Dear State Representive,
When one has a problem with the law, one goes to his state representative.  
I have a problem with photo-enforcement.  I  learned from a licensed professional engineer, an expert in this field, that photo-enforcement is a racketeering scheme based on engineering malpractice.    The photo-enforcement industry blames the errors and omissions made in engineering on innocent drivers.    
Please listen to a 10 minute description of the problem on the Chaz and AJ show (99.1 WPLR--New Haven).   Chaz and AJ interviewed licensed professional engineer Brian Ceccarelli:
https://audioboom.com/posts/8908533-pod-pick-the-red-light-camera-scheme-uncovered
· Conn. Gen. Stat. § 20-299(1) and § 20-304 defines engineering practice as the “application of the mathematical and physical sciences” by engineers licensed to practice engineering. 
· Racketeering is the practice of running a coordinated, ongoing illegal scheme or business operation to repeatedly make a profit.
The details go deep.  I refer you to Mr. Ceccarelli for the details.  He successfully removed all the red-light cameras from North Carolina:   https://ceccarelli-pe.com (919-815-0126).    

First Request
Please introduce a bill repealing all the existing photo-enforcement statutes and introduce a another bill that bans photo-enforcement.   A ban would be the most effective way to put the toothpaste back into the tube.     Ten states explicitly ban photo-enforcement.  Two states implemented photo-enforcement in the past but then acknowledged the underlying engineering malpractice and banned it state-wide (New Jersey and Texas).   For a State legislator’s perspective on the problem . . .
· Contact State Senator Declan O’Scanlon (732-444-1838) of New Jersey 
· Contact former General Assembly Speaker Pro Tem Paul Stam (919-642-8971) of North Carolina.   
The modern technology of photo-enforcement is incompatible with the century-old technology of traffic signals, fixed speed limit signs, stop signs and bus stop-arm cameras.    The old technology must be far more precise, and the enforcement legislation that accompanies it must accommodate the impreciseness.    --Appellate Court Judge Griffin of North Carolina.


Second Request – A FOIA Request to the Municipality

When the legislature refuses to ban photo-enforcement, the only recourse for the common citizen is to class-action sue each city, its camera vendor and its traffic engineers . . . so that the city gets the message.   This is expensive and time-consuming.   Mr. Ceccarelli tells us it takes a decade to litigate.   He also tells us that a local government uses the power of government to acquit itself, even onto striking the laws of physics and declaring that paying photo-enforcement tickets is voluntary.    While cities, traffic engineers and DOTs lie outright to the public, the city secretly terminates its camera program over engineering malfeasance.   All the while, they admit privately that the engineering is wrong yet refusing to fix the engineering for fear of a mass tort.    So nobody wants to go there.    Lawsuits are very messy and do not fix the engineering.   (Fixing the engineering is a topic unto itself.)
The first step is to cut off federal funding.   Have the USDOT stop putting funding for photo-enforcement into SS4A grants.   (SS4A = Safer Streets for America).    This will transfer the risk to the city for even thinking of starting a program.     Connecticut cities are unique in that their programs get their initial funding from SS4A grants.  This funding began in 2022.   It is recent.    But no funding is necessary.   The information is what this FOIA will prove.     The info is that photo-enforcement makes a fortune very quickly, issuing more tickets than a city’s population in just a few months, that SS4A grants are unnecessary and a waste of money.    We will inform (or the State Rep) his congressman to stop SS4A funding of photo-enforcement.
I need you to send the attached FOIA request to the city/municipality.   You need to send it because cities conceal engineering-based information.    Cities will refuse to hand engineering info over to the public or even to attorneys.    Cities and camera partners know this information gives a person the tools to reveal that photo-enforcement is a racket.   The typical behavior of cities will be stall indefinitely in violation of the FOIA, redact public information, tamper with engineering plans, offer unlawful excuses not to respond and ignore cease-and-desist orders from the state’s board of engineers.     This is serious concealment – a crime.   Proactive action from a state representative will light a fire.

High Level Description of the Engineering Problem
The engineers who designed our traffic control devices designed them with the presupposition that human police would do the enforcement.   Policemen enforce with the inexactness and discernment of a human being, both of which are necessary because of the imprecise engineering of the traffic control devices.    
In contrast, photo-enforcement is a modern technology presupposes that the engineering is precise.   That is a problem—an anachronism.   Photo-enforcement is computer precise but our traffic control devices and body of vehicle traffic laws are not.    Addressing this disparity, Appellate Court Judge Griffin in North Carolina stated in case 2022-NCCOA-158, “Developments in technology will continue to present challenging problems with which policymakers must contend.”  
Here is the current standard of practice for our traffic control devices.    These traffic control devices do not meet the requirements of an engineering standard of care.    The following list is of the major incompatibiles between traffic control devices and their corresponding photo-enforcement:
· Red-light Running.  Over 90% of red-light running is the result of engineering malpractice of the CTDOT.   The CTDOT practice for determining a traffic signal’s yellow light duration directly breaks Connecticut’s engineering practice statue.   The practice makes giant physics and math mistakes.   The mistakes makes everyone unintentionally and intermittently run red lights.   The practice is called the “ITE yellow change interval formula”.   ITE = Institute of Transportation Engineers.   The USDOT and ITE have formally rejected this practice in 2023 and 2020 respectively.     
· Speeding.  Speed limits are not constants.   That speed limit sign you see is limited to a fixed paint job and to a specific location on the road.   But if the technology was available, every speed limit sign would be a sign with diode-illuminated numbers which automatically change to the 85th percentile speed of freely-flowing traffic at any given moment.   Such diode-illuminated speed-detecting speed limit signage technology does exists but it’s rare.  One does see such signage on I95 south of Washington DC.    
· Passing a School Bus.  Bus stop-arm cameras enforcement presupposes that the bus operator extends the bus’s stop-arm where oncoming vehicles have line-of-sight, necessary distance to stop, and  that stopping for the bus won’t incite rear-end collisions on multilane and/or hi-speed roads.     At least 9 of every 10 bus stop-arm violation videos, bus operators do not provide these things.   NHSTA reports that 73% of all child fatalities are caused by the bus operator running over the child. 
· Running a Stop Sign.  Stop-sign cameras.   It is the middle of the night.   No one is on the road but you.   You approach an intersection with a stop sign.    You slow down to 10 mph, but since no one is coming, you don’t come to a full stop.   It is safe to go after all.   There is not need to waste time to come to a full stop.    But you get a ticket.   What’s legally wrong with this?     The legal principle being violated by law enforcement is “right reason”.    The basis of Western Law is founded upon Marcus Cicero’s right reason.   Marcus Cicero (1 century BC).   Laws come from right reason.   If there is no right reason for you to stop, there is no law. 
Additional Key Principle for Representatives
The legal motion of traffic and the safe motion of traffic are apples and oranges.    They are not the same.  Neither are the engineer’s primary design goal.    The engineer’s primary design goal is traffic flow.     The traffic engineer makes drivers run red lights to get a car from Point A to Point B faster.    He does not care if he makes drivers red lights.   The legal motion of traffic is not on his radar.    However, safety is on the engineer’s radar.   But it is not on his radar like we think it should be.   We want safety to be a black and white thing:   We are safe or we are in danger.   Pick one.   To the engineer, however, our safety is a matter of risk.   The engineer will gladly put drivers at an “acceptable” risk level, if he can get more cars from Point A to Point B in a given hour.

FOIA Attached Separately 






