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TO:  THE HONORABLE MAYOR 
        AND CITY COUNCIL    DATE:  OCTOBER 16, 2007 
 
 
SUBJECT:  
 
 
 
 

Report in Brief 
 
In July 2007, the City Council requested that the Police Department report on the feasibility of using 
automated enforcement devices to reduce red light violations at intersections throughout the City.  
The Police Department has studied the feasibility of these automated enforcement devices and 
prepared a white paper on the topic.  This Council item will introduce the white paper.   
 
Staff recommends that the City Council approve further study of automated enforcement devices and 
if deemed effective, authorize staff to issue a Request for Proposals to seek vendors to provide a 
system(s) in Woodland.  
 
 
Background 
 
An automated enforcement device is defined by the California Vehicle Code as : 

“…any system operated by a governmental agency, in cooperation with a law 
enforcement agency, that photographically records a driver's responses to a rail or rail 
transit signal or crossing gate, or both, or to an official traffic control signal described 
in Section 21450, and is designed to obtain a clear photograph of a vehicle's license 
plate and the driver of the vehicle.” VC § 210 
 

Automated enforcement devices have been in use for many years though their use in California has 
increased dramatically since the early 1990s.  The primary use for the devices is intersection control, 
though they can also be used from railroad crossings. In prior years, they were also used for speed 
enforcement but that is no longer permitted in California.  To control an intersection, cameras are 
placed on poles near the intersection.  Triggers are placed on the roadway which coordinates with 
the traffic light controls to determine when a movement is prohibited.  When a vehicle enters an 
intersection against a red light it will activate the trigger which will cause the camera to photograph 
the vehicle, the driver and the light.  This information is compared with registration information held 
by the Department of Motor Vehicles and reviewed by a law enforcement officer.  If the information 
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is verified, a notice to appear is sent to the alleged violator.  The alleged violator would be able to 
contest the offense in court.   
 
Only a governmental entity, in cooperation with a law enforcement agency, may operate an 
automated enforcement system (VC§ 21455.5 (c)).  Most cities enter into a contract with a private 
vendor to place these automated enforcement devices.  The vendor generally provides the 
equipment, and under contract will provide some maintenance and support functions.  By law, 
certain functions such as ensuring that the equipment is properly functioning, maintain proper 
posting, and law enforcement review cannot be contracted out.   
 
The purpose of any automated enforcement device is traffic safety through enforcement.  All 
enforcement activities cost money whether it is a police officer or an automated device.  Therefore, 
in analyzing automated enforcement devices you need to consider the costs involved versus the costs 
of other enforcement activities.  Prior to 2004, many of the contracts for these devices were done on 
a percentage basis. That is, the private vendor would be compensated with a certain percentage of 
the local revenue generated through fines paid.  Effective January 1, 2004, a change in state law no 
longer permits this method of compensation.  Private vendors now charge a “flat rate” to place the 
cameras, maintain the system, and other contracted services.  Depending on contract terms, this may 
mean that enough revenue may not be generated from the device to pay the flat rate. 
 
The Department’s white paper, authored by Sgt. Derrek Kaff and Sgt. Don Beal, describes several 
studies that have been done on the use of these automated enforcement devices.  The studies results 
indicate that these automated enforcement devices generally have a positive impact on traffic safety.  
Results from a majority of the studies indicate that these devices do reduce traffic violations and 
therefore collisions, though one study suggests that these results might be short lived.   
 
Department statistics indicate certain intersections that may be suitable for an automated 
enforcement device.  The intersections are Pioneer and E. Main Street, and Pioneer and Gibson. 
Over two years, we have had 42 and 32 reported collisions at these intersections, respectively.  
During the same time, we have issued 15 and 18 citations for red light violations at these 
intersections.   These intersections have the highest issue rate of any in the city which would suggest 
red light violations are a factor in many of these collisions.    
 
The use of “cameras” by law enforcement can be a concern to some in the community.  In August 
2007, the ACLU of Northern California published a report titled "Under the Watchful Eye."  Though 
the report focused on surveillance cameras used to monitor public areas, it did express concern over 
the increasing use of photographic monitoring being done by government agencies.  In addition, 
many persons do not like the “impersonal” approach of automated enforcement devices, and some 
will claim their purpose is only to generate revenue.  While these concerns exist, the Department’s 
white paper cites various surveys which show that between 60-80% of the public supports automated 
enforcement devices.   
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Discussion 
 
Automated enforcement devices can be an effective traffic safety tool. The benefit from such devices 
is that they can be placed at locations with higher violation frequencies for specific offenses thus 
freeing officers to monitor other locations.   
 
Utilization of these devices was often seen as “no cost” to the City (since the systems were paid for 
through a percentage of fines originating from the system).  Though the systems were never “no 
cost,” they certainly are not so today.  There have always been the personnel cost needed to monitor 
the program and the costs for court appearances when violations are challenged.  Now there is the 
“flat costs” to run the system.  Evaluating any system must include an examination of expenses 
versus the net impact on traffic safety.  In order to identify the costs for installing any system, staff 
would need to engage vendors to do an analysis of specific intersections.  Staff believes some 
vendors will perform a preliminary analysis in advance of any formal RFP. Though this work should 
not involve any disruption in traffic, it would need to be coordinated between the vendor, traffic 
engineering, and the police department.  
 
Our Community Oriented Policing and Problem Oriented Policing programs emphasize personal 
contact between police personnel and our community.  In order to maintain that posture, it is 
important that policy decisions regarding automated enforcement devices place the emphasis on 
traffic safety.  The Department will also have to ensure that a mechanism exists for violators to 
speak with someone regarding the procedure.     
 
 
Fiscal Impact 
 
There would be no fiscal impact to study the feasibility of using automated enforcement devices.  
Depending on the proposals received, there may be a cost impact if a system is installed and activity 
does not cover the “flat cost.” 
 
Public Contact 
 
This item was included in the posting of the City Council agenda.  A public hearing would need to 
be held prior to awarding any contract to install an automated enforcement system (VC §21455.6) 
should the Council desire to move forward.  
 
 
Commission Recommendation 
 
If the Council desires to move forward, identification of intersections and implementation of the 
system would be presented to the Traffic Safety Commission.   
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Alternative Courses of Action 
 

1. Approve further study of automated enforcement devices and if deemed effective, authorize 
staff to issue a Request for Proposals to seek vendors to provide a system(s) in Woodland.  

2. Direct staff to conduct further study without issuing a Request for Proposals. 
3. Direct staff to do no further study.  

 
 
Recommendation for Action 

 
Staff recommends that the City Council approve Alternative No. 1. 
 
 
 

  
Prepared by: Carey F. Sullivan 
 Chief of Police 
 
 

  
 
  

 
 
  
Mark G. Deven 
City Manager 
 
 
 
Red Light Camera Programs: Woodland Police Department 
    Sgt. Derrek Kaff and Sgt. Don Beal  




































