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l. EXECUTIVE BRIEF

Motion and Title: Staff requests Board direction: regarding the degree of the
County’s financial exposure in obtaining equipment and professional services as part of
the Request for Proposal (RFP) for choosing a vendor to implement the Red Light
Camera Program.

SUMMARY: At one end of the spectrum, the County could run the entire program in-
house, purchase the equipment, buy software, maintain the hardware and software and
staff would do the billing and collection of fines. At the other end of the spectrum, the
County could contract with an outside vendor to do most or all of the above. If an
outside vendor is desired, additional direction is requested relating to vendor
compensation--monthly fee vs. percentage of collected fines. Countywide (MRE)

Background and Justification: At the May 20, 2008 meeting, the Board directed that
the red light camera program be implemented “without cost to the County”. The options
for implementing a red light camera program are:

1. The County can purchase the equipment and run the program. This option
requires an up front capital outlay and hiring employees to administer the program. This
option may not meet the Board directive, as the County could lose money with this
approach, if the revenue collected does not cover the costs.

2. The County can purchase the equipment and obtain professional services
from a vendor to run the program. This option requires an up front capital outlay. This
option also may require hiring some employees to implement and administer the
program. This option may not meet the Board directive, as the County could lose
money with this approach, if the revenue collected does not cover the costs.

3. The County can obtain professional services and equipment from a vendor.

The vendor would purchase, install and maintain the equipment and administer the
program. Depending on how it is structured, this option has the potential to meet the
Board directive. (Continued on Page 3)
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IIl. FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

A. Five Year Summary of Fiscal Impact: See Comment Section B.

Fiscal Years 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Capital Expenditures $ -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

Operating Costs -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

External Revenues -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

Program Income (County) -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

In-Kind Match (County) -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

NET FISCAL IMPACT & §$ -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
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B. Recommended Sources of Funds/Summary of Fiscal Impact:
This item has no immediate fiscal impact.
2% Depending on Board direction, a vendor will be selected and an

agreement negotiated which will allow for the red light program
to be implemented at no cost to the County.
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Background and Justification: (continued from page 1)
There are several ways of structuring vendor fees with red light camera vendors:

ePay a monthly fee to the vendor for each installation location. The County would
receive all of the collected revenue from the violations. The fee would hopefully cover
the cost of paying the vendor's costs including equipment, installation, maintenance and
violation processing. The disadvantage of this option is that the vendor receives a fixed
monthly amount regardless of the number of fines collected. This option may result in
County costs if the revenue collected does not cover the monthly vendor fee and the
County’s operational costs.

ePay a monthly fee to the vendor for each installation location and an amount for each
fine collected. The monthly fee would cover the cost of equipment, installation and
maintenance. The County would receive all of the collected revenue from the violations
and then pay the vendor a fixed amount for each location and each collected violation.
The advantage of this option is that the majority of vendor compensation would be
related to their capital and operating costs. This option may result in the County
incurring costs if the revenue does not cover the costs.

eThe vendor keeps a percentage of each violation fine collected. The vendor would
absorb most/all of the capital, operating, biling and collection costs. The vendor
percentage may or may not cover all the vendor capital and operating costs. However,
this option would also not result in any County costs. The January 2005 Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) RED LIGHT CAMERA SYSTEMS OPERATIONAL
GUIDELINES recommends that vendors not be compensated based on the number of
violations issued. However, many governments around the country have chosen this
approach. Staff believes that issues related to the vendor and/or standards used in -
determining violations can be eliminated through proper County oversight.

County oversight will be required in site selection, violation verification and program
auditing for any of the options chosen.



