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To the Mayor Members of the City CoungiCity Clerk, City Treasurerand residents of the City
of Chicago

At the request of the Mayor and the City Council, the Office of Inspector General (OIG) has
completed a review of the City of Chicago Radht Camera (RLCprogram. The requests for
review were made in response to unexplaiaeomaliesn redlight citation countsidentified by

the Chicago Tribuné

OIGO seviewfocusedort he Ci tyd6s manage meWetgpeafitlywdrked RLC p
to determinehow anomalies such as those publicly identifiedvent either unnoticed or
unaddressedWe also soughto respond topubl i ¢ concerns about t he
willingness to identify and address anomalies in the future.

The attabedreportsummarizes relevant details of current and historical RLC program contracts
and explains how the program operates through its various veiwerfiope this efforaids
public understanding of the parameters and procedures of the program.

Overdbour review revealed that the Cityds manag«¢
fundamentallydeficient. The City did not ensure that Redflex was meeting all of its contractual
obligations regarding routine maintenance and monitoring of the progmaaddition, monthly

reviews of RLC system performand®y the City and Redflexfailed to identify and timely
addreswiolation count anomalies andid not examine trends in RLC violations over tirSeich
analysiswould have allowed the City to programnaally assess whether camera systems were
functioning according to specification&s OIG noted in its May 2013 RLC Audisuch trend

analysis is also important for determining if the programachieving its public safety
objectives®

This reportalsosunmar i z es C D Oab foghechuses dihenagosnaliesat the twelve
intersections noted by tl@&hicago TribuneAlthough CDOT was responsible for performing the

anal ysis of enf orcement anomal i es, Ol G revi ey
were consistent with source documentation and available recardstdthe City has been able

to identify and demonstratthe likely causes ohnomaliesat only three intersectionslowever,

'David Kidwell, AfRed | ight c amer &kicagb drdbung Julp 18s20Md s f or
accessed Augst 20, 2014 http://www.chicagotribune.com/newsfedlight-cameraticket-spikesmet20140717
story.html#page=1

2 ARedLight Camera Installation Audit © City of Chicago Oof fice of Il nspe
http://chicagoinspectorgeneral.orghgpntent/uploads/2013/05/R&dght-CameraAudit-Finall.pdf
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the absence of full historical program recoeshsl datamakesconclusive identification of the
causes of past spikdgficult.

Our review further concluded that CDOT has and continues to take significant steps to improve
program management since operations transitioned from Redflex to Xerox, which assumed sole
resmnsi bility for the operation of the Cityods
CDOT, Xerox provideshe Citywith a report twice a week containing trends for each individual
camera system. Meetings between CDOT, Xerox, and other relevant Catfrdepts are more
frequentthan with Redflex,and access to data is easier. CDOT also stated thaththey
develoged and implementedn early warning system that will flag unusual patterns in violation
counts in near redime.

In its response, CDOTommits to a number of positive actions, including a detailed annual
report Because the transition to Xerox is a recent eveisttoo soon for OIG to complete a full

audit of CDOD s ¢ pnograennmtanagement. Howery OIG encourages CDOT to follow
through on these improvementstafsparent and attentive program management is critical to
restoring the publicds tr RICtproggamd meeting the

We thank CDOT, the Department of Finance, and the Department of Administrative Hearings
for their cooperation in this review. We would also like to thank staff from Redflex, Xerox, and
IBM for providing documentation and assisting our office in understanding the RLC program.

Respectfully,

e

\ 5

Joseph M. Ferguson
Inspector General
City of Chicago

Website:www.chicagoinspectorgeneral.org Hotline: 866IG-TIPLINE (866-4484754)
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l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On July 18, 2014, theChicago Tribunepu bl i shed a report detailin
number ofviolations capturedby redlight cameras (RL€) at someintersectionsn Chicago®

According to theTribunereport, Chicago Department of Transportation (CDOT) officials were
unaware of these anomalies until notifiedTabunereportersand CDOT could natxplainthe

anomalies. Théelribune report concluded thalthe deviatios i n Chi cag @84 net w
cameras were caused by fault’h equipment, huma

At the request of the Mayor amdembers othe City Council, he Office of Inspector General
(OIG) reviewedtheCi t y 06 progRInt@ betterassesshe program generallynd theissues
identified by theChicago Tribuneeportin particular’

In order to provide a rapid response to both constituent requests and public concerns raised by
the Tribune report, OIG conducted a limited scope review rather than a comprehensive audit,
which would have required additional months of document and data collection, review and
analysis. Our conclusions are therefore limited to the evidence we were able to otteanify

in this short timeframe. In addition, OIG did not review thadidity of individual violations
captured during the enforcement anomakelsich was the focus of a separate revibe City
conductedvith the assistance afcontractor retained fahat purposeRat h e r goalswer& 6 s

to,

1 determinethe contract parameters awmldcumenthistorical management of the RLC
program

1 ensure that the systewas andis operating pursuantto the applicable contract
provisions and

1 ascertain ifCDOT is equipped tddentify and expeditiously addresisketing anomalies
and other problemis the future

Ol Gb6s r eviteatlC DrOeTWesa Imeach a g e me nt  asfopetatbdebReRflex pr og
Traffic Systems, Incwas insufficient to identify and resolve thgesof issues identified in the
Tribunereport Specifically, CDOT failed to request and review reports from Redflex that may

have revealed enforcement anomakesthey occurre@nd failed to enforce the terms of its

contract with Redflex, which reqeid Redflex toevaluate data and identify amyomalies in

RLC systemactivity.®

!bDavid Kidwell, ARed | ight c amer &kicagb drthung Julp 18s20Md s f or
accessed August 20, 201MHttp://www.chicagotribune.com/newsfiedlight-cameraticket-spikesmet20140717
story.html#page=1

‘“David Kidwell, ARed | i ghtseaamrdr @bicaygtk Edusg by 18Bs20Mds f or
accessed August 20, 201MHttp://www.chicagotribune.com/newsfedlight-cameraticket-spikesmet20140717
story.html#page=1

®> See Appendix A for City Council letter to OIG requesting review.

®The term ARLC systemd refers to all of the equi pmen
intersection. Most RLC intersections have (Rlsystems installed at two approaches (e.g., northbound and
eastbound).
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Under its new contract with Xero®tate & Local Solutions, IncCDOT has taken steps to
improvet h e De p &RLA codract asnagemenOIG encourages CDOT to proactively
monitor the program and address issues, includmganomaliesas they arise.

RLC program informatiorOIG reviewed did not contain evidendkat theCity or Redflex
manipulated thdRLC programwith the intentionof improperly increasng redlight violations,
althoughdue tomissing Redflex maintenance records OlG@ldonot conclusively dismiss this
possibility.

During the cour, €ROT adéntifi€likey moximatevausesmothree of the

twelve intersections specificallyamed in theTribunereport O G r evi ewed CDOTOSs
regardingtheselocations and found them consistent with source documentation and available
records Specifically, CDOT found:

1 Atthe intersection 019" and Halsted, the trigger speed for therapchdroppedfrom
15 mph toas low as5 mphfor a period of approximately Weeksin 2011. This drop
resulted in 1,618 additionalitationsthat would not have been issued had the trigger
speed remained at 15 mph.

1 At the Kimball-Lincoln-McCormick intersection the detector in the right turn lane was
largelynonf uncti onal for several year sfribunEhe A sy
were thebrief period® usually only a few days or a wekkvhen the detector in the
right lane wasfunctional Sine Xerox took over operation of the program, the daily
violation couns have been generallgonsistent withthoseint he fAspi kedo peri o
suggests that thenomalougperiods were the only tirsethe systentaptured events in
this lane OIG estimates #t thebrokensystemmay havefailed to identify as many as
45,444 violations over a foranda-half year period.

1 For the HalstedrullertonLincoln intersection, which experienced a tday
enforcement anomaly on Augu8tand 3, 2012pne of thetraffic sgnal poles at the
location was damagddte on August 1 oearlyon August 2, 2012, and, as a result, the
traffic signals mounted on that pole were reported as not being visible to drivers the next
day. The end of the twaay enforcement anomaly appear® coi nci de wi th
August 3 repair of the damaged pole asdffected RLC system captured @®lations
on August 3 prior to the c¢ obhyolatonh afterrthe o f CD
repairs.CDOT stated that the increase in RLC violationshat intersection may have
resulted from inattentive drivers ignoring the dhilhctional traffic signal and driving
through the intersection during a red phase.

OIG notes thalCDOT has thus far beennable to identify dikely proximate cause for the
enforcement anomalies at the other nine intersectiorsignificant part because CDOT and
Redflex failed to identify the anomalies in a timely fashion and, as a result, C@&dnable to
obtainand analyzeelevant data, includinthe complete saif Redflex maintenance datéor the

" For the purposes of this report, the wddolationd refers to the act of operating a vehicle in violation of
Municipal Codeof Chicago§ 9-8-020(c) and§ 9-16-030(c) The wordficitationd refers specifically to the notice
sent to drivers with evidence of a violation.
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relevant locationsGiven the passage of time and the unavailability of that data, it is possible that
the proximate causes fotherenforcement anomaliesaynever be identified.

This report provides background on the RLfgram and its vendors descriptionof the
specific causef enforcement anomalieslentified by CDOT,OIG conclusions regarding
CDOT©®6s management o and detailed ORSLsGggeptions dor sBnproving
managementf the program.
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I. BACKGROUND

A. City of Chicago Red-Light Camera Program

On July 9, 2003, the Chicago City Coungilacted an ordinanceodified as Municipal Code of
Chicago(MCC) 8§ 9102, authorizing the use ®RLCsf or aut omated en$or ce me
redHlight traffic laws? Thepreamble to the enablimgr di nance stated that ft
of Chicago are charged with safeguarding thi
appropriate to implement a pmagn to utilize an automatic rdjht enforcement system at
intersections witmt he Ti ty. o

The Chicago Department of Transportation (CD®®je responsibity for the managemenof

the RLC program when it began in 2003. In January 2006, the City Council amended the
enabling ordinance to transfer responsibilifpr the program to the Office of Emergency
Management and Communications (OEM8Y. further amendment enacted in January 2010,
the City Council returnedasponsibility for program management to CDT.

Under ths program vendors instalRLC systemswhich include a camera, a computer, and any
necessary detection equipmeat, intersections throughout the Citlgat capture videp still
images and corresponding data gbtential red-light violations. According to CDOT, RLC
system placement igurportedlybased on crash data reflecting comparatively dangessis
light intersectios, though a 2013 OIG audit could not substantiate this cl@ino stages of
vendor reviewevaluate he information captured by theRLC systemsto determineif it
establisheghat a violation occurred.If both levels ofreviewers determine that a violatioind
occur, the City issues aitationto the registered owner of the offending vehisiehicle owners
who receive a&itation can contest theitation by mail or through an kperson hearing with the
Department of Administrative HearingSQAH).

From the start of theorogram inNovember2003 through Septembe80, 2014 the City has
issued5.0 million RLC citations thathave generatedover $520 million in revenue' The
following graph illustrateghe total number of violationsprogramwide as well as the total
number ofRLC systems installed.

8 City of Chicago, Journal of the Proceedings of the City Council, July 9, 2003, a3#%3sed September 15, 2014
http://docs.chicityclerk.com/journal/2003/july09/july09 part3 03optimize.pdf

° City of Chicago, Journal of the Proceedings of the City Council, July 9, 2003, a3#3sed September 15, 2014
http://docs.chicityclerk.com/journal/2003/july09/july09 part3 03optimize.pdf

10 Although some of the enforcement anomalies descrinedi hi s report occurred during
the progr am, this report refers to CDOT&s program manze
for the program during OEMCO6s managemendsomany eftie over t
responsible parties were the same across both departments. In addition, CDOT is currently responsible for the
program and is positioned to address any issues identified within the program.

1 The Department of Finance provided OIG with data detailotgl revenue(including paid violations, fines,

penalties, and collection cosfsy each RLOntersectiorby monthfrom the start of the prograthrough September

11, 2014 Data is presented by date the citation was issued, not date of payntents dat a can be four
website ahttp://chicagoinspectorgeneral.org/?attachment id=6096
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Total RLC Citations Issued Programwide by Month
November 2003 through September 2014
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Source: DOF and CDOT
B. RLC Program Vendors and Responsibilities

1. Redflex Traffic Systems, Inc.

Redflexoper at ed t h program fitom @003 t&R ROC3 pursuant to three separate
contracts The City and Redflex enteréuto the first contract P.O. 3220 on October 22, 2003

for a term of twoyears which the City later extended to October 2008February2008, the

City entered into two subsequent agreements with Redffee®. 18031, which covered
maintenance and support for existing RLC systems purchased under P.Car82P00. 16396,

which covered installation, maintenance, and support for new RLOsyslehese agreements

ext ende d opRratdriofl the RIECsystemshrough January 2013, but did not materially
alter Redfl exds obligati on slintal thelCity pdideRedflex o per
$126 million to operate the RLC programeo\0 years.

Under the Redflex agreements, the City purchased and owned the RLC equipment, rather than
leasng it, andthe Citywasthereforeresponsible for nomoutine maintenance, including repairs
following knockdowns or vandalisii. Redflex was responsible foRLC system installation

2I'n this report, the term ARedflex equipmentd means RL
by Redflex.
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contractspecified routine maintenance, and support servicéarsuant to the contractsutine
maintenancavas toconsist of a monthly check of eaBh.C system which included a check of

system hardware andoftware. Redf | ex 0's contracts al so requi
Operational Systems Cheok whi ¢ h i nc | undaatdmatgdepor foracadhRLG a
system and evalwuating fAthe daily activity of
deternine if there are any anomalies on the data provitietleither the contract nor program
materials provide a definition for what constitissn anomaly.

Per itscontractswith the CityyRe df | e x 6 s ¢ 0 mptiedhts ctationwinmewardotal n ot
revenue Rather, Redflex received paymesaiely for the installation of each systemmonthly

fees to perform routine maintenance and operational suppod payments for any ngoutine
maintenancer repairgequested by the City

P.0O. 3220 required &iflex to deliver upon demand by the City the recar@stedpursuant to

the contract, including digital images and data produced by the RLC sy&t&ns322Cfurther

required that Redflex retain copiestb&images andalated datdor at leastwo yeas from thér

date ofcreaton and fAmaintain any such records not d
Cityof or five years after tSwmelar@dquirepnénts appdamraboth c o nt
P.O. 16396 and P.O. 18031.

In October 2012, MayoEmanuelreferredto OIG for investigationallegations that Redflex

bribed a CDOT official in connection with the RLC progratrin January 2013, the City
extended Redfl ex06s existing cont rhiddingprocessr si X
for a new RLC program contradh February 2013, an investigation by an outside firm hired by
Redflex announced preliminary findings indicating numerous instances of Redflex improperly
paying trip and entertainment expenses of the foi@2OT official responsible for managing

the RLC prograni® In responsgthe City declared Redflex ineligible to bid on a new RLC
contract:’

3 |n return for routie maintenancand operationRedflex receivednonthly fees per RLC systenof $3,250under

P.0O. 3220$5,000 undeP.O. 3220 Modification #33,900under P.CL6396,and$4,395 undeP.O. 18031

“City of Chicago, fADigital Automated Red Light Enforce
accessed September 19, 2014,
https://webapps1.cityofchicago.org/VCSearchWeb/org/cityofchicago/vcsearch/controller/agencySelection/displayA
gencyHome.do

150n May 14, 2014, the US Attorney ftire Northern District of lllinois, the Chicago Office of the Federal Bureau

of Investigation, the Internal Revenue Service Criminal Investigation Division, and OIG announced the arrest of

John Bills, a former City official who managed the RLC program fisnstart until his retirement in 201Bills

allegedly received bribes from Redfldr. August 2014, a federal grand jury indicted Bills, former Redflex CEO
Karen Finley, and Bill sd& aceustoirdictraentealleditg rthiati Reelk QffciMa | | ey 0
provided Bills with $570,000 cash and other personal benefits in exchange for inside information and assisting
Redflex in obtaining, keeping, and expanding its Chicago contracts that grew to $124 fiiliocase is ongoing.

¥ Redf | ex Traffic Systems, l nc. , AAnnual Financi al
http://www.redflex.com/2013 Annual_Report.pdf
"David Kidwel |, -ligh€camera fidnm ogpsp i mmgo bGhichjoeTaikiuse Febrparyds, 2013,

accessed September 9, 2014ttp://articles.chicagotribune.com/2603-08/news/cimetchicagoeredlight-
investigation020820130208 1 redflekoldingsredlight-cameraredflexcontract

Page7 of 35


https://webapps1.cityofchicago.org/VCSearchWeb/org/cityofchicago/vcsearch/controller/agencySelection/displayAgencyHome.do
https://webapps1.cityofchicago.org/VCSearchWeb/org/cityofchicago/vcsearch/controller/agencySelection/displayAgencyHome.do
http://www.redflex.com/2013_Annual_Report.pdf
http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2013-02-08/news/ct-met-chicago-red-light-investigation-0208-20130208_1_redflex-holdings-red-light-camera-redflex-contract
http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2013-02-08/news/ct-met-chicago-red-light-investigation-0208-20130208_1_redflex-holdings-red-light-camera-redflex-contract

OIG File #140370 October8, 2014
RedLight Camera Review

2. Xerox State & Local Solutions, Inc.

In October 2013the City awardedXerox State & Local Solutions, Ind®.0. 28635.a $44

million 5-year contractf o r the Acontinued provision and i
software, and maintenance, repair and support sedficethe RLCprogram*® As part of these
responsibilities, Xerox agreed teplaceexisting RLC systems wit Xerox technology Unlike

the Redflex contracts<erox owns all RLC equipmentrather than the Cityand is responsible

for the maintenance and repairs of that equipment.

During the transition from Redflex to Xerox, which continued through Februan2@4,
Redflex remained patrtially involved in the operation of the RLC system. After February 24,
2014, Xerox assumed sole responsibility for operating the RLC system equiprhenkast
RedflexRLC systemwas decommissioned on July 15, 2014.

Like Redflex Xerox6s compensat i on citatiensissoetor revereied t o t
generatedRather, the&€ity pays thecompany a flat ratéor the operation of eadRLC system.

Xer ox6s cont ritanake availabte toithre €ty upgornraquabtdata captured by its

RLC systemsXer ox 6s cont r ac titnfust mdintam copigst stllphotbeand t h a't
video clipsof accepted violations for two years and aorage data captured kits RLCsfor five

years aftet he Cityobés finnal <contract payme

C. How the RLC Program Works

The purpose of this section is to provide a brief descriptiohow? a redight violation is
recorded, reviewed, aracitationultimatelyissued to the registered vehicle owrndthough the
technology used t@aptureviolations has changed as part tbg transition from Redflex to
Xerox, the process hagenerallyremainedhe samesince the prograrbeganin 2003.

1. Photo and Video Capturddevent

An RLC activatesand records a potential violation wherehicle approachdbe intersection at
or abovea set speed as the traffigsal changes from yellow to refihe Redflex RLC systems
used inground loop to detect approaching vehiclesd identify which vehicles were most
likely to run a red lighbased on the speed atiath they traveled over the -ground loos.*®
According to CDOT, the minimurmwehiclespeed needed to tggr Redflex systems was 15 mph.
X e r oRLG systems use radar technoloydetect approaching vehiclesd have drigger
speedf 13 mph?°

When activated, th&LC takestwo photosandthe RLC systentapturesl?2 seconds of video
EachRLC activationis referred toas anfievend. The RLC systenalsorecords other relevant

BCity of Chicago, #AAutomated Red Light Enfrd0, 20d4nent Pr
https://webapps1.cityofchicago.org/VCSearchWeb/org/cityofchicago/vcsearch/controller/agencySelectigA/displ

gencyHome.do
YThe Cityo6os contr actGr owmintdh LPeodpfol eaxs dfetfhien eSyfisitnem sensor

street pavement, which activates each System. o
20 CDOT and Xerox stated to OIG that the 13 mph trigger speed for Xerox eqijsnienctionally equivalent to
Redfl exés trigger speed but that differences in the te

numbers differ.
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information including the date and time of the event, the duration of the yellow light, the speed
of the vehicleat the timeit triggeredthe systemand the speed limiAlthough an RLC takes
photosonly when a vehicle triggens, the RLC systentapturs video 24/7 Under the current
Xerox contractXerox storeghis video for at least 30 days amdistmake itavailable to the City
upon request Additionally, the RLCs record traffic count data. Although this was anot
requirement under the Redflex contracts, sdraffic countdata does exist for the time period
when Redflex operated the program.

CDOT stated that drause the Redflex system relied orgfound loops, the technology was
susceptible to environmental fact@tsch as pavement degradatamdroadwork orutility work
that required cutting into the paveme@DOT stated thaivhen roadwork required cuts to the
pavement, then-ground loopsvere sometimes damaged and had teepéacedWhentheloops
were damagedheywould not trigger thé&kLC andthe RLC system would not recoviblations.

The Xerox RLC program uses abegmund radar technology, gbe condition of the road
surface and suburfacedoesnoa f f ect t he systemébés ability to d
2. Initial Reviewd Potential Violation

The RLC vendor is responsible faronducting the initial review of eackvent to determine
whether the photos and videstablishthat the vehicle violatedMCC § 38-020(c)(1), which

requires vehicles, when facing a lyfmarkee atadby ci r ¢
line, but if none, before entering the crosswalk on the near side of the intersection, or if none,

then before entering the intersectiono and A
shown, 0 o0 18-02M€(2), whichQequiresevh i c | e s, Awhen facing a
signalot o Astop at a clearly marked stop I|ine, b
near side of the intersection, or I f none, t
standinguntianindiat i on permitting the movement iindic:

MCC 8§ 9-16-030(c) whichp r ov i d e givers maytnot fuin ¢eft or right on a steady red
signal when official traffiecontrol devices have been erected indicating that such arms
prohibited. o

Thevendor conducts theeview pursuant to business rules setting forth the cribgriahich the

vendor examines thgysteragenerated images and data to determine a violdlioa.evidence
consists of two photos of the event, a photo
event, and other data including vehicle speed, speed limit, yellow light duration, and time into

red phaseThe business rules that applied duihg@ d f | e x 6 s cconsidted af a traininge n u r e
documenexplainingthe criteria for evaluatioXerox6 business ruletake the form of ananual

that detaik the specific requirements for accepting a violatandstate that fora reviewerto

accept areventas apotentialviolation, the following conditions must be met:

T AVehi cl e the Brwwironmerd [Airst]ipmoto must be such that the front tires of the
violating vehicle are prior to the stop bar

1 Vehicle position in the&environment Zsecond]photo must be such that the rear tires of
the vehicle are past the stop bar
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1 If there is not a clearly marked stop bar then the vehicle must stop before entering the
crosswalk

1 If the rear tires of the vehicle are past the stop bar in EnvironmiguittBe \ehicle does
NOT proceed through the interseciod o NOT ci t e. 0

Xer ox 6 s ruksaka stae shat emergency vehicles and funeral processions should not be
cited and provide guidance on how to determine whether a violation occurred for various vehicle
types and scenarios.

If any ofthe conditionsare not met, theendormustreject theevent and neitationis issuel. If
the necessary conditions are preséime vendor accepts thevent as gotential violationand
sends iton fora seconestage review by a separate City contradi® Corporation which has
performed this functiorsince the start of the RLC prograas described in the next section
below.

As part of the vendor review, the reviewer must enter the license plate number of the vehicle
captured in the photo#f the photo of thelicense plate is blurry or otherwise notikils in the
photo, no citation can be issued.

Both the Xerox and Redflex contracts requiteta certainpercentag®f the potential violations

the vendors accepind refelfor secondstagereviewarefi e n f o r ¢ e golhht é&s,theevemtg e s
sent on for further revievghould ultimately provide sufficient basis to issueittion The
enforceable images rate is designed to ensure that the vendor performs a thorough initial review
and refers what it regards to be fully supporteidlations on ér further review.Under the
Redflex contract, 85% of accepted imagesr a 30 day periodad to be enforceablejhereas

under the new ®rox contract, 9% must be enforceabldf the vendor fails to meet the required
standard for enforceable images, @ity assesselgjuidated damages, which are deducted from
the Cityods next .ELBOTnsatedhat it neveradsesseds liquddted damages
against Redflexin the first year of its contract with Xerox, the Department had assessed $28,867
in damages as of September 2014Xce r o x 6 do0 nfeet specified performance metrics.

3. IBM Reviewof PotentialViolations

Once the RLC vendor reviews and accepts an event as a potential vioBltigrpursuant to a
separateCity contractwith the Department of Finand®OF) for general violationprogram
support andhoticing, reviewseventevidence* IBM reviewers checkhe same evidence as the
RLC vendor reviewerso confirm the evidencesupports that violation occurred based on the
bushess rulesagreed to by the City and the RLC vendéfen IBM accepts a violation, the
reviewer must ré&ey the license plate to ensure that the City holds the correct registered vehicle
owner accountable for the offense. IBM stated to OIG that its staféws approximately
500,000 potential violations each year.

2IDOFoversees the Cityds contract wi tThefull cBnkactcanre found | at i on
on the Department of Procurement Services website:
https://webapps1.cityofchicago.org/VC&daNeb/org/cityofchicago/vesearch/controller/agencySelection/displayA

gencyHome.do
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If IBM determineghat a violation occurredhe RLC vendor sends the violation to the City and
IBM uploads it toD O F @atasystem.The City, through IBM,requests the address of the
register@ vehicle owner associated with the license plate in the violation photo frolithrtbis
Secretary of Stater the applicablestatés Department of Motor VehicleEBBM sends the citation
information and address to a printing vendor, who mails it on behtide City.

4, Administrative Hearings RevigdvOpportunity to Contest

A vehicle owner who receives an Rldiation can request a hearing through the Departroén
Administrative Hearings (DAH). A DOAH official stated that 50 to 60 randomly assigned
Administrative Law Judges (ALJ) conduct RLC violation hearingsitherin-person or through

the mail At a hearing arALJ reviews the citation anthe evidencé including an attestation

from the IBM reviewerwho accepted the violatiénto make a determination as whether a

violation occurred The DOAH official stated thatALJs empl oy a fimore | i
standad to make those determinations.

DOAH stated thaof the4.1 million RLC citations issuettom 2007 througt2013,187,379were
contestzezdé(.a%). Of the contested RLCitations 17,927 or 9.6%,r esul t ed i n a #ANC
finding.

Neither CDOT noDOF currently reviews DOAH data to identify potential issues in the RLC
program, though both Departments meet with DOAH weekly to discuss themprogra

D. CDOT Managementof RLC Program

Pursuant to MCC 8-102010,CDOT is currently responsible for threanagemenof the RLC
program and has been since 26A@ D OT 6 s is to ddteemine the location of thRLC

systems” ensurethat the program fictionsto specification and make surethat the program
vendorsfulfill their duties under applicable agreements.

1. Managementf RedflexContracts

CDOT6 s p rmethoal foymanaginthe Redflex contracts wasn@onthly reviewof Customer
Management Reports. These rgpancluded total eventgrocessedtotal potential violations,

and total violation counts at each intersection for the m@&EOT could request other data or
reports from Redflex but, according to CDOT and Redflex, it did not do so and relied on the
monthly reports.CDOT limited its monthly revievof the Customer Management Repddshe

top ten and bottom ten citatiggenerating RLC systems, and focused its analysis and activities

22 5ee Appendix G for DOAH citation disposition by year, 2Q013.

% CDOT was responsible for the RLC program when it began in 2003. In January 2006, the City &oandid

the enabling ordinance to transfer responsibility for the program to OEMC but returned responsibility for the
program to CDOT by ordinance in January 2010.

# OIG completed an audit in May 2013 to determine if RLC locations were selected priore@p O T safety

criteria. The limited information CDOTad availablelid not provide sufficient basis to substantide claimthat

CDOT based itRLC installation decisions on the primary criterion of reducing vehicle angle crashmaieger to

pronote integrity and transparency of the program, OIG recommended that CDOT establish and follow clear criteria

for its decisions on where to locate automated traffic enforcement systems and retain verifiable documentation of the
process for each location dgon.Ci ty of Chi cago Of f i c-tighbdamelanrstallatont or Ger
Audit, o May 14, 2013, a c ¢ e shipd/chcagoiBspgrtorgendratorg/wp 1 9 , 2
content/uploads/2013/05/R4dlght-CameraAudit-Finall.pdf
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primarily onlow activity and norfunctional RLC system3Vhena system was nefunctional,

it was the Departmentdés responsibility to ens
operable condition. CDOWid not perform any analysis of month-month or yeaoveryear

trends.It alsodid not reviewthesereports forincreasedr sudden changes inolation counts
becausgas CDOT staff told OIG, staff saw their role at that timeas keeping the systam
operational rathethan ensuring that the equipment functioaedurately

However,Redflexd s ¢ s requireditctde nsur e that Athe System [ wa
and producing the desired resudtand toevaluate daily reports containireyentc ount s fit o
determine if there are any anomalies on thapat o v i*>dC®@T. edplained to OIG that these

daily checks were a technical remote check and the Department was not notified of the results
unless the results required maintenance at or near areRiL@Q i pped i ntersecti ¢
contracts did not require it to ronely providerecords ofthese daily system checks to CDOT
althoughRedflex would havéeen required tmake such recordsvailableupon requesiCDOT
acknowledged that has no records of a request being made to Redflex while it managed its
contract wih the company.

CDOT alsodid notcollect or analyzeny traffic count data collected by Redf@X&LC systems
CDOT has usedsome traffic countdata from Redflex as part of its recent analysis of
enforcement anomalies but did not perform any such anaggmrt of its routinenanagement
of the RLC program.

2. Managemenbf Xerox Contract

CDOT stated that the Department meets with Xerox twice a vaeekihatCDOT, DOF, Xerox,
IBM, and DOAHmeetonce a week tdiscuss anylevelopments in the RLC program.

Xerox provides reports to CDOT twieeveek with montkto-dateviolation totals,a comparison
to the montko-date violation totals from the previous yeand total uptime and downtime for
eachRLC system for the month. Additionally, CDOTay query custoimed reportof Xerox
data.

CDOT and Xerox have recently developaghat CDOT has characterized to OlGasfiearly
warning system designed toflag unusual patterns so that both CDOT and Xedentify
enforcement anomaligguickly.?® Daily alertsare suposed tonotify all parties when violation
count deviates significantly from a trailing 6@y averageThe alerts will includeunusual
changes in violation count, violation rate, and traffic count, among othg&ics The systems
intendedto provideCDOT and Xerox with the information needed to identify and address issues
immediately. CDOT and Xerox stated that i a workin-progress and will continue to be
adjusted atheydetermine the best ways to ident#gomalies.

“City of Chicago, AfAut omated Red Light Enforcement Pro
accessed September 15, 2014,
https://webapps1.cityofchicago.org/VCSearchWeb/org/cityofchicago/vcsearch/controller/agencySelection/displayA
gencyHome.do

%6 See Appendix F for parametass CDOT/Xerox Early Warning System as of September 2014. These parameters

are subject to change as the system is implemented and CDOT and Xerox refine the methodology.
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E. Chicago TribuneReport on Enforcement Anomalies

OnJuly 18, 2014theChicago Tribunepublished aeportidentifying a series ofisudden spikes

in RLC violationsthat City officials could not explairf’ The Tribunereviewedviolationsas far

back as 2007 and f dDODOu ngeuretsetd omaarbd et h &%Theled ,s a't
report also noted that fAsimil ar @responstlefos e mer
tens of thous@dnds more tickets. o

F. City Response to Enforcement Anomalies

1. Additional Review of Violations

In response to th&€hicago Tribunereport, the Cityannounced that it woulgrovide the
individuals who receiveditations forRLC violations capturedduring enforcement anomaly
periods at twelve intersections apportunity to requesadditionalreview of those violations.
The City stated that itmailed approximately 16,000 notices with details about the review
opportunityto such individuals in July and August 20%4The City mailed thenotices to the
address associated with the original citation andegostformation about how to request a
review on the Cityods website.

To perform this additional reviewhé City contractedwvith Grant Thornton LLRon August 22,

2014, to fAconduct factual reviews of videos a
Citydés RLC contractors to fAassist the City i1
certain automated red light violatiansshould bevacated and dismissed (and, as appropriate,
refunds i ssued). o

Ol G6s review did not additioadlraviav peocessbeeause,fddringdtheecy o f
period of our review (andt the time of this repgrtthat process wasngoing. As a result, OIG
unable to offer an informealpinion on the quality or accuracy of that review.

2. RLC Violation Data Posted to City Data Portal

The City began posing daily acceptedviolation totals to the City Daa Portal in September
2014*! This dataset includes daily totals for each RLC system since July 1,204 nus t he
mo st receffThéead4dDdags Port al description states
occasional time lags between the capturing of a potential violation and thesginge and

David Kidwell, #ARed |ight «camer &cago @ripmetIhlyolBs28dds f or
accessed August 20, 201Http://www.chicagotribune.com/newsfedlight-cameraticket-spikesmet20140717
story.hinl#page=1

Bpavid Kidwell, ARed |ight «camer &hHicago @ripunelhlyo18s281dds f or
accessed August 20, 201MHttp://www.chicagotribune.com/newsfiedlight-cameraticket-spikesmet20140717
story.html#page=1

®pDavid Kidwell, fi®gdthogséands meo Chicagn drbmelduly 8802014 c ket s,
accessed August 20, 201MHttp://www.chicagotribune.com/newsfedlight-cameraticket-spikesmet20140717
story.html#page=1

%0'see Appendix B for the template of the notification letter sent out to affected vehicle owners.

%1 The City of Chicago Data Portal is a website that provides public access to datasetsngoimf@irmation on

City departments and operatioh#ps://data.cityofchicago.org/

32 The full RLC violation dataset can be found hehgtps:/data.cityofchicago.org/Transportation/Réght-
CameraViolations/spgxjs37.
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det er mi nat i o ©®IGdifl nobaudibr athkeraise ivadidatehe daily violation data and
thereforehas noopinion on the accuracy of that data.

1. ANALYSIS OF ENFORCEMENT ANOMALIES

CDOT recently analyzededflex invoices, customer service reports for traffic signal work,
construction permits, available Redflex maintenance recordsyiatation data provided by
Redflex in an effort to identify the proximate causes of the enforcement anomalies at the twelve
intersections th&Tribuneidentified. The Redflexviolation data includes the date, time, and lane

of the violation, as well as the fidetected sp
the vehicle when it triggered the RLC systeAlthough CDOT was responsible for performing
the analysis of enforcement anomalies, Ol G re

were consistent with source documentation and available records.

A. Limitations of OIG Review

In order to provide a rapid resp@nso both constituent requests and public concerns, OIG
conducted a limited scope review rather than a comprehensive audit, which would have required
additional months of document and data collection, review and analysis. Our conclusions are
therefore limied to the evidence we were able to obtain and verifyaia July, August
Septemberandearly Octobe014.

In addition tothe short timeframe, this section notes other limitations that affected the scope and
conclusiveness of this review.

1. Lost Maintanance Records

OIG reviewed Redflex and CDOT maintenance records sawl no evidence of intentional
changes to the RLC system that would have catiseeihforcement anomaliedentified by the

Tribune However, gaps in Redflex maintenance records prevedt€dfrom dismissing this
possibility entirely.

According to CDOT, Redflestoredsome of its maintenance records locally on computers at
each RLC intersection in a file saved on the
i n Redf | edatdbsaseWhemther RLC program transitioned from Redflex to Xerox,
Xerox erasedthe hard drives of these RLC computers, in order to reuse the computgrs.
Redflex maintenance records on the hard drives were erdsedresult, OIG cannot state with
ceriainty the extent to whiclRLC system parameters were changed, or whethanges were
intentional or accidental.

2. Analysis Conducted Years After Anomalies

Determining the proximate cause of the enforcement anomalidbe twelve intersections

identified inthe Tribunereport proved difficult because CDOT was unaware of the anomalies at

the time they occurred. As a result, many adsthanomalies occurred years bef@®OT

attempted toanalet h e m. This fact l' i mited the defini't
determinations regarding the causisdid identify, and in other instances posed an
insurmountable hurdle to making any determination regarding the aafubesanomalies.
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B. Analysis of the Enforcement Anomalies

CDOT was able to identifylikely proximae causes fothreeintersections 119" and Halsted
from April 29, 2011 to June 19, 201Kimball-Lincoln-McCormick for various dates over
several years, and HalstédllertontLincoln from August 2, 2012 to August 3, 201&.short
timetable for analysjscoupled with missing and incomplete recordsited C D O T dbiity to
determinghe causes othe other nin@nforcement anomalies.

System data reflects thatet increase in RLC violations at the 118nd Halsted intersection
appears to have been causedabieduction it h e i nt eriggerespeedlIte nnérsase in
RLC violations at KimbalLincoln-McCormick appears to have been the product typaally
inoperative loopdetector briefly, but for reasons that could not haentified, becoming
operative Finally, the increase at HalstdelllertonLincoln appearso have been causdxy an
external factad adamaged traffic signal that may have affected driver behavior.

1. Low Trigger Speed at 11%nd Halsted

According to CDOT, the minimum trigger spefd all RedflexRLC systemshould have been

15 mph. HoweverRedflex datafor the southbound approach at f1#nd Halstedshows that
between April 29, 2011 and June 20, 20hg, City issuedh total of 1,618iolations tovehicles
travelingat less tharl5 mph.Data for this time period shows that the RLC system triggered for
vehicles traveling as slow as 5 mph, suggesting that the trigger speed was set to 5 mph.

Violations at 119th and HalsteddMarch 2011 to July 2011

Violations at or above 15 mph ® Violations below 15 mph
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Re d f |oesitémonthly preventive maintenance included c¢ h e defnsure @ppréach
specific settings are accurate for the enforcement system being ogeratéedn c | udi ng
speed, speed | imits, thr es h onhintengncepeboads iadicateo n f
that atechnician performed a preventive maintenance check fd? 448 Halsted on May 17,

2011 and noted no issues with the trigger spéédiditionally, the Redflex contrastrequired
Afdaily operational and qual it functiohirg prépertyand o e
produci ng t heTheimceasedeidlation eainisbntinsied dor ovesevenweeks

and aailable maintenance records do not docunvemen, why orhow the trigger speedwas
resetto 15 mph or whpif anyone at CDOTor Redflexwasaware of the issue.

2. Broken Loop Detector at Kimballincoln-McCormick

CDOT analyzed RLC violation data at the Kimblathcoln-McCormick intersection by lane and
found that the enforcement anomalies identified at this location were liketggtk of a broken

loop detector in the right turn lane of the northbound approach. Basedrewiew of daily
violation counts by laneCDOT concluded that the loop detector in the right turn, lewité only

a few exceptionsyas norfunctional from Septaber 2009 until Xerox took over operation of
the RLC systemand began using its own equipment in March 2014. As a result, the brief periods
where the right turn lane loop detector wapturing eventshow up in the data as enforcement
anomaliesXerox tetinology now enforces all lanes at this location and current daily violation
counts are in line with the totals recorded during the anomalies, which suggests that the City may
have undeenforced redight violations at this intersection for yealSDOT corfirmed with
former Redflex staffthat the right turn lane loop detector was generally-faotional and
Redflex maintenance records reviewed by OIG suggest this was a knowbheasause Redflex
technicians did not test &rthe right turn lane duringonthly maintenance checks

OIG estimated that, because of the broken loop detector at 6200 N. Lincoln, the City may have
failed to cite as many as 45,444 violations over a-fmda-half year period?

% see Appendix C for the preventive maintenance check fof amél Halsted for May 2011. This maintenance
report did note that other lanasthe approach were ndmnctional at the time, but neither CDOT nor OIG found

this to be related to the enforcement anomaly.

3 OIG calculated the daily violation average with Redflex technology (4) and the average violations per day with
Xerox technology (32). OIG then took the difference (28) and multiplied it by the total number of days that the loop
detector was broken28 violations per day for 1,623 days equals 45,444 total violations. At $100 per violation, this
totals $4,544,400 in missed citations.
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Daily Violation Counts at 6200 N. Lincoln (NBight Lane Only
Jan. 1, 2009 to Dec. 31, 2012
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Daily Violation Counts at 6200 N. Lincoln (NB)II Lanes
Aug. 2008 to Sept. 2014
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3. Damaged TrafficSignal at HalstedrullertontLincoln

CDOT analysis of the RLC violation counts and CDOT maintenance records for the westbound
approach at 800 W. Fullerton, suggest that a damaged traffic signal may haveduzarse of
the August 23, 2012 enforcement amaly.

According to CDOT recordshetraffic signals mounted on the mast arm of the lgble at this
intersectionwvere reported via 311 ammaged andot visible to drivers early on August 3. OIG
reviewed video of events at this location and determined ahatof the light poles at this
location had been damagémte on August 1 or early on August Phe videos of the RLC
violations captured at 800 Wullerton on August 2 and 3 prior to CDOT repairs show that at
least one traffic signal was still visible to traffic despite the damaged post. CDOT work crews
completed their repair of the traffic signals around 9:30. pn August 3 and the end of the
enforcement anomaly appears to coincide with the completion of that repair work. The RLC
systemat 800 W. Fullerton capture®B violations on August 3 prior to the comptet of signal
repairs and only 1 violatioafter the repairs that day.

CDOT stated thathe increase in RLC violations at the intersection may have resulted from

inattentive drivers ignoring the stillinctional traffic signal and driving through the intersection
during a red phase. CDOT further stated that the working signal head is sibk @h video
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review, while the damaged signal head is farther in the distance and not as visible on video
review.

Other maintenance records for this location do not appear to identify any changes that may have
caused an increase in violations and CDdM not identify any other enforcement anomalies at

this location.
Daily Violation Counts at 800 W. Fullerton (WB)
July 1, 2012 to Aug. 31, 2012
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Source: CDOT

C. Possible Causes Ruled Out

CDOT determined thékely proximatecauses fothe RLC enforcement anomalies at theee
intersectionsdetailed above, but could not identify theause or causes of the enforcement
anomaliesat theothernineintersectionsdentified by theTribune However during the course of
this review CDOT and OlGvere able toeliminate certain potentiatauses This section
describes the evaluative wotkat CDOT and OlGperformed, aswell as the reasons for
dismissing theseauses

1. Traffic Count

Early in this review, CDOT officialstatedthat traffic countfluctuations could cause dramatic
changes in the number BLC violations ata given intersectiorA variety of factors, including
construction, road closures, detours, sporting events, and street festaralsmpact traffic
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counts If traffic countsincreased for a period of timE€DOT expectedhat the number dRLC
violationswould increase as well. CDOJubsequentlyequestedany availablehistoric traffic

count data from Redflex fdhe 12 intersectigithe Tribuneidentified as having the most severe
ticketing spikes.Because the RLC agreement did not require Redflex to capture and record
traffic count, dataloesnot exist for all intersections and time periods.

OIG and CDOT independently comparadhilableRedflextraffic count data tdRLC violation

data for these tersections, and both concluded that traffic cdikely did not explain the
enforcementanomalies.If violation totals increased with traffic count, then the number of
violations per vehicle should remain essentially @G used the traffic count data calculate

a violation rate per 1,000 vehicles and found thatviolation rate increased significantly during
periods of enforcement anomalies. As such, increased traffic volume does not explain known
enforcement anomalies

2. RLC Violation Review Procss

OIG also determined that th&kLC violation review process walkkely not a cause of the
enforcemenainomalieslf the review process was the primary cause of an enforcement anomaly,
OIG would expect to see the numberREC events remain relatively stat OIG reviewed
monthly Redflex reports and found that during periodsmafeased violation countee number

of total captureckvents increaseal well suggestinghat the increase occurs at the point that the
RLC system triggers and records a potential violafior to any review by the RLC vendor or
IBM. Therefore, the review process could not lpgimary cause othe identified anomalies

3. Shortenedrellow Light Times

Ol G reviewed the Cityobs policies and procedur
signal timing could have beem contributing factor in theenforcementanomalies. Based on
interviews of CDOT staff and aeview of CDOT matenance @cords, OIG concludethat

CDOT did not alter yellow lightitnes toincrease RLC violationat these locations

CDOT electricianat CDOTO6s Di vi si on egpfaineBanckdermonsitrates | Oper
OIG how the traffic control deviseregulate signaphases and demonstrated the safeguards in
placewith respect to signal timingSpecifically, OIG observed the use of a device known as a
conflict monitorthat is designed to ensure that yellow light timing never falls below 2.7 seconds

The conflict montor tracks signal phases and when timing is outside of programmed parameters

for any reason the device triggers flashing red lights in all directiwhen this happens, CDOT
electricians must service the traffic control device and reset signal timing.

OIG found that while the RLC systems record yellow light times, the RLC systemstand
cannotaffectthe functioning of the traffic control signalBurthey CDOT, Redflex and Xerox
statedthat RLC vendor staff do not have access to the traffic docafmnetswhere light timing

is programmeadvithout assistance from CDOT stafIG reviewed CDOT work ordsrrelated to
traffic signal maintenance and repair asa@wv no evidence that CDOT staff provided RLC
technicians access to the traffic control catsnemediately before, during, or immediately after
any of the observed enforcement anomalies.
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While yellow light timing was not a cause of the enforcement anom&ik3,did observea

changein the standardhe Cityand its vendors use fwrocess violatns The Federal Highway
Admini stration Manual on Uniform Traffic Cont
interval should have a minimum duratiorf of 3
According to the City, at h e QaquestRediex categoricallyrejeced any capturedevent

with a recorded yellow light time below three secondswever,after Xerox took overthe

operations othe RLC programthe Citydirected Xerox to accept RLC violatiomsth yellow

light times aboe 2.9seconds® CDOT stated thait based this determinatioon the National

Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA) Transportation Standardse NEMA TS2
(2008) section 2.2.2 states, AAny interval ti
[0lseconds] from its set value a’Beeuspather sou
tolerance, CDOT stated thtite City would accepRLC violationswith a recorded yellow light

time of 2.9 seconds or above as valid violatiddewever,recentlysomeDOAH ALJs have
dismissedRLC violationsbecause of recordegtllow light times undeB.0secondsT he Ci t yo6s
Law Department has contacted DOAH to set up at training for the Department regarding yellow
light times, but that training had not yet been schebtatehe time of this repor©On September

22, 2014, CDOT directed Xerox temporarily suspend processiagy violations with yellow

light times under 3.8econdgand under 4.8econddor violations where the yellow light time is

set at 4 seconds), whithe City consideredthether or not to continue issuing such citations. As

of the writing of this report, the City has not yet made a formal decision.

4. Inconsistent Yellow Light Times

Finally, OIG found no evidence that the yellow light times at the 6200 North Lincoln intersection

fifl uct uat e d Triminéreported® Fhe BEribunerepatstatedthat yellow light times

recorded orRLC violations captured at 6200adxth Lincoln bounced between 3.0 seconds and

4.08 secondd/Vhen asked to explain this apparent inconsistency, CDOT stated that the signal at

this intersection has two different signddn® one f or a strai ght throuc
bal | 0)fout seamntds, and one for eghtt ur n arrow (the filyeel | ow
secondsOl G found this explanation consistent wit|
a yellow change interval shall not varywithin the same signal plan b ut does all o
yel |l ow | imngal be differemtiimdiffergnt signal timing plans for the same controller
uni*tB.ased on CDOTod6s explanation and a review

% Federal Highway AdministratiodManual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highw¢@09

ed. with 2012 reisions 1 and 2), 489, accessed September 16, 2014,

http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/pdfs/2009r1r2/pdf _index.htm

% CDOT and Xerox stressed to OIG that Xerox truncates (rather than round=)aitded yellow light times. In

some instances a recorded yellow light time of 2.9 seconds may actually be 2.999 seconds.

National El ectrical MEMAU Standatdsi Publicdtisn TEB03 (REG08):t Traffia |
Controller Assemblies with NTCIRequirements Version 02.08IEMA, 2012).

¥ National Electrical NMEMAU Standarndsu Publicafion TSE®83s (R2008% tTiafficn ,
Controller Assemblies with NTCIP Requirements Version 02.0§ NEMA, 2012). Section 2. 2. 2
See Appenit D for a full explanation of the NEMA standards provided CDOT.

¥pDavid Kidwell, #ARed | ight camer &€hicago @ripunglhlylss2@ldds f or
accessed August 20, 201MHttp://www.chicagotribune.com/newsfedlight-cameraticket-spikesmet20140717
story.html#page=1

“0 Federal Highway Administratiofianual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets &tighways (2009

ed. with 2012 revisions 1 and 2), 485, accessed September 16, 2014,

http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/pdfs/2009r1r2/pdf index.htm
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determined tis differencein yellow light times at 6200 N. Lincoln wakely not a cause of any
enforcement anomaliés.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE M ANAGEMENT

A. CDOT Did Not Sufficiently Managelts Contract with Redflex

Ol G6s review f ou mrsdficientyaanagéhe ®IC pbgrahdunng the period

that Redflex operated tHeLC systemsSpecifically, the Department did not ensure that Redflex
was meetingall of its contractual obligations regarding routine maintenance and monitoring to
identify and remedy anomalies in the progr&@mOT failed to request and review reports that
could have identified enforcement anomalies as they occl@2@T limited itsmonthlyreview

to the top ten and bottom ten citatiganeratingRLC systemsand focused its analysis and
activities primarily on addressingsystemsgenerating no or few citationghe Department did

not perform any kind dbroader, more comprehensjveonthto-month or yeato-year review to
determine ifRedflexwas operatinghe RLC systemsas requiredand the RLC systems were
functioningto specifications

It is essential thaity departmentsctively managéhe programsor which they are responsible
in order for the public to have confidencetimseprograms. In this instance, OIG determined
thatin the pasCDOT did not takeappropriataesponsibility for the RLC program ampassively
relied ona vendorRedflex to notify the Department ainyissuesn a public safety and traffic
enforcement system for which the Department is responsible to the.public

Suggestiors for Future Management

The integrity of and public confi deactve i n
managemenof the programThe Department should routinely monitor violation data to ensure
that the RLC program is working as intended and meetivegy safety goals set by the
DepartmentThe Department should standardize and document procedures for ensuring that the
RLC vendor is meeting all contractual requirement&cudnenting program management
procedureswill help to ensureconsistent and ongoingnanagemenin the event of personnel
changes at the Departmewtdditionally, CDOT shouldcoordinatewith DOF and DOAH to
analyze all relevant data in order to identify any issues in the RLC program.

As noted previously, CDOT has already taken stepmpwadve its management of the program

with Xerox, the new vendor for the RLC program. OIG noted that CDOT has worked with Xerox

to develop more robusind frequenteporting than previously existed under Redflex. CDOT and
Xerox have begunimplementing a newearly warning system thas designed tomonitor

violation counts on a daily basis and alert program management when the system detects unusual
patterns? CDOT should continue to review the anomalies identified by the early warning
system and ensure thatusual activity i€xplained and identified issues are resolved.

“1 See Appendix E for a full explanation of hovetéx RLC technology records yellow light times.
2 See Appendix F for full explanation of CDOT/Xerox Early Warning System parameters.
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B. Unannounced Changes to RLC Enforcement Parameters Create the Appearance
of Unfairness in the Program

Sudden changes to enforcement parameters, even unintentional changes, can create the
appearance of unfairness and have the potential to erode public confidence in the program.
CDOT found that the camera at 118nd Halsted captured 1,618 more violatitmenit would

have if the system hadperated at thesstablished trigger speed of 15 mph. While these
violations may indeed have been violations of the law, the fact that CDOT was unaware of the
change remains cause for concern. CDOT should have been routinely monitoring the program to
ensure that the prograwas operatingccording to specificatiorwhich would have allowethe
Department to address issues immediately rather than yearsOlgedid not see any evidence

that the change in trigger speed at"1#8d Halsted was intentional, bae could notdismiss

the possibility entireljbecausesomemaintenance records wemassing andhe informationthat
wasavailabledid not provide detasl about the change

Suggestions for Future Management

In the interests of transparency, accountability and m&sbo of public confidence, CDOT

should consider publishing enforcement parameters for the RLC program, such as trigger speed,
and should monitor the program to ensure that all systems operate according to these parameters.
Any changes to these parameterk oul d be reported publicly thr
so that residents are aware of any changes to enforcement. This will establish public expectations
and will protect the credibility of the program.

CDOT began providingRLC violation count data o t he public vianthe C
September 2014This is apotentially significant step towards greater transparency of the RLC
program, but the Department shoaldoconsider making additional documentation available so

that the public can euate the operating parameters of the systenitdelf. For example, the

City may consider publishing

1 thebusiness ruleased by Xerox and IBM for identifying a violation;

any internal evaluation of the program;

1 any documentationf the rationalebehind the placement or removal of RLC systems;
and

1 anyother documentation that provides insight into the operation of the RLC program that
the Department determines may be of interest to the public.

C. Under-Enforcement of Violations Undermines the PublicSafety Objective of the
RLC Program

CDOT has stated that the primary objective of the program is safety, but periods of under
enforcement, like those caused by the -horctional detector atthe Kimball-Lincoln-
McCormick intersection undermine thisbjecive. OIG estimated that, because of the broken
loop detector at this intersection, the City may have failed to cite as many as 45,444 violations
over a fouranda-half year period.
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Suggestions for Future Management

CDOT should routinely analyze RLC dato confirm that the program is meeting its public
safety objectives. Thorough anal ysis of t he
establishing the credibility of the program and building public confidenttee program

Further, CDOT should workvith Xerox (or any future RLC vendor) to ensure tlaaty
downtimes are minimized by identifying and resolving technical and mechais®aés

promptly.

D. Unclear Policies Regarding Acceptance of Violations with Recorded Yellow
Light Times Under 3.0 Second€ausedConfusion Between City Departments

OIG concluded that yellow light timing was unrelated to the enforcement anomndaiei$sied by

the Tribune however, we did note a change in the way tratdorstreat events witlyellow
light timesbelow 3.0 seands At t he Ci Redilexrejactedgaptaredteyestwith a
recorded yellow light time under 3.0 secorasl did not issue a citation for such eveisce

the transition to Xeroxjoweverboth Xerox and the City accept violatewith recordedyellow
light times of 2.9 secondsand above This changehas resulted in certairALJs dismissing
violations with recorded times belo®.0 secondgdespite CDOT assurances that these are
acceptable violations.

Suggestioms for Future Management

CDOT should consider directing Xerox tejectany violation with a recorded yellow light time
below three seconds order to improve public confidence in the RLC program

If CDOT chooses to continue accepting violations with recorded yellow light tielesv 3.0
seconds, the Department should document this policy and make this documentation available to
the public. Clarifying this policy should alswesolve any confusion between CDOTDOF,

DOAH, and the publicgegardingwhat constitutes aaaeptable ydbw light time for an RLC
violation.
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V. APPENDIX A: CITY CouNCIL LETTER TO OIG REQUESTING RLC REVIEW
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