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PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION & ENERGY COMMITTEE

OF THE

SUFFOLK COUNTY LEGISLATURE

MINUTES

A meeting of the Public Works, Transportation & Energy Committee  
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Legislative Auditorium of the William H. Rogers Legislature 
Building, 725 Veterans Memorial Highway, Smithtown, New York, 
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Hector Gavilla - Resident of Dix Hills
Greg Fischer - Resident of Riverhead 
Paul Pressman - Private Transportation Advocate
Jeannette Hope-Salvito - AVAI Inc.
Dermot McGrath - Concerned Senior Citizen
Stephen Ruth - Resident of Centereach
Paul Grindle - Suffolk County Libertarian Party
Alex Strauss - Resident of Miller Place
And all other interested parties

Minutes Taken By:
Alison Mahoney - Court Stenographer

(*The meeting was called to order at 2:02 p.m.*)

(*The following testimony was taken & transcribed by
Alison Mahoney - Court Stenographer*)

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
All rise for the Pledge of Allegiance, please, led by Legislator 
Donnelly.

Salutation

Welcome to the regular committee meeting of Public Works, 
Transportation & Energy.  We will have Public Portion.  I have four 
cards here.  If anyone would like to address the committee, please 
fill out a card.  But before we have the Public Portion, we have a 
presentation by Raymond DiBiase, President/CEO of LK McLean 
Associates, and Suffolk County DPW on the Red Light Camera Program.  
So we'd would like to have that presentation first so that when you 
get your opportunity to address the committee you'll have all that 
information beforehand.  So could I ask Mr. DiBiase and DPW to come 
up, please.  

MR. DiBIASE:
Good afternoon.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Good afternoon.  Before we start, if we could get -- I'd like to 
make it clear why we're here, a history of the program, you know, 
when it started, a bipartisan effort in the beginning.  And I'd 
like to hear, you know, the date -- you know, the year it started 
and then about -- as far as LK McLean Associates, why they were -- 
why and how they were hired.  I think a little background would be 
helpful for everybody involved in the whole process here.  

MR. HILLMAN:
Absolutely.  Within the presentation, McLean will go through the 
history of the program, so I'll leave that to McLean.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
All right, that's fine.
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MR. HILLMAN:
But I will introduce them.  We have Ray DiBiase, President of 
McLean Associates.  He's a professional engineer, a professional 
traffic operations engineer and a professional transportation 
planner; and then we have Vinny Corrado who is a professional 
engineer.  Ray did the oversight of the project, QAQC; Vinny was 
the primary project manager on the project.  

McLean Associates is a multi-disciplined engineering firm with over 
80 employees, they have 20 licensed professionals.  They have a 
long history performing quality transportation engineering to New 
York State DOT, Port Authority of New York/New Jersey, Suffolk 
County, Nassau County, multiple towns and villages.  The firm has  
a staff of highly qualified traffic engineers and support staff 
uniquely qualified for the requirements to review the Red Light 
Camera Program.  They have a high familiarity with the State and 
County roadways where we have red light cameras.  

The resolution established this study, directed DPW to engage an 
independent third party consultant to review the accident 
intersections and the Red Light Camera Program, evaluate the 
program and make recommendations for the program.  DPW staff 
managed the red light camera study to ensure the consultant was 
meeting the requirements outlined in the resolution.  

The selection process; McLean was not selected by the department, 
they were selected by independent committee comprised of Barry Paul 
from the County Executive's Office, Theresa Lollo from the Budget 
Office, Alex Prego, the DPW representative, and Masiel Fuentes from 
the Presiding Officer's Office.  And with that, I will turn it over 
to Mr. DiBiase for the presentation.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you.  Thank you, Bill.  Welcome.

MR. DiBIASE:
Thank you.  And can everybody hear me okay?

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Yes, thanks.

MR. DiBIASE:
Appreciate the opportunity to be able to come here and give you the 
results of the study.  As Bill mentioned, we were working for DPW 
so that we -- everything we produced went through DPW.  With that 
being said, I'd like to get started.  We have a presentation set, 
I'm going to go through the outline of the presentation.  The 
presentation's probably about 25, 30 minutes and then we'll take 
questions at the end, but let's get started right now.

Okay.  Just an introduction to the program and how this thing was 
set up.  First an introduction to the project team.  This is really 
a table of contents for how this presentation's going to go.  Just 
to summarize, we're going to introduce the project team that's 
here, we're going to give you an overview of the program and the 
study itself.



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

02:07PM

02:08PM

02:08PM

02:09PM

02:10PM

Public Works, Transportation & Energy Committee - August 26, 2019

* Index Included at End of Transcript 4

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
We're just getting organized, sorry.

MR. DiBIASE:
Sure.

LEG. ANKER:
Can we turn the screen slightly?  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
You can pull it up on the computer, too.  It's all in the Power 
Point.

(Brief Pause)

MR. DiBIASE:
We have paper copies of the presentation in case that's helpful.
 
MR. CORRADO:
Does that help?  

LEG. FLEMING:
I believe it's also on our T drive, so available on the laptops of 
the members of the committee.

MR. DiBIASE:
Okay.  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Yeah, but we'll take the paper copies.

MR. DiBIASE:
We have ten copies we brought with us.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
All right, thank you.  I think we're ready.

MR. DiBIASE:
Okay.  Again, this is just a summary of the program today, or the 
presentation.  I was at the program and study overview.  We'll give 
you an overview of the Red Light Camera Program, go through the  
Legislative requirements for this study and go over the study 
parameters which are the guideline's issues and items to be 
addressed during the course of this study.  

We're going to talk about data collection, and we're going to refer 
to the MV-104A which are the police crash reports that are filled 
out, a review of those reports; and the data reduction procedure, 
actually how we went through the data and categorized it and 
summarized it for consideration during the course of this study.  
We're going to talk about intersection geometry of these 
intersections, and I'll explain that a little bit further as we get 
along; and operational review, operational in terms of traffic 
signal operations.  And we're going to do a comparison to 
County-wide crash data which we'll go through in detail.  
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The crash data analysis looked at the 100 active red light camera 
intersection locations; 18 locations where the cameras were 
installed during the time period that we looked at and then moved 
to other locations; and we're going to talk about crash severity in 
terms of injuries versus property damage accidents and crash-type, 
and I'll go through those -- we have a slide specifically on 
crash-type which explains it better.  

In terms of the detailed intersection analysis, we looked at those 
active intersections where the cameras are located with higher 
combined fatal and injury crashes in detail, and we did a detailed 
review of the fatal crashes that we encountered during the 
collection of the data for the study.  And finally, we'll talk 
about some conclusions and recommendations of the study.  

Just to reiterate, the project team; myself, I'm a professional 
engineer in New York, I'm a professional -- I have certifications 
as a Professional Traffic Operations Engineer and a Professional 
Transportation Planner; I'm a principal of our firm.  I was the 
Quality Assurance and Quality Control Officer of this study, and so 
I was involved in all the reviews of the data and the oversight.  
Vin Corrado sitting next to me, Professional Engineer licensed in 
New York State.  Vin was the project manager and the Lead Traffic 
Engineer on the study; Kara O'Neill, who is in the audience, is a 
GISP which is a Geographic Information Systems Professional, so she 
has that certification.  She was the data reduction and technical 
lead of the study, and she was the developer of the computer 
applications for the study.  

Just a history of the Red Light Camera Program, just to go back in 
time and summarize what's occurred.  In May, 2009, the State 
authorized the County for installation of cameras at 50 
intersections.  In June, 2010, the County activated the first 
cameras.  In June, 2012, the State granted authorization for an 
additional 50 camera intersections.  In January of '13, the Traffic 
and Parking Violations Agency was created and the Red Light Camera 
Program transferred to that agency.  In the years 2013 through 
2014, additional cameras were activated and we're going to talk 
about the 18 intersections which had the cameras relocated or moved 
to other locations during that time period.  And in October of '14, 
the remainder of the cameras were activated, so at that point we 
had a total of 215 cameras at a hundred intersections.

The Legislative requirements that we needed to address for the 
review of the study.  First of all, the selection was to use an 
independent contractor.  The review of the intersections in the Red 
Light Camera Program was to be conducted, we were to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the cameras, develop recommendations and also 
identify benefits and drawbacks to public safety.  

The parameters of the study which we needed to address throughout.  
We needed to collect data at the 100 active locations and the 18 
deactivated locations consisting of intersection geometry and 
operational review.  We did an independent processing of the crash 
data.  We reviewed other red light camera programs across the 
United States.  We conducted a crash data review and analysis,    
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we did a detailed intersection analysis, reviewed all the fatal 
crashes independently and we developed conclusions and 
recommendations.  

So just to further clarify the active and the deactivated locations 
right off the bat.  The active locations were the hundred 
signalized intersections, and just -- there's no traditional or no 
pre-selection of this, but 58 of them were at New York State DOT 
intersections under DOT jurisdiction, the remaining 42 at County 
DPW jurisdiction intersections.  

In terms of the active location, we have two study periods we're 
going to be talking about from now on.  One is the pre-enforcement 
period before any cameras were installed, and that's 2007 through 
'09; and then the active study, enforcement study period which is 
the latest data available in terms of crash data while the cameras 
were installed.  So when we started the study, this is the latest 
three years of available crash or accident data.  

For the deactivated locations it's similar, except we have an 
interim period where the cameras were removed from those locations.  
So as I mentioned, we had 18 signalized intersections, all 18 just 
happened to be under DOT jurisdiction, no preconceived selection 
there as far as we know.  The pre-enforcement study period before 
any cameras were installed are the same -- is the same three-year 
crash period that we looked at as for the active locations, 2007 
through 2009, so those are complete years, three years.  We had -- 
then we had the active enforcement study period which was the 
latest available period where we could get crash data at those 
locations before the cameras were moved, so that was the 2010 
through '13 period, and that's a three-year period because the 
cameras all weren't moved together or at one time.  We looked at a 
two-year period within that three years, a 24-month period, which 
enabled us to say that that was the active enforcement study period 
for those location -- both those locations.  And then we looked at 
also the post-enforcement study period which was the latest data 
available after the cameras were removed and that's the same as for 
the active locations, 2015 through 2017.  

In terms of data collection, New York State Department of Motor 
Vehicle crash reports were obtained through the FOIL process for 
all 118 intersections.  To minimize the impact of statistical 
regression to the mean, we used a three-year average or utilized a 
three-year average that was utilized as per recommended practice, 
and this is very common in accident studies, a three-year period to 
alleviate any anomalies in a one-year period, so the average or the 
collective three-year period was looked at.  And as I mentioned, 
years 2007 through '09 were obtained for all 118 intersections for 
the pre-enforcement analysis.  And for the active intersections, 
the years 2014 through '17 were obtained, but we actually only used 
the latest available three years in that four-year period which was 
'15 through '17, and that's -- those are entire calendar years, 
January through December of those years.
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For the 18 deactivated locations, as I mentioned, the years 2010 
through '13 were obtained so that we could get a two-year period 
there that we could examine for those locations.  And to ensure 
independent analyses, we did not use DOT crash summaries, we went 
with the DMV crash reports that were obtained through the FOIL 
process.  

In terms of data collection, the parameters for the crash records 
that were obtained, we obtained them for all 118 red light camera 
intersections.  Now, we have a situation here where we have a 
difference in defining an intersection.  DOT, in their crash 
datas -- crash data analysis and summaries, they identify an 
intersection crash as one that occurs within ten meters or 33 feet 
from the center point of the intersection.  As I get to the next 
slide, we're going to illustrate this for you so that it becomes a 
little bit more clear.  In this study we looked at crashes 200 feet 
from the center point of 118 studied intersections, as illustrated 
on the next slide, and I'll just get to that in a sec.  And as a 
result, we made sure or that we obtained as much as possible data 
for the red light crashes, or crashes that were influenced by red 
light cameras, so that we could include those locations where 
crashes occurred on the approaches to the intersection.  On this 
slide, you can see in the center of the slide there's a circle.  
And I don't see -- it's not showing up on the screen.  Why is that?  
I don't even see it on the screen.

MR. CORRADO:
It doesn't show on the screen.

MR. DiBIASE:
That is odd.  I can screen it on the wall but not on the screen, 
okay.  The center in the middle there is a 33 foot distance from 
the center of the intersection.  As you can see, a lot of these 
intersections have many lanes, this is just one of the 
intersections that was included in the study.  That diagram or that 
circle doesn't even reach the edges of the intersection in terms of 
the roadway.  So we, as illustrated on this larger circle, we 
looked at a 200-foot diameter from the center point of the 
intersection.  So as you can see, if you look to the left of the 
slide, on that approach you're going to get some of the accidents 
that occur on the approaches to the intersection.  You can see 
there's three or four cars within that left-turn lane on that 
approach, so you're going to be picking up some of the crashes like 
rear-end accidents that occur on the approaches to the 
intersection.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Would you mind if we asked you questions as you go along or do you 
want us --

MR. DiBIASE:
You can do that.  We'll cover everything, and sometimes when you 
ask a question it gets answered later as we go along, but that's 
fine.
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CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Okay.  So who's 33 feet?  Who's got the -- where did that number 
come from?

MR. DiBIASE:
That's a number that DOT uses.  In their definition of intersection 
and all their crash reports related to an intersection, all their 
totals for intersection accidents, use that distance as the 
appropriate distance.  I don't know, Vin, if you want to add to 
that, but.

MR. CORRADO:
Typically when you do -- when you do an intersection crash 
analysis, you obtain the intersection crashes and then depending on 
the nature of the study that you're doing, you define an approach 
to each and then -- so that's the way you capture all of the 
crashes that are at the intersection.  But in our case, because we 
had a hundred intersections, we had to arrive at a reasonable 
distance for the entire program so that we were comparing apples to 
apples throughout the Red Light Camera Program, throughout the 
system.  So we used the 200 feet because we felt that it 
encompassed a couple of car lengths back from the stop bar, so we 
could get rear-end and overtaking crashes, and also because it -- 
it tended to pick up the length of the turn lanes as well.  To 
not -- it wasn't perfect, but that's what we did.  The alternative 
would have been to go to individual intersections and define it a 
hundred times and then you just inter -- you put so much fog, so 
much fuzz in the data.  So throughout the study we tried to do that 
where we were looking at apples to apples all the time.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
To be consistent.

MR. CORRADO:
Exactly. 

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Legislator Trotta has a question. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Where is the DOT getting the information that it occurred in the 
33 feet around the light?  

MR. CORRADO:
That's just definitional on their system, they have a crash 
reporting system called A-List, and I don't remember -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
Where did they get their data from?  

MR. CORRADO:
They get it from the DMV, the same place we do, from the --

LEG. TROTTA:
From the 104-As. 
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MR. CORRADO:
-- crash reports.  But they process it their way and because we 
were charged with the -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
I've filled out a few 104-As in my day and it just says at the 
intersection.

MR. CORRADO:
Right.

LEG. TROTTA:
It doesn't say 33 feet, it doesn't say anything.  

MR. CORRADO:
Well, we -- no, we -- the MV-104s have distance from the 
intersection and the DOT reports information at the distance from 
the intersection.

LEG. TROTTA:
They have -- I think you may be right, but I can tell you, having 
filled out many of them in my life, they just write out the 
intersection.

MR. CORRADO:
Sure.  And in many cases that's the case. 

LEG. TROTTA:
I can honestly say, you know, if it occurred anywhere near there we 
put -- 

MR. CORRADO:
Yes, that is the case.  But we wanted to make sure we not only got 
them -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
So you went bigger.

MR. CORRADO:
Exactly, we went bigger. 

LEG. TROTTA:
I don't think I've ever said, you know, 200 feet north of the 
intersection.  I don't think any cops would do that.

MR. CORRADO:
(Laughter) That's your experience, I can't speak to your 
experience.  But there are -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
I'm speaking in general and I've done this for years.

MR. CORRADO:
There are distances reported in the MV-104s that were, you know, 
anywhere from 25 feet.  It depends --
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LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  All right, continue.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Legislator Fleming. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Just very quickly.  So I appreciate your thought that it's not a 
perfect system, I guess that's always what you operate in.  But I'm 
looking, there's probably about six cars lined up in that second 
lane from the top within your circle.

MR. CORRADO:
Okay.

LEG. FLEMING:
So question, if someone were -- say the first car, that white car 
was sitting quietly at the intersection having stopped 
appropriately at the red light and the fifth car driver was looking 
at her cell phone and ran into the fourth car, that would be 
captured in your data.

MR. CORRADO:
Yes.

LEG. FLEMING:
Okay, thank you.

MR. CORRADO:
As long as it was within 200 feet and we had information that it 
was within 200 feet. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Understood, thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Sure.  Legislator Anker.

LEG. ANKER:
No, thank you.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Okay, thank you.

MR. DiBIASE:
All right, in terms of the data reduction.  The data from the crash 
reports was entered into a multi-user database.  The study 
independently reviewed 30 -- over 33,500 pages of information from 
over 18,000 crash reports.  Crashes not associated with the 
intersection were eliminated, so if you have a driveway say from a 
gas station that's located very close to the intersection, those 
reports were reviewed, that is not a red light camera accident 
influenced by a red light camera that was eliminated.  Another 
example, if you have a parking lot of a business that's located 
near the corner of the intersection, it's within that 200-foot 
circle but clearly it's within that parking lot itself, it has 



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

02:26PM

02:27PM

02:27PM

02:28PM

02:29PM

Public Works, Transportation & Energy Committee - August 26, 2019

* Index Included at End of Transcript 11

nothing to do with the roadway.  So a review of the cash reports 
was conducted and accidents of that type were eliminated.  So those 
are just two examples.  We can, you know, talk about some more 
later if there are some questions.  So as a result of weeding those 
out, it resulted in 13,365 crashes to be looked at within the 
200-foot intersection definition.  

The crash attributes included in the review, a crash-type, and 
we'll talk about that in a bit; location verified, as I mentioned, 
within the 200 feet and associated with the intersection activity.  
And then crash severity, and severity is divided into three 
different classifications, whether it was a fatal accident, an 
injury accident which did involve a fatality, and a property damage 
only accident where vehicles were damaged, no injuries reported.  

Fatal injury crashes were combined for analysis purposes because as 
you will see as we go into some of the statistics, the fatals 
didn't represent a large percentage of the injury accidents and it 
was -- when we did the statistical analysis it was dictated that we 
should take the fatal and injury totals together and not separate 
out fatals for separate analysis; we'll get into that a little bit 
further.  All fatal crashes, though, were investigated in 
relationship to the Red Light Camera Program.  

So for the crash data analysis and projections for the hundred 
active intersections, DOT provided the number of crashes occurring 
at all signalized intersections in Suffolk County from January 1st, 
2007, through December 31st, 2017, so that's an 11-year period 
where DOT provided the number of crashes, but that's using their 
10-meter or 33-foot definition.  Based on that data, the total 
signalized intersection crashes increased from an annual average of 
over 6700 for the years between 2007 through '09 to an annual 
average of 75, 74 for the years 2015 through '17.  That was an 
increase of 12.1%, so this is a County-wide increase in accidents 
over that time period.  

Since the 12.1% growth rate is based on DOT's intersection 
definition, it understates the number of crashes at County-wide 
intersections and thus provides a conservative projection.  The 
12.1% was applied to the pre-enforcement crashes, that was 2007 
through '09, to calculate the projected number of crashes for the 
active enforcement period, '15 through '17, and we used this as a 
basis of comparison of the two study periods.  

We're going to go through a series of charts now and I'm going to 
talk about the -- a lot of them are going to be similar.  So I'm 
going to first talk about the headings and the -- and then the 
columns on the left-hand side, what we're talking about here.  All 
right, unfortunately I don't have the pointer to use on the screen, 
but I'll try to keep myself close to the mic as well.  

So this is the hundred active intersections, first of all, and 
we're looking at crash severity here.  So across the top, the first 
block of columns, so the first third of the chart looking down is 
the projected crashes for the active enforcement period, from 2015 
through '17.  And if you look you'll see an asteric by projected, 
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and this is going to be common throughout this series of charts, 
that's based on the 12.1% growth I talked about.  So we're looking 
at red light camera intersections in the County and we're saying 
that if nothing had happened in terms of any red light cameras or 
anything else, the County-wide crashes were going up 12.1% in that 
time period.  So we're comparing those results, those crashes to 
the -- in the second-third of the chart looking down at the top of 
the column, the active crashes during the active enforcement 
period.  So this is what we got when we actually looked at the 
crash reports, these are the tallies we got.  The third section of 
the chart is the differences in those.  

So if you look across the top -- and before I get into that, the 
crash severity, as I talk about, is in terms of injuries.  So the 
columns going -- the column going down on the left-hand side has 
fatal crashes, injury crashes, combined fatal and injury, property 
damage only crashes and then total crashes.  So if you look at the 
first-third of the chart and look across the top row, you see 
number 19 there; that's a projected number of crashes, fatal 
crashes that would have occurred at red light cameras using the 
12.1% growth that was County-wide.  The second column within that 
group is the projected annual average which is simply the 19 
crashes you see there divided by three, that's all that is.  The 
second-third of the chart looking to the right is the actual number 
of crashes we found, so we found 17 crash reports, that's 5.7 per 
year for a three-year period.  The third block of information shows 
a minus two, that means fatal accidents went down two over what 
would have been expected when you compare the projected versus the 
actual crashes.  And again, the minus two, the two reduction per 
year is a decrease of point seven or less than one accident per 
year.  In the right-hand column, extreme right, that's the 
percentage change or the percentage drop in fatal accidents.  

When you look at the injury accidents in the second line, you can 
see the number there, 1555; I'm over in the left again with the 
projected.  And then the combined fatal and injury, which I told 
you was the statistically significant way of looking at them 
combined.  A fatal accident is an injury accident, unfortunately 
someone, or maybe more than one person is injured so severely that 
they don't survive, but statistically the procedure was to look at 
fatal and injury combined.  So the combined fatal and injury 
accidents, 1574, if you go to the second-third that drops to 1403, 
that's a reduction of 171 accidents over what would have been 
expected, and that's a drop of 10.9, almost 11% of fatal and injury 
accidents.  

The next to last line of the chart, property damage only accidents, 
2,366 versus 4,209, so those went up, an increase of 1842 which is 
a percentage of 77% higher property damage only accidents.  So the 
total crashes, final bottom line there, went from 3940/5612, so 
it's an increase of 42.4% collectively.  I'm going -- 

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Okay.
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MR. DiBIASE:
Go ahead.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
If you're done with the chart, before you move on, there's a 
question.

MR. DiBIASE:
Sure. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Did you do a comparison of -- because in Suffolk County we actually 
had less fatal accidents.  So the fact that at these locations it 
was 17 before and 17 after, it was the same.  But did you do the 
comparison of County-wide, that if fatal accidents went down yet at 
the red light locations they stayed the same, shouldn't that be of 
concern to you?  And at 17 of the -- at many of the locations, 
according to your own chart, they were actually at different 
locations, different red light camera locations.

MR. DiBIASE:
Right, and we'll get into that a little further.

LEG. TROTTA:
But what about the analysis that overall fatal accidents went down?  
So you're talking into consideration two people died, who -- no, 
hypothetically died, and it's actually that your mathematics isn't 
correct, it's actually one point something.  But the fact that 
overall they went down, that's a different analysis that should 
have been done.

MR. CORRADO:
That's a difference in methodology.  And no, you're right, we did 
not do that, we just -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
Yeah.  Well, that's a very, very important factor.

MR. CORRADO:
But it goes also to the notion of the -- and I hate to use -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
Well, no, no.  The perception is, Oh, look, accidents went down 
10.5%, the reality is that's not true, they stayed the same.  
Because actually -- it's actually worse, because given the fact 
that they went -- the fatals overall went down, this should have 
went down and it didn't.

MR. CORRADO:
Question of interpretation of the data. 

LEG. TROTTA:
As all of this will be.

MR. CORRADO:
Of course.
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MR. HILLMAN:
Legislator, I would just like to make a point, that --

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Mr. Hillman, yes, you want to clarify something?  Please.

MR. HILLMAN:
That the fatal accidents were such a small number, that's why it 
was combined with the fatal and injury.  So when you're talking 
about such a small number, it's hard to get into percentages, but 
when you look at the combined number, that's really where we should 
be looking at. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Well, that's exactly right.  Yet what did you lead with and the 
County led with?  There is a ten point -- not you, the County 
Executive led with; Oh, there's a 10.5% decrease in fatal 
accidents, and that's just BS, period.  Plain and simple. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Why is it BS?

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
All right, so we'll go on.  Thank you. 

Oh, I'm sorry, Legislator Fleming. 

LEG. FLEMING:
I just wanted a clarification; BS meaning not true.  Is that, in 
fact, the case?  I'm looking at a chart that shows a 10.9% 
reduction in combined fatal and injury crashes; is that correct?  

MR. CORRADO:
In fatal and injury, that is correct.  That is correct.  And what 
Ray said was correct as well, that -- and I hate to use the 
Normanclature, but fatal accidents tend to be statistically 
insignificant, even though they're really significant to the 
families that suffer the fatals.  And they also tend to be the ones 
that are attention grabbing, too, so that might explain why people 
present things the way they present things.  But traffic engineers 
always talk in terms of combined fatal and injury as -- so that you 
get statistical significance in your analysis.  I mean, you could 
say that 14 intersections suffered no fatal crashes after the red 
light cameras were introduced and say that, therefore, the red 
light cameras eliminated fatal crashes at all of those 
intersections and that would be exactly what Mr. Trotta said,    
that would be BS, too. 

LEG. FLEMING:
But the claim that it is not proper to draw from your report that 
fatal injuries have gone down fairly significantly, that is not BS; 
is it?  

MR. CORRADO:
I would agree with that. 
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LEG. TROTTA:
It is. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Okay.  And then I had another question with regard to the circle 
that you showed us where you expanded the DOT definition of an 
intersection.  Is there any way to distinguish in that delineation 
the difference between the property damage and the injury crashes; 
is there any way that we could identify whether, for instance, the 
injury crashes were closer to the center?  

MR. CORRADO:
You mean in the donut?  In the donut you mean, between the little 
circle and the big circle.

LEG. FLEMING:
I'm just -- I don't care about circles, what I care about is what 
conclusions we're drawing from this.

MR. CORRADO:
Yeah.

LEG. FLEMING:
And I'm concerned that there is a question in my mind, based on 
your earlier answer, that if somebody five cars back from the 
intersection, you know, was engaged in a fender bender unrelated to 
whether or not the person at the front of the cue went through a 
red light or stepped on the brakes to avoid it -- in other words, 
that's completely unrelated to the red light camera -- I'm 
wondering if there's any way to distinguish that possible, I'll 
call it slippage in the data in this chart distinguishing -- 

MR. CORRADO:
Unfortunately there is not. 

LEG. FLEMING:
-- between property and injury.   

MR. CORRADO:
And it goes to what Mr. Trotta said before about, you know, the 
basic inherent inaccuracy or lack of specific detail in the 
MV-104s, so we did the broad brush, we report the crash statistics 
period.  You know?  I get your point, and the reason why we did 
expand the study to the 200 feet, we defined the links, the 
approach links as 200 feet long was because the red light camera 
crashes, the ones that go up reputationally, are ones that happened 
back in the cue, because they're rear-end crashes and they tend -- 
overtaking crashes when people avoid the car who stopped short in 
front of them and hit them on the side, that's not a rear-end crash 
anymore.

LEG. FLEMING:
Is it --
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MR. CORRADO:
They tend to happen back in the cue, so we wanted to make sure we 
had them in there or it's not a fair analysis of red light.  If we 
only looked at the ones in the intersection itself, we'd be looking 
at head-ons, left-turn crashes and right-angle crashes only because 
those are the ones that really occur inside the intersection. 

LEG. FLEMING:
And is it fair to say that those are also the ones that usually 
result in the terrible injuries?  

MR. CORRADO:
It's very sad to say and that'll be -- 

LEG. FLEMING:
So if we wanted to measure, in fact, whether -- if our goal was a 
safety goal in terms of reducing the amount of terrible injury that 
happens when people fly through red lights or are going too fast 
and stop, it might be more accurate to make the diameter smaller.  
So because -- isn't it, in fact, the case that the further you go 
from the intersection, the less likely it is that it's related?  It 
would require a chain of events.  The four cars between the car 
that was in the accident and the car that made the mistake 
regarding the red light camera would have to all be involved in the 
accident in order for that to be significant for our purposes, 
looking to see how we can keep people safe on the roadways.

MR. CORRADO:
The data tends to support that red light camera -- that rear-end 
and overtake crashes are less severe, and data statewide and 
nationwide also support that.  And that's really as far as I could 
go, I wouldn't draw any -- I can't draw any of the conclusions.

LEG. FLEMING:
But I appreciate it, it's very, very important.

MR. CORRADO:
Yes.

LEG. FLEMING:
If that distinction can't be --

MR. CORRADO:
It's certainly relevant but, you know, we looked at the data. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Okay, thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.

LEG. KRUPSKI:
I'm sorry, there's a couple of more questions.  Legislator 
Muratore.  

LEG. MURATORE:
Yes, thank you.  I'm looking at the chart under property damage 
only.  So what the chart tells me is that 78% increase in the 
number of rear-end accidents; so the drivers in Suffolk County, 
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because of the red light cameras, suffered a 78% increase in 
rear-end accidents, property damage only.

MR. CORRADO:
In those lower severity crashes; yes, that's true. 

LEG. MURATORE:
Well, we're talking about two lives which are very -- which have no 
value, you know, which you can't put a value on, you know.  But 
we're talking about now the drivers in Suffolk County, because of 
red light cameras, saw an increase in almost 80% in property damage 
accidents.

MR. CORRADO:
The data says that at the red light camera intersections the 
crashes went up.  We are very careful not to draw causality.  We 
are looking at what the numbers tell us.  But what you said is 
true, but except the part about definitively the red light camera 
caused them.

LEG. MURATORE:
That's what we're talking about here, red light cameras.  And you 
show me that, you know -- 

MR. CORRADO:
I understand. 

LEG. MURATORE:
-- they'll increase from --

MR. CORRADO:
I understand.  I just want to make sure -- 

LEG. MURATORE:
-- 2366 to 4209, so.  Okay, thank you.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Okay, we need to -- we do need to get through this.  I know 
everyone has a lot of questions, but if we could hold them.

MR. DiBIASE:
Okay.  We were just talking about severity and this is -- this is 
going to be an illustration of lower severity crashes typically and 
higher severity crashes typically.  We're going to be talking about 
types of accidents, so this is a helpful slide because it shows 
graphically -- and when we talk about rear-end accidents at the 
top, that's pretty obvious, it's two vehicles traveling in a 
straight line in the same direction crash, one crashes into the 
rear of the other.  Overtaking, similar, same direction, it 
involves a side swipe type crash but it's called overtaking, 
technically.  And the higher severity crashes are generally 
left-turn and opposing directions, so a vehicle making a left turn 
turns left in front of a vehicle in the opposite direction 
traveling in a straight direction.  And then the right-angle, also 
known as a T-Bone collision, a 90-degree collision, is a collision 
from perpendicular approaches, so it almost forms a right-angle.  
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So those are the ones associated with higher severity.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Sorry; one very specific question. 

LEG. CILMI:
Very specific and very quick.  Why is a crash whereby somebody is 
making a right-hand turn on a -- into an intersection and then an 
oncoming car strikes that car that's making the right-hand turn, 
right-on-red; why is that not indicated in your descriptions of 
crashes?

MR. DiBIASE:
We're going to get into that in the next slide but, yeah, these are 
the most common types of crashes that we're going to be talking 
about, and we'll get right into it in the next slide.  

Okay, so this chart's a little bit different because, again, it's 
set up in the same format on the top column and the top groupings, 
so we have the projected crashes 2015 through '17, the actual 
crashes in the second-third looking across the top, the difference 
in the right-hand column.  But if you look down the left-hand 
column of the chart, these are crash types, and the four that we 
just showed you on the previous slide are highlighted here and 
highlighted at the top are the rear-end and overtaking type 
accidents.  For example, let's look across on the rear-end line, 
1453 were the projected -- was the projected number, 2702 was the 
actual number obtained through the crash data; it's an increase of 
1249 or 46.2% increase.  And then similarly for the overtaking, 
again, 536 crashes went to 1175, an increase of 54.4%.  

You look down at the next two, the next two most common types of 
accidents are the left-turn opposing and the right angle which were 
at the bottom of the previous slide.  For example, the left-turn 
opposing went from -- is that 809?  I'm sorry, it's small here.  
Went from 809 down to --

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Six ninety-one.

MR. DiBIASE:
Down to 691, thank you, which is a decrease of 115 or a decrease of 
17.1, so they went down 17.1, the right-angle type collision, the 
90-degree or the T-Bone dropped 56.4%.  If you look down the 
remainder of the total number of projected crashes, the first 
column or all the other types, the totals are much lower.  So we 
focused on the top four, the two increases and the two decreases in 
terms of those four different types of accidents.  You can see the 
numbers drop off significantly.  So those were the most common 
types of crashes at the red light camera intersections.  

So to summarize the crash data analysis at the hundred active 
locations, the number of crashes that resulted in injury at the 
hundred active intersection locations was lower than the number of 
crashes projected based on the signalized intersection County-wide 
crash data.  There were 171 fewer crashes, or if you divide that by 
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three because we're looking at three-year periods, an average of 57 
fewer crashes per year occurred at the active locations.  And the 
number of left-turn and right-angle crashes, which typically 
include a higher number of more severe crashes and which are 
associated with red light camera running, was lower than the 
projected number of crashes for those crash types during the active 
enforcement period.  Then the number of rear-end and overtaking 
crashes typically of lesser severity was higher than projected, as 
we noted.  

Okay, now we're going to talk about the 18 deactivated 
intersections and we're going to have -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
Can you just tell me, the 171 fewer crashes, where does that come 
from?

MR. DiBIASE:
It should be on the --

LEG. TROTTA:
Point number two.

MR. CORRADO:
That was from the first chart.

MR. DiBIASE:
Oh, that was the summary from the first chart which was the -- I'm 
going back here, bear with me.  Yeah, if you look at the first -- 
this was the first chart with the severity in the first column, the 
combined fatal and injury crashes in the right-hand -- right-third 
of the chart there, the 171 is the decline of the combined fatal 
and injury. 

LEG. TROTTA:
So you just took that point out.  What do you -- how do you 
determine injury?

MR. DiBIASE:
This is as reported on the crash data report, MV-104A. 

LEG. TROTTA:
So if having filled out a report and some woman says, Oh, I hurt my 
hand and never has a problem, that's an injury.  Was there any 
analysis of the severity of the injuries?  Was anybody ever 
interviewed?  Was there any follow-up, was there any doctors 
reports?  Were there any type of follow-up at all to determine the 
severity of the injuries?

MR. DiBIASE:
The severity of the injuries as reported on the accident crash 
reports?  We did not do that. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay, so at those places we could have had someone, a cop fill in, 
you know -- look, if you tell me you're injured I'm writing you're 
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injured, no matter what.  So to use the word severity is a little 
bit disingenuous, unless you followed up and found out what the 
severity was.  Because I've been through hundreds of rider 
accidents where I put down someone was injured and there was really 
zero wrong with them, you know, other than they were shaken up.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Legislator Trotta, let's let him --

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay, but I just want to make that clear.  

MR. CORRADO:
Can I just make a point to that?

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Sure.

MR. CORRADO:
Severity is definitional.  Severity is definitional in 
transportation engineering, that's -- there are three severities, 
fatal, injury and property damage, that's the definition. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  So by that, I'm not arguing what you're saying, but I'm 
just -- I think that it's very important that the people realize 
and the members of this committee realize that you could literally 
say your finger hurt and an hour later you're fine.  You could say 
I'm shaken up and I would say, You know something, I'm going to 
write she was injured.

MR. CORRADO:
Right.

LEG. TROTTA:
Now how many of those were transported?  Because you can tell via 
the report if they were transported by an ambulance, that you'll do 
analysis of that.

MR. CORRADO:
No, we didn't look at that.  

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  Well, that's another very important feature that could 
determine some of the severity.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
All right.

LEG. TROTTA:
It's pretty obvious the report is incomplete, but continue.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Let's let him continue.  And if you have questions that need 
clarification as we go through that's fine, but let's let him 
finish up before we start asking other questions.
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MR. DiBIASE:
All right, we'll talk now about the 18 deactivated locations.  
And we use the same County-wide data, we're going to have different 
growth rates, though.  We talked about a 12.1% increase over an 
11-year period for the active locations.  So we broke that down a 
little differently for the deactivated locations because there were 
two different growth rates that happened, one growth rate was a 
2.3% rate that was calculating the projected crash numbers during 
the active 2010 through '13 study period, and then a 9.6% growth 
rate was applied to calculate the projected crash numbers during 
the post-enforcement period.  So you had a 12.1% average increase, 
but for the active you had a situation here where you had the 
cameras removed so that we broke that down into two different 
growth rates.  So it's a little bit of a nuance, but that's the way 
the -- it was suggested that we do the data because the County 
crashes didn't grow linearly every year, they didn't grow by the 
same percentage every year, it was an average over that period.  

So at the active intersections we went to -- I just mentioned the 
12.1% growth rate was applied to calculate the projected crash 
numbers during the post enforcement period, this was used to 
determine what would have happened at these locations if we never 
had cameras.  But since these rates are also based on DOT's 
definition of 33 feet, they also understated the number of crashes 
at the County-wide intersections and they are conservative because 
they don't include a lot of rear-end and overtaking-type accidents.  

So we have some charts for the 18 deactivated locations.  Again, 
the same set up across top is the projected crashes during the post 
enforcement period which is 2015 through '17 and then the actual 
crashes.  And you'll see the asteric on this one talks about a -- 
what is that, 9.6% growth rate County-wide during that time period, 
so it's not the same as the 12% but it's for a shorter period of 
time.  So you have a comparison, fatal injuries actually dropped by 
not much, point two per year, so it's insignificant because of the 
amount and also the number that we're talking about, number of 
fatal accidents at just these 18 locations.  The injury accidents 
went up slightly, 1.7%; combined fatal and injury, a percentage 
point and a half; property damage only went up significantly, 
almost 92%, from 158.4 to an actual 304.  Collectively, when you 
combine the two different types, the fatal injury with the property 
damage only to 35.6% increase in accidents.  

So the summary of the data at the deactivated locations reveals the 
following.  Crashes involving fatalities and injuries remain 
essentially unchanged.  Remember I said a point and a half up?  
It's very small, almost insignificant, because based on the number 
of accidents or crashes you're talking about, but the property 
damage crashes went up a hundred higher than projected.  So after 
the cameras were taken out, we didn't notice any notable trends in 
crash severity after the cameras were removed from the 
intersections.  

LEG. TROTTA:
Why were they taken out?
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MR. DiBIASE:
Taken out by -- go ahead.  

MR. CORRADO:
We weren't privy to any of the operational information, that's a 
DPW question.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
We'll save that to the end, for DPW.

MR. DiBIASE:
So to summarize, the individual intersection analysis, we looked 
at -- you know, I talked about averages and increases for a hundred 
intersections, we're going to look at now the intersections that 
performed outside the expected averages, so I'm going to talk a 
little bit about that.  

Not all intersections in either enforcement scenario conform to all 
the noted trends, so we did some additional analysis.  So the 
second bullet there, intersections that showed a notable increase 
in the number of combined fatal and injury crashes, which was 
defined as two or more per year which could indicate that red light 
camera enforcement was not resulting in the expected reduction in 
higher severity crashes were identified for further analysis.  And 
then similarly, those which showed a notable decrease in the number 
of fatal and injury crashes two or more per year, which could 
indicate red light camera enforcement was having a better than 
expected impact were also identified.  Additional analyses were 
performed to investigate intersections that did not conform to the 
trends and the analysis included operational changes since the red 
light camera implementation.  When I talk about operational, these 
are adding a left turn, protected left-turn arrow, signal phase, 
changing the signal phasing at an intersection.  

Intersection improvements is the second bullet, that's such things 
such as adding lanes at an intersection, adding turn lanes, any 
geometric type changes at those locations.  We also looked at new 
developments, so if there had been a large shopping center 
constructed near an intersection, we looked at intersections over 
the course of the study period that had that situation where new 
developments were added since the implementation of the Red Light 
Camera Program.  And then we also looked at intersection 
similarities and differences.  

So heres a chart which shows you the hundred intersection -- this 
is part of the hundred intersection analysis.  These are the 15 
intersections where the crashes showed a notable increase in 
combined fatal and injury crashes, so anyplace where yet an 
increase of two or more fatal and injury crashes per year.  And the 
chart's organized from the top down, so in the right-hand column -- 
left-hand column is a list of intersections.  If you look to the 
right first in the last column, I talked about the annual average 
increase of two or more, so the ones at the top are barely two or 
just hitting the two threshold, the ones at the bottom are those 
who showed a notable -- which showed the most notable increase.  
So for example, NY 231 which is Deer Park Avenue at Nicolls Road 



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

02:58PM

02:58PM

02:59PM

03:00PM

03:01PM

Public Works, Transportation & Energy Committee - August 26, 2019

* Index Included at End of Transcript 23

showed an increase of almost six per year.  

Similarly, on the next slide, these are the 19 crash intersections 
we showed a notable decrease.  And again, intersections are listed 
in an increasing -- increasing number of annual crashes from top to 
bottom.  So on the right-hand column you'll see two or more 
decrease in accidents, that's why it's a negative number, all the 
way down to 7.7.  So again, these are -- I talked about -- we 
started out with a hundred, so we looked at the 15 where there were 
more accidents than expected and the 19 which had less accidents 
than expected that were more than a significant number, looked at 
them in more detail.  

In addition, we looked at intersections where there was a fatal 
crash and we looked at them separately, so we investigated in 
detail the fatal crashes because they involved fatalities.  So the 
total number of fatal crashes, as I mentioned before, 17 under the 
active intersections through the pre-enforcement period and 17 
later on.  Fourteen of the 17 locations that experienced fatal 
crashes in the pre-enforcement period, '07 through '09, did not 
experience the fatal crashes during the active enforcement period 
of 2015 through '17, so the locations changed.  While the number of 
actual crashes that occurred at those locations were 17 before and 
17 after, the places where these accidents occurred shifted 
dramatically.  So we didn't find any correlation between the fatal 
crashes and the Red Light Camera Enforcement Program.  We did note, 
however, that in the -- as I mentioned before, on the red light 
camera enforcement in general the high severity crashes were 
reduced, which were associated with fewer fatal and injury crashes.  

So for the fatal crashes, here's your summary.  These are the 
locations in the left-hand column where those crashes occurred, 
you'll see there's numbers of crashes all the way down, there's one 
location that had two crashes, that was Straight Path at Sunrise 
Highway, New York 27.  And in the right-hand column are listed the 
crash types of each of those accidents which we looked at in 
detail.  If you look at the more severe type in the right-hand 
column, you'll find that right-angle and left-turn opposing 
crashes, if you tally them up, there's six listed there, and then 
in the column prior to that are the dates of all the accidents.  

And then we also looked at the 17 fatal crashes that occurred in 
2015 through '17.  As I mentioned, their locations shifted 
dramatically where these occurred, the ones in bold had crashes in 
both time periods.  And Straight Path at 27's highlighted, again, 
it had two, but there is a note; "DOT implemented a pedestrian 
safety project there in mid-2017 and during the course of the study 
there wouldn't have been enough crash data to see how effective 
that was, but there was some action taken there."  And the other 
locations which had accidents in both time periods are New York 25 
at Route 112 and also Great Neck Road at County Road 2 which is 
Dixon Avenue.  So those are where crashes occurred in both time 
periods, the ones in bold face.  And if you look at the crash-types 
in the right-hand column and you tallied up the left-turn opposing 
and the right-angle crashes, you'll find that four were associated 
with a more severe type of crash.  
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So conclusions.  There is a correlation between the Red Light 
Camera Program and the reduction of severity in the crash 
experience.  As Vin mentioned before, there's no definitive way to 
prove causality or how -- what was the real cause of the accidents; 
there's no definitive way statistically from looking at the data to 
prove that.  At the hundred active locations, total number of 
crashes exceeded the County-wide projections during the active 
enforcement periods, primarily due to increases in property damage 
only crashes while combined fatal and injury crashes went down.  
The number of left-turn and right-angle crashes generally 
considered to result in a higher number, more severe crashes and 
which are often associated with red light running, was lower than 
the projected number of these crash-types during the active 
enforcement period.  The reduced number of higher severity crashes 
and the increase of property damage only as resulted in a crash 
course reduction benefit of approximately $5.14 million per year at 
the hundred active locations.

Just a little side-bar on this.  When we do crash studies, and I've 
been doing them -- I've been involved in accident studies for 
25 years, that's the only economic number, that's a quantifiable 
number that gives you a dollar value of the severity benefit or the 
crash reduction benefit as you do the calculations.  That procedure 
to establish that number is set by the United State -- I'm sorry, 
New York State Department of Transportation.  DOT every year 
revises the cost figures associated with the various severe types 
of accident.  There's a cost figure for a fatal accident occurrence 
and a reduction in fatal accidents, there's a cost figure 
associated with injury accidents that are non-fatal, and there's a 
cross figure associated with property damage accidents.  So this 
was the only economic number or the only dollar value that you'll 
see in a crash study because it's something that's occurred for 
25 years.  As I mentioned, DOT revises those figures every year, 
they publish them on the State website.  We look at them whenever 
we're doing a crash study and we apply that to be a recent 
reflection of the cost benefit of crash reduction at intersections 
when we're doing a safety benefit study.  

At the 18 deactivated locations, the Red Light Camera Program had a 
similar impact on the crash experience as at the active locations, 
again, at the 18 deactivated locations, for all time periods 
examined, crash types exhibited patterns similar to those at the 
hundred active locations, with rear-end and overtaking crashes 
representing nearly the entirety of the increase in crashes.  At 
the 18 deactivated locations, termination of the red light camera 
monitoring correlated with an increase in crashes including 
rear-end, overtaking, left-turn and right-angle crashes, so the 
four most common types all increased without an associated increase 
in fatal and injury crashes.  

An analysis of individual intersections, as I mentioned, that 
didn't follow the trends was completed, no common factors among 
those locations was identified.  And there is no apparent residual 
benefit after the cameras are removed.  So when the 18 cameras were 
removed, or 18 intersections, since the fatal and injury 
right-angle and left-turn crashes were approximately equal to the 
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projected crashes at the deactivated locations.  

And just a final note here, no studies in the public domain 
regarding crash experience following the termination of red light 
camera enforcement or the removal of cameras, could be located and, 
therefore, we've got to take care in regarding the relationship of 
the Red Light Camera Program and these crash results at deactivated 
locations.

So the recommendations of the study, the Red Light Camera Program 
should be continued to a reduction in crashes resulting in injury 
and fatality and a corresponding reduction in left-turn and 
right-angle crashes which are those types of crashes associated 
with red light camera running.  At the following intersections 
where the number of fatal injury crashes were not reduced, the Red 
Light Camera Program should be considered for either further study, 
monitoring or future relocation to other signalized locations, and 
that's the list of the locations that we found in the study.  
That concludes our presentation, so we're available for questions.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you.  I'm going to -- first, before we have questions from 
the committee, which I know everyone has questions, I've got quite 
the list here.  Seven people filled out cards to speak in the 
public and we didn't want the Public Portion first, we wanted 
everyone to get a good understanding of what the consultants 
reported on first.  If anyone has to leave, I want to be respectful 
of your time because this is going to take a while, everyone's 
going to have a lot of questions.  If anyone would like to speak in 
the public first before we get into asking the consultants 
questions because of a time constraint, feel free, if you filled 
out a card, to come up and speak first.  Because, you know, if you 
want to wait and hear what everyone else has to say and then speak 
afterwards, you can gather your thoughts then, that's fine, too.  
But I want to be respectful of people because if they have to 
leave.  Mr. Gavilla I think is first and then Mr. Fischer is after 
that.  

MR. GAVILLA:
Well, I'd like to thank the Legislators that showed up to work 
today, thank you.  Okay, now what I want to explain -- ask these 
people is a very important question; when they looked at the fatal 
accidents, they were looking at overall accidents throughout the 
County that increased by 12% and ignoring the fact that at the red 
light cameras accidents increased by 60%, and that by itself is a 
failure.  And what they did here was they said, Oh, how can we make 
the report look much better by trying to prove that injuries went 
down, but if you look at the report, they omitted -- you omitted 
the years 2007 to 2009.  What were the fatal accidents in the 
report for 2007 to 2009?  That's omitted in there.  What they're 
doing instead in the report is they're using a hypothetical saying 
what it would have been based on a 12% increase of intersections, 
okay.  So what no one's asking is what was the data of fatal 
accidents, okay, at these red light intersections between 2007, 
2009?  It's not in the report, I read it thoroughly.  



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

03:09PM

03:10PM

03:10PM

03:11PM

03:12PM

Public Works, Transportation & Energy Committee - August 26, 2019

* Index Included at End of Transcript 26

The other thing that's insulting, too, is to stay that 
property-only accidents did not result in injuries.  Anyone who's 
been in an accident knows that if you don't report it at the scene, 
you may have the injury the next day, your adrenaline's pumping.  
Right.  And I had a rear-end accident, when I got hit from 
behind -- I was waiting at a light, I got hit from behind -- I 
didn't feel the pain until the next day and I was in severe pain 
for several months.  And if that showed up in your report, it would 
show up as a non-injury, okay.  

So this data is false, it's what we call junk science and you're 
just manipulating data just to get the results that the people that 
paid you want to get, and that's what you're doing here, okay.  
The fact is everybody knows that they're very anxious when they 
approach these red light cameras and there's an increase in 
rear-end collisions.  And if you're okay with increasing property 
damage and increasing rear-end collisions and trying to tell the 
public that rear-end collisions are okay, then there's something 
wrong with you, okay, to justify that.  And there's also something 
wrong with trying to classify certain accidents as not as serious 
and others as more serious, because I'm sorry, every accident is a 
serious accident; every accident.  

So what I just want to do is I want to thank you for your time and 
I want you guys to ask that question, where is the fatal accidents 
between 2007 to 2009 at the red light camera intersections and ask 
them to produce that.  Thank you. 

Applause

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you, Mr. Gavilla.  Greg Fischer.  

MR. FISCHER:
Hi.  Greg Fisher from Riverhead, and thank you very much for having 
me speak.  This is like a decision of red light cameras, no red 
light cameras and I liken it to the last election of Saddam Hussein 
where the ballot said Saddam Hussein, yes or no.  So I think 
there's a lot off the page that we're not considering.  

I have a background in operations research, operations management, 
statistical analysis, and there's a lot of other data I believe 
enters into the picture.  For one, accidents are of course 
influenced by things like time of day, the speed limit there, the 
conditions of the time, yellow -- yellow delay time, the amount of 
time with a yellow, if that's shortened that might -- I believe 
that does -- that has happened, I've measured it myself and where 
red light cameras are present and the yellows are shortened and 
that would explain some percentage of the rear-end collisions, I 
believe.  

As well, if you're looking at other accidents and if this is really 
about accident prevention, you need to look at things like possibly 
green light delay where if you have green light delay therefore the 
intersection is clear, you're much less likely to get T-boned.  So 
my hope is that the data is available for other analysis because 
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there's a lot of things left off the page there, and I think these 
issues, these engineering issues are very important; green light 
delay, yellow time, speed.  You know, there could be a lot to 
explain what's happened, because when you have a 77% increase in 
rear-end collisions, that's a lot.  And you're correct to say as 
grossly unfortunate as a fatality is, those numbers are very small 
and very difficult to analyze at that small sample size.  But 
certainly, with the sample size already large, very large for 
rear-end collisions and growing larger, and it could be possibly 
even a trend, it's worth looking at the off-the-page things, off 
the page from your current analysis, to see what might be 
contributing to that.  Because there's something definitely going 
on; when you have numbers almost doubling, there's something else 
going on, so the question is what is that.  And in my world where I 
measured yellow lights, and I can imagine people panic stopping and 
that they're not going to go through, they look like they're going 
to go through but they're not going to go through that they get hit 
in the back.  So those kinds of things don't contribute to safety 
and I believe we have to do what's called a regressional analysis.  
It's a type of statistical analysis where you put all the numbers 
into a computer and the computer will tell you what's correlated, 
it'll just spit right out.  So I'm hopeful that it doesn't look 
like any of that analysis was done, this is strictly simple, very, 
very simple mathematical analysis, it's not sophisticated analysis.  
So I would hope that we would have the data available to a much 
more sophisticated analysis.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you.  All right, I just want to be conscious if some people 
have to leave, I don't mind if they get up and speak.  All right.  
So I had -- before I ask, I have a list of committee members who 
would like to ask you questions, I had one question first, though.  
That 12% increase, and then you broke down that 12% down afterwards 
into 9%, 2.3% or something.  

MR. STRAUSS:
Your microphone is not picking up your voice.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
I didn't -- I didn't understand -- thank you.  That 12% increase, 
does that bear out?  Did you bear that projected 12% increase out 
over other intersections throughout the County?  

MR. CORRADO:
The 12% increase is -- 

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Like as a control on other intersections to the ones with the 
cameras.

MR. CORRADO:
The 12% increase is the increase of crashes at every signalized 
intersection in Suffolk County, that was the control.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Okay, so it's a real number.
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MR. CORRADO:
That was the comparable, sure.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
It's not a projection, okay.

MR. CORRADO:
And it's signalized intersections only in Suffolk County only; 
that's the tightest we could go.  With respect to the different 
percentages, we had to break it up with the deactivated ones 
because there were three separate time periods.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
So we did two analyses, one from before enforcement and then during 
the enforcement and then between during enforcement and when they 
were taken out.  So it bore out to about -- it actually bears -- it 
actually supports the 12% because when we did the two little 
analyses they added up almost exactly to 12.1.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
You wouldn't have expected them to if they were anomalies that we 
had missed.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you.  Thank you; I didn't understand that.  Appreciate that.  
All right, so I have Legislator Kennedy; do you have questions?

LEG. KENNEDY:
Hector Gavilla asked my question.  Can we get the results from 2007 
to 2009?  They're not in our packet; they weren't in our original 
packet.

MR. CORRADO:
I didn't quite understand that question because the data is in the 
report.

(*The following testimony was taken & transcribed by
Diana Flesher - Court Stenographer*)

LEG. KENNEDY:
No, 2007 and 2009 was not.  You can load that page up.

MR. CORRADO:
It's in the report.  It's not in the presentation.  All of the data 
is in the report.  There were 17 fatal crashes at the activated 
intersection locations between 2007 and 2009.

LEG. KENNEDY:
Okay.
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MR. CORRADO:
The report, 17.  And there were 17 -- 

LEG. KENNEDY:
And what were the severe?  

MR. CORRADO:
Sorry?  

LEG. KENNEDY:
It's fatal and severe injury?

MR. CORRADO:
I don't have the -- I don't have the injury off the top of my head 
but the 17s always jump out just because they do.  And that was 
what the gentleman was referring to, is fatals.  It was 17 between 
2007 and 2009.  And there were 17 between 2015 and 2017, 

LEG. KENNEDY:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
Had we projected them based on the 12 percent, the projection said 
-- I never say we expect fatal crashes, but the projection said 
there would have been 19.  So that's why we get this two crash 
difference, which is statistically insignificant but very 
significant to the people who were involved. 

LEG. KENNEDY:
Okay.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
All right, Legislator Anker.  

LEG. ANKER:
As the sponsor of the legislation that basically produced this 
report, I have to put on record that I am deeply disappointed in 
the results that you've come up with at this point.  We're going to 
ask a round of questions and, again, I hope you'll be able to 
answer them.  But as I read through my legislation, it basically 
asked, you know, for DPW to choose an independent company and 
consultant and review the intersections identified in the Red Light 
Camera Study Program since the program's inception.  And that is to 
determine the causes of the increases in the accidents at certain 
intersections; to evaluate the efficacy of the cameras and to 
recommend whether the camera should be retained at the 
intersection.  

I don't see that in the report because that's -- here's the 
legislation and here's your report and I don't see that in there.  
It also basically asked review -- to review it, the program and 
asks -- and determine the benefits and drawbacks of the program.  
And also the circumstances surrounding the accidents.  So, again, 
$250,000, I expect to have what I asked for in my resolution.  I 
don't see it in your report.  And I'm extremely disappointed in the 
outcome.  
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What has not been mentioned at all in your report is distracted 
driving.  And perhaps that's why you use the 12 percent; perhaps.  
What is a projected number?  I don't want you to project.  I want 
you to go and find the results through data that has been made 
through our Police Department, our Department of Transportation or 
Federal Highway Department.  I don't want your analysis without 
absolute numbers.  I've had several children killed in my district 
because of intersection issues.  Has nothing to do with the red 
light cameras.  We determined that.  But I have a traffic safety 
issue in my district.  I have two of the most dangerous roads on 
Long Island Route 25 and Route 25A.  And I've seen the data that 
you've had in your reports.  

I expect a professional firm like yourselves can produce a report 
that follows the request of legislation.  I want to know how to 
make my community safer.  I want to know if the red light cameras 
are actually producing more issues, more injuries, more fatalities. 
Yes, we've seen a slight decrease.  We have seen a decrease in 
fatalities and that's extremely important, but we've seen a 56 
percent increase in rear end crashes; a 78 percent increase in 
property damage.  That is unacceptable.  We have to make the red 
light camera safer.  That's the purpose of this program.  

And, again, I appreciate your effort but I am extremely 
disappointed.  So the question is why did you not find the data; 
instead of using projected numbers, why did you not find out what 
caused these accidents in the report, first question.

MR. DiBIASE:
Okay, thank you for your comments, Sarah.  In terms of, again, I 
think we mentioned before you can't prove causality exactly from 
the data, from the crash reports what caused the accident 
specifically.  In terms of distracted driving, we were focussing on 
making the study totally objective so that any data we put in it 
could be substantiated and justified.  And anything subjective or 
any gray area type thing would not be included in the analysis.  

Distracted driving is unfortunately in the gray area.  Because 
let's say you're involved in an accident.  Unless someone sees you 
on a cell phone, let's say, for example, which could be an 
indication of distracted driving, unless there's a witness who 
says, oh, yeah, that person who caused that crash and rear ended 
somebody, they were on their phone.   Unless you have data like 
that, it's not checked off or not noted on the report.  And I don't 
even know if they're all covered like that.  

Interviewing someone who's involved in a crash, if a police officer 
comes up to someone and says you just rear ended that person, what 
was going on, would you admit -- not you specifically but would you 
expect a person to admit to that knowing that that would more or 
less kind of seal the deal that they were at fault in that 
accident?  Or would they be evasive and not indicate.  That type of 
gray area type statistic or interpretation was excluded from this 
report.  We wanted it to be based on the data that was available in 
the crash reports.  And that's why -- that's just one example of a 
factor that could not be included.  I don't know if you want to add 
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anything to that?  

LEG. ANKER:
Again, I think distracted driving is the reason why many of these 
accidents are happening.  You could have at least put a little bit 
of information pertaining to distracted driving.  You know, we've 
seen a drastic increase throughout the country in the hundreds of 
percents; an increase in accidents because of distracted driving.  
We are here to try to understand how we can make the program 
better.  We know it's savings lives, but we also know it's creating 
problems.  We need to address those problems, tackle them and 
resolve them.  Your report did not provide that direction.  And 
that is one of the most disappointing parts and understanding what 
we can do as Legislators to make our community safer.  

The other problem I have with your -- with your report is the 200 
feet.  You have a very large circle around the area that you 
included the accidents in.  We need to understand exactly what's 
going on at the intersections.  Why did you expand it instead of 
maybe -- because normally it's 33 feet.  I understand that's the 
center, but why 200 and not 100 or 75 feet?  Why go outside the 
area?

MR. CORRADO:
The 200 foot was done, I explained that earlier, so that we would 
make sure that we -- even at 75 feet, sometimes we're not even at 
the stop line at some of these larger intersections.  Red light 
camera intersections tend to be larger intersections so we wanted 
to make sure we captured crashes that were occurring in the queue 
but not excessively far back in the queue so that they were 
irrelevant crashes.  And also we were influenced by the length of 
some of the turn lanes and the approaches to make sure that we 
covered as much of the turn lanes as we could.  That's just -- it's 
kind of a standard traffic engineering methodology that you define 
your approach length when you do intersection crashes.  And as I 
explained earlier, we choose 200 feet to be a common one across the 
hundred intersections so that were always making the same 
comparison from intersection to intersection.

With respected to distracted driving, that's what's referred to as 
a contributing factor.  And on the MV104s there are more than 50 
contributing factors that the responding officer is free to report 
or not report based on his experience in taking the crash report.  
Sometimes they're included; sometimes they're not.  So it's what 
Ray said before, it can be statistically irrelevant or misleading.  

And my final point on that is that there is no reason -- we were 
looking at red light intersections.  There's no reason to believe 
that people at red light camera intersections are any more 
distracted or less distracted than people anywhere else.  There's 
no reason to believe it.  So what would be the distinction that red 
light camera crashes are more related to distracted driving as a 
contributing factor than any other intersection?  And that's the 
reason why we eliminate that. 
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LEG. ANKER:
Because I disagree with you.

MR. CORRADO:
That's fine.  

LEG. ANKER:
I've seen reports.  I've seen -- and I will get them over to you -- 
reports that prove distracted driving is the leading causes of 
accidents -- 

LEG. MURATORE:
Camera's an issue.

LEG. ANKER:
-- to the numbers.  I will get you statistics.  I'll be happy to do 
that.  And, again, that's why I'm very disappointed that this -- 
this was -- I think this is the main reason why these accidents are 
happening.  And, again, you're talking about projected numbers.  
Why did you project your numbers?  Why just -- why not just use the 
numbers that are there to analyze the data?  

MR. CORRADO:
The numbers that are there are in the report.  The numbers of the 
actual occurring crashes are in the report.  That's a comparison of 
the red light camera intersection to itself.  And then we did a 
comparison of the Red Light Camera Program to the County at large.  
That's two comparisons that take place, right?  So we say, okay, 
that is what happened in our experience at this particular 
intersection and this is what happened in the program as a whole. 
And then we looked at those intersections that did not conform to 
what happened in the program as a whole.  Because you wanted us to 
analyze the program, discontinuation or continuation of the program 
as opposed to picking and choosing which intersection we should 
keep it at or not keep it at or relocate it.  That was our 
interpretation of the mandate and that's what we did.  

LEG. ANKER:
And, again, I have a problem with the data.  How does the DOT 
determine 33 feet?  

MR. CORRADO:
They don't determine it.  It's just definitional so that you have 
-- so that you can say okay, I picked this point and this point is 
defined as 33 feet.  And then I'm going to do an analysis and I say 
okay, in this little tiny intersection that I'm looking at where 
there's a stop sign, maybe I'll only go back a hundred feet.  So 
I'll define my study area as a hundred feet.  But in a big 
intersection, you want to go back more than a hundred feet because 
if you don't go back far enough to capture crashes that are 
immediately adjacent to the intersection, you won't have a true 
picture.  

So we defined the 200 feet.  So we took a a point and a link.  
The point is the 33 foot circle; and then the difference -- the 
distance from 33 feet to 200 feet is the approach link.  And we say 
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all of these approaches, most times, times 4, sometimes 5 were, 
that's our defined red light camera intersection and that's our 
crash experience, all right.  

LEG. ANKER:
And how do you know you didn't include cars that had nothing to do 
with the red light camera?  

MR. CORRADO:
We read the MV104s and we eliminated to the best of our ability.  
Someone of them were crashes inside parking lots, like Ray alluded 
to.  The police officer was careful to note that it happened inside 
a parking lot.  Some were at adjacent driveways.  That's very 
common where a driveway is within 200 feet of the intersection, but 
you get the -- you read the verbal description of the crash.  You 
read the verbal description of the crash and it says it occurred at 
a driveway so it's not a red light -- it's not an intersection 
crash; it's a driveway crash.  We left it out. 

LEG. ANKER:
You just said you read the reports of the crash, the crash reports.  
And in the reports it didn't mention anything about distracted 
driving?  

MR. CORRADO:
In many cases distracted driving was noted as a contributing 
factor.  But I go back to what I said before.  There's no reason to 
believe that people are any more distracted at non-red light 
cameras intersections than they are at red light camera 
intersections.  As a matter of fact, if you're at a red light 
camera intersection, maybe you're even less distracted because 
maybe you're finally paying more attention to what you do, right?

LEG. ANKER:
Well maybe that's what we're trying to understand.

MR. CORRADO:
It's a variable that we can't control so we can't -- we don't want 
to include it because it fogs -- clouds the issue.  

LEG. ANKER:
But that is the issue.  In my mind, sponsored legislation, 
distracted driving is the issue.  It's killing people.  It's 
creating injuries.  It's, you know, affecting property.  And for it 
not to be included in the report does a great disservice to the 
report and the ability for the Legislators to make decisions about 
the program, how can we make this program better?  That was the 
ultimate goal in moving forward with the report.  How do you make 
this program better?  We know it's saving lives, but we know 
there's some problems; like, again, like I said, address the 
problem.  When you did this report -- actually the legislation came 
out in 2017, why did it take such a longtime to do this; to have 
this report produced?

MR. CORRADO:
I believe that we delivered it exactly on time.  
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LEG. ANKER:
I know I had an extension.

MR. CORRADO:
In terms of our contract, April, I believe, of last year?  That's 
when we submitted it.  

LEG. ANKER:
Then we talked to DPW.  

MR. HILLMAN:
The original legislation did not include funding.  That took some 
time to identify a funding source.  So they delivered the report as 
they said on time. 

LEG. ANKER:
According to DPW. 

MR. HILLMAN:
Yes. 

LEG. ANKER:
You put it out for a bid.  You had a timeline on that.

MR. HILLMAN:
Correct. 

LEG. ANKER:
And they produced a report.  

MR. HILLMAN:
They produced a report within the timeline identified in the scope, 
yes. 

LEG. ANKER:
Okay.  Thank you.  Okay, thank you.

AUDIENCE MEMBER:
I want to follow up.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
Sorry, sir.

AUDIENCE:
I want to follow-up.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:  
No, no, we're just having a discussion of the committee members.  
If you are on the list, we won't forget you, sir.  We have other 
people on the list.  Legislator Cilmi. 

LEG. CILMI:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  So I have a few questions for the two of 
you.  And I guess the first question and this is sort of a 
tangential issue, I think, to the real meat and potatoes of my 
questions, but as part of what Legislator Anker asked, you said 
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that the Department of Transportation -- New York State Department 
of Transportation defines an intersection as a 33 foot radius 
around the center, I guess, of the intersection; correct?  So we 
rely, I think, on the Department of -- New York State Department of 
Transportation to make many decisions when it comes to traffic 
safety; where to put stop signs, where to put traffic lights, where 
to do -- you know, how to -- what to do with speed limits, with 
clearance timings, etcetera.  

Clearly DOT is using a number that doesn't make much sense in some 
circumstances, right?

MR. CORRADO:
Very interesting.  The 33 feet -- this is important -- it's very 
important -- you getting exactly right to the crux.  It's the 
definition of an intersection with respect to their crash reporting 
system.  

LEG. CILMI:
And that's all?

MR. CORRADO:
Yes, yes, that's exactly the point, right?  So the operator of the 
DOT's crash reporting system, he is free to assign a crash to an 
intersection based on an MV104 because the officer said it was -- 
it occurred there.  But if you picked the point geographically, 
they use the GIS system.  If you picked the point geographically on 
the DOTs reporting system, it'll give you those crashes within 33 
feet to the center point.  That's why establishing the link length 
is so important.  

LEG. CILMI:
Are there guidances in other DOT regulations that define an 
intersection as larger than having a 33 foot radius?

MR. CORRADO:
The intersection is the size of the intersection physically where 
-- you know --

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
From the curb to the curb, you know what I mean?  And when you do 
crash analysis, you establish your study area. 

LEG. CILMI:
Gotcha.

MR. CORRADO:
Based on your expertise.  

LEG. CILMI:
Thank you for that explanation.
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MR. CORRADO:
That was very important.  I'm glad you asked that question.  

LEG. CILMI:
So one of the speakers that came up, asked the burning question 
that I've been thinking about now since I read the report 
initially.  And while your report may have data in it that 
references accident data from 2007 to 2009, the executive summary 
and the charts and graphs that you provided us today with the 
exception of the fatal accident data, which you did provide today 
in a summary form, the accident data with respect to rear end 
accidents or property damage accidents and accidents with injuries, 
there's nothing really -- no comprehensive or summary chart that we 
can look at to ascertain whether or not accidents from 2007 to 2009 
were more or less than what accidents were in 2015 to 2017.

MR. CORRADO:
Well, that data's in the report.  

LEG. CILMI:
The data may be in the report, but I didn't see any summary of it 
in a chart format that we could easily --

MR. CORRADO:
It's in the appendix and it's gigantic.  It's in there and it's 
broken down by crash time, every intersection.  

LEG. CILMI:
Okay, maybe it would be -- it would be simpler -- I mean I'm sure 
you could do a similar -- there can be a gigantic, you know, chart 
that describes what you have in here as well.  But it would be nice 
to see what the accident data is in a very summarized kind of 
format like this from 2007 to 2009 so we know that we're comparing 
pre-camera data to, you know, data while those intersections are 
being enforced by cameras.  You with me?

MR. CORRADO:
I thought it was clear.  I understand.  I understand your concern 
but I thought it was clear. 

LEG. CILMI:
I don't know why rather than in terms of your summary, rather than 
using the comparison of 2007 to 2009 to 2015 to 2017, why you chose 
instead to use a projected data set other than that.  Can you 
explain that?

MR. CORRADO:
It's a comparative so that we can look at the system as a whole. 

LEG. CILMI:
Why didn't you use the actual data that we had from 2009 to -- 2007 
to 2009?  

MR. CORRADO:
The actual data -- the projections are the actual data multiplied 
by the -- multiplied by the 12.1 percent.  And I agree with you,  
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that the original numbers don't appear in the charts but it is in 
your report and I don't have a problem giving it to you. 

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
Why would I?  Because you could derive it by dividing by 12.1 
percent.

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
You know what I mean?  

LEG. CILMI:
So when you look at the actual fatal crashes, as Legislator Trotta 
pointed out earlier today, actual fatal crashes from 2007 to 2009 
as compared to actual fatal crashes from 2015 to 2017, was the same 
exact number:  Seventeen crashes.  So there was no reduction in 
fatal crashes; there was no increase in fatal crashes.

MR. CORRADO:
That's right. 

LEG. CILMI:
And, of course, as you said, the numbers are so low compared to the 
total number of crashes that from a statistical percentage point of 
view, it's almost irrelevant; of course, very relevant to the 
people who died in those crashes.   

You talked about -- in your report you talked about the reduced 
cost associated with the reduction in fatal accidents in 
particular.  And I think you said during your summary with us today 
that the reason that you're able to do that is that there's some 
historical number that you all use with respect to the cost 
associated with fatal accidents; right?

MR. CORRADO:
Yes.

LEG. CILMI:
But if nonfatal accidents --- if total accidents increased by 
whatever the number is, 60 percent, you know, more than a thousand 
accidents, isn't there increased costs and you can make an 
assumption here, I know you don't know what the County's cost 
structure is, but isn't there an increased cost associated with 
additional police response to those thousand plus accidents?

MR. CORRADO:
Yes.  And those numbers are -- it's on page 29 of the report.  And 
I'm going to read the definition because this has come up before.  
The New York State DOT cost per crash for estimates of the societal 
cost calculated based on methodologies developed by the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, these methodologies consider 



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

03:39PM

03:39PM

03:39PM

03:39PM

03:40PM

Public Works, Transportation & Energy Committee - August 26, 2019

* Index Included at End of Transcript 38

productivity losses, property damage, medical costs, rehabilitation 
costs, congestion costs, legal and court costs, emergency services 
such as medical police and fire services, insurance administration 
costs and the cost to employers.  They are widely used by agencies 
although input parameters vary from region to region.  The values 
used in this study was provided by New York State DOT for use in 
projects in New York State.  

To your other point about nonfatals, in each of the three 
categories have a cost associated with them.  You do your 
projections based on increases or decreases in each of the three 
categories and you simply multiply out the -- 

LEG. CILMI:
So is the $5 million reduction in costs that you've indicated in 
your report, is that net?

MR. CORRADO:
Yep.  

LEG. CILMI:
So it's a net -- it's a fatal accident cost -- 

MR. CORRADO:
Fatal property damage only and injury crash.  

LEG. CILMI:
I guess my -- it's total cost of all the accidents, the response 
time as predicted, I guess, in this whatever document you're 
looking at.

MR. CORRADO:
Yes. 

LEG. CILMI:
Minus the cost associated with the other types of accidents.

MR. CORRADO:
Yes.  Now bear in mind that it's -- 

LEG. CILMI:
So what is that cost?  The cost associated with all those other 
accidents; the response, the cost of the response to all those 
other accidents?  

MR. CORRADO:
They change it every year because they have this gigantic 
statistical data base that this institute uses, but it's -- I don't 
want to put any words in my mouth, do you know the numbers?  Around 
three thousand dollars per for property only?

MR. DiBIASE:
Here's the key thing.  The cost for a fatal and injury accident, 
and I said fatal and injury was statistically significant that's 
why we didn't look at fatals separately, fatal cost per accident is 
huge.  I think it's like three our four million dollars because it 
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includes things like lost wages.  If it's a young person that's 
killed, those lost wages for their entire working career, there's a 
tremendous cost there.  

But statistically the guidelines when you use the fatal and injury 
together cost, and the cost of a fatal and injury accident, as 
established by DOT every year and published on their website, is 
about 30 times the cost of a property damage only accident.  So a 
30 times factor.  So when you see a reduction of fatal and injury 
accidents that looks less than the increase of property damage 
accidents, that 30 times factor is key.  Because it factors in all 
those costs.  And on page -- 

LEG. CILMI:
And what do they use that information for?  What does the state -- 
is it the state that tells you what the cost of those accidents are 
statistically?

MR. CORRADO:
Typically when you evaluate potential improvement projects so that 
you can associate a dollar cost benefit for the improvement in 
safety as a result of a project. 

LEG. CILMI:
When was the last time that those numbers were recalculated or 
reevaluated?

MR. CORRADO:
In the last year or two.

MR. DiBIASE:
They're updated every year.  

MR. CORRADO:
They do it every year on a running tally based on the previous 
three years.  It's on the DOT's website.  

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  Okay.  Let's get to a couple of other things here.  We've 
heard repeatedly about the lack of engineering stamps on these 
intersections on the cameras themselves and lack of an engineering 
stamp or anything like that on the report that you issued.  I have 
spoken with other traffic engineers who have said to me that there 
probably should be an engineering stamp on the plans for each of 
the red light cameras.  And the engineers I've spoken to are 
unrelated to this whole set of discourse that we've gone through 
for years and years.  So what's your -- what do you have to say 
about that?

MR. DiBIASE:
It's clear from looking at the state law, which you can also find 
on line if you Google state laws and put in the right search terms, 
the only reports that require stamping by a professional engineer 
are geological reports.  This is not a geological report.  
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In addition, in terms of stamping drawings and stamping reports, if 
requested by a client, and typically we have supervision of all of 
our work by a professional engineer, we have no problem stamping 
the report.  In terms of -- 

LEG. CILMI:
Why would you not have stamped this report?

MR. DiBIASE:
We didn't get the request to stamp it.  

LEG. CILMI:
Why would that need to be a special request?  

MR. DiBIASE:
We don't normally stamp unless it's requested. 

LEG. CILMI:
Why?

MR. DiBIASE:
Because we'd be stamping a lot of things that we do with 
professional engineer supervision when it's not required.  I have 
no problem.  We've done it before for clients.  And in addition I 
think there was a comment made about drawings that are included in 
the report in terms of graphical presentations of intersections and 
distances.  Those do not have to be stamped by a surveyor.  I've 
heard of a claim that surveyors are required to stamp property 
acquisition maps.  If you're selling your house and you require a 
survey of your property by a licensed land surveyor, any drawings 
that are associated with a report like this are drawings that are 
associated with that report and do not have to be stamped by a land 
surveyor. 

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  So I guess -- and I guess other professional engineers may 
disagree; like lawyers, they sort of argue about these things 
and --

MR. DiBIASE:
They may disagree, but this is state law.

LEG. CILMI:
Well, your interpretation of state law.  But if there are other 
professional engineer who the County has used in the past has --  
or disputes what you just said, who's right?

MR. DiBIASE:
I suggest reading the state law. 

LEG. CILMI:
Let me ask you this question:  Does the County use your firm for 
other things?  When was the last time the County engaged your firm 
for --
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MR. DiBIASE:
We are engaged in multiple projects probably right now with the 
County. 

LEG. CILMI:
With the County.

MR. DiBIASE:
And not just with Department of Public Works. 

LEG. CILMI:
Have you been doing work for the County for a longtime?

MR. DiBIASE:
Yes, we've been doing work for the County since the 1960s.  

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  All right.  I really would like to see some sort of a 
graphical representation of the accident data from 2007 to 2009.  
And I'll yield for the moment.  Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

MR. HILLMAN:
If I could just comment?

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
Please do. 

MR. HILLMAN:
The budget is completely expended; the budget that was provided by 
the Legislature was overrun.  The department provided $35,000 
additional.  So unfortunately without additional funds, we cannot 
ask this consultant to do anything else. 

LEG. CILMI:
Can I just -- since it was my request, can I just continue here?

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
Of course, yeah.

LEG. CILMI:
So if the data is already in the report, and I certainly appreciate 
that, maybe it's something that the department can compile for us 
in relative short order.  

MR. HILLMAN:
Sure.  If you could put that into a concise request so we can get 
it right the first time. 

LEG. CILMI:
Yep; will do.  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
Thank you.  Legislator Calarco.
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D.P.O. CALARCO:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Thank you, Mr. DiBiase, and Mr. Corrado, 
for coming today.  I guess first I just want to put on the record 
for full disclosure my wife works for your firm as a part-time 
employee.  She's been there for several years now but she also had 
absolutely nothing to do with the production of this report; is 
that correct, Mr. DiBiase?

MR. DiBIASE:
She had absolutely no involvement with this.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
She actually doesn't do traffic engineering at all.

MR. DiBIASE:
No.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
So I wanted to make that fully clear so that nobody tries and makes 
allegations in the future.  It's also reported on my disclosure 
forms so that's out there. 

MR. DiBIASE:  
When it comes to red light camera and red light intersections with 
signals, it is the responsibility of the driver to stop at a red 
light; right.

MR. DiBIASE:
That's correct.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Is there any circumstance in the state law that says a driver can 
go through the intersection because they're fearful the person 
behind them won't stop if they stop?

MR. DiBIASE:
According to Vehicle and Traffic Law, you're supposed to stop.  
When you see a red indication, do not enter the intersection.  
You're prohibited from entering the intersection.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay, so that's the law.  If people are driving, is it the 
expectation that a person, whoever's following the car in front of 
them is supposed to be able to stop should the car in front of them 
stop?  

MR. DiBIASE:
They should be able to stop on any occasion.  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Irregardless of the occasion, a kid runs in the street so the car 
slams on their brakes, the person behind them should be travelling 
at a safe distance to be able to stop.

MR. DiBIASE:
Correct.  You should always allow safe stopping distance to the 
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vehicle in front.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  So on these particular intersections we're talking about, I 
heard the term a couple of times red light camera crashes.  Is 
there any circumstance where you guys have defined an accident or 
crash being a cause by the red light cameras?

MR. DiBIASE:
No.

MR. CORRADO:
I think that was -- I heard Ray say it, too.  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Yeah, I want to clarify.

MR. CORRADO:
I wanted to correct him but at the time but I bit my tongue.  
They're red light running crashes; not red light camera crashes.  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  So in your report, in your analysis determined accidents to 
be or not to be caused by camera.

MR. CORRADO:
That's correct.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
I mean there's no physical thing the camera does to cause an 
accident; right?

MR. CORRADO:
Absolutely right.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  So the idea here is that perhaps these rear end accidents 
have gone up because more people are stopping and the car behind 
them isn't traveling at a safe distance, isn't paying attention and 
is crashing into the person in front of them who is stopping -- 
maybe stopping when the light's still yellow, hasn't quite turned 
red and so that person driving behind them crashes into them 
presumably because they thought the person was going to go through 
and they wanted to go through as well.

MR. CORRADO:
That's  the assumption that people make.  You know, we -- like we 
said, we don't talk about causality.  We just say there were more.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  So in looking at all the intersections and the accidents, 
and I'm going to go to this 200 foot thing, I need to understand 
this, so in trying to determine the number of accidents that have 
happened in the past versus what to expect at all intersections, 
you took a look at the DOT data for all signalized intersections 
and said, okay, from 2007 to 2009, this was the average; from 2015 
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to 2017, this was the average.  That increased by, what was it 12 
point --

MR. CORRADO:
One.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Twelve point one percent.  So if all things being equal, everybody 
should increase somewhere in that ballpark; correct?  

MR. CORRADO:
Sure.  At signalized intersections in Suffolk County, that was as 
fine as we could put a point on.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
That's the methodology behind your report here.

MR. CORRADO:
Right.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
So when you apply that to just the red light camera intersections, 
you're saying that all else being equal, there should be a 12.1 
percent increase.  So when it doesn't, you need to -- that's when 
you're presenting deviations from what should be the norm.

MR. CORRADO:
Correct.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  So those intersection crashes, though, and you've noted 
this, were only based on New York State DOT accident -- 
intersection accident reporting meaning 33 feet from the center 
line.

MR. CORRADO:
The assumption is that's certainly possible.  We don't know it.  
We don't know that.  We don't know it; that's why we can't put that 
fine a point on it.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
When you're looking at all intersections, all signalized 
intersections, you're using what the DOT gave you.

MR. CORRADO:
That's correct.  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
We're using what the DOT gave us, that's correct.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Now I thought I heard you say earlier, Mr. Corrado, that typically, 
especially in the bigger intersections, the -- you'll see the 



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

03:51PM

03:52PM

03:52PM

03:52PM

Public Works, Transportation & Energy Committee - August 26, 2019

* Index Included at End of Transcript 45

T-bone accidents and those kind of collisions happen in the middle 
of the intersection, but the rear end collisions tend to happen 
further back; is that accurate.

MR. CORRADO:
Yes, that's accurate.  That's accurate in crash analysis in 
general.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
In crash analysis across the table, right?  

MR. CORRADO:
That's correct.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  So in order to make sure you captured all relevant accidents 
at a red light camera intersection, you use the 200 foot from 
center line as opposed to the 33 foot from center line.

MR. CORRADO:
We defined our approach link as 200 feet from the center point of 
the intersection, that's correct.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  So -- and you acknowledge that in doing a comparison in that 
fashion, you're probably underestimating total accidents across all 
signalized intersections that would be relevant because you're not 
using the same boundaries.

MR. CORRADO:
It's possible.  It's possible.  We didn't do the analysis at all 
the other intersections.  We just asked for the numbers.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
You don't know what the total would be from  200 feet from center 
line on another intersection.

MR. CORRADO:
That's correct.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
So I have two intersections in my district that are very similar; 
112 and Woodside Avenue, which has a camera; and County Road 83 
North Ocean Avenue and Woodside Avenue that does not.  And they're 
both large roads, very large intersections.  In fact the 83 is 
probably even the larger intersection because there's a median 
there.  So accidents that are rear end accidents happening there 
back away from the light you aren't going to capture because 33 
feet isn't taking you out of the intersection.

MR. CORRADO:
Probably even 100 feet doesn't take you.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
On a wide intersection.
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MR. CORRADO:
Yes.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
It's a big one.

MR. CORRADO:
You're getting to our methodology.  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  So I guess some of the questions that we have in terms of 
comparisons here, and I think that's what everybody keeps looking 
at is these comparisons of accidents at the red light camera 
intersections where you're going 200 feet back is that you are 
potentially missing accidents at the non -- at all the signalized 
intersections versus the red light camera intersections; right?

MR. CORRADO:
That's right.  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Do you know the differences between what you captured by going 200 
feet out versus what -- if you just utilized the number of that 33 
feet that DOT gives you.

MR. CORRADO:
No, we don't know that.  And we would have had to do the same 
analysis on all 15 or 16 or 1700 signalized intersections in 
Suffolk County in order to -- 

D.P.O. CALARCO:
No, my question is the difference -- if you look at the red light 
camera intersections 200 feet out, do you know what the difference 
is between what the average number of accidents occurred based on 
the DOT data for those intersections versus the average -- versus 
what you came up with by going 200 feet out?  Do you know what it 
is?

MR. CORRADO:
Yes, but it's not perfect, right.  That is the analysis that's in 
the report.  But we don't know the perfect one which would have 
been the first instance that you --

D.P.O. CALARCO:
I'm just asking for these intersections.  By going 200 feet out, 
how many more accidents did you capture?

MR. CORRADO:
We don't know.  We don't know because we didn't -- that would be 
the donut.  That would be the ring around the central circle, 
right?  So we didn't do that specifically.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
What do you mean you don't know?  I'm confused.
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MR. CORRADO:
Well, we only know -- we only know everything that we've looked at 
within our 200 foot circle.  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
So you didn't cut out the 33 foot --

MR. CORRADO:
No.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
So did you have a chance to review the report; the Traffic and 
Parking Violations Agency issued their newest red light camera 
report because they have to do a report every year.

MR. CORRADO:
No.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
And there was one that came out three or four weeks ago.

MR. CORRADO:
I haven't seen that one but I've seen the -- the statutory reports?

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Yep.

MR. CORRADO:
Yeah, we've seen them but they do -- it's a different methodology 
so it was not really relevant to our --

D.P.O. CALARCO:
I guess it's just for -- I have that report in front of me.  So 
according to that report, all accidents within the red light camera 
intersections had an average of 1,259 versus your average number of 
1,870 some odd.  So it's about a 500 accident difference by 
expanding out.  Wouldn't that be -- all things being constant, 
right, wouldn't we expect that at all of the other intersections, 
the ones that don't have the cameras at them, that we would see 
some sort of increase in the number of accidents being counted by 
going further back?

MR. CORRADO:
Ask the question again.  I'm sorry.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
So all things being equal, right, if we pulled further back from 
the intersection center line in the non-red light camera locations, 
wouldn't that give us a bigger number?

MR. CORRADO:
Yes, we would expect it would.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  So I guess that's where we're -- so I'm reading the report 
that TPVA gave me and it's actually telling me that across all 



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

03:56PM

03:56PM

03:57PM

03:57PM

Public Works, Transportation & Energy Committee - August 26, 2019

* Index Included at End of Transcript 48

signalized intersections, there was from 2009 to 2017 over a 
hundred percent increase in rear end accidents.  

MR. CORRADO:
Okay.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Do you know if that's true; is that accurate based on what you're 
finding? 

MR. CORRADO:
Without seeing the data in front of me --

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
I have no reason to dispute it.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
They're disputing your report in that they're saying that red light 
camera intersections, based on the DOT data, there's only a 54 
percent increase in rear end accidents at the red light camera 
intersections versus 113 percent at all signalized intersections 
across the County.  So they're saying we've seen a lessor amount of 
rear end accidents at the red light camera locations, but that's 
because they're using the 33 foot figure.

MR. CORRADO:
I can't speak for their report.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Yeah.

MR. CORRADO:
Yeah.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
And that's where we're getting like this issue now of 
discrepancies, right?  And what would it take for you to do the 
pull back to 200 feet at all intersections?  I guess that would be 
a very extensive time-consuming process, right?  It'd probably take 
you a lot of man hours to get done.

MR. CORRADO:
If we did it with the exact same methodology that we did for the 
Red Light Camera Program --

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Sure.

MR. CORRADO:
-- it would be quite extensive.  You're talking about 1500 more 
intersections to look at.
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D.P.O. CALARCO:
So it's a lot more man hours.

MR. CORRADO:
Yes.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
And it would become very, very difficult for you to complete and I 
could guess how much money it would cost us.

MR. CORRADO:
It would take a couple of years, I bet.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
A couple of years.  So you kind of use this methodology to try to 
be as fair as you could given the time constraints and the budget 
you had to work within.

MR. CORRADO:
We were comprehensive.  We tried not to -- we tried not to let time 
constraints and budget interfere with it.  We wanted to deliver a 
comprehensive report, but that's accurate.  We presented our 
methodology and went forward.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  And you're still standing by the belief that based on what 
you did find in the report that the Red Light Camera Program is 
having a positive effect in terms of reducing the types of 
accidents that most commonly known to have severe injury and/or 
fatalities.

MR. CORRADO:
The statistics that we reviewed support that.  We can't say 
specifically that the Red Light Camera Program is the cause of it.  
We can say it is occurring at the red light camera intersections.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
So I guess equally you can't -- you can't pinpoint any kind of 
causality to say that the cameras are causing an increase in rear 
ends.

MR. CORRADO:
That's right.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
You also can't positively indicate causality in terms of reduction 
of T-bone accidents.

MR. CORRADO:
We can draw the link between the severity of the crashes and the 
crash type, right?  And we see, okay, these two things are tracking 
together so that's very supportive of the conclusion, right?

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay.  All right.  I think I got all my questions answered.  
Thank you very much, Chairman.
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CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
Presiding Officer's next.

P.O. GREGORY:
Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Thank you, gentlemen.  So let's stay with 
that for a moment with the causality.  So is it a matter of, what 
is it the 104As, whatever the documentation, just not being written 
up in a way that you can draw an analysis or -- for the most part, 
in some instances but not others?  Or is it just --

MR. CORRADO:
No, you can -- for instance, you can read a police crash report and 
the description of the crash will say one person went through the 
intersection; went through the red light.  Usually it says both.  
Usually both guys say the other guy did it, right?  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Yeah, but --

MR. CORRADO:
You can do that, but you can't say that one guy went through it 
because of the presence of the red light camera.  That's the point.  
The point is -- right.

P.O. GREGORY:
No, but if, you know, if you interview someone who got hit and 
says, oh, you know, I stopped because I thought I was going to go 
through the red light, it was actually yellow and the guy behind me 
hit me, you know, because that could possibly in theory be, right?

MR. CORRADO:
Absolutely, absolutely.  And that is the assumption that a lot of 
people.  And that is there is a big body of studies that support 
that.

P.O. GREGORY:
Okay, because it is -- even if that were the case, it's still the 
responsibility of the driver behind, you're supposed to drive where 
you can be able to stop, you know.  You know, if this kid comes out 
in the street, whatever could happen, and you're still supposed to 
be able to stop.  I mean, that's defensive driving 101, right?  So. 
But I just thought -- the impression I was getting was the 
information wasn't available.  Because I got hit rear ended, not at 
a red light camera intersection, the two guys were high on heroin 
and they passed out; they hit me.  And the DA called me, obviously 
they knew what it was about and asked me if I wanted to press 
charges.  I said, no, I just want these guys to get treatment.    
So on that form they had to know, someone said, yeah, these guys -- 
because one got Narcan, they went to the hospital.  So I didn't 
know -- there's some information on there because I don't recall 
the report what it said exactly that the circumstances obviously 
more than just a crash.

MR. CORRADO:
Yes, of course.  You can't relate it to the presence of the red 
light camera.  That's the point.
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P.O. GREGORY:
Right.  And I would imagine what you said earlier, too, some people 
won't -- yeah, they're not going to admit, yeah, I stopped because 
of the red light camera or I hit someone because of the red light 
camera, whatever.  But I am interested -- so you didn't look at -- 
you had mentioned earlier you didn't look at operational so you 
didn't obviously look at why the cameras were placed in the 
locations they were placed.  So I assume that you didn't look at 
why those 18 deactivated cameras were deactivated as well or did 
you know?

MR. CORRADO:
No.  

P.O. GREGORY:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
I think that was on purpose so it wouldn't -- so it wouldn't color 
our approach.  You know what I mean?  

P.O. GREGORY:
Right.

MR. CORRADO:
Because we were charged with a crash analysis; not an operation 
analysis.

P.O. GREGORY:
Right, no, I understand.  But from my perspective, I mean, there's 
come concerns I have where cameras are located, but the original 
explanation was that we're going to look at our most dangerous 
intersections and put the cameras there.  And I don't know if it 
would been beneficial or not if you guys looked at, okay, 
historically at intersection between, you know, Sunrise Highway and 
Straight Path, you know, historically has had severe accidents, 
there's a camera there and that was actually one of your fatality 
locations, you have to look at that and see over -- I know you had 
your window, but even maybe over a number of years and beyond that 
to say, okay, the accidents -- fatal accidents and property damage, 
accidents have gone down.  But you guy didn't do that analysis.

MR. DiBIASE:
No.

P.O. GREGORY:
Okay.  All right.  Well, thank you.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
Legislator Trotta.  

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  I'm just taking for granted that you guys hold your PE 
license in high regard.  I'm going to ask you a series of 
questions.  The crashes themselves are the crashes.  So the red 
light camera rear ends, they're crashes, that's a definable thing; 
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correct?  

MR. DiBIASE:
Correct.  

LEG. TROTTA:
The injuries, you didn't speak to anybody about the severity of 
their injury yet you talk about the severity of injury.  You as 
engineers are probably just saying, okay, this is a formula, the  
severity of their injuries is the severity of their injuries.  Did 
you speak to any of these people or follow-up with any of these 
people to find out what those injuries were?

MR. DiBIASE:
No, and to follow-up with one -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
I just want to continue.  Now, the fatalities, Chief of Department 
stood at that podium not too long ago and said that fatalities are 
down because of the great work of the Suffolk County Police 
Department.  And I believe that.  Now, I forgot the number, I think 
you said 20 percent, but I might be mistaken.  Let's just use that 
number of fatalities in Suffolk County at all locations.  

Now, if you had the ability to say, okay, accidents are up 12 
percent, how can you even say fatalities are down 20 percent?    
And you actually projected a reduction and there was no reduction, 
which would have brought your $5 million figure down to a net loss.  
So what I'm -- and not saying it's you, but I'm concerned that very 
basic mathematics weren't used here.  

Now I don't know that you didn't know that fatalities were down.  
But if you knew as a professional engineer that in this County 
fatalities are down, not like the accidents that are up, wouldn't 
you have taken that into consideration when you projected it and 
projected a decrease?

MR. CORRADO:
We did.  And we did by virtue of combining fatal and injury 
crashes.  And that's standard traffic engineering and it goes to 
the basic -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
But did you know that fatalities were down in this County?  
Were you told that.

MR. CORRADO:
I'm going to say I wasn't. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay, that's my point.  It's not an attack on you.

MR. CORRADO:
No, no, I understand.



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

04:06PM

04:06PM

04:06PM

04:07PM

04:07PM

Public Works, Transportation & Energy Committee - August 26, 2019

* Index Included at End of Transcript 53

LEG. TROTTA:
It's the fact that, you know, we're manipulating numbers when the 
headline scream "we save lives", you know the accidents are -- I've 
been to hundreds and hundreds of accidents, T-bone accidents where 
no one was hurt.  Zero.  Nothing.  Especially in intersections -- 
are there some bad ones?  Absolutely.  But if the County is going 
to portray this as something that we can't tangibly grab and no one 
looked at, the study didn't go into those people and say, well, 
were you hurt; was there any kind of economic -- no, nothing.  And 
the fact that they didn't tell you that it was -- I'm making the 
number up, but I think that's what it was, it was a substantial 
increase in fatalities in this County.  If you're going to go up 
with the other way, you certainly have to go down and be fair going 
the other way.  I think you would agree with that.

MR. DiBIASE:
I'm unaware of when this data was published.

LEG. TROTTA:
The Chief of Department was in here.  He was talking, I forgot 
exactly when it was, it was after 2017.  I don't remember exactly 
when it was.

MR. CORRADO:
I guess all I can say is that we used the data -- we presented -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  And I understand that.  Now, did you consult with Nelson and 
Pope on this at all?  

MR. CORRADO:
We didn't consult with anybody.  

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  Now you talked about the New York State law requiring a 
stamp and seal.  I happen to have it ere.  I'm very familiar with 
it.  Now I don't want to bore people with reading it, but when you 
do -- have you ever done like a design of a traffic camera?  Not a 
camera, I'm sorry.  A light itself.

MR. DiBIASE:
Traffic signal, yes. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  So if you're designing the light, you would stamp and 
certify that?

MR. DiBIASE:
If the agency requires a stamp, we'll stamp.  

LEG. TROTTA:
Well, according to New York State law, which you quoted earlier,   
I will read it to you if you want and it's not just geographical 
drawings, I can provide you with it.  It's Article 145 section 7102 
and 7109, which goes into detail that says anything that affects 
the health and public safety, construction, bridges, buildings, 
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structures, whatever, should be stamped by -- is required to be 
stamped by a licensed Professional Engineer.  Now I have here, I 
FOILed a couple of camera locations.  If the Clerk would hand these 
to them, they can look at it and I have some for my colleagues. 

One is a traffic control camera.  It's just a camera.  And one is 
the red light camera system, which is prepared by Nelson and Pope.  
Now, given your PE licenses, the fact that these cameras are -- 
absolutely affect traffic control, and I say that because I take 
the Suffolk County website and I go to the Traffic Violations 
Bureau and it talks about the red light cameras and it specifically 
says Suffolk County Red Light Program is a safety program focused 
on changing driver behavior at red light intersections through a 
comprehensive effort involving engineering, education and 
enforcement.  

Now, if you read the law, it actually mimics what the law says, 
that if it's going to be any engineering drawings that try to 
change driver behavior, it's required to be stamped and certified.  
Now what I provided you with is I provided you with both the light 
and the traffic control system.  And you'll notice the light is 
stamped and certified by an architect.  The light is, but the 
camera isn't.  Now, my contention is that because of accidents at 
some locations, which I'll get to in a minute in Legislator Anker's 
district increased dramatically, they're not stamped and certified.  
Do you think it's a good practice to be using drawings that are not 
stamped and certified by a licensed engineer?

MR. DiBIASE:
Couple of things.  First of all, this is a report.  

LEG. TROTTA:
I'm getting to that.  I'm leading you down the path to the report.

MR. DiBIASE:
You're leading me down, okay.  

LEG. TROTTA:
Of no return.

MR. DiBIASE:
The first drawing you gave us is a  traffic signal design for DOT.

LEG. TROTTA:
Correct.

MR. DiBIASE:
DOT asks that the plans be stamped by a Professional Engineer.  
This drawing is prepared by Greenman-Pedersen and it's stamped by a 
traffic engineer at Greenman-Pedersen.  

LEG. TROTTA:
I have many of traffic signals that are not stamped.  We're going 
to get to that, too. 
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MR. DiBIASE:
Okay.  We have done similar design for DOT of signals for DOT and 
they've asked us to stamp the signal plans.  We stamp the signal 
plans. The second drawing is a red light camera system drawing 
prepared by Nelson & Pope and it's not stamped. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Correct.

MR. DiBIASE:
Okay.  

LEG. TROTTA:
Does that show some concern to you as a Professional Engineer that 
it's not stamped and certified as required by law?  Are you 
concerned with that?

MR. DiBIASE:
I think the definition is a little bit vague. 

LEG. TROTTA:
I'm going to --

MR. DiBIASE:
It's a little vague in terms of not defining public safety. 

LEG. TROTTA:
No, but it actually talks about -- I'll read you the exact words.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
Legislator Trotta, after you read that, I'd like our engineer to 
answer that also. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Well, I'm talking to them.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
No, I understand.  But I'd like to get the whole picture. 

LEG. TROTTA:
These questions have nothing do with our DPW.  That's not the 
concern.  Okay so the practice of a professional engineer is 
defined by performing professional services such as consultation, 
investigation, evaluation, planning, design, supervision of 
construction or operation in conjunction with any utilities, 
structures, buildings, machines, equipment, processes works, 
projects where in safeguarding the life, health and property was 
concerned, when such a service requires or work requires the 
application of engineering data and principles.  Okay, so clearly 
based upon our own County, it says it's about life, safety and a 
safety program.  So now you are basing your report on documents -- 
and engineering plans that are not stamped and certified.  

Now, Legislator Anker has a very dangerous intersection in her 
district.  And I want to bring this up because you did an analysis 
about the intersection.  And it said that there were 86 accidents 
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before the light was put up and 104 afterwards, which is in direct 
contradiction with the other reports that we did, and I sort of 
understand a little bit why, that there was only ten accidents at 
that intersection and 54 in the three years after.  So where is the 
discrepancy of 76 accidents?

MR. DiBIASE:
I don't know what location you're talking about. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Oh, I'm sorry.  Miller Place Road and Route 25A.  You can pull it 
up on your chart.  You reported that there were 84 -- excuse me -- 
before the cameras were put up and 104 after.  Yet our own Red 
Light Camera report, our report that we pay for every year out of 
this said there only ten accidents before and 54 after.  So where 
do those numbers -- where's the differentiation of numbers come 
from?

MR. CORRADO:
I don't know.  I only know what's in our report.  

LEG. TROTTA:
Well, you didn't use these other reports?  You didn't look at the 
other reports to determine what these reports are?

MR. CORRADO:
That wasn't the point.  The point was to do an independent 
analysis.    

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  So just based upon that, we're talking about a thousand 
percent increase discrepancy in accidents.  A thousand percent.  
So which report is right.

MR. CORRADO:
Our report is right based on the data we had.  I'm sure Nelson and 
Pope would tell you their report is right based on the data they 
had. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Exactly.  You just hit the nail on the head.  You can make a report 
say whatever you want; whatever you want to make the report say, 
can make it say.  I mean -- and if you could extrapolate maybe 
because they used a smaller and you moved it out to two hundred 
feet, I don't think you'd get a thousand percent increase in 
accidents.

MR. CORRADO:
We have police crash reports for every one of those crashes.  
We can't make them say anything. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Well, I would love to see them.  Which brings me to my next point.  
When I got this report, I wanted to call you and I called 11 times 
and sent e-mails saying, look, I want to sit down with you and go 
over this.  I want to understand it because I see huge 
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discrepancies.  Now as a representative of residents of this 
County, I find it disrespect to myself and my colleagues that we 
don't have the opportunity when the taxpayers spend $250,000 for 
this to go over with this personally to understand it.  That's 
unacceptable.    

MR. HILLMAN:
Through the Chair.  

LEG. TROTTA:
The taxpayers of this County are responsible to me -- I'm 
responsible to them to find out what's going on.  Now, who told you 
not to talk to me?  

MR. HILLMAN:
I did.  

LEG. TROTTA:
Why?  

MR. HILLMAN:
Because I'm responsible for their billing and their hours.  And all 
requests for -- the department has signed a contract with them.  
All requests to interact with that consultant should go through the 
department.  

LEG. TROTTA:
You know what they call it in the police force?  Interference.

MR. HILLMAN:
Legislator, please, if I could.  If I -- I sent an e-mail to the 
wrong Moran.  I apologize.  I followed up with your office.  And I 
thought I had notified your office to go through me on that 
request.  And I never heard a followup because I sent it to the 
wrong person.  And I told them not to answer your questions because 
you should go through the department.  I apologize for the mistake. 

LEG. TROTTA:
I understand the mistake, but I absolutely do not agree with the 
premise; absolutely not.  Because why -- look, you work for a guy 
who has a vested interest in taking this money.  Period.  So your 
-- I'm -- not you, anybody standing at that podium has that same 
thing.  I'm not talking about you personally, but your job is to 
protect the County Executive.  My job is to look out for the 
citizens of this County.  And quite honestly they're getting 
screwed in many different ways.  I would like for you to explain to 
me why there's a thousand percent difference in accidents at that 
location.  

MR. HILLMAN:
Again, through the Chair, if I could, that was not their charge.  
They did not look at the other report.  And it's -- in my opinion 
that was a compilation of data.  It's not a true traffic 
engineering report.  It's not required by the legislation.
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LEG. TROTTA:
Stop.  It's accidents reported from 2007 to 2009.  One report says 
there was ten; one report says there was 86.  Which one is right?  

MR. HILLMAN:
An accident summary is not a traffic study.  That's what the 
department -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
What they analyzed is the data.  I have one report say there was 
ten and one report says there was 86.  Which is it?  This is like 
the bad news bears here.  Which one is it?  Is it the ten or was it 
the 86? 

MR. HILLMAN:
Again, I stand behind our report that was developed by RFP -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
The other reports are no good; is that what you're saying?  

MR. HILLMAN:
I'm not saying that. 

LEG. TROTTA:
So we've been looking at reports every year for the past five years 
and they're all -- they're garbage.  

MR. HILLMAN:
What I'm saying is they are a compilation of data.  They're not a 
traffic engineering report.  We have said that from the beginning. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  Even -- okay.  But where do you get reports from?  You make 
reports from data.  So if you're getting bad data, then your 
reports are bad.  So what is the right number?  You can just take 
both these reports and throw them in the garbage can.  It's a joke.  
It's literally embarrassing.  I mean it's embarrassing that you 
don't include the fatalities went down.  Everything -- everything 
here is jaded to make this program look good.  

And the reality is it's a money grab, plain and simple.  It's a tax 
on the taxpayers.  When 95 percent of these tickets are right on 
reds, when I have senior citizens who have never gotten a ticket in 
their life and are getting four and five of them because they just 
don't stop all the way and people stand up and, oh, my God, look at 
the severity, yet not one person was spoken to to see how bad their 
injury was.  No one; not a single person was interviewed. 

If you're doing an investigation on severity and fatalities, you 
want to do it properly.  And the two things we found out today is 
that the statistics are down, fatalities are down 10 percent is a 
lie.  Because if you do it -- using that mathematical equation and 
there was a reduction in fatalities, you should put that reduction 
in there.  And if you're going to say these accidents are severe 
and you don't interview anybody to find out what it was, you might 
as well take this and throw it in the garbage.  There are so many 
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problems with this.  I mean, the fact that this is -- this is just 
a -- it's a sham.  It's a $32 million sham on the people of this 
County.  I mean I literally have 50 more questions about many other 
things, but I think you sunk your own ship.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
I have -- Bill, I have a question for you that Legislator Trotta 
asked a question and I just wanted to get that answer from County 
DPW.  It's about the engineer stamp on all these different plans.  
If you could explain when there's a stamp and when there's not and 
the definition of the New York State law. 

MR. HILLMAN:
I don't have it in front of me.  But my interpretation is exactly 
like Mr. DiBiase's; that professional engineers are required to 
stamp -- my recollection is structural reports, structural drawings 
and geological drawings and reports.  This is not any of those, nor 
is it traffic signal.  And my opinion a stamp is not required for 
the design of a traffic signal.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
All right.  Thank you. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Just for the record, I have an e-mail from the New York State Board 
of Education that governs this and it says the exact opposite.  And 
I have e-mails from them that I will share with you.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
Send that to the department, please.  Thank you.  Legislator 
Muratore.  

LEG. MURATORE:
My question is who does L.K. McLean consider the client here?  
Who's the client with you guys?  Is it the County; is it DPW; is it 
Steve Bellone?

MR. DiBIASE:
The client is DPW.  DPW issued the proposal.  We work with DPW. 

LEG. MURATORE:
So then it would have been up to DPW to request the stamp.  If they 
had requested the stamp, you would have done the stamp.

MR. DiBIASE:
If they had requested it, we would done it, that's correct. 

LEG. MURATORE:
So is this malfeasance on the part of DPW not asking for that when 
they knew -- I mean it's been flying around here, stamp, stamp, 
stamp and, you know, it never was asked for.  It's not your fault.  
You weren't asked for it.

MR. DiBIASE:
Again, the only report that's required to be stamped is a 
geological report.
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LEG. MURATORE:
Right.  But we can request it.  In other words, if we were the 
client and we called you up and said we want them stamped, you 
would have stamped them for us.

MR. DiBIASE:
Again, as I said, the report was done under the direction of a 
Professional Engineer, and more than one, so we would have stamped 
it, yes.

LEG. MURATORE:
Okay.  So we're not the client.  DPW's the client.  They didn't 
request it so we didn't get it.

MR. DiBIASE:
That's correct.

LEG. MURATORE:
Is that correct?

MR. DiBIASE:
DPW's the client.  I'm sorry -- 

LEG. MURATORE:
DPW's the client.

MR. DiBIASE:
Yes.

LEG. MURATORE:
They didn't request the stamp so we didn't get the stamp.

MR. DiBIASE:
They didn't request that we stamp the report.

LEG. MURATORE:
Correct.

MR. DiBIASE:
So we did not stamp it.

LEG. MURATORE:
We didn't get the stamp.  So if they had requested it, we would 
have gotten the stamp.

MR. DiBIASE:
Yes. 

LEG. MURATORE:
Okay.  Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON KRUPSKI:
Legislator Fleming.
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LEG. FLEMING:
Thank you.  Thank you, gentlemen.  Just a couple of questions.  
So in the MV104A, I think you mentioned before there are, I think, 
you said 54, but I'm looking at a form; maybe it's old -- there are 
69 individual apparent contributing factors that the officer can 
note on the report if he or she is aware of them, right?  And you 
went back and pulled the MV104s in your comparison -- in doing your 
data gathering.  So you included contributing factors if the 
officer noted them.  He or she didn't, you couldn't have included 
it, right.

MR. CORRADO:
We recorded them, but we did not include them in the analysis 
because of the inconsistency across the population of signalized 
intersections.

LEG. FLEMING:
Oh, so you chose to -- okay, but you put them aside.

MR. CORRADO:
Right. 

LEG. FLEMING:
So it's really just did an accident happen.  That's all there was 
to your analysis, yes or no?

MR. CORRADO:
Right.  Because we tried to limit the number of variables that we 
can't control. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Okay, okay.  So -- and some of these are driver inattention or 
distraction, following too closely, the driver's fatigued or 
drowsy, passenger distractions, cellphone handheld, cellphone hands 
free, other electronic devices, outside the car distraction, 
reaction to other involved vehicles, all of those are potential 
contributing factors that you were not able to capture in your 
analysis.

MR. CORRADO:
That's correct.  I'm not going to say they weren't ever reported, 
but because they're subjective and are not consistently reported, 
we wanted to eliminate variables that would skew the data.  And we 
were looking for a correlation, frankly, between red light cameras 
and crash experience; not those other factors.  There's not reason 
to believe --  

LEG. FLEMING:
I understand you had a limited -- without having been able to take 
the time to drill into every accident, you had -- you were limited 
in what your -- what your data sets could include.  And so you 
decided since it wouldn't be complete for each of the incidents, 
you decided not to include them for any of the incidents; correct?



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

04:24PM

04:24PM

04:25PM

04:25PM

Public Works, Transportation & Energy Committee - August 26, 2019

* Index Included at End of Transcript 62

MR. CORRADO:
That is one reason.  And the other reason is that there is no 
reason to believe that anybody is anymore distracted or less 
distracted at a location with or without a red light camera.  

LEG. FLEMING:
Right.

MR. CORRADO:
So it essentially cancels out. 

LEG. FLEMING:
It cancels out certainly for the 33 feet, but I do have a concern 
-- for the donut.  It definitely cancels out because the DOT 
numbers are consistent over the course of the analysis within the 
33 feet.  Apples to apples.

MR. CORRADO:
There is no doubt that distracted driving crashes are up because 
the ways of being distracted are up. 

LEG. FLEMING:
And your methodology would not have captured that.  Thank you.  And 
then -- so the analysis in your various charts show a comparison of 
projected -- projected accidents based on adding 12 point -- what 
was it, one percent to the current data.

MR. CORRADO:
Basically. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Compared to actual numbers.

MR. CORRADO:
Right, that's right. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Within the 200 feet.

MR. CORRADO:
Correct. 

LEG. FLEMING:
So the projected numbers are based on the 30 feet and the actual 
numbers are based on the 200.

MR. CORRADO:
No.  

LEG. FLEMING:
Okay.  Explain why not.

MR. CORRADO:
Projection, the number came from locations that are potentially 
crashes only within 30 feet.  We don't know that because we just 
got the numbers.  We didn't get the MV104s.  The two time periods 
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that we analyzed were identical.  They were the 200 feet.  Crash 
reports that we analyzed for the pre-condition and the active 
condition were based on the same physical parameters. 

LEG. FLEMING:
But if the DOT is only reporting up to 33 feet, how could you have 
pulled that data?

MR. CORRADO:
All we did was use that as a percentage increase.  We said -- 
because the DOT -- in their 2007 was 33 feet.  

LEG. FLEMING:
Understood.

MR. CORRADO:
And in their 2015 was 33 feet.  But we assume consistency because 
the DOT is nothing if not consistent.  

LEG. FLEMING:
Let me put a brief hypothetical.  If -- and we don't know this is 
the case but just for purposes of understanding -- if in the, say, 
last three cars in that six car line-up we saw within the 200 on 
your map, if within those three cars we were to find over time that 
there are a number of accidents -- there are a number of accidents 
based on one of these other apparent contributing factors, right, 
that that -- when people are -- hypothetically, people are slowing 
down at an intersection and whether or not there's involvement with 
a red light camera, back as people are slowing down, let's say 
because people are now texting, there are increased accidents; 
right?  Your comparing the 200 feet to the 12.1 percent increase of 
the actual data wouldn't capture those contributing factors, which 
are not the red light camera; or people's behavior changing because 
of the red light camera; correct?  It wouldn't include it.  

Let me withdraw that and try again.  So 12.1 percent is the number 
of increases that you used from the DOT data that was drawn from 
the 33 foot --

MR. CORRADO:
What it was drawn from all signalized intersections in Suffolk 
County so it's a blunt instrument. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Absolutely it's a blunt instrument; however it's the instrument 
that we had to work with.

MR. CORRADO:
Correct.

LEG. FLEMING:
If you weren't going to work for the rest of your career on 
figuring this out, right?  (Laughter).  Okay.  So the 12.1 percent 
is drawn from a comparison over some course of time between one 
moment in time and another moment in time, comparing both the 33 
foot circle around the -- right.  
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So my question is with regard to the accuracy of that number for 
our purposes, suppose the last three cars that are sticking out 
beyond the 33 percent that are outside the donut, suppose those had 
a much greater increase in accidents in those two points in time, 
then using the 12.1 percent would have not been a good test if 
you're then transferring it to the 200 percent where those three 
cars which could have been in an accident because of other reasons 
had increased that number.  So you could have had a 14 percent 
increase, a 15 percent increase, but you didn't include that.  You 
included numbers based on a smaller geographic area than you went 
back and tested; correct?

MR. CORRADO:
Correct.

LEG. FLEMING:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
Based on --

LEG. FLEMING:
I can imagine, sir -- oh, go ahead.

MR. CORRADO:
Stipulating all of those hypotheticals (laugher) yes, that's 
correct.  Yes.  But what I think what you're saying --  

LEG. FLEMING:
Because here's why I'm asking.

MR. CORRADO:
We are conservative in our -- we feel that the 12.1 is likely 
conservative.

(*The following testimony was taken & transcribed by
Alison Mahoney - Court Stenographer*)

LEG. FLEMING:
Okay.  But conservative -- once you have a conservative number in 
the projection, then comparing the actual to it is not necessarily 
conservative.  It's not going to necessarily give us --

MR. CORRADO:
Well, what it does is it might tend to understate the benefit. 

LEG. FLEMING:
To -- 

MR. CORRADO:
Because if you're saying that we were fewer than projected and the 
projection should have been higher, then we were a lot fewer than 
projected, right? 

LEG. FLEMING:
Okay, fair enough.
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MR. CORRADO:
Now, that's -- again, that's all speculative.  I'm just saying -- 

LEG. FLEMING:
It's all speculative and that sort of goes to the question -- 

MR. CORRADO:
But you're right, and that's a standard operating procedure in 
transportation engineering that you skew conservative in the 
absence of supporting data for the optimistic outlook. 

LEG. FLEMING:
But it's fair to say that establishing the study area is a critical 
moment in the formulation of your model.

MR. CORRADO:
You bet.

LEG. FLEMING:
And it would substantially change the outcome depending on what 
that magic number is that you come up with.

MR. CORRADO:
It could. 

LEG. FLEMING:
And reasonable engineers might agree that that's not the ideal 
number, that the ideal number might be something else, right?  

MR. CORRADO:
Sure (laughter).

LEG. FLEMING:
Exactly.  Well, yeah, because the DOT says 33.  So -- 

MR. CORRADO:
No, you missed the point.  The 33 is a definitional point in -- 
when you request crash data.  It's not a geometric representation 
of the intersection, it's the representation of a point whereby 
crashes are associated in the geo -- in the DOT's crash reporting 
system. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Right.  No, I can see that the number -- from your perspective as  
a traffic engineer, that 33 feet might feel arbitrary, that it 
doesn't necessarily reflect the kind of analysis you're looking at.  
I guess my only point is once you -- once you depart from a 
standardization, once you decide you're not going to compare 
33 feet to 33 feet, then you've taken a step that is going to 
impact your statistics.  It's going to impact your statistics 
because you are no longer comparing apples to apples, with the best 
of intentions.  And the apple, the 33 feet, may have been 
arbitrarily arrived at, but you've decided to depart from it and 
that was a moment in time where you -- statistics are no longer 
going to be apples to apples.
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MR. CORRADO:
We didn't depart from any standard methodology.  The standard 
methodology for crash analysis -- 

LEG. FLEMING:
I mean you departed from the 33 feet.

MR. CORRADO:
We did not use the exact definitional point of an intersection, 
right. 

LEG. FLEMING:
You didn't use the definition that the prior data relied upon, that 
the Department of Transportation used to identify crashes at an 
intersection.

MR. CORRADO:
In their database, that's correct, I'll agree with that. 

MR. HILLMAN:
If I could -- 

LEG. FLEMING:
I don't mean to belabor, but the database is what, in fact, you 
used to arrive at the 12.1 percent.

MR. CORRADO:
Of course. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Right, okay.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Okay. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Okay, thank you.  I -- you're cutting me off?

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
No, no.  I just want to get -- if we can get some clarification 
from DPW on this, it would be helpful maybe.  

MR. HILLMAN:
I think it's important to understand that if a consultant engineer 
is doing a traffic accident report for New York State DOT, they 
would follow the same procedure.  They would look at the 
intersection and build on the 33 feet.  This is not abnormal, it is 
done every day.  New York State DOT authorizes that procedure on 
how to do it; it's encompassing the entire intersection. 

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
So you're saying -- 

LEG FLEMING:
But what -- 
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CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
So you're saying -- I'm sorry.  You're saying they're using the 
same parameters for this study that they would do if I ordered the 
study for my intersection. 

MR. HILLMAN:
Correct.  Whoever ordered the study, this is how -- it's standard 
operating procedure because New York State DOT's data does not 
encompass the entire intersection as defined by a traffic engineer. 

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you.

MR. HILLMAN:
So every time a traffic engineer does a accident analysis of an 
intersection, they take the data and they build-out from the 
33 feet to what they determine to be the intersection and that's 
done -- New York State DOT reports inclusive.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you. 

LEG. FLEMING:
And that's important, because I think if you were to be asked to do 
a traffic analysis of one accident or one intersection, you would 
then apply the characteristics of that intersection to determine 
what expansion of 33% -- of 33 feet would give you your correct 
answer.  So, but because you were looking at many intersections, 
you took the largest number in order to ensure that you were 
encompassing all of the intersections; 200 feet was the largest, 
most reasonable expansion in order to capture every intersection 
throughout of those you were looking at.  So for some it was the 
right number, for some it was much larger than the number, some it 
was slightly larger than the number.  But it was right for the 
intersection that you'd have to expand the most from the 33 -- 
okay.

MR. CORRADO:
Correct. 

LEG. FLEMING:
So it's a big number.  It's a big number.  It doesn't necessarily 
-- it's not necessarily the appropriate number for every 
intersection.  And as we can see, it includes a lineup of cars that 
could be involved in accidents for many reasons other than the red 
light camera.  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  And thank you, 
gentlemen.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Legislator Cilmi.  

LEG. CILMI:
Yes, thank you.  Just -- I'm sorry, gentlemen, just some additional 
questions for you.  The -- just for clarity purposes, the report 
that you issued deals specifically with the number of accidents at 
intersections and not at all does it deal with the number of 
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injuries or the number of vehicles in an accident or the number of 
fatalities, potentially a fatal accident, it's simply the number of 
accidents; correct?  

MR. CORRADO:
That's correct, but the number of fatalities is the number of dead 
people. 

LEG. CILMI:
Right, right.  Okay.  So in other words, so if there were -- 

MR. CORRADO:
Fatal crashes. 

LEG. CILMI:
-- 17 fatal car accidents, there were 17 fatalities.

MR. CORRADO:
Right. 

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  Okay, and just to be clear, once again, there were 17 fatal 
car accidents in the period between 2007 and 2009 and there were 17 
fatal car accidents between the period of 2015 and 2017.

MR. CORRADO:
Correct. 

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  So -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
Does that include pedestrians?  

LEG. CILMI:
Was it pedestrians as well or just the total of fatalities?  

MR. CORRADO:
Some of them were kids on bikes, yeah.

LEG. CILMI:
Some of them were pedestrians, okay.  So there was no different -- 
no change in the number of fatalities despite the reports that 
there was a reduction in -- 

MR. CORRADO:
Right, at these locations.  

LEG. CILMI:
Right.  Okay.  Did your work consider at all the fact that the 
majority of tickets issued on the County's Red Light Camera Program 
are issued for rights on red as opposed to straight through?  

MR. CORRADO:
Nope. 
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LEG. CILMI:
And -- because I noticed that, as we discussed at the beginning of 
our conversation, the accidents involving right-on-red are not in 
even the top four in terms of number of accidents, and it 
dropped -- the number drops precipitously between the fourth most 
common accident and accidents involving right-on-red.

MR. CORRADO:
Right. 

LEG. CILMI:
But yet I don't know what the number is, but it's a
substantial portion -- the vast majority of tickets that are issued 
on the Red Light Camera Program are issued for right-hand turn on 
red.

MR. CORRADO:
We don't know that.  I know from personal experience they are. 

(*Laughter*)

LEG. CILMI:
I know it.  So -- you're right, as do I.  So the -- given the fact 
that the number of accidents involving right turns on red are small 
compared to the other four types of accidents that are higher, 
would you agree that the County should consider eliminating right 
turns on red from the program?

MR. CORRADO:
I can't speak to that at all, that's a question of law enforcement. 

LEG. CILMI:
Well, but you spoke to -- you made a recommendation that the County 
continues the program, so clearly you're making recommendations.

MR. CORRADO:
Recommendation for continuing the red light camera enforcement in 
general at the intersection, not specific to types of activity. 

LEG. CILMI:
Okay, so you wouldn't go so far as -- 

MR. CORRADO:
That's way beyond -- 

LEG. CILMI:
-- to get into -- 

MR. CORRADO:
That's way beyond, above my pay grade.

LEG. CILMI:
So the program details you wouldn't speak to, it would just be the 
fact that the program itself should continue.  Would you go so far 
as to say it should continue as is or would you not even go that 
far; would you just say that the program should continue in some 
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way, shape or form?  

MR. CORRADO:
In general, I say that the data supports continuing the program, 
but we did make recommendations for further study at a number of 
intersections. 

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  Did your analysis include any sort of engineering analysis 
at the intersections that the red light cameras were placed, in 
terms of looking at other factors at those intersections that may 
have caused accidents.

MR. CORRADO:
At the --

LEG. CILMI:
Yellow light timings, obstructed views, anything else that might 
have impacted accidents at those -- the number of accidents at 
those locations, did you look at that as part of your analysis or 
was that not part of your analysis?

MR. CORRADO:
We did not do it because the assumption is -- in a few instances we 
did it, but we only did it where we saw a departure from the trend.  
Because the basic geometry and operating parameters, etcetera, are 
the same in the precondition and in the enforcement condition, so 
those things would even out unless something changed in-between.  
So if we had -- if we found an intersection that was a good actor 
or a bad actor, when we went out we examined did anything change 
that might have resulted in it behaving better or worse?

LEG. CILMI:
And did you note those --

MR. CORRADO:
In some cases there were intersection improvements that took place.

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
And I believe that we called that one where the DOT put a safety 
fence across Sunrise Highway because pedestrians were crossing 
mid-block and getting run over, they were within the 200 feet.

LEG. CILMI:
Uh-huh.

MR. CORRADO:
So, you know.  And so, I mean, I guess a guy speeding up to beat 
the yellow could have run over the pedestrian, right, so --

LEG. CILMI:
Yeah. 
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MR. CORRADO:
-- potentially it's a red light affected intersection -- crash,   
so we included it. 

LEG. CILMI:
So when you conclude that the program should continue, you 
considered all of the information in the report that you authored.

MR. CORRADO:
Sure. 

LEG. CILMI:
Some would argue that -- and have argued that you cannot prove 
causality between the red light cameras being present and rear-end 
accidents, right; would you agree with that?  

MR. CORRADO:
Sure, we stated in the report we don't -- 

LEG. CILMI:
That you can't prove that red light cameras caused the increase in 
rear-end accidents, although it looks pretty obvious based on the 
numbers.

MR. CORRADO:
Right. 

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  I want to make a point and I want to see if you agree with 
this point.  Would you agree that if you can't prove or if you 
can't say that cameras at these intersections caused the tremendous 
increase in accidents at these intersections, then likewise you 
can't say that the cameras prevented some sorts of accidents at 
those intersections.  You can't have it both ways, it's one or the 
other.

MR. CORRADO:
All we can say is that the data suggests that's what's happened.
 
LEG. CILMI:
Well, then the date suggests that there are increased accidents as 
a result of the red light cameras being present; isn't that 
correct?  

MR. CORRADO:
Yes, of course.  

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  Thank you, that's all I have.  Oh, I have one other, sorry.  
Sorry, one other.  Would you agree as engineers, this is -- I 
apologize, this is a little off the report, but would you agree as 
engineers that if you increased the red light clearance time, that 
is to say that if the red -- if the red light in one direction were 
to stay red a little bit longer after the green light in this 
direction turns red, wouldn't that make the intersection safer?  
Wouldn't it allow whatever residual traffic is traveling through 
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that intersection to clear that intersection before the other 
traffic is allowed to flow through and thereby reduce the number of 
right-angle crashes at that intersection?  Do you follow my logic?  

MR. CORRADO:
I do and that's what the all-red clearance is for.

LEG. CILMI:
Right.

MR. CORRADO:
It usually -- oh, I'm sorry.  Yes, that's what the red light --  
the all-red clearance is for. 

LEG. CILMI:
Right.  So if we increase that clearance by a second or two 
seconds, doesn't it stand to reason that each of those 
intersections would be safer?

MR. CORRADO:
It stands to reason that the types of crashes that are impacted by 
a longer red, all-red clearance would go down. 

LEG. CILMI:
Which are right-angle crashes.

MR. CORRADO:
Probably statistically related, yes. 

LEG. CILMI:
So shouldn't we do that right away?  

MR. CORRADO:
The clearances should be established based on traffic -- on 
traditional traffic engineering methodologies -- 

LEG. CILMI:
Right.

MR. CORRADO:
-- which I'm assuming that they are. 

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  But -- so you sort of contradicted yourself.  Because on one 
hand you said that it stands to reason that intersections would be 
safer if we extended the time of the red light clearance by a 
second or two.  Because you allow -- it's common sense, it's not -- 
you don't have to be an engineer to figure that out.  You allow 
residual traffic to get through that intersection, anybody who 
wasn't paying attention, who was texting while they were driving 
through the yellow light, who was rushing through the yellow light 
and missed it and the light turned red; anybody who's, you know, 
doing that would have gone through before that other light turns 
green and, therefore, you make the intersection safer.  It's a 
fairly commonsense approach to making intersections safer; isn't 
it?
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MR. CORRADO:
Yeah, and it's a -- and it is a methodology, it's among 
methodologies for reducing crashes in intersections, especially big 
intersections; sure, I agree with that.  But, you know, like I 
said, it all has to be in context. 

LEG. CILMI:
Do local traffic engineers have the ability to look at the 
prescribed times, in whatever traffic manuals you all look at     
as traffic engineers, and deviate from those prescribed times?  

MR. CORRADO:
Actually, the manual on uniform traffic control devices, the 
national manual --

LEG. CILMI:
Right. 

MR. CORRADO:
-- says that the provision of all-red clearance is optional.

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
In other words, it's not even mandatory. 

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
Yellow is mandatory but the all-red is not.

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
And that the range of methodologies for determining it begin with 
the traffic engineer's judgment and end with rarely complicated 
nomographs developed by the Institute of Transportation Engineers.

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.

MR. CORRADO:
So yeah, there's a lot of flexibility. 

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  So, yes, there's a lot of -- a lot of flexibility.

MR. CORRADO:
Oh, yeah. 

LEG. CILMI:
What about with respect to the yellow light timing?  Because we've 
heard people say, and it's been debated ad nauseam here, but I'm 
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just throwing it out there because it's the first time we're having 
a chance to talk about it.  The length of time of that yellow 
light, the amber light; we've heard people say that the timing has 
been, you know, reduced in an effort to try and get more tickets 
and whatever, but in some cases it's three seconds.  I'm sure you 
have experienced the same thing that I've experienced where you're 
approaching a light and you're going 35 miles an hour or 40 miles 
an hour, or whatever the speed happens to be, and you know in your 
head that you're too close to that intersection to slam on the 
brakes and stop, so you're going through.  And sometimes that light 
turns red on your way through that intersection, right?  So doesn't 
it stand to reason that if we lengthened those yellow lights 
slightly that, again, we would be making intersections safer?

MR. CORRADO:
In some cases.

LEG. CILMI:
In some cases.

MR. CORRADO:
It all has to be in context, you know, because you have to speak to 
the operational conditions at every individual intersection, in 
some cases that's an option, sure.

LEG. CILMI:
Right.  So --

MR. CORRADO:
It has a significant impact on the operation of the intersection. 

LEG. CILMI:
Would you think -- would you say that -- at intersections where we 
have a substantial number of red light camera violations, would you 
think that those intersections are -- would be appropriate 
intersections to review in terms of the yellow light timing to see 
if it's long enough?

MR. CORRADO:
That would be one of the toolbox that you use, sure.  

LEG. CILMI:
Okay.  Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Legislator Trotta.

LEG. TROTTA:
Yeah.  My memory failed me when I talked about fatalities, it 
wasn't 20%, it was 28%.  Given the fact that now, according to our 
Chief of Police, it was 28% and you used the statistic of 12%, so 
that would be a projected decrease in fatalities of -- my looking 
at it, it's going to be four fatalities, I would say 30%.  So the 
in -- that's $3 million each, so this is a net cost to the County.  
You recommend, you suggested that this cost $5 million.  So given 
the fact that there -- if you would have known that fatalities were 
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down 28% and you took those fatalities using the same formula you 
did, would you now not recommend that we extend this period?  
Because not only is it costing lives, it's costing taxpayer and 
insurance company money.  Because using what you -- you based your 
decision to extend this program on the fact that it was projected 
that two more people were killed; now you know that fatalities were 
down.  So if you would have used that, it would have reduced it by 
at least two eliminating your $5 million savings and killing people 
at the same time.

MR. DiBIASE:
As I explained, and to answer the question, as I explained before, 
statistically fatalities and injuries were looked at together.  In 
calculating the accident benefit, it was a combination of 
fatalities and injury.

LEG. TROTTA:
But you never really looked at them.

MR. DiBIASE:
So if the fatalities went down by a couple, the fatalities in 
relationship to the fatalities and injuries total is not a 
significant total.  And that's why the economic -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
Wait a minute.  Wait a minute.  You just said --

MR. DiBIASE:
Well, I'm answering your question. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Fatalities are fatalities.  You were using -- you were given -- 
that's my next thing.

MR. DiBIASE:
Excuse me, but when would you like me to finish the answer to the 
question?  

LEG. TROTTA:
You were skirting the answers.

MR. DiBIASE:
I am trying to answer the question; if you want to interrupt me 
again, it will take longer to answer the question.

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  Go ahead, answer the question.

MR. DiBIASE:
I've explained this.  In the course of the program, we mentioned it 
several times, the accident benefit was computed in accordance with 
State procedures.  I've been using this procedure for over 
25 years.  The accident numbers, the value of each type of 
accident -- fatality, injury, property damage -- computed by DOT, 
published on their website every year.  The number of fatal 
accidents was not significant in terms of calculating this benefit.  
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The benefit utilized the cost for a combined fatal and injury 
accident, not the cost of a fatality.  So that was a much lower 
number.  So if the fatal accidents dropped by 20%, if there were 17 
and they dropped by 20%, so maybe there's 14, there's a 
significantly higher total of combined fatal and injury accidents.  
So to answer your question, a $5.14 million accident benefit per 
year number would not change substantially if there are any totals 
and if fatalities just dropped by a couple. 

LEG. TROTTA:
No, but you just said that $3 million of that $5 million was 
fatality; you just said it when you answered this question.

MR. DiBIASE:
What I said was the value of a fatal accident, as published by DOT, 
is in the order of $3 million.  That number was not used in the 
calculation because fatal accidents were not significant.  The 
value of a combined -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
No, stop.  So what was used in that calculation then?

MR. DiBIASE:
Well, I was just going to say what it was.  The -- what was used 
was the combined total for the fatal and injury accidents -- or 
actually, the actual injury accident total because the fatal in 
itself was considered an injury statistically.  So the fatal 
accident -- the injury accident number that we used to calculate 
the $5.14 million per year was about 30 times the number -- the 
cost assigned for property damage only collision.  So that number; 
if your fatal accidents dropped by a couple, that number is still 
going to be insignificant in terms of using it for that 
calculation. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Wait a minute.  You expect me to believe that you did a calculation 
where two people have died and you sit here and tell us that it's 
$3 million per person, and that was a good part of it.  Now I ask 
you, well, wait a minute, what if it went down it wouldn't do it, 
it wouldn't bring that $5 million down?

MR. DiBIASE:
No, because the number -- that's --

LEG. TROTTA:
Well, wait a minute.

MR. DiBIASE:
That number was not used in the calculation, as I had explained --

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Legislator Trotta.

MR. DiBIASE:
-- several times.
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CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
If you ask him a question you've got to let him answer because if 
you interrupt him --

LEG. TROTTA:
He's not answering --

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
I think he is.  

LEG. TROTTA:
It's rhetoric.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
But you're not even letting him answer it -- 

MR. HILLMAN:
Through the Chair, if I could try and clarify?

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
-- then to judge what it's -- what you think it is.  Yes, go ahead. 

MR. HILLMAN:
What Mr. DiBiase is trying to explain, and I think he has but I'm 
not sure it's -- let me try a different voice.  

There's two different calculations; one, just a fatal.  Another 
calculation, when you combined fatals and injuries, there's a 
different calculation and that's what was used in the report.  He 
mentioned in his discussion how when you -- if you were to look at 
just fatals, this particular year it's roughly $3 million per 
fatal, but that's for a fatal alone.  What was used in the report 
was the combined fatal and injury, and it's a different number. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay, it's a different number, yet we don't know what the injuries 
were.  But we know what a fatal is; we know if someone died or 
didn't die.  I mean, it makes no logical sense that if we now 
reduce that number, that stays the same, that $5 million stays 
same, yet you just told us that each one is about $3 million.

MR. DiBIASE:
I think I've answered the question. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Well, I think you've answered it horribly to be honest with you.  
Now, my next thing is about the e-mail that I have from the New 
York State -- I think I gave you a copy of it in front of you, I'm 
going to read it to everyone so they can see it.  It's an e-mail 
that was sent to define the -- "The definition of Practice of 
Engineering as defined in Election Law" -- excuse me, "Education 
Law 145, Section 7201," and it goes on to say, "The practice of 
engineering means any work, service, performance of which requires 
engineering, education, training and experience in the application 
of engineering knowledge and data and the application of special 
knowledge, of the mathematical, physical, engineering scientist, 
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his services such as," and then it goes on to "investigation, 
evaluating, planning, design."  And at the end it says, "As the 
traffic control and red light camera installation involves traffic, 
structural, electric and other types of engineering work, this work 
would fall under Election Law 145-7102" -- I'm sorry, "Education 
Law."  So this -- I'm sorry, I'll give you a bigger one.  I know 
you can't read it.

MR. DiBIASE:
I can't read it, even with trifocals.

LEG. TROTTA:
I know.  

MR. HILLMAN:
Again, through the Chair, if I could answer that.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Yes, please.
 
MR. HILLMAN:
So -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
This is not for you, this is for them.  So, now I want -- knowing 
what you know now, once you read that, are you concerned that these 
are -- these traffic cameras are not stamped and certified by a 
licensed engineer, when we have an e-mail from the person in charge 
of engineering, she's an engineer for the State of New York, 
telling you that they are?

MR. DiBIASE:
I would have to be able to read the -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
I'm going to -- she's going to get it to you.  Do you have one, 
DuWayne?  Can I give it to him?

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
While we're getting a copy, I'm going to ask -- as Chair, I'm going 
to ask DPW -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
No, this has --

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
No, no, no.

LEG. TROTTA:
If I may, this is -- this has to do with the preparation of this 
report, not what the County's view of it is.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
I'm not saying that you can't get an answer.  I'm saying while 
you're getting an appropriate-sized copy, to satisfy everyone I'd 
like to hear what DPW has to say.
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MR. HILLMAN:
So the section of law that was referenced just is about the 
discussion of what is -- what constitutes engineering, and I would 
agree with this.  However, that's not what we're talking about; 
what we're talking about when is it appropriate to stamp 
engineering plans.  The section is 7209 Special Provisions, and 
that reads, "All plans, specification, plats and reports relating 
to the construction or alteration of buildings or structures or 
geological drawings and reports prepared by such professional 
engineer, all plans, specification, plats, reports prepared by such 
land surveyors," it goes on and on, "shall be stamped."  So the 
wrong -- again, I don't know what question was asked, but we're 
specifically talking about when is it appropriate to stamp plans.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Or necessary. 

MR. HILLMAN:
When it's necessary, and my interpretation of the New York State 
law is that when it's buildings -- where is the section again?  

LEG. TROTTA:
It's very clear. 

MR. HILLMAN:
Well, again, it's the wrong section that's being referenced. 

LEG. TROTTA:
No, I'm reading 7209.
 
MR. HILLMAN:
7209, okay. 

LEG. TROTTA:
"All plans, specifications, reports prepared by a land surveyor or 
a" -- but it goes back with "licensed professional engineer."

MR. HILLMAN:
Right. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Buildings, alterations or structures.  Red light cameras -- red 
light things are structures, the cameras are structures; they're on 
the side of the road and they're structures. 

MR. HILLMAN:
So then they should be stamped for a structural -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
They should be stamped by a professional engineer, period. 

MR. HILLMAN:
From a structural component?  

LEG. TROTTA:
It doesn't say that. 
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MR. HILLMAN:
Yeah, it does.  The only thing that needs to be stamped are 
structural, geological and buildings, that's it.  

MR. RUTH:
It says traffic industrial.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
All right.  So now we can -- now, Legislator Trotta, now you can 
ask -- they have a copy, now you can ask them. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  I mean, knowing what you know now, and the fact that these 
cameras -- these design plans are not stamped by an engineer -- and 
I think the reason why is because at Miller Place Road and Route 
25A, there was a 700% increase in accidents with injuries.  Now, as 
the engineer, would you sign and stamp that?  Don't you think it 
would open you up to liability if, in fact, you designed this and 
there was some type of flaw?  And it caused that much accidents, 
would you be held liable for that?

MR. DiBIASE:
I'm really not going to answer that question because this was a 
report and that's -- I'm only commenting on a report and we did not 
design any cameras, so. 

LEG. TROTTA:
But given the report and given the fact that you're a licensed 
engineer and the fact that you've see these locations with huge 
increases in accidents with injuries, doesn't that concern you in 
doing this report?

MR. DiBIASE:
I am not going to comment on someone else's work or someone else's 
interpretation of the State law without having time to review it.  
And it's not relative to this hearing.

LEG. TROTTA:
I think it is because you're basing your report, you're basing your 
decision to continue this program on camera locations that are not 
stamped and certified, and potentially are harming the public.  So 
you're telling the public This is a good program, you should 
continue it, yet it's not stamped and certified, and you know it's 
not stamped and certified.

MR. DiBIASE:
I'm not going to answer other than what I just said.

LEG. TROTTA:
So were you --

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
I'm not -- 

LEG. TROTTA:
Let me ask you this.  You were supposed to give us a report on the 
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cameras, just tell us what it was.  Who told you to put a comment 
in whether or not it should be continued or not?

MR. DiBIASE:
We were charged with making recommendations and conclusions, 
period. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Through the Chair to Legislator Anker, would it suggest on the 
bottom if it should be continued?  

LEG. ANKER:
I think it does.  It says, "To determine the causes of increase of 
accidents at certain intersections, evaluate the efficacy of the 
cameras and to recommend whether the cameras should be retained at 
the intersections where accidents have increased."

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
So it includes recommendations. 

LEG. TROTTA:
Well, it includes a recommendation if they should be continued 
where accidents were increased, not a general recommendation.  
I asked you who told you to put that recommendation in?

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
She just read the legislation. 

LEG. TROTTA:
The legislation was very specific.  It said, "Should we continue 
the cameras where their accidents increased."

MR. DiBIASE:
We were following a scope of work given to us by the Department of 
Public Works.

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  Do you have a copy of what they gave you to do?

MR. DiBIASE:
No, I don't have it with me.

LEG. TROTTA:
Could you provide me with that copy, please?

MR. DiBIASE:
I certainly can.  Actually, it would be provided by the Department 
of Public Works on-line.

LEG. TROTTA:
Okay.  Can you provide me with what you suggested they do?  Because 
clearly it's different than what the legislation said.

You know, this whole thing, every aspect of it there's 
discrepancies.  I mean, from -- I was leading you down a path 
hoping you would tell me at Route 25A and Miller Place Road that, 
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Oh, yeah, we expanded the field of accidents, that's why it 
increased from 10 to 84.  Then I was going to bring you to another 
location where it actually reduced, where the accidents reduced 
significantly.  So I was going to say if you're expanding it, okay, 
they all should be expanded, but that would actually -- the whole 
thing is just totally contradictory with every report we get over 
the past five years; it contradicts everything they say.  I mean, 
we thought accidents were only up 35% and you come up and say they 
were 60%.  Now, how a licensed engineer could come to us and say 
accidents increased over 60 -- about 60% at these locations but we 
think it's okay, you should continue that, without ever looking at 
any -- and suggesting that these very severe accidents are hurting 
people when we don't know if they were hurting people or they were 
minor accidents, we don't know that.  We don't know, like Hector 
Gavilla said, that two days later someone hurt their back in a 
rear-end accident and that wasn't reported.  It's a money grab.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Legislator Donnelly.

LEG. DONNELLY:
Thank you, Mr. Chair.  So thank you, gentlemen.  I know you put a 
lot of work into this report.  So, you know, it's difficult for me 
to kind of sit and listen to -- and I know that you're doing it in 
a professional way when we refer to data and fatalities and every 
life matters, and from where I sit it's like repulsive and driver 
safety has to be the most paramount thing of -- piece of this 
program.  And while I do support it, it's clear that there's 
operational issues and there are other issues.  So I just -- I had 
several quick -- really just one question for your group and then I 
had a question for DPW as well.

So when you guys -- when you did the analysis, did you group 
together the intersections that were doing well?  We hear the term 
change in behavior where behavior got better and then as opposed to 
that, it's clear that you grouped several intersections where 
behavior may not have got better because incidents went up; 
particularly I'm most concerned with injuries and fatalities at 
those particular.  But the better intersections, I didn't see a lot 
of data in the report, or maybe I missed it.  Can you comment on 
that, where the behavior actually got better?  

MR. CORRADO:
Yes, there are -- in the same chapter there's -- it's kind of like 
the tale -- the two tales of the curve; the bad actors are on one 
end and the good actors were on the other and there's about an 
equal number of intersections where the crash experience actually 
went down and the fatal and injuries went down.  So they were 
better actors in this report. 

LEG. DONNELLY:
And so then -- so that data where their behavior got better, it's 
reflected in the report, but it's also based on the information 
that you got from the MV-104s as well, right?  Is that --
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MR. CORRADO:
All of it was. 

LEG. DONNELLY:
Is that a fair assessment, I think?

MR. CORRADO:
Yes, everything was based on the crash reports. 

LEG. DONNELLY:
So -- and again, I believe in the program, I think most 
municipalities in America are using it, you know, so it's fair to 
say that it does have a significant impact on driver safety.  
Though I do share Legislator Anker's concerns, that some other 
factors were not included such as distracted driving.  

I have a question for DPW now, if you could kind of come forward.  
So, Bill, this is really -- it's very, very troubling to me and, 
you know, I share the Presiding Officer's concern on some of the 
operational issues of the program as it's structured now.  So on -- 
I'm referencing pages 20 and 27 of their handout where they 
reference the intersections where there is a notable increase in 
the combined fatal and injury crashes.  So how are we going to 
approach that?  So if the traffic experts are saying, Look, these 
intersections, they're not doing well, right, people -- accidents 
are going up.  Our job as government in general is to keep people 
safe, so we need to develop a plan to address that.  Is that a fair 
analysis?  And I'd like to kind of know your thoughts on that.  

MR. HILLMAN:
I think you're -- without further analysis, it's very difficult for 
me to comment on what could or could not happen.  Do I agree that 
further analysis should take place?  Yes. 

LEG. DONNELLY:
So it leads me to my point is that if this is truly about traffic 
safety, and it should be, and their report is showing that we have 
to either do more research or we have to move them, that has to be 
part of this overall program, I really believe that.  You know, 
it's important that the focus stay on behavioral safety.  And 
this -- pages 20 and 27, it's very concerning to me and I'm going 
to want to talk to you about it further, because I think we have to 
have the ability, regardless of who the vendor is and regardless 
of, you know, what people think of the program as a whole, if 
certain intersections are going up then they have to be -- that has 
to be remediated.  

All right, thank you, Bill.  Thank you, gentlemen, for your work 
today, I appreciate it.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you, Legislator Donnelly.  And to that point, to DPW then, 
what is the process, then, for taking a look at the recommendations 
and saying well -- and I'm looking at the very last page here, 15 
different intersections that the fatality and injury crashes were 
not reduced.  So what's like the next step; if this program's going 
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to continue, what's the next step in making some changes that's 
going to, to Legislator Donnelly's point, improve traffic safety. 

MR. HILLMAN:
Well, I think, again, looking at those intersections in more depth 
is required; to what level is yet to be determined, but some level 
of additional analysis and investigation does need to occur.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
But is there -- is there like a framework for doing that or is it 
just going to happen?  Like is there within the context of renewing 
this program, is there like a framework for taking these 
recommendations.  Because now if this is our report, we should take 
a look at the recommendations. 

MR. HILLMAN:
And we can talk to TPVA about that, I don't know the status of the 
RFP that's going out.  Could there be additional things included in 
that?  We'll have to work with TPVA on that one.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Okay, thank you.  Legislator Donnelly wants to follow-up.  

LEG. DONNELLY:
I'm sorry, but if I can just circle.  And I appreciate you standing 
up there, I know that there's a lot of information flowing back and 
forth.  But again, I just want to reiterate that the report, and I 
looked it up, some intersections are doing well where we are -- 
we're doing the good work, we're changing driver safety behavior.  
But those intersections that are not doing well, really, we have to 
have a mechanism in place to deal with that.  If it's truly about 
driving safety then, you know, we have the obligation to address 
the good and the bad as well.  So thank you. 

MR. HILLMAN:
We agree 100%.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Legislator Calarco.  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Thank you, Mr. Chair.  And I'm sorry to prolong this even longer, 
but I do have to go back to something.  Because, Vinny, when 
Legislator Cilmi was asking you questions about what you could draw 
conclusions in terms of the numbers on the percentage of increase 
that you saw in rear-end accidents and the overtaking accidents and 
he kind of -- he kind of lead you in the direction to make you seem 
like you're saying Yeah, you can infer, not conclude but infer that 
perhaps the cameras are impacting red light -- the rear-end 
accidents, right?  So I'm going to ask you this question.  

So we were talking about the distance difference, right, the 
200 feet versus the 33 feet, and I mentioned earlier that the 
number, the average over three years difference between just 
looking at the 33 feet versus looking at the 200 feet is about 550 
accidents more.
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MR. CORRADO:
That's what you said, yeah. 

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Yeah.  And I can provide you the data that I have, that I'm working 
off of that I did that; it's only a three-year average, I'm not 
that bad in math.  I'm looking at your table here in terms of 
number of accidents and the deviation from what you expected versus 
what occurred, and the total number of deviation for rear-end 
accidents is 416 average per year, and the total deviation for the 
overtaking accidents is 213, and the total deviation for all 
accidents is 557.  So that is awfully close, that extra 550 
accidents that are being looked at by pulling 200 feet out versus 
just looking at the center line which is what the 12.1% increase is 
based off of.

MR. CORRADO:
So it sounds like the statutory report just identified the 
intersection point and got the crashes there within some tolerance, 
right. 

D.P.O. CALARCO:
But you understand that where I'm sitting around this horseshoe 
right now and my colleagues, who aren't fans of the program, are 
pointing to this increase in rear-end accidents and pointing to 
that and saying this is why this program is so bad.  But based on 
your report, we've got 550 extra accidents basically happening at 
these intersections every year, but if you're pulling out 200 feet, 
you're realizing 550 extra accidents that you're examining every 
year.  So if we pulled 500 feet out from all other intersections, 
we would have to assume that we would see an increase in accidents, 
perhaps it's about the same, maybe it's more.

MR. CORRADO:
Chances are that's exactly correct. 

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Especially since as you pull away from the intersection you're more 
likely going to start getting those accidents that are rear-end 
accidents versus the T-bone accidents which we've seen a decrease 
in in all these intersections.

MR. CORRADO:
Which is exactly why we expanded the scope, because those are the 
types of crashes that are typically associated with behavior 
changes due to red light camera. 

D.P.O. CALARCO:
So my point is is that in a high likelihood is that what this 
report is doing is accurately reflecting what's happening with 
T-bone accidents and severe accidents that happen in the middle of 
an intersection.  But in relation to all other intersections in the 
County, maybe inflating the number of rear-end accidents that is 
occurring versus what would be observed if you actually pulled 
200 feet out from all intersections when you do an all intersection 
evaluation.
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MR. CORRADO:
Not inflating because there's a tiny -- there's a discrepancy in 
the definition of the intersection, right, because -- right? 

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Well, if --

MR. CORRADO:
Overstating. 

D.P.O. CALARCO:
If you went to the intersection of Woodside and 83 where we don't 
have a camera and you pulled on -- if you go only 33 feet out from 
that, you're not getting out of the middle of the intersection.

MR. CORRADO:
That's right.  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
But if you pull 200 feet out you wouldn't get those rear-end 
accidents that happen from people stopping fast at intersections.

MR. CORRADO:
It's including more intersections.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Yeah.

MR. CORRADO:
It's not inflating the numbers. 

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Yeah.  So the number in our -- in this report for the red light 
camera intersections I guess understates what would be actually 
occurring at all other intersections versus these intersections.
 
MR. CORRADO:
I agree that. 

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Okay, thank you.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
All right, those are all the people that I have here who would like 
to comment or ask questions of the consultants.  And I -- 

LEG. ANKER:
No, I have a question.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Legislator Anker. 

LEG. ANKER:
Again, I understand what Rob's saying, but I still don't have 
answers that I can really take to task.  Because your task was to 
give us to what we need to do to make the red light cameras safer, 
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and I haven't -- I didn't read that in the report, I haven't seen 
that.  So, you know, we spent $285,000 for your report, you have 
numbers in there, and we have data in there, and we appreciate 
that.  It took -- I mean, the report was supposed to be provided 
180 days within the resolution being passed which was October, 
2017, it was actually due on April 15th, 2018; we just got it in 
February, 2019.  

So there are concerns, there's concerns about this report.  I still 
haven't gotten my questions answered pertaining to the report.  Is 
there anything more you can provide us to give us direction on how 
we can make the red light camera intersections safer?  You know, we 
still are seeing a 46% increase in right-angle crashes, a 54% 
increase in overtaking.  What more can you give us, other than 
what's in this report?  

MR. CORRADO:
Within the context of the Red Light Camera Program, that's what our 
understanding of the requirement was, right, and that's why you got 
the recommendation to look at those -- look more closely at those 
intersections that weren't displaying the positive trend that we 
saw in the system overall, right?  That's the recommendation within 
of making the Red Light Camera Program safer within the context of 
the red light.  We were not charged with identifying intersection 
improvements and changing signalization, if that's what you're 
getting at; I'm wondering if it is.  

We made a recommendation to improve the Red Light Camera Program by 
identifying red light camera intersections that were not displaying 
a positive trend that we saw overall, possibly for eliminating red 
light camera enforcement there, which if you took them out of the 
population, the program itself would have --

LEG. ANKER:
Right. 

MR. CORRADO:
-- appeared more beneficial, right?  

LEG. ANKER:
So again, I'm looking at RESOLVED one, and this is the second 
portion, "Determine the causes of the increased accidents at 
certain intersections," the causes.  What's causing these crashes, 
that was in the resolution.  You didn't look at distracted driving, 
you pulled police reports, I don't know, you know, the exact causes 
of these, that's not in this report for $285,000.  Again, I'm 
frustrated because it says, again, I'm reading the resolution that 
Legal Counsel and I had worked on several years ago, years ago -- 
I'm going to repeat that, evaluate the efficacy of the camera, 
camera program, to recommend whether the cameras should be retained 
at the intersection where the accidents have increased.  So they 
should stay; so are you saying they should stay in the areas where 
accidents have increased?



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

05:17PM

05:17PM

05:17PM

05:18PM

05:18PM

* Index Included at End of Transcript 88

MR. CORRADO:
In the intersections that we identified where the positive trend 
was not evident, it -- they should be monitored or considered for 
relocation, that's what we recommended.  Correct?  That's what it 
says in the report, yes.

LEG. ANKER:
So you recommend keeping the cameras in place.

MR. CORRADO:
Or considered for relocation. 

LEG. ANKER:
Okay.  

MR. CORRADO:
That's what we recommend.

LEG. ANKER:
And relocation -- and again, I know it's been discussed; how do you 
determine where to locate these cameras?  

MR. CORRADO:
That's completely beyond our purview.  We don't know why they were 
installed where they are.  I believe that that was intentional so 
that we would look at crash experience period. 

LEG. ANKER:
Okay.  And again, the second RESOLVED, "Review should include 
consideration of the program's benefits and drawbacks."  
Consideration -- so what are the benefits and what are the 
drawbacks?  

MR. CORRADO:
We identified the positive economic impact, that's a benefit;     
we identified the reduction, the apparent reduction in fatal and 
injury crashes; the apparent reduction in left-turn crashes; the 
apparent reduction in right-angle crashes, those are benefits.  
Drawbacks in some cases -- well, in many cases we identified the 
increase in rear-end and overtaking crashes, and those are the 
benefits.  I believe that those qualify. 

LEG. ANKER:
Those are some.  And again, to -- and then there was, you know, at 
specific intersections to try to understand why those intersections 
have high incidents.  Did you do that?  I mean, is that in the 
report?  Specific intersections.

MR. CORRADO:
In the report we identified a number of specific intersections 
behaving better or worse depending on your point of view. 

LEG. ANKER:
But how do we make them better?  That's the point I'm trying to get 
across.  
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MR. CORRADO:
That goes to a real transportation engineering analysis of the 
individual intersections which is not a safety analysis, it's an 
intersection improvement analysis.  It's outside the purview of 
this study; this was a crash analysis.
 
LEG. ANKER:
Several years ago I sponsored a resolution creating the School 
Traffic Safety Zone Committee and what we did, a group of basically 
volunteers and folks, again, that work here in the County, we 
created a data report showing the three highest priority areas in 
every school district in Suffolk County, and we targeted these 
areas.  That type of report I was hoping could be like what you 
were going to give us; it would target specific areas, specific 
intersections that have high crash results and we'll look at those 
because you do have those targeted areas.  But again, it would have 
been more beneficial to the Legislature for us to have an 
understanding of what we can do to fix that.  So we'll have to, I 
guess, invest in another type of analysis to determine the safety 
of those high crash intersections?  

MR. CORRADO:
Within -- I can only speak within the context of the red light 
camera analysis that we did, you know what I mean?  I mean, if 
there is -- if there is a safety issue at an intersection it should 
be studied for potential mitigation.  If one of the mitigations is 
removal of red light cameras, that should become apparent.  If it's 
changing the signalization, adding lanes, doing what the DOT said, 
putting pedestrian fences in the median, those are all the result 
of a safety analysis of a specific -- 

LEG. ANKER:
Can I ask DPW; Bill, can I ask you a quick question?  The bottom 
line here, again, after all the hours of testimony, and we 
appreciate your time, how do we fix areas of concern?  
Intersections that have red light cameras that have a higher 
incidence of crashes; is there anything Suffolk County can do to 
address specific intersections that do have, you know, high 
incidents of crashes?

MR. HILLMAN:
That's the discussion we just had with Mr. Donnelly, Legislator 
Donnelly, is that we hope to include that in the next RFP.  There's 
probably opportunities through that contract to investigate, you 
know, some of this.  However, I would point out that well over half 
of the intersections that are on the list as high rate or don't 
follow the positive trend are under the jurisdiction of New York 
State DOT.  So we don't have control over those intersections and 
they would need to be brought into the discussion.  It's their 
intersections, they have the data, they have a lot of the 
information we would need to do a full analysis of those 
intersections. 

LEG. ANKER:
So we'll partner with Joe Brown and the folks over at DOT and see 
if we can work on some of the intersections specifically in my 
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area; I mean, I have major concerns with some of those 
intersections.  And again, the bottom line is, you know, while 
we -- I can say for my myself, I do appreciate the time that you 
have taken to look at this issue.  It still remains an issue.  I 
don't have a clear focus on what exactly can be done other than 
what you had just said, Bill, maybe work with DOT.  And the biggest 
component in this which, again, I'm disappointed, is the cause of 
the increase of accidents, which I read reports and a lot has to do 
with distracted driving.  You know, you can say whether it's 
distracted driving, you're driving with the phone, someone is 
addicted on heroin, which we have one of the highest rates in the 
country.  There are so many causes I'm sure that are out there, I 
just wish we had additional information so we could really target 
those problems.  But again, I thank you for your time.
 
MR. HILLMAN:
And I just want to go on record as saying that unfortunately, 
Legislator, I don't think we're going to ever be able to answer 
that question.  As testified by the consultant, the information is 
not provided accurately in the MV-104s and that's the driving data 
that we use.  How we would get to those conclusions is unclear to 
me.  I don't know how we would get there.  I've been doing this for 
a long time also, not as long as Mr. DiBiase but for a long time, 
and I think it's going to be difficult to get where you want us to 
get to.  I'm not saying we can't get there, but I'm just saying 
it's a huge challenge and at the moment I don't know how we would 
get there. 

LEG. ANKER:
And I'll comment, I think we need to think out of the data box.   
We need to look at human behavior, we need to change human 
behavior.  And I know, you know, public service announcements, 
education, you know, the influence that people have on each other, 
that will make a huge difference.  And again, I know that's not 
what your focus is, but working together I think we can make this 
better. 

MR. HILLMAN:
And I a hundred percent agree with that.  We have something called 
the three Es, enforcement, engineering and education, and I think 
we're sorely lacking in education.  These are things that I can 
definitely support, I'm sure the department could support, but a 
report that says this is the cause of these accidents, I think 
that's going to be difficult to come by.  But I agree with you, 
there are things that can be done to improve the situation.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Well, thank you very much for coming.  It's been very informative 
and everyone appreciates your input.

Now we have an agenda.  But before we start with the agenda we have 
Public Portion.  So Paul Pressman, you're up; and Jeannette --

D.P.O. CALARCO:
He left, he had to get a bus. 
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MS. SIMPSON:
He had to get his bus, yeah.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Oh, that's why I asked him earlier.  Okay.  Jeannette Hope-Salvito; 
and Dermott McGrath is on deck.  Welcome, and thank you for staying 
to hear that, 

MS. HOPE-SALVITO:
I don't know if this pertains.  When I signed up for the public 
portion, I was speaking -- I'm speaking in generalities, so it may 
touch base on red light cameras and it may not, so I don't know 
quite, Mr. Chairman --

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
You can address any concern, it doesn't matter.

MS. HOPE-SALVITO:
All right, then I shall do so then.  Hang on.  All right.  I have 
three concerns, generally, and unfortunately so many of you are not 
here, so take it home as they say.  

To preface this, please understand that my support and allegiance 
is to honesty and forthrightness alone.  I have a communications, 
journalism, education background with great interest in the arts 
and sciences.  These are questions I'm asking generally, and I know 
that some of you are, in fact, on other committees so it pertains.  
What is the County doing to question 5G installation on the Island?  
Other counties and states have sent correspondence to the Federal 
government.  It is rampant and seems obvious that givebacks are 
occurring between telecommunications industries and governing 
bodies, and we ask that you take an extra interest in this, many 
people wish to know.  

Number two, what specifics are happening to ensure quality water?  
I have seen a former member of business groups now touting ecology, 
but I see nothing but expense, even to the installation of new 
septic systems as a prospect and little else.  We are becoming fee 
central.  Good people are leaving this Island and as I have said 
since 1998, actually, we shall be left with the very rich, the poor 
who serve them and government workers.

And part three; when the perception -- and this is something that 
my background is talking about here.  When the perception of the 
governing body is in the negative zone, and this is true of both 
Nassau and Suffolk, one must begin to look at communication skills 
or the lack thereof.  One of the first things I do to ensure a 
successful candidate or businessperson is to know body language and 
speech.  Some here remind me of a town counselor right now who 
stretches, yawns, laughs and checks her phone or leaves at every 
turn.  It bespeaks arrogance, elitism and entitlement.  I am aware 
that this is of long duration, better than most.  I also know that 
one is paid well, one creates the meeting schedule for daytime 
deliberately, and one does not work the same schedule of most 
people, many of whom live paycheck to paycheck.  I ask on behalf of 
my sources of constituents that you notice your behaviors and show 
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empathy.  Thank you for listening.  Bye-bye.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you.  And thank you for staying for the whole committee.  
Dermott McGrath is up and Stephen Ruth is on deck.

MR. McGRATH:
I want to thank you all for inviting me here to talk tonight.  I've 
been having problems with this traffic thing for over ten years, 
going back to when Steve Levy was in the Legislature, and nothing  
is getting done because you're not addressing the problem, and the 
problem is exactly what Sarah Anker was talking about before.  This 
is all about cell phones and distraction, and it seems like it's  
80% of the accidents that you have are because of cell phones.

I've written a little article here to give you an idea of what it's 
like.  I've had the good fortune to have traveled to quite a few 
countries around the world during my lifetime.  It's amazing what 
you can learn from comparing life in other countries to that in the 
United States.  Take Singapore, for example.  After President 
Trump's recent Peace Summit there with President Kim of North 
Korea, Americans are quite familiar with the small, ultra-modern 
and beautiful city state with one of the highest standards of 
living in the world.  But there is one difference between Singapore 
and the United States; its citizens observe their country's laws to 
the letter.  For example, if you are ticketed by the traffic police 
in Singapore for operating a cell phone while driving, the fine is 
a steep $1,000 for the first offense.  For the future offenses you 
can be arrested, taken to prison and flogged like in biblical 
times, then transferred to a prison hospital where you spend 
several weeks recuperating from that ordeal.  Consequently, few 
drivers use a cell phone while driving in Singapore.  

However, here on Long Island, motorists pay scant attention to our 
unenforced or unenforceable cell phone laws.  Sending and receiving 
texts with a smartphone while driving on our roads and highways is 
one of the greatest causes of accidents.  Too many drivers hopped 
up on dopamine, booze and God knows what else have the attitude 
that Rules don't apply to me.  I need my dopamine fix.  Stay out of 
my face.  This results in hundreds if not thousands of accidents 
every year caused by texting while driving under the influence of a 
smart phone.  

Instead of concentrating on eliminating this curse, the powers that 
be came up with the idea of promoting the Red Light Traffic Camera 
Program to help reduce T-bone crashes.  I'd like to suggest that 
the traffic department and the local government officials spend 
less time on their red light traffic camera proposed extension to 
the year 2024 and concentrate on instead on the real problem which 
is eliminating the ability to use dangerous hand-held smartphones 
while driving a moving vehicle except in an emergency.  The 
technology for this is currently available; why hasn't it been 
implemented?  Does the word lobbyist come to mind?  Is anyone 
listening?
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And I want to thank Sarah Anker because you hit it right on the 
head.  And unless we do something about the texting and driving, 
and there is a way to do it through technology, we're just spinning 
our wheels, spitting into the wind and this is going to go on for 
another ten years.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you.

P.O. GREGORY:
Stephen Ruth; and on deck -- 

MR. RUTH:
Good evening, Ladies and Gentlemen.  I find it kind of insulting 
that we find out today that Mr. Calarco's wife also works for LK 
McLean.  We had to find out through our own due diligence that 
Gilbert Anderson probably helped McLean procure the contract to do 
this study and he also now works for LK McLean; I find that to be 
really disrespectful that it wouldn't be disclosed before now and I 
think it's atrocious; I think it's also making the study a bias 
study.  

Also, another issue that makes the study a bias study is the fact 
that they list -- LK McLists -- LK McLean lists on their website as 
their number one client the Department of Transportation who times 
our traffic signals.  We have had police officers come in here 
multiple times testifying that the traffic signals, the yellow 
light interval to be exact, was manipulated and cut from 5.9 
seconds down to three seconds.  And in the study that was performed 
in Appendix B -- I know this is really -- a lot of people aren't 
listening right now, I don't appreciate that very much.  But in 
Appendix B, 25 pages were dedicated to the ITv -- the ITE Uniform 
Traffic Device Manual talking about the yellow light interval.  But 
the ITE doesn't have a licensed engineer on staff.  The ITE is not 
licensed engineers.  The ITE even has a disclaimer stating that 
they do not recommend any practices in regards to the yellow light 
interval.  But in the study it justifies our yellow light times 
with 25 pages talking about the ITE yellow light interval equation.  
But the Professor Maradudin from UC Irvine California stated 
numerous times that it's a flawed equation, it doesn't work when 
you have to slow down to make a turn, either it being left or 
right.  And we know that the left and the right turns are three 
seconds.  You have the straightaway a lot of times at four seconds 
and the left-hand turn and the right-hand turn at three seconds, 
it's a dangerous environment.  The left-hand turn, the right-hand 
turn, they're shortening the yellow light to create red light 
running.  That's why people such as in the Miller Place 
intersection where I've seen the video of the boy getting hit, the 
lady is racing through the intersection because she's got a camera 
behind her, she knows a short yellow light is going to cost her 
money.  So that's really what it boils down to.

The ITE has no justification nor jurisdiction in talking about the 
timing of the yellow light, they even have a disclaimer stating 
that.  But 25 pages of that report to Appendix B were dedicated to 
justifying the ITE interval for the yellow light.  So it's a sham.  
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Legislator Trotta was right, this is just a play with the numbers.  
And the fact that LK McLean has Gilbert Anderson working for them, 
Mr. Calarco's wife working for them and the DOT as their number one 
client, it just shows that it's clear as day that it's a scam.  It 
should have never been given, it should have never been awarded to 
that firm.  This is not a private or a separate firm, this is a 
firm that's completely in bed with 90% of the politicians and their 
campaign contributions to those -- all those contribution -- 
politicians reflect that.  They're making political campaign 
contributions to our whole political theatre.  It's a disgrace, 
it's a disgrace.  You know, you tried to pull a sham over the 
public and it wasn't even hard, people started calling me from all 
over the country telling me that Gilbert Anderson now works for 
McLean; that's the guy that helped them procure the contract.   
Come on, guys.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Mr. Ruth, we have another speaker.  Thank you.  It's Mark -- is 
there a Mark something here?  Someone here?

MR. HERBST:
Could it be me, Al?

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Oh.

MR. HERBST:
This is why I have people write for me; my handwriting sucks.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
If this is yours then I agree with you.  

(*Laughter*)

MR. HERBST:
I will fully admit it, honestly.  

MS. SIMPSON:
It could be Mike.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
It could be.

MR. HERBST:
I have no friggin problem talking about myself, okay?  Tom will 
tell you that.  But flat out, the whole thing sucks, okay?  It's a 
money grab.  Personally, the DPW dude is going to get fired for all 
the bull crap that just came out of his mouth, and I don't support 
much Republican stuff.  The DPW dude needs to get fired, the agency 
needs to get their licenses pulled, you know, from a ton of 
reasons.  It's kind of funny that the RLCs, the red light cameras 
for acronym people, are in Mastic Beach, Mastic, Patchogue, 
Medford, Shirley and low income areas, but where are they -- why 
are they not in Port Jeff?  Why are they not on 25A in NCR?  Why 
are they not in like, you know, Shoreham-Wading River; sorry, 
Sarah.  You know, why are they not actually in an area that people 
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have money?  Oh, yeah, that's right, because people that have money 
can buy you guys off; paraphrasing.  It's a matter of respect.  The 
RLCs should have been DOA from the get-go; me and acronyms today.  
It's almost as if -- the likelihood that these actually do anything 
good is like Tom winning a grammy; sorry, Tom. 

LEG. CILMI:
(Laughter).

MR. HERBST:
Honestly -- thanks, Tom, for the other thing.  It's literally 
ridiculous, or as I call it when I grew up, redonkolous as we call 
it in Pat-Med; right, Rob?  Honestly, it's a total joke.  The idea 
behind it makes perfect sense.  The action behind it is as crooked 
as the Trump Administration.  Forget Robert Mueller.  It's a matter 
of doing what's right for the public and not right for the purse.  
You want to make money?  Okay, cut taxes.  Let people actually be 
able to spend some.  I don't care about the unfunded mandates from 
Albany.  Y'all want to pickpocket people?  Pickpocket the pocket, 
your own pockets, not people like me that got a 2014 Prius sitting 
outside, haven't gotten one ticket.  Hell, the fact that -- I 
actually -- I'm about to publish a map that's actually been 
drone-filled and androided that actually shows the way to get from 
Greenport to Greenlawn and from Montauk to Massapequa, around the 
border of Farmingdale, without hitting one RLC, and the few who 
actually listen, that program will be as under-funded as Social 
Security.  Done.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
All right, thank you.  Is there anyone who hasn't filled out a card 
that would like to address the committee?  Yes, sir. 

MR. STRAUSS:
Good afternoon.  Alex Strauss, Miller Place.  The red light cameras 
were introduced or brought up to have red light cameras by Bill 
Lindsay because his wife was almost killed twice by a T-bone crash.  
That's the whole idea, was to eliminate accidents.  Mr. Cilmi, the 
red light clearance, if I'm not mistaken and I'll check up on this 
because I'm not sure, there's a one light -- a one second chance -- 
when one turns red before it turns green is one second, I think 
that's on all of the intersections, but I'm not positive and I'll 
check on it.  I think most of the rear-end accidents are people 
that forgot how to drive.  You've got to have a section, a car 
length section for each ten miles an hour you go as a safe distance 
between cars and they don't do it.  You see that all the time, just 
look in your rearview mirror once in a while and you'll see that 
guy is five feet behind you, ten feet behind you.  Any time you go 
to stop he's going to hit.  I think that's the reason why we have 
most of the rear-end collisions.  

And as far as the yellow light, the yellow light timings, they're 
set by the Department of Transportation of the State of New York.  
The minimum yellow light timing is four seconds -- three seconds, 
excuse me, three seconds.  They expand them by expanding of the 
intersection.  If it's only one line -- one lane going one section, 
one lane going across, it's three seconds.  The more it gets bigger 
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the longer the yellow lights are -- the timing is extended.  That's 
the way it is.  When a red light camera is installed for the 
5,000th time, they don't touch the yellow lights, they touch red 
only, only, only, just so you understand.  I don't know what the 
heck's going on, the people that don't know what the hell they're 
talking about getting up here and telling you that, Oh, God said 
it, a police officer said it.  How many installations has that 
police officer done?  None.  

I think the red light cameras should be extended.  Thank you very 
much for your time, I appreciate it.  Have a good day.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you, Alex.  Is there anyone else who would like to address 
the committee?  Yes, sir.  You can fill out a card afterwards.

MR. GRINDLE:
Sure.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you.

MR. GRINDLE:
Hello.  My name is Paul Grindle, I've spoken up here a few times 
before.  I'd like to talk about two somewhat separate topics that 
were both brought up.  The first is with distracted driving.  So I 
can speak a little bit on this topic being someone who used to text 
and drive all the time, like all the time.  And, I mean, honestly I 
have no shame in admitting that because most people in my 
generation do that, they just lie about it, will consistently lie 
about it a hundred percent.  And I'm lucky that I didn't get into 
an accident for it.  I think it's entirely luck, a hundred percent.  
There's no particular skill to driving that you can have when 
you're not looking at the road.  And I can describe, at least in my 
particular situation what changed with me, and it's 
not particularly noble, it's literally that I discovered an app 
which allowed me to continue to send messages and hear messages 
read to me by voice and could control music or even if I had to 
call somebody I can say the person's name or I had to call a place, 
I could say the place's name, it would Google the number for that 
place and then just dial that number automatically.  Sad to say, 
but that's really what changed for me was just simply being able to 
do everything that I would have otherwise been doing while driving 
without having to actually be looking at my phone. 

LEG. FLEMING:
Yep.

MR. GRINDLE:
So I think that instead of looking at ways of trying to increase 
penalties or come up with new complicated enforcement mechanisms, 
providing or working to bring people toward a point of being able 
to do what they're trying to do on their phone anyway without 
having to use their phone may be a better approach that you might 
want to use.  
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The other thing I wanted to mention is there is a 5.4 was it, 
$5.4 million benefit that was calculated according to a DOT 
formula.  That's a great number to talk about and all, but I think 
that it's important to break that number down.  That was a net cost 
benefit analysis.  I don't like the idea that the cost and benefits 
are -- the costs and benefits are treated as if they're all morally 
and substantively equal in value and that it's just a number 
question.  Because there are many costs associated with the Red 
Light Camera Program that end up on the backs of those who are 
affected by the increase in accidents.  If you end up getting in an 
accident and you don't -- you know, you don't just try to pay a 
hundred bucks so that there's not a police report, what ends up 
happening is that your insurance can end up going up.  What ends up 
happening is if you're like Hector Gavilla and you end up in an 
accident in which there's pain, you may end up working less, being 
less productive, you may end up having to take off of work, you may 
have more medical bills.  And I think that when it comes to the 
fact that these cameras are in more lower income communities, that 
the impact of that extra cost is felt much higher than potential 
abstract benefits towards the County and that the -- 

(Timer Sounded)

That the cost needs to be considered in relation to how it impacts 
those affected.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you.  And I have to say, young man, that -- I have to comment 
on what you said about young people on their phones all the time.  
I spend a lot of quality time on the Expressway with this job and 
there's a lot of people my age and older who are on their phones; 
and you know because the car's going like this and sure enough, you 
know, people's heads are down and they're on their phones.  So it's 
not limited to young people.

MR. GRINDLE:
Good to know we're all terrible.

(*Laughter*)

LEG. FLEMING:
But, Mr. Chair, can I just note that that's where education would 
be very helpful.  Because I don't think a lot of people who aren't 
that -- who aren't young understand how much can be done without 
ever looking at your phone.  People don't realize -- what you just 
described people don't realize, that you can just read your -- you 
know, talk your text, it'll talk your text back to you; you never 
have to look at the phone but I think people don't know that.

MR. GRINDLE:
I actually -- I mean, in theory I knew about it because everyone is 
using either Siri or Bixby or Google, Google Now or whatever it's 
called.  But, I mean, the real thing that actually clicked for me 
was when I had to drive somebody Upstate and I was using their car 
and I plugged my phone into their car and all of a sudden this app 
called -- for me, because I have an Android, it was Android Auto 
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just appeared on their screen and their numbers were listed, texts 
were listed.  And as I was driving, I ended up just using an app 
which connected, actually, through that car that I didn't even know 
was already on my phone; it was after that that I wondered can I 
use this app, just the app itself, even if my car doesn't have the 
feature to be integrated with that app, and it turned out yes, I 
could.  

So, I mean, literally I have a little magnetic piece on the back of 
my phone case and a little magnetic stand attached to the car 
allows me to have it set up like it's a GPS set up and when I 
connect my phone through blue tooth and open this app, I can 
literally, like you're changing a radio station, just tap a button 
and it brings up the voice prompt and I can -- I can tell it to 
send a text to a person, read the text out, revise it even if I 
have to and then say send and it'll do it all for me.  That was 
really where it changed for me and I think that's where a lot of 
people it'll end up being that.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Thank you.  That's pretty good.  All right, is there's anyone else 
who hasn't addressed the committee -- oh, you need to fill out a 
card.  Can you get him to fill out a card?  Thanks.  

MS. ELLIS:
He has one.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Okay, thanks.  Anyone who would like to address the committee?  
Seeing none, now we'll get into the actual agenda.  

So under Appointments, 1305(-19) - Confirming the appointment of 
Philip A. Berdolt as County Commissioner of Public Works (County 
Executive).  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Motion to table. 

LEG. CILMI:
Second.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Motion to table, Legislator Calarco.  Second, Legislator Cilmi.  
All in favor?  Opposed?  Abstentions?  So moved (Tabled - VOTE: 
7-0-0-1 - Not Present: Legislator Berland).

Under Tabled Resolutions, 1312(-19) - Adopting Local Law No. -2019, 
A Charter Law to amend the qualifications for Commissioner in the 
County Department of Public Works (County Executive).  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Motion to table.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Motion to table by Legislator Calarco.  Second by Legislator 
Fleming.  All in favor?  Opposed?  Abstentions?  So moved. 
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(Tabled - VOTE: 7-0-0-1 - Not Present: Legislator Berland).
IR 1362(-19) - Authorizing the Department of Public Works to 
provide routine road maintenance on certain service roads 
(Sunderman).

LEG. CILMI:
Motion to table as per Legislator Sunderman.

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Second.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
All in favor?  Opposed?  Abstentions?  So moved (Tabled 7-0-0-1 - 
Not Present: Legislator Berland).

IR 16 -- Oh, thank you.  I was just reminded to announce that 
Legislator Berland has an excused absence.  Thank you.  Thank you, 
John.

IR 1624(-19) - Amending the 2019 Capital Budget and Program and 
appropriating funds in connection with development of a Tick 
Control Plan (CP 8739)(County Executive).  

LEG. FLEMING:
Motion to table.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Motion to table, Legislator Fleming.  Second by Legislator 
Muratore.  All in favor?  Opposed?  Abstentions?  So moved. 
(Tabled - VOTE: 7-0-0-1 - Not Present: Legislator Berland).

(Introductory Resolutions)

IR 1678(-19) - Directing the Department of Public Works to take sea 
level rise into consideration when constructing and reconstructing 
County roadways (Krupski).  I'll make that motion.

LEG. MURATORE:
Second.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Second by Legislator Muratore.  All in favor?  Opposed?  
Abstentions?  So moved.  (Approved - VOTE: 7-0-0-1 - Not Present: 
Legislator Berland).

IR 1682(-19) - Amending the 2019 Capital Budget and Program and 
appropriating additional funds in connection with reconstruction of 
CR 48, Middle Road (CP 5526)(County Executive).  I'll make that 
motion. 

LEG. DONNELLY:
Second.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Second by Legislator Donnelly.  And on the motion, is this the 
section of the North Road by Sound View, between Sound View and San 
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Simeon.
 
MR. HILLMAN:
Yes.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
All right, thank you.  We have a motion and a second.  All in 
favor?  Opposed?  Abstentions?  So moved.  (Approved - VOTE: 
7-0-0-1 - Not Present: Legislator Berland).

IR 1683(-19) - Amending the 2019 Capital Budget and Program and 
appropriating funds in connection with improvements to CR 21,   
from NYS Route 25 to Yaphank Avenue at L.I.E., North Service Road 
(CP 5138)(County Executive).  

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Motion.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Motion by Legislator Calarco.  I'll second the motion.  All in 
favor?  Opposed?  Abstentions?  So moved (Approved - VOTE: 7-0-0-1 
- Not Present: Legislator Berland).

IR 1684(-19) - Amending the 2019 Capital Budget and Program and 
appropriating funds in connection with improvements to CR 41, 
Springs/Fireplace Road (CP 5582)(County Executive).  Motion by 
Legislator Fleming.  I'll second the motion.  All in favor?  
Opposed?  Abstentions?  So moved.  (Approved - VOTE: 7-0-0-1 -   
Not Present: Legislator Berland).

IR 1713(-19) - Amending the 2019 Operating Budget and the 2019 
Capital Budget and Program to appropriate revenue within the 
Suffolk County Department of Public Works 2019 Budgets (County 
Executive).  Motion by Legislator Muratore.  Second by Legislator 
Donnelly.  All in favor?  Opposed?  Abstentions?  So moved. 
(Approved - VOTE: 7-0-0-1 - Not Present: Legislator Berland).

IR 1742(-19) - Adopting Local Law No. -2019, A Local Law to require 
rest breaks for workers providing utility location services (Deputy 
Presiding Officer Calarco).

D.P.O. CALARCO:
Motion to table.

CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Motion to table for a Public Hearing, Legislator Calarco.  Second 
by Legislator Muratore.  All in favor?  Opposed?  Abstentions?    
So moved (Tabled - 7-0-0-0).

IR 1744(-19) - Directing the Department of Public Works to accept 
the return of a vehicle and directing the Comptroller to refund the 
net sale price of the vehicle (Fleming).  

LEG. FLEMING:
Motion.
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CHAIRMAN KRUPSKI:
Motion by Legislator Fleming.  Second by Legislator Donnelly.  
All in favor?  Opposed?  Abstentions?  So moved (Approved - 
VOTE: 7-0-0-1 - Not Present: Legislator Berland).

Okay.  Seeing no other work before us, we are adjourned.  

(*The meeting was adjourned at 5:52 p.m.*)
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