall serious injury and fatal traffic collisions from red light 
violations? 

Although the response spends a great deal of time defending current LADOT practices at 
PRL intersections, the report fai Is to address this central question. The premise of the 
"Engineering Countermeasures'' report is that at signalized intersections, photo 
enforcement is a less effective means of improving safety than providing a properly 
engineered intersection which includes sutlicient yellow and all-red signal phases (and 
possibly a protected left turn phase among other engineering remedies). Stated another 
way, once a problem intersection is treated with the proper engineering countermeasures, 
red-light cameras should become unnecessary. In a phone conversation on November 9, 
2010, we posed this assertion to John Fisher, Assistant General Manager of the LADOT. 
His response was, "I would generally agree with that". Regardless of whether or not Mr. 
Fisher or his staff currently stands by that response, numerous other qualified traffic 
engineers along with a preponderance of the available scientific evidence indicates that it 
is true. Attached to this report as Appendix A, is a copy of the testimony of Matt Gauntt, 
P.E. to the Illinois Senate. Mr. Gauntt is a traffic engineer with over 20 years experience 
in the field and author of numerous scientific studies on the subject. [n his testimony, he 
states: 

After reviewing the technical literature and examining the advent of red light 
running cameras for myself, it is my opinion that the use of red light running 
cameras will not improve traffic safety and may very well result in a decrease in 
safety to the motoring public. At best, the evidence points to no significant 
improvement to safety based on their use. Instead of utilizing red light running 
cameras, there are numerous solutions (referring to the engineering 
countermeasures he discusses earlier in his testimony such as longer yellow 
timing) that will have a far greater likelihood of improving traffic safety. 

Our criticism to the approach being taken to intersection safety improvements in the City 
of Los Angeles is that the decision to use red-light cameras, bas been and is, the first step 
in the process. In contrast, the prevailing opinion of experts in the field of traffic safety is 
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that engineering countermeasures should first be implemented and evaluated prior to the 
consideration of photo enforcement. When the current PRL program was implemented, 
some engineering countermeasures were employed, but their success in improving 
intersection safety was not evaluated prior to the installation of the cameras. This is 
totally nonsensical. Safety seems to have improved at PRL intersections and this is most 
likely due to the lengthening of the yellow signal time and implementation of an all-red 
phase*. Unfortunately, we will never be 100% sure because photo enforcement was 
instituted at the same time. However, the available evidence which we presented in great 
detail in our previous report submitted to commission members entitled "Response to 
LAPD Response to City Controller's Audit" (excerpted in Appendix B) strongly suggests 
that red-light cameras cannot be credited with improving intersection safety in Los 
Angeles. 

In the balance of this response, we follow the format of the LAPD response. Text from 
the LAPD response appears in bold italics. Our response follows. 

DISCUSSION 

In November 2010 and March 2011, Jay Beeber o.fthe California Motorists 
Association and the Freedom Minute website ... 

While not material to the discussion at hand, it should be noted that while the Freedom 
Minute website is run by the author of the report being discussed, it is a wholly separate 
project and has nothing whatsoever to do with the "Engineering Countermeasures" report 
and is not referenced in any ofthe material submitted to the City Council, LADOT, or 
LAPD on this issue. It is unknown why the LAPD felt the need to reference that entity 
here in this response . 

. . . released a report that indicates that the City has not appropriately incorporated 
effective countermeasures ut its Photo Red Light (PRL) intersections. 

This statement shows a fundamental misunderstanding of the nature of the "Engineering 
Countermeasures" report. The report does not indicate "that the City has not 
appropriately incorporated effective countermeasures at its Photo Red Light (PRL) 
intersections". On the contrary, the repoti specifically states that the engineering 
countermeasures employed by the LADOT at PRL intersections when the cameras were 
installed (which included lengthening the yellow signal interval and adding an all-red 
signal phase) did increase safety. In fact, we maintain that this is the main reason that 
these intersections have experienced a decrease in red-light related collisions. The report 
does explain how and why a further lengthening of the yellow and all·red phases might 
be necessary at intersections where red-light running accidents continue to be over 
represented, but that is far different than the above statement made in the LAPD 
response. 

*Some additional lengthening of the yellow time may be warranted to eliminate residual unintentional 
violations, especially were red-light cameras are being employed. 
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This point was discussed at length during our meeting on March 31st where we again 
expressed that it was the signal timing changes made by DOT and not the red-! ight 
cameras that were responsible for any safety improvements seen at PRL intersections. 
This seemed to be a point of agreement as Sgt. MacWillie responded, "Yes, it was the 
signal changes, not the cameras". This issue was further clarified in a follow-up email to 
the two DOT representatives that attended that meeting, wherein I again made it clear 
that "the 'Safer Streets' report was (not) a criticism of the LADOT (current practices at 
P RL intersect tom) but rather ... a general explanation of the types of countermeasures 
that might be possible as a cost effective alternative to photo enforcement". 

The "Engineering Countermeasures" report was prompted by the current approach being 
undertaken by the City in which the RFP process is being pursued prior to the 
implementation and evaluation of proper engineering countermeasures at signalized 
intersections where red-light related collisions are over represented. As such, it offers 
guidelines for future public policy regarding improving intersection safety, not a criticism 
of the effectiveness of current engineering countermeasures at PRL intersections. 

The report claimed that 95 percent of red light violations occur within the first two 
seconds and that 80 percent of violations occur during the first second after the light 
has changed to red. The report further claimed that late into red violations only 
account for five percent of red light running. 

This is not simply a "claim" but rather a fully documented description of the findings 
from a Texas Transportation Institute study conducted by highly qualified transportation 
researcher engineers. To call it a "claim" is to minimize its importance within the 
"Engineering Countermeasures" report and to denigrate the work of the Texas research 
scientists. Furthermore, understanding that the vast majority of red-light running occurs 
very early in the red cycle is critical to understanding how engineering countermeasures 
such as longer yellows and all-red phases can reduce or eliminate accidents at signalized 
intersections. 

ANALYSIS 

Mr. Beeber claims that yellow signal timing should be increased by up to one second 
beyond the minimum recommended time, and that the minimum should be based on 
the 85111 percentile, rather than the posted speed limit. 

The purpose of the yellow signal phase is to alert drivers that their right-of-way is about 
to end and, depending upon their relative proximity to the intersection, to permit them to 
come to a safe stop or allow them time to clear the limit line prior to the onset of the red 
phase. Therefore, in setting the proper yellow time, the actual speed of traffic must be 
used if the goal is to permit safe stopping or safe clearance of the limit line without 
violating the red. This is simply common sense. For decades, the standard that has been 
used for the actual speed of vehicles upon a roadway is the 851

h percentile speed of free 
flow traffic. This is why the Institute ofTransportation Engineers (ITE), not just Mr. 
Beeber, recommends using the 85 111 percentile speed of free flow traffic in their kinematic 
formula to calculate the minimum yellow time. As will be seen from a further discussion 
of this topic below, the California MUTCD also requires that the 85th percentile be used 
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to set the minimum yellow signal time because the 85th percentile and the posted speed 
limit are supposed to be one and the same. 

As far as the recommendation to set the yellow time above this minimum, numerous 
studies have shown a safety benefit to increasing the yellow time slightly beyond the 
minimum. The "Engineering Countermeasures" report fully documents these studies 
with charts, graphs and references to the actual studies. It is unnecessary to duplicate that 
documentation here. It should be noted, however, that the recommendation contained in 
the "Engineering Countermeasures" report is for an increase up to one second and that 
recommendation is only necessary when the yellow phase based on the 85th percentile is 
insufficient to reduce violations or collisions to acceptable levels. In most cases, setting 
the yellow time at the 85th percentile should be adequate. As can be seen, this 
recommendation is entirely within accepted, even preferred, engineering practices. 

In Cal~(ornia, jurisdictions are legally required to operate tn~ffic control devices 
according to the standards established by the California Manual of Un{(orm Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD). 

Keep in mind that this is a legal requirement for the absolute minimum. Nothing prevents 
a jurisdiction from going beyond this minimum in order to improve safety when 
necessary. In fact, the legislature felt it so important to point out that jurisdictions may 
exceed this minimum thatthey included the following in section 2145 5. 7 (c) of the 
vehicle code: "A yellow light change interval may exceed the minimum interval 
established pursuant to subdivision (a)". (Subdivision (a) establishes the minimum 
duration of the yellow signal at intersections equipped with photo enforcement.) 

Clearly the LADOT understands that this minimum may be exceeded since it is their 
standard to exceed what they understand to be the minimum by .3 seconds at PRL 
intersections. As we have stated numerous times, this a commendable practice but may 
be insufficient when there remains significant red-light related collisions at the 
intersection or when a red-light camera is present generating high numbers of citations 
due to the "spread" between the DOT's current timing practices and what the light would 
be timed at using the true ssth percentile speed. 

Hence, the minimum yellow change interval shall be set in accordance with the posted 
speed limit. 

This requirement does not exist in a vacuum. Using the posted speed limit for signal 
timing is only valid if all the MUTCD standards are met which, when taken together, 
would require that the posted speed limit be set at the 85th percentile speed (with one 
exception*). 

*The MUTCD allows the posted speed limit to be reduced by 5 mph in limited circumstances based upon 
engineering judgment. This does not, however, change the actual 851

h percentile speed. In these situations, 
using the actual ss•h percentile speed (rather than the posted speed) in calculating the minimum yellow time 
would be necessa1y to ensure that motorists are presented with a sufficient yellow signal time. 
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Section 28.13 on Page 28-7 ofthe California 2010 MUTCD reads: 

"When a speed limit is to be posted, it shall be established at the nearest l 0 km/h 
(5 mph) increment of the 85th-percentile speed of free-flowing traffic. 

Page 278 from the Institute of Transportation Engineers Handbook states: 

"The defmition of a free-flowing vehicle is one that is trailing the previous vehicle 
in the same lane by 3 seconds or more." 

Therefore, the MUTCD standard for signal timing is only met when the posted speed 
limit is set at the 85th-percentile speed of free-flowing traffic. Unfortunately, this is 
rarely the case in Los Angeles. In many instances, especially on the types of roadways 
that are most often considered for photo enforcement, the 85th-percentile speed of free­
flowing traffic exceeds the posted speed limit by 5 - 15 mph. 

The following examples taken from City Council file records of speed surveys recently 
performed by the LADOT illustrate this point: 

Chatsworth Drive between Golden State Freeway (5) and Chatsworth Street 
Posted- 35 mph, Survey- 45 mph 3/2010 

Paxton Street between Arleta Avenue and Foothill Boulevard 
Posted- 30 mph, Survey- 40 mph 3/2010 (39 to 42 mph) 7/2009 

Polk Street between Glenoaks Boulevard and San Fernando Road 
Posted- 35 mph, Survey- 42 mph (between 40 and 44 mph) 11/08 

Chandler Boulevard between Lankershim Boulevard and Coldwater' Canyon Avenue 
Posted- 35 mph, Survey- 45 mph 2/2009 

Hollywood Way between Glenoaks Boulevard and Burbank City Limit 
Posted- 35 mph, Survey- 44 mph 8/2006 

Burbank Boulevard between Clybourn Avenue and San Diego Freeway 
Posted- 35 mph, Survey- 42 mph (between 39 and 45 mph) 8/2009 

Laurel Canyon Boulevard between Chatsworth Drive and Osborne Street 
Posted- 35 mph, Survey- 41.3 mph (between 39 and 43 mph) 

Laurel Canyon Boulevard between Osborne Street and Sheldon Street 
Posted- 35 mph, Survey- 44.8 mph (between 43 and 47 mph) 9/2009 

Laurel Canyon Boulevard from Sheldon Street to Riverside Drive 
Posted- 35 mph, Survey- 39.6 mph (between 37 and 41 mph) 

Balboa Boulevard between Foothill Boulevard and Midwood Drive 
Posted- 40 mph, Survey- 49 mph (between 48 and 52 mph) 2/2008 
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At PRL intersections, LADOT implemented the yellow time interval using a !>peed 
value that is .five miles per hour higher than the posted speed limit. Hence, the yellow 
time interval used in the City exceeds the California MUTCD's standard for minimum 
yellow change interval. 

First, keep in mind that while the practice described here may be true for the 32 PRL 
intersections, it may not (and often is not) true for the thousands of other signalized 
intersections in the City of Los Angeles. Some of those intersections may have an 
elevated accident rate which might prompt the LAPD to consider photo enforcement. 
However, an inexpensive yellow timing change (along with a sufficient all-red phase) 
would likely alleviate the problem. 

Second, a response to the claim about exceeding the MUTCD standard is covered 
extensively in the "Engineering Countermeasures" report, yet rather than respond to that, 
the LAPD report ignores it completely and simply reiterates the same argument that was 
refuted. Therefore, we will once again attempt to explain the inherent flaw in the above 
claim. 

----Where the 85th-percentile speed offl·ee-flowing traffic is more than 5 mph higher 
than the posted speed limit, the current LA DOT practice of using the posted speed plus 5 
mph (posted +5) to set the yellow time not only fails to exceed the MUTCD minimum 
requirements, it .fails to meet them. mnm 

Perhaps a real-world example will best illustrate this point. The PRL enforced 
intersection of Sherman Way and Louise has the highest number of straight through red 
light violations of any of the 32 PRL intersections. The posted speed limit on Sherman 
Way (the camera monitored approach) is 35 mph. The LADOT has set the yellow signal 
at 3.9 seconds using the posted +5 formula. However, the actual 851

h percentile speed of 
free flow traffic measured on March 27, 20 ll is 48 mph. That 85 1h percentile speed 
would require a yellow signal time of 4.5 seconds, more than half a second longer than 
the current timing. If the posted speed limit were changed to 45 mph to comply with the 
requirements in the MUTCD and the DOT practice of using the posted speed plus 5 mph 
employed, the yellow time would be set at 4.7 seconds. This would likely eliminate the 
vast majority of violations at this intersection. 

What's worse, the DOT has been aware of the discrepancy between the posted speed 
limit and the 85th percentile speed at this location and has not adjusted the speed limit or, 
more importantly, the signal timing. In May of2008, LADOT performed a speed survey 
at this location and measured an 851

h percentile speed of 40 mph. Had the posted speed 
limit been changed and, as a result, the signal timing adjusted using the stated DOT 
practice of posted +5, the yellow signal timing would have been adjusted upwards to 4.3 
seconds. Undoubtedly, violations would have decreased due to this timing change. Yet 
for the past 3 years, the City has been issuing citations based on a yellow signal time they 
know is not in compliance with their own practices. 
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Generally, the actual approach speeds are reflected by the measured 85'11 percentile 
speeds may be slightly higher or lower than the posted speed limit. 

The vast majority of 85th percentile speeds arc higher than the posted speed limit, as we 
have shown above. 

The upward a({justment of the speed value by .five miles per hour accommodates the 
condition wherein the 85th percentile speed is slightly above the posted speed limit. 

But as we have seen, it does not accommodate the very common situation on Los 
Angeles roadways where the 85th percentile speed of free-flowing traffic is more than 5 
mph higher than the posted speed limit. 

Further increasing the yellow change interval to accommodate the drivers driving 
beyond the 85111 percentile speed would encourage disrespect for traffic signal control 
not Just at one site but possibly at other trajjic signals as well. 

Furihcr increasing the ~ellow change interval is not meant to accommodate drivers 
driving beyond the 85t 1 percentile speed. It is meant to accommodate variations in 
human perception-reaction time and the slower deceleration of heavy vehicles such as 
city buses. Futihermore, the LADOT currently sets the yellow signal time at PRL 
intersections .3 seconds beyond what they claim is the MUTCD standard. Why are they 
not concerned that this will "encourage disrespect for traffic signal control not just at one 
site but possibly at other traffic signals as well"? The reason, of course, is that driver 
disrespect for traffic signal control does not occur until you lengthen the yellow signal 
significantly beyond driver expectation. The studies referenced in the "Engineering 
Countermeasures" rep01i (and completely ignored in this LAPD response) show that 
yellow signal times under about 5.5 to 6 seconds do not cause drivers to willfully change 
their behavior. This is why the MUTCD states: "A yellow change interval should have a 
duration of approximately 3 to 6 seconds". The practice suggested in the "Engineering 
Countermeasures" repoti would rarely if ever result in yellow times much over 5 seconds. 

In the Federal Highway Administration report (also cited by Mr. Beeber), Making 
Intersections Safer: A Toolbox of Engineering Countermeasures to Reduce Red-Light 
Running, it was noted that a yellow "interval that is too long could decrease the 
capacity o.fthe intersection and increase the delay to motorists and pedestrians. Present 
thought is that longer intervals will cause drivers to enter the intersection later and it 
will breed disrespect for the traffic signal. The tendency for motorists to adjust to the 
longer interval and enter the intersection later is referred to as habituation." 

A thorough reading of this section of the FHW A report makes is clear that the authors are 
referring to yellow times longer than 6 seconds. The section where the above quote 
appears concludes, "The Manual of Traffic Signal Design ( 45) cautions that change 
intervals greater than 6 sec. should be examined critically before being implemented. 
They cite loss in efficiency and capacity at the intersection and a tendency for local 
drivers to usc more of the change interval when they know that it is longer than normal". 
Again, the "Engineering Countermeasures" report does not advocate yellow times greater 
than 6 seconds. 
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Furthermore, the cited studies which show significant benefit to lengthening the yellow 
change interval typically examined locations where the yellow change intervals were 
shorter than engineering guidelines, and thus were lengthened to meet those 
guidelines. 

This is categorically untrue and the LA PO report provides no references to back up this 
claim. A careful reading of the cited studies, specifically the Texas Institute study by 
Bonneson (reference 1) shows that the difference in the yellow interval of+ l second 
which showed a 53% decrease in violation frequency (table 2-2 in the study) is the 
difference between the "observed" yellow interval and the "computed" yellow interval. 
The computed yellow interval is stated as being the value that would be computed using 
the ITE kinematic formula which calculates the minimum yellow interval (which is also 
the formula the DOT uses for calculating the yellow time using the posted +5 method). 
Therefore, the additional 1 second of yellow time is in addition to the yellow times 
calculated using engineering guidelines, not times shorter than engineering guidelines as 
claimed in the LAPD report. 

At all PRL intersections, an all-red clearance interval is already implemented. 

Yes, it was implemented when the cameras were installed and likely is a huge factor in 
the safety improvements seen at PRL intersections. This leads to the inevitable 
conclusion that at non-PRL intersections where the all-red phase is missing or 
insufficient, this countermeasure will improve safety, just as the "Engineering 
Countermeasures" report suggests, and red-light cameras will likely not be necessary. 
Remember, the criticism is not that the all-red phase isn't being employed at PRL 
intersections; the criticism is that when it was employed, the benefit of doing so was not 
evaluated prior to the decision to install the cameras. 

As with other intersections, an all-red clearance time is implemented based on the 
width o_fthe cross street and the posted speed limit plusfive miles per hour. 

Unfortunately, the DOT does not explain what formula it uses to calculate the all-red 
interval, only that it is "based on" the width of the cross street We previously attempted 
to get a copy of the written guidelines for how this interval is calculated, but were told 
that no written guidelines exist. The ITE has a formula to determine the necessary all-red 
phase which takes into account the width of the intersection and vehicle approach speeds. 

We did a spot study of the all-red times at a number of intersections throughout the city 
and found that they varied significantly from intersection to intersection and even 
between intersections of similar widths. We could find no consistency in the application 
of the all-red phase and therefore surmise that the ITE formula is not being used. 

Further extending the all-red clearance interval would reduce the capacity of the 
intersection and exacerbate delays, especially in congested corridors. 

If this is true, then why would the all-red phase vary so significantly between intersection 
approaches along the same corridor which would presumably have similar amounts of 
congestion? For example, the all-red phase on the Roscoe approach to the intersection of 
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Mason Ave., is a scant .4 7 seconds, but the Roscoe approach to the intersection of 
Lindley Ave., within the same corridor is 1.1 seconds. Tt is difficult to believe that the 
all-red at Roscoe and Mason is set so shmt because the DOT is concerned about 
intersection capacity or that lengthening the all-red to match the Roscoe/Lindley 
intersection would increase congestion to such a degree that it would be unfeasible. 

Furthermore, according to Stein in "Traffic Signal Change Intervals: Policies, Practices, 
and Safety", studies have shown that "adding 1 or 2 seconds to the traffic signal change 
interval timing reduces traffic conflicts without significantly affecting traffic operations". 
A study by Findley, "Evaluation oflncreased lntergreen Time at Signal Sites Operaling 
Close to Capacity", concluded that an increase in change interval time did not increase 
intersection congestion, even at intersections operating near capacity. In any case, the 
all-red phase should be set to at least the minimum required based on the width of the 
intersection and the speed of traffic typical for that section of roadway. For most major 
intersections in Los Angeles, the all-red phase would need to be set at a minimum of 1.5-
2 seconds in order to meet this requirement. 

Protected left turn signals can reduce left turn opposing trt~f]ic collisions. However, 
they can also significantly reduce traffic flow and volume. The City installs protected 
left turn arrows at intersections if' there is a documented collision history in accordance 
with the goals of balancing intersection safety with sufficient trafjic flow. 

We generally agree with this approach, which is why the "Engineering Countermeasures" 
report states that "at intersections where left-turn-opposed crashes are over represented, 
significant safety improvement can be achieved by implementing a protected left turn 
(red arrow) phase". However, we are concerned about the DOT statement on "balancing 
intersections safety with sufficient traffic flow". Broadside and angle collisions due to 
unprotected turns into oncoming traffic are among the most serious, and constitute many 
of the accidents that cause injury and death. One would hope that any balance between 
safety and traffic flow would be tipped in favor of improved safety. 

Red light running results from a combination of factors. It would be inaccurate to 
classify red light running as either wholly "intentional" or "unintentional." Consider 
drivers who intentionally speed up in order to beat the red light but are 
"unintentionally" behind the limit line when the light turns red. 

First, we would put this in the "intentional" category because in the example proposed, 
the driver would have made a willful attempt to "beat the light" knowing they could have 
stopped. That decision would have been the immediate cause of the violation. Second, 
the fact that you can find an example that is in the "grey area" of intentionality, doesn't 
negate the fact than most other types of violations easily fit into one category or another. 
Third, the distinction between intentional and unintentional violations is not our 
construction. Numerous researchers categorize red-light violations in this manner. We 
simply adopted their terminology. Finally, the behavior described above, whether you 
consider the violation intentional or unintentional, would not result in a broadside 
collision at a properly engineered intersection with a sufficient all-red phase. The driver 
in this example would violate the signal very early into the red phase, perhaps an eighth 
to a quatter second late. The all-red phase would protect cross traffic from entering the 
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intersection while this driver is traveling through it. Recognizing that some "rushing of 
the red" will occur at signalized intersections, and recognizing that violations that result 
will be very early in the red is critical in understanding why a sufficiently long all-red 
phase in necessary. 

The response, however, completely skirts our main point which is that broadside 
collisions are generally the result of late-into-red violations which occur from 
impairment, distraction and fatigue. Red light cameras cannot prevent these accidents 
because if the driver is unaware of the red 1 ight, they will certainly be unaware of the 
cameras. This cannot be overstated. Red-light cameras cannot prevent accidents caused 
by impairment, distraction and fatigue and these are the primary factors involved in the 
vast majority of serious red-! ight related accidents. 

Unintentional violations should also be considered for et~forcement solutions. A nu~ior 
advantage of enforcement solutions is that they modify driver behavior and attitude. 

Even if one could modify driver behavior to reduce certain types of unintentional 
violations, the question would then be whether red-light cameras are an efficient and cost 
effective method for achieving this goal. While the presence of police officers patrolling 
the city may modify driver behavior in this manner, red-light cameras are unlikely to 
have a similar effect. Unfortunately, the PRL program diverts officers from patrol duties 
where they can have a significant effect not only on modifying driver behavior, but on 
crime in general. Police officers on patrol have a widespread positive effect on safety 
throughout the city. Red-light cameras are no substitute for cops on the beat. 

Engineering solutions may be appropriate as well, but engineering and enforcement 
are not mutually exclusive. 

We have never suggested that they are mutually exclusive, only that when it comes to 
improving intersection safety, engineering solutions are much more effective than red­
light cameras. Engineering countermeasures are proactive, as opposed to photo 
enforcement which is reactive. Proactive solutions are always better than reactive 
solutions. Engineering countermeasures can directly prevent two vehicles from 
occupying the same space at the same time. Any benefit from photo enforcement is 
indirect and often comes long after a violation or accident occurs. And even then, it can 
only modify the behavior of drivers who are prone to "rush the red". A sufficient all-red 
phase can directly prevent accidents caused by this behavior much more effectively than 
any indirect effect from photo enforcement. 

l!,xpert opinions indicate that a significant amount of red light running is intentional... 

The LAPD response provides no documentation of the truth of this statement. In fact, the 
data suggests otherwise. If a significant amount of red-light running is intentional, then 
why do we see such huge reductions in violations when the yellow signal time is 
lengthened? In Lorna Linda, CA violations decreased by 92 percent after the yellows 
were lengtheri.ed by one second. This means that 92% of the prior violations were 
unintentional. Similar results have occurred vittually everywhere yellow times have been 
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increased. See our charts on the results from San Diego and Virginia in Appendix C 
which show significant reductions in violations when the yellow time was lengthened . 

... and that enforcement countermeasures can sometimes have a more dramatic impact 
than engineering countermeasures. 

Again, no documentation. 

Traffic violators ojten run red lights because they believe they can get away with it. 

We recognize that police officers trained primarily in enforcement will perceive this to be 
true, but the data we have provided strongly suggests otherwise. Certainly, some drivers 
will occasionally run a red light for this reason, but it is not Qjjen the reason for red-light 
running, deficient engineering is. 

In addition, PRL warning signs are posted far enough back ji·om the intersection to 
give motorists ample opportunity to stop for the red light. The placement of warning 
signs is an effective countermeasure to alert drivers that they are approaching an 
automated enforced intersection which decreases the chance of sudden braking, 
resulting in rear end tra_ffic collisions. 

Signs warning that an intersection is enforced by red light cameras do not give motorists 
"ample time to stop", a yellow light timed at or slightly above the ssth percentile speed of 
traffic does. Furthermore, they increase, rather than decrease the chance of sudden 
braking. To suggest otherwise is unsupportable. Again, the statistics we studied at the 
intersection of Sherman Way and Louise bear this out. Please see Appendix D where we 
show that rear end collisions increased by as much as 90% after the cameras (and the 
warning signs) were installed. 

In contrast, the City's tn~ffic signals go through a comprehensive design process and 
are implemented to meet or exceed the California (CA) and National MUTCD 
standards for effective visibility, conspicuity, and redundancy. 

We commend the DOT for their diligence in this area. However, that does not mean that 
there is nothing whatsoever that can be done at signalized intersections to improve 
conspicuity or the overall engineering of those intersections 'Where necessary. 

The chart that follows the above statement shows a number of excellent engineering 
practices currently employed by the LADOT. However, it does not include a number of 
countermeasures that have been shown to reduce red-light running collisions and which 
should be considered (if DOT is not already doing so) for any future intersections where 
a red-light running problem may exist. These include adding a high visibility yellow 
retro-reflective border to the face of the existing signal backplates, synchronizing signals 
to reduce the number of red I ights encountered by motorists, increasing the signal cycle 
length, and providing green extension through advance detection loops to minimize the 
chance a vehicle will be in the dilemma zone when the light turns yellow. Bear in mind, 
though, that the countermeasures that have been proven to be most effective in reducing 
red-light running are also the least expensive -lengthening the yellow phase to at or 
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slightly above the time required using the 85th percentile offree flow traffic and 
employing a sufficient all-red phase. 

Mr. Beeber and the City are in agreement that there were .five .fatal traffic collisions 
that occurred at PRL intersections, prior to the installation of the cameras. 

No, we are not. As we have explained numerous times, at one of those intersections, a 
red-light camera was in operation when the fatality occurred, albeit by a previous vendor. 
It is not factual to claim that this fatality occurred "prior to the installation of the 
cameras" and we ask the LAPD (and the camera vendor) to stop making this inaccurate 
claim. 

All reports thai listed "red light" violation as the primary cause of the collision were 
considered, as well as violations that could reasonably have been caused by a red light 
violation, but were attributed to another violation. For example, consider the collision 
between a pedestrian and a garbage truck ... 

This depends on your definition of"reasonable". Apparently the LAPD's definition is 
"any possibility whatsoever". We hold ourselves to a higher standard where the proof 
should at least rise to the level of a strong possibility rather than pure speculation. We 
will not here reiterate our full reasoning why the garbage truck accident should never 
have been included in the "five fatalities" statistic other than to say that it is highly 
unlikely that a red-light violation occurred due to the fact that the pedestrian and the 
garbage truck were both initially traveling in the same direction and it is unlikely they 
both ignored a red signaL Our full analysis of the five fatal accidents appears in 
Appendix E. 

Collisions where drivers claimed that they were "tired" or "distracted" were still 
included because a driver's own report as to their reason for running a red light is not 
considered reliable testimony. 

But other evidence, such as how late into red the accident occurred, is reliable evidence 
as to whether this is the type of accident that can be prevented using red-! ight cameras. 
As we explained above and in the "Engineering Countermeasures" report, late-into-red 
accidents are generally caused by impairment, distraction and fatigue and red-light 
cameras have no effect on this. The LAPD is using these fatalities to try to show the 
effectiveness of the cameras. lfthe accidents were caused by factors which the cameras 
can't remedy, then it is improper to use the absence ofthese types of accidents as proof 
that the cameras were effective in preventing them. 

Furthermore, inattention and other irresponsible driving habits are the kind of 
behavior that is best remedied through consistent enforcement. 

Perhaps, but photo enlorcement isn't a particularly effective form of enforcement to 
remedy this kind of behavior. The type of enforcement must be matched with the 
behavior one wishes to modify. Officers on patrol are the proper form of enforcement to 
remedy inattention. Notice that the argument in favor of photo enforcement has now 
shifted from "they will stop red-light running" to "they will remedy inattention and other 
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irresponsible driving habits". There is no data to show that this can be an expected result 
from the use of red-light cameras to any measurable extent and as such it is simply 
wishful thinking. 

This collision is an example o,{the tremendous benefit ofthe PRL Program, since the 
apprehension and prosecution of the suspect in this case was aided by the use of the 
photographic evidence. 

First, this collision is an example of how red-light cameras cannot stop the most 
dangerous kind of red-light running caused by impairment, distraction and fatigue. 
Second, the fact that the camera was an aid to apprehending this one individual is not a 
reasonable argument for the deployment of a multi-million dollar red-light camera 
program with its attendant negative consequences. Notice that now the argument in favor 
of photo enforcement has shifted again to "it will help catch hit and run drivers". Better 
to implement inexpensive engineering countermeasures to reduce the chance of an 
accident occurring, putting the pol ice officers back on the streets to catch drunk drivers 
(before they cause an accident) and use the savings to purchase a city-run closed circuit 
monitoring system for intersections that provides video round the clock, rather than only 
when a violation occurs. 

The goal o,{the City's PRL Program is to reduce serious injury and fatal traffic 
collisions caused by drivers who fail to stop for red lights through high profile 
enforcement and education as we/las to maximize the effective use of police resources. 

Unfortunately, police resources are being wasted by this program. Engineering solutions 
will make the intersections safer and the police officers' time can be put to better use than 
sitting at a computer monitor approving violations or appearing in court to testify to 
violations that need never have occurred or pose no threat to public safety. 

In March 2011, the National Safety Council released a report that tracked fatal and 
non fatal traffic collisions Ol'er a five year period. It tracked crash trends at PRL 
intersections ... 

No it did not. The study did not track crashes at PRL intersections and, in fact, makes no 
mention of red-light cameras or photo enforcement. The study looked at red-light 
running trends at all intersections not ones with red-light cameras. Apparently, the author 
of this section of the LAPD response did not read or understand the study they 
referenced. 

The study concluded that over this .five year period, there were 256 less red light 
running fatal crashes which represented a 58 percent decrease. 

Since this study had nothing whatsoever to do with red-light cameras, we won't spend 
much time on it other than to point out that the decrease was over a 5 year period across 
the entire U.S. which calculates out to 1 fatal crash in each state each year. Furthermore, 
no cause for this decrease is identified or suggested in the rep011. 
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Since the cameras were installed in 2006, red light related traffic collisions have 
decreased by 63 percent ... 

And as previously shown by us and by the City Controller, and admitted to by the LAPD 
at the end of this paragraph, it was the signal timing changes made by the LA DOT that is 
responsible for this decrease (along with other factors such as traffic volume reduction 
caused by high gas prices and the recession) . 

. . . and there have been no red light related fatalities at PRL intersections. 

And there have been no red-light related fatalities at 4536 other non-PRL signalized 
intersections throughout the city during this same time period as well. Red-light related 
fatalities are relatively rare in Los Angeles and almost never occur at the same 
intersections from year to year, they occur randomly. Using the above statistic to suggest 
that the cameras have had any effect on fatalities is unsupportable. 

The engineering countermeasures and rigorous signal design standards implemented 
by LADOT at PRL intersections undoubtedly have an impact on public safety. 

We wholeheartedly agree. We hope these same countermeasures will be employed at any 
other intersections that might have an elevated number of red-light related crashes. 
Safety will improve and spending millions of taxpayer dollars on a new red-light camera 
contract will be unnecessary. 

We also believe that engineering countermeasures depends in large part on their ability 
to be consistently enj(Jrced. 

This statement is nonsensical. One does not "enforce" engineering countermeasures. 
One implements them. They stand on their own as an effective means to improve safety. 

Respect for traffic laws and reducing dangerous driver habits are essential to traffic 
safety ... 

Unfortunately, the PRL program has the opposite effect of breeding disrespect for traffic 
laws and those that enforce them. The public realizes that the program unfairly makes 
violators out of otherwise law-abiding and conscientious motorists by setting up a 
"gotcha" scenario. Yellow signal times that are too short for the actual speed of traffic 
create dilemma zones in which motorists may neither be able to stop safely nor legally 
enter the intersection before the onset of the red phase. Dilemma zones virtually assure 
that some percentage of drivers will be forced to violate the red resulting in a $466 ticket. 

Additionally, citizens rightly question whether the millions of dollars worth of tickets 
being issued annually to Los Angeles motorists for rolling-right-turns, a driving 
maneuver that rarely result in any kind of accident, is a legitimate use of city and Jaw 
enforcement resources. Their disrespect for our laws and government officials is 
bolstered through the knowledge that these types of tickets comprise 75% of all PRL 
citations and as much as 97% at some PRL intersection approaches. 
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Finally, their trust in government is further eroded as they witness a for-profit vendor 
lobbying government officials with spurious data and statistics in an attempt to mislead 
our decision makers and the public into supporting a program that lines their pockets at 
the expense of the taxpayers and encourages otherwise responsible engineers to resist 
lengthening yellow lights which would improve safety . 

... therefore, a strong law enforcement component must always accompany even the 
most rigorous engineering program. 

Always? What if the engineering component eliminates the problem? Should we still 
spend millions of dollars and divert precious resources enforcing something that doesn't 
need to be enforced? 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is requested that the Board approve the f~{orementioned "Recommended Actions." 

We ask that the Board of Police Commissioners not approve the department's report and 
instead take a strong position that before any new photo enforcement contract is signed, 
intersections suspected of having an increased risk of red-light related crashes be 
evaluated to determine which engineering countermeasures would be most appropriately 
implemented to alleviate the problem. At the very least, at problem intersections, the 
yellow signal time should be increased to comply with lTE standards using the 851

h 

percentile of free flowing traffic and an all-red phase should be implemented or increased 
to allow late arriving vehicles to clear the intersection before cross traffic is released. The 
countermeasures employed must then be evaluated to sec if the red-light related accident 
rate has been reduced to acceptable levels. Until that process is completed, no new PRL 
contract should be approved. For your consideration, we provide a template for this 
process in Appendix F. 
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Appendix A 

Testimony of Matt Gauntt, P.E. to the Illinois Senate 



1 would like to thank the Chairman and the Committee for inviting me to share some thoughts today 

about this important topic. 

1 have been a traffic engineer for 20 years. During that time, I have reviewed thousands of crash reports 

and analyzed hundreds of intersections. I've served as an expert witness for DuPage County, Kane 

County and the City of Crystal Lake in the a rea of traffic engineering. I have also taught a course on the 

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devlces for lOOT District One engineers. 

One of the more pertinent assignments that I have completed during my career was a series of studies 

for the Illinois Department of Transportation to examine some of the most dangerous intersections in 

the suburban areas of District One. The studies were funded through a series of grants that the 

Department received from State Farm Insurance in 2002. I was the principal author of those studies for 

lOOT. 

As a part of those studies, I reviewed the viability of red-light running cameras and their applicability to 

solve the traffic accident problems at those intersections. After careful consideration of the available 

technical literature, and the condition of the intersections that 1 studied, I recommended to the 

Department that red light running cameras were not a recommended solution to the problem. The data 

analysis revealed inconclusive evidence of any improvement to the motoring public from the utilization 

of red light running cameras. 

To expound on that study, I would like to share some of the conclusions that I have developed regarding 

the issue of red-light running cameras through an analysis of the existing literature on the topic. 

Let's start with the technical studies that have been completed regarding the issue. 



VTRC Study. 2007 

One of the most thorough studies of the use of red light running cameras was a study that was 

completed by the Virginia Transportation Research Council (VTRC) entitled "The Impact of Red Light 

Cameras (Photo Red Enforcement} on Crashes in Virginia", dated June 2007 1
. The study examined the 

impact of red light running camera installations at 29 intersections in six different jurisdictions. The 

results of that study were: 

" When normalized for time (i.e the number of years each intersection was studied) the 

installation of red light running cameras resulted in an increase in rear-end accidents of 37%, a 

decrease in red-light running accidents by 29%, an increase in injury accidents of 17% and an 

increase in total accidents of 23% for all intersections 2
. [EXHIBIT 1] [EXHIBIT 2] 

The results of the VTRC study showed that the installation of red light running cameras significantly 

increases both the total number of accidents and the total number of injury accidents. 

North Carolina Study, 2004 

The Urban Transit Institute, North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State University of Greensboro 

completed a study in July 2004 of 18 red light running camera installations in Greensboro, North 

Carolina 3
. In this study, they compared camera installations with a control group of signalized 

intersections. Their findings were: 

" The total number of accidents for the camera installations were reduced by 2.5% for a 

normalized 10-month before and after period 4
• [EXHIBIT 3] 

1 
Virginia Transportation Research Council (VTRC), Final Report VTRC 07-R2, June 2007; Garber, Miller, et al. 

2 VTRC Study, page 71, Table B12 
3 Mark Burkey and Kofi Obeng, Co-Principal Investigators; "A Detailed Investigation of Crash Risk Reduction 
Resulting from Red Light Cameras in Urban Areas" 
4 Burkey and Obeng, page 22, Table 4.1 



.. However, an examination of the camera installations versus the control group showed that the 

intersections without the cameras showed a higher reduction of accidents during the same 

period 5
• Thus the reduction in accidents most likely had more to do with an overall reduction 

for the entire community rather than the affect of installing red light running cameras, and 

those intersections with red light running cameras showed less of an improvement. [EXHIBIT 4] 

" The author's cite a study completed by Joseph Milazzo, et. al. for the North Carolina Governor's 

Highway Safety Program in June 2001 which concluded that all of the crashes caused by red light 

running involved vehicles entering the intersection more than 1.0 seconds after the onset of 

red, and the large majority entered the intersection more than 3.0 seconds after the onset of 

red 6
. This shows that there is a distinction between the driver that is just rushing the red light, 

who may be stopped by red light running camera enforcement and the distracted or reckless 

driver that enters the intersection well after the light has turned red. The latter, would not 

typically be stopped by the use of red light running camera enforcement. 

The conclusion of the North Carolina study was "At a minimum, we can say that there is no evidence that 

the RLC {Red Light Camera} program is decreasing accidents. Additionally, the data shows that the sites 

with RLC's are not benefiting from the overall decreasing trend in accidents in Greensboro. There 

appears to be an increase in most types of accidents that correlates with the placement of a RLC at an 

intersection" 7
• 

5 
Burkey and Obeng, page 23, Tables 4.2 and 4.3 

6 
Burkey and Obeng, page 11, citing the study "A Recommended Policy for Automatic Electronic Enforcement of 

Red Light Running Violations in North Carolina", for the North Carolina Governor's Highway Safety Program, June 

2001; Joseph Milazzo, Joseph Hummer, and Leanne Prothe. 
7 

Burkey and Obeng, page 4 7 



IIHS Study m Oxnard, CA- 2.001 

Perhaps the study that is referenced the most by red light running camera advocates is the Insurance 

Institute for Highway Safety (IIHS) completed by Richard Retting and Sergey Kyrychenko in 2001 8
. The 

authors cite a 29% reduction in injury crashes at signalized intersections in Oxnard, CA. However, many 

reviewers have pointed out serious problems with the study: 

,. The study did not look at a true before and after analysis of the intersections, but looked at a 

city-wide reduction over the study period and then compared those city-wide accident 

reductions to other cities in California with similar population and numbers of accidents. Thus, 

the study only looked at the overall growth rate of accidents citywide and not at the true effect 

of red-light running cameras. 

• In comparison, the authors looked at the number of accidents in other, similar cities. However, 

in the late 1990's California's population grew at a very high rate. Looking at two cities cited in 

the study, Santa Barbara grew at a rate of 7 .89%, whereas Bakersfield grew 41.32%9
. This 

difference in population growth rates would affect the total number of accidents tremendously. 

Alternative Improvements 

The utilization of red-light running cameras was started out of a desire to decrease the number of red 

light running accidents. The intent of the effort should be applauded. However, there are a number of 

other methods, which are far more effective, which should be employed instead. 

,. A study completed by the Texas Transportation Institute in September 2004 found that an 

increase in the yellow time interval of 1.0 seconds would result in a decrease of 35-40% of red 

8 
"Reductions in Injury Crashes Associated with Red Light Camera Enforcement in Oxnard, CA", Richard A. Rettlng 

and Sergey Kyrychenko, Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, 2001 
9 

Burkey and Obeng, page 13 



light running accidents 10
. This approach is perhaps the simplest and easiest intersection 

modification that can be made, and potentially has the greatest benefit. [EXHIBIT 5] 

0 According to the same study, adding backplates on traffic signal heads reduces the violation rate 

of red light running by 25% 11
• This issue is of particular importance to the City of Chicago, as the 

majority of signals in the City do not have backplates. Adding backplates to an intersection 

would cost only a couple of thousand dollars. [EXHIBITS 6 & 7] 

• Detailed engineering studies can help to determine the real causes of accidents at an 

intersection. Through the studies that I worked on for IDOT, we discovered signal heads that 

were turned the wrong direction, signal heads that were covered by overhead power lines, poor 

illumination, driveways located within 50 feet of the intersection, poor pavement conditions, 

striping that had been completely worn off, signal controller cabinets that blocked visibility and 

heavy congestion problems. 

The underlying problem with the use of red light running cameras is that the money that is collected in 

the form offines could instead be used to fund real solutions that will solve greater problems. 

Conclusion 

After reviewing the technical literature and examining the advent of red light running cameras for 

myself, it is my opinion that the use of red light running cameras will not improve traffic safety and may 

very well result in a decrease in safety to the motoring public. At best, the evidence points to a no 

significant improvement to safety based on their use. Instead of utilizing red light running cameras, 

there are numerous solutions that will have a far greater likelihood of improving traffic safety. 

10 
Texas Transportation Institute; "Development of Guidelines for Identifying and Treating Locations with a Red­

Light Running Problems", September 2004, page 6-2, Table 6-1 
11 Texas Transportation Institute; "Development of Guidelines for Identifying and Treating Locations with a Red­
Light Running Problems", September 2004, page 6-5, Table 6-2 



APPENDIXB 

WHY RED-LIGHT CAMERAS CANNOT BE CREDITED WITH IMPROVING 
INTERSECTION SAFETY IN LOS ANGELES 

Although the LAPD claims that any reduction in accidents seen at PRL intersections is 
due to the presence of red light cameras, the facts suggest otherwise. As the City 
Controller's audit correctly points out, "LAPD does not consider all factors in reporting 
the program's results ... attributing these results solely to automated enforcement is 
questionable". 

Since a properly designed independent study employing scientific methods and controls 
was not performed at PRL intersections, the LAPD's claims of success cannot be 
supported. In fact, when other likely explanations for changes in accident totals are 
considered, the effectiveness of the PRL program becomes highly suspect. 

Other Possible Causes for a Reduction in Accidents 

A. Concurrent with the installation of the current photo red-light system, the yellow 
signal timing at all photo red-light intersections was increased to comply with the 
minimum requirements set out in California law. In addition, the LADOT instituted an 
all-red phase at PRL intersections as well. At intersections where these changes were 
implemented, one would expect to see a significant reduction in red light related 
accidents, exactly as the LAPD claims has occurred. Again, as noted in the Controller's 
audit, "That change alone (likely) made the intersections safer", not the installation of red 
light cameras. Increasing the yellow signal timing and implementing an all-red phase has 
reduced accidents at signalized intersections. An adjustment in the yellow and red phases 
to account for the actual speed of traffic approaching high risk intersections will further 
increase safety throughout the city and eliminate the need for costly photo enforcement. 

B. As the Controller's audit also revealed, 

"A general reduction in collisions could have been the result of there being fewer cars on the road, 
due to a significant increase in fuel prices. We noted over a ten-month period, average gas prices 
rose by 64%. We also noted there was a 4.6% decline in statewide fuel consumption that year 
(2008), as well as a 2.6% decline in traffic volume on State highways in LA County." 

The price of oil nearly tripled from $50 to $14 7 from early 2007 to 2008. Within months 
offuel prices hitting record highs in the summer of 2008, the current financial crisis 
began to take hold, further reducing traffic volume. As the audit succinctly notes, 



"Fluctuations in traffic volume can directly influence the number of traffic collisions, but LAPD 
indicated they were not monitoring traffic volume- either citywide or at PRL intersections". 

Experts in traffic collision analysis, including the LADOT Risk Management Division, 
use traffic volume to calculate accident rates (typically per million vehicles entering the 
intersection), as opposed to simply comparing raw numbers of accidents. Without 
adjusting for fluctuations in traffic volume, calculating changes in the absolute number or 
percentage of accidents tells us little about whether red light cameras have increased 
safety. 

C. In the two years the LAPD chose for their "before" statistics, 2004 and 2005, the Los 
Angeles area experienced one of the harshest winters on record. The winter of 2004 -
2005 was the second worst "el Nifio" winter in terms of severe weather with a total 
rainfall of approximately 38 inches, almost 22 inches above the average. Rainfall totals 
of this magnitude had not been seen in L.A. since the winter of 1883-1884. In contrast, 
the winters since 2005 have all witnessed lower than average rainfall. Any police officer 
or traffic safety expert will attest to the fact that increased rainfall leads to increased 
accidents, especially in Los Angeles where drivers are unaccustomed to these treacherous 
conditions. As an example, the following is an excerpt from a CBS2 news report from 
December 20, 2010: 

Rain continued to pelt the Southland on Monday, causing power outages and a significant rise in 
traffic collisions, along with breaking rainfall records for this date in several locations in Los 
Angeles County .... About 175 crashes were logged between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m ... compared to 53 
in the same period last Monday when roadways were dry (a 230% increase). 

It is therefore no surprise that accident rates from one of the rainiest winters on record are 
higher than in subsequent years. 

Alternative Analysis 

While it is difticult to pinpoint exactly what may have caused any reduction in red-light 
related accidents at photo enforced intersections, a further analysis of accident data 
suggests that it is not due the installation of red-light cameras. We reviewed accident 
statistics for the years in question using data obtained from the California Highway 
Patrol's Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) database. We found 
that although the years 2004 and 2005 generally showed what appeared to be a higher 
than average number of collisions at these intersections, by 2006 the accident rate had 
begun to decline. This is significant in light of the fact that photo enforcement at PRL 
intersections was rolled out in stages between mid-2006 and the end of2007. For the 
years 2004 through 2009 (the same years the LAPD used for their statistics), we counted 
red-light related accidents in each quarter at the two intersections with the largest 
numbers of red-light related accidents prior to camera installation. The results appear 
below. 



Grand I Venice 
Activation 6/7/2007 

The intersection of Grand and Venice exhibited a cluster of accidents in 2004 and 2005, 
but by 2006 the accident rate had dropped to zero. Photo enforcement was activated on 
6/7/2007, more than a year and a half after safety had improved at this location. 
Therefore, the reduction in accidents seen at this location cannot possibly be due to the 
installation of red-light cameras. Without further information from LADOT, we can't 
determine exactly what caused the reduction in accidents (we suspect it was a signal 
timing change or other engineering improvement) but, due to the timing involved, it is 
impossible to conclude that it resulted from photo enforcement. Using the same flawed 
methodology employed by the LAPD to obtain their 63% statistic (comparing 2004 and 
2005 vs. 2008 and 2009), this intersection would show an 83.3% reduction in collisions. 
However, since this reduction occurred long before the cameras were installed and cannot 
possibly be the result of photo enforcement, we now know that using this comparison 
provides inaccurate and misleading results. This is a prime example of why using 
generalized statistics can lead to incorrect conclusions. The LAPD counts this 
intersection as one of its successes, but considering the data presented here, no principled 
argument can be made that photo enforcement caused any reduction in accidents seen at 
this location. 
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Manchester/ Figueroa 
Activation 1 2/3/2007 

At the intersection of Manchester and Figueroa a similar trend can be seen. Slightly 
elevated numbers of accidents existed from 2004 through early 2006. But by mid-2006 
accidents had begun to decline, diminishing to about one per quarter through mid 2007 
with no accidents in the last half of the year. The cameras were activated at the end of 
2007, again a.fier the accident rate had dropped significantly and had continued trending 
downward for an extended period of time. While not as dramatic as the Venice/Grand 
example, it is still clear that cameras could not be the cause of the decrease in accidents at 
this location as they were activated after the decrease and downward trend had already 
occurred. 

In summary, the LAPD is selectively reporting a 63% reduction in red light related 
accidents while ignoring other data which shows an increase in red light related collisions 
during the period when red light cameras were in place. Furthermore, the LAPD is 
willfully ignoring other factors that likely account for any reduction in accidents seen at 
photo enforced intersections such as changes to the signal timing, fluctuations in traffic 
volume and significant weather effects. The City Controller concurs, stating, 

"Without considering the context of citywide traffic collisions ... or other factors such as changes 
in traffic volume or weather conditions, the reported program results measured as the change in 
the number of traffic collisions at PRL intersections may not be adequately attributed to the 

program". 



APPENDIXC 

SIGNIFICANT REDUCTIONS IN VIOLATIONS OCCUR WHEN THE 
YELLOW SIGNAL TIME IS LENGTHENED 

The chart below shows a 30% to 55% reduction in violations achieved at San Diego 
red-light camera sites when the yellow interval times were increased. 
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Likewise, the following two figures show how Fairfax County, VA achieved a 
significant, sustained reduction in violations when the yellow timing was increased 
by 1S second. 
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APPENDIX D 

Rear End Collisions at Sherman Way and Louise 

Camera Installed 5/1 4/2007 

Year #within Alcohol #within Alcohol #within Alcohol 
150ft Related** 75ft Related** 50ft Related** 

2002 3 2 2 
2003 3 2 2 
2004 3 2 3 2 3 2 
2005 1 1 1 
2006 2 1 2 1 2 1 

2007 BC 2 1 1 1 
2007 AC 1 1 1 

2008 9 1 8 1 7 1 
2009 7 1 6 1 5 1 

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC 
SHERMAN Wf AT FORBES AV 9/14/2004 44,784 
SHERMAN Wf AT BALBOA BL 7/24/2008 35,447 
SHERMAN WY AT LINDLEY AV 7/22/2008 35,302 
SHERMAN WY AT LOUISE AV 5/15/2008 32,722 

Forbes and Balboa are one block apart and should have similar traffrc counts. They are 
the closest locations to Louise (1/2 mile) with traffic counts both before and after the 
cameras were installed. 

Results of Rear End Collision Analysis 

Within 150ft including alcohol related Within 150ft not includin!l alcohol related 
Accident Rate Accident Accident Rate Accident 

Count Count 
2004 0.00006698821 3 2004 0.00002232940 
2008 0.0002539 9 2008 0.000225689 

1 
8 

%Change 74% 67% %Change 90% 88% 

Within 75 ft* including alcohol related 
Accident Rate Accident 

Within 75 ft* not including alcohol related 
Accident Rate Accident 

Count Count 
2004 0.00006698821 3 2004 0.00002232940 1 
2008 0.000225689 8 2008 0.000197478 7 

%Change 70% 63% % Chan!le 89% 86% 

*Rear end collisions within 75 ft of the intersection is the benchmark used by the LAPD 
in their various reports on the Photo Red Light Program. 

**Alcohol related accidents are included in the accident numbers in the "# within" 
column. Alcohol related accident figures must be subtracted from the"# within" column 
to obtain figures "not including alcohol related". 



APPENDIX E 

FULL ANALYSIS OF THE FIVE FATAL ACCIDENTS AT PRL 
INTERSECTIONS CITED BY LAPD 

At the invitation of Sgt. Matt MacWillie, head ofthe PRL Program, we reviewed the 
accident reports for the five fatality accidents cited by LAPD as proof of the efficacy of 
the red-light camera program. Upon examination it became clear that none of these 
accidents were of the type that could reasonably be expected to be prevented by photo 
red-light enforcement. In fact, two of the five accidents were clearly not even red-light 
related. 

Details of the Five Fatal Accidents Used to Justify the LAPD Safety Claims 

Accident #I - 1121/2004 Victory Blvd. and Laurel Canyon 
Accident was caused by DUI, not a driver trying to beat the red light. Also, at the time of 
the accident, this intersection was being enforced with a photo red-light system 
administered by the previous vendor, ACS. This was not a fatality that occurred "prior to 
PRL enforcement", but rather a fatality that occurred during PRL enforcement with a 
prior system. Furthermore, as this type of accident makes clear, photo enforcement 
cannot prevent crashes caused by drunk drivers. Unquestionably, the red-light camera 
had no effect on whether this drunk driver ran the red light, as is the case with virtually 
all serious collisions that occur when drivers enter the intersection well into the red phase 
due to impairment, distraction or fatigue. This accident cannot be included in the 
"before" statistics as it was caused by a drunk driver and occurred at an intersection that 
was being photo enforced with a red-light camera. 

Accident #2- 2/9/2004 Western/MLK 
Accident was caused by a pedestrian under the influence of drugs j-walking a bicycle 
across the street late at night. Furthermore, the accident occurred 33 feet beyond the 
intersection, not at the intersection itself. Witnesses stated the driver entered the 
intersection on yellow. This was not an accident caused by a red light runner. LAPD 
stated that they included this as ''red-light related", because they believed that "it was 
possible" that the driver sped up to make it through the intersection before the light 
turned red, although they had no direct evidence for that assumption and the bicyclist was 
deemed at fault for the accident. Therefore, this accident cannot be included in the 
"before" statistics as it did not occur within the intersection and was not caused by red 
light running but rather by a pedestrian j-walking. Photo enforcement would have had no 
effect on preventing this accident. 

Accident #3- 6/23/2005 Beverly/Western 
Pedestrian was struck in the crosswalk by a sanitation truck making a right turn from 
Beverly onto Western. The pedestrian was crossing Western. Witnesses claimed the truck 
had a green light. This is the logical conclusion as the pedestrian also would have had a 
green light to cross Western, accounting for his presence in the crosswalk. This accident 
was most likely caused by the truck driver failing to yield to the pedestrian possibly due 
to an obstructed view from the garbage truck. The truck driver was cited for failing to 



yield to a pedestrian in a crosswalk, not a red I ight violation. This accident cannot be 
included in the "before" statistics as it was not caused by red light running. Photo 
enforcement would have made no difference in preventing this accident. 

Accident #4- 3/5/2005 Venice/Grand 
A sixteen-year-old driver ran the light long after it was red. According to statements of 
those involved, this accident was caused by driver inattention. This accident cannot be 
included in the "before" statistics as it was caused primarily by a distracted, 
inexperienced driver, not intentional red light running. Photo enforcement has no effect 
on preventing this type of accident. 

Accident #5- 4/6/2006 Manchester/Figueroa 
Accident occurred just after midnight. The driver claimed she was tired and didn't 
remember whether the light was red. This accident was most likely caused by driver 
fatigue. This accident cannot be included in the "before" statistics as it was caused by a 
fatigued driver, not intentional red light running. Photo enforcement has no effect on 
preventing this type of accident. 

When the details of each accident are considered, it becomes clear to any impartial 
observer that using these five accidents to suggest that the City's photo red-light program 
has saved lives is not intellectually honest. For example, regardless of the fact that the 
LAPD was fully aware that the fatality at Victory and Laurel Canyon occurred at an 
intersection where a red-light camera was in use at the time of the collision, the LAPD 
chose to categorize this accident as a "before the cameras" fatality. It was not. It was a 
"before the current set of cameras" fatality. An unbiased study would never have 
included this accident in the "before" statistical group and no reasonable argument can be 
made for doing so since there was a red-light camera in operation and the accident was 
caused by a drunk driver. 

In regards to the accident involving the sanitation truck, it's extremely unlikely that a red 
light violation occurred. The evidence in the accident report strongly suggests that the 
light was green at the time of the incident. The pedestrian and the garbage truck were 
both initially traveling in the same direction and it is unlikely they both ignored a red 
signal. Moreover, neither the driver nor the pedestrian was cited for violating the red. 
What most likely occurred was that the pedestrian stepped into the crosswalk on a green 
light and the truck driver began his right turn at approximately the same moment and just 
didn't see him. An unfortunate event, but not the type of accident that can be prevented 
using red light cameras. When we asked why the LAPD included this accident, the 
officer who compiled the statistics responded that, similar to the bicyclist accident at 
Western and MLK, he did so because "there was a chance the light might have been red'. 
"Might have been" and "it was possible" aren't the proper criteria to use when deciding 
whether or not to include a particular data set in a before and after study. Since the 
LAPD knows that there is no evidence that a red light violation occurred, neither this 
accident nor the bicyclist accident should have been used to suggest that red-light 
cameras have prevented fatalities at photo enforced intersections, yet the LAPD continues 
to do so. 



Finally, the two accidents caused by driver fatigue and distraction occurred well into the 
red phase, providing further evidence that the most dangerous red-light running accidents 
are not due to drivers trying to beat the light and thus can't be remedied by installing 
photo enforcement. The photo enforcement approach to curtailing the incidence of red­
light running is solely intended to influence those drivers who willfully ignore or try to 
beat the red light. No one has ever suggested that red light cameras should be installed to 
prevent accidents caused by fatigued or distracted drivers. If the LAPD had intended to 
provide an honest analysis of the photo red light program, they certainly wouldn't have 
included accidents caused by distraction or fatigue. 



APPENDIXF 

Steps to Creating Safer Signalized Intersections 

I. Collect data on intersections that have an elevated number of red-light related 
collisions listed in the database. Do not consider other types of accident such as 
speed related or left turn violations as these cannot be remedied by photo red-light 
enforcement. 

2. Review the accident reports to eliminate all red-light related collisions that cannot 
be targeted by photo enforcement such as those caused by impairment, fatigue, 
distraction, etc. 

3. For the remaining collisions, analyze the red light related accident rate to 
determine the expected crash frequency to determine if it is higher than a typical 
intersection. 

4. If the intersection has a higher crash frequency than a typical intersection, conduct 
an engineering study to confirm the causes ofthe problem. 

5. Match the cause to the solution. Identify and implement viable engineering 
countermeasures. These include but are not limited to: 

a) Increasing the yellow and all-red timing to conform with or slightly 
exceed the TTE standards using the actual speed of vehicles on the 
roadway (85th percentile of free flow traffic) rather than the posted speed 
I im it (least expensive). 

b) Implementing a protected left turn (red arrow). 
6. Evaluate the effectiveness of the implemented countermeasures to sec if the crash 

frequency is now representative of a typical intersection. 
7. If the intersection still has a higher crash frequency than a typical intersection 

(unlikely), identify and implement additional engineering countermeasures. 
8. Evaluate the effectiveness of the implemented countermeasures to see if the crash 

frequency is now representative of a typical intersection. 
9. Repeat this procedure until the crash frequency is representative of a typical 

intersection or all viable engineering countermeasures have been exhausted. 
I 0. If red-1 ight rc lated coli isions are still excessive, consider enforcement 

countermeasures. 

At all stages, document in detail all steps taken. 
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Mark V. Rosenker: •Report• 
findings are wrong; red-light 
cameras save lives 

By Mark V. Rosenker 
Posted: 04/13/2011 04:37:55 PM PDT 
Updated: 04/13/2011 04:39:35 PM PDT 

DURING my tenure as a member and chairman 
of the National Transportation Safety Board, I 
had the opportunity to closely monitor trends in 
traffic safety. In 2003, the year I joined the 
board, nearly 43,000 people died on our nation's 
roads. I believed that we as a nation needed to 
do significantly more both technologically and 
politically to reduce loss of life. Our efforts are 
now beginning to bear fruit. 

Recently the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration reported that traffic deaths were 
at a 61-year low last year. While still an 
estimated 32,788 people tragically died in 
traffic accidents in 201 0, that number 
represented a more than 25 percent decline 
since 2003 and marks the fewest traffic 
fatalities since 1949. 

A lot of factors impacted the decline in traffic 
deaths. Among those are: safer vehicles; 
increased seat-belt use, achieved through 
stricter laws; more children buckled in to child 
restraint seats, achieved through laws designed 
to protect children in moving vehicles; a 
decrease in drunk driving, thanks to stricter 
enforcement by police and the implementation 
of more sobriety checkpoints; and the use of 
red-light and speed safety cameras to 
discourage drivers from running red lights and 
speeding. 

Unfortunately, despite all of the progress that 
has been in reducing traffic fatalities, a vocal 
minority of citizens continues to advocate 
policies that if implemented, would reverse 
these trends. You know who they are, the 
same groups that have opposed most of the 
traffic safety improvements I've just mentioned. 
They don't like mandatory use of seat belts and 

child safety sea' !\nd they view sobriety 
checkpoints and traffic safety cameras as 
intrusions on their personal freedoms, as though 
it should be their God-given right to drive 
impaired, or speed and run red lights with 
impunity. 

Recently, this debate has heated up in Los 
Angeles, where misinformation - even 
disinformation - about the program has been 
spread by groups that have made their mark by 
opposing government safety regulations of any 
kind. 

These groups have used distorted facts and 
inaccuracies to launch a campaign to end the 
city's red-light safety camera program, a 
program that in its six-year existence has not 
seen a fatality at any of the 32 monitored 
intersections Nixing the cameras on the heels of 
the recent advertisement research study from the 
Insurance Institute of Highway Safety that 
documented how well the cameras are saving 
lives would be foolhardy. The IIHS researchers 
concluded that red-light safety cameras saved 
159 lives in 2004-08 in 14 of the biggest U.S. 
cities. Had cameras been operating during that 
period in all large cities, according to the IIHS, a 
total of 815 deaths would have been prevented. 

In 2009 red-light running killed 676 people, 
including more than 1 00 in California, and 
injured an estimated 113,000 nationwide. 
Tragically, nearly two-thirds of the deaths were 
victims other than the red-light running drivers 
- occupants of other vehicles, passengers in the 
red-light runners' vehicles, bicyclists or 
pedestrians. 

In a city like Los Angeles where the climate is an 
almost-daily invitation for people to get out and 
walk, jog or cycle, taking extra steps to protect 
the nonmotoring public from death or injuries 
makes sense. 

1 strongly urge the city of Los Angeles to closely 
review the credible and scholarly research 
studies and reject the so-called "reports" 
generated by self-proclaimed "experts" whose 
true mission is to curb all traffic safety initiatives 
implemented by government. 



There no question there's room f( .os Angeles 
to fine-tune its traffic safety camera program. 
But it would clearly be a bad idea to eliminate 
it altogether. 

Mark \1. Rosenker of Virginia was appointed by 
President Bush to two terms at the National 
Traffic Safety Board beginning March 2003. 
He currently is a senior advisor to the National 
Coalition for Safer Roads. 



Commissioner and Council Members, 4/15/2011 

My name is Professor Simon Washington . I was recently forwarded a report tit led "SAFER STREETS IN LOS ANGELES: 

Why Engineering Countermeasures Are More Effect ive than Photo Enforcement in Reducing Red-Light Re lated Crashes" 

by Jay Beeber from Safer Streets LA-an interest group that accord ing to their web site is against red light cameras. Prior 

to providing a crit ica l review this report, I first outline my relevant credentia ls and abi lities . 

As a traffic safety engineer, researcher, and professor, I have dedicated my profess ional life to measuring, 

understanding, and improving traffic safety on our nation's roadways. Prior to joining the faculty at the Queensland 

University Centre for Accident Research and Road Safety in Australia-one of the premier road safety research centers 

in the world, I was Director of the Safe Transportation Research and Education Center (SAFETREC) at the University of 

California, Berkeley. I have also served on the academic facu lties of Arizona State University, t he Un iversity of Arizona, 

and the Georgia Institute of Technology. At each of these research intensive institutions I have taught graduate level 

courses in transportat ion safety. During this same period I directed over $8 M il lion in federa l, state, and locally 

supported research on road safety and transportation planning research - including three separate stud ies evaluating 

red light and speed cameras in the US. Finally, I have served and continue to serve on matters of road safety on 

numerous research boards and advisory committees including those at the Nationa l Academy of Sciences Transportation 

Research Board (TRB) and t he National Highway Traffic Safety Adm inistration (NHTSA). 

Perhaps most re levant to the rev iew of the subject report, I serve on the editorial boards of five peer reviewed 

journals, three of wh ich focus exclusively on road safety. One of these journals-Accident Ana lysis & Prevention, is the 

premier academic journa l on road safety in the world. A second journal for which I serve as Associate Ed itor in charge of 

transportation safety- the American Society of Civil Engineering Journal of Transportation Engineering- is the oldest 

runn ing journal in t he US. My primary role as editor of these journa ls is to coord inate the techn ica l reviews of 

international papers on road safety by authors throughout the world, and to ult imately accept or reject these papers as 

cred ible contribut ions to the road safety profession. 

I am sign ificantly concerned by the focused attent ion being given to a report authored by a member of t he 

public who I understand does not have any expertise in this area and sponsored by an agency that is categorica lly 

against red light cameras. Safer Streets LA clearly is not an organization interested in a ba lanced review of red light 

cameras. A quick search of the peer-review literature reveals not a single peer review report or paper authored by Jay 

Beeber- thus the report's author has not established credib il ity in the road safety profession or been vetted by the 

professional community. 

The introduct ion of the report uses rather tricky wording to imp ly that credib le agencies have supported the 

research. If read carefully, the author is saying that the reports reviewed in the course of preparing the paper were 

conducted and sponsored by cred ible agencies; however, the report itself does not appear to be sponsored or endorsed 

by any cred ible agency such as the ITE or the Texas DOT. 

Most of the compe ll ing and conclusive peer reviewed research documenting the benefits of red-light cameras 

and the ir effectiveness is conspicuously missing from this report. Ample research has been conducted in the US and 

abroad documenting the benefits of red light running on reducing crashes; however, the vast majority of this research 

has been omitted from the report. Two examples of carefu lly scrutin ized national reports are NHTSA's report 

"Countermeasures that Work: A Highway Safety Countermeasure Guide for State Highway Safety Offices, 5th Edition, 

2010" and the Insurance Institute of Highway Safety's nationa l review of photo enforcement pub lished in ITE, "Two 

The Centre for Accident Research & Road Safety - Queensland 

is a joint venture initiative of the Motor Accident Insurance Commission and 

Queensland University ofTeclmology 



Decades of Photo Enforcement in the United States: A Brief Summary of Experience and Lessons Learned" (ITE, Vo l 80, 

Issue 11, 20-24). Both of these reports convey an unb iased review of the lim itations and benefits of red light cameras 

deployed in the US, and conclude that the benefits in terms of lives saved and injuries reduced are generally consistent, 

significant, and re li able. 

By focusing solely on engineering countermeasures, the Beeber report ignores the human behavior aspect that 

cameras are intended to prevent-intentional red light running. Red light cameras are extremely effective at preventing 

illegal and dangerous behavior, behavior that can lead to serious injuries and death, wh ile engineering countermeasures 

are not effective at deterring poorly intentioned driver behavior. Another classic example ofth is is impaired driving, 

whi ch is difficult or impossible to deter with engineering countermeasures alone; behavioral interventions are needed to 

effect ively combat impaired driving also. 

The report suggests t hat engineering improvements alone such as adjustments to ye llow times and all red 

clearance intervals can sufficiently improve the safety of intersect ions. Th is is simply not supported by the evidence. 

Many competent traffic engineers t hroughout t he US have adjusted signa l t im ing at intersections trying to reduce red­

light-running re lated crashes and violations with positive but limited success. When automated cameras have been 

installed at t hese locations wit h high red light violations, on average the number of associated crashes have been 

red uced significant ly and well beyond those achieved t hrough signal t iming enhancements alone. 

In conclus ion, the non-peer revi ewed report by Mr. Beeber attempts to se lectively present information and data 

to discredit t he LA photo red light enforcement program and red light ca mera programs in general. Mr. Seeber has not 

established cred ibi lit y in the road safety profession, and the agency he represents clearly takes a biased posit ion on red 

light cameras. Th is report would not be used by profess ional engineers or state departments of transportat ion to in form 

crit ica l decisions about the installation or cont inuation of red light ca mera programs. Other, wide ly accepted and peer 

reviewed reports should be used to info rm such decisions. The professiona l literature and experience in the US and 

internat ionally suggests t hat Red Light Safety Camera programs-properly deployed-increase traffic safety in a 

mean ingful way and ult imately save lives. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further questions, 

Sincere ly, 

Professor Simon Washington (simon .wash ington@qut.edu.au) 

Queensland Transport and Main Roads Endowed Chair of Transport 

School of Urban Development, Faculty of Bui lt Environment and Engineering 

Cent re for Accident Research and Road Safety (CARRS-Q), Facu lty of Health 

Queensland Un ivers ity of Technology, 2 George St GPO Box 2434 

Brisbane Qld 4001 Austra lia 

Te l: +61 7 3138 9990 

www.bee .gut.edu.au 

www.carrsq.qut.edu.au 

The Centre for Accident Research & Road Safety- Queensland 

is a joint venture initiative of the Motor Accident Insurance Commission and 

Queensland University ofTechnology 



NCSR 

NC National Coalition 
for 

Contact for more information & interview requests: 
Stacey Radnor at info@saferoadssavelives.org or 202-870-6668 

NATIONAL ROAD SAFETY COALITION CALLS FOR KEEPING RED LIGHT SAFETY CAMERAS 

IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Monday, April 4, 2011- The National Coalition for Safer Roads (NCSR) today called on the City 
of Los Angeles to continue its highly successful red light safety camera program. NCSR President 
and Executive Director David Kelly said the program has proven it makes communities safer. 

"There is a mounting body of evidence showing red light safety cameras change dangerous 
driver behavior - saving lives and reducing injuries," said Kelly, who is also the former acting 
administrator of NHTSA. "L.A. residents and officials just need to look at the local and national 
resu lts to see the positive effects of these safety programs." 

In a February letter to the city's Board of Police Commissioners, Los Angeles Chief of Police 
Charlie Beck highlighted the "measurable safety improvements" that resulted from the city's 
Photo Red Light (PRL) Program. 

"From January 2004 to December 2009, red-light collisions at PRL intersections have decreased 
by 63 percent," wrote Beck. "Additionally, there has been an overall decrease of 10 percent in 
all types of collisions, and no red light related fatal ities since program activation (compared to 
five fatalities in the three years prior to PRL enforcement from January 2004 to December 
2006)." 

These findings mirror those of a recent national study from t he Insurance Institute for Highway 
Safety. Red light safety cameras helped save more t han 150 lives in the 14 biggest U.S. cities 
from 2004 to 2008, according to IIHS. Had the cameras been operating in all 99 U.S. cities with 
populations over 200,000, more than 800 lives could have been saved . 

David Kelly is NCSR's principal spokesman and representative before state and national 
policymaking bodies. He is the former acting administrator of NHTSA. President Bush nominated 
him to the position after Kelly served as the agency's Chief of Staff. He also served as director of 
the U.S. National Safety Council's Airbag & Seat Belt Campa ign. 

To find more info rmation about improving road safety, visit www.saferoadssavelives.org and 
follow @SaferRoadsUSA on Twitter and on Face book at 
http://www.facebook.com/SaferRoadsUSA. 

saferoadssavelives.org 
P.O. Box 34422 
Washington, D.C. 20043-4422 



The red light runners think they've been 
wronged. They're convinced that the cam­
eras documenting their violations are 
nothing more than a scheme to picl< the 
pockets of motorists. The truth is simpler: 

RED LIGHT RUNNING 

and red light cameras save lives. In fact, they 
saved 159lives in 2004-08 in the 14 biggest US 
cities with cameras, a new Institute analysis 
shows. If cameras had been operating dur­
ing that period in all cities with popula­
tions of more than 200,000, a total of 815 
fewer people would have died. 

Camera opponents don't acknowl­
edge the connection between those 
whose red light running sets off a be­
nign flash and those who cause a dead­
ly collision. Instead, they argue about "big 
brother" and equate fines for violations with 
taxes on drivers. 

Not everyone who runs a red light is part of this 
group. No doubt, most violators calmly take their lumps, 
paying their tickets and vowing to be more careful. But 



2 Status Report, Vol 46, No. 1, Feb. 1, 2011 

a vocal minority get angry, and their outrage gets broad­
cast on the internet, magnified by the media, and chan­
neled into campaigns to ban red light cameras on the 
local or state level. When officials try to assure the 
public that cameras are about safety, not revenue, they 
are all but drowned out by the protests of these ag­
grieved drivers. 

"Somehow, the people who get tickets because they 
have broken the law have been cast as the victims," says 
Institute president Adrian Lund. "We rarely hear about 
the real victims - the people who are killed or injured by 
these lawbreakers." 

People like Deborah Parsons-Mason, a California mother of 4 
who was fatally hit by a red light runner while crossing the street near 
her home. Or Marcus May-Cook, who was sleeping in his car seat when a 
red light runner ended his life after only 3 years. Or Jacy Good, who was per­
manently disabled and lost both her parents in a red light running crash just hours 
after her college graduation. The Institute is highlighting their stories and others on 
these pages to bring the discussion back to the real victims. 

Red light running killed 676 people and injured an estimated 113,000 in 2009. Near­
ly two-thirds of the deaths were people other than the red lighl running drivers 
- occupants of other vehicles, passengers in the red light runners' veh icles, 
bicyclists, or pedestrians. 

Since the 1990s, communities have used red light cameras as a low-cost 
way to police intersections. The number of cities embracing the technol­
ogy has swelled from just 25 in 2000 to about 500 today. 

Without cameras, enforcement is difficult and often dangerous. In 
order to stop a red light runner, officers usually have to follow the 
vehicle through the red light, endangering themselves as well as 
other motorists and pedestrians. 

Moreover, the manpower required to police intersections on a 
regular basis would make it prohibitively expensive. In contrast. 
camera programs can pay for themselves by requiring people 
who break the law to shoulder the cost of enforcing it. 

"The cities that have the courage to use red light cameras 
despite the political backlash are saving lives," Lund says. "If 
they are able to recover some of their traffic enforcement 
costs at the same time, what's wrong with that?" 

Previous research has es tablished that red light cameras de­
ter would-be violators and reduce crashes at intersections with 
signals. Institute studies of camera programs have foun d that red 
light violations fell at intersections where cameras were installed 
(see Status Report, March 7, 1998, Dec. 5, 1998, and Jan. 27, 2007; on Llw 
web at iihs.org). In two of those studies, researchers also looked aL traffic 
lights without cameras and found the decrease in violations spilled over from the 
camera-equipped intersections. In Oxnard, Calif. , injury crashes at intersections with 
traffic signals fell 29 percent citywide after automated enforcement began (see Status Re-
port, April 28, 2001; on the web at iihs.org). 

/ 
6% pedestrian, 
bicyclist, other 

46% occupants 
of vehicles that 
didn't run I ight 

The Institute's latest study provides powerful confirmation of the benefits of cameras, showing they 
reduce deaths tlu·oughout entire communities. Looking at US cities with populations (continues on p. 6) 



JEAN GOOD AND JAY GOOD, 58 
MAIDENCREEK TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA 

Hours after Jacy Good's graduation from Muhlenberg College in 
Allentown, Pa ., she and her parents packed the family's 1989 
Oldsmobile station wagon, strapped a sofa to the roof, and 
headed home to lititz, a tiny lancaster County town. 

( At 21, Good felt on top of the world . She planned to 
spend a few weeks at home before going to New York, 
where a job with Habitat for Humanity awaited. Her 
mother, a middle school English teacher, and her father, 
a foundry mechanic, were both brimming with pride. 

Nearly halfway into their 70-mile trip, a chain-reaction 
crash set off by a red light runner sent a tractor-trailer into 

\. 

the opposite lane and into their car. Jay Good, who was at 
the wheel , and Jean Good, who rode in back and wasn't using 
a safety belt, died at the scene. Jacy Good, who was in the front 
seat, was left with a traumatic brain injury, partially collapsed lungs, a 

of red I ight runners in 
fatal crashes in 2009 

were teenagers. 

lacerated liver, 2 damaged carotid arteries, a shattered pelvis, and other injuries. 
Weeks later, after she regained consciousness, Good began to learn the details of the crash. 

The driver of the minivan that sailed through the red light, causing the tractor-trailer to veer into 
the Goods' station wagon, was 18 years old, had 2 teenage passengers and, according to police, 
was using his cellphone when the crash occurred . He was cited for careless driving and running 
a red light and paid $662 in fines and other costs . 

Good believes the cellphone was to blame in the May 18, 2008, tragedy. "There's no question 
in my mind that there would have been no accident if he had not been on his cellphone," she says. 

Now 24, Good expects to wear an ankle brace for the rest of her life. She had surgery last summer 
to recover some function in her limp left arm. Meanwhile, she's become an outspoken campaigner 
against distracted driving, lobbying lawmakers, appearing on the Oprah Winfrey Show, and addressing 
high school students. Her activism is in part a way to honor her mother and father's memory, Good 
says. "I know if the roles were switched, this is what my parents would be doing for me." 

\ 
\ 
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BILLY RAY SPENCE, 64 
Ll/BBOCK, TEXAS 

"What're you boys doin'?" That's what Billy Ray Spence, better known as Billy Kool, would say 
when he walked into a room. And when he did, you knew the party was about to get started. 

Spence, a heavy equipment operator who moonlighted as a bartender, was a captivating story· 
teller, jokester, poker player, and brieny married bachelor who lived just down the street from 

his elderly mother in lubbock, Texas. He was killed at age 64 while running an errand 
on the afternoon of Nov. 11, 2008. 

His red 1996 Jaguar XJ6 was broadsided by a Ford Explorer whose driver ran a red light. 
The driver of the Explorer, Marcelo Perez Jr., 35, was charged with manslaughter. Perez, who 

tested negative for alcohol and drugs, was no stranger to that intersection: He had been in another 
crash there just weeks earlier, leading to a charge against him of failing to stop and render aid. 

Perez died of an unrelated condition before either case could be resolved. 
Sandra Johnson says her big brother went off to the Air Force in the 1960s as Billy Spence, but 
returned as Billy Kool. His name for everyone - or, at least, everyone he liked - was "Ace." 

Billy Kool's ability to tell a story made him the life of the party. Johnson says he could captivate 
an audience of grown men with a card trick or a story about three little bears. 

Spence retired, but never stayed that way for long. "He would always say, 'I just want 
to be home with nothing on but the TV,"' Johnson recalls. "And then when he'd go 

back to work, he'd say, 'I felt like putting clothes on, so I went back to work."' 

SHANE KIESER, 19 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

Shane Kieser loved wheels, and he loved adrenaline. 
When he wasn't racing at the BMX bicycle track, he was 
often doing stunts in the concrete bowl near his home in 
las Vegas. His mother gave him his own insurance card in 
case she was at work the next time he landed on his face. 

When Kieser got a motorcycle, his mother, Terri, 
wasn't thrilled but she took it in stride. Shane knew 

the risks and never rode without a helmet. 

Early on the morning of Aug. 19, 2008, Kieser and his 
girlfriend headed to Walmart. They were night owls, 

says his mother, and "unfortunately, in Vegas 
everything is open at all hours of the day." 

At 5:30am, Kieser's 1994 Honda CBR slammed into a 
Toyota Corolla, killing him and injuring his girlfriend. The 
Corolla's driver wasn't hurt. Police say 3 witnesses saw 
the motorcycle go through a red light. Terri Kieser says 
that doesn't square with what she knows about her son. 

"I was always the first to go, 'What did Shane do?'" she 
says with a laugh, before turning serious. "But I want to say 
no. No. Maybe a yellow that he felt he couldn't safely stop 
at. But running a red with his girlfriend on the back? Never. 

Shane would never be crazy with somebody else's life." 

An aspiring mechanic, Shane was known for his goofy 
sense of humor. "Birthday parties -the candles were 

usually up his nose I ike a walrus," his mother says. 

Every year on his birthday, Terri Kieser invites Shane's 
friends to a nearby mountain where he loved to ride his 

bike. She brings along homemade watnes - his favorite. 

of people killed in red light 
running crashes in 2009 

were motorcyclists. 
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MARCUS MAY-COOK, 3 
LANSING, MICHIGAN 

Mindy Cook still can hear her little boy saying, "Mommy, I 
want you, " the way he used to, his arms raised over his head 
so that she would scoop him up. 

Marcus May-Cook was just 3 when he died on Aug. 10, 2008. 
Two days before, a 17 -year-old unlicensed driver broadsided 
the car Marcus was riding in near his home in Lansing. Police 
determined that the teenage driver, Brianca Alexander, had 
gone through a red light. Marcus was asleep when it happened 
and never woke up. 

"I see no end to this grief," Cook wrote in a letter she 
read at Alexander's sentencing hearing last September, 
more than 2 years after Marcus' death. 

Alexander, who pleaded guilty to driving without a valid 
I icense, causing death, was sentenced to 2 Y2 to 15 years in 
prison. Her mother received a year in jail with work release for 
allowing her daughter, who never had so much as a learner's 
permit, to take the car. 

Marcus was an exuberant little boy who was convinced he 
would grow up to be Spider-Man. He 
wore a Spider-Man costume on 
Halloween- and kept wear­
ing it long after the candy 
was gone. He even tried 
to climb the walls like 
the superhero, knock-
ing over a shelf once 
in the process. 

Cook knows that 
Marcus would have 
been excited to start 
kindergarten this past ~ 

of red light runners in fatal 
crashes in 2009 were driving 

without licenses. 

fall. He often imagined ~""-~ --~ ~~ 
heading to school just like ~ __ 
big sister Makyla. When their 
mother packed Makyla's lunch, Mar-
cus insisted on one to carry to his grandmother's house, where 
he stayed while his mom was at work. 

On the Friday of the crash, Marcus and his sister were riding 
along as their aunt drove their grandmother to her part-time 
job. Their cousin was in the back seat with them. 

Cook was at work when she got the call shortly before 5 pm. 
When she saw Marcus at the hospital, he didn't look injured, 
but his brain had been severely damaged. By Sunday, tests 
confirmed that nothing could save him. 

Cook's mother, who was riding in front, had a fractured skull 
and other injuries. She is no longer able to work. Makyla, who 
was 6, was injured but recovered. She and her cousin were rid­
ing in boosters, while Marcus was buckled in a child restraint. 

Cook now has another son and says 1-year-old Marrion has 
begun to recognize his brother in photographs. 

"Marcus," says Cook, "is always talked about." 
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(continued from p. 2) over 200,000, the re­
searchers compared those with red light 
camera programs to those without. Because 
lhcy wanted to see how the rate of fatal 
crashes changed after the introduction of 
cameras, they compared two periods, 2004-
08 and 1992-96. Cities that had cameras dur­
ing 1992-96 were excluded from the analysis, 
as were cities that had cameras for only part 
or the later study period. 

Researchers found that in the 14 cities 
that had cameras during 2004-08, the com­
bined per capita rate of fatal red light run-

PERCENT DIFFERENCES IN ACTUAL CRASH 
RATES DURING 2004-0BIN CITIES WITH 

RED LIGHT CAMERAS VS. EXPECTED 
RATES WITHOUT CAMERAS 

fatal red I ight 
running crashes 

fata I crashes at 
intersections with 

signal lights 

ning crashes fell35 percent, compared with 
1992-96. The rate also fell in the 48 cities 
without camera programs in either period, 
but only by 14 percent. 

The rate of fatal red light running crashes 
in cities with cameras in 2004-08 was 24 per­
cent lower than it would have been without 
cameras. That adds up to 7 4 fewer fatal red 
light running crashes or, given the average 
number of fatalities per red light running 
crash, approximately 83 lives saved. 

That's a substantial benefit, but the actu­
al benefit is even bigger. Red light cameras 
also reduce fatal intersection crashes that 
aren't attributed to red light running. One 
possible reason for this is that red light run­
ning fata li ties are undercounted due to a 

lack of witnesses to explain what happened 
in a crash. Drivers also may be more cau­
tious in general when they know cameras 
are around. 

The rate of all fatal crashes at intersec­
tions with signals - nol jusl red light run­
ning crashes - felll4 percent in the camera 
cities and crept up 2 percenl in the noncam­
era cities. In the camera cities, there were 17 
percent fewer fatal crashes per capita at in-

150 

PERCENT CHAN~ 
WITH RED LIGHl 

100 • red I ight running fatal crasl 
fatal crash tate at intersect 

50 

Chandler, San Diego, 
Ariz. Calif. 

tersections with signals in 2004-08 than 
would have been expected. That translates 
into 159 people who are alive because of 
those automated enforcement programs. 

If red light cameras had been in place for 
all 5 years in all 99 US cities with popula­
tions over 200,000, a total of 815 deaths 
could have been avoided. 

"Examining a large group of cities over 
several years allowed us to take a close look 



;E IN FATAL CRASH RATES IN LARGE CITIES 
CAMERAS, 2004-08 VS. 1992-96 

rate 
ms with signal lights 

at the most serious crashes, the ones that 
claim people's lives," says Anne McCartt, In­
stitute senior vice president for research 
and a co-author of the study. "Our analysis 
shows thal red light cameras are mal<ing in­
tersections safer." 

Results in each of Lhe 14 camera cities 
varied. The biggest drop in the rate of fatal 
red light running crashes came in Chandler, 
Ariz., where the decline was 79 percent. 

Two cities, Raleigh, NC, and Bakersfield , Ca­
lif., experienced an increase. 

"We don't know exactly why the data 
from Raleigh and Bakersfield didn't line up 
wilh whal we found elsewhere," McCartt 
says. "Both cities have expanded geographi­
cally over the past two decades, and Lhat 
probably has a lot to do with it." 

A bigger mystery is why, in the face of 
mounting evidence that red light cameras 

Bakersfield, Raleigh, 
Calif. NC 

make communities safer, some people con­
tinue to resist them. Rather than fee ling an­
gry at the sight of cameras going off. red 
light runners should thank their lucky stars 
they're alive to pay their tickets. 

For a copy of "Effects of red light camera 
enforcement on fatal crashes in large US cit­
ies" by W. 1-!u et al., write: Insurance Institute 
for Highway Safety, 1005 N. Glebe Rd., Arling­
ton, Va. 22201, or email publications@iihs.org. 

150 

100 

50 
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CITY USES CAMERAS 
AS SAFETY TOOL, 

NOT MONEYMAKER 
If the purpose of red light cameras is to raise 
cash from unsuspecting drivers, officials in 
Springfield, Mo., did everything wrong. 

Before even switching on their cameras in 
June 2007, traffic engineers reduced red light 
running by changing the length of yellow 
lights to make signals consistent across the 
city. The launch of the cameras was preceded 
by a major education campaign urging drivers 
to "respect red," and once cameras were in­
stalled their locations were clearly marked. 
Officials put the cameras at intersections 
with the biggest traffic volumes to get the 
message to the greatest number of drivers, 
though those intersections weren't necessar­
ily where the most violations occurred. 

So what happened with that easy money 
for the budget? Two years and eight 

months after the cameras were 
switched on, the program 

was $33,000 in 
the red. 

Fortunately for the city, making money 
was never the goal. Improving safety was, 
and by that measure, the cameras were a 
success. City officials say their data show 
red light running crashes decreased both at 
camera-equipped intersections and city­
wide. Citations fell36 percent to an average 
of 1.05 a day per camera. 

Springfield traffic engineer jason Haynes 
says the fact that the program didn't make 
money helped to maintain community sup 
port. Another plus was that the vendor op­
erating Springfield's cameras had no vested 
interest in busting drivers. Instead of paying 
the company per violation, Springfield paid 
a flat fee for each camera. 

The biggest key to the program's success, 
says Earl Newman, who recently retired as 
Springfield's assistant director of public 
works, is that the city first did all it could 
from a traffic engineering standpoint to re­
duce red light running. That meant fixing 
Lhe yellow timing problem, which the city 
discovered as it was preparing to install the 
cameras. The problem stemmed from the 
fact that some intersections were controlled 
by the state and others by the city, and the 
state signals had longer yellow times. There 
was rampant red light running at the city in­
tersections, perhaps because drivers used 

to state roads weren't expecting the lights 
to change so quickly. 

Springfield and the state 
transportation 

depart 

ment worked out a compromise, lengthening 
the yellow phase at many signals and short­
ening it slightly at others. Only after giving 
drivers months to get used to the new times 
did the city switch on the cameras, which led 
to a further reduction in red light running. 

City surveys showed high support for red 
light cameras, but the program had deter­
mined opponents. A legal challenge brought 
the program to a halt last March, when the 
Missouri Supreme Court ruled that 
Springfield's administrative hear-
ing process for contested cita-
tions was inadequate. 

Haynes says Lhe city's lawyers 
have come up with a fix and that a 
new contract for cameras is in the 
works. But Newman says he's not 
sure whether the program has 
much of a future now that viola­
tions have fallen so low. Too 
few citations could mean the 
red light cameras won't pay 
for themselves. 

"Money is the issue 
here whether we like it 
or not," he says. People 
don't want the cam­
eras to make mon-
ey, but "as soon as 
it comes to the 
point of the tax­
payers paying 
for it, it's a 
problem 
again." 



QUESTIONS AND 
ANSWERS ABOUT 
RED LIGHT CAMERAS 
Do red light cameras violate privacy? 

No. Driving is a regulated activity on pub­
lic roads. By obtaining a license, a motorist 
agrees to abide by certain rules, such as to 
obey traffic signals. Neither the law nor com-

man sense suggests drivers should not be 
observed on the road or have their viola­
lions documented. Red light camera sys­
tems can be designed to photograph only a 
vehicle's rear license plate, not vehicle oc­
cupants, although in some places the law 
requires a photograph of the driver. 

Aren't longer yellow times more effective? 
Providing adequate yellow time and a 

brief phase when aU signals are red is im­
portant and can reduce crashes but doesn't 
eliminate the need for, or potential benefits 
of, red light cameras. An Institute study con­
ducted in Philadelphia, Pa., evaluated ef­
fects on red light running of first lengthen­
ing yellow signal timing by about a second 
and then introducing red light cameras. 
While the longer yellow reduced red light 
violations by 36 percent, adding camera en­
forcement further cut red light running an­
other 96 percent. 
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end crashes tend to be much less severe 
than front-into-side crashes, so the net ef­
fect is positive. Moreovet~ not all studies 
that have examined rear-end collisions have 
found an increase. 

Are special laws needed for cameras? 
Before cameras may be used, state or lo­

cal laws must authorize enforcement agen­
cies to cite red light violators by mail. The 
legislation makes the vehicle owner respon­
sible for the ticket. In most cases, this in­
volves establishing a presumption that the 
registered owner is the vehicle driver at the 
time of the offense and providing a mecha­
nism for vehicle owners to inform authori­
ties if someone else was driving. 

Ano ther option is to treat violations cap­
tured by red light cameras as the equivalent 
of parking tickets. If, as in New Yorl<, camera 
violations are treated like parking citations, 
the law can make registered vehicle owners 

STATES WHERE RED LIGHT CAMERAS ARE IN USE 

Do cameras raise the risk of rear-enders? 
Some studies have reported that while 

red light cameras reduce front-into-side col­
lisions and overal l injury crashes, they can 
increase rear-end crashes. However, rear-

responsible without regard to who was driv­
ing. The cameras are authorized in about 
half of US states. 

For more questions and answers go to 
iihs.org/research/qanda/rlr.html. 



of red light runners in fatal 
crashes in 2009 had blood 
alcohol concentrations 
0.08 percent or higher. 

DEBORAH PARSONS-MASON, 47 
SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 

Deborah Parsons-Mason worried about 
walking in her San Jose neighborhood, 

especially on weekend nights when the nearby 
bars were full. Drunk driving was a problem in 
the area, and the family had seen cars totaled 

just outside their window. The 47-year-old 
mother warned her 4 kids to use extra 

caution crossing the street. 
But on a Friday 6 days before Christmas 2008, 
Parsons-Mason would have had her mind on 
other things. She had just been out shopping, 

and her mother was flying in the next day. 

Deborah Parsons-Mason 

That night, Parsons-Mason walked to the corner store with her 14-year-old son, Jimmy, to 
buy some candy bars. On the way home, a pickup truck blew through a red light, striking 

Parsons-Mason in the crosswalk. As her horrified son watched, she was thrown in the air, 
landing in her next-door neighbor's driveway. Her husband and her other son heard the 

crash from inside the house and ran outside to see what had happened. 
The driver, Gilberta Vasquez Reyes, 63, had a blood alcohol concentration of 0.21 

percent, more than 2 1/2 times the legal limit. He pleaded no contest to vehicular 
manslaughter but died 5 days before sentencing. He was facing 4 to 6 years in prison. 

Parsons-Mason worked as a cashier at Lucky supermarket and was heavily 
involved in her children's schooling, says her sister Kimberly Sabino. During 

their own childhood in southern California, Debi, the oldest of 3 girls, was like 
a second mother, says Sabino, who was the youngest and 5 years her junior. 

Two years on, the family's grief is still raw. Jimmy constantly replays that 
night in his head, wishing he had seen the truck coming and pushed his 

mother out of harm's way, says Parsons-Mason's mother, Diane Courtney. 

Sabino says it's hard for her to accept that Reyes, who had several prior 
convictions for driving under the influence, didn't face a more serious charge 

than manslaughter. "She wasn'tjust hit. She was slammed into," Sabino says. 
"The way my sister was killed was murder." 
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COMMON THREAD BINDS CRASHES 
DESPITE DIFFERENT STORY LINES 
A comment by Institute president Adiian Lund 

The fatal crashes described on these pages are all different, but they have one thing in 
common: Someone ran a red light. The circumstances of a particular crash may point to 

a deeper cause, so it's ternpting to seek a deeper solution. After all, we know that red 
means stop. We learned that long before we learned to drive. If people disobey red lights, 
or simply fail to see them, we assume there's a reason. lt must be because they drank too 
much or they're fidd ling with their cell phones or they're Inexperienced or reckless drivers. 

All Lhose th ings may be true, and many of the underlying causes can and should be ad­
dressed. But we can prevent many red light running crashes, regardless of the circumstances, 
by using cameras to enforce the law. The fact is that the threat of a ticket makes everyone 
drive more carefully. The data prove it. 

AMBER CORNEIT, 16 
BETHEL TOWNSHIP, OHIO 

On Nov. 22, 2008, Amber Cornett dutifully 
called her parents to tell them she was on 
her way home after spending the night at a 
friend's house and going out for breakfast. 
Cornett was belted in the front seat when 

the 2003 Chevrolet Cavalier her friend 
was driving was broadsided by a pickup 
truck at an intersection in rural Bethel 
Township in Clark County, Ohio. She was 
killed just 6 days before her 17°' birthday. 
Cornett's friend told police she thought 

she had a green light. The driver and the 
passenger of the other vehicle insisted their light was green. A third girl who was in 
the Cavalier's back seat and was injured in the crash couldn't recall approaching 
the intersection. Police were unable to determine fault and didn't file charges. 
"All we really got was no answers," says Mack Cornett, Amber's father. The 

daughter he lost was "every parent's dream," Cornett says. She was a good student 
and made friends easily. "I know she was looking forward to getting the chance to 
get out on her own." 

On tribute pages on the web, friends remember Amber's effervescent personality. 
They lament that she 'll never meet their new boyfriends and confide that they 

can't bear to delete her number from their cellphones. 
Mack Cornett has his own way of remembering: The 46-year-old machinist 
manager keeps in his Bible a picture of Amber with a big smile, taken the 
summer before she died. Cornett says he's disappointed that neither driver 
has reached out to say they're sorry. He would be inclined to forgive. 
"People run lights. I don't think the majority of people who run them 

mean to run them. They have distractions," he says . 
"How many times have you done something and you got away with it? 

You look down, you look at your watch, you turn the knob on the stereo, 
you laugh at a joke - you miss the light." 
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