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Cars on Camera
Red Light Camera Enforcement

Summary

The 2008-2009 Ventura County Grand Jury (Grand Jury) received several public
complaints concerning the proper application of automated intersection
enforcement cameras by law enforcement agencies within Ventura County
(County). As a result of these complaints, the Grand Jury opened an
investigation into the use of these cameras, commonly known as “red light
camera(s)” (RLC).

The Grand Jury found that the City of Oxnard (Oxnard) and the City of Ventura
(Ventura), utilize “red light cameras” to enforce traffic laws within their
jurisdictions. Both cities contract with the same vendor, USA Redflex Traffic
Systems, Inc. (Redflex), for system installation and support services. Both cities
process violations in similar ways and each has seen a decrease in accidents and
total red light violations throughout their cities since the deployment of their
respective “red light cameras.”

The Grand Jury reviewed documentation which showed that non-enforcement
remedies for red light violations, such as adjusting the yellow light intervals,
resulted in similar reductions in red light violations and front-into-side traffic
collisions.

The Grand Jury concluded that “red light cameras” are effective in enforcing
traffic law and in reducing collisions at city intersections. Both cities which
employ them have a limited financial interest in the number of tickets issued in
that they initially attempt to cover city costs only. Redflex has a financial
interest in the number of citations issued since the amount they are
compensated is derived from the fines received less City costs.

The Grand Jury also found that the detection of violations varies at different
intersections. One location having a high incident of violations was in Ventura, at
the intersection of California Street and Thompson Boulevard (California and
Thompson). This intersection was found to have a 25% shorter yellow light
interval compared with surrounding non-camera enforced intersections. The
Grand Jury concluded that this difference is a significant contributor to the
issuance of more red light citations at that intersection compared to other
intersections in the City.

The Grand Jury recommends that Oxnard and Ventura continue to use “red light
cameras” as an enhancement of traditional police enforcement to fulfill their
stated intent to increase safety for their citizens.

The Grand Jury also recommends that Ventura increase the yellow light interval
at California and Thompson to be at least equal to the surrounding intersections
and/or re-engineer the intersection to address the disproportionate number of
red light citations issued there.
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The Grand Jury also recommends that Oxnard and Ventura investigate traffic
engineering measures, in addition to the installation of “red light cameras” to
address the safety concerns of red light running.

Background

Driving through a red traffic light is an infraction of the law' and is a violation of
California Vehicle Code § 21453. Traditionally, enforcement of this code has
been by traffic enforcement officers employed by a local police agency.

Typical Red Light Camera installed in Ventura

RLCs have been used in Europe and Australia since the 1970s. RLC systems use
cameras® coupled with magnetic sensors in the pavement to record a driver’s
response to red traffic signals. Current RLCs take sequential digital photos and
short videos that record a vehicle’'s relative position in an intersection. The
photos document:

e the time of day
e the speed of the vehicle
e the location of the vehicle at the time the light changed

e the elapsed time between the changing of the light and the vehicle
crossing the intersection stop line

e the driver’s face
e the vehicle’s license plates

The images and data are reviewed by the camera contractor and approved by
the local police agency prior to the issuance of a citation. In California,

1 A violation occurs when a motorist enters an intersection after the signal light has turned red. Motorists
inadvertently in an intersection when the signal changes to red (waiting to turn left, for example) are not
considered red light runners.

2 A red light camera system is connected to the traffic signal and to sensors that monitor traffic flow at the
crosswalk or stop line. The system continuously monitors the traffic signal, and the camera is triggered by any
vehicle entering the intersection after the light has turned red.
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registered vehicle owners are notified only if the driver’'s image is clearly visible.
The notification lists the violation and the penalty being levied. The fine is set by
the State of California and currently stands at $435.

In 1995, the Federal Highway Administration began its “Stop Red-Light Running
Program” in response to studies which had identified red light running as a
leading cause of traffic accidents and injuries in the United States. This was a
multi-faceted program, one element of which was RLCs. Oxnard was an early
participant in this effort, instituting a pilot program which included RLCs in 1997.
The initial success of Oxnard’'s pilot project resulted in a published report
detailing the results of the program which have been cited extensively in
subsequent studies. Ventura followed in 2001, installing RLCs at intersections in
various locations within the City limits.

Oxnard and Ventura contract with Redflex, a “red light camera” vendor. This
vendor is a multi-national, for-profit corporation, with United States operations
headquartered in Scottsdale, Arizona.

Typically, intersections may be entered from a number of different directions.
These are known as approaches and not all approaches to an intersection are
observed using RLCs. Oxnard and Ventura currently employ RLCs at a combined
total of 26 intersections, where cameras either fully or partially observe the
approaches to the location.

The detection of red light running and subsequent issuance of citations is
dependent on several factors. For example, camera placement and
environmental conditions such as sun glare or dirty windshields can reduce the
ability of police agencies to identify a vehicle and occupant. Improperly timed
yellow traffic signaling lights or poorly designed intersections can inadvertently
cause normally good drivers to be cited.

Furthermore, the use of camera technology by law enforcement agencies has
been controversial among some members of the public. In the case of RLCs,
allegations have been made that police agencies view these cameras as a way to
maximize income to the city via traffic fines. Opponents of RLCs question the
validity of traffic safety claims. They allege that any gain in safety in front-into-
side impacts is offset by an increase in rear end accidents due to RLCs. Others
claim that RLC vendors have a vested interest in the number of tickets issued
and that there are other means to achieve the safety goals of RLCs.

Methodology

The Grand Jury reviewed the use of RLCs in Oxnard and Ventura and sought
answers to the allegations listed above. The Grand Jury conducted interviews
with police agencies which employ these technologies and performed physical
observations at selected intersections. During these physical observations, a
three person team of Grand Jurors, using stop watches, timed yellow light
intervals at RLC-enforced intersections in both cities. Other non-camera
intersections on the same streets were observed and timed as a comparison.
The Grand Jury also conducted extensive searches in the public domain for
studies of the effectiveness of camera technology and objections to its use.
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Findings
City of Oxnard

F-01.
F-02.
F-03.

F-04.

F-05.

F-06.

F-07.

F-08.

F-09.

F-10.

Oxnard began its RLC enforcement program in 1997.
Oxnard currently utilizes RLCs at eight intersections.

Oxnard Police Department (OPD) officials state that the sole intent of
RLC enforcement is to increase public safety by reducing traffic
collisions due to the running of red lights.

Oxnard contracts with Redflex to install and maintain RLC systems and
to review images and data which identify violations. A five-year contract
was approved in September 2008.

In 2001, the San Diego Superior Court ruled that fees paid on a
contingent basis, that is, by each citation issued, were not compliant
with the law. (CASE NO. 579275D People v. John Allen, et al.)

The contract between Oxnard and Redflex requires a fixed-fee payment
for RLC services at designated intersections, regardless of the number
of individual violations. Oxnard pays Redflex a flat rate for installation,
maintenance, and processing on a per-camera basis, depending on the
intersection served. (Att-01)

The contract between Oxnard and Redflex contains a cost neutrality
clause intended to ensure that the City will never be required to pay
Redflex more than actual receipts from traffic fines.

Schedule D from the RLC contract defines the flow of citation receipts.
(Att-01)

e initial receipts generated from citations are paid to cover the
City’s program operating costs

e receipts above City cost then flow to cover the fixed-fee, Redflex
invoice (in months with low citation receipts, Redflex does not
receive its full invoice amount)

e receipts above Redflex invoice amounts are retained by the City
or are used to pay outstanding payments to Redflex held over
from low receipt months

In Fiscal Year (EY) 2007-2008, OPD reported net income to the City
from RLCs of $91,284. OPD was unsure whether this amount was before
or after the deduction for internal program administration costs, and
whether other citation revenue from traditional traffic enforcement was
a portion of the amount. This represents 0.2% of the OPD budget in FY
2007-2008, which was $47,016,336. [Ref-01]

As of May 2009, OPD officials reported an accumulated balance owed to
Redflex of $13,938 due to months with low citation receipts.
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F-11.

F-12.

F-13.

F-14.

F-15.

F-16.

F-17.

Potential violations are reviewed and verified by an OPD officer who has
the sole discretion to either reject the violation or pass it forward for the
issuance of a citation.

OPD reported that from January 1, 2009 through March 31, 2009, 1,494
red light violations were detected by RLCs. After verification by OPD
officers, 1,019 citations were issued, 68% of the total detected.

Yellow light intervals are established by the State of California in
compliance with the Federal Highway Administration’s Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices, California Supplement, 2003 (MUTCD).
Intervals are based on approach speed toward an intersection. [Ref-02]

APPROACH SPEED YELLOW INTERVAL
mph kmih Seconds
25 orless 40 or less 3.0
30 a8 | 3.2 3
35 56 36
40 64 39 N
| a5 72 4.3
a0 4.7
i 55 89 50
60 ' Y 54
85 | 105 B8

MUTCD Yellow Light Interval Recommendations

OPD officials state that yellow light intervals in Oxnard are determined
using 85" percentile speed surveys. An 85" percentile speed survey
reflects actual use of roads and tends to result in recorded speeds that
exceed the posted maximum speed limit.

Yellow light intervals at nine selected Oxnard intersections controlled by
traffic signals were recorded by the Grand Jury to be 0.02 seconds
below to 0.35 seconds above the suggested interval as found in the
MUTCD for the posted speed limit on each street. (Att-02)

OPD does not approve RLC citations when drivers enter an intersection
within 0.03 seconds after the traffic signal turns red.

In 2001, the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety issued a report
detailing the results of a study on the effectiveness of RLCs in Oxnard.
Significant findings were: [Ref-03]

e 29% overall decrease in traffic collisions

e 32% reduction in front-into-side traffic collisions at RLC-enforced
intersections

e 68% reduction in front-into-side collisions involving injuries at
RLC-enforced intersections

e 32% reduction in red light violations citywide indicating collateral
compliance of traffic laws at non-camera intersections
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F-18.

In 2008, Oxnard evaluated 230 accidents over the prior three years at
RLC-enforced intersections. A total of 56 accidents (24%) were given a
primary collision factor of a rear-end impact with a portion of these
possibly due to RLCs.

RED LIGHT COLLISIONS: 2005 to October 2008

Photo Red Total Collisions Possibly Photo Red-Related
Light Intersections 2005-10/2008 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 10/2008
Wooley & Victoria 22 2 0 2 0
Rose & First ] N/A 0 0 0|
Fifth & Ventura 33 2 2 1 0 |
Gonzales & Ventura 22 0 0 2 0
Gonzales & Snow 33 0 0 2 0
Victoria & Channel Islands 15 1 0 { 0
 Saviers & Channel Islands 37 7 2 2 5
Rose & Gonzales 56 6 6 | 12 2
TOTALS 230 18 10 21 7

City of Oxnard: Red Light Collisions 2005-2008

City of Ventura

F-19.

F-20.
F-21.

F-22.

F-23.

F-24.

Ventura contracts with Redflex to install and maintain RLC systems and
to review images and data which identify violations. A five-year contract
was approved in November 2008. (Att-03)

As of 2009, Ventura employs RLCs at 18 intersections.

Ventura Police Department (VPD) officials state that the sole intent of
RLC enforcement is to increase public safety by reducing traffic
collisions due to the running of red lights.

The contract between Ventura and Redflex requires fixed-fee payment
for RLC services at designated intersections, regardless of the number
of individual violations. Ventura pays Redflex a flat rate for installation,
maintenance, and processing on a per camera basis, depending on the
intersection served. (Att-03)

The contract between Ventura and Redflex contains a cost neutrality
clause intended to ensure that the City will never be required to pay
Redflex more than actual receipts from traffic fines.

Schedule D from the RLC contract defines the flow of citation income
(Att-03)
e initial receipts generated from citations are paid to cover the
City’'s program operating costs
e receipts above city costs then flow to cover the fixed-fee Redflex
invoice (in months with low citation receipts, Redflex does not
receive its full invoice amount)
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e receipts above fixed Redflex invoice amounts are retained by the
City or are used to pay outstanding payments to Redflex held
over from low receipt months

F-25. In FY 2007-2008, VPD reported no net income to the City from RLC
enforcement above cost recovery.

F-26. Potential violations are reviewed and verified by a VPD officer who has
the sole discretion to either reject the violation or pass it forward for the
issuance of a citation.

F-27. In a City Administrative Report dated March 4, 2009, Ventura reported:

e a decrease in traffic collisions at intersections citywide; in 2000,
there were 132 collisions at intersections and in 2007 there were
a total of 40

e Ventura's RLC-enforced intersections saw a decrease in collisions
from ten incidents to one in the same time period

e 14,459 red light citations were issued in 2002; in 2007, there
were 9,816 citations, a 32% decrease in the number of ticketed
red light violations citywide

F-28. VPD stated that the intersection at California and Thompson was
equipped with RLCs in 2007 in response to accident and violation
studies at the intersection.
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Intersection at California and Thompson, City of Ventura

F-29. Ventura city officials state that current vehicle volume at north-bound
California and Thompson is 10,000 vehicles per day. Vehicle volume at
west-bound Main Street at Mills Road is 62,000 vehicles per day.
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F-30.

F-31.

F-32.

F-33.

F-34.

F-35.

F-36.

In the period from December 1, 2008 until February 28, 2009, VPD
reported:

e 4,328 violations detected by RLCs; after verification by VPD
officers, 2,148 citations were issued, amounting to 49% of the
total detected

e RLC enforcement at California and Thompson detected 1,391
violations; after verification by VPD officers, 825 citations (59%)
were issued

e RLC enforcement at Main Street and Mills Road detected 64
violations; after verification by VPD officers, 49 citations (77%)
were issued

e the average number of citations issued at all RLC-enforced
intersections in Ventura was 78, exclusive of California and

Thompson
Detected Citations Traffic Tickets/100
Intersection Violations Issued % Volume Cars
California and
Thompson 1,391 825 59.3% | 10,000 8.25
Mills and Main 64 49 76.6% | 62,000 0.079

Ventura policy states that yellow light intervals in Ventura are
determined using 85" percentile speed surveys. An 85" percentile
speed survey reflects actual speeds used on roads and tends to result in
recorded speeds that exceed the posted maximum speed limit.

Ventura officials state that yellow light intervals are set using the
suggested interval found in the MUTCD table 4D-102 based on the 85"
percentile speed of the street. (See also F-13) [Ref-02]

Exclusive of California and Thompson, yellow light intervals at twelve
selected Ventura intersections controlled by traffic signals were
observed by the Grand Jury to be at least 0.13 seconds higher than the
MUTCD minimum for the posted speed limit on each street. (Att-04)

The yellow light phasing at California and Thompson was found by the
Grand Jury to be 3.00 seconds, the MUTCD minimum for streets posted
at 25 MPH speed limit. (Att-04)

California Street has three traffic signal-controlled intersections. The
Grand Jury observed that the yellow light interval at the north and
south approaches to California and Thompson had the shortest duration,
one full second shorter than other yellow light intervals at intersections
on the same street having the same posted speed limit. (Att-04)

When traveling east or west bound on Thompson Boulevard, the
surrounding traffic signals have recorded yellow light intervals of at
least 0.38 seconds higher than the MUTCD minimum for the posted
speed limit.
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F-37.

F-38.

F-39.

F-40.

The Federal Highway Administration states, “Therefore, the likelihood of
a motorist running a red light increases as the yellow interval is
shortened. Lengthening the vyellow interval, within appropriate
guidelines, has been shown to significantly reduce the number of
inadvertent red light violations.” [Ref-03]

The Federal Highway Administration and the Institute of Transportation
Engineers also state that the solution to the red light running problem
requires a combination of measures including education, enforcement,
and engineering. [Ref-04]

The City of Santa Clarita has posted signs which alert the public near
RLC-enforced intersections containing the dollar amount of the fine for
red light violations.

Minimum Fine sighage in the City of Santa Clarita

Signage alerting drivers of RLC enforcement in Oxnard and Ventura
complies with the minimum signage required as found in the MUTCD.
The signage, however, does not indicate the amount of the fines
imposed for red light violations.

Conclusions

C-01.

C-02.

C-03.

C-04.

RLCs are effective in enforcing traffic laws related to the running of red
lights at intersections and in reducing the number of red light violations
in Oxnard and Ventura. (F-12, F-17, F-27)

RLC enforcement has been effective in reducing the total number of
traffic collisions at RLC-enforced intersections, even considering a
possible increase in rear-end accidents. (F-03, F-17, F-18, F-21, F-27)

Although there is a possibility of net income from RLC-enforced
intersections, the revenue to Oxnard and Ventura has been, at best, a
very minor percentage of total police budgets.
(F-06 through F-10, F-23 through F-25)

Oxnard and Ventura have contract provisions which require cost
neutrality and fixed fee payments to Redflex regardless of the number
of tickets issued. These provisions reduce the incentive on the part of
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C-05.

C-06.

C-07.

C-08.

the Cities to artificially increase citations beyond covering initial City
cost to administer the program. (F-06 through F-08, F-22 through F-24)

Redflex has an interest in the number of citations issued at an
intersection, since it receives proceeds only after intersections have
produced sufficient violation receipts to cover city costs.
(F-06 through F-08, F-22 through F-24)

Redflex’s control of receipts is limited, since both cities’ police
departments retain sole discretion on the number of violations which
are reviewed and approved prior to a citation being issued.
(F-11, F-12, F-26, F-30)

Shorter yellow light intervals and intersection traffic design play a role
in the increase in red light violations at RLC-enforced intersections. At
least one intersection in Ventura, California and Thompson,
disadvantages drivers by using yellow light intervals that are shorter
than adjacent intersections. (F-28 through F-38)

The addition of the current minimum dollar amount of a violation on
signs alerting the public of RLC-enforced intersections would help
educate the public on the penalties for violations and further increase
safety at intersections. (F-38 through F-40)

Recommendations

R-01. The City of Ventura should increase the yellow light interval at California
and Thompson to be at least equal to that of the surrounding
intersections. (C-07)

R-02. The City of Ventura should re-engineer the intersection at California and
Thompson addressing public safety concerns and the disproportionate
number of RLC citations issued at that location. (C-07)

R-03. The Cities of Oxnard and Ventura should emphasize traffic engineering
as a means to mitigate the public safety concerns of red light violations,
in addition to the installation of automated RLC enforcement.
(C-07, C-08)

R-04. The Cities of Oxnard and Ventura should continue to address public
safety concerns with the use of RLCs as an enhancement to traditional
enforcement of red light violations by wuniformed police officers.
(C-01, C-02)

R-05. The Cities of Oxnard and Ventura should add the minimum dollar
amount of the fine to signage alerting the public at RLC-enforced
intersections. (C-08)

Responses

Responses Required From:

City Council, City of Ventura (R-01 through R-05)
City Council, City of Oxnard (R-03 through R-05)

10
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Attachment-01

“Exhibit D” Compensation & Pricin g, Contract between City of Oxnard
and Redflex Traffic Systems, Inc., pages 25, 26
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EXHIBIT "D

COMPENEATHON & PRICING

Fixed Fee
Commenging on the execution of his apreement Cigtomer shall be ablipated o pay
Redflex a fixed fee for cach Fxisting Designated Intersection;

Tier I Fixed Fee of $1,000 per month for the following approgches:

Cranzndes Road and Vemura Rond
Rose and (ranzales {2 approsches)
Vertura Read and Fiftly Wesiboam!
Viclorio and Chaneel |slasds
Yicloru ond W. Wooley Road

Mot~ Whare dmprovemenns or aodiffomad Toses (rleln twems) are added the Urersectian
will awtrenmtically reverd i Tier 2 Fived e,

Ther 2: Fined Fe of 34900 per munth for ihe fodlowing aporoaches

Cienzales Fead ned Snew Svenoe, Westhounsd
Raose znd First, Morlboand

Saviers and Chamne] Island (2 approaches)
Ventura Rosd and Fifth, Fuastbound

Tier 3; Mew approaches:

Al the expiration of the Wiming Penod for each Despmaled Intersesction Approsch,
Customer shall be abligated 1w pay Rediles o fixed fee of 20000000 per momh for each
Desipnaded Intersection Approsch (“Fised Feehos full remuneration Tor peforming all
of the services contemplated in this Agroement,

Phuto Railway Crossing Photo Enforcement [optivnnl )

The Customer will be Lable g pay Bedilex o Ml foe of 56,070 per svsiem per
momth for Photo Railway Crossing Enfoscement Sygiems

Operatins Cost Deducti

The Customer's program operating costs have been established or $300 per calendar
month, per System (Le. the present operuring costs of 1] sysems s 85,5001 The
Customer will retain the firs S500 revenue per sysiem each moneh befire pavments af
imvoices ane made i Redflex. For Example;
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EXHIBIT “D™
COMPEMEATION & PRICING, cont'd

Revenue s Uity for month - 830,500
Deduct Operating Cozt - 35,500 {11 systems o1 $500 per svstem)
Balance - 325000

Red e Inviodee for month - £30.500
Paymmeit o Risd Mex = B25,000

Remainder of oustanding bulmes carnied forward under Cost Keatrality provisions

Cost Nealeality
Cost nevtrality is assured to Customer - Customer will rever be reguired o pay
Redibex mone than actunl cash received,
The Custamer agrees lo pey Hedilex within thiny {30 days afier the Invobee is
received. Customer shall be obligated 1o pay (he cumulative halamoe mvoiced by
Redilex, in accordonce with terms set forh abeve, o the exienl of gross. cash
received by the Costomer from automated ved Haht vielations, less Operating
Cost a5 outlined above. In the event that o halunee remmine unpaid due to o
deficit in gross cash received by the Customer compared to inveiced smounis,
Customer will provide to Redflex with each monthly pavment, an accounting
of such gross receipis aupparting the amount withhebd,
L Payment will only be made by Customer up 1o the amount of cash recebved
by Customier through the collection of red light andfor Railway Crossing citation up
b thee wmsumd currently dise.
2, Customer to open specinl revenue account and pavments fo Redflex will
come anly fromm the available balance in that aceount up 1o the amount curmently
dise, including any unpaid prios ivvoiced amoeants,
3 Cost seutralily will be reconiled end any necessary sdjustunens mnde at
this end of the contrmict,
A, Cost neutmlity is pusmiieed except as follows:

o [f police @il 1o approve vielatiens by the doe daie

#  If sysrenss are de-activasled die to Cusiomeer requiiremient

# [T collections are not reasorably pursucd

# [l extreme clrcumstances bavond the control of Redfles canse the shortage
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Attachment-02

Grand Jury-Observed Yellow Lig ht Intervals: Oxnard and Ventura
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Watch | Watch | Watch
Approach to #1 #2 #3 Time | MUTCD | Notes
Group #1
Rose at
Gonzales South Bound 4.47 4.35 4.34 4.39 4.3 45 MPH Posted
South Left
Arrow 4.25 4.35 4.20 4.27
South Right
Arrow 2.87 3.00 3.03 2.97
Lockwood 1st Traffic Light
at Rose South Bound 4.56 4.63 4.55 4.58 4.3 North
2.90 3.10 3.64
Chavez at 1st Traffic Light
Rose North 4.31 4.29 4.25 4.28 4.3 South
Group #2
Gonzales
at Ventura
Bl East Bound 4.68 4.60 4.66 4.65 4.3 45 MPH Posted
East Left Arrow 3.00 3.03 3.00 3.01
Lantana at
Gonzales West Bound 4.56 454 4.48 4,53 4.3 1st Traffic Light East
Gallatin at 1st Traffic Light
Gonzales East Bound 4.40 4.56 4.40 4.45 4.3 West
Group #3
Gonzales
at Snow West Bound 4.62 4.63 4.53 4.59 4.3 45 MPH Posted
West Left Arrow 2.87 3.00 2.94 2.94
Gonzales 1st Traffic Light
at Entrada East Bound 4.56 4.50 4.58 4.55 4.3 West
East Left Arrow 2.66 3.86 3.19 3.53 #1 not counted
Snow at
Gonzales South Bound 3.06 2.91 2.99 3.0 25 MPH Posted
Group #4
Mills At
Telegraph North Bound 3.85 3.71 3.88 3.81 3.6 35 MPH Posted
North Left
Arrow 3.50 3.47 3.52 3.50
North Right
Arrow 3.41 3.47 3.47 3.45
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Watch | Watch | Watch
Approach to #1 #2 #3 Time | MUTCD | Notes
Mills at
Costal 1st Traffic Light
View North Bound 4.00 3.97 3.97 3.98 3.6 South
Loma Vista
At Mills West Left Arrow 2.99 3.06 2.98 3.01 N/A 35 MPH Posted
Group #5
Victoria at
Moon South Bound 4.31 4.19 4.15 4.22 3.9 40 MPH N of Moon
South Left
Arrow 3.54 3.50 4.00 3.68 3.6 35 MPH S of Moon
Victoria at 1st Traffic Light
Cirvocet South Bound 4.06 4.07 3.96 4.03 3.9 North
South Left
Arrow 2.97 3.00 3.00 2.99
Victoria at 1st Traffic Light
Ventura South Bound 4.75 4.88 4.56 4,73 3.6 South
South Left
Arrow 3.87 4.03 4.05 3.98
Group #6
Telegraph
at Victoria East Bound 5.03 5.00 5.17 5.07 3.9 40 MPH Posted
East Left Arrow 3.34 3.53 3.10 3.32
Telegraph 1st Traffic Light
at Saratoga | East Bound 4.87 4.72 4.69 4.76 3.9 West
Telegraph
at Lark West Bound 5.01 4.91 4.80 4.91 3.9 1st Traffic Light East
West Let Arrow 2.87 3.03 2.90 2.93
Group #7
California
at
Thompson | North Bound 2.97 3.07 2.94 2.99 3.0 25 MPH Posted
North Left
Arrow 3.03 2.97 2.95 2.98
California
at Santa 1st Traffic Light
Clara South Bound 4.00 3.94 4.03 3.99 3.0 North
California 2nd Traffic Light
at Main South Bound 3.90 3.85 3.84 3.86 3.0 North
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Attachment-03

“Exhibit D” Compensation & Pricing, Contract between City of Ventura

and Redflex Traffic Systems,

Inc., pages 4 through 6
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EXHIBIT "D
COMPENSATION & PRICING

TERMS
Fixed Fee

Commencing oo the exscutxon of the fourth amendment 1o the agresment Customer shall
be abfigated io pay Redfiex a fixed fee for each Existing Designated Intersection:

Tier |: Fixed Fee of $1500 per month fir gach of the following cightemn {15}
mpproachics:

Johieson ond Brissel, Wesibound

blain arad Temwn Grove, Easthound

Wamn and Mills, Southboursd

Mlills are Dean, Southbound

Mills and Telegraph, Northbound
Thermpsan and Seawand, Northbourid
Victora and Moon, Sosibhouns
Victoria aml Olivas Park, Northbaurul
Yietoria aml Ralston, Nortlsbeand
Victaria and Telegraph, Mesthbound
Victoria and Telephone, Soutithound
Wichorin and Yalentine, MNarihbound
alifoenia Street and Thompson Blvd, Northbousd
Victaria and Telephone, Eastbound
Telegraph and Day, Westhound

Plin nnd 101, Westhound

Johnsom and Northbark, Southboand
Foatkill amd Victoria, Westhousd

Note: Where improvements or addinomal lames (right hires) are added the imfersection
will aiamaticalty revert 1o Tier 2 Fived Fer

2 Wew

At the expiration of the Waming Period for cach Designated Intersection Approach,
Cusiomer shall be chligated to pay Redtlex o fixed fee of 36300.00 per memth for each
Dessgraatad Intersection Approach (“Fixed Fee™) ag full remuneration for perfarnsing atl

of the services contemipintad in this Agreesent.

ra G
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Custpmer Operating Codis

Any prows vash receipts received by the Customer from Ventura County through the
collection of red Hight «itations shall first be spplind b the Customier’s monihly program
opemniimg costs {“Customer Operating Costs™) which bas beéen established s §17.300 per
month, [ order o ensure cost neutrality to the Costomer, Custimer will cnly be obliged
to pay RedBex from the gross cash receipts received from Ventura County after first
deducting Cosomer Operating Costs, [n the event that balonce remaing unpaid due to 2
defigit in gross cash received by the Customer compared o the nvoiced amoutsl,
Cuslomer will peovide Bedflex, with paymenis, an scconting of such mmoants
sapporting non pavment of full invoiced amount and balance rempiring.

Example

Monsh |

Groas Revenue 1o City for month Bt 500
s Operating Cost 517,500
Balance K27 )
Redflex Imvoice for month 32 M0
Payment to Redtlex 127,000

Check o Redflex for 527,000 with acooaniing #5 nbove  Remaiming balonee of §5 40
carmisd forwiard under Cost Meutmlity provisions

Adomih 2

Cirnss Revenue b City for monih E56HK
Legs Cusiomer Operating Crost 517500
Balance 538,500
Roedibex Inveboe moaih 2 32400
Balamnes unpaid month | %5400

Total Chatstanding AT RO
Payment o Redibex E37.R0p

Chieck o Redilex for $17.800 with accouniing az above. Mo Remaining halance of bo
camry fopward this monih under Cost Meutrality provisions,

Cost Neurralliy

I Cast pesiirality iz assured to Cesiomer - Customer will ngver be reguired 1o
puy Redflex more than scual cash recesved froim astoemated red light vislntions.

i The Customer agrees to pay Redflex within thirty (30} doys alber the mvowe

is recetved, Cistomer slall ke ohligated o pay e cumlaive balasoe invoiced by
Reclilex, in sceordunce with fenms st forth above, to the extent of gross cash

4
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peceived by the Customer from automated red light violations. In the avent that @
baksnee remaing unpaid due to o deficit i gross cash received by the Custonsor
compared w0 involced amounts, Customer will provide to Redfiex with cach
monthly pavment, an scooanting of such gres recetpts supporting the smount
withkseld

L Pavenent will ondy be made by Customer up to the ameant of cash received
by Customer throwgh the collection of ped Hght citations (from automated ved light
viedatiomsh up 4o the mmoant currently due.

d, ot mentrality will be reconciled and any nocessary adjustments made at
thi cod of the cantract, 1n the event thet the contraol énds or is ferminated and an
imvoiced balance is sl owed to Redflex, all subsequent receipts from automated
red light violaisons for o period of 12 months from date of termination will be
applied to such balimee and paid in Redfiex, which shall fully satisfy Customer's
pavinent ohligations ursder the cotroc

K Cosl neutraliny 15 posrantced excepd as follows:

s [ palice fail w approve violstons by the due dabe, in good fith end doe
dalkpemon,
If systems ane de-gctivaled dus fo Castomer requeremenl.
If codlections are not reasonahly pursaed, waless despite attempts by the
city 4o encoarage collections by the eourts the cousts fasl i pursie
ool lectioms.

s The city fails to enfomes right tum violstions (from aubomated red Tight
viokstions), in good fuith and doe diligence, if and when systems are
configared for this purpose as mutsily agresd hetween Redflex and the City.

BUSINESS ASSUMPTIONS FOR ALL PRICING OFTIONS:
1, Redilex comstruction will be able to utilize existing condwit for installation where

space is availoble, Cost for sdditiennl conduit shall be the sole respansibility of
Rediben.

e

Fach vear, commencing May 1, 2009, and every vear thereafter, the Fixesd Fee andl
customer’s Operating Cost will increase by the Comsumer price Index. (CPIT) 24
published by the Burem of Labor Statissics for the United States Department of
Labar, or 4%, whichever is grester. If the P1 is discontinued or revised dunng the
term, such ather government imtends or computation with which it is replaced shall he
eed in order o obiain sshstantially the same resolt as would be obtzined if the CF
hid not be dizcoitinued or revised.  Any increase i the Fixed Fee snd Cusomes
Operating Cust shall be limited by this paragraph

1 Redflex will nol charpe the customer for any lime the system s not operational
idefined as » materal makfunction comsing no vilations o be captured) in excesa of

Ay Do TR
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Attachment-04

Grand Jury-Observed Yellow Light Intervals: City of Ventura
I ntersection at California and Thompson
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Watch | Watch | Watch
Location Approach to #1 #2 #3 Time | MUTCD Notes
10:45 AM
4-24-09 Observation
Intersection #1
Thompson at
Chestnut West Bound #1 3.97 3.97 3.97 3.97 3.6 35 MPH Posted
1st Traffic Light
West Bound #2 4,12 4.16 4.20 4.16 East
Intersection #2
Thompson at 2nd Traffic Light
Kalorama West Bound #1 3.85 4.03 3.84 3.91 3.6 East
West Bound #2 3.97 4.06 4.03 4.02 35 MPH Posted
Intersection #3
Thompson at 1st Traffic Light
Oak East Bound #1 4.00 3.97 3.87 3.95 3.2 West
East Bound #2 4.06 3.94 3.96 3.99 30 MPH posted
Intersection #4
Thompson at 2nd Traffic Light
Figueroa East Bound #1 4.10 3.90 3.97 3.99 3.2 West
East Bound #2 4.03 3.93 3.91 3.96 30 MPH posted
Intersection #5
California at 1st Traffic Light
Santa Clara South Bound #1 3.87 4.00 3.91 3.93 3.0 North
South Bound #2 4.03 3.94 3.90 3.96 25 MPH
Intersection #6
California at 2nd Traffic Light
Main South Bound #1 4.09 3.91 4.06 4.02 3.0 North
South Bound #2 4.19 4.00 3.85 4.01 25 MPH
Intersection #7
California at
Thompson North Bound #1 3.00 3.00 3.03 3.01 3.0 25 MPH
North Bound #2 3.09 2.97 2.93 3.00
North Left Arrow
#1 2.97 3.07 3.05 3.03
North Left Arrow
#2 3.09 3.04 3.07 3.07
California at
Thompson South Bound #1 3.03 2.96 3.06 3.02 3.0 25 MPH
South Bound #2 3.02 3.00 2.94 2.99
South Left
Arrow #1 3.12 2.94 3.00 3.02
South Left
Arrow #2 3.07 3.07 2.84 2.99
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