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Dear members of the Pennsylvania House Transportation Committee,

Thank you for your invitation to provide testimony to the Committee for today's public
hearing on thered light cameraprogram. The cominegnts below relateto both the
Philadelphia Code (Chapter 12-3000) and Senate Bill 595, since both will come before

your committee and we believe both contain similar strengthsand weaka

The analysisbelow discusses four types of public protectionsthat shiould beincluded as
public protectionsin any enabling legislationfor red-light camera programs. We discuss
specific recommendations for best practice, as compared to how the Philadel phiaCode
and Senate Bill 595 measures up to these standards.

Unfortunately the currently legislation and municipal codefal far short of high standards
of best practice. We recommend against approving thislegisation or a continnation of
the Philadel phia code without amendmentsto rmeet best practice,

(1) Pennsylvania cities should put safety first in enforcing traffic laws. Fortunately,
data from police accident records and traffic engineering studies makeit relatively
straightforward to put thrs principle into practice by addressing some basic questions:

e Where does & problem really exist? Red-light camerasshould only beplaced at
an intersection where authorities have documented a historv of iniuries from red-
light running. Neither the Philadelphia Code nosSenate Bill 595 requires such a
clear and data-driven practice for sereenmng applications. Instead, borli documents
designate the Pennsylvania Secretary of Transportation 10 approve intersections
(along with the PhiladelphiaParking Authority in Philadelphia). 1he ordinance
and proposed legislation fal to provide any criteriafor issuing approvalsor
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denialsof theseapplications. Thelack of criteriamakes decisionsinherently
arbitrary. Without eriteria it isalse impossiblefor the public to challengethebasis
or application of these decisions, or for outside expertsto recommend
Improvements. Mandating aserious and systematicscreening process may require
an extension of the 60 day period to makeaproper level of anadysispossible.
Alternately, thelaw could eliminatethe provision in the Senate bill that converts a
delayed decisioninto an approval.

s Apethere alternative solutions? Beforeinstalling cameraticketingat an
intersection, authorities should certify that they have attempted aternative
methodsto reduce red-light runninginjuriesthrough traffic enginecring that did
not addressthe problem. Tho Federal Highway Administration recomineids this
protocol in its guidancestating thet, * Cameras should be considered/installed only
after engineering solutions have been proven ineffective wherethereis ared-
light-running problem.” Trafficengineering solutionsinclude, for instance,
lengthening the yellow-light interval, removing visual obstructionsto the traffic
signal, or improve signage. Many of these measures are also substantially cheaper
than ongorng paymentsto ared-light cameracompany. Unfortunately neither the
Philadel phiaCode nor Senate Bill 595 require this pretocel to protect thepublic.
In fact. while both documentsexplicitlyforbid reducing yellow-light duration
times to shorter than what i sindicated on thecity's permit for installing a traffic
signal; they fail to make possible an extension the yellow-light duration longer
than the previonisly pennitted time.

® Daocsit focuson the problem? Ticketing a aparticular intersectionshould be
focused on deterring tle type of red-light running that has caused injuriesat that
intersection. A traffic camera can otherwisebejudged as inappropriately being
used asa revenue generator rather than asafety enhancement. Thiswould bethe
case, for instance, if the city dispreportionately issuesticketsfor right-turn-on-red
violations at an intersection whereright turnshave not been a mgjor cause of
injuries. Neither the Philadelphia Code nor Senate Bill 595 require such
constderation.

e [sit effective? Once created, programsshould came under regular review to
assess Whether red-light camerasare reducinginjuriesand fatalities. The
evaluation should be made without regard to the amount of revenue that cameras
generate. Both the Philadel phia Code and Senate Bill 595 mandateregular
reporting; but rieither dictates that a program should beterminated if evidence
fails to indicate improved safety.

2y Red-light camera contractsmust not createadditional incentivesto issue more
tickets. Peoplerespond to financia incentives. Thereforelegidation should forbid
contract incentivesfor vendors that are based directly orindirectly on thevolume of
tickets or fines. Rewarding contractorsfor placingmorefineson driverswill undermine
public confidencein the program. Lossof public trust may further undermine societal
compliancewith traffic laws. Compliance ultimately depends more on broad beliefs
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about the fairness and usefulness of traffic laws, rather than cal cul ations about the
likelihood of recerving afine.

Pennsylvaniaknowsall too well how incentivesfor private enrichment can distort
decisions about law enforcement. Therecent convictionin Luzeme County of

judge, Mark A. Ciavarella Jr. for sentencing children to juvenile detention in retutn for
$2.6 million m payments from theprivate detention center.

Therefore, it isbeneficial that Senatebill 595 expressly forbid public payments based on
the volume of ticketsand requiresthat payment be accorded based on thevalue of
equipment and servicesprovided. Likewise greater separation between saf ety decisions
and revenue implications 1s accomplished by shatring municipa revenues with the state.
The municipal shareis split with thestatein the Senate bill with amaximum of 5 percent
of the annual municipal budget. These mandates partially dilutethe incentiveto issue
tickets for revenue.

(3) Public officials should retain control over transportation policy decisions,
including the ability to withdraw from acontract early if dissatisfied with the service or
its effects. Public control of red-light ticketing has been seriously compromised in other
states where companies have issued lawsuitsor when contract terms enablethe company
to levy financial pendtiesif too few tickets are issued.

For instance, the camera vendor American Traffic Solution last week announced alaw
st against Knoxville, Tennessee becausethecity no longer issues citationsfor lack of
full stops on nght turns. Reductions in company revenues should not be a reason to
change public traffic pohcies.

(4) Extraordinary transparency and opportunities for public input should prevail
when private contractors are enhsted to make decisionsabout law enforcement.
Contractors decisionsand rewardsmust be subject to an extraordinary degree of public
openness with ample opportunity for empowered public participation.

Online public accessiscrucia to ensure that the outcomeof cameraticketing contracts
are fully transparent. We recommend that aregularly updated public website list the
following information for each intersection with red-light camera: information about the
number of citations, the number ofrejected citations, the number of fines, and the amount
of finerevenue going tothe city. The websites should aso detail the criteriathe company
uses to decide which carsreceive infractions. Contractorsalready track this information.
Citizens should be empowered to scrutinize the outcomesand to pose questions based on
the data. Vendorsshould print the website prominently on every ticket.

Likewise, both the Philadel phia Code and Senate Bill require clear posting of signs
announcing the use of red-light cameras ahead. Proper sings also protect the public from
perverseincentivesin operating the programs, since proper signage can reduce the
amount of red-light runming whileIncreasing safety.



It isimportant that information be publicly accessiblefor each intersection listing the
types of violationsidentified by the contractor and what percent are overridden by police
review before final approval. It isimportantthat vendorstrack thisinformation and that
the public can scrutinize it. Thisiscrucia for evaluating whether other principles are
being upheld. For mstance, if an intersection issueslarge nuribers of ticketsfor atype of
violation for which thereis no prior history of injuries, thiswould be an indication that
the camera 1s functioningfor the purposeof revenue enhancement, not safety.

Thank you for the opportunity to address the committee. Welook forward to speaking
with you more about theseissues.

Phineas Baxandall
Senior Analyst, PennPIRG

4 l P aeg



