
Greenwich School Zone Safety Presentation
• This presentation was created with the goal of protecting our children

• It’s about the principle of the matter - speed cameras were rolled out prematurely

• This has nothing to do with avoiding a one-off ticket or fine

• This isn’t simply one missing sign or mistake or loophole – This is about a widespread safety failure

• We need to address and fix systemic issues that are putting our children at risk

• Greenwich was repeatedly warned and instructed multiple times and failed to take corrective action

• The “goals” and “plans” were admirable in most (but not all) respects

• The implementation, oversight and attention to detail is woefully lacking by Blue Line Solutions

• I guarantee there are mistakes in this presentation – Try not to lose sight of the bigger picture

• Let the public know which rules to follow and they will comply 

• But the public cannot be expected to comply with rules that haven’t been publicized or posted correctly

• The rules of evidence have been relaxed by design (“shall not be strictly applied”) in the statutes (CGS 7-152c) 
for this purpose

February 2026
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Overview / Executive Summary

3

Protecting Our Children Is A Noble Cause – 218 children and 1,125 people of all ages were killed over the last decade 
in school-transportation-related crashes (although overwhelmingly not in school zones nor caused by speeding)

2011–2020 Data: School-Transportation-Related Crashes
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2024 SHS Releases 1-4 - Regulatory, Warning, Temporary Traffic Control, and School Signs
Combined Releases 1-4 (3/12/2025) and (7/3/2025)

Despite Requirement, Not One Of These Regulatory / Warning Signs Appear Eastbound on East Putnam Avenue



Greenwich has a duty to invalidate ALL citations given at the East Putnam ATESD and refund ALL citations 
already paid, given the magnitude of the deficiencies to regulatory and warning sign compliance and in the 

interest of justice – The site fails to comply with its ATESD proposal and thus cannot be operated or enforced

#5 Missing
(Exists In Plan, 
But Hasn’t Been 
Here In Years)

Oops. It Isn’t The End Either Wrong – It Isn’t The End

New Sign – But Never 
Removed The Old Signs

Wrong Place – Wrong 
Signs - Need To Be 
Visible, FYG, Placed 
Beyond Intersection, 
Nearer School Zone 
And Across From End 
School Zone – There are 
not proper “advanced 
warning signs”

All Speed Signs And School Zone Signs Were Removed In This Entire 2,900 Foot Stretch, >0.5 miles

From Both Approaches Highlighted 
With A Red Arrow, There is NO Visible 
Warning or Regulatory School Zone or 
Speed Limit Sign Whatsoever

Removed

If Approaching From Either Red Arrow, 
Where Does The School Zone End? Where 
Does It Begin Again? There Are 4 “End 
School Zone” Signs And NONE Of The 
Required “Begin School Zone” Signs

School Signs And Speed Signs Need To Be 
In The School Zone Per MUTCD

Obstructed By Tree

#4 Cannot 
Be Seen 
From Old 
Church 
Approach

“In particular, speed limit signs shall be located as near as 
practicable to where the school speed zone begins in each 
direction” – They are NOWHERE near the beginning/end of 
the school zones – And NOWHERE in between either

Wrong Place – Wrong 
Signs - Need To Be 
Visible, FYG, Placed 
Beyond Intersection, 
Nearer School Zone 
And Across From End 
School Zone
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FAIL… FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…



There is not a single school zone sign or speed limit sign e/b the ENTIRE ~2,900 ft length of East Putnam between Old Church and Brookridge

Each and every sign that was there previously (according to plans) or required to be installed by ATESD proposal are missing / gone / removed

There are numerous requirements for several signs at multiple points along this route (i.e. 250 feet from cameras, as close as practicable to end 
school zone signs, before speed limit assembly sign, etc.)  - It is impossible for any reasonable driver to know they are in a school speed zone –

there is inadequate warning or notice

These photos are all taken in continuous sequential order from Old Church Road (leftmost photo) to Hillside (rightmost photo)
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• I am here because injustice is here – Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere - MLK

• I wasn’t driving and submitted an affidavit stating that I wasn’t driving – At the very least, the cameras should also photograph the driver for accountability

• I have proof that I was nowhere near the scene at the time (shown below) – other evidence available upon request

• I haven’t been pulled over for speeding in 15+ years, yet got 3 notices from an ATESD in Greenwich (I do not live or work in Greenwich)

• I’ve owned six cars over the last two months for business – A variety of people drive them (landscapers, caretakers, babysitters, spouse, etc.)

• If you show me a photo of the driver I will identify them, but I don’t want to speculate absent evidence - I don’t track drivers

• On days that I drive my daughter to school I pass by no fewer than 10 (ten) separate speed cameras twice a day – Seems excessive

• Slow Down – First ask yourself why there isn’t 
broad compliance (17,000 violations makes that 
obvious) – Ask drivers why they didn’t comply –
Let’s not rush to speed cameras and fines 
without identifying and fixing the problem – That 
needs to be ironed out first

• If your goal is to limit speeding and protect
children, then put the right signs up in the right 
places and make them visible from all 
approaches so that drivers can obey them

• If your goal is to grab money, keep playing games 
and failing to post the required signs or 
adequately inform the public you will be putting 
our children at risk

• I know which choice I would make if I were in 
your position

• Throw in some school crosswalk signs while 
you’re at it to highlight the school zone (there are 
none currently on East Putnam)

• I’m not a traffic engineer – I certainly may have
made errors interpreting the guidelines.  But 
common sense dictates you need at least one 
single visible sign to enforce a school zone 
speed limit. There isn’t a single school/speed 
sign on the entire approach to GHS from GCDS

“An unjust law is no law at all” – St. Augustine
7



The Speed Limit Sign And Flashing Lights Can Not Be Seen From All Approaches, Namely Old Church Road and Hillside – It is 
Also Not As Close As Practicable To The Start Of The School Zone – It is not visible or conspicuous – The flashing lights have 
“blinders” on the side to prevent anyone from Old Church Road from knowing whether or not they are flashing

The flashing speed limit sign is “perpendicular” 
to Old Church road and impossible to see –
Actual view/photo with “blinders” shown below:

The East Putnam Approaches Are 
Missing This Sign Combination
Other Greenwich Zones Have It
And So Does Nearly Every Other Town

MISSING

MISSING
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Because there is an End School 
Zone From This Approach There 
Should Be Another Sign Here

School Crossing And School Grounds Well Beyond 500 Feet Away

FAIL…

FAIL…



Speed limit signs were 
removed from the school 
zone rather than being 
replaced with accurate 
signs…

Now there are no speed
limit signs within the entire 
school zone – that’s a long 
length of road and against 
guidance

There are ZERO speed limit signs or school zone signs along this entire 0.54 mile school zone

There are NO “advanced 
warning signs” for the 
school zone from OCR
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FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

Greenwich received 
MULTIPLE warnings from 
CT DOT / OSTA that the 
signs were not in 
compliance and failed to 
take corrective action –
This opens up liability 



Old Church Road & East Putnam is a 
major intersection and Higher Fines / 
Fines Doubled / Speed Limit Signs 
Need to go on the east side of the 
intersection as well as near each of 
the End School Zone markers

You could even argue the Overbrook 
& Hillside intersections w/ E. Putnam 
are major intersection given they 
have Traffic Control Signals
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Signs 
should 
go here

FAIL…

Signs 
should 
go here



Operating / Enforcement Times & Speed Limits
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Speed Limit Plans Inconsistent - limits shown at: 20mph or 25mph or 30mph or 35mph? 
Different documents/signs show wild variation: 85th percentile of 38mph or 40mph or 42mph? 
Same issues at East Putnam (High School) and North Street – Conflicting speed limits

Conflicting time periods shown as well – S: 7:45-8:45? 7:30-8:30? 7:00-8:00? 7:15-8:15? 
Different documents and signs show each of these: E: 1:45-2:45? 2:40-3:40? 3:00-4:00? 2:00-4:00?
Same issues at East Putnam (High School) and North Street – Conflicting operating times

This is utterly confusing – What is the speed limit? 20? 25? 30? 35? 40?
What is the statutory 85th percentile? 38? 40? 42?

Same HS Location: From Application --– From Google Maps   –-- From Drive By
So which time do we use? At least Hillside HAS a sign… East Putnam does not

From TIR

12

FAIL…

?

Is the speed limit in effect at the HS 
“when flashing” or the time on the 
sign or the time in the application (or 
the second alternate time in the 
application) or the time on Google or 
the direction from the Police 
Department? They are ALL different.



The plan for Greenwich High School stated that enforcement would only take place from 7:45am-8:45am and 2:40pm-3:40pm, yet I 
have received multiple citations and warnings outside of those times (i.e. at ~7:20am x2 on East Putnam and ~4:20pm on North Street)
When asked, I was told the reduced speed times are “8:15am-9:15am and 3:15pm-:15pm [sic]” (Note: Assumed that meant 4:15pm)

Furthermore, I was told there were several programming errors with the speed limits and times of flashing beacons 13



(These speeds and times don’t match actual signs of 30mph and 25mph)
Identical issues exist at North Street (inconsistent signs vs. plans)

(There is no traffic report as required for any times before 7:45am or after 3:40pm)
An extension of operating times on both sides without traffic surveys or notice is not an “incidental” change to a plan

Question remains: Has the time of enforcement changed from the original proposal/plan? I asked for clarification in November…
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NOTE: These stats 
are WRONG 
because they used 
the WRONG speed 
limits – These are 
OVERSTATED

Furthermore, 
because school 
zone signs and 
speed limit signs 
were missing and 
not visible, that 
easily explains the 
higher rate of 
speeding – The 
stats cannot be 
relied on



Guidance for Municipalities Developing an Automated 
Traffic Enforcement Safety Device (ATESD) Plan – CT DOT

Such notification shall include appropriate detail as to 
the nature and hours of operation of the enforcement 
device, and how the municipality will support such location-
based applications through baseline mapping platforms

Q: Why are towns required to notify drivers of the location and times of enforcement?

A: So that operators/drivers are reasonably informed and can comply

It’s a pretty easy argument that the locations and times of enforcement are unclear based 
on inconsistent information provided to the public, inadequate and missing signage, media 
reports and public comments/feedback

Changing the time of enforcement and location of enforcement without notice
violates the requirements of Public Act 23-116
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Extending the times to earlier in the morning and later in the afternoon AND extending the school zone hours (i.e. 2pm-4pm rather than 2:40pm-3:40pm) is not consistent 
with the plan and not supported by the traffic studies, nor was it publicized – I asked for clarification ahead of time and was told a different time of enforcement – It’s 
blatantly unjust to change enforcement times without public notice – Is it now 7am-4pm? No reasonable person can follow a rule that constantly changes

Justifying a school zone change 
without traffic studies / TIR’s to 
reflect a dramatically different 
and expanded time frame are 
not merely time-of-day or 
incidental changes, despite the
request to LTA. The ATESD plan 
was only authorized to operate 
during the school times 
proposed and analyzed. At the 
very least, public notice was 
required for changes to the 
times per CGS. The record of 
times of enforcement must be 
released publicly in addition to 
being maintained by the LTA.

“Speed limits will only be in 
effect… for the hours listed”
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It can’t be an “incidental” change if the public 
needs to know the change by law in order to
comply with the change or if that particular 
change is going to be enforced. Removing a 
requirement would be incidental, but Adding 
/ Increasing / Extending a requirement 
cannot be incidental. The same logic applies 
to locations of school zones as it does to 
times of enforcement.

Was there really justification 
for a speed zone with a < 4% 
speeding problem most days?

And remember, this is BEFORE 
the required posting of speed 
limit and school zone signs



This is the plan that was approved… At least 
it’s the only plan that drivers have access to 
from CT DOT under “approved plans” – It 
must be followed. ATESD’s cannot be 
operated unless it complies with the plan

Public Act No. 23-116
17



18
Or is it 3:15pm-4:15pm as instructed? Why 
am I getting violations at ~4:20pm? 

I would make the argument that rescinding a lower speed limit (back to a higher speed limit) or narrowing enforcement 
times MAY qualify as incidental – However, lowering speed limits or broadening enforcement times is NOT incidental



Direction from law enforcement officer as to time in effect of school zone periods was misleading
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Direction from law enforcement officer as to time in effect of school zone periods was misleading

20



Compliance Issues

• Sign Types
• Locations
• Visibility Issues
• Placement Issues

21



This key/only sign (at the intersection of East 
Putnam and Old Church Road) is obstructed and 
impossible to see from Old Church Road approach

Another corollary - because the school zone speed limit sign is not at a right angle to Old Church Road, it is not intended to serve notice to those drivers 22

FAIL…
FAIL…

Signs are supposed to be visible from 100ft 
away – Many school zone signs aren’t 
visible even from much shorter distances



School Zone Signs Are Obstructed Because they 
were placed immediately behind trees in violation of 
MUTCD regulations and OSTA guidance and even 
explicit directions in the Greenwich proposal

Obstructed Regulatory / Warning Signs At Greenwich High School

23

FAIL…

FAIL…



Why are there three “end school zone” 
locations at different points between Old 
Church Road and Hillside along East 
Putnam (presumably all in the same school 
zone) -- Did one get added to what is now 
outside of the recognized school zone? (#9) 
and it isn’t located next to the speed zone 
start sign as required. Regardless, the “End 
School Zone” is in three different areas 
(perhaps four) on East Putnam

Where the school zone begins and ends is 
NOT consistent – It is NOT clear – There are 
signs in vastly different areas (at least 3 
different inconsistencies, 4 in total)

Despite three or four “End School Zone” 
signs within two blocks, there are none of the 
required “Begin School Zone” or speed limit 
signs across the street at the same point…

There are no other school signs from the 
opposite direction / flow of traffic at these 
same points

Three contradictory “end school zone” signs still exist on the same block of East Putnam Ave

24

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…



Speed Limit Signs 
improperly located 
adjacent to or within 5 
feet of utility poles

Note: Sign also broken, 
which is common

Signs not located at 
beginning/end of school 
zone on East Putnam and 
neither the sign nor the 
flashing lights can be 
read from Old Church 
Road approach

Signs are not posted according to MUTCD standards throughout Greenwich –
Compliance problems are not just limited to East Putnam – The town should undergo a 

comprehensive review and audit of all school zone speed limit signs in Greenwich

25FAIL… FAIL… FAIL…

 Obstructed “End School Zone” signs at GCDS
One on Fairfield Rd & One on Old Church Rd)

Newest version

Older version



Multiple issues with flashing lights outside of 
their operating times (24 hours a day) and 
beacons that don’t flash at all during the 
enforcement period (North Street, Fairfield 
Rd.). Issues with flashing beacons (non-stop 
/ not-working) have been acknowledged by 
Sgt. Smith. Issues with incorrect 
programming of speed limits have also been 
acknowledged. Even the OSTA submission is 
plagued with contradictory speed limits.

The flashing beacons are not reliable, which 
is why we specifically asked for a list of 
times the speed cameras were operational. 

We were told in writing 8:15am-9:15am and 
3:15pm-4:15pm (on November 26, 2025). 
The OSTA submissions for East Putnam 
show vastly different / narrower enforcement 
times than the flashing beacons.

Flashing beacons are routinely broken – wrong times / always flashing / never flashing 
Unreliable for drivers and are ignored as a direct result of regular problems

26



R10-18 is to be used at jurisdictional boundaries

R10-18a is to be used at red-light cameras

R10-19P/aP is to be used at speed cameras / may be mounted below a regulatory sign

Why was the least relevant sign chosen instead of following Attachment A?

Why is it not installed with a regulatory / warning (speed) sign on East Putnam?

Why is it not mounted below a warning sign for a school zone in FYG color?

These Are The REQUIRED ATESD Warning 
Signs Consistent With Other CT Towns 

This was the warning sign 
chosen by Greenwich – It 
is NOT the required sign

CT DOT Sign #31-0813 CT DOT Sign #31-0808 

27

FAIL…

These are both the wrong signs



ATESD Guidance For Municipalities – January 2025

A scaled roadway plan or an aerial image showing the location for the ATESD at a 
traffic control signal, School Zone, Pedestrian Safety Zone, or other location(s). 
The plan or aerial image must also show the proposed location and sign 
description of the required two conspicuous signs to be installed on every 
approach at a reasonable distance in advance of the ATESD. See Attachment A 
for the details regarding the required signs. Such required conspicuous signs are 
only permitted to be installed at locations where the ATESD is currently 
operational.

28



https://crcogct.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/4a.-60-Seconds-for-Safety-
CTDOT-Automated-Traffic-Enforcement-Safety-Guide.pdf

These Are The REQUIRED ATESD Warning Signs For Consistency & Uniformity

29
“Traffic Laws Photo Enforced” Is NOT One Of The Options Allowed AT The ATESD Locations



From April 2024 Selectmen Meeting – Where are the correct warnings signs?

R10-18 is a poor choice to serve as warning signs - they don’t match other 
municipalities (not standard or uniform) and don’t meet the Attachment A 
guidance. If school zone speeding is what is being enforced, then put “speed 
limit” signs up – put “speed limit photo enforced” signs up as the best option –
put “school zone ahead” signs on all approaches instead of just two 
approaches.  Put “school zone” signs within the school zone and near the 
beginning of the school zones. Furthermore, they’re required and 
specifically identified in Attachment A:

This Sign Is Not Correct According To Attachment A:

Two Conspicuous Required Warning Signs Of This Type:

Warning Signs Are Incorrect

30
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There is an excellent and comprehensive explanation of why “Traffic Laws Photo Enforced” is a poor 
choice and does not meet several requirements in the case of speed cameras in Connecticut

25A-RW-03 - Photo/Automated Enforcement Signs

These are the new standards per 
ATESD instructions & MUTCD

“Traffic Laws Photo Enforced” 
Removed In Latest Proposal
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I did not place these red X 
marks – This is the guidance 
These two were REMOVED From 
Table 7B-1 in the latest proposal

Which they have…



(Note: School Speed Limit Sign Is As Close As Practicable to Begin / End School Zone)
School Speed Limit Sign Is required AFTER the intersection

S4-5 sign doesn’t exist
when coming from Old
Church Road – Need to be 
placed AFTER any 
intersections to be visible by 
all approaches

S1-1 Sign Doesn’t Exist Either

School Zone notice and Speed 
Limit Signs should be placed as 
near as practicable to beginning 
and end of school zone which was
not done on East Putnam

CORRECT SCHOOL ZONE LAYOUT PER MUTCD

33

“Signing is primarily for the benefit and direction of 
road users who are not familiar with the route or 
area” 

“The basic requirements for all highway signs are 
that they be legible to those for whom they are 
intended and that they be understandable in time to 
permit a proper response”

“The excessive signing found on many of
Connecticut’s major highways has occurred over the
years and has resulted in a multitude of signs that 
are too small, poorly designed and placed such that 
they do not accomplish their intended purpose”

“Uniformity of traffic control is important for drivers 
and enhances safety by meeting motorists’ 
expectations”

– CT DOT Signing Guidelines

“Any roadway project funded with federal money 
must comply with the MUTCD – Since a substantial 
portion of funding for roadway projects in 
Connecticut is from the FHA, it is important that 
signing in Connecticut is accomplished in 
accordance with the standards”

– CT DOT Signing Guidelines



(Note: You have a “School Zone Ahead Fines Doubled” sign but not the required supplemental sign or showing where it begins)
“The School Zone Ahead Fines Doubled” sign is not standardized with the S1-1 (School Zone sign) or School Speed Limit (S5-1) sign on East Putnam

This sign is insufficient 
to meet requirements

These signs are sufficient but 
do not exist on East Putnam

Refer to any of the eight (8) other municipalities regulatory signs attached on the subsequent pages for correct examples / implementation
Note: The signage on Hillside Road at the high school is correct and different than the signage on East Putnam at the high school

34

There are currently 
none of these S1-1 
signs on the 
eastbound East 
Putnam approach



“In accordance with Section 14-298 of the Connecticut General Statutes, the OSTA has 
adopted the relevant portions of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) as 
its regulations for the purpose of standardization and uniformity of traffic control signals, 
devices, signs, and markings on public roadways within the State.”

“In accordance with Section 14-298a of the Connecticut General Statutes, this report shall 
serve as the certificate of approval for the school zone speed limit(s) noted above and 
should be retained by the municipality. The Certificate shall become valid when the speed 
limit signs have been posted as directed herein.”

Since the speed limit signs are not posted as directed and required, then ATESD’s cannot be operated, and the certificate is not valid. 
In addition, the municipality has not yet met all other requirements of the Act. It cannot be enforced and in the interest of justice, East Putnam 
tickets must be voided and refunded retroactively unless and until all requirements are met. A credible argument can be made that ALL tickets 
issued under the Greenwich ATESD program are invalid because the warning / regulatory signs do not meet CT DOT / ATESD requirements.
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Attachment A does not show “Traffic Laws Photo Enforced” – It shows 3 other options – “Photo 
Enforced” which requires mounting below a speed limit sign or “Speed Limit Photo Enforced” or “Photo 
Enforced” with Traffic Control Signal – It does not indicate that “Traffic Laws Photo Enforced” is allowed 
which is intended for jurisdictional boundaries. Note: Nearly all other towns in CT comply with 
Attachment A. The Greenwich ordinance requires consistency and uniformity with the rest of the state.

Attachment A options:

36



These signs are what are required in Attachment A 
by OSTA for ATESD’s speed camera enforcement Intended to be used at a

jurisdictional boundary, not at 
location of speed cameras or 
traffic signals, further clarified 
with the latest proposals and 
given uniformity requirements

Greenwich uses the wrong signs / misleading and not the clear 
warning signs required by Attachment A of ATESD DOT Plan Guidance
These signs are not consistent and uniform with the rest of the state

37



CGS 14-307c

Connecticut has mandated notice at 250 feet for urban areas and slower speed areas – Refer 
to Office of Legislative Research (1994) for Connecticut General Assembly

Other states such as GA mandate that warning signs must be within 500 feet of the ATESD –
There are not two warning signs within either 250 or 500 feet of the device – Blue Line, 
Greenwich PD, and the Town of Greenwich have publicly stated this plan was modeled after 
other similar programs nationwide.

38



500 feet

Confusion exists because the two conspicuous signs must be installed at a location that is operational. It’s unreasonable to have photo 
enforcement signs 1,000+ feet away when the legal requirement in CT is 250 feet. A reasonable person would expect #17 and #1 to imply there is 
a red light camera at the adjacent/nearby major intersection. However, a sign cannot be placed where a traffic light does not have a camera. 
Instead, that device (and others farther away) are supposed to inform drivers of a speed camera nowhere near the sign? Illogical and Unreasonable

“Such required conspicuous signs are only permitted to be installed at locations where the ATESD is currently operational” –
There is no ATESD (no traffic control / red light camera) at the intersection of East Putnam & Old Church or Overbrook

CGS 14-307c (f)(1)(A) explicitly requires at least two conspicuous signs at reasonable distance in advance of such location, in accordance 
with MUTCD, “notifying motor vehicle operators of such location” – I would argue that signs #17 and #1 give a reasonable driver no indication 
of where the targeted location is – In fact, it does not meet MUTCD standards, nor is it close enough to be reasonable, nor does it notify 
operators of the location (which is 1,000 feet down the road after a traffic light and not identified by a speed limit photo enforcement sign).

500 feet

500 feet

500 feet

Note: Brackets 250 feet on either side of the three “end school zone” signs which must 
also represent the beginning of school zones (albeit unmarked) as well as the school 
zone cameras (which by definition must be in the school zone) but are also unmarked

500 feet

39

FAIL…
Note: The Intersection of East Putnam and Overbrook also has traffic control signal/lights – So 
the “traffic laws enforced” sign (#6) incorrectly warns traffic about a non-existent red-light 
camera rather than a “speed limit photo enforced” sign which would alleviate uncertainty and 
fulfill the requirement of notifying drivers of the speed camera



Wrong Signs & Sign Colors

Because fines are doubled in a school zone in the statute, it triggers additional requirements for which 
signs must be used – The signs used/chosen are wrong – They must now reflective or illuminated, be 
yellow/green in color and “Fines Doubled” plaques placed beneath the school sign and speed limit sign

New Standard

Can’t Use |  Must Use 

Old Standard |  New Req’t

40

CGS Chap 248 Sec 14-212b was written and 
passed in 1998 before the 2009 MUTCD 
codes were updated to reflect FYG 
mandates – However, MUTCD supersedes 
CT statutes.
In other words, any new “school zone ahead 
fines doubled” signs MUST be yellow/green

FAIL…
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FAIL…

S5-1(CT) is a CT sign that does not comply with MUTCD – Notice that every other school sign is FYG – MUTCD Does Not 
Allow A “School Zone Ahead Fines Doubled” Sign In Black & White – MUTCD Mandates S1-1 with W16-9P and S4-5a

This Disclaimer Is Prominently Featured On the 
First Page Of the Connecticut DOT Sign Catalog

https://newcanaanite.com/town-seeks-to-designate-
additional-school-zones-for-south-saxe-and-nchs-11845501
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Site #1

Site #2

Site #3

Site #4

Site #5

Site #6

Site #7

Site #8

Site #9

Site #10

What new signs were installed? The inconsistent use of warning / regulatory signs in Greenwich at different sites is confusing and fails the standard of uniformity

This is Correct - Note 
the difference

Wrong supplemental plaque

Wrong signs, wrong color

Wrong signs, wrong color

This is Correct - Note the difference – Still 
needs proper photo enforced warning signs

Wrong signs, wrong color

Wrong signs, wrong color

Wrong signs, wrong color

Wrong sign, wrong color Wrong sign, wrong color

These signs are installed separately instead of together

These signs are installed separately instead of together



Examples of Other Municipalities ATESD Plans
• Consistent & Uniform Warning / Regulatory Sign Approach Across 

Connecticut Contrasts With Greenwich Which Fails For Several Reasons

43

Towns:

Middletown
Fairfield
New Haven
Beacon Falls
Washington
Milford
Stratford
Marlborough

Towns:

Greenwich

Towns:

Stamford

* Wethersfield excluded from this analysis because it appears 
their plan is for traffic signal cameras rather than speed cameras

Examples of these town ATESD plans are on the next four slides



Greenwich signs are not consistent with FHA/MUTCD/OSTA requirements and approved plans and signs from other towns in CT

Middletown

Fairfield

New Haven

Beacon Falls, CT

Examples from other towns in CT that have the correct regulatory / warning signs from all approaches
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Examples of Proper Speed Limit Warning Signs That Are Consistent With Other 
ATESD Locations In Towns Across Connecticut and the CT DOT ATES Guide

Requirement: Signs Must Be Consistent And Uniform Across The State

New Haven

Washington

Fairfield

Focus on the sheer number of school zone and speed limit signs

Fairfield

45



Milford

Stratford

Washington, CTMarlborough, CT

Greenwich signs are not consistent with OSTA / MUTCD requirements and approved plans and signs from other towns in CT

Examples from other towns in CT that have the correct regulatory / warning signs from all approaches
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Conforming signs from ALL approachesMiddletown

47
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Note:
(1) Signs From All
Approaches

(2) Correct Warning Signs 
Under Speed Limit Signs

(3) Proper Distances as 
Measured On The Map

Stamford, CT

(1)

(2)

(3)

(1)

(1)

(1)
(1)

(1)
(1)

(1)

(2)

(3)
(3)

(3)

(3)
(3)

(3)
(3)

(3) (1)

“Speed Limit Photo Enforced” Signs 
Should Be Added As The Second 
Conspicuous Sign As Instructed 
Rather Than Traffic Laws – Refer to 
NTUTCD and CT DOT ATES Guide 
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“Speed Limit Photo Enforced” Is The Consistent And Uniform Approach Across The Entire Country, Not Just Connecticut
A “Photo Enforced” Sign Underneath A Speed Limit Sign Is The Other Standard – Both Are Laid Out In CT DOT Instructions for ATESD’s
Neither Exist in Greenwich

Representative Signs From Across The Country:
Houston, Albany, NYC, Ohio, Georgia, Massachusetts, etc.



MUTCD Requirements

50



Yes
Yes, all approaches to a school zone typically require notice. This is to ensure that road users are 
aware of the school area they are entering, which may include school buildings, grounds, 
crossings, or related activities adjacent to the highway. The use of signs like the School (S1-1) sign 
is common for this purpose, and they are used to warn road users of the presence of a school 
area or to identify the beginning of a designated school zone. Additionally, the S1-1 sign can be 
used to warn road users of a school crossing or to indicate the location of a school entrance.

Source: dot.gov

In Connecticut, MUTCD sign requirements for speed cameras on school zones include the 
installation of conspicuous signs on all approaches to a school zone. These signs must be placed
at a reasonable distance in advance of the speed camera to ensure visibility and compliance with 
safety standards. The Connecticut Department of Transportation (CTDOT) ensures that all 
supplemental signing conforms to the MUTCD, including the specific requirements for school
zone signs.

Yes, school zone signs, including warnings and reduced speed limit signs, should be placed on all, or at least 
the primary, approaches to a school zone to ensure proper notice. The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD) mandates that advance warning signs be used for each direction of traffic to alert drivers 
before they reach the designated school zone.
Approach Requirements: Signs must be placed to notify drivers approaching the zone from any direction, 
including from cross streets, to ensure awareness of the reduced speed limit.
Sign Placement: School zone signs (S1-1) are typically placed at the beginning of the zone, with, in some cases,
advanced warning signs, as per the CT.GOV-Connecticut’s Official State Website.
Distance: Regulations suggest that in urban areas, these warnings signs should be placed roughly 250 feet in
advance, while rural areas require up to 750 feet or more, depending on speed.
Termination: The end of a school zone must also be market with an “END SCHOOL ZONE” sign or a standard
speed limit sign, according to the Department of Transportation. 51



Sec. 14-212b. School zones. Fines doubled. (a) As used in this section, “local highway” means a highway that is under the control of a
town, city or borough; and “local traffic authority” means the traffic authority of a town, city or borough.
(b) (1) At the request of the legislative body of a town, city or borough, the Office of the State Traffic Administration may designate as a
school zone any part of a state highway that is adjacent to school property or is, in the opinion of said office, sufficiently close to school
property as to constitute a risk to the public safety under all the circumstances. At the request of such legislative body, the office may
revoke any such designation. (2) A local traffic authority may designate as a school zone, and may revoke any such designation, any part
of a local highway that is adjacent to school property or is, in the opinion of the local traffic authority, sufficiently close to school
property as to constitute a risk to the public safety under all the circumstances.
(c) The Superior Court shall impose an additional fee equivalent to one hundred per cent of the fine established or imposed for the
violation of the provisions of section 14-218a or 14-219, for any such violation committed in a school zone designated in a conspicuous
manner by the Office of the State Traffic Administration or local traffic authority.
(d) The Office of the State Traffic Administration with regard to a state highway or the local traffic authority with regard to a
local highway shall cause to be posted a sign approved by the Office of the State Traffic Administration (1) at the beginning of a
school zone in each direction that traffic is permitted to flow which shall read as follows: “SCHOOL ZONE AHEAD FINES
DOUBLED”, and (2) at the end of such zone in each direction that traffic is permitted to flow which shall read as follows: “END
SCHOOLZONE”.

This sign is required in each direction that 
traffic is permitted to flow – It DOES NOT EXIST 
coming from Old Church Road – There is one 
120 feet west of Old Church Road on East 
Putnam, but that’s not on all approaches

Furthermore, it does not exist  AT the 
beginning of the school zone (either the old 
location of “end zone” or new location “end 
zone”) – It is also required beyond any major 
intersections (i.e. required East of Old Church)

These are the requirements of Sec. 14-212b. but they IGNORE the additional MUTCD 
requirements on colors and styles/signs/locations these signs must conform with 
and installed per the latest edition

School Speed Limit signs required at the beginning of the zone (opposite the end zone) and visible from all approaches – Wrong signs, Wrong colors, Missing Signs
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School Speed Limit signs required at the beginning of the zone (opposite the end zone) and visible from all approaches
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The latest version of the MUTCD is nearly 1,200 pages – Let’s follow the guidelines, not pick and choose –
Spend the time and energy to have clear signs before jumping immediately to 10+ speed camera locations

Improper: Uses wrong color and 
is not systematic with one color
There is no vertical reflective strip
These are at East Putnam and
North Street

Proper: Consistent colors and 
vertical reflective strip
These are at GCDS, ironically 
where there is no ATESD
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FAIL…FAIL…



Warning Signs Must Meet MUTCD Requirements – For School Zones, Regulatory School Warning Signs Must Be Fluorescent Yellow Green
(This Has Been The Standard For 15+ Years)

These signs on East Putnam are not in the MUTCD (they are not 
standardized like R2-10) and do not meet the FYG requirement

These are the required signs for School Zone Ahead (and are 
found at many other schools in Grenwich and across CT)

Note: Greenwich submitted proposed school signage only in black-and-white thus the potential oversight.
It is important to state that in the submission, there was no MUTCD sign number attached to “School Zone 
Ahead – Fines Doubled” for East Putnam as existed with all other signs and most other locations.
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FAIL…
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“Shall not” is defined as “Must not” by Connecticut Law
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Given the requirements that school related signs be FYG in 
color, why would Greenwich choose to use an older black 
and white CT DOT version than the newer MUTCD FYG signs?

To be clear, sign S5-1 (CT) is NOT an MUTCD approved sign 
and thus not allowed by the ATESD statute as a warning sign

https://portal.ct.gov/dot/-/media/dot/traffic-design/signcatalogpdf.pdf -- Refer to Figure 7B-5 For The Correct MUTCD School Ahead / Fines Double Illustrations

CT DOT Sign Catalog (new)

CT DOT Sign Catalog (old)

Correct / Approved MUTCD Version

THESE SIGNS “SHALL” BE INSTALLED 
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[In Connecticut, “shall” is defined by law as “must”]
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When Children Are Present Standard
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This ordinance was passed by stating it would only be 
enforced when children are present, which is reiterated 
on the Greenwich town website. Note: When children 
are present AND school zone beacons are flashing is 
the requirement.

There are NO children present in ANY of the speed 
camera photos shown as evidence

Furthermore, there were NO children present at 
~7:20am in the morning on East Putnam – walking 
within crosswalks, waiting at the curb, or present along
the roadway

Several states have similar definitions of “when children are present”

“When children are present” has been defined narrowly for children within crosswalks, waiting at the curb or present along the roadway –
Greenwich PD should not state enforcement will only be active when “children are present” if that’s not the case

This is the reasonable interpretation of guidance from Greenwich
64



No children present… flashing beacons not visible

Greenwich school zone speed cameras are operational
during school hours when children are present and
when the school zone beacons are flashing. These
cameras enforce speed limits and are active on days that 
school is in session. Greenwich, CT | Official Website
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If this policy is wrong, the town and 
police department need to first 
correct the record on their own 
websites before they can enforce it
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Now it’s a bait and switch – Tickets being 
issued even when children are not present

But we can’t even look up the Ordinance14-
52(a)(i) because it isn’t on the website yet –

The only information on the Greenwich 
website states it will only be enforced when 
children are present

ATESD’s (speed cameras) were supposed to be used in school zones – The question of when and 
where is unanswered and unclear given conflicting instructions and guidance and signs 67



Inadequate Public Notice
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Public comment ended in 2024 for DPW Community Input

No public information on Greenwich CT police department website

Failure of thorough public relations / outreach

No press releases on the town website

Nothing shows up when you search the town website

No press releases on the police website

Even worse, misleading press releases that enforcement is delayed

Lack of  adequate public notice contradicts the Act/Ordinance
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FAIL…



The reason I ask whether there was a public 
awareness campaign is because Sgt. Smith said 
“The speed camera program has created an 
immense amount of inquiries for us to sort through”

If it were clearly understood through a campaign, 
compliance would be significantly higher, and there
would not be as many inquiries.

Also – The Town of Greenwich Ordinances have not 
even been updated to reflect either the existence of 
Chapter 14, Article VI – OR – ordinance 14-52(a)(i) 

No Town Press Releases Since 2023

The Last Press Release From Greenwich PD 
showed a halt of the camera program

Lack of adequate public notice
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FAIL…



This is the last press release on speed cameras from Greenwich PD No other mention of ATESD rollout, timelines, locations, anything 
that would be helpful in notifying the public on the police website
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FAIL…

FAIL…



There is no public record of the Town 
Ordinance or even Chapter 14, Article VI

Inadequate public relations and public input / comment / notice period:

Despite the precedent, this was pushed through without adequate public input –
There was no second read in 2025 (they relied on April 2024 discussion) – They 
rushed it through and relied on OLD media rather than adequate public relations or 
press releases to gather public comment before they voted to approve it.

Where is the publication of the ordinances 
enacted by legislative body or at town 
meeting as required?

Lack of  adequate public notice contradicts the Act/Ordinance
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FAIL…
FAIL…



Public Feedback / Criticism

• Due Process Concerns – Significant Burden on the Innocent
• Unreliability / Failure To Abide With Plan
• Public Outcry
• Constitutional Issues
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Demonstrably untrue comment by Camillo that there was no opposition to the proposal 
the prior year – There were plenty of people that spoke out publicly against it
They were not given a chance to give public input or feedback before the final 2025 vote.

There is broad public opposition to speed cameras in Greenwich
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Laughing all the way to the bank? — Christopher Fountain



There is an inherent injustice and lack of accountability with charging the owner of a vehicle 
rather than the operator of the vehicle. This penalizes the owner rather than the operator and 
does not adequately serve as a penalty or deterrent for the person that actually violated the 
ordinance. With a parking ticket or speeding ticket from an officer, you know immediately who 
was driving and it can correct/change behavior. With a speed camera ticket that comes 30-60 
days after the fact, with an “intentional lag” in the process, it’s impossible to correct bad 
behavior or protect children in real time and harder to prove your innocence when not at fault.

Civil infraction enforcement loophole avoids accountability for the actual violator and is a major burden on the innocent

What if someone else was driving my car?

If someone else was driving your vehicle at the time the image was captured, you
are still responsible for the fine as the owner of the vehicle, according to the DOT.

Due Process Is Backwards In This Situation
• Is there an appeal process? Yes.
• Is there a right to question your accuser? Sort of…
• Is this a fair procedure? Absolutely not…
• Did the government provide justifications? No

It’s guilty until proven innocent without any real 
presumption of innocence and the burden of proof is 
shifted to the owner/defendant because it’s civil rather 
than criminal. And the bar for the little amount of time 
(per ticket) it takes to review and send out 17,000 
tickets vs. the massive amount of time and effort to 
prove your innocence is completely one-sided and 
unjust.  Moreso with the ability to send out multiple
citations to the same innocent person that need to be 
defended.
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Unconstitutional when it violates equal 
protection clause:

Different treatment for people violating 
the same ordinance depending on the
mechanism of enforcement (whether 
they are stopped by a police officer or 
an ATESD).

Speed Cameras have been tried throughout the country – Many states are now ending the 
practice given unreliability, over-reach, public outcry, and Constitutional issues
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Appendix
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Why would Greenwich allow Blue Line to choose/select/help with camera placements? Chief Heavey testified to that. The OSTA 
submission also states that it was created with assistance from Blue Line. Blue Line faced (and settled) class action lawsuits and has a 
host of complaints.

Why didn’t Greenwich DPW / Police / Traffic Section / Community have primary responsibility for the site selection?

Does Blue Line get paid a transaction fee for every ticket? That’s a perverse incentive to over-enforce and over-ticket rather than reduce 
speeding and explains a) so many enforcement zones and b) cameras installed where there is a history of few accidents or violations

Does Blue Line get paid (and paid first) like other CT vendors whether or not the tickets get paid or hold up against appeals?

Why would Greenwich contract with a vendor that had never worked with another town in CT?

Presumably Blue Line isn’t as familiar with CT rules and regulations and approaches as local police which may lead to mistakes in the 
plan design or implementation (which was demonstrably/certainly the case)

The 90% cited reduction in speeding presumably is by locals that are “in the know” – For instance, North Street dropped from 4,341
violations to 107 violations the next month according to public statements – How many of those 107 live out of town and were unaware of 
the speed cameras? On a related note, the warning violation numbers don’t correspond to the traffic surveys statistically

How can you claim that speeding dropped 90% after the first month of warnings, but then there were 17,000 violations in January? That 
defies common sense and contradicts the claim above - Does that imply 170,000 warnings were given out?

Which one is it? 100 violations or 1,000+ violations per zone in the month after warnings? Can’t be both at the same time…

Is there a multi-year commitment with Blue Line? Even if the program isn’t working, is overturned or not producing the intended outcome?

Where are the detailed monthly statistics and public transparency on the violations that were promised?

Mistake of law and mistake of fact can happen – But repeated negligence and failure of duty of care negate that defense

Outstanding Questions

78To the extent that more speed camera sites are used than necessary, or signs are missing, or tickets are too time consuming to fight, or Blue Line puts up unclear  or non-
conforming signs, the more it benefits Blue Line but the more it harms safety – That’s their financial incentive and evidence shows they do what is in their best interest



Note: These were civil penalties as well
Privileges and Immunities Clause cited
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The speed limits are clearly unreasonable if ~17,000 drivers 
(approximately half the driving population of the entire town 
of Greenwich, CT) are cited with violations in a single month 
and there have been virtually no injuries.

How much time does it take for police officers to accurately 
review enough videos to actually send out 17,000 violations 
a month? 30 seconds apiece assuming 100% of them are 
accurate?

Over 50,000 vehicles drive along East Putnam each week and during 
the last six (6) years (1/1/19 through 12/31/24) only one (1) motor 
vehicle accident with injuries was identified in that vicinity? That’s 15 
million drivers and the solution is to give out 17,000 tickets a month? 
For one injury case you identified in that vicinity? (Note: there may be 
a handful of others but the locations were redacted in the OSTA 
submission). There were only 19 school days in January – That’s 
nearly 1,000 tickets per school day? Over 100 tickets for every hour 
of the school day? One ticket every 30 seconds? Can they even be 
accurately reviewed in 30 second? Does that sound reasonable or 
necessary? Do we even know if it was speed-related? We’ve been 
told that a minority of accidents are actually speed-related in the 
proposal. That’s an incredibly low probability.

Note: Data taken from Site Crash History and Blue Line ADT Counts
in OSTA Submission
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Those who would give up essential Liberty, to purchase a 
little temporary Safety, deserve neither Liberty nor Safety”

Benjamin Franklin

[Not intended in the actual historical Penns context but rather the modern usage]



Q: What is your duty as a citation hearing officer 
(or a judicial review if it gets that far) if the 
ordinance or citation/violation is unjust?

A: Throw it out in the interest of justice and 
accountability

• I wasn’t driving and I don’t know for sure who was
• Inadequate signs
• Signs in the wrong place
• Missing signs
• Obstructed signs
• Incorrect enforcement times published
• Inadequate public relations effort (required)
• Unjust civil penalty on owners rather than violators

Speed limits are unreasonably low – They fall well below the 85th

percentile which is what most drivers perceive their speed to be 
safe and reasonable

“Close” enough only counts in horseshoes and hand grenades

I strongly advise the town of Greenwich to proactively review 
all of the new ATESD locations for similar issues

“Civil enforcement is an unjust loophole to skirt due process requirements” (similar to Civil Asset Forfeiture)

“Sometimes a law is just on its face and unjust in its application”

Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. – Letters from Birmingham Jail
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If UConn T2 and OSTA report that lowering 
speed limits doesn’t reduce speeds… and 
won’t reduce accidents… and that 
“experience has shown that a posted 
speed limit near the 85th percentile speed 
is the safe and reasonable speed” – Why 
are we not following their common-sense 
approach?

Ironically, changes in speed limits and 
excessively or unrealistically low speed 
limits can cause more accidents.

If lower speed limits don’t reduce speeds or accidents and aren’t the safest (most reasonable) speed limits…  Then what can speed cameras be other than for a money grab?
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How Washington, CT deals with the “intentional lag” of tickets – Fairness when multiple tickets are issued before notice is made
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Additional Improvements To Visibility
If the goal is to actually protect children, then add these signs along East Putnam – NOT ONE of them exists between Old 
Church Road and Hillside for ~2,900 feet of continuous school zone, directly adjacent to Greenwich High School property

Note: These signs DO exist at other schools in Greenwich and in nearly every town in Connecticut – They are standard – They just don’t exist on East Putnam
84



Slow Down… We seem to have missed or 
skipped several of these key first steps…

I’m an advocate and activist for safety… But let’s follow the right steps… and get the right feedback first…

Automated enforcement checklist | May 2021

The last public engagement mentioned 
on the Greenwich PD Traffic Section 
website is 20+ Years Old
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FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…



FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

Note: This OLR/CGA guidance remains online and published at CGA.CT.GOV, however CARS 14-298-555 was repealed in December 1999. I don’t have 
enough information to confirm whether or not the specific distance requirements below are now valid or not – But it is certainly established precedent for 
uniformity. 14-298 still requires standardization and uniformity. 14-298 places the requirement on OSTA – “office shall adopt and cause to be printed for 
publication regulations establishing a uniform system of traffic control signals, devices, signs and markings” – They may have either failed to formally 
updated (establish) and publish a uniform distance requirement for signs or alternatively this may remain the current guidance.
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I’m formally requesting whistleblower protections and eligibility to avoid continued harassment 
and retaliation including but not limited to the release of this presentation – I reserve all rights

“An individual who breaks a law that conscience tells him is unjust… in order to arouse the conscience 
of the community over its unjustice, is in reality expressing the highest respect for the law.”

Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. – Letters from Birmingham Jail
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Fatal Injuries in Greenwich from the OSTA submission do not generally occur 
in school zones, during school hours, or with children involved

Furthermore, the fatal crash in a school zone was not caused by speeding

Note Causes: Older pedestrians, Dark conditions, Substance-impairment, 
Heavy truck off-ramp – Yet this document was used to justify the ATESD’s

Greenwich School Zones

Overlay of Crashes With School Zones
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Similar Conclusion With 2017-2021 Data Points
From National Roadway Safety Strategy

Very Little Overlap Or Correlation To School Zones
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Eagle Hill School
Site #2 – Just four motor vehicle stops over 6 years
~10+ million cars drove by during that time period

Central Middle School
Site #3 – Zero reported crashes over 6 years and only three stops

~4+ million cars drove by during that time period

Central Middle School
Site #4 – Just one motor vehicle stop over 6 years

~4 million cars drove by during that time period

Greenwich Academy
Site #6 – Just two motor vehicle stops over 6 years

~4 million cars drove by during that time period

Parkway School
Site #4 – Just one crash and not near the school zone

~2 million cars drove by during that time period

If these school zones were dangerous for our children, then why weren’t officers making motor 
vehicle stops? Why weren’t there significant crashes?

Begs the question – How do these particular school zones warrant the installation of speed 
cameras / ATESD’s? It doesn’t seem to meet the very basic requirement or promises and 
assurances made by the Town of Greenwich or Greenwich PD to be used selectively

How do these sites 
possibly justify using 
speed cameras?

Were these school 
zones selected by Blue 
Line Solutions merely to 
generate revenue and 
then “rubber stamped” 
by Greenwich and OSTA 
despite no obvious 
justification or need?

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…

FAIL…FAIL…



91

While allowed by statute to work with vendors, Greenwich abdicated its responsibility by 
outsourcing the traffic studies and the review of historical crash/enforcement data and 
using that as the basis for selecting where speed cameras would be placed.

There is a clear and obvious conflict of interest – Blue Line Solutions is a for-profit 
business that has been sued repeatedly for deceptive trade practices, over-billing, faulty 
equipment, and they have settled class action lawsuits over unjustified tickets. Their
interests are not aligned with ensuring safety, their interests are to maximize tickets (and 
speed camera locations) rather than to solve the underlying problem.

At the very least, there is no evidence of any oversight or pushback against several clearly 
unjustified locations based on the underlying data and lack of a) widespread speeding, b) 
fatalities, c) motor vehicle accidents, d) traffic enforcement actions / motor vehicle stops -
by the town, police department, or OSTA. While OSTA requires ongoing updates and 
compliance reports, it could take 12-24 months for those OSTA reviews to analyze whether 
the program has achieved its goals and is following its plan. In the meantime, there is an 
injustice for everyone that gets a ticket that is unwarranted.
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How do these sites possibly justify using speed cameras?

There was widespread compliance with 
posted speed limits before the cameras

There is not a systemic speeding problem 
shown in evidence submitted to OSTA…

[But if the data is accurate, please catch all the 
drivers at 100mph – it implies data errors]

And clearly Sites #1, #4, #6, #7 are justified

The traffic surveys presented do not suggest a widespread pre-existing speeding problem at several speed camera locations

How did these make the list?
Not supported by the evidence

Safe

Safe

Safe

Safe

Safe

?
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Many cities across the country have encountered problems with camera systems, and some have 
even abandoned the systems entirely because of the problems they have encountered.

Chicago recently settled a class action lawsuit for $38.75 million after an investigation found that 
not all cameras functioned properly and that enforcement was inconsistent. A subsequent class 
action lawsuit was filed in a suburb of Chicago alleging cameras improperly ticket them.

Communities have learned that cameras enrich for-profit vendors and fail to provide the promised 
safety benefits and revenues for municipalities. In many places, they have also proven widely 
unpopular with the public, which views them as a cynical cash grab.

Limit the use of cameras to areas where there is explicit data demonstrating a history of traffic 
accidents.

This is a KEY 
risk to the 
town that was 
not considered
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25A-RW-01-School Zone When Flashing for CAV

The school speed limit assembly signs are not uniform and 
consistent AT Greenwich High School or across Greenwich 
schools in general – Hillside approach signs have times listed, 
while the Putnam approach has when flashing.

The standard is “applying uniform and consistent traffic control 
devices at similar locations in similar situations”

To add to the confusion, town website information and 
police department statements also apply an inappropriate 
“when children are present” standard
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https://portal.ct.gov/dot/-/media/dot/programs/know-
the-zone/ctdot-know-the-zone-report-to-
cga.pdf?rev=fbbbbfce870940eeafc687ea820dcd73

A successful CT DOT work zone pilot speed camera program should be emulated in school zones 
Their approach, marketing, signs, data, etc. resulted in effective changes and improved safety without 
substantial fines to motorists – Signs, warnings and outreach worked without thousands of violations

On a side note: The signs used
were standard and uniform speed

limit photo enforced signs



Who Performed Due Diligence on Blue Line?

Could Greenwich Face Potential Financial Liability?

Blue Line Has A Problematic Track / Legal Record

Even A Cursory Review Is Troubling

We’ve Seen How This Movie Ends Before

Pattern of Misconduct With Private Companies
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97“Blue Line website is challenging to navigate, and their 
customer service is horrendous, they don’t respond to emails”
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“The best way to get a bad
law repealed is to enforce it
strictly.”

Abraham Lincoln



Subsequent Events – Post Publication Update

103



104

Update Post Original Publishing:

Detailed hours of enforcement finally 
released by Chief Heavey on February 
24, 2026 via Greenwich Free Press

This is a mess – A variety of different 
speed zone times and different speeds 
are enforced which varies from school 
to school – Makes it nearly impossible
to memorize or abide with, particularly 
for non-residents. It’s almost designed 
for compliance to be challenging.

This makes accurate signage crucial –
Which unfortunately is neither 
standard, uniform, compliant nor 
conspicuous.
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Did anyone from Greenwich read the 
legislation before signing a contract with 
Blue Line Solutions that is illegal?

Blatant disregard for CGS 14-307c as there 
is a direct incentive to issue more tickets

https://www.wfsb.com/2025/11/04/i-team-are-ct-speed-cameras-about-
public-safety-or-money-i-team-takes-concerns-local-towns/

If Blue Line Solutions is unwilling or unable to follow the law and meet all 
requirements of the legislation, then they should be fired for cause. The sheer 
number of times they have blatantly disregarded warnings, disobeyed 
instructions and guidance and violated CT CGS in signing and implementing an 
illegal contract shows a complete disregard for following the rules.

This “revenue sharing behavior” is absolutely a “money grab” from 
the vendors – Which is exactly why the CT legislature forbid 
contingent programs like those established in Greenwich and 
Middletown
It certainly breaks the “spirit” of the law even if a loophole 
reimburses for expense-like costs. Semantic workaround?

https://law.justia.com/codes/connecticut/title-14/chapter-249/section-14-307c/
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Blue Line Back-Dates Ticket “Issue Dates” And Then Refuses To Allow Hearings

We appeal immediately and Blue Line waits 10 days to respond and then claims we missed a deadline?
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Photo radar companies got the majority of ticket revenue in some Colorado towns - A Steve On Your Side investigation found photo radar vendors taking more than half of the revenue from tickets, despite a law that discourages that.

Author: Steve Staeger, Anna Hewson - Published: 9:28 PM MST February 19, 2026 - Updated: 9:28 PM MST February 19, 2026

KERSEY, Colo — It’s a sales pitch that’s played out in small city and town council chambers across Colorado: photo radar systems are a win-win — slowing traffic down while allowing local governments to collect much-needed revenue.
But what often isn’t discussed in those meetings is the profit the businesses pitching those systems stand to make. State law bans towns and cities from paying their vendors based on the number of tickets issued.
A Steve On Your Side investigation found some photo radar vendors have created pricing structures to comply with that law, but still profit as towns write more photo radar tickets. In some cases, vendors running the systems capture more of the revenue from the traffic 
enforcement program than the town or city where the camera is located.
In the small Weld County town of Kersey, which made headlines over a controversial decision to charge drivers more than their own ordinance for photo radar allowed, the vendor for services has captured nearly two-thirds of the revenue generated by the camera. A 
Jefferson County city only pocketed 15% of its ticket revenue, with the rest going to that town’s vendor.
Our findings have captured the attention of state legislators who are already exploring the state’s photo radar law to determine whether the guardrails created to prevent the cameras from becoming revenue generators are working.
An hourly rate based on the number of citations issued
Last summer, the Walsenburg city council heard a presentation from Russel Sarpy, the owner of a company called Emergent Enforcement Solutions (EES), offering his company’s services for a photo radar system.
“I like to say I'm not here to sell you anything,” he said to the council during the July meeting. “My services are at no cost to your municipality.”
Sarpy explained his company offers municipalities a handheld photo radar gun officers can use during traffic enforcement, enabling them to capture speeding infractions that are sent to a cloud — meaning the officer doesn’t have to conduct a traffic stop. The company 
offers the equipment free of charge, instead charging an hourly fee for ticket processing. Towns and cities can then pay the company for an equipment upgrade to a pole camera or a camera mounted trailer.
“By law, we do not charge a rate based on citations issued,” Sarpy told the council. “But we have an hourly rate for services rendered, which equates to basically the same thing.”
In the presentation, Sarpy explained his company charges $280 an hour to process citations. He told councilors his company processes 20 tickets per hour, which he pointed out equals a rate of $14 per $40 photo radar ticket.
“A proprietary way that we give you a discount is ensuring that you're never paying more than $14 per citation issued,” he told the council in a follow-up meeting.
The Walsenburg council approved and the city entered into a contract with EES on July 15, but as of late last year, the city hadn’t started using the camera yet and hadn’t paid the company.
Kersey, east of Greeley in Weld County, entered into an agreement with EES last April at the same $280 per hour processing rate. For several months, the town used the free handheld radar gun along Weld County Road 49, then upgraded to a fixed-speed camera trailer in 
September.
Data from Steve On Your Side found the number of daily tickets issued dramatically increased once the trailer went live. For the first 30 days, the daily average of tickets issued was around 1,200. In the month of October alone, the camera issued 25,173 tickets.
An EES invoice for the month of October billed the town $359,170 for 1,282 hours of work. For context, there are only 744 hours in the entire month of October.
Records show the Town of Kersey brought in more than $1.5 million in photo radar revenue between May and December of 2025. Though, in January, the town voted to refund more than $500,000 in $340 tickets paid by some drivers after reporting from Steve On Your Side 
questioned whether the tickets were allowed by the town’s ordinance capping fines at $40.
After that anticipated refund, the town would be left with $999,906 in revenue for the year, an analysis of financial records shows. Invoices from EES show the town paid its vendor $664,656, nearly two thirds of that total revenue collected.
Sarpy hasn’t yet responded to emails, a text message or a voicemail from Steve On Your Side. But during a December presentation to the Lochbuie Board of Trustees, Sarpy said the hours invoiced don’t tell the total sum of the work that goes into processing the tickets.
“We have way more hours in the system than those hours that it took to just mail the citation out,” he told trustees. “When citations come in from the gun or a camera that's a trailer or a fixed pole, it comes into our system, we have somebody, what we call in the 
submissions view that looks at it and determines how many vehicles are present in the video or in the images, and what are the license plate numbers are, and are they legible and readable.”
“We have hours expenditures on that that you're really not being charged for.”
Lochbuie's mayor told Steve On Your Side the town has delayed a decision on whether or not to implement photo radar to see if any changes are made to the law at the state Capitol this session.
EES charges the same hourly rate south on County Road 49 in Hudson, where Steve On Your Side found the town made $746,440 in ticket revenue during the first year of its photo radar program, paying EES $387,515, or 51% of its revenue.
But not all vendors use the same hourly rate formula. In Wheat Ridge, which contracts with a company call Altumint, the city is charged $15 each time the company looks up a vehicle registration, an arrangement a police spokesman classified as a “revenue-
sharing” agreement with the company.
Alex Rose, Wheat Ridge Police spokesman, clarified the $15 fee helps pay for the operating cost for the cameras and the vendor’s processing costs to send out the citations. He also noted that while the company invoiced Wheat Ridge for looking up more than 30,000 
registrations, the company only mailed 11,166 citations last year due to a multitude of problems with bad addresses and other issues with tickets.
In total, Wheat Ridge made $499,586 in revenue from the photo enforcement program, but only kept $75,811 of it, about 15%. Rose said the remainder was paid to the company to pay down balances for the camera infrastructure and for other costs of processing. He also 
said during the state-mandated warning period for each camera, the city did not make revenue from any citations and had to pay the cost of warning citations mailed to drivers.
Wheat Ridge is currently seeking a change in state law to allow photo radar on interstate highways out of a desire to place the cameras along a portion of I-70.
RELATED: Colorado bill would allow cities to post speed cameras on interstates
The town of Mountain View contracts with a company called Dacra. In the 2025 fiscal year, the first of the photo radar program, the town made a total of $274,645 in ticket revenue, sending $157,607, or 57%, to Dacra. Mountain View’s contract with the company shows they 
pay $5.50 to process, verify and mail each citation. The company also charges $5 for warning citations. And the company charges $6 for managing adjudication cases should a driver try to fight the ticket.
“It feels icky”
Republican State Sen. Byron Pelton helped write some of the language of the state law governing these cameras.
“I didn't want local governments using this as revenue-enhancing,” he said. Pelton said he was originally opposed to the bill, but recommended changes to the late Democratic State Sen. Faith Winter, who sponsored it.
“I worked on lots of language to make sure we had guardrails, that these were not abused, that if they were supposed to be used as safety tools, that's what they're being used as and not revenue-enhancing cameras.”
One of those guardrails — a portion of the law that says compensation to vendors may only be based on the value of services they issue — and may not be based on the number of citations issued.
“If you're paying for your time and your effort and that sort of thing and your equipment, that's fine, but we don't want you to make a killing on these,” he said.
Hearing about towns sending more than half of their revenue to vendors and some vendors charging upwards of a third of the cost to process each $40 ticket didn’t sit well with him.
“It feels icky, actually, because that's not what we were meant to do,” he said. “And again, I really had a hard time with this, because I don't like putting up speed cameras.”
Pelton said he’s already working on legislation to make changes to the 2023 law that allows municipalities to turn these cameras on — including strengthening language on warning periods after Steve On Your Side found some municipalities weren’t mailing physical 
warnings to drivers caught speeding during the state-mandated warning period.
He said some of the focus will also be on strengthening rules to ensure businesses don't use tickets as a profit boost.
“That's the loophole that we're going to have to figure out how we close moving forward with this bill, or with this, with this law, we're going to have to figure something out to fix that aspect of it,” Pelton said.
Steve Staeger is the consumer investigator for 9NEWS. Anna Hewson is the consumer investigative producer. Contact Steve On Your Side with tips about this story or any other consumer problem.


