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May 14, 2013 
 
To the Mayor, Members of the City Council, City Clerk, City Treasurer, and residents of the City 
of Chicago: 
 
The City of Chicago Office of Inspector General (IGO) has completed an audit of the City’s 
Red-Light Camera (RLC) program.   
 
We sought to determine if RLC installations were made and managed based on the Chicago 
Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) stated primary criterion of reducing angle crashes to 
increase safety.  We designed the audit to answer nine questions posed by six members of the 
City Council seeking to hold a hearing on the RLC program.  
 
Our audit’s findings can be summarized in two simple points.   
 
First, CDOT was unable to substantiate its claims that the City chose to install red-light cameras 
at intersections with the highest angle crash rates in order to increase safety.   Neither do we 
know, from the information provided by CDOT, why cameras in locations with no recent angle 
crashes have not been relocated, nor what the City’s rationale is for the continued operation of 
any individual camera at any individual location.   
 
Second, our audit uncovered little evidence that the overarching program strategy, guidelines, or 
appropriate metrics are being used to ensure the RLC program is being executed to the best 
benefit of the City or the general public.  Specifically, we found a lack of basic recordkeeping 
and an alarming lack of analysis for an ongoing program that costs tens of millions of dollars a 
year and generates tens of millions more in revenue.     
 
The majority of these camera location decisions were made five or more years ago, when 
virtually none of CDOT’s current leadership was involved with the program.  However, cameras 
installed years ago are still in operation today and have been throughout the two-year tenure of 
CDOT’s current leadership.  Yet the Department cannot produce documentation demonstrating 
how each camera location was chosen, or why cameras in locations with no recent angle crashes 
have not been relocated pursuant to CDOT’s relocation criteria. If the intent of the RLC program 
is to increase safety and reduce the number of dangerous angle crashes, it is troubling that CDOT 
cannot produce documentation or an analysis demonstrating how each camera location was 
chosen, including all of those currently in operation, was chosen.   
 



We found no evidence of this program being managed in a manner designed specifically to 
maximize revenue. For example, there was no evidence that ticket revenue influenced camera 
relocation decisions. However, we also found that the City generally lacked basic unit cost 
information needed to make informed operational decisions, such as whether to repair or replace 
equipment, or buy or lease cameras. For example, we were surprised to fmd that the City was 
spending $13,800 in annual maintenance for cameras purchased at $24,500 each - in other 
words, annual maintenance expenditure equal 56 percent of the purchase price. Given such 
discoveries, we question whether the City or contract personnel have undertaken any meaningful 
effort to limit unnecessary costs. 

The City cannot effectively manage its programs unless it measures its programs. 

The City is currently rebidding the contract to manage this program. However, it appears to be 
doing this with a profoundly troubling paucity of historical data and analysis to inform a decision 
that purports primarily to be in the service of traffic safety. 

Going forward, the City must establish and follow clear criteria for its decisions on where to 
locate and maintain red-light cameras. It should also retain verifiable documentation of the data 
and process employed for each location decision, including the continuation of the operation of a 
camera in a specific location. Absent that, the IGO cannot reasonably regard the red-light 
camera program as being operated in the optimally efficient and effective service of traffic safety 
as generally claimed. 

CDOT's response is included in the audit. CDOT stated that it intends to review the RLC 
installation and removal criteria and determine what, if any modifications should be made going 
forward. Additionally, it has pledged to work with the winning RLC vendor to review current 
camera locations and ensure that the criteria have been met and appropriately documented at 
intersections where cameras are now located. We concur with these stated intentions and look 
forward to the results of the analyses. 

I hope this audit is of use to the City Council in its oversight efforts and to CDOT officials in 
their efforts to manage this $70 million program. We thank CDOT staff and leadership for their 
engagement of and attention to this matter, and we look forward to completing a follow-up audit 
in the future. 

W ebsi te: www.chicagoinspectorgeneral.org 

Respectfully, 

Joseph M. Ferguson 
Inspector General 
City of Chicago 

Hotline: 866-IG-TIPLINE (866-448-4754) 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Inspector General’s Office (IGO) performed an audit of the City of Chicago’s Red-Light 
Camera (RLC) program. The purpose of the audit was to determine if red-light camera 
installations were made based on the Chicago Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) stated 
primary criterion of reducing angle crashes to increase safety.  In addition, the audit was 
designed to answer nine questions posed to the IGO by members of the City Council in February 
2013: 

 
1. Has the City installed, and is the City installing, red-light cameras in locations with the 

highest number of angle crashes? 
2. Has the City used, and is the City using accurate data in determining the location for red-

light cameras? 
3. CDOT has established the Red-Light Prioritization Model to calculate annual Total Crash 

Rate and Angle Crash Rate at each intersection. How often is this Model reviewed, and 
who is responsible for verifying its accuracy? 

4. How often does the City reassess if red-light cameras should be relocated? 
5. Is CDOT following its own prioritization steps for red-light camera relocations? 
6. Are field evaluations for potential red-light camera installations being done in accordance 

with the appropriate traffic engineering standards? 
7. Which City departments, consultants, and/or employees of Redflex are involved in the 

decision to install or relocate red-light cameras, and how? 
8. What data does the City collect regarding the amount of revenue generated by each red-

light camera, and what influence does that revenue data have on the decision to maintain 
or relocate cameras? 

9. What is the total cost of the camera system, including installation and annual 
maintenance? 

 
The limited information provided by CDOT to the IGO did not provide a sufficient basis to show 
or substantiate that RLC installation decisions were based on the primary criterion of reducing 
vehicle angle crash rates.  Therefore, the IGO could not verify that the City followed its own 
stated criteria for selecting RLC locations. 
 
The majority of RLC location decisions were made five or more years ago and almost none of 
the current CDOT leadership was involved with the program at that time.  However, the City is 
currently preparing to select a new vendor to maintain and operate its red-light cameras, and is 
negotiating with a vendor to operate a new program to enforce vehicle speed laws using similar 
automated technology. 
 
In order to promote the integrity and transparency of these programs going forward, the IGO 
recommends that the City establish and follow clear criteria for its decisions on where to locate 
automated traffic law enforcement systems and retain verifiable documentation of the process for 
each location decision. 
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II. BACKGROUND 

In February 2013, the Inspector General’s Office initiated an audit of the City of Chicago Red-
Light Camera (RLC) installations based on a risk analysis of City programs and departments 
completed in 2012.  In addition, members the City Council contacted the IGO and requested an 
independent analysis of the City’s RLC program, asking following specific questions: 
 

1. Has the City installed, and is the City installing, red-light cameras in locations with the 
highest number of angle crashes? 

2. Has the City used, and is the City using, accurate data in determining the location for red- 
light cameras? 

3. CDOT has established the Red-Light Prioritization Model to calculate annual Total Crash 
Rate and Angle Crash Rate at each intersection.1  How often is this Model reviewed and 
who is responsible for verifying its accuracy? 

4. How often does the City reassess if red-light cameras should be relocated? 
5. Is CDOT following its own prioritization steps for red-light camera relocations? 
6. Are field evaluations for potential red-light camera installations being done in accordance 

with appropriate traffic engineering standards? 
7. Which City departments, consultants, and/or employees of Redflex are involved in the 

decision to install or relocate red-light cameras, and how?2 
8. What data does the City collect regarding the amount of revenue generated by each red-

light camera and what influence does that revenue data have on the decision to maintain 
or relocate cameras? 

9. What is the total cost of the cameras including installation and annual maintenance? 

A. Municipal Code and Program Responsibility 

On July 9, 2003 the Chicago City Council passed Municipal Code Chapter 9-102 authorizing the 
use of RLCs for automated enforcement of the City’s red-light traffic laws.  The purpose of the 
original ordinance was stated as follows: 
 

9-102-010 Purpose — Establishment of Automated Red Light Camera Program. 
(a) The purpose of this chapter is to provide for the establishment of an automated 
red light violation enforcement system which shall be administered by the 
Department of Transportation and the Department of Revenue and enforced 
through a system of administrative adjudication within the Department of 
Administrative Hearings. 
(b) The system shall utilize a traffic control signal monitoring device which 
records, through photographic means, the vehicle and the vehicle registration 
plate of a vehicle operated in violation of Section 9-8-020(c) and Section 9-16- 
030(c). The photographic record shall also display the time, date and location of 
the violation. 

                                                 
1 See “Chicago Red-Light Enforcement Program Intersection Prioritization Steps for New Installations,” page 2, at 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/content/dam/city/depts/cdot/RLC_New_and_Relocation_Prioritization.pdf, accessed 
April 22, 2013. 
2 Redflex is the vendor responsible for installation and maintenance of the red-light cameras (see response to 
question 7 later in this report). 
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(c) A program shall be established which utilizes an automatic red light 
enforcement system at various vehicle traffic intersections identified by the 
Department of Transportation with the advice of the Police Department. The 
intersections chosen for the program shall be located throughout the city. 
(d) The Department of Transportation, the Police Department and the Department 
of Revenue shall adopt rules and regulations as may be necessary for the proper 
enforcement and administration of this Chapter.3 

 
CDOT was responsible for the RLC program when it began in 2003.  In January 2006, City 
Council amended the ordinance to transfer responsibility for program management to the Office 
of Emergency Management and Communications (OEMC).  Responsibility for program 
management was returned to CDOT by ordinance in January 2010. 

B. Purchase and Maintenance Costs 

There are currently 190 intersections with 384 installed cameras.  One hundred eighty-six 
intersections have two cameras, and four intersections have three cameras.  The current list of 
intersections with RLCs is available on CDOT’s website at www.chicagotraffictracker.com. 
 
Since 2003, the RLC camera installations and operation have been performed under three 
different contracts with Redflex.  There were various contract amendments that changed camera 
purchase price, operational support, and maintenance costs of the RLC program. 
 
The City purchased 384 cameras from 2003 through 2010 for approximately $19,100,000.4  The 
cameras were purchased at three different prices: $85,000 each from 2003-2006; $100,000 each 
in 2007; and $24,500 each from 2008-2010.    
  
The City also pays the vendor for operational support and maintenance services.5  The following 
table shows those monthly costs per camera under the various contracts.  When contract 3320 
expired, operational support and maintenance for cameras purchased under that contract and its 
modification were covered under contract 18031.  Operational support and maintenance costs for 
the cameras purchased under contract 16396 were covered under contract 16396. 
 

Effective Date Contract # 
Maintenance & Operation 
Monthly Cost Per Camera 

10/22/2003 Contract #3220 $3,250 
10/1/2006 Contract #3220 Modification #3 $5,000 
2/1/2008 Contract #16396 $3,900 
2/1/2008 Contract #18031 $4,395 

                                                 
3 City of Chicago, Journal of the Proceedings of the City Council, July 9, 2003, page 4349, 
http://docs.chicityclerk.com/journal/2003/july09/july09_part3_03optimize.pdf, accessed April 22, 2013.  
4 We state this as an approximation because the camera purchase documentation provided by CDOT, which CDOT 
said it obtained from Redflex, included some discrepancies in the purchase dates of four cameras that the IGO could 
not resolve. 
5 Operational support includes services such as image verification and internet access to violation information.  
Maintenance services include repairing and troubleshooting software and hardware, and cleaning and weather- 
treating cameras. 



IGO File# 13-0029  May 14, 2013 
Red Light Camera Installation Audit 

Page 5 of 26 

 
Currently 136 cameras are covered under contract 18031 and 248 cameras are covered under 
contract 16396. 

C. Revenues 

The City of Chicago Office of Budget and Management provided the following information on 
RLC tickets issued and revenue received for the 190 City of Chicago intersections with installed 
camera systems in the year 2012: 
 

Tickets Issued Value of Tickets Issued Revenue Received6 
612,278 $61,227,800 $71,943,053 

 
The number of tickets issued per intersection during 2012 at the 190 RLC intersections ranged 
from a low of 328 to a high of 19,805 (see Appendix). 

D. Site Selection 

CDOT’s website states that “red-light camera enforcement is designed to increase safety on 
Chicago streets” and that CDOT selects camera locations based on crash data.7  Specifically, it 
states that the rate of angle crashes at an intersection is the primary consideration for site 
selection because “angle crashes are most likely to result in serious injury or fatalities” and the 
“safety goal of the red-light program remains focused on reducing the most dangerous crashes.” 
 
On April 29, 2008 the IT & Planning and Traffic Engineering sections of CDOT issued a memo 
to the RLC Project Manager at OEMC outlining a methodology for calculating the angle crash 
rate that would be used to rank intersections for potential RLC installations.  This memo became 
the basis for CDOT’s May 14, 2010 “Chicago Red-Light Enforcement Program Intersection 
Prioritization Steps for New Installations,” posted on CDOT’s website.8 

E. Relocations 

CDOT’s “Chicago Red-Light Program Intersection Prioritization Steps for Relocations” states 
that: 
 

CDOT’s continuing program to evaluate existing red-light camera intersections is based 
on crash data for a minimum two years prior to install (the pre-install period) and on 
crash and violation data for a minimum two years after install (the post-install period).  
Intersections where red-light cameras have been in place for less than two years should 
not be considered for relocation.9 

                                                 
6 Revenue Received includes ticket collections from prior years, fines and collection costs. 
7 See http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/cdot/supp_info/red-light_cameraenforcement.html, accessed April 
22, 2013. 
8 Available at 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/content/dam/city/depts/cdot/RLC_New_and_Relocation_Prioritization.pdf, accessed 
April 22, 2013. 
9 Available at 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/content/dam/city/depts/cdot/RLC_New_and_Relocation_Prioritization.pdf, page 2, 
accessed April 22, 2013. 
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The “Prioritization Steps for Relocations” describes reduction in angle crash rate as the primary 
criterion and reduction in number of violations as the secondary criterion for relocation 
decisions. 
 
CDOT has relocated only ten cameras from five intersections since the inception of the RLC 
program in November 2003.  The following table shows the original camera installations and 
their subsequent relocation: 
 

Initial 
Installation Date 

Initial 
Intersection 

Number of 
Cameras Moved 

Relocation 
Intersection 

Relocation 
Date 

2/1/2006 
Kedzie & 
Fullerton 

2 
Laramie & 
Madison 

5/11/2011 

2/28/2006 
State & 

Roosevelt 
2 

Kostner & 
Division 

11/30/2010 

3/7/2007 
Ontario & 
Kingsbury 

1 
Belmont & 
Kedzie10 

11/24/2010 

1 
California & 

Diversey 
11/24/2010 

10/31/2007 
Western & 
Irving Park 

2 
Central & 
Addison 

11/15/2010 

1/27/2008 
Ashland & 
Roosevelt 

2 
Kedzie 
& 26th 

11/2/2010 

Note:  There were no relocations prior to November 2, 2010 and no relocations after May 11, 
2011.   
 

                                                 
10 Belmont & Kedzie and Diversey & California were existing camera locations.  The relocation added a third 
camera to these intersections. 
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III. OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

A. Objectives 

The objectives of the audit were to: 
 Determine if red-light camera installations were based on the primary criterion of 

reducing angle crashes to increase safety; and 
 Answer the questions requested by the Chicago City Council Members in their letter of 

February 21, 2013 to the IGO (see Background section of this report). 

B. Scope 

The scope of our inquiry was limited to answering the objectives stated above by reviewing 
information and documentation related to RLC installations from the initiation of the program in 
2003 to the present. 

C. Methodology 

 Planned audit steps included: 
 Interviewing CDOT management to determine what policies and procedures were in 

effect at the time of camera installations and relocations, and what documentation exists 
to show application of those procedures. 

 Requesting, analyzing, and verifying the accuracy of the following documentation:11 
- Crash data for the two years prior to and two years after RLC installation for each 

currently active camera location; 
- 2012 crash data for all 190 intersections with active cameras in 2012; 
- Records demonstrating the use of the Installation and Relocation Prioritization Steps 

Model for camera installation or relocation;  
- Records demonstrating that camera installations were completed in accordance with 

appropriate traffic engineering standards, including associated installation 
documentation supporting the methodology; 

- Costs for each camera installation broken down by equipment purchased, 
maintenance, operating, repair and installation costs; and  

- Revenue and violation data for each installed camera.  
 
CDOT was unable to produce all of the requested documentation.  Therefore, the IGO was 
unable to verify or analyze some of the items listed above. 

D. Standards 

We conducted this audit in accordance with generally accepted Government Auditing Standards 
(GAS) issued by the Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we 
plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable 
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the 

                                                 
11 We were unable to determine the reliability of the data due to limitations such as lack of access to underlying 
source data, age of requested data, and discrepancies among datasets provided by CDOT.  However, CDOT claims 
that this data was used by management to assist in identifying potential intersections for RLCs. While the conclusion 
of this report is not solely based on this data, the use of this data could lead to inaccurate conclusions. 
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evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objectives. 

E. Authority and Role 

The authority to perform this audit is established in the City of Chicago Municipal Code § 2-56-
030 which states that the Inspector General’s Office has the power and duty to review the 
programs of City government in order to identify any inefficiencies, waste, and potential for 
misconduct, and to promote economy, efficiency, effectiveness, and integrity in the 
administration of City programs and operations. 
 
The role of the IGO is to review City operations and make recommendations for improvement. 
City management is responsible for establishing and maintaining processes to ensure that City 
programs operate economically, efficiently, effectively, and with integrity. 
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IV. CITY COUNCIL QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

The specific questions asked by members of the City Council overlapped significantly with the 
IGO’s objective of determining whether red-light camera installations were based on the primary 
criterion of reducing angle crashes to improve safety.  Therefore, we present our findings below 
as answers to the City Council’s questions. 
 
1) Has the City installed, and is the City installing, red-light cameras in locations with the highest 

number of angle crashes? 
 

CDOT data and documentation provided an insufficient basis to determine whether CDOT 
selected RLC locations based on the highest angle crash rate. 
 
CDOT management stated that no one currently at CDOT was involved in the RLC program 
prior to 2007.  Management could not provide documentation to demonstrate that camera 
installations from 2003 through December 2007 were based on the highest angle crash rate, 
and could only speculate as to the methodology used for camera installations during that 
period.   
 
In 2007 the current Deputy Director for the CDOT Division of Project Development 
participated in developing a list (dated October 10, 2007) of the Top 205 Angle Crash Rate 
intersections for proposed camera installations in 2008.  However, CDOT stated that the 
Deputy Director was not involved in the location selection process itself but only in the 
development of the Top 205 Angle Crash Rate list. 
 
The IGO compared the Top 205 Angle Crash Rate list to the cameras installed after January 
2008 and found inconsistencies that lead us to question whether the list was used as the basis 
for CDOT’s RLC installation decisions.  These inconsistencies consisted of the following: 

 The City installed cameras at 130 intersections after January 2008.  Fifty-five of these 
intersections, or 42 percent, were not on the Top 205 Angle Crash Rate list created in 
2007. 

 Of the 73 intersections on the Top 205 list at which cameras were subsequently 
installed, the installations did not appear to have occurred in order by highest angle 
crash rate, even taking into consideration notations on the list regarding barriers to 
constructability or proximity to other cameras.   

 CDOT stated that the Top 205 list originated from a list of the 3,000 signalized 
intersections with the highest number of angle crashes.12  However, several 
intersections on the Top 205 list had notations stating that no camera could be 
installed because the intersection had stop signs, not traffic signals. 

 CDOT was unable to provide the purported underlying list of 3,000 signalized 
intersections with the highest number of angle crashes. 
 

                                                 
12 A signalized intersection is an intersection with traffic signals (not stop signs or other traffic control devices). 
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2) Has the City used, and is the City using accurate data in determining the location for red-light 
cameras? 

 
CDOT data and documentation was insufficient to verify the accuracy of information CDOT 
states was used to determine RLC installation locations. 
 
The IGO requested crash data for two years prior to and two years after the installation date 
for all active RLCs.  We also requested 2012 crash data for all active RLCs.  CDOT was 
unable to provide the requested crash data. Therefore, the IGO was unable to determine the 
accuracy of data used to compute the angle crash rates on the various top crash rate schedules 
CDOT sent to the IGO.   

 
3) CDOT has established the Red Light Prioritization Model to calculate annual Total Crash Rate 

and Angle Crash Rate at each intersection.  How often is the Model reviewed, and who is 
responsible for verifying its accuracy?  

 
 CDOT data and documentation was insufficient to determine or substantiate that camera 

locations were selected based on the Red Light Prioritization Model.   
 

CDOT provided the IGO with a memo from the current Deputy Director or CDOT’s Division 
of Project Development dated April 29, 2008 and addressed to the RLC Project Manager.  
The memo established the angle crash rate as the primary criterion for RLC installations.  
Current CDOT personnel speculated to the IGO that RLC installations prior to that memo 
were based on highest angle crash rates. However, no current CDOT employee had any first-
hand knowledge to substantiate this nor did they provide any documentation supporting that 
speculation (see Question 1 above). 
 
In addition to the Top 205 Angle Crash Rate list dated October 10, 2007, CDOT provided the 
IGO with Top Angle Crash Rate lists for the years 2003, 2004, and 2005 which were the only 
years they could locate.  These additional reports, however, were undated therefore we could 
not determine their creation date.  CDOT could not show, nor were we otherwise able to 
determine if or how these lists were actually used in determining installations.  Even if one 
assumes that these lists were used to select the 67 intersections where RLCs were installed 
prior to January 1, 2008, 22 of those intersections, or 33 percent, are not on the lists. 
 
CDOT stated that it is responsible for verifying the accuracy of the data used to compute the 
angle crash rates for signalized intersections which may become candidates for RLC 
installation.  CDOT reported that it obtains crash data from the Chicago Crash Database, 
maintained by the Chicago Police Department, and traffic volumes from the Chicago Average 
Daily Traffic database, maintained by CDOT, to create intersection annual Total Crash Rates 
and Angle Crash Rates. 
 
CDOT stated that the Chicago Average Daily Traffic database was last updated in 2006.  
CDOT was unable to provide the Crash Database data that it represented as having been used 
to determine the various Top Angle Crash Rate reports dating back to 2003. 
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4)  How often does the City reassess if RLCs should be relocated? 
 

CDOT stated that it used the “Intersection Prioritization Steps for Relocations,” created in 
May 2010, to evaluate RLCs for possible relocation, but was unable to produce data that 
might substantiate this claim.  Although the “Intersection Prioritization Steps for Relocations” 
document refers to “CDOT’s continuing program to evaluate existing red-light camera 
intersections,” CDOT provided no evidence that an assessment was completed prior to or 
since May 2010.  CDOT has relocated a total of ten cameras from five intersections: four 
intersections in November of 2010 and one in May 2011. 
 

5) Is CDOT following its own prioritization steps for RLC relocations? 
 

CDOT was unable to produce evidence that it continually evaluates cameras for relocation, as 
stated in its “Intersection Prioritization Steps for Relocations.” 
 
CDOT’s “Intersection Prioritization Steps for Relocations” states that “red-light intersections 
where the angle crash rate is zero based on the current year crash data are possible 
relocations.”  CDOT explained that it selected this “zero angle crash rate” requirement 
because it seemed appropriate and met the budgetary constraints of available funds for camera 
relocations.  CDOT did not provide to the IGO the amount of funding available for camera 
relocations. 

 
Although CDOT has established a zero angle crash rate as a primary consideration for RLC 
relocation, the IGO identified seven intersections that had zero angle crashes in 2010 but at 
which CDOT still has RLCs in operation.  We could not conduct a review for other years 
because CDOT did not produce the requested crash data.  CDOT stated that the five 
intersections from which it relocated cameras all had zero angle crashes in 2009, but did not 
produce underlying documents or data to substantiate this or the number of angle crashes at 
other intersections that year.   

 
6) Are field evaluations for potential red-light camera installations being done in accordance 

with the appropriate traffic engineering standards?  
 

The IGO could not determine if field evaluations for potential RLC installations were done in 
accordance with appropriate traffic engineering standards to ensure that signal timing is set 
properly.  

 
Step 9 in CDOT’s “Intersection Prioritization Steps for New Installations” states that: 
 

Critical data including speed limit on all approaches are collected during the field 
evaluation for all intersections identified for red-light installation so that appropriate 
traffic engineering standards are applied to the signal timing and operations to ensure 
public safety. 

 
The IGO requested the traffic engineering standards used by CDOT and any documentation to 
show that RLC installations and signal timing were completed in accordance with the 
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standards.  CDOT did provide the IGO with the standards but did not provide any 
documentation supporting that signal timing is set to the required minimum standards or 
regularly monitored for adherence to those standards.  CDOT’s web site states that “no signal 
timings were changed before or after the implementation of red-light cameras.”13 

  
7) Which City departments, consultants, and/or employees of Redflex are involved in the 

decision to install or relocate RLCs, and how? 
 

CDOT management reported that Redflex14 provided the City’s RLC program Project 
Manager with a site survey report indicating whether cameras could or could not be installed 
in locations proposed by the City based on limitations such as physical barriers at the site. 

 
The IGO requested the documentation provided by Redflex to the City’s Project Manager.  
CDOT responded that it could locate only some engineering drawings that would not be of 
much help in evaluating the selection.  Other than the site survey provided by Redflex, CDOT 
management said they were not aware of any involvement by other City departments, 
consultants or other individuals in the decision process of where to install cameras. 
 
The IGO asked CDOT about the decision-making process for RLC installation specifically at 
the intersection of Kingsbury and Ontario in 2007.  The Chicago Tribune reported on 
November 22, 2009 that then-Alderman Burt Natarus claimed responsibility for having RLCs 
installed there despite a lack of crashes at the intersection.15  The article quoted City officials 
as stating that “Natarus had no influence on the decision to install the cameras there.”  CDOT 
has not responded to the IGO’s inquiry about the decision to place RLCs at this intersection.  
Both cameras installed at Kingsbury and Ontario were relocated to other intersections in 
November 2010.16 

 
8)  What data does the City collect regarding the amount of revenue generated by each red-light 

camera, and what influence does that revenue data have on the decision to maintain or 
relocate cameras?  

 
CDOT has relocated cameras from only five intersections since the inception of the RLC 
program and the IGO did not find evidence that the amount of ticket revenue influenced those 
camera relocation decisions. 
 
CDOT’s “Intersection Prioritization Steps for Relocations” states that a reduction in the 
number of violations recorded by a red-light camera after two years of operation is used as 
secondary criterion for evaluating camera relocations.  While the number of violations does 
not precisely correspond to the amount of revenue collected, reduced violations generally lead 
to reduced revenue.  CDOT did not produce documentation to show that violation data was 

                                                 
13 See http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/cdot/supp_info/red-light_cameraenforcement.html, accessed April 
22, 2013. 
14 Redflex is the vendor responsible for installation and maintenance of the red-light cameras. 
15 Erica Slife and Bob Secter, “Burton Natarus has red-light camera on his corner,” Chicago Tribune, November 22, 
2009, http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2009-11-22/news/0911210176_1_red-light-camera-place-cameras-
intersection, accessed April 22, 2013. 
16 See Background section of this report for information about relocation intersections. 
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used to select intersections for relocation.  CDOT stated that revenue data is not used in the 
decision process for maintaining or relocating RLCs.  However, CDOT noted that camera 
relocation decisions can be affected by budgetary constraints since there is a cost associated 
with relocating RLCs. 
   
The IGO requested total revenue collected by RLC for all available years.  CDOT stated that 
it did not have revenue information for RLCs but that such information is kept by the Office 
of Budget and Management.  The IGO then requested RLC revenue data from OBM, which 
provided total revenue collected by intersection for 2011 and 2012.  OBM also provided the 
total dollar value of tickets issued (not necessarily collected) by intersection in 2012 (see 
Background section of this report).   
 

9) What is the total cost of the cameras, including installation and annual maintenance? 
 

The City paid Redflex a total of $106,271,823 through March 8, 2013, but CDOT did not 
have documentation breaking out purchase, maintenance, repair, and other costs by RLC 
location. CDOT maintains no records of the purchase, maintenance, operation, repair, and 
additional costs for each individual camera.17  Therefore, the IGO was not able to determine 
(nor could CDOT otherwise explain) how much of the $106,271,823 paid to Redflex was 
associated with each of these cost categories.  Without this information, CDOT could not 
answer basic cost questions such as: 

 
 What did the equipment cost? 
 How much was spent on repairs at each installation?   
 Should CDOT have replaced the equipment or repaired it? 
 Is the RLC program cost effective? 

 
CDOT did provide documentation obtained from Redflex showing the contract from which 
each camera was purchased.  However, the data was incomplete and could not be used to 
calculate the exact amount of equipment purchased.  We were able to determine, from the 
information provided and our own independent review of invoices, that purchase of the 384 
cameras cost approximately $19.1 million.18  CDOT also provided documentation that the 
City is currently paying the vendor $1,564,920 monthly for maintenance and operational 
support.  This includes $967,200 for 248 cameras ($1,150 for maintenance and $2,750 for 
operational support per camera), and $597,720 for 136 cameras ($1,645 for maintenance and 
$2,750 for operational support per camera).  For the cameras purchased at $24,500 each under 
the most recent Redflex contract, the annual maintenance cost is $13,800, or 56 percent of the 
purchase price. 
 
 
 

                                                 
17 We also asked the Department of Finance for this information.  The Department stated that it did not have the 
information because such information would be maintained by CDOT as the user department. 
18 We state this as an approximation because the camera purchase documentation provided by CDOT, which CDOT 
said it obtained from Redflex, included some discrepancies in the purchase dates of four cameras that the IGO could 
not resolve. 
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A fundamental management function is the ability to identify various program costs.  Without 
knowing how much is being spent in various categories, management does not have the 
necessary information to make informed operational decisions such as: 
 

 Should we repair or replace equipment?   
 How much should we budget for repairs or new equipment? 
 Should maintenance agreements on equipment continue at 56 percent of the original 

purchase price? 
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V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

CDOT was unable to provide the IGO with sufficient documentation to show that RLC 
installation decisions were based on the primary criterion of reducing vehicle angle crash rates.  
Therefore, the IGO could not verify that the City followed its own stated criteria for selecting 
RLC locations. 
 
We recognize that the majority of these camera location decisions were made five or more years 
ago and almost none of the current CDOT leadership was involved with the program at that time.  
However, cameras installed years ago are still in operation today, and the Department cannot 
produce documentation demonstrating how each camera location was chosen or why cameras in 
locations with no recent angle crashes have not been relocated pursuant to CDOT’s relocation 
criteria. 
 
The City is currently preparing to select a new vendor to maintain and operate its red-light 
cameras, and is negotiating with a vendor to operate a new program to enforce vehicle speed 
laws using similar automated technology.  The integrity of these programs will depend in large 
part on the transparency of the City’s decision-making criteria and its demonstrated adherence to 
them. 
 
The IGO recommends that going forward, the City establish and follow clear criteria for its 
decisions on where to locate automated traffic law enforcement systems and retain verifiable 
documentation of the data and process employed for each location decision, including the 
continuation of the operation of a camera in a specific location. 
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VI. MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
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VII. APPENDIX: TICKETS ISSUED PER CAMERA LOCATION IN 2012 
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CITY OF CHICAGO OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

 
Public Inquiries Jonathan Davey, (773) 478-0534 

jdavey@chicagoinspectorgeneral.org 
To Suggest Ways to Improve 
City Government  

Visit our website: 
https://chicagoinspectorgeneral.org/get-involved/help-
improve-city-government/ 

To Report Fraud, Waste, and 
Abuse in City Programs 
 

Call the IGO’s toll-free hotline 866-IG-TIPLINE (866-448-
4754). Talk to an investigator from 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
Monday-Friday. Or visit our website: 
http://chicagoinspectorgeneral.org/get-involved/fight-
waste-fraud-and-abuse/ 

 
 

MISSION 
 
The Chicago Inspector General’s Office (IGO) is an independent, nonpartisan oversight agency 
whose mission is to promote economy, efficiency, and integrity in the administration of 
programs and operations of City government. The IGO achieves this mission through: 
 

- Administrative and Criminal Investigations 
- Audits of City programs and operations 
- Reviews of City programs, operations and policies 

 
From these activities, the IGO issues reports of findings, and disciplinary and policy 
recommendations to assure that City officials, employees and vendors are held accountable for 
the provision of efficient, cost-effective government operations and further to prevent, detect, 
identify, expose and eliminate waste, inefficiency, misconduct, fraud, corruption, and abuse of 
public authority and resources. 
 

AUTHORITY 
 
The authority to produce reports and recommendations on ways to improve City operations is 
established in the City of Chicago Municipal Code § 2-56-030(c), which confers upon the 
Inspector General the following power and duty: 
 

To promote economy, efficiency, effectiveness and integrity in the administration of the 
programs and operations of the city government by reviewing programs, identifying any 
inefficiencies, waste and potential for misconduct therein, and recommending to the 
mayor and the city council policies and methods for the elimination of inefficiencies and 
waste, and the prevention of misconduct. 

 
 
 


