January 12,2026

To the Director, lowa Department of Transportation:

In recent years, the lowa DOT has issued numerous permits for license plate readers
and roadside cameras under various programs, including the “utility accommodation
program.” Many of these permits appear to have been issued based on incomplete plans
drafted by laypersons and installed in unsafe ways by unlicensed contractors. Accordingly,
these installations pose a safety hazard to drivers and a liability to the State of lowa.

The DOT’s use of the utility accommodation program is suspect from the outset. A
“utility” is statutorily defined as supplying a service to the public. See lowa Code § 306A.13
(2025). These cameras do not supply a service to the public; therefore, the utility
accommodation program is inapplicable.

These cameras are generally privately owned and operated; even when government
entities apply for permits, they generally do not lease or own the devices to be installed.
Exhibit F shows the approval of a utility permit for a privately owned camera, with the
police middleman cut out. The safety and liability issues exist irrespective of form.

This issue appears to be the result of a structural policy failure at the DOT—it is not
limited to a specific set of installations. Exhibits A, B, D, F, and G show various types of
forms approved by the DOT for roadside cameras. Figure 1 illustrates the installation of
equipment within the clear zone, or in a way that directly interferes with the function of an
existing guardrail. Those images were taken from DOT-approved permit applications. The
DOT created a checklist (Exhibit E) but does not require the documents to be submitted.

There appears to be little rhyme or reason to the approved permits.



Figure 1: Three site plans approved by DOT




More specifically, Exhibit B shows a complete set of permit documents and plans for a
license plate reader installation on Highway 52 near my home in Clayton County. In
response to my lowa Open Records Act request, the DOT indicates that it has no records of
detailed specifications, certifications, as-built plans, or inspections. Exhibit B appears to be
"it" in terms of documentation.

Exhibit C (figure 2) shows the end result—what the approved permit describes as a
“wood 18-ft breakaway pole” installed “approximately 18-20 feet from travel portion

(White line) ... behind current signage.”

Figure 2: Permit 22A-2024-016 as built

[t appears to be a piece of construction lumber placed dangerously close to the
unpaved shoulder. Construction lumber is not a FHWA-compliant breakaway device. The
contrast with the breakaway poles used for the DOT signage in the same photos is stark.
The table in the permit application includes highway clear zones, but that table cannot be

interpreted without information not included in the permit.



For equipment installed under the utility accommodation program, lowa Admin. Code
761—115.7(8) (2025) requires the utility owner “to submit to the department an as-built
plan in an electronic format in accordance with department specifications.” lowa DOT
writes that it maintains a policy that “[w]hen not submitted we accept the permitted plans
as the asbuilt plan if the permittee did not contact us with a change.” lowa DOT confirms
that for this installation “no as-builts were submitted,” and explains that “we identify the
permitted plans as the as-builts.” See Exhibit H.

There is no evidence that the DOT enforces or follows its regulations regarding as-built
plans, which are intended to verify that permitted work was completed as approved and in
accordance with applicable federal and state highway safety standards. When no plans are
submitted, regulations empower the DOT to inspect the work at the permittee’s expense.
Despite this mandate from the legislature, the DOT maintains a policy not to require the
mandatory plans and not to perform inspections.

By not verifying the installation of these privately-owned cameras along lowa's
highways, the State of [owa not only endangers drivers but also leaves itself exposed to
significant liability. These cameras are specifically placed in high-traffic areas, where the
risk of accident or injury is greatest. In the illustrative Highway 52 case, the installation is
placed directly in front of an intersection.

The DOT has also regularly approved permits for similar privately owned roadside
cameras in which Flock Group, Inc. (dba “Flock Safety”) is listed as the contractor and/or

permittee (Exhibit G). This Georgia-based company is not licensed with the State of lowa to



act as a contractor or to perform construction.! Although hiring an unlicensed contractor
represents a failure of due diligence by the contracting party, permitting that unlicensed
contractor to perform construction work without certifying or inspecting the work may
further increase the State's—and thereby the taxpayer's—Ilegal and financial liability.

[ therefore ask that you immediately direct the Department to:

e Determine that these cameras are not a "utility," and therefore are ineligible for the
DOT's utility accommodation program.

e Ifthese cameras are eligible for accommodation under another program, conduct a
comprehensive review of permits issued for roadside cameras and license plate readers,
to identify installations where:

o No as-built plans were submitted, and no records of inspections exist.

o Installation is suspected to have been performed by an unlicensed contractor.

o Approved permits are incomplete or indicate unsafe installation (e.g., in the clear
zone).

e Ifeligible for accommodation, perform inspections or require permittees to submit a
licensed engineer’s certificate of compliance, to ensure current installations meet
applicable state and federal highway safety standards.

e For installations ineligible for accommodation, or where compliance cannot be verified

within a reasonable time, direct DOT personnel to remove installations without delay.

Sincerely,
Hendrik van Pelt CC: Office of the Auditor of State
PO Box 98 lowa Transportation Commission

Guttenberg, [A 52052
hcvp@pm.me

1 I notified DIAL of the apparent lack of licensure on July 3, 2025. Flock registered with
the lowa Secretary of State on July 14, 2025. Despite follow-ups, DIAL has not responded.
As of January 12, 2026, DIAL's online contractor license portal shows no active registration.
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