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"€l City of Seattle

Seattle Police Department
R. Gil Kerlikowske, Chief of Police

May 12, 2009

Andrea King Robertson

Law Office of Steve Rosen
800 Fifth Avenue, Suite 4000
Seattle, WA 98104

Records Request under Chapter 42.56 RCW: Photo Enforcement Program Records
Dear Ms. Robertson,
This letter is in response to your request for the following:

1. All records and documents concerning any contracts held in the past or currently
held between the City of Seattle and any provider of “Automated Traffic Safety
Cameras” as that term is used in RCW 46.63.170, or any other provider of any
system that takes pictures of vehicles to assist in law enforcement, including but
not limited to, financial agreements, description of services provided, standard
agreed procedures for processing and documenting photo enforcement efforts,
communications with Seattle Police Department or any other department, and
procedure for notification of alleged offenders of Seattle or Washington State traffic
provisions.

2. All records and documents of police department procedures or standard operating
procedures regarding how to process information generated from any provider of
“Automated Traffic Safety Cameras,” as that term is used in RCW 46.63.170 or
any other provider of any system that takes pictures of vehiclas to assist in law
enforcement.

We searched the files at the Seattle Police Department (SPD} and have identified the
following documents as responsive to your request:

e City of Seattle Traffic Safety Camera Pilot Project Final Evaluation Report
December 2007

s City of Seattle Traffic Safety Camera Program Year Il Evaluation Report December
2007
The City of Seattle Vender Contract #1617
The City of Seattle Vender Contract #2345

Enclosed are copies of the above documents. As a courtesy, we have waived the copying
fees.

Seattle Police Department, 610 Fifth Avenue, PO Box 34986, Seattle, WA 93124-4986
An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer.
Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request. Call (206) 233-7203 at least two weeks in advance.







The following documents have also been identified as responsive to your request:

MQ 2 — Citation Processing System

Red Light Camera Enforcement — Violation Process Flow
Red Light Camera Enforcement — Axsis/MCIS interaction
Red Light & Speed Camera — Business Rules Questionnaire

The above documents were authored by the vendor, ATS (American Traffic Solutions),
Inc. and are labeled “Proprietary and Confidential.” We have therefore sent them a third-
party notification as a courtesy to inform them that we intend to disclose these documents
under public disclosure by the end of business on May 29, 2009 unless prior to that time
they have obtained and the SPD has been served with a court injunction prohibiting
disclosure.

If you believe that the information furnished has been incorrectly redacted, you may file a
written appeal with the Chief of Police within ten (10) business days from the date of
receipt of this letter. The appeal must include your name and address, a copy of the
redacted document and a copy of this letter together with a brief statement identifying the
basis of the appeal. Please mail or deliver your appeal to:

Chief of Police

610 Fifth Avenue

PO Box 34986

Seattle, WA 98124-4986

If you have any questions please call the Public Disclosure Desk at (206) 684-5481.

Sincerely,

John Diaz
Interim Chief of Police

Tnsidde

Tricia Colin
Administrative Specialist I
Public Request Unit
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City of Seattle
Traffic Safety Camera Pilot Project

Final Evaluation Report

December 2007

For additional information, please contact:

Deputy Chief for Administration
Seattle Police Department
P.O. Box 34986
Seattle, WA 98124-4986

(206) 684-5773






Executive Summary

In late July 2008, the City of Seattle initiated a 12-month pilot project designed to test the
effectiveness of traffic safety cameras — also known as red light cameras — at selected
arterial intersections. The purpose of the project was to gauge the extent to which these
cameras might reduce the frequency of red light running and associated accidents,
events which have become all too frequent in recent years, not only in Seattle but
throughout the country. :

Altogether, six camera systems were deployed at four intersections in the pilot project.
After 12 months, through July 23, 2007, 16,539 citations were issued, with a pay rate
exceeding 70%, and more than $1,076,000 in monetary penalties collected. This report
summarizes the results of the pilot and evaluates the performance of the red light
cameras and the City's red light camera vendor. Recommendations regarding the future
of the program are addressed in the conclusion.

The main findings of the evaluation are as follows:

e RED LIGHT RUNNING. There is evidence that the operation of red light
cameras has reduced red light running on the order of 50% over the 12-month
study period; however, progress has not been uniform, as violations declined
sharply from late summer and early fall 2006 through January 2007, then
recovered before beginning to level out in April and May and declining again
through July.

*» TRAFFIC CRASHES. There is little evidence that cameras have decreased the
frequency of all auto crashes or of the more dangerous angie collisions; however,
it does appear that cameras may have mitigated the severity of crashes. There
were fewer injury crashes and fewer persons injured in crashes at test
intersections than before cameras were installed. Moreover, severity of crashes
at a small number of “control” intersections not equipped with cameras showed
an increase, as measured by the number of injury crashes and persons injured.

The pilot project evaluation team also has concluded that the American Traffic Solutions
vendor has performed well at a reasonable cost, and the public, in general, has
responded favorably to this program.

Intreduction and Background

At the recommendation of Mayor Greg Nickels, on September 26, 2005, the Seattle City
Council unanimously passed an ordinance under a new state law authorizing the use of
automated traffic safety cameras (also known as red light cameras) for enforcing local
laws against red light running. This ordinance expressly authorized the use of these
cameras for recording violations at arterial intersections and established a $101
monetary penalty for each infraction. Also, in the fall of 2005, the Council passed
supplemental budget legisiation appropriating a total of $460,000 for a one-year pilot
program to test the performance of traffic safety cameras in Seattle.

Under the leadership of Chief Gil Kerlikowske, the Seattle Police Department (SPD)
convened an interdepartmental team to arrange for cameras to be installed at selected
intersections and to design an evaluation of the resuits of camera deployment. The core
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project team included representatives from six City departments, including the
Department of Finance, the Law Department, the Legislative Department, the Seattle
Department of Transportation (SDOT), and the Seattle Municipal Court, in addition to
SPD. After a competitive bidding process, in January 20086, the team, working with
assistance from City Purchasing and the Department of Information Technology,
selected American Traffic Solutions (ATS) of Scottsdale, Arizona, as the City's red light
camera vendor.

At 12:01 a.m. on June 22, 2006, ATS commenced camera operations along four
approaches at three intersections. Two additional approaches began ic operate in garly
October 2006. Altogether, six camera systems were deployed at four intersections in
the pilot project:
* FEastbound and westbound approaches at Denny Way and Fairview Avenue
North;
+ Northbound and southbound approaches at Rainier Avenue South and South
Orcas Street;
» Eastbound approach at 5" Avenue and Spring Street; and
Eastbound approach at Roosevelt Way and NE 45" Street.

The project team worked closely with SDOT and the camera vendor 1o identify and
select these intersections for the pilot from a list of the city’s most hazardous
" intersections.

For a one-month period after the installation of camera systems at these intersections,
advisory warnings were issued to violators without monetary penalty as part of the City's
educational outreach to motorists and the general public. On July 24, 2006, SPD began
issuing citations with monetary penalties to registered owners of vehicles found to have
violated City statutes against red light running. The formai evaluation results discussed
below cover the 12-month period commencing on July 24, 2006. .

Traffic Safety Camera Technology and Citation Process

Prior to addressing evaluation questions, it may be helpful to review a few points
regarding red light cameras and the citation process. The Axsis RLC-300 camera
system used by American Traffic Solutions has three basic components: a high
resolution camera for taking still color photos, a video camera that provides a broader
view of the offending vehicle and any other vehicles, pedestrians, or cyclists in the
intersection, and a vehicle sensing device that activates the still cameras and captures
video of approaching vehicles that the system “predicts” will violate a red signal.

The stills show the vehicle behind the stop line with the traffic signal showing red in an
“A” photo and the same vehicle fully beyond the stop line with the traffic signal still
showing red in a “B” photo. These two photos, together with a cropped image of the
vehicle license plate are included in the citation (also known as the notice of infraction,
NOI) that is sent to the registered owner of the vehicle. The still photos and video clip of
the event are available to police reviewers, court personnel, and registered owners via
secure ATS Internet Web site. All photos and video only show the vehicle from the rear,
as Washington law prohibits taking images of the faces of vehicle driver or occupants.
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Photographic and video images of viclation events are sent electronically from the traffic
safety camera system to the ATS data center where they are reviewed against criteria
established by the Seattle Police Department. Events that clearly are not violations are
rejected at the data center. Trained officers in the SPD Traffic Section, who authorize
issuance of citations for those deemed in violation, review events that appear to meet
SPD criteria. Pursuant to statute, this review and mailing of the NOI to the registered
owner of the vehicle must all occur within 14 days of the violation event.

The registered owner then has 18 days from issuance of the NOI to either pay the
monetary penalty specified in the City Ordinance,' contest the citation by requesting a
Municipal Court hearing, or sign a declaration (affidavit) stating that he or she was not
driving the vehicle at the time of the infraction (thereby canceling the citation). Itis
important to note that, by Washington law, the automated red light violation is treated as
a parking infraction and is not part of the registered owner’s driving record under RCW
46.52.101 and RCW 46.52.120. Basic program statistics, from inception of monetary
penalties on July 24, 2006 through July 23, 2007, are summarized in the table.

Traffic Safety Camera Vital Statistics as of July 23, 2007

Total Events Screened by SPD 17,434
Total Citations Issued 16,539

Issuance Rate 94.9%
Total Citations Paid 11,957

Payment Rate 72.3%
Net Revenue Collected $1,076,212
Hearings Held (of Citations Issued) 1,805 (10.9%)
Declarations Received (of Citations Issued) 928 {5.6%)

Evaluation Questions

The project team specified a number of questions to be addressed in the evaluation.
They are highlighted briefly here and then discussed in the body of the report.

« Has red light camera enforcement enhanced public safety in and around those
intersections where camera systems have been deployed?

The project team believes that this is the most significant question to be addressed in
the evaluation. There are two basic components to the question:
> Effects on red light running. the pilot will be deemed successful to the extent that
it has reduced the frequency of red light running by motorists; and
» Effects on traffic collisions: the pilot will be deemed successful to the extent that
it has reduced the frequency or severity of traffic collisions in those intersections
where the cameras have been deployed.

» Have red light camera systems and the contracted vendor met our expectations?

In the Request for Proposal (RFP) that was issued prior to selection of a qualified
vendor, the City set forth its expectations for the camera system and vendor

! This requirement was extended by Court policy to 30 days for rental car agencies in late May 2007, to give
out-of-town companies a reasonable time to respond and identify the driver of the violating vehicle.
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performance. To answer this question, the project team will revisit the RFP criteria and
weigh them against our experience during the pilot project.

e How have cameras been received by Sealtle residents?

Public reaction to automated red light enforcement is an important part of our evaluation
of the results of the pilot.

* s there a continuing need for red light camera enforcement?

Prior to formulating recommendations regarding the future of automated red light
enforcement, it is important to gauge the continuing need for this type of program.

* Have red light cameras paid for themselves?

Finally, although revenue is not an objective for having a red light program, it is
important to weigh the costs and benefits associated with the traffic safety camera
technology as deployed by the City of Seattle.

Traffic Safety

As noted above, traffic safety has provided the principal rationale for the red light pilot
project. Two dimensions are explored below: the impacts on the frequency of red light
running and the impacts on traffic crashes. Although this subject is beset by numerous
complexities, and it is |mpor1ant to stress the preliminary nature of our findings, it also is
worth trying to summarize the conclusions up front before elaborating in the balance of
this section:

« RED LIGHT RUNNING. There is evidence that the operation of red light
cameras has reduced red light running on the order of 50% aver the 12-month
study period; however, progress has not been uniform, as violations declined
sharply from late summer and early fall 2006 through January 2007, then
recovered before beginning to level out in April and May, with further declines.
thereafter.

» TRAFFIC CRASHES. There is little evidence that cameras have decreased the
frequency of all auto crashes or of the more dangerous angle collisions; however,
it does appear that cameras may have mitigated the severity of crashes. There
were fewer injury crashes and fewer persons injured in crashes at test
intersections than before cameras were installed. Moreover, severity of crashes
at a small number of “control” intersections not equipped with cameras showed
an increase, as measured by the number of injury crashes and persons injured.

After a brief discussion of intersection selection and study methodology, we will dlscuss
the frequency of red light violations, then the collision results.

Methodology. The project team considered three types of information in nominating
intersections for the study. First, all intersections were among the city's top intersections
for angle crashes based on data from SDOT and the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT). Second, ATS set up and captured video on red light
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violations at candidate intersections using their VIMS {Vehicle incident Monitoring
System) equipment. In those cases where the VIMS best corroborated the existence of
a problem, a review involving other criteria was conducted, selecting for those
intersections where construction work prior to or during the pilot was not likely to be an
issue and where technical design problems were not evident. Lastly, the team
attempted to get a degree of geographic dispersion into the pilot. The four intersections
and traffic approaches chosen as test sites for the traffic safety camera pilot were:

» Eastbound and westbound approaches at Denny Way and Fairview Avenue
North;

s Northbound and southbound approaches at Rainier Avenue South and South
Orcas Street,

» Eastbound approach at 5™ Avenue and Spring Street; and
Eastbound approach at Roosevelt Way and NE 45" Street.

In addition to these “test” intersections, the study design developed by the project team
also called for the selection of like numbers of “halo™ and “contro!” intersections. The
former were designated with the intent of seeing whether the cameras have a “halo
effect” that extends beyond the test intersections. The “controls” are intersections
beyond the likely effects of any halo, similar to the test intersections in traffic-related
basics such as traffic volumes and accident records, but not being selected for a traffic
safety camera during the pilot project. The intent in looking at these “controls™ is to see
whether there might be general trends in traffic-related behavior that could be
responsible for any changes observed at the test intersections.?

The intersections identified as halos for this study were all close to the respective test
sites with which they are paired:

Denny Way and Stewart Street;

Rainier Avenue South and South Graham Street;
6™ Avenue and Spring Street; and

11" Avenue NE and NE 45™ Street.

The control intersections chosen for the study include:

1% Avenue South and South King Street;
Boren Avenue and QOlive Way;

Lake City Way NE and NE 80" Street; and
30" Avenue NE and NE 125" Street.

Red Light Violations. The study design for gauging changes in red light running at test
intersections involves a comparison of the frequency of violations before (pre)
installation of cameras and after (post) installation. Although there is not strictly
comparable data for the control intersections, the design allows inspection of VIMS red
light running results during a single weekday pre and post pilot project.

? Please note that the intersections selected for comparisons very likely do not meet stringent
tests required for true scientifically controlied study. They are best seen as “comparisons” rather
than scientific controls.
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On a per camera basis, the frequency of red light violations resulting in a traffic citation
dropped approximately 50% between the first four weeks and the last four weeks of the
pilot through July 22, 2007. However, as shown in the chart, the trend in red light
violations is not straightforward. Early weeks of the pilot show considerable variation in
violation levels, albeit at a relatively high level. The frequencies then start to fall off
through the year-end holidays and the start of winter when traffic volumes tend to be
dropping; however, beginning in early February the average number of citations per
camera per week start to pick up again, growing steadily through mid-April, when they
appear to level off and then begin to decline again through the end of the pilot period.
Significantly for our conclusion, there is less dispersion in the weekly data points over
the last three months, providing evidence that the frequency of violations is, indeed,
leveling off.?

Weekly Citations per Camera, Averaged by Month,
July 24, 2006 to July 22, 2007
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VIMS data for the control intersections show no such pattern. Red light running
worsened at three of the four comparison intersections over the test period, with an
aggregate increase in red light viclations, pre- to post-test, from 133 to 181 during the
days tested, a 36% increase. These findings suggest that cameras may, indeed, be
having a salutary effect on red light running violations at the test intersections.

National studies buttress this conclusion, as cameras elsewhere have been widely
reported to reduce the frequency of red light running.* It is important, once again, to
observe that these findings are preliminary, and the project team will continue to monitor
trends as the program moves forward, especially in light of the seasonality that was
observed during the cold months. )

® The first two months post-pilot (August and September 2007) also suggest a flattening of the
gurve at approximately 50% of the first month of the pI|Ot

* For the most comprehensive look at the national experience, see Hugh W. McGee and Kimberly
A. Eccles, Impact of Red Light Camera Enforcement on Crash Experience: A Synthesis of
Highway Practice (Washington, D.C.: National Highway Cooperatlve Research Program,
Transportation Research Board, 2003).
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Traffic Collisions. The study design for gauging changes in traffic-related collisions at
test intersections involves a comparison of the frequency of collisions before (pre)
installation of cameras and after {post) installation. Data on collisions at halo and control
intersections may also be examined for the comparable months.

The evidence on the effects of red light enforcement on collisions is less clear than the
effects on red light running. During the 12 months during which police have been
authorizing citations, crashes overall have changed little. At the test intersections, there
were a total of 34 crashes, an average of 5.67 per intersection. This compares with an
average total of 33.75, or 5.63 per intersection, during the same period during the four
preceding years. Almost all of these collisions were potentiaily serious — 19 angle
collisions, 10 left turn collisions, three pedestrian and two sideswipe collisions.
Interestingly, there were no rear-end collisions during the pilot pericd, given that the
research literature shows some concern for these after the installation of cameras.®

However, it does appear that the overall severity of collisions, as gauged by the
frequency of injury accidents and of persons injured, has decreased at the intersections
with cameras, as shown in the accompanying tables. These tables show that there have
been significantly fewer persons injured (although not significantly fewer injury
accidents) at the camera intersections when compared with the controls, where both the
number of injury accidents and persons injured (especially the latter) increased during
the pilot period.®

Severity of Crashes Pre/Post Pilot Project

# Injury Crashes # Persons Injured

Test Control Test Control
Pre RLC 17 10 26 17
Post RLC 13 14 18 29

Examination of the collision data at so-called halo intersections shows no consistent
pattern over the 12-month period. In one case, accidents appear to trend in the same
directions at the test and halo intersections. In another case, the trends contrast. in the
two remaining cases, there is no change at halo intersections while conditions at the test
intersections are changing.

System and Vendor Performance

The table that follows provides a brief recap of the performance of the technical systems
and capabilities of the American Traffic Solutions vendor, as specified in the Seattle
Request for Proposals for the Traffic Safety Camera Pilot Project. Overall, the City's
project team has been well pleased with ATS systems and its professional staff. The
equipment and its performancs, in general, has been everything that was promised, and
ATS professionals are first rate. A few examples may suffice to make these points.

® See McGee and Eccles, Impact of Red Light Camera Enforcement on Crash Experience, 2003.
® Pre Red Light Camera {RLC) cells in tables represent annual averages of experience over the

four years preceding initiation of the pilot, rounded to nearest whole integer. Numbers for 5" &
Spring are extrapolated from 10 to 12 months for comparability with other intersections. There is
a statistically significant difference at the .03 level in the # persons injured table, using a one-
tailed Fisher's Exact Test.
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Equipment. The workstation and imagery available to SPD reviewers of violation
events produces high resolution color photos and video that facilitate decision making,
even when “slow-roll” right turn violations are in view. As well, the on-line Axsis
statistical reporting utility provides exceflent, near-real time data to support evaluation
and trouble-shooting. On several occasions, the City’s project lead was able ta spot
emerging problems with video capture almost as quickly as ATS monitoring staff. On
another occasion, the statistical reporting categories used to classify event rejections
allowed the City to question and evaluate its own enforcement standards.

Professional Staff. ATS professional staff has exceeded our expectations in almost
every respect. Two highlights include the manner in which the vendor developed a
custom appreach for exchange of data with the Seaftle Municipal Court staff, and the
willingness of ATS to tailor its Axsis statistical reporting package in response to
suggestions for improvement from the City. In the latter case, ATS altered report design
to allow the client to separate out “non-event” camera trips from valid rejections; this
allowed calculation of a true rejection rate without hand calculations. In another case,
ATS developed a report to allow the client to tally violations by type (right turns, left turns
and straight through violations). All of this was done at vendor expense.

In the matrix that follows, there is a single "not met” criterion: cameras activated
approximately 12 weeks late as a result of various factors, with responsibility shared by
the City and the vendor. The primary factors involved the complexity of design
requirements at selected intersections, requiring time-consuming coordination with
multiple agencies. In part as a result of these delays, the project launched with four
cameras operating at three different locations on June 22, 2006. The last intersection
came on line in early October 2006. In this case, another factor slowed work — a month-
long labor stoppage made it impossible to pour concrete in King County.

Rating Criteria

Standard

| Performance

| Comments

Minimum
Qualifications

1) Camera technology

Digital capture of
good quality photos

Standard Met

Single RLC-300
camera produces
excellent guality
prosecutable photos
under wide range of
conditions

2) Data transmission
& storage

Secure chain of
evidence

Standard Met

IPSEC VPN secure
transmission, two-
factor authentication
for access to system

3) Violation detection
technology

Non-invasive, no
loops in the pavement

Standard Met

Video detection
system is highly
sensitive, even
catching marginal
events at varying
approach speeds

4) Citation processing
capability

Robust system
capable of configuring
to Court needs

Standard Met

ATS designed and
executed non-
standard design for
data exchange with
SMC

Traffic Safety Camera Pilot Projeci
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Rating Criteria -

1 Standard -

| Performance

Comments

5) Web-based
application

Must allow web-based
viewing by SPD,
SMC, and public .

Standard Met

Highly functional,
secure access 24/7

6) Experience

Successful

Standard Exceeded

ATS a leading vendor

elsewhere deployment in a with other large city
minimum of 3 clients (e.g., NYC,
jurisdictions Philadelphia,
Houston)
Preferred

Qualifications

1) Meet project
timeline

Cameras ready to go
4/1/2006

Standard Not Met

Shared responsibility
wiih City (see text);
cameras active

6/22/2006
2} Number of Preference for two Standard Met Two of four
approaches covered camera approaches intersections with two
per intersection approaches
3) Violation capture Vendor quoted 80% Standard Exceeded Data show 83%
rate capture capture rate; rejection

rate 17% (12%
controllable})

4) Photo flash

Low ‘wattage preferred

Standard Met

100 watt flash, ultra
fast, no complaints

5) Area View

Video camera to show
context for violations

Standard Met

System has met this
need, especially for
right turn violations

6) Environmental
impacts

Minirmal preferred

Standard Met

System footprint
among best in the
industry, least
sidewalk clutter

7) Cost neutrality

City not to lose mcney

Standard Exceeded

Operation has more

guarantee than paid for itself
(see text)
Other -
- Specifications :
1) Site survey support | Intersection Standard Exceeded ATS did three rounds
monitoring to advise of monitoring to
on selection support selections

2) Design and

Fully meet City

Standard Met

ATS worked well with

installation requirements all depts, even in
difficult situations.
Trees impact location
decisions (see text)

3) Service & 24-hour problem Standard Met Remote abservation,

maintenance detection, 72-hour proactive

resolution

maintenance, timely
fixes without local field
office

4) Work with City to
develop system

Work cooperatively to
ensure customer
satisfaction’

Standard Exceeded

Excellent approach to
design and
implementation with
SPD and SMC

Traffic Safety Camera Pilot Project
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‘Rating Criterla -~~~ | Standard ... = = | Performance ... -~ Comments "% ' -~
5) Statistical reporting | Support monthly Standard Exceeded On-line Axsis
statistical reporting reporting system
available 24/7, ATS
tailored system to
meet City needs at
vendor cost
6) Other support Expert testimony, Standard Exceeded ATS has offered
public outreach expert testimony in
SMC hearings,
performed phone
survey at vendor cost
7} Training Provide all required Standard Met Excellent training
training provided locally and in
Scottsdale

Public Reception

The City has endeavored to ensure good understanding and reception of the City's
automated red light enforcement efforts. Three different kinds of evidence suggest that
there is a strong leve! of public support for the cameras.

First, at the outset of the project, the project team authorized a telephone survey to
gauge levels of public knowledge and support for cameras and our local project initiative.
In April 2006, Richter Research of St. Louis, Missouri, contacted 404 Seattle residents at
random and found that seven residents in 10 thought that red light running is, indeed, a
problem in Seattle. As well, 82% were in favor of installing automated red light cameras
at Seattle’'s most dangerous intersections. When presented with information about
positive experiences elsewhere in decreasing the frequency of red light running and
associated collisions, 77% were inclined to regard the use of cameras even more
favorably. Of the 14% that opposed the use of cameras, the most typical reason given
for opposition involved the alleged invasion of privacy (“Big Brother is watching”). The
margin of error for survey results was plus or minus 4.9%. A copy of the full survey is
available upon request.

Local media coverage of the photo enforcement pilot project also has generally been
quite positive, as measured by editorial comment and feature stories in both the Seattle
Times and the Seattle Post-intelligencer. The P-1 editorial board has been particularly
supportive.” Even when caught on camera driving through a red signal, at least one
local columnist kept her sense of humor and paid the fine.® There also has been a
reasonable level of understanding and support exEressed in letters to the editor,
although there have been dissident notes as well.

A series of car-pedestrian collisions in November 2006 — one involving the tragic death
of City Council staffer Tatsuo Nakata — has, if anything further strengthened

' See "Seattle Traffic: This camera sees red,” July 3, 2005 and “Seattle Traffic: Snap when it's
red,” March 6, 2007, both in the Seaitle Post-Intelligencer.

¥ See Nicole Brodeur, “Camera didn't even get the car’s good side,” Seattle Times, December 4,
2006.

® For a mix of opinion, see the letters printed in the Seattfe Times opinion page on December 9,
2006.
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understanding and support for all measures to slow traffic down and encourage respect
for traffic signals.’ -

Finally, unsolicited communications {mostly e-mails) received by SDOT and SPD have,
in the main, offered positive comments and support for the red light pilot project. In fact
one of the most frequent reasons for these communications appears to have been to
request the installation of traffic safety cameras at particular intersections that do not
currently have them. The project lead has received approximately three dozen of these
suggestions.

Concerns for pedestrian safety are the principal focus for many of these
communications. The tone of much local comment conveys a sense of growing
impatience and frustration on the part of the public, some of whom question why the City
cannot expand automated red light enforcement more quickly.

Future Demand for Photo Enforcement

Several factors should be considered in assessing the need for red light photo
enforcement in Seattle in future years. Most significant of these is the chronic nature of
the problem. Even with cameras, warning signs, and public education efforts, violations
are both frequent and hazardous. As we have seen, after a steep decline in the
frequency of red light violations in December and January at intersections with photo
enforcement, red light running recovered somewhat then leveled out at about half the
initial frequency. As well, the frequency of accidents has been little changed with the
instalfation of photo enforcement cameras, although the number and severity of injury
collisions does appear to have dropped.

There also appeafs to be a significant level of public support for continuing with red light
photo enforcement. The following unsolicited comment may serve to summarize the
kind of comments we have been receiving:

“Kudos on your pilot Red Light Runner program. | work in the Seattle Municipal
Tower and every day I feel like | take my fife in my hands just trying to getfo
work!! The drivers on 5" and 6" avenues are fearless. Just this morning | was
run out into fthe] road by a guy taking a free right without even looking to see if
anyone was crossing. {'ve seen so many close calls lately, and I'm afraid it is
going to take a death before this problem is taken more seriously. | am heavily in
favor of expanding this program and making the streets safer for pedestrians.”

A final factor that shouid go into a decision regarding the future of the traffic safety
camera pilot — costs and revenues — is addressed in the next section.

Project Costs and Revenues

A review of expenditures shows that the project has been less costly than anticipated.
Through July 2007, the team had expended only about $369,000 of the $460,000
budgeted for the project (80%). The Department has continued to operate the cameras
into November 2007 with no additional budget authority and should not reach fully
expended status until the end of 2007.

¥ See “Jaywalking Doesn't Pay,” Seattie Times, February 5, 2007.
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Three variances with our initial budget planning assumptions are largely responsible for
this result. First, the SPD Traffic Section found that it could staff the event review and
citation function with a North Precinct patrol officer assigned to light duty status. Instead
of spending about $60,000 for overtime staffing, Traffic has only needed a nominal
amount of overtime for occasional peak workload periods. Second, Seattle Municipal
Court Information Technology Division concluded that its experienced professionals
were best equipped to develop data exchange protocols with the vendor. Accordingly,
existing resources were devoted to the project rather than contracting for outside
assistance. Finally, the City received an excellent monthly services rate from American
Traffic Solutions. In the negotiated contract, which is renewable at the City’s discretion,
ATS is charging the City $3,500 per month for a two-lane camera approach or $3,750
per month for three or more lanes. In total, the monthly charge for six approaches (three
of each kind) is $21,750.

Although revenue is not a justification for this project, it is worth noting that revenues
from red light notices of infraction will substantially exceed total project costs. As of July
23, 2007, the City had realized $1,076,212 in net proceeds from payment on 11,957 red
light notices of infraction, for a payment rate of approximately 72.7%.

It is important to observe that these numbers could well decrease over time, if and when
the use of this technology becomes more widespread in the city and the awareness of
the driving public increases.

it also is important to lock at alternative means of enforcement. Even if the City were to
increase the number of traffic and motorcycle officers devoted to enforcement of traffic
laws, there is no way that officers could provide the 24/7 vigilance that is possible with
cameras. Each additional motorcycle officer in 2008 would cost approximately $121,000
a year, including equipment. Given that it would take six officers to provide 24/7
coverage at a single intersection over the course of a year, cameras are remarkably cost
effective.

Lessons Learned and Next Steps

The overall findings of the pilot project are favorabte. The frequency of red light running
has dropped by one-half at the intersections where cameras have been installed.
Although the overall number of accidents has not decreased at these intersections, it
does appear that the severity of collisions has diminished. The traffic safety cameras
have done what they were intended to do, and the American Traffic Solutions vendor
has performed well, at a reascnable cost. The public, in general, has responded very
favorably to this initiative. Finally, the need for measures to abate red light running
remains.

There have been comparatively few “lessons learned” from the pilot project in the sense
of negative surprises. Three points, and associated fixes, are worth noting here:

* Red turn arrows. As originally drafted, the City’s red light camera ordinance gave
the authority to cite violators driving through circular red signals; it did not grant
the authority to cite for camera viclations where red arrows are involved. . The
project team has recommended that the ordinance be revised to cure this

Traffic Safety Camera Pilot Project . . Page12
Final Evaluation Report — December 2007



deficiency. The Mayor approved this change, which was subsequently adopted
by Council ordinance in November 2007."*

* Signage. State law requires the posting of appropriate signage in zones where
traffic safety cameras are employed. In Seattle, intersections with approaches
covered by red light cameras are posted with warning signs. These signs are
2.5" by 4’ and contain the words “photo enforced” with the picture of a traffic
signal. The project team has considered making these signs more noticeable to
motorists. Understanding that enhanced signage might further reduce the
frequency of red light violations, the team may experiment with different

~approaches to signage over the next year.

* Camera deployment and streetscape issues. We have found that red light
camera placement along busy right-of-way often conflicts with competing uses,
even with the comparatively small feotprint of the camera and accessory
equipment. Trees and their growth can be problematic. The project team
recommends that any future siting decisions explicitly consider street trees, even
if that necessitates use of a mast arm to deploy cameras over the street in some
locations.

The larger public policy question for the pilot project and this evaluation is whether to
expand the City's initiative with the addition of cameras at other intersections that could
benefit from their use. As a result of experience during.the pilot, the Interdepartmental
Team recommended, and the Mayor included in his Proposed Budget for 2008, the
addition of 24 more cameras at hazardous intersections throughout the city. On
November 19, 2007, the Seattle City Council adopted the 2008 budget, including an
appropriation for the cameras.

The Interdepartmental Team weighed four factors In developing recommendations for
particular camera approaches: the number of right-angle crashes, the number of serious
pedestrian injuries, the frequency of red light running based on video observation, and
geographic distribution. The team also reviewed unsolicited nominations received from
members of the community.

The Appendix attached to this report identifies the 24 new camera approaches, sited at
19 different intersections, that will be added in 2008. Together with the existing
cameras, there will be a total of 30 traffic safety cameras operating at 22 different
intersections citywide by the time construction is complete and all cameras are
deployed. :

' This ordinance also changed the monetary penalty for photo-detected red light infractions to equal those
for red light violations detected by police officers. At the end of December, the monetary penalty for
photo-detected infractions will increase to $124.
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APPENDIX: RED LIGHT LOCATION SUMMARY — NEW AND EXISTING

30 Cameras (24 new) and 22 (19 new) Intersections

New

North Seattle

EB NW Market @ 15" Nw*

WB NW Market @ 15™ NW*

SB 15thNW @ Nw 80"

SB Stone Way @ NW 40™

NB Aurora @ Nw 85"

EB NE 80" @ 5™ NE

EB NE 45" @ Union Bay Place (Fwe Corners)y*
WB NE 45" @ Union Bay Place (Five Corners)*
NB NE 45™ @ Union Bay Place (Five Corners)*

Central Seattle

SB 6" @ James*

SB 5" @ Spring

SB 15t @ Marion

NB Broadway @ Olive (Ped)
EB Qlive @ Broadway (Ped)
SB Broadway @ Pine* (Ped)
SB Boren @ James

SB 23" @ E John

NB ¢" @ James (Ped)

South Seattle

NB 14" S @ Cloverdale

EB Cloverdale @ 14" S

WB Avalon @ 35™ SW

SB 35" SW @ SW Thistle

NB Rainier @ S Massachusetts

WB S McClellan @ Martin Luther King

Existing

EB 45™ @ Roosevelt

EB 5™ @ Spring
EB Denny @ Fairview
WB Denny @ Fairview

NB Rainier @ S Orcas
SB Rainier @ S Orcas

Notes: The {Ped) label indicates that the intersection was pre-screened specifically for
pedestrian injuries and then cross-checked for a significant red light running problem.
Starred intersections were nominated by one or more members of the community.

Key:

NB = Northbound
SB = Southbound
EB = Eastbound
WB = Westbound

Traffic Safety Camera Pilot Project
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Executive Summary

In late July 20086, the City of Seattle initiated a 12-month pilot project designed to test the
effectiveness of traffic safety cameras — also known as red light cameras — at selected
arterial intersections. The purpose of the project was to gauge the extent to which these
cameras might reduce the frequency of red light running and associated accidents,
events which have become all too frequent in recent years, not only in Seattle but
throughout the country.

A final Evaluation Report for the pilot project was issued in December 2007. Since that

time, the City has decided to make the program permanent and to expand it to a total of
30 cameras. As of early December 2008, 18 cameras were operational and the rest are
expected to come on line by the end of January or early February 2009.

This report is intended to provide an update on the performance of the six original
cameras deployed during the pilot after two years of operation, together with a brief
summary of progress on program expansion that got underway in 2008.

For the six original cameras, after 24 months, 27,460 infraction notices had been issued,
with a pay rate exceeding 75%, and more than $2,075,000 in monetary penalties
collected. The main findings of this year {l evaluation are as follows:

» RED LIGHT RUNNING. Operation of red light cameras has reduced red light
running by 59.3%, comparing the first 12 weeks of operation during July-October
2006 with the same period wo years later. This compares with a decline of
44 4% for the same period after the first year of operation. During the most
recent 12-week period, July-October 2008, the six original cameras were
capturing approximately 33 violations per camera per week.

* TRAFFIC CRASHES. With only four intersections in the test, and just two years
of experience, it is not possible to reach definitive conclusions regarding the
effects on traffic accidents. There is little evidence that cameras have decreased
the frequency of all auto crashes or of the more dangerous angle collisions after
two years of operation; however, it does appear that cameras may have
mitigated the severity of crashes. There were fewer injury crashes and fewer
persons injured in crashes at test intersections than before cameras were
installed. Moreover, severity of crashes at a small number of “control”
intersections not equipped with cameras showed an increase in the number of
persons injured (but not of injury crashes).

¢ PUBLIC SUPPORT. A random telephone survey conducted in August 2008
showed public support for traffic safety cameras at arterial intersections had
increased 3 points, to 85%, over an initial survey conducted prior to the start of
the program in April 2006. The Department continues to receive unsolicited
recommendations for additional camera locations from members of the public.

Traffic Safety Camera Pilot Project Page 1
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Introduction and Background

At the recommendation of Mayor Greg Nickels, on September 26, 2005, the Seattle City
Council unanimously passed an ordinance under a new state law authorizing the use of
automated traffic safety cameras (also known as red light cameras) for enforcing local
laws against red light running. This ordinance authorized the use of these cameras for
recording violations at arterial intersections and established a $101 monetary penalty for
each infraction. Also, in the fall of 2005, the Council passed supplemental budget
legislation appropriating a total of $460,000 for a one-year pilot program to test the

- performance of traffic safety cameras in Seattle.

Under the leadership of Chief Gil Kerlikowske, the Seattle Police Department (SPD)
convened an interdepartmental team to arrange for cameras to be installed at selected
intersections and to design an evaluation of the results of camera deployment. The core
project team included representatives from six City departments, including the
Department of Finance, the Law Department, the Legisiative Department, the Seattle
Department of Transportation (SDOT), and the Seattle Municipal Court, in addition to
SPD. After a competitive bidding process, in January 2006, the team, working with
assistance from City Purchasing and the Department of Information Technology,
selected American Traffic Solutions (ATS) of Scottsdale, Arizona, as the City's red light
camera vendor.

At 12:01 a.m. on June 22, 2006, ATS commenced camera operations along four
approaches at three intersections. Two additional approaches began to operate in early
QOctober 2006. Altogether, six camera systems were deployed at four intersections in
the pilot project:
e Eastbound and westbound approaches at Denny Way and Fairview Avenue
North;
« Northbound and southbound approaches at Rainier Avenue South and South
Orcas Street;
» Eastbound approach at 5™ Avenue and Spring Street; and
e Eastbound approach at Roosevelt Way and NE 45™ Street.

The project team worked closely with SDOT and the camera vendor to identify and
select these intersections for the pilot from a list of the city’s most hazardous
intersections.

For a one-month period after the installation of camera systems at these intersections,
advisory warnings without monetary penalty were issued to violators as part of the City’s
educational outreach to motorists and the general public. On July 24, 2006, SPD began
issuing notices of infraction with monetary penalties to registered owners of vehicles
found to have violated City ordinances against red light running.

Evaluation results for the pilot project covering the 12-month period were released in

December 2007. At about the same time, in late November 2007, the City amended its

red light ordinance to allow (1) citations to be issued for red arrow violations as well as

circular red signals and (2) the monetary penalty to adjust automatically and match the

. penalty for officer-detected red light violations. In late December 2007, the penalty for
red light violations, whether detected by an officer or a traffic safety camera, increased to

$124, ‘ :
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As a result of the favorable results obtained in the pilot project, the City elected to add 24
additional cameras, thereby bringing the number to 30 (at 22 intersections) upon
completion of the installation process. A list of all camera locations is attached to this
report.

Traffic Safety Camera Technology and Citation Process

Prior to addressing evaluation questions, it may be helpful to review a few points
regarding red light cameras and the citation process. The Axsis RLC-300 camera
system used by American Traffic Solutions has three basic components: a high
resolution camera for taking still color photos, a video camera that provides a broader
view of the offending vehicle and any other vehicles, pedestrians, or cyclists in the
intersection, and a vehicle sensing device that activates the still cameras and captures
video of approaching vehicles that the system “predicts” will run a red light.

The stills show the vehicle behind the stop line with the traific signal showing red in an
“A” photo and the same vehicle fully beyond the stop line in the intersection with the
traffic signal still showing red in a “B” photo. These two photos, together with a cropped
image of the vehicle license plate are included in the Notice of Infraction (NOI), also
known as the citation or ticket, that is sent to the registered owner of the vehicle. The
still photos and video clip of the event are available to police reviewers, court personnel,
and registered owners via secure ATS Internet web site. All photos and video only show
the vehicle from the rear, as Washington law prohibits taking |mages of the faces of
vehicle driver or occupants.

Photographic and video images of violation events are sent electronically from the traffic
safety camera system to the ATS data center where they are reviewed against criteria
established by the Seattle Police Department. Events that clearly are not violations are
rejected at the data center. Trained officers in the SPD Traffic Section, who authorize
issuance of citations for those deemed in violation, review events that appear to meet
SPD criteria. Pursuant to statute, this review and maifing of the NOI to the registered
owner of the vehicle must all occur within 14 days of the violation event.

The registered owner then has 18 days from issuance of the NOI to either pay the
monetary penalty specified in the ordinance,' contest the citation by requesting a
Municipal Court hearing, or sign a declaration (affidavit) stating that he or she was not
driving the vehicle at the time of the infraction (thereby canceling the NOI). Itis
important to note that, by Washington law, the automated red light violation is treated as
a parking infraction and is not part of the registered owner's driving record under RCW
46.52.101 and RCW 46.52.120.

Basic program statistics, from inception of monetary penalties on July 24, 2006 through
July 23, 2008, are summarized in the table below.”

! This response time was increased by Court policy to 30 days for rental car agencies in late May 2007, to
give out-of-town companies additional time to identify the driver of the violating vehicle.
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Traffic Safety Camera Results

Total Infraction Notices Issued 27,460
Total Infraction Notices Paid (as of 20,085
11/6/2008)*

Payment Rate 76.8%
Net Revenue Collected $2,075,378
Hearings Held (% of NOI Issued) 3,030 (11.0%)
Declarations Received (% of NOI issued) 1,380 (5.0%)

Evaluation Questions

The project team specified a number of questions to be addressed in the evaluation.
They are highlighted briefly here and then discussed in the body of the report.

» Has red light camera enforcement enhanced public safety in and around those
intersections where camera systems have been deployed?

The project team believes that this is the most significant question to be addressed in
the evaluation. There are two basic components to the question:
» Effects on red light running: the program will be deemed successful to the extent
that it has reduced the frequency of red light running by motorists; and
» Effects on Iraffic collisions: the program will be deemed successful to the extent
that it has reduced the frequency or severity of traffic collisions in those
intersections where the cameras have been deployed.

» Have red light camera systems and the contracted vendor met our expectations?

In the Request for Proposal (RFP) issued prior to selection of a vendor, the City set forth
its expectations for the camera system and vendor performance. This question was
answered affirmatively and in detail in the December 2007 evaluation report and is not
addressed further in this report.

*  How have cameras been received by Seattle residents?

Fublic reaction to automated red light enforcement is an important part of the evaluation
of the program.

s Is there a continuing need for red light camera enforcement?

Prior to formulating recommendations regarding the future of automated red light
enforcement, it is important to gauge the continuing need for this type of program.

s Have red light cameras paid for themselves?
Although revenue is not an objective for having camera enforcement of red light

- ordinances, it is important to weigh the costs and benefits associated with the traffic -
safety camera technology deployed by the City of Seattle.

2 This is a dynamic number. The payment rate typically increases significantly for 60 days after issuance of
the citation. This payment figure is as of 11/6/2008 on citations issued through 7/23/2008,
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Traffic Safety

As noted above, traffic safety has provided the principal rationale for the red light project.
Two dimensions are explored below: the impacts on the frequency of red light running
and the impacts on traffic crashes. After a brief discussion of intersection selection and
study methodology, we discuss the frequency of red light viclations, then the collision
results. :

Methodology. The project team considered three types of information in nominating
intersections for the study. First, all intersections were among the city’s top intersections
for angle crashes based on data from SDOT and the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT). Second, ATS set up and captured video on red light
viclations at candidate intersections using their VIMS (Vehicle Incident Monitoring
System) equipment. In those cases where the VIMS best corroborated the existence of
a problem, a review involving other criteria was conducted, selecting for those
intersections where construction work prior to or during the project was not likely to be
an issue and where technical design problems were not evident. Lastly, the team
attempted to apply a degree of geographic dispersion to the project. The four
intersections and traffic approaches chosen as test sites for the traffic safety camera
pilot were:

= Eastbound and westbound approaches at Denny Way and Fairview Avenue
North;

* Northbound and southbound approaches at Rainier Avenue South and South
Orcas Street;

e Eastbound approach at 5™ Avenue and Spring Street; and

 Eastbound approach at Roosevelt Way and NE 45™ Street.

In addition to these “test” intersections, the study design developed by the project team
also called for the selection of like numbers of “halo” and “contrel” intersections. The
former were designated with the intent of seeing whether the cameras have a “hale
effect” that extends beyond the test intersections. The “controls” are intersections
beyond the likely effects of any halo, similar to the test intersections in traffic-related
basics such as traffic volumes and accident records, but not being selected for a traffic
safety camera during the pilot project. The intent in looking at these “controls” is to see
whether there might be general trends in traffic-related behavior that could be
responsible for any changes observed at the test intersections.®

The intersections identified as halos for this study were all close to the respective test
sites with which they are paired:

Denny Way and Stewart Street;

Rainier Avenue South and South Graham Street;
6" Avenue and Spring Street; and

11™ Avenue NE and NE 45™ Street.

* Please note that the intersections selected for comparisons very likely do not meet stringent
tests required for a scientifically controiled study. They are best seen as “comparisons” rather
than scientific controls.
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The control intersections chosen for the study include:

1 Avenue South and South King Street;
Boren Avenue and Olive Way;

Lake City Way NE and NE 80" Street; and
30" Avenue NE and NE 125" Street.

Red Light Viclations. The project design for measurement of the impact of red light
cameras on the number of violations involves two steps. The first step calls for
comparison of the frequency of violations at test intersections during a 12-week period
immediately after installation of cameras (July-October, 2006) with the frequency during
the same 12-week time period two years later (July-October, 2008). Second, although
there is not strictly comparable data for the control intersections, we can refer to VIMS
{Vehicle Incident Monitoring System) red light running statistics at control intersections
just prior to project start and two years later.

1. Test Intersections. The frequency of red light violations resulting in a traffic citation
dropped approximately 59% between the two 12-week periods: 81 violations per
camer? per week in 2006 and 33 violations per camera per week during the 2008
period

As the chart below indicates, early weeks of the pilot in 2006 showed considerable
variation in violation levels, albeit at a relatively high level. Initial high frequencies began
to fall off through the year-end holidays and the start of winter 2007; however, beginning
in early February of that year, the average number of citations per camera per week
started to pick up again, growing steadily through mid-April 2007. From this point
forward through the end of 2007, violaticns fell steadily and then leveled off with little
variance in the weekly average per camera into October 2008.

Weekly Citations per Camera, Averaged by Month,

July 24, 2006 to October 12, 2008
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* This comparison for percent change looks at roughly the same periods in 2006 and 2008 (July-
October) to address any seasonality in the data.
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2. Controf Intersections. VIMS data for the control intersections show no such pattern.
Red light running here worsened substantially overall for the most dangerous straight
through and left-turn violations. Three of the four comparison intersections worsened
over the 24-month test period, two of these substantially so, while every one of the four
test intersections improved significantly. )

These findings suggest that automated traffic camera enforcement of red light violations
is effective at decreasing the number of violations where the cameras are deployed.
National studies buttress this conclusion, as cameras elsewhere have been widely
reported to reduce the frequency of red light running.’

Traffic Collisions. The project design for gauging changes in traffic-related collisions at
test intersections involves a comparison of the frequency of collisions before (pre)
installation of cameras and after (post) installation. Data on collisions at halo and control
intersections were also examined. The results on traffic collisions are mixed and should
be regarded as preliminary, as they are based on just four test intersections over a
comparatively short period of time.

During the first two years of the red light camera program, total annual crashes at the
test intersections have declined by approximately 11%; however, total annual crashes at
the contro! intersections dropped even more, by 21%. Looking at just those crashes that
most likely involved red light violations, the angle collisions, there was no change at the
test intersections while angle crashes at the control intersections dropped by one third.
Interestingly, there were just two rear-end collisions at test intersections out of a total of
62 during the first two years of the program, and neither one of these was the result of
vehicles braking abruptly in an effort to avoid red light running.®

It does appear that the overal! severity of collisions, as gauged by the frequency of injury
accidents and of persons injured, has decreased at the intersections with cameras, as
shown in the tables below. These tables show that there have been fewer persons
injured and fewer injury accidents at the camera intersections when compared with the
controls, where the number of persons injured (but not the number of crashes) actually
increased.’

5 For the most comprehensive look at the national experience, see Hugh W. McGee and Kimberly
A. Eccles, Impact of Red Light Camera Enforcement on Crash Experience: A Synthesis of
Highway Practice (Washington, D.C.: National Highway Cooperative Research Program,
Transportatlon Research Board, 2003).

® While studies typically have shown a decrease in angle collisions after installation of red light
cameras, some of the literature has reported an increase in rear-end collisions after introduction
of the cameras. See McGee and Eccles, Imgact of Red Light Camera Enforcement on Crash
Experience, 2003.
" Pre Red Light Camera (RLC) cells in tables represent annual averages of experience over the
four years preceding initiation of the pilot, rcunded to nearest whole integer. The post RLC
numbers represent annual averages for the two years after initiation of the program. Numbers for
5™ & Spring are extrapolated from 10 to 12 months for comparability with other intersections.
Using a one-tailed Fisher's Exact Test, a weak statisticai difference at the .12 level appears in the
# persons fnjured table.
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Severity of Crashes Pre/Post Camera Activation — Annual Data

# Injury Crashes. . # Persons Injured
Test Cantrol Test Control
Pre RLC 18 12 26 17
Post RLG 12 10 17 21

Examination of collision data at halo intersections shows no consistent pattern over the
24-month period of either positive or negative relationships compared with trends at
nearby test intersections.

Future Demand for Photo Enforcement

Several factors should be considered in assessing the need for red light photo
enforcement in Seattle in future years. Most significant of these is the chronic nature of
the problem. While the 59% decline in red light running at test intersections is a marked
improvement, a significant volume of red light running remains.

There also continues to be a strong level of public support for continuing with red light
photo enforcement. A follow-up telephone survey conducted in August 2008 showed
that 85% of those responding were supportive of the use of traffic safety cameras at
arterial intersections. This programmatic support is three percent higher than in the
initial survey conducted prior 1o stant of the program. SPD also continues 1o receive
unsolicited requests for additional cameras at intersections that presently do not have
them. The following comment may serve to summarize the kind of comments we
continue to receive:

“Kudos on your pifot Red Light Runner program. | work in the Seattle Municipal
Tower and every day I feel like | take my life in my hands just trying to get to
work!! The drivers on 5" and 6" avenues are fearless. Just this morning | was
run out into [the] road by a guy taking a free right without even looking to see if
anyone was crossing. I've seen so many close calls lately, and I'm afraid it is
going to take a death before this problem is taken more seriously. | am heavily in |
favor of expanding this program and making the streets safer for pedestrians.”

Project Costs and Revenues

Although not a major reason for initiating the red light camera program, it is important to
know whether the program is paying for itself. This is especially true in light of the recent
- experience of some other locations, such as Dallas and Los Angeles, where the cost of
operating programs appears to have exceeded revenues.®

After two years of operation, traffic safety camera revenue collections in Seattle have
exceeded City expenditures by a factor of two to one. Program costs over two years,
inciuding payments to the vendor as well as City agency costs, were approximately
$1,009,800; revenues totaled $2,075,038. Costs by department are depicted below.

® See “"Red light camera roulette: L.A. is money loser, Culver City rakes it in,” Los Angeles
Times, June 6, 2008; and ""Do red light cameras work too well? Some cities rethink devices as
drivers pay heed, reducing fine revenue,” MSNBC.com, March 20, 2008.
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Traffic Safety Camera Program Costs — First Two Years 2006-2008

Law Department $30,000
Seattle Department of Transportation $111,600
Seattle Municipal Court $80,000
Seattle Police Department (including ATS) | $788,200
TOTAL $1,009,800

The two largest costs were payments to the traffic safety camera vendor, American
Traffic Solutions ($518,343) and personnel costs for SPD officers to review and issue
infraction notices ($217,449).

On the revenue side, it is important to note that revenues from particular cameras and
overall are likely to decrease over time, as this technology becomes more widespread in
the city and the awareness of the driving public increases. It will be especially
interesting to look at the experience of the 24 new cameras being deployed in 2008 and
early 2009.

It also is imporiant to look at alternative means of enforcement. Even if the City were to
increase the number of traffic and motorcycle officers devoted to enforcement of traffic
laws, it would not be possible for officers to provide the 24/7 vigilance and enforcement
of traffic laws that is possible with cameras. Each additional motorcycle officer in 2008
would cost approximately $121,000 a year, including equipment. Given that it would
take six officers to provide 24/7 coverage at a single intersection over the course of a
year, cameras are remarkably cost effective.

Conclusion and Next Steps

During the first two years of operation, the six initial traffic safety cameras have
produced favorable results. The frequency of red light running has dropped by nearly
60% at the four intersections where these cameras have been installed. Although the
overall number of accidents has not decreased at these intersections, the limited data
available suggest that the severity of collisions has diminished. The traffic safety
cameras have done what they were intended to do — reduce red light running, and the
public has responded very favorably to this type of enforcement.

As a result of experience during the pilot, the Mayor included in his Proposed Budget for
2008 the addition of 24 more cameras at hazardous intersections throughout the city.
As of Novernber 30, 2008, 12 of these new cameras have been deployed and are
operational. After a brief moratorium directed by Mayor Nickels pending the public vote
on the statewide Initiative-985, installation of additional planned red light cameras has
resumed. Weather permitting, the last dozen new cameras should be operational by the
end of January or early February 2009.

The Appendix attached to this report identifies the 18 camera approaches now working,
sited at 11 different intersections, as well as the locations for the 12 cameras yet to be
installed. At completion of this work, the city will have a total of 30 traffic safety cameras
operating at 22 different intersections.
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APPENDIX: RED LIGHT LOCATION SUMMARY — NEW AND EXISTING

30 Cameras and 22 Intersections

Under Construction
North Seattle

SB 15thNW @ Nw 80"
SB Stone Way @ NW 40"
NB Aurora @ NW 85"

EB NE 80" @ 5" NE

Ceniral Sealtle

SB 6™ @ James
SB 5" @ Spring

SB 1 @ Marion
SB Boren @ James
SB 23" @ E John

South Seattle

WB Avalon @ 35™ SW
SB 35" SW @ SW Thistle
WB S McClellan @ MLK Bivd

Key:

NB = Northbound
SB = Southbound
EB = Eastbound
WB = Westbound

Traffic Safety Camera Pilot Project

In Operation

EB 45" @ Roosevelt (pilot)

EB NW Market @ 15" NW

WB NW Market @ 15" NW

EB NE 45" @ Union Bay Place (Five Corners)
WB NE 45™ @ Union Bay Place (Five Corners)
NB NE 45" @ Union Bay Place (Five Corners)

EB 5" @ Spring (pilot)

EB Denny @ Fairview (pilot)
WB Denny @ Fairview (pilot)
NB Broadway @ Olive

EB Olive @ Broadway

SB Broadway @ Pine

NB 9" @ James

NB Rainier @ S Orcas {pilot)
SB Rainier @ S Orcas (pilot)
NB 14™ S @ Cloverdale

EB Cloverdale @ 14" S

NB Rainier @ S Massachusetis
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‘@) VENDOR CONTRACT

The City of Seattle Vendor Contract # Date Change Order
PURCHASING SERVICES 0000001817 1/20/06
700 — 5% Ave Suite 4112 5 -
P.O. Box 94687 ayment Terms Freight Terms
Seattle, WA 98124-4687 Net 30 days NA "
Buyer: FAX: Phone:
MichaeI'Mears 206-233-5155 206-684-4570
Vendor #: 0000219034 Ship To: _
AMERICAN TRAFFIC SOLUTIONS, INC. Seattle Police Department
14861 N Scottsdale Rd Ste 109 Aftn: Michae! Quinn
Scottsdale, AZ 85254-2788 610 5" Ave
Seattle WA 958104
Contact: Adam Tuton Bill To:
Phone #: 480-368-0900 Ext. 207 Seattie Police Department
Fax #: 480-607-0901 Altn: Michael Quinn
E-mail: adam.tuton@atsol.com P.O, Box 34086
Internet: www.atsol.com Seatlle WA 98124-4986

AMERICAN TRAFFIC SOLUTIONS is awarded a contract to FURNISH A TURNKEY TRAFFIC SAFETY
CAMERA SYSTEM in accordance with the attached contract titled the same, dated 1/20/06 and Work
Order One, Exhibit A.

Contract Period: 1/20/06 through 1/19/11 with the option to extend for five (5) additionai years.

Work Orders shall be placed by the Seattle Police Department only. Invoices shall be mailed in duplicate
to the Seattle Police Department, Attn: Michael Quinn, at the address shown above. Each invoice shall
indicate Vendor Contract #0000001617.

This contract is subject to cancellation by the City at the conclusion of the 12-month pilot.

Continuation of this contract is contingent upon maintenance of insurance as indicated, and in accordance
with “Insurance Requirements”, Attachment #1 to RFP #P0L-177. Current documents on file with
Purchasing Services indicate policy expires 11/17/06.

For all contract administrations issues, please direct them to Michael Mears, Sr. Buyer, Purchasing
Services at 206-684-4570 or michael. mears@seatile.qov

Authorized Signaturelbate
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City of Seattle

CONTRACT FOR A TURNKEY TRAFFIC SAFETY CAMERA SYSTEM

This Contract is made effective (the “Effective Date™), and entered into by and between the City of Seattle (“Seattle”), a
Washington municipal corporation; and American Traffic Solutions (“ATS”, herein referred to “Contractor”), a corporation of
the State of Kansas, and authorized to do business in the State of Washington. '

Contractor " American Traffic Solutions, Inc.

Representative Adam E. Tuton, EVP/COO

Address 14861 N Scottsdale Rd Ste 109, Scottsdale AZ 85254 -
Phone ' . 480-368-0900 x207

Fax 480-607-0901

E-mail - adam.tuton@atsol.com

Whereas, the City of Seattle acting by and through the Police Department conducted an opeﬁ, competitive acquisition process
and issued a Request for Proposal, dated September 30, 2005 for the purpose of obtaining 2 Turnkey Traffic Safety Camera
System; and

Whereas, Contractor submitted a timely Response, and after evaluation, was identified as the Apparent Successful Contractor;
and,

Whereas, the purpose of this contract is fo acquire the services of ATS to furnish the City with .a turnkey traffic safety camera
system. '

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms, conditions, covenants, and performance of the scope of work contained
herein, as attached and made a part hereof, Seattle and Contractor mutually agree as follows: ’ '

1. Entire Agreement: This Contract, including all attachments, amendments and subsequently issued change notices, comprises the
entire agreement between the City of Seattle and the Contractor. The City’s Contract and Work Orders, the addendum to the RFP,
RFP, the Contractor’s proposal, including all attachments, are explicitly included in this Contract. Where there are conflicts among
these documents, the controlling document will be in that same sequence, with the first taking priority over the last listed. No verbal
agreement or conversation between any officer, agent, associate or employee of Seattle and any officér, agency, employee or
associate of the Contractor prior to the execution of this Contract shall affect or modify any of the terms or obligations contained in
this Contract.

2. Term: The term of this Contract shall commence on the date the City’s Buyer signs the same and shall expire five (5) years from
that date. The City, at its sole discretion, may extend the term of the contract for an additional five (5) years for a total of ten (10)

years.

3. Work Order Methodology for Approved Work under this Contract:

3.1 Work Order Procedure _
ATS shall provide the City the Camera Systems as specified in work orders issued under this Agreement. Each work order shall be a
written document having its own specific Scope of Work (“Work Order Scope of Work™) identifying the services to be performed and the
associated deliverables to be provided and payment terms. Each work order shall be subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement
and shall be incorporated into this Agreement by this reference. ATS shall furnish the City with an integrated turnkey solution; that is,
services identified in the work orders shall be provided as a single, complete transaction and not as separate items. :

3.2 Work Order #1
Work Order #1 consists of the documents listed in Addendum A to this Contract. Except for items listed as City responsibilities in Work
Order #1, ATS shall furnish all services, labor, materials, documentation, equipment, and software to install and test the Camera System,
and to provide the specified training, warranties, and maintenance for the System.

@
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3.3 Notice to Proceed on Tasks Identified in Work Orders
The execution of this Agreement shall constitute the City’s notice to ATS to proceed with Work Order #1. For each subsequent work
order under this Agreement, ATS shall commence work upon issuance of a written notice to proceed from the City.

3.4 Additional Work Orders
Additional work orders issued under this Agreement may be generated by the City for the following purposes:

a  Upgrade(s) of equipment, software, or change(s) of any deliverable provnded hereunder; and

®  Any other items related to red light traffic safety system for which the City places an order.

For any work order(s) requested by either party subsequent to Work Order #1, ATS shall submit a detailed proposal for the scope,
implementation plan, milestones, test and acceptance procedures, as well as the cost consistent with previous work orders, the RFP and
RFP response and submit to the City for its review and approval. Once this proposal is received and approved by the City, a new work
order will be issued for the change or additional work. Upon the City’s written approval and notice to proceed, ATS shall implement the
change or additional work and invoice for the changed or additional work consistent w1th the City’s approval notice and the terms and
conditions of this Agreement.

4. Schedule: Unless the City’s Buyer requests a change in schedule, the Contractor shall deliver the items or render the services by the
date(s) shown in the “Scope of Work” in Work Order #1 contained in Addendum A. At the City’s option, Contractor’s failure to
timely deliver or perform may require expedited shipping at Contractot’s expense, or may be cause for termination of the Contract
and the return of all or part of the items at Contractor’s expense. If Contractor anticipates difficulty in meeting the schedule, the
Contractor shall promptly notify the City’s Buyer of such difficulty and the length of the anticipated delay.

5. Payment: Seattle agrees to compensate as specified herein or attached, in consideration of acceptable Contractor performance.
Payment shall only be made for services performed, after acceptance and authorization by the City. Such payment shall be made
within thirty (30) days after the City’s receipt and acceptance of the services. Payment periods will be computed from the date of the
acceptance by the City of completion of all services, or the date of receipt of a correct invoice, whichever date is later. This section is
not intended to restrict partial payments that are specified in the contract.

6. Invoices: Invoices must show a breakdown of services provided and price for each. Only designated City staff may place work
order(s). Invoices must specify the name and phone number of the City employee who placed the order.

7. Taxes, Fees and Licenses.

Taxes: Where required by state statute, ordinance or regulation, Contractor shall pay for and maintain in current status all taxes that
are necessary for contract performance. Unless otherwise indicated, Seattle agrees to pay State of Washington sales or use taxes on
all applicable consumer services and materials purchased. No charge by the Contractor shall be made for federal excise taxes and
Seattle agrees to furnish Contractor with an exemption certificate where appropriate.

Fees and Licenses: Contractor shall pay for and maintain in a current status, any license fees, assessments, permit charges, etc.,
which are necessary for contract performance. It is the Contractor’s sole responsibility to monitor and determine any changes or the
enactment of any subsequent requirements for said fees, assessments, or charges and to immediately comply with said changes during
the entire term of this Contract. Contractor must pay all custom duties, brokerage or import fees where applicable as part of the
contract price. Contractor shall take all necessary actions to ensure that materizls or equipment purchased are expedited through
customs.

8. Pricing. Any adjustments in pricing shall be consistent with solicitation specifications. If none, the following section shall apply:

' Pricing shall be fixed and firm throughout the original contract term of 5 years. Thereafter, written request for price increases shall
only be considered upon the contract anniversary date (at least 45-days prior to the contract anniversary date). Such requests shall
consider the following:

®  Price request shall be no greater than the total of changes to the CPI Index for Seattle or other pricing index appropriate to
the particular product herein,

®  (Clearly identify the items impacted by the increase;

®  Be accompanied by documentation acceptable to the Buyer sufficient to warrant the increase;

" And remain firm for a minimum of 365 days.

Page 2 revised: 1/12/06
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The request shall be considered by the Buyer and may be accepted or rejected. Failure to submit 'apn'ce request at least 45-days prior
to the contract anniversary date, shall result in a continuation of all existing pricing on the contract until the next contract anniversary

‘date. The decision to accept any price increase will be at the sole discretion of the Buyer. -

The Buyer may exempt these requirements for extraordinary conditions that could not have been known by either party at the time of
bid or for other circumstances beyond the control of both parties, in the opinion of the Buyer. :

Contract Notices,. Official Contract notices shall be delivered to the following addresses (or such other address (es) as either party
may designate in writing):

If delivered by the U.S. Postal Service, it must be addressed to:
Michael Mears -
City of Seattle Purchasing and Contracting Services
PO Box 94687
Seattle, WA 981244687

" If delivered by other than the U.S. Postal Service, it must be addressed to:
Michael Mears
City of Seattle Purchasing and Contracting Services
700 5™ Ave., #4112
Seattle, WA 98104-5042

Phone: 206-684-4570
Fax: 206-233-5155
E-Mail: michael. mears@seattle.gov

Project work, invoices, and related communications shall be delivered to the City Project Manager:
Michael Quinn :
Seattle Police Department
610 5™ Avenue
P.O. Box 34986
Seattle, WA 98124-4986

Phone: 206-615-1230
Fax: 206-386-9851
E-mail: michael.quinn@seattle.gov

Representations. Contractor represents and warrants that it has the requisite training, skill and experience necessary to provide
Work and is appropriately accredited and licensed by all applicable agencies and governmental entities.

Warranties: )

Contractor warrants that all materials, equipment, and/or services provided under this Contract shall be fit for the purpose(s) for
which intended, for merchantability, and shall conform to the requirements and specifications herein. Acceptance of any service and
inspection incidental thereto by Seattle shall not alter or affect the obligations of the Contractor or the rights of Seattle.

Independent Contractor. It is the intention and understanding of the Parties that Contractor shall be an independent contractor and
that Seattle shall be neither liable for nor obligated to pay sick leave, vacation pay or any other benefit of employment, nor to pay any
sacial security or other tax that may arise as an incident of employment. The Contractor shall pay all income and other taxes as due.
Industrial or other insurance that is purchased for the benefit of the Contractor shall not be deemed to convert this Contract to an
employment contract. It is recognized that Contractor may or will be performing work during the term for other parties and that
Seattle is not the exclusive user of the services that Contractor provides.

Inspection. Work shall be subject, at all times, to inspection by and with approval of Seattle, but the making (or failure or delay in
making) such inspection or approval shall not relieve Contractor of responsibility for performance of the Work in accordance with
this Contract, notwithstanding Seattle’s knowledge of defective or noncomplying performance, its substantiality or the ease of its

discovery. Contractor shall provide sufficient, safe, and proper facilities and equipment for such inspection and free access to such
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facilities.

14. Performance. Acceptance by Seattle of unsatisfactory performance with or without objection or reservation shall not waive the right
to claim damage for breach, or terminate the contract, nor constitute a waiver of requirements for satisfactory performance of any
obligation remaining to be performed by Contractor.

15. Affirmative Efforts for Utilization of Women and Minority Subcontractmg and Employment, Non discrimination in
providing services

Employment Actions: Contractor shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment because of race,
religion, creed, age, color, sex, marital status, sexuval orientation, gender identity, political ideology, ancestry, national origin, or the
presence of any sensory, mental or physical handicap, unless based upon a bona fide occupational qualification. Contractor shall
take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are employed, and that employees are treated during employment, without regard to
their creed, religion, race, age, color, sex, national origin, marital status, political ideology, ancestry, sexual orientation, gender
identity, or the presence of any sensory, mental or physical handicap. Such action shall include, but not be limited to the following:
employment, upgrading, promotion, demotion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment advertising, layoff or termination, rates of pay,
or other forms of compensation and selection for training, including apprenticeship. The Contractor shall post in conspicuous
places, available to employees and applicants for employment, notices as provided by the City setting forth the provisions of this
nondiscrimination clause,

Recordkeeping for Employment Actions: The Contractor shall furnish to the Director of Executive Administration (or his/her
designee), upon request and on such form as may be provided therefore, a report of the affirmative action taken by the Contractor in
implementing the requirements of affirmative efforts in employment actions, and will permit access to the Contractor’s records of
employment, employment advertisements, application forms, other pertinent data and records requested by the Director of Executive
Administration for the purposes of investigation to determine compliance with the requirements of affirmative efforts in employment
actions. .

Affirmative Efforts in Subcontracting: The Contractor shall utilize affirmative efforts to promote and encourage participation by
womnen-owned and minority-owned businesses on subcontracting opportunities within the Contract scope of work. Contractor
agrees to such efforts as a condition of this Contract. Affirmative efforts shall include those included in the Contractor’s bid.

Record-Keeping for Subcontracts: The Contractor shall maintain, for at least 12 months after expiration or earlier termination of the
term of this Contract, relevant records and information necessary to document the Contractor’s affirmative efforts to achieve women
and minority business participation, including solutions to subcontractors and suppliers, all subcontractor and supplier proposals
received, and all subcontractors or suppliers utilized under this Contract. The City shall have the right to inspect and copy such
records. Additionally, the Contracior shall furnish to the Director of Executive Administration (or his/her designee), upon request
and on such form as may be provided therefore, a report of the affirmative action taken by the Contractor in implementing the
requirements of affirmative efforts in subcontracting for the purposes of investigation to determine compliance with the
requirements affirmative efforts in subcontracting.

Non-Discrimination in Providing Services: The Contractor shall not create barriers to 6pen and fair opportunities for women-owned
and minority-owned businesses to participate in any City contract and to obtain or compete for contracts and subcontracts as sources
of supplies, materials, equipment, and services. The Contractor shall ensure that all of its employees, particularly supervisors, are
aware of and adhere to their obligations to maintain a working environment free from discriminatory conduct, including but not
limited to harassment and intimidate of minorities, women, and women-owned and minority-owned businesses.

Investigation: If upon investigation, the Director of Executive Administration finds probable cause to believe that the Contractor has
failed to comply with any of the requirements of this Section, the Contractor shall be so notified in writing. The Director of
Executive Administration shall give the Contractor an opportunity to be heard, after ten calendar days’ notice. If, after the
Contractor’s opportunity to be heard, the Director of Executive Administration still finds probable cause, he/she may suspend the
Contract and/or withhold any funds due or to become due to the Contractor, pending compliance by the Contractor with the
requirements of this Section.

Sanctions for Violation; Any violation of the mandatory requirements of this Section, or a violation of Seattle Municipal Code
Chapter 14.04 (Fair Employment Practices), Chapter.14.10 (Fair Contracting Practices), Chapter 20.45 (City Contracts — Non-
Discrimination in Benefits), or other local, state, or federal non-discrimination laws, shall be a material of contract for which the
Confractor may be subject to damages and sanctions provided for by the Contract and by applicable law. In the event the
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Contractor is in violation of this Section shall be subject to debarment from City contracting activities in accordance with Seattle
Municipal Code Section 20.70 (Debarment).

16. Equazl Benefits. : i

A. Compliance with SMC Ch. 20.45: The Contractor shall comply with the requirements of SMC Ch. 20.45 and Equal Benefits
Program Rules implementing such requirements, under which the Contractor is obligated to provide the same or equivalent
benefits (“equal benefits™) to its employees with domestic partners as the Contractor provides to its employees with spouses.
" At Seattle’s request, the Contractor shall provide complete information and- verification of the Contractor’s compliance with
SMC Ch. 20.45. Failure to cooperate with such a request shall constitute a material breach of this Contract. (For further
information about SMC Ch. 20.45 and the Equal Benefits Program Rules call (206) 684-0430 or review information at
http://cityofseattle net/contract/equalbenefits/.)

B. Remedies for Violations of SMC Ch. 20.45: Any violation of this section shall be a material breach of Contract for which the
City may: ) .

a. Require the Contractor to pay actual damages for each day that the Contractor is in violation of SMC Ch. 20.45
during the term of the Contract; or

b. Terminate the Contract; or ,

c¢. Disqualify the Contractor frorn bidding on or being awarded a City contract for a period of up to five (5) years; or

- d. Impose such other remedies as specifically provided for in SMC Ch. 20.45 and the Equal Benefits Program Rules

promulgated there under.

17. Publicity: No news release, advertisement, promotional material, tour, or demonstration related to the City’s purchase or use of the
Contractor’s product or any work performed pursuant to this Contract shail be produced, distributed or take place without the prior,
specific written approval of the City’s Project Manager or his/her designee.

18. Proprietary and Confidential Informatior_\:
Contractor’s Understanding and Obligations:

1. Contractor understands that any records (including but not limited to bid or proposal submittals, the Agreement, and any

other contract materials) it submits to the City, or that are used by the City even if the Contractor possesses the records, are

public records under Washington State law, RCW Chapter 42.17. Public records must be promptly disclosed upon request unless |
a statute exempts them from disclosure. The Contractor also understands that even if part of a record is exempt from disclosure,
the rest of that record generally must be disclosed.

2. Contractor must separate and clearly mark as “proprietary” all records related to this Agreement or the performance of this
Agreement that the Contractor believes are exempt from disclosure. The Contractor is familiar with potentially-applicable -
public-disclosure exemptions and the limits of those exemptions, and will mark as “proprietary” only information that the
Contractor believes legitimately fits within an exemption and will state the statutory exception upon which it is relying.

3. If Seattle notifies the Contractor under Paragraph B 2 of a public disclosure request, and the Contractor believes records are .
exempt from disclosure, it is the Contractor’s responsibility to make determination and pursue a lawsuit under RCW 42.17.330
to enjoin disclosure. The Contractor must obtain the injunction and serve it on the City before the close of business on the tenth
business day after the City sent notification to the Contractor. It is the Contractor’s discretionary decision whether to file the
lawsuit.

4, Ifthe Contractor does not timely obtain and serve an injunction, the Contractor is deemed to have authorized releasing the
record. :

5. Notwithstanding the above, the Contractor must not take any action that would affect (a) the City’s ability to use goods and
services provided under this Agreement or (b) the Contractor’s obligations under this Agreement.

6. The Contractor will fully cooperate with the City in identifying and assembling records in case of any public disclosure
request.
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The City’s Obligations

1. The City will not disclose those parts of records the Contractor has marked as “proprietary” information to authorized persons
unless: (a) the City discloses the records in response to a public disclosure request or (b) the Contractor has given the City
express advance written permission to disclose the records. “Authorized persons” means those City officers, employees,
contractors and consultants for whom the proprietary information is necessary to perform their duties or abligations to the City.
The term “proprietary information” does not include ideas, concepts, know-how or techniques related to any information that, at
the time of disclosure, is in the public domain, unless the entry of that information into the public domain is a result of a breach
of this Agreement

2. If the City receives a public disclosure request for records that the Contractor has marked as “proprietary” information, the
City may promptly notify the Contractor of the request. The City may postpone disclosing these records for ten business days
after it has sent notification to the Contractor, in order to allow the Contractor to file a lawsuit under RCW 42.17.330 to enjoin
disclosure. It is the Contractor’s discretionary decision whether to file the lawsuit. »

3. Ifthe City has notified the Contractor of a public disclosire request, and the Contractor has not obtained an injunction and
served the City with that injunction by the close of business on the tenth business day after the City sent notice, the City will then
disclose the record.

4. The City has no other obligations concerning records the Contractor has marked as “proprietary information™ under this
Agreement. The City has no obligation to claim any exemption from disclosure. The City is not obligated or Hable to the
Contractor for any records that the City releases in compliance with this Section or in compliance with the order of a court of
competent jurisdiction. '

Indemnification: To the extent permitted by law, the Contractor shall protect, defend, indemnify and hold the City harmless from
and against all claims, demands, damages, costs, actions and causes of actions, liabilities, judgments, expenses and attorney fees,
resulting from the injury or death of any person or the damage to or destruction of property, or the infringement of any patent,
copyright, trademark or trade secret, arising out of the work performed or goods provided under this Contract, or the Coniractor’s
violation of any law, ordinance or regulation, except for damages resulting from the sole negligence of the City. As to the City of
Seattle, the Contractor waives any immunity it may have under RCW Title 51 or any other Worker’s Compensation statute. The
parties acknowledge that this waiver has been negotiated by them, and that the contract price reflects this negotiation.

Insurance: Should the City not provide any insurance requirements to the contrary within the solicitation and/or attached, the
following requirements shall be in effect. Contractor shall maintain at its own expense at all times during the term of this Contract
the following insurance with kimits of liability consistent with those generally carried by similarly situated enterprise:

(1) Commercial General Liability insurance, including premises/operations, products/completed operations,
personal/advertising injury, contractual liability, fire legal/tenant liability, stop gap/employer’s liability and independent
contractors liability; (2) if any vehicle, watercraft or aircraft is used i in the performance of this Purchase Order/Contract,
of a minimum of $1,000,000 per occurrence;

{2) Automobile Liability, Watercraft Liability and/or Aircraft Liability insurance, including coverage for owned, non-
owned, leased or hired vehicles, watercraft and aircraft, as appropriate of a minimum of $500,000 per occurrence;; and

{3) Worker’s Compensation {(*Industrial Insurance™} as required by Title 51 of the Revised Code of Washington.

(4) The insurance as provided under items (1) and (2) above shall include by endorsement the City of Seattle as an
additional insured (as respects item (1), per ISO form CG 20 10 or CG 20 26 or equivalent additional insured
endorsement wording, or equivalent blanket additional insured policy wording) and such additional insured status for
the City shall apply as respects the full limits of all valid and collectible Automobile Liability, Watercraft Liability
and/or Aircraft Liability insurance, whether primary, excess, contingent, or otherwise; shall be primary insurance as
respects the City, and any other insurance or self-insurance maintained by the City shall be excess and non-
contribututory with the Contractor’s insurance; and, shall be placed with insurers with not less than an A- VI A M.
Best’s rating unless insurance has been procured under the provisions of chapter 48.15 RCW (Unauthorized “Surplus
Lines” Insurers). It is specifically agreed that the insurance requirements in this section 2.18 shall override any
limitation of liability or similar provision in any agreement or statement of work between the City and the Contractor
and that no Contractor’s insurer shall assert the right to invoke any such limitation.
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(5) Contractor shall not be required to provide evidence of insurance, unless required to do so under the solicitation or as
otherwise required by the City Buyer, and should additional insurance requirements (including but not limited to higher
limits of liability) be specified in the solicitation or otherwise are attached, those requirements shall apply.

Aundit. Upon request, Contractor shell permit Seattle, and. any other governmental agency involved in the funding of the Work
(“Agency™), to inspect and audit all pertinent books and records of Contractor, any subcontractor, or any other person or entity that
performed work in connection with or related to the Work, at any and all times deemed necessary by Seattle or Agency, including up
to six years after the final payment or release of withheld amounts has been made under this Contract. Such inspection and audit
shall occur in King County, Washington or other such reasonable location-as Seattle or Agency selects. The Contractor shall supply
Seattle with, ar shall permit Seattle to make, a copy of any books -and records and any portion thereof. The Contractor shall ensure
that such inspection, audit and copying right of Seattle and Agency is a condition of any subcontract, agreement or other arrangement
under which any other person or entity is permitted to perform work under this Contract.

Contractual Relationship. The relationship of Contractor to Seattle by reason of this Contract shall be that of an independent
contractor. 'This Contract does not authorize Contractor to act as the agent or legal representative of Seattle for any purpose
whatsoever. Contractor is not granted any express or implied right or authority to assume or create any obligation or responsibility
on behalf of or in the name of Seattle or to bind Seattle in any manner or thing whatsoever. '

Supervision and Coordination. Contractor shall:

s Competently and efficiently, supervlse and direct the implementation and completion of all contract requirements specified
herein.

« Designate in its bid or proposal to Seattle, a representative(s) with the authority to legally commit Contractor’s firm. All
communications given or received from the Contractor’s representative shall be binding on the Contractor.

s Promote and offer to Purchasers only those materials, equipment and/or services as stated herein and allowed for by contractual
requirements. Violation of this condition will be grounds for contract termination.

Compliance with Law:

General Requirement: The Contractor, at its sole cost and expense, shall perform and comply with all applicable laws of the
United States and the State of Washington; the Charter, Municipal Code, and ordinances of The City of Seatle; and rules,
regulations, orders, and directives of their respective administrative agencies and officers.

Licenses and Similar Authorizations: The Contractor, at no expense to the City, shall secure and maintain in full force and
effect during the term of this Contract all required licenses, permits, and similar legal authorizations, and comply with all related
requirements. '

Taxes: The Contractor shall pay, before delinquency, all taxes, import duties, levies, and assessments arising from its activities
and undertakings under this Contract; taxes levied on its property, equipment and improvements; and taxes on the Contractor's
interest in this Contract.

Americans with Disabilities Act: The Contractor shall comply with all applicable provisions of the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990 (ADA) in performing its obligations under this Contract. In particular, if the Contractor is providing services, programs,
or activities to City employees or' members of the public as part of this Contract, the Contractor shall not deny participation or the
benefits of such services, programs, or activities to people with disabilities on the basis of such disability. Failure to comply with the
provisions of the ADA shall be a material breach of, and grounds for the immediate termination of, this Contract.

OSHA/WISHA. Contractor agrees to comply with conditions of the Federal Occupational Safety and Health Acts of 1970
(OSHA), as may be amended, and, if it has a workplace within the State of Washington, the Washington Industrial Safety and Health
Act of 1973 (WISHA), as may be amended, and the standards and regulations issued thereunder and certifies that all items furnished
and purchased under this order will conform to and comply with said standards and regulations. Contractor further agrees to
indemnify and hold harmless purchaser from all damages assessed against purchaser as a result of Contractor’s failure to comply with
the acts and standards thereunder and for the failure of the items furnished under this order to so comply.

Assignment_and Subcontracting: Contractor shall not assign or subcontract any of its obligations under this Contract without
Seattle’s written consent, which may be granted or withheld in Seattle’s sole discretion. Any subcontract made by Contractor shall
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incorporate by reference all the terms of this Contract except for Equal Benefit provisions. Contracter shall ensure that all
subcontractors comply with the obligations and requirements of the subcontract, except for Equal Benefit provisions. Seattle’s

* consent to apy assignment or subcontract shall not release the Contractor from liability under this Contract, or from any obligation to

be performed under this Contract, whether occurring before or after such consent, assignment, or subcontract.

Involvement of Former City Employees: Contractor shall promptly notify Seattle in writing of any person who is expected to
perform any of the Work and who, during the twelve (12) months immediately prior to the expected commencement date of such
work or subcontract, was a City officer or employee. Contractor shall ensure that no Work or matter related to the Work is performed
by any person (employee, subcontractor, or otherwise) who was a City officer or employee within the past twelve (12) months; and as
such was officially involved in, participated in, or acted upon any matter related to the Work, or is otherwise prohibited from such
performance by SMC 4.16.075. .

Anti-Trust: Seattle maintains that, in actual practice, overcharges resulting from antitrust violations are borne by the purchaser.
Therefore the Contractor hereby assigns to Seattle any and all claims for such overcharges except overcharges which result from
antitrust violations commencing after the price is established under this contract and which are not passed on to Seattle under an
escalation clause,

No Conflict of Interest: Contractor confirms that Contractor does not have a business interest or 2 close family relationship with any
City officer or employee who was, is, or will be involved in the Contractor selection, negotiation, drafting, signing, administration, or
evaluating the Contractor's performance,

Gratuities: Contractor shall not directly or indirectly offer gifts and resources to any person employed by the City that is intended,
or may be reasonably intended, to benefit the Vendor by way of award, administration, or in any other way to influence purchasing
decisions of the City. This includes but is not limited to, City Purchasing office employees and City employees that do business with,
order, purchase or are part of decision-making for business, contract or purchase decisions. The Vendor shall not offer meals, gifts,
gratuities, loans, trips, favors, bonuses, donations, special discounts, work, or anything of economic value to any such City
employees. This does not prohibit distribution of promotional items that are less than $25 when provided as part of routine business
activity such as trade shows. Any violation of this provision may result in termination of this Contract. Nothing in this Contract
prohibits donations to campaigns for election to City office, so long as the donation is disclosed as required by the election campaign
disclosure laws of the City and of the State.

Intellectual Property Rights.

Patents: Contractor hereby assigns to Seattle all rights in any invention, improvement, or discovery, together with all related
information, including but not limited to, designs, specifications, data, patent rights and findings developed in connection with the
performance of Contract or any subcontract hereunder. Notwithstanding the above, the Contractor does not convey to Seattle, nor
does Seattle obtain, any right to any-document or material utilized by Contractor that was created or produced separate from this
Contract or was preexisting material (not already owned by Seattle), provided that the Contractor has clearly identified in writing
such material as preexisting prior to commencement of the Work. To the extent that preexisting materials are incorporated into the
Work, the Contractor grants Seattle an irrevocable, non-exclusive, fully paid, royalty-free right and/or license to use, execute,
reproduce, display, and transfer the preexisting material, but only as an inseparable part of the Work.

Copyrights: For materials and documents prepared by Contractor in connection with the Work, Contractor shall retain the copyright
(including the right of reuse) whether or not the Work is completed. Contractor grants to Seattle a npon-exclusive, irrevocable,
unlimited, royalty-free license to use every document and all other materials prepared by the Contractor for Seattle under this
Contract. If requested by Seattle, a copy of all drawing, prints, plans, field notes, reports, documents, files, input materials, output
materials, the media upon which they are located (including cards, tapes, discs and other storage facilities), software programs or
packages (including source code or codes, object codes, upgrades, revisions, modifications, and any related materials) and/or any
other related documents or materials which are developed solely for, and paid for by, Seattle in connection with the performance of
the Work, shall be promptly delivered to Seattle.

Seattle may make and retain copies of such documents for its information and reference in connection with their use on the project.
The Contractor does not represent or warrant that such documents are suitable for reuse by Seattle, or others, on extensions of the

project, or on any other project. Contractor represents and warrants that it has all necessary legal authority to make the assignments
and grant the licenses required by this Section.

No personal liability: No officer, agent or authorized employee of the City shall be personally responsible for any liability arising
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40.
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under this Contract, whether expressed or implied, nor for any statement or representation made herein or in any connection with this
Contract. '

Binding Effect: The provisions, covenants and conditions in this Contract apply to bind the parties, their legal heirs, representatives,
successors, and assigns. . ‘

Waiver: No covenant, term or condition or the breach thereof shall be deemed waived, except by written consent of the party
against whom the waiver is claimed, and any waiver of the breach of any covenant, term or condition shall not be deemed to be a
waiver of any preceding or succeeding breach of the same or any other covenant, term or condition. Neither the acceptance by
Seattle of any performance by the Contractor after the time the same shall have become due nor payment to the Contractor for any
portion of the Work shall constitute a waiver by Seattle of the breach or default of any covenant, term or condition unless otherwise
this is expressly agreed to by Seattle, in writing. The City’s failure 1o insist on performance of any of the terms or conditions herein
or to exercise any right or privilege or the City’s waiver of any breach hereunder shall not thereafter waive any other term, condition,
or privilege, whether of the same or similar type. '

Applicable Law: This Contract shali be construed under the laws of the State of Washington. The venue for any action relating to
this Contract shall be in the Superior Court for King County, State of Washington.

Remedies Cumulative: Remedies under this Contract are cumulative; the use of one remedy shall not be taken to exclude or waive
the right to use another.

Captions: The titles of sections, or subsections, are for convenience only and do not define or limit the contents.

Severability: Any invalidity, in whole or in part, of any provision of this Contract shall not affect the validity of any other of its
provisions.

Disputes: Any dispute or misunderstanding that may arise under this Contract concerning Contractor's performance shall first be
resolved, if mutually agreed to be appropriate, through negotiations between the Contractor’s Project Manager and Seattle's Project
Manager, or if mutually agreed, referred to the City’s named representative and the Contractor's senior executive(s). Either party
may decling or discontinue such discussions and may then pursue other means to resolve such disputes, or may by mutual agreement
pursue other dispute alternatives such as alternate dispute resolution processes. Nothing in this dispute process shall in any way
mitigate the rights, if any, of either party to terminate the contract in accordance with the termination provisions herein.

Notwithstanding above, if Seattle believes in good faith that some portion of Work has not been completed satisfactorily, Seattle may
require Contractor to correct such work prior to Seattle payment. In such even, Seattle must clearly and reasonably provide to
Contractor an explanation of the concern and the remedy that Seattle expects. Seattle may withhold from any payment that is
otherwise due, an amount that Seattle in good faith finds to be under dispute, or if the Contractor does not provide a sufficient
remedy, Seattle may retain the amount equal to the cost to Seattle for otherwise correcting or remedying the work not properly
completed. ’

Termination:

For Cause: Seattle may terminate this Contract if the Contractor is in material breach of any terms of this Contract, and such breach
has not been corrected according to established standards and agreed upon designs indicated in a valid Work Order within thirty (30)
days from notice of breach.

For City’s Convenience: Seattle may terminate this Contract in whole or in part, without cause and for any reason including Seattle’s
convenience, upon written notice to the Contractor at the conclusjon of the first 12 months from activation of the Camera Systems in
Work Order #1.

Acts of Insolvency: Seattle may terminate this Contract by written notice to Contractor if the Contractor becomes insolvent, makes a
general assignment for the benefit of creditors, suffers or permits the appointment of a receiver for its business or assets, becomes
subject to any proceeding under any bankruptcy or insolvency law whether domestic or foreign, or is wound up or liquidated,
voluntarily or otherwise. :

‘Natice: Seattle is not required to provide advance notice of termination. Notwithstanding, the Buyer may issue a termination notice
with an effective date later than the termination notice itself. In such case, the Contractor shall continue to provide products and
services as required by the Buyer until the effective date provided in the termination notice.
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42. Force Majeure — Suspension and Termination.

43.

44,

45.

In the event that either party is unable to perform any of its material obligations under this Agreement because of a natural disaster or
action or decree of a superior governmental body (hereinafter referred to as a “Force Majeure Event” or “Event”), the party that has
been so affected immediately shall give notice to the other party and shall do everything possible to resume performance.

Upon receipt of such notice, the affected party shall be excused from such performance as is affected by the Force Majeure Event for
the period of such Event. If such Event affects the delivery date or warranty provisions of this Agreement, such date or warranty
period shall automatically be extended for a period equal to the duration of such Event.

Major Emergencies or Disasters: The following provision shall be in effect only during major emergencies or disasters when the
City has activated its Emergency Operatlons Center and the Contractor has been given notice by the City that such activation has
occurred. The City is committed to preparing thoroughly for any major emergency or disaster situation. As part of its commitment,
the City is contracting with the Contractor under the following terms and conditions: Contractor shall provide to the City, upon the
City’s request, such goods and/or services at such time as the City determines. In the event the Contractor is unable to meet the
delivery date commitment due to circumstances beyond the reasonable control of the Contractor, the Contractor shall make such
delivery as soon as practicable. If the Contractor is prevented from making such delivery to the requested delivery location due to
circumstances beyond its reasonable control, the Contractor shail immediately assist the City in whatever manner is reasonable to
gain access to such goods and/or services. In the event that the Contractor is unable to provide such goods and/or services as
requested by the City, the Contractor may offer to the City limited substitutions for its consideration and shall provide such
substitutions to the City as required above, provided the Contractor has obtained prior approval from the City for such substitution.
The Contractor shall charge the City the price determined in this Contract for the goods and services provided, and if no price has
been determined, it shall charge the City a price that is normally charged for such goods and/or services (such as listed prices for
items in stock). In the event that the City’s request results in the Contractor incurring unavoidable additional costs and causes the
Contractor to increase prices in order to obtain a fair rate of return, the Contractor shall charge the City a price not to exceed the
cost/profit formula found in this Contract. The Contractor acknowledges that the City is procuring such goods and/or services for the
benefit of the public. The Contractor, in support of public good purposes, shall consider the City as a customer of first priority and
shall make its best effort to provide to the City the requested goods and/or services in a timely manner. For purposes of this Contract,
a “major emergency” or “disaster” shall include, but is not limited to a storm, high wind, earthquake, flood, hazardous material
release, transportation mishap, loss of any utility service, fire, terrorist activity or any combination of the above.

Interlocal Cooperation Act: RCW 39.34 allows cooperative purchasing between public agencies, non profits and other political
subdivisions. Public agencies that file an Intergovernmental Cooperative Purchasing Agreement with the City of Seattle may
purchase from Contracts established by the City. Unless Vendor declines on the Offer submitted by the Seller to the City, the Vendor
agrees to sell additional items at the bid prices, terms and conditions, to other eligible governmental agenc:es that have such
agreements with the City. The Clty of Seattle accepts no responsibility for the payment of the purchase price by other governmental
agencies. Should the Vendor require additional pricing for such purchases, the Vendor is to name such additional pricing upon Offer

to the City.

Debarment: In accordance with SMC Ch. 20.70, the Director of Executive Administration or designee may debar a Vendor from
entering into a Contract with the City or from acting as a subcontractor on any Contract with the Clty for up to five years after
determining that any of the following reasons exist:

1) Contractor has received overall performance evaluations of deficient, inadequate, or substandard performance on
three or more City Contracts.

2) Contractor failed to comply with City ordinances or Contract terms, including but not limited to, ordinance or
Contract terms relating to small business utilization, discrimination, prevailing wage requirements, equal benefits,
or apprentice utilization.

3) . Contractor abandoned, surrendered, or failed to complete or to perform work on or in connection with a City
Contract.

4) Contractor failed to comply with Contract provisions, including but not limited to quality of workmanship,
timeliness of performance, and safety standards.

5) Contractor submitted false or intentionally misleading documents, reports, invoices, or other statements to the City
in connection with a Contract.

6) Coentractor colluded with another contractor to restrain competition.
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7) Contractor committed fraud or a criminal offense in connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing
a Contract for the City or any other government entity.

8) Contractor failed to cooperate in a City debarment investigation.

9) Contractor failed to comply with SMC 14.04, SMC Ch. 14.10, SMC Ch. 20.42, or SMC Ch. 20.45, or other local,
State, or federal non-discrimination laws.

The Director of the Department of Executive Administration may issue an Order of Debarment after adhering to the procedures '
specified in SMC 20.70.050. The rights and remedies of the City under these provisions are in addition to any other rights and
remedies provided by law or under the Contract.

Recycled Product Requirements: Whenever practicable, Contractor shall use reusable products, recyclable products and recycled-
content products including recycled content paper on all documents submitted to the City. Contractors are to duplex all materials that
are prepared for the City under this Contract, whether such materials are printed or copied, except when impracticable to do so due to
the nature of the product being produced. Contractors are to use 100% post consumer recycled content, chlorine-free paper in such
products that are produced for the City, whenever practicable, and to use other papet-saving and recycling measures in business they
conduct with and for the City. This directive is executed under the Mayor’s Executive Order, issued February 13, 2005.

Workers Right to Know: “Right to Know” legislation required the Department of Labor and Industries to establish a program to
make employers and employees more aware of the hazardous substances in their work environment. WAC 296-62-054 requires
among other things that all manufacturers/distributors of hazardous substances, including any of the items listed on this ITB, RFP or
contract bid and subsequent award, must include with each delivery completed Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for each
hazardous material. Additionally, each container of hazardous material must be appropriately labeled with: the identity of the
hazardous material, appropriate hazardous wamings, and the Name and Address of the chemical manufacturer, improper, or other
responsible party |

Labor and Industries may levy appropriate fines against employers for noncompliance and agencies may withhold payment pending
receipt of a legible copy of the MSDS. OSHA Form 20 is not acceptable in lieu of this requirement unless it is modified to include
appropriate information relative to “carcinogenic ingredients: and “routes of entry” of the product(s) in question

Miscellaneous Provisions.
1) Amendments: No modification of this Contract shall be effective unless in writing and signed by an authorized
representative of each of the parties hereto, except as otherwise authorized herein.

2) Conflict: In the event of conflict between contract documents and applicable laws, codes, ordinances or regulations, the
most stringent or legally binding requirement shall govern and be considered a part of this contract to afford Seattle the
maximum benefits.

3) Liens, Claims and Encumbrances: All materials, equipment, or services éhall be free of all liens, claims or encumbrances of
any kind and if Seattle requests a formal release of same shall be delivered to Seattle.

4) Negotiated Contract: The parties acknowledge that this is a negotiated Contract, that they have had the opportunity to have
this Contract reviewed by their respective legal counsel, and that the terms and conditions of this Contract are not to be
construed against any party on the basis of such party's draftsmanship thereof.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, in consideration of the terms, conditions, and covenants contained herein, or attached and
incorporated and made a part hereof, the parties have executed this Contract by having their authorized representatives affix their
signatures below.

American Traffic Solutions ‘ City of Seattle

By By
Signature Date Signature Date
JAMES TUTON, President NANCY LOCKE, Purchasing Manager

Washington State Unified Busiﬁess Identifier Number (UBI): 602 548 774 '
Federal Tax ID Number: 48-1114931 '
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Exhibit A
SCOPE OF WORK

Work Order One

1. DEFINITIONS:

As used in this Agreement, the following words and terms shall, unless the context otherwise requires, have
the respective meanings provided below:

"Citation" means a citation issued by a competent state or municipal law enforcement agent or agency or by
a court of competent jurisdiction relating to a violation documented or evidenced by the (Axsis™ ' System.

"Person” or "persons” means any individual, partnership, joint venture, corporation, trust, unincorporated
association, governmental authority or political subdivision thereof or any other form of entity.

“Camera System” means a photo-traffic monitoring device consisting of camera(s) (both the Axsis RLC-300
and the Axsis Live Video System (if required) and a traffic monitoring device capable of accurately detecting
a traffic infraction on up to four lanes at one approach and which records such data on an image of such
vehicle. "Camera System" shall, where the sense requires, also-include any enclosure or cabinet in which
the Axsis” System is stationed. As used below, the term “Red Light Stationary Camera System” is used
interchangeably with the Camera System tenn defined here. ‘

“Approach” is defined as one direction of travel of one or more lanes on a road or a fraffic intersection.

"Violation" means failure to obey an applicable traffic law or regulations, including, without limitation, failure
to obey a traffic signal, operating a motor vehicle in excess of the posted speed limit, and operating a motor
vehicle without displaying a valid license plate.

“Operational Time” means the actual time that a Camera System is monitoring traffic.

2. AMERICAN TRAFFIC SOLUTIONS (ATS) SCOPE OF WORK

21. ATS IMPLEMENTATION

2.1.1. ATS agrees to provide a turnkey solution for Red Light Stationary Camera
Systems to the City of Seattle (hereinafter “the City”) wherein all reasonably
necessary elements required to implement and operate the solution are the
responsibility of ATS, except for those items identified in Section 2 titled “City
Scope of Work”. ATS and the City understand and agree that new or previously
unforeseen requirements may, from time to time, be identified and that the
parties shall negotiate in good faith to assign to the proper party the responsibility
and cost for such items. In general, if work is to be performed by the City, unless
otherwise specified, the City shall not charge ATS for the cost. All other in scope
work, external to the City, is the responsibility of ATS.

212 ATS agrees to make every effort to adhere to the Project Time Line outlined in
Schedule 4. :
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213

2.1.4,

2.1.5.

2.1.8.

2.1.10.

2.4.11.

ATS agrees to provide the City with Axsis” RLC-300 Red Light Stationary
Camera Systems as follows:

2.1.3.1. ATS will assist the City with video evaluation of candidate sites using the
Axsis VIMS system. ‘

2.1.3.2. ATS will install Camera Systems at up to 4 intersections, covering 6
approaches, to be agreed upon between ATS and the City after
completion of site analysis. In addition to the initial iocations, the parties
may agree from time to time, by additional Work Order(s), to add to the
quantities and locations where Camera Systems are installed and
maintained.

2.1.3.3. ATS will operate each Camera System on a 24-hour basis, barring
downtime for maintenance and normal servicing activities.

ATS agrees to commence the installation of the Systems within 14 days after all
approvals and required permits have been approved (the date all permits are
approved shall hereinafter be referred to as the “Approval Date”). The Approval
Date shall be marked by the issuance of a signed letter from ATS to the City,
stating that all permits have been approved.

ATS agrees to have all agreed-upon installation work completed and have the
Systems fully operational according to the Project Schedule.

ATS agrees to provide necessaty training for persons designated by the City and
fo assist the City with development of a public information and outreach
campaign as specified in its response to the City’s Request for Proposals.

ATS agrees to provide a secure web site (www.violationinfo.com) accessible to
citation recipients (defendants) by means of a Notice # and a PIN, which will
allow violation image review and entry of affidavits attesting to the non-liability of
the registered owner for the violation.

The City and ATS will complete the Project Business Process Work Flow design
within 30 calendar days of contract signature; the parties to this agreement will
use the drafts included on Schedules 2 and 3 as the basis for the final workflow

design. '

ATS normally shall provide technician site visits to each Stationary Camera
System once per month to perform preventive maintenance checks consisting of
camera enclosure lens cleaning; camera, strobe and controller enclosure
cleaning; inspection of exposed wires; and general system inspection and
maintenance.

ATS shall repair a non-functional Stationary Camera System within 72 hours of
determination of a malfunction.

ATS shall repai'r the Axsis VPS system within 1 business day from the time of the
outage. Outages of City internet connections or infrastructure are excluded from
this service level.
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2.2,

ATS OPERATIONS

2.2.1.

222,

2.2.3.

2.24,

225.

2.26.

2.2.7.

2.2.8.

2289

ATS shall provide the City with an optional one-time warning period up to 30
days in length at the outset of the program.

As the party responsible for initial contact with the red light violator, ATS shall
provide the City with an automated web-based citation processing system
(Axsis~ VPS) including image processing, color printing, and mailing of at least
one Citation or Notice of Violation per chargeable event. Each citation shall be
delivered by First Class malil to the registered owner within the statutory period.
Subsequent mailings to drivers identified in affidavits of non-liability or by rental
car companies are also included. For mail not delivered due to address
problems, ATS will mail the citation again if the City provides it with better
information. ‘

ATS shall apply an electronic signature to the citation when authorized to do so
by an approving law enforcement officer.

ATS shall obtain in-state vehicle registration information necessary to issue
citations assuming that it is named as the City's agent and the State provides the
registration data at no cost. ‘

Where obtainable, ATS shall provide out-of-state vehicle registration necessary
to issue citations at no cost to the City. _

ATS will designate rental car companies as registered owners. Notices of
Violation (not citations) shall initially be issued to rental car companies. Citations
may be issued to rental car companies or designated drivers if the rental car
company identifies the driver.

On a daily basis (or as otherwise agreed), ATS shall transmit to the Seattle
Municipal Court (SMC) a text file containing all citation and Notice of Violation
information issued, for uploading into the SMC computer system.

On a daily basis (or as otherwise agreed), ATS shall receive from SMC an
automatic update from the SMC computer system containing the status of
citations based on the latest disposition information, indicating payments
received or cases otherwise closed, dismissed, resolved, or sent to collections.
Also, ATS shall receive car rental disposition data and process it as agreed.

The Axsis’ VPS system, which provides the City with ability to run and print a
reports, shall include the following: -

2.2.91. Program Statistics Report

2292  Location Performance Summary Report
2.2.9.3. Location Performance Detail Report
2294, Violation Reject Report
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2.2.10.

22.11.

2212

2213

2.295. Document Aging Report

ATS shall provide the City with, or train a local expert witness able to testify in
Court on matters relating to the accuracy, technical operations, and effectiveness
of the Axsis  System.

In those instances where damage to a Camera System or sensors is caused by
negligence on the part of the City or its authorized agent(s), ATS wili provide an
estimate of the cost of repair. Upon authorization to proceed with the repairs or
replacement, ATS shall replace or repair any damaged equipment and invoice for
the pre-approved repair cost. ATS shall bear the cost to replace or repair
equipment damaged in all other circumstances.

ATS shall provide a website and help line to help the City resolve any problems
encountered regarding its Red Light Camera System and/or citation processing.
The help line shali function during normal business hours.

As part of its turnkey system, ATS shall provide violators with the ability to view
violations online. This online viewing system shall include a link to the City's
payment website(s) and an opportunity to complete an affidavit online. Oniine
affidavits shall be directed to and processed by ATS/Axsis and communicated to
the Court via the Axsis VPS transfer described at 2.2.8, above.
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3.

CITY SCOPE OF WORK

3.1. GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

3.2.

3.1.1.

3.1.4.

3.1.5.

Within 7 business days of contract execution, the City shall provide ATS with the
name and contact information for a project manager with authority to coordinate
City responsibilities under the Agreement. '

Within 7 business days of contract execution, the City shall provide ATS with the
name and contact information for a Seattle Municipal Court manager responsible
for oversight of all Court-related program requirements

The City shall make every effort to adhere to the Project Time Line outlined in
Schedule 4.

The City will process each Citation according to its own established rules and
guidelines. -

The City shall provide a letter to the Washington Department of Motor Vehicles
on behalf of ATS indicating that ATS is acting as an Agent of the City for the
purposes of accessing vehicle ownership data pursuant to the list of permissible

"uses delineated in the Drivers. Privacy Protection Act 18 U.S.C. § 2721, Section

(b) (1) and as may otherwise be provided or required by any provision of
applicable state law. ATS shall provide the City with draft content for its letter.

The City and ATS shall complete the Project Business Process Work Flow
design within-30 calendar days of contract signature, using the drafts included on
Schedules 2 and 3 as the basis for the final workflow design. -

STREETS AND TRAFFIC DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS

3.2.1.

3.2.2.

323

324,

3.2.5.

3.2.6.

If the City chooses to move a Camera System to a new approach after initial
installation, it shall pay the costs to relocate the System.

City will design, fabricate, install and maintain red light camera warning signs.

The City shali provide access to traffic signal phase connections according to
approved design. '

The City may allow ATS fo use existing street furniture, poles, and available
conduit for the purposes of installing and operating its Camera Systems,
according to approved design. :

The City shall not require ATS to provide installation drawings stamped by a
licensed civil engineer. However, ATS work product and drawings shall conform
to professional norms and reflect the details of installation work to be completed.

The City shall approve or reject ATS submitted plans within 10 business days of
receipt. ‘ :
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3.3.

3.4.

3.2.7.

The City shall process street use and pole attachment permlt reguests in
accordance with its established criteria.

POLICE DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS

3.3.1. .

33.2.
3.3.3.

3.34.

The Seattle Police Depariment (SPD shall process each potential viofation in
accordance with Washington State Laws and City Ordinances within 3 business
days of its appearance in the Police Review Queue, using Axsis™ to determine
which violations wilt be issued as Citations or Notices of Violation.

SPD workstation computer monitors for citation review and approval shouid
provide a resolution of 1280 x 1024.

For optimal data throughput, SPD workstations should be connected to a high-
speed internet connection with bandwith of T-1 or greater.

SPD shall provide signafures of all authorized police users who will review events
and approve citations on forms provided by ATS.

MUNICIPAL COURT OPERATIONS

3:4.1.

342

3.4.3.

3.4.4.

345.

34.86.

3.4.7.

Seattle Municipal Court (SMC) shall receive electronic text files of citation
information and load the citation information into its Citation database.

SMC shall provide citation fine collection services for all final dispositions.
Additionally, SMC agrees to pursue collections, registration suspensions, or other
legal and customary means necessary to compel payment of outstanding
citations.

SMC shall provide a judge or hearing officer and Court facllltles to schedule and
hear disputed citations. :

On a daily basis (or as otherwise agreed), SMC shall transmit an electronic file to
ATS Axsis ™ with daily updates of all citation disposition or transaction
information indicating payments received or cases otherwise closed, dismissed
or resolved. :

On a daily basis (or as otherwise agreed), SMC shall receive and process an
electronic file of undeliverable citations from Axsis™; it may then transmit ATS
Axsis™ better addresses, if available. If better addresses are not available, SMC
may ask ATS to provide Skip Tracing Services for the optional unit fees indicated
in Schedule 1.

SMC shall provide the specific text required to be placed on the Citation notice to
be issued by ATS within 30 calendar days of contract signature. The
Washington Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) must approve this notice.
The Court shall make reasonable efforts to expedite the approval process but
cannot guarantee that AOC will communicate approval within 30 days of contract
signature.

SMC shall provide at least one PC to be used by defendants to view their
violations online at the Court.
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3.

4,

3.4.8.

3490

SMC shall receive and review written affidavits and written responses from rental
car companies; shall enter new driver information into Axsis™ or otherwise
designate that the rental car company or other party previously identified as the
responsible party is not the responsible party. Such information shall be

. communicated to Axsis VPS by the daily transmission described at 2.2.8, above.

SMC shall handle inbound and outbound phone calls and correspondence from
defendants who have guestions about payments, disputes, and other issues
relating to citation adjudication. The Court may refer citizens with questions
regarding ATS or Axsis technology and processes to websites and/or foll-free
telephone numbers provided by ATS for that purpose.

3.5. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS

In the event that remote access to the ATS Axsis VPS System is blocked by City

3.5.1.
network security infrastructure, the Seattle Department of information
Technology shall coordinate with ATS to facilitate appropriate communications
white maintaining reguired security measures.
ACCEPTANCE
3.1 Upon completion of all instaliation, ATS shall perform an end-to-end test for each
of the contracted approaches.
3.2 Upon completion of instaliation and testing of all contracted approaches, ATS
shall notify the City that the system is ready for acceptance.
i3 City shall conduct an acceptance test in accordance with the RFP speciﬂc_ations.
3.4 Upon successfut completion of the acceptance test, the City shall issue certificate
of acceptance.
PAYMENT SCHEDULE
4.1 Upon certification of acceptance, the City shall commence monthly payments.
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- Schedule 1 - Fees

Fees for Basic Services

Monthly fee per camera approach (1 or 2 lanes) $3,500

Monthly fee per camera approach (3 or 4 lanes) $3,750
Fees for Optional Services

Fee per citation issued above th first 800 per camera per month $5.00

Skip Tracing (per good address located) $3.50

Dummy Camera System

1 to 2-lane dummy site capable of being Tive— fee per month $1,250

3 to 4Hane dummy site capable of being live - fee per month $1,750

Non functional dummy camera {pole, camera enclosure, strobe enclosure) fee per month $500

SecurlD Two-Factor Security Option

Implemenation Fee $2,000

User fee per user per month includes software licensing, support and SecuriD fob $20

Replacement SecurlD Fob - $200

Page 8




Exhibit B
SCOPE OF WORK
Work Order Two

Vendor Contract #1617

1. Introduction. In November 2007, the City of Seattle adopted its budget
for 2008 including funds for a substantial expansion of its Traffic Safety Camera
Pilot Project with American Traffic Solutions, Inc. of Scottsdale, AZ (hereinafter,
Vendor). This exhibit and the attached schedule 1 constitute Work Order #2
under City of Seattle Contract #1617 with the Vendor. '

2. Purpose. The purpose of this work order, per paragraph 2.1.3.2 of the
original work order, is to expand the number of traffic safety cameras operating in
the city from the existing six (6) to thirty (30). Vendor will deploy and operate the
24 new cameras at intersections and approaches as set forth in Schedule 1
attached to this work order.

3. Schedule. Per Schedule 1, 12 cameras will be deployed to commence
operations no later than March 31, 2008. The remaining 12 cameras will be
deployed to commence operatlons no later than June 30, 2008. The Vendor,
with assistance from the City, will make every effort to comply with this timeline.

4. Operations. The City intends to commence operations of cameras in
groups of three or four, as construction and acceptance testing are completed,
on Mondays at 0001 hours. Operations will proceed directly to notices of
infraction, without a warning period.

5. Applicability of Original Work Order and Fee Schedule. Unless
otherwise specified in this Work Order #2, all provisions of Work Order #1 and.
the base contract remain in effect, including the fee schedule set forth in the
original work order.
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Schedule 1 — Camera Locations

TRAFFIC SAFETY CAMERA INTERSECTIONS & APPROACHES
30 Cameras (24 new) and 22 Intersections

New _ ‘ Existing

North Seattle | ' _

EB NW Market @ 15" NW EB 45" @ Roosevelt
WB NW Market @ 15" NW '

SB 15thNW @ Nw 80"

SB Stone Way @ NW 40"

NB Aurora @ NW 85"

EB'NE 80" @ 5" NE _

EB NE 45™ @ Union Bay Place (Five Corners)
WB NE 45 @ Union Bay Place (Five Corners)
NB NE 45™ @ Union Bay Place {Five Corners)

Central Seattle

SB 6" @ James EB 5" @ Spring
SB 5™ @ Spring EB Denny @ Fairview
SB 1% @ Marion : WB Denny @ Fairview

NB Broadway @ Olive
EB Olive @ Broadway
SB Broadway @ Pine
SB Boren @ James
SB 23“ @ E John

NB 9" @ James

South Seattle

NB 14%S @ Cloverdale NB Rainier @ S Orcas
EB Cloverdale @ 14" S : , SB Rainier @ S Orcas
WB Avalon @ 35" SW

SB 35™ SW @ SW Thistle
NB Rainier @ S Massachusetts
WB S McClellan @ Martin Luther King

Pre-construction Guidance: Intersections in bold will be developed first, followed

by those not in bold.
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‘@) ~ VENDOR CONTRACT

The City of Seattle vender Contract # Date Change Order

P URCHASING SERVICES 009000'2345 B8/27/08

700 — 5% Ave Suite 4112 = e P

P.O. Box 94687 ayment Terms reight Terms

Seattle, WA 98124-4687 Net 30 days F.0.B. Destination; Prepaid & Aliowed
Buyer: FAX: Phene:
Michael Mears 206-233-5155 206-684-4570

Vendor #: 0000219034 ‘ [ hip Tor -

AMERICAN TRAFFIC SOLUTIONS, INC. Seattie Police Department

7681 E Gray Rd : Attn: Michael Quinn

Scottsdale, AZ 85260 6105 Ave

Sealtle WA 98104 -

Contact: Adam Tuton - : Bill To:

Phone #: 480-596-4701 Séattle Police Department

Fax #: 480-607-0901 Attn: Michael Quinn

E-mail: adam.tuton@atsol.com P.0. Box 34986

Internet: www atsol.com Seattla WA 981244986

As a result of Request for Proposal #POL-197, AMERICAN TRAFFIC SOLUTIONS is; awarded a contract
to furnish a turnkey mobile photo radar system in accordance with the attached contract titted the same,

dated 6/30{'08 including Addendum A, Work Order One,

Contract Period: ?101103 through 6/30/13 with the option to extend for five (5} additional years.

Work Orders shall be placed by the Seattle Police Department only. Invoices shall be mailed in duplicate
to the Seattle Police. Department, Attn: Michael Quinn, at the address shown above. Each invoice shall
indicate Vendor Contract #0000002345. -

This contract is subject to canceliation by the City at the conclusion of the 10-month pilot.

Continuation of this contract is contingent upon maintenance of insurance In accordance with "Insurance
Requirements”, Attachment #1 to RFP #POL-197. Current documents on fite with Purchasing Services
indicate policy expires 11/17/08. ’

‘For all technical issues, contact Mike Quinn, Seattle Police Department at 206-616-1230 or .
michael guinn@seattle.qov :

For all contractual issues, contact Michael Mears, Purchasing & Contracting Services at 206-684-4570 or
ichael.mears@se: qov i

Authorlzed SIgnaturélData
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Vendor Contract # | 2345

]

City of Seattle
CONTRACTFOR A TURNKEY MOBILE PHOTO RADAR SYSTEM
This Contract is made effective 7/01/08 (the “Effective Date™), and entered into by and between the City of Seattle (“Seattle’™, a

Washington municipal corporation; and American Traffic Solutions (“ATS”, herein referred to “Contractor™), a corporation of
the State of Kansas, and anthorized to do business in the State of Washington.

Contractor American Traffic Sohitions, Inc.
Representative Adam E. Tuten, EVP/CO0

Address 7681 Enst Gray Road, Scottsdale AZ 85260
Phone : 480-596-4701

Fax 4R0-607-0901 ‘

E-mail adam tuton(@atsol.com

Whereas, the City of Seatle acting by and through the Police Department conducted an open, competitive acquisition process
and issued a Request for Proposal, dated April 24, 2008 for the purpose of obtaining a mobile photo radar system; and

Whereas, Contractor submitted a timely Response, and afier evaluation, was identitied as the Apparent Successful Contractor;
and,

Whereas, the purpose of this contract is to acquire the servivss of ATS to furnish the City with a turnkey mobile photo radar '
systern.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terrns, conditions, sovenants, and performance of the scope of work contained
herein, as attached and madec & part hereof, Seattle and Contractor mutually agrec ag follows:

1, Entire Apreement: This Contract, including alt attachments, amendments angd subsequently issued change notices, comprises the
entire agreement between the City of Seattle and the Contactor. The City’s Contrect and Work Orders, the addendum to the RFP,
the RFP, the Contractor’s proposal, inclnding all attachments are explicitly included in this Contract. Where there are conflicts
among these documents, the controlling dosurnent will be in that same sequence, with the first taking priority over the last listed. No
verbal apreement or conversation between any officer, agent, associate or employee of Seattle and any officer, agency, employee or
associate of the Contractor prior to the execution of this Contract shall affect or modify any of the texrms or obligations contained in

this Contract, .

2. Term: The term of this Contract shall comumence on the date the City’s Buyer signs the same and shall expire five (5) yea.fs from
that date. The City, at its sole discretion, may extend the term of the contract for an additional five (5) years for a totel of ten (10)
years. .

3, Work Order Methodunlopy for Approved Work under this Contract:

3.1 Work Order Procedure
ATS shall provide the City the Camera Systems as specified in work orders issued under this Agreement. Each work order shall be 2
written document having its own specific Scope of Work (*Work Order Scope of Work”) identifying the services to be performed and the
associated deliverables to be provided and payment terms. Each work order shall be subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement
and ghell be incorporated Into this Agreement by this reference. ATS shall farnish the City with an integrated tumkey solution; that is,
services identified in the work orders shall be provided as a single, conplete transaction and not as separate items.

3.2 Work Order #1
Work Order #1 consists of the documents fisted in Addendum A to this Contract. Except for items listed as City responsibilities in Work

Order #1, ATS shall fornish al! services, labor, materials, documentation, equipment, and software to install and test the mobile photo
radar system, and to provide the specified training, warranties, and maintenance for the system.
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