
Texas’s arbitrarily low speed limits are a critical traffic safety and public policy problem. The American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials agrees: it says that low speed limits are “difficult to enforce, produce noncompliance, encourage disrespect for the law, create unnecessary antagonism toward law enforcement officers, and divert traffic to lesser routes.”
 This quote embodies the everyday driving experience in Texas. It doesn’t have to be this way.

Traffic engineers recommend rational speed limits that only criminalize speeds clearly associated with high crash risk.
 This intuitive policy is supported by a mountain of data and practical experience.


Few Texas speed limits are rational.
 Flawed statutes sometimes force arbitrarily low limits, and they allow enormous leeway in lowering them further. With this flexibility, jurisdictions routinely under-mark speed limits by 5 to 10 MPH and sometimes by much more. This turns most Texas roads into speed traps that can punish up to 1900% more reasonable drivers than unsafe ones. 


Texas must require strict adherence to commonly accepted engineering principles. By doing this, Texas will have rational speed limits that maximize voluntary compliance and that can be strictly enforced.

I have enclosed three bills to address Texas’s speed problem. One will modernize Texas’s speed limit policy, and the other two will reduce speed-related crashes by simplifying enforcement of tailgaters and lane weavers.


I have also enclosed five explanatory documents. “What’s Wrong With Texas Speed Limits?” details the major problems with current practice. The second document, “Why Are Low Speed Limits A Problem?,” explains how low speed limits hurt Texas. “How to Fix Texas Speed Limits” describes the necessary reforms to phase in rational speed limit policy. “Speed Myths,” shatters commonly-believed old wives’ tales about speed and speed limits. “Lane Discipline and Following Distance,” outlines the necessity of reforms to laws concerning these two subjects. The last document, “Environmental Speed Limits,” comments on the failure of the TCEQ’s environmental speed limit program.

I look forward to your support of rational speed limits.
Sincerely,

Aren Cambre
What’s Wrong With Texas Speed Limits?
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 Texas speed limits have lost their credibility. Compliance on most roads likely peaks at only around 50%; it’s only 30% in the Dallas area. 
 This overwhelms law enforcement; newspapers routinely cite officers who must give enforcement cushions approaching 15 MPH. 
 This mass noncompliance spills over into other traffic laws.
 It’s no wonder that Texas’s fatality rate worse than the national average. 

The only visible responses to Texas’s speed problem have been tighter regulations, increased fines
, and desperate enforcement strategies
. None of these have worked. Paradoxically, these strategies have only dug Texas deeper into the abyss of lawlessness and poor policy. To understand why these strategies fail, it is important to understand three key facts about speed limits.

First, the definition of a speed limit is the “maximum safe speed under ideal conditions.” Not “average conditions,” not “average speed,” not a “suggested speed,” not someone’s “favorite speed.” Maximum safe speed, ideal conditions. All non-ideal conditions like rain, heavy pedestrian activity, nighttime, congestion, etc. are covered by §545.351, Transportation Code, also known as the “basic rule.” This rule requires drivers to use an appropriate slower speed under non-ideal conditions.
Second, the speed limit is a behavioral restriction. Any effective behavioral restriction must appear to be rational in the eyes of those asked to obey it. This rationality requirement is critical. When a behavioral restriction also punishes perfectly reasonable people, it is ignored. 

Third, the vast majority of drivers self-select reasonable speeds.
 Crash involvement is heavily concentrated only in the fastest 5%.
 Speed limits that criminalize much more than the fastest 5% punish perfectly reasonable drivers.

Since Texas speed limits usually punish more than 50% of all drivers, we clearly have a problem with the speed limit policy itself. The compliance levels prove that few view Texas’s speed limits as rational, so any control strategy other than an endless Soviet-style crackdown is futile.
 This is why all major engineering organizations recommend that speed limits be based on the 85th percentile speed. In other words, the speed limit must legalize no less than 85% of all drivers. 85th percentile speed limits criminalize only those drivers who are actually unsafe, and these speed limits are rational in the eyes of the vast majority of drivers.
 (As a point of clarification, if crash records indicate an unusual safety problem on a part of a road, it is acceptable to set a lower limit on that part. Also, it is generally accepted that inside residential areas speed limits do not need to strictly follow the 85th percentile rule.)

The ultimate blame for Texas’s speed limit problems lies in obsolete Transportation Code statutes. They needlessly force arbitrarily low speed limits, they are too loosely worded to prevent abuses, and they allow capricious speed zoning policies.
The first problem with the Transportation Code is that it imposes arbitrary speed limit caps. These caps are treated as if Moses showed up with them etched on stone tablets: jurisdictions may not set a higher limit, period.

These arbitrary caps directly cause conflicting speed limit policies. Some speed limits are truly the maximum safe speed. For example, the 70 MPH speed limit on most 2 lane rural highways is likely the limit that a speed zoning survey would have recommended. It really means that speeds over 70 MPH are unreasonable. The same legislated 70 MPH limit
 on most rural Interstates is usually well below the maximum safe speed. If reasonable drivers are accustomed to overly conservative “pretend” speed limits on interstate highways, how are they supposed to know that the same limit on a 2 lane rural road is “for real”? They can’t. The signs are the same.
Cities and counties have a similarly sticky situation. City and county roads usually require lower speeds than highways. Most cities encourage lower speeds by essentially under-marking all of their roads proportionally to the under-marking of the highways; in other words, they again post “pretend” speed limits. Some cities, like Garland, adhere to sound engineering practices: their limits aren’t under-marked, so they really indicate the maximum safe speed. Reasonable drivers accustomed to “pretend” speed limits routinely violate them. This same behavior is unsafe in Garland. How are motorists supposed to know the difference? They can’t. The signs are the same.
These arbitrary caps make no sense. No magic number defines a maximum possible safe speed limit on all Texas roads. The appropriate speed limit for each road is an engineering matter; it can only be determined with a straightforward speed zoning investigation. The legislature cannot create laws of science, so speed limits are best left to Texas’s highly qualified traffic engineers.
The Transportation Code’s second major flaw is that it surreptitiously allows local political whim and superfluous and irrelevant standards to interfere with the speed zoning process.
An example of a superfluous standard is “design speed,” a widely misunderstood concept. Rather than a “maximum safe speed,” the design speed is a very conservative suggested minimum for a speed limit.
 Design speeds are based on worst case scenarios involving barely competent motorists driving very old cars. (Remember bias ply tires, sloppy steering, manual 4 wheel drum brakes, and dim headlights?) Regardless, jurisdictions like the North Texas Tollway Authority cap speed limits almost solely based on the design speed. In fact, the whole Tollway system’s speed limits are 10 to 15 MPH lower than the maximum safe speed.
Read the minutes of city council meetings to see how politicians often mismanage the speed zoning process.
 For example, one city’s traffic engineers recently determined a new speed limit for a rebuilt road. After it was introduced to city council, two council members openly questioned the speed limit with emotional diatribes like “this is ripe for disaster” and “I have grave reservations about this.” This was pure emotion; neither of these council members could justify their rants with relevant facts or engineering experience.

Another example occurred back in 1996. After the repeal of federal speed limit caps, the Texas Department of Transportation raised Dallas’s highway speed limits to 60 MPH.
 Even though its own engineering studies legitimized 65 MPH speed limits in most cases, Dallas City Council formally requested that the Texas Department of Transportation retain 55 MPH speed limits.
 While the DOT fortunately overruled Dallas and kept the higher limits, it is powerless to overrule the same “low speed limit mindset” that Dallas applies it to all of its other roads.
 Third, the Transportation Code allows speed limits to remain static forever. For example, many Richardson speed limits are so old that all documents pertaining to their original determination have been destroyed under standard archival procedures.
 Because of better vehicular and roadway technology, average speeds rise by ½ MPH every year.
 Despite these increased speeds, cars pollute far less than ever, and the death rate keeps falling.
 Speed limits that don’t keep up with technological advances become backwards and irrelevant.

 
Fourth, the Transportation Code has several illogical rules. These rules are unnecessary restrictions with no justification.

An example is the night speed limit. If a highway is set at 70 or 75 MPH, the Code requires a 65 MPH night speed limit. However, it requires no night limit on roads with 65 MPH or lower speed limits. This tells motorists that a nighttime speed reduction is only necessary if the road is marked at 70 or 75 MPH. Nothing could be further from the truth! While all roads require increased caution at night, there is no magic number that defines an appropriate speed reduction in all cases. Texas must repeal this arbitrary night speed limit. Like 47 other states, Texas should rely on the basic rule (§545.351, Transportation Code) to govern appropriate speeds for all non-ideal conditions, including nighttime.


Another illogical rule is that the Code only allows 75 MPH speed limits in counties with 10 or fewer persons per square mile.
 It is commendable that Rep. Gallegos got a speed limit increase through the previous legislature, but it unfortunate that the legislature tied it to this arbitrary population distribution figure. The roads in rural areas are often in worse condition and more poorly designed than populated areas. The population figure has no direct effect on the maximum safe speed, and it forces speed limit changes even when road conditions are the same.
 Population distribution should not be a primary factor in speed zoning.

The Texas Transportation Commission’s Procedure for Establishing Speed Zones in the Texas Administrative Code is generally sound and well-intended except for two glaring problems in rule §25.23. The first problem is that §25.23(v) allows for the reduction of a speed limit by up to 10 MPH below the 85th percentile speed even if crash records do not indicate any problem with the roadway. Dangerous road segments aren’t imaginary; crash records clearly indicate where the problems lie. Without unusual crash incidence, there is no reason to lower the speed limit.

The second problem with the Procedure is that it does not require rounding the measured 85th percentile speed up to the next 5 MPH increment, something required by [image: image2.emf]Effect of Speed Limit Reduction on % 
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applicable federal law. 
 Nearly every possible source of error in determining the 85th percentile speed causes a measurement that is too low.
 Furthermore, rounding down criminalizes far more drivers than rounding up legalizes.
 Given the inevitability of speeds rising over time regardless of speed limit policy
, rounding up makes the speed limit relevant longer. To ensure a fair estimate of the true 85th percentile speed, it is critical that the measured 85th percentile speed always be rounded up.


Reform of the rules on rounding and reductions are critical. Just 10 MPH can easily make the difference between a rational speed limit and an egregious speed trap. The chart titled “Effect of Speed Limit Reduction…” is based on actual data from February 2002 taken on US 380 in Collin County.
 Under-marking that speed limit by only 5 MPH will subject 30% of safe drivers to possible punishment. A 10 MPH reduction will subject 80% of safe drivers to possible punishment.

By their own actions, Texas motorists clearly show that speed limits are almost irrelevant. Nothing other than an unambiguous adoption of widespread 85th percentile speed limits can solve this.
Why Are Low Speed Limits A Problem?
Several reasons:

1. Few drivers comply with Texas’s low speed limits. Most roads with acceptable safety records likely have less than 50% compliance, and in some places it is as low as 5%.
 This attitude carries over to where the currently posted speed limit really does show the actual maximum safe speed, such as residential areas, school zones
, and 2 lane rural roads.
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Speed limits are so low that it is unethical to strictly enforce them. Remember that unsafe drivers are generally concentrated in the top 5% fastest speeds. 
 For the sake of argument, let’s double that and say that the fastest 10% are unsafe. If an officer strictly enforces a typical Texas speed limit that only has 30% compliance, 86% of the violators he tickets are reasonable drivers. The graph shows that ticketing must not begin until the 90th percentile speed to eliminate the possibility of ticketing reasonable drivers. 
 Certainly most officers would not want to punish reasonable drivers. That is why officers are routinely quoted as allowing generous speed cushions now approaching 15 MPH over the speed limit. That is also why only 1.8% of Houston Police Department speeding tickets are for 10 MPH or less over the limit.

3. High speed limit tolerances create a mindset of wide tolerances. Enormous tolerances on speed limits imply equally wide tolerances on all other traffic laws. Is that the message we want to send to motorists?
4. Traffic officers are so overwhelmed with speed limit violations that they cannot effectively enforce any other form of moving violation. Austin issues more speeding tickets than all other categories of moving violations combined. Houston issues more than 6 times as many speeding tickets as the second most frequently ticketed moving violation. When is the last time you have ever seen someone ticketed for tailgating? For crossing a solid white line? For failure to signal a turn? For an unsafe lane change? It’s rare. Crashes solely caused because of speed are actually a small fraction of all crashes
, so current speed enforcement levels are misguided.

5. Any enforcement of low speed limits is widely regarded as illegitimate fund raising. This common perception is repeated in letters to the editor and “man on the street” TV news interviews.
6. Low speed limits cause insurance problems for safe drivers. This puts their automotive insurance at risk. Texas does not allow insurers to raise rates directly because of tickets, but they may still classify safe drivers with undeserved tickets as “high risk” and force them into costly, high profit insurance pools.

7. Low speed limits cause antagonism towards law enforcement. Violence against law enforcement is at a 4 year high. 
 Do we need to push it any further with a policy that does no good? 
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Low speed limits prevent traffic engineers from properly signing roads. If a road has a feature that requires a lower speed than the speed limit, like a sharp curve, engineers may warn motorists with a yellow advisory sign and an advisory speed. If the speed limit is arbitrarily posted well below normal safe traffic speeds, then engineers cannot post advisory signs. The Hardy Toll Road in Harris County is a prime example of this problem. Houston-area speed limits were capped at 55 MPH for most of 2002. The Hardy Toll Road, normally marked at 70 MPH, has several curves with lower advisory speeds. When the 55 cap went into effect, the Harris County Toll Road Authority had to remove all advisory curve speeds because they were not relevant at the new lowered speed limit. Most drivers did not slow down at all
, so they were denied crucial information to help them select a proper speed around the curves.
Speed Myths

Here are several myths or half-truths, each followed up with a dose of reality.
Myth: Roads get more dangerous each year.
The nationwide fatality rate is at a record low, and it keeps dropping.

Myth: Raising the speed limit means higher speeds.

Studies repeatedly show that the speed limit has no significant long-term effect on speeds. In most cases, raising or lowering the speed limit only changes the number of violators.

Myth: Raising the speed limit means more crashes and deaths.

Ensuring that the speed limit indicates the 85th percentile speed maximizes the credibility of the speed limit, encourages voluntarily compliance with all traffic laws, and reduces dangerous speed variance
. Several states noticed no statistically significant crash rate change after raising speed limits due to the repeal of the federal speed limit in 1995.
 Some states, such as New Jersey, observed that roads with increased speed limits had a reduced share of statewide crashes and fatalities.

Myth: Low speed limits increase the quality of life.

For each life purportedly saved by the federal interstate 55 MPH speed limit, motorists spent 875,000 more hours—a whole century—behind the wheel
. In other words, for each 100 years lost by increased drive times, about 35 years of life were saved. The 55 made a trip between Dallas and Houston take 25% longer. Some argue that drivers should “slow down to enjoy the ride.” That is a personal decision, not a public policy matter.
Myth: Most drivers are dangerous.

The vast majority of drivers choose reasonable behaviors
. Crashes are concentrated within identifiable demographic groups
. For example:

· Crash involvement is heavily concentrated in the fastest 5% of drivers
.

· 75% of speed-related fatal crashes involve drivers with measurable levels of alcohol
.
· Drivers with suspended licenses are almost 400% more likely to be involved in a fatal crash and almost 300% more likely to be under influence of alcohol
.
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Myth: High speed roadways are the most dangerous.

High speed roadways are far safer than low speed roadways. A recent analysis of Minnesota highways shows that a crash is 1400% more likely on 30 MPH roads versus 70 MPH roads. A fatal crash is 300% more likely on 40 MPH roads versus 70 MPH roads. Nationwide, interstates bore a quarter of all miles driven but only an eighth of all speed-related fatalities. Almost 2/3 of all speed-related fatalities were on residential and local roads. 

Myth: It is safe to obey current Texas speed limits.

Strict compliance with current Texas speed limits often requires speeds well below most traffic. This is as dangerous as driving too fast.

Myth: Speeding is a huge problem.

A crash can be classified as “speed-related” if the driver was exceeding the speed limit or if the driver was simply driving an unsafe speed. Arbitrarily low speed limits dramatically inflate the number of drivers who exceed the speed limit, thereby artificially inflating the “speed-related” crash category.

Myth: Tough law enforcement crackdowns will make roads safer.

Law enforcement campaigns have no long-term effect on speeds or roadway safety.

Myth: You won’t get there any faster.

A trip between Dallas and Houston takes 4.5 hours at 55 MPH or 3.3 hours at 75 MPH. Low city traffic speeds are often a byproduct of traffic signals timed according to arbitrarily low speed limits.
Myth: Urban highway speed limits should automatically be lower.
Unless the highway has variable speed limits—that is, computer-controlled speed limits that adjust to congestion—the speed limit must indicate the maximum safe speed under ideal conditions. Most urban roads in Texas are heavily congested for no more than 3 hours per day, so an arbitrarily lowered urban speed limit is irrelevant the remaining 20 hours. Furthermore, congestion is a self-limiting condition; highway speeds naturally drop as traffic approaches bottlenecks.
Myth: Speed limits should be the same number statewide.

There is nothing to suggest that drivers “freak out” if the speed limit occasionally changes along with changing roadway conditions. Rational speed limits based on actual 85th percentile speeds are no more inconsistent than the actual speeds of drivers.
Myth: Low speed limits combat global warming.

Speed limits have no long-term effect on speeds
. Reliance on a behavioral restriction for long-term environmental goals is futile. Furthermore, we are rapidly headed towards the day when fuel cell-powered vehicles emit no greenhouse gasses. Finally, any greenhouse gas policy requires a coordinated federal effort. Muddling the issue with 50 separate state plans is a sure path to failure.
Myth: Lower school bus speed limits increase safety for schoolchildren.

There is nothing to suggest that lower school bus speed limits have made any difference in school bus safety. Texas’s school bus speed limit policy is ridiculous:

· School busses are already a stunningly safe form of transportation.

· All data concerning differential speed limits—usually where trucks have a lower speed limit than passenger vehicles—suggest that at best differential speed limits cause as many crashes as they prevent, and at worst they increase crashes.

· Texas’s school bus speed limit policy is only supported by highly theoretical arguments about pure physics.
 Vehicular safety is a complicated paradigm of several aggregated factors. Allowing pure physics to trump the entire argument is as bizarre as allowing a mad scientist to determine Texas medical policy.
· Forcing school busses to be rolling road blocks breeds a mindset of antagonism and disrespect towards them. This mindset just encourages other motorists to do unsafe maneuvers. The primary concern of a motorist becomes “how quickly can I get around this &^*@#$^ bus?!”
· Because school busses are limited to excessively slow speeds, school districts must often charter private coaches to get students to events on a timely basis. Not only is this a waste of scarce educational resources, this is a travesty: private busses are many times less safe than school busses.

How to Fix Texas Speed Limits

Texas’s must rationalize speed limits and mandate strict compliance with sound engineering practices. That will require several improvements to the Transportation Code, many of which add teeth to the reasonable sections of Texas Department of Transportation’s speed zoning manual:
· Repeal all arbitrary speed limit caps. A properly-conducted engineering study, not political whim, must determine the maximum safe speed on every road. A legislated speed limit should only be in effect when no speed zoning has been done, as a fallback where there is a discrepancy, or in residential areas.
· Repeal differential and special speed limits. There is no rationale for special night speed limits, truck speed limits on Farm-to-Market Roads, house trailer speed limits, and school bus speed limits. Arbitrary night speed limits do no good
, and studies strongly suggest that differential speed limits cause as many crashes as they prevent
. The speed limit-setting jurisdictions should have the authority to set these special limits only if crash records show that they are necessary. Otherwise adherence to the Transportation Code’s “basic rule”
 is sufficient to require lower speeds under non-ideal conditions.
· Require one uniform, rational, and sound standard for determining speed limits: the 85th percentile rule. Crash involvement is heavily concentrated within the top 5% fastest drivers
. The 85th percentile rule means that the speed limit must permit the speeds of 85% of motorists on a given roadway, thereby constraining “unreasonable” motorists to no more than the top 15% fastest
. Unlike today’s virtually meaningless “middle of the pack” speed limits, 85th percentile speed limits are sufficiently high to differentiate between safe and unsafe speeds. This invites voluntary compliance and reduces dangerous speed variance
. 85th percentile speed limits can be strictly enforced as written with existing law enforcement levels
. Deviation from the 85th percentile rule must only happen on roadway segments where crash records suggest an unusually high crash involvement. Major institutions such as the Institute of Traffic Engineers, American Association of State Highway Transportation Engineers, the Federal Highway Administration, and the National Motorists Association and even the Texas Administrative Code support rational speed limits based on the 85th percentile rule
.
· Prohibit the use of unsound and irrelevant standards in setting speed limits. Using standards that are unsound or not directly related to “reasonable and prudent” safe travel speeds only allow unreasonably low speed limits.

· Require regular review intervals on speed limits—the California model. California requires a maximum 5 year interval between speed zoning studies. Without this review period, California law enforcement may not use any speed detection device besides a patrol car’s speedometer to enforce speed limits.
 Texas should adopt a similar principle. This review interval is necessary to keep speed limits relevant in the face of improved technology and changing roadway usage.

· Strengthen laws that concern “point decisions.” Point decisions, as opposed to ongoing behaviors, apply to decisions that occur within a limited time frame or that do not directly affect travel times. Lane changes and following distances are two examples. Speed alone does not cause crashes; it just magnifies the effect of other poor decisions. By making it easier to crack down on other poor decisions, we can increase safety and courtesy without relying on unrealistic speed control measures.
Lane Discipline and Following Distance

Texas law enforcement seldom punishes any violation besides speed limits.
 This is a serious problem because speed alone does not cause crashes. Speed merely magnifies the ramification of other poor behaviors. By encouraging stricter enforcement of other moving violations, Texas can create higher safety levels with a balanced enforcement program that does not rely on excessive speed enforcement.

Speed enforcement is probably overdone because of three factors: an arbitrary speed limit policy that has artificially and dramatically inflated the number of speeders, the fact that speed limits are very easy to enforce with radar, and inadequate laws.
The Texas Legislature can easily fix two inadequate laws that concern following distance and lane discipline. Because proper following distance and good lane discipline do not affect trip times, these laws do not have the behavioral ramifications of speed limits. It is appropriate to declare and strictly enforce reasonable statewide laws on these two subjects.
The first inadequate law is § 545.062, Transportation Code. It requires a safe following distance, but it provides no metrics. Enforcement of this law entirely depends on the whim of the ticketing officer. This whim is hard to uphold in court. Texas should encourage enforcement by specifying a prima facie standard of a minimum following distance in free-flowing traffic conditions. The “2 second rule,” which everyone learned in driver’s education, should be a sufficient guideline. A 2 second following distance makes sense: it accommodates the natural 1 second reaction time and allows time to correct to avoid a hazard.
The second set of inadequate laws concerns lane discipline. They only indirectly prohibit cruising in the leftmost lane. On any roadway with more than two lanes in the same direction, this does little address the serious safety problem caused by speed variance
. A strong lane discipline law has many benefits. It can greatly smooth the flow of traffic by requiring drivers to stay in the rightmost available lane except when passing other vehicles or preparing for a left turn. It prohibits dangerous passes on the right when it is safe to pass on the left. It keeps the fast drivers from overwhelming slow drivers. It allows drivers who choose to go faster to do so without resorting to patently dangerous behaviors like weaving. By confining fast traffic to the left lanes, speed enforcement is simplified. Furthermore, excessive speed in right lanes could result in a ticket for passing on the right in addition to a speeding ticket.
A fix to these two laws can help reduce rarely enforced but very dangerous behaviors.
Environmental Speed Limits

Environmental speed limits are a program concocted by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality and authorized by the Texas Transportation Commission. Under this program, speed limits may be arbitrarily lowered by up to 15 MPH to achieve theoretical air quality improvements.

The justification for this program comes from a fundamental misunderstanding of speed limits. The TCEQ and TTC apparently believe that lower speed limits produce sustainable changes in behavior that lead to lower emissions. Nothing has ever substantiated this
, and the evidence strongly suggests that the entire environmental speed limit program is a failure.
A few years back an inaccurate computer program
 suggested that a 5.5 MPH speed reduction
 sustained forever
 may bring the DFW and Houston/Galveston areas about 1.5% closer to Clean Air Act compliance
. The Texas Department of Transportation’s own “before” and “after” speed studies in the Dallas area show that after one year, average speeds dropped by only 1.6 MPH.
 This is no surprise: studies that examine the relationship between speed limits and actual speeds find no long-term correlation.
 Lowering the speed limit does little more than increasing the number of violators.
 Even then, a lot of this drop is likely due to suburban development, not the lower speed limit.

After remodeling the Houston area using a corrected version of this emissions modeling program, the TCEQ learned that the speed limit-induced emissions reductions are just over a third of the original estimate, and very little of that reduction comes from passenger cars. 
 A realistic review of environmental speed limits finds that they may bring the Dallas and Houston areas only 0.1%-0.2% closer to Clean Air Act compliance
. Side effects of arbitrarily low speed limits may eliminate this tiny benefit.
 Finally, this 0.1% may not even materialize because the TCEQ grossly overestimated actual motorist speeds.
 Because smog-forming emissions increase with speed
, overestimating actual speeds will dramatically overstate emissions reductions
.

If the environmental facts aren’t enough, recall that speed limits are a behavioral restriction. To be effective the restriction must only punish clearly risky behaviors. The usage of speed limits to achieve social or aggregate benefits is futile because the standards used to determine these social benefits have no relation to personal risk.

Regardless of these critical flaws in environmental speed limits, the TCEQ still falsely promises Texas that environmental speed limits are worthwhile emissions reducers that are a critical element of each region’s clean air plans.
 Environmental speed limits are nothing more than a wrong-headed annoyance that convinces drivers to ignore traffic laws. Continued reliance on them as a key contributor to emissions reductions goals will surely jeopardize Clean Air Act compliance and may undermine public support for the whole program.






� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ibiblio.org/rdu/aashtosl.html" �POLICY RESOLUTION PR-5-93�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.aashto.org/" �American Association of State Highway Transportation Engineers�


� “The speed limit usually should legalize no fewer than 85% of all drivers” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=36" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=36�)


� “Rational speed limits maximize compliance, efficiency, productivity, safety, and convenience” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=23" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=23�)


� “Texas speed limits are too low to be effectively enforced” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=43" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=43�)


� This 1900% figure comes from two facts: crash risk is concentrated in the fastest 5% (� HYPERLINK "http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=2001_register&docid=01-13721-filed" �Discretionary Cooperative Agreements To Support the Demonstration and Evaluation of Setting and Enforcing Rational Speed Limits�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/" �Federal Highway Administration�), and at least one Dallas-area highway speed limit criminalizes 95% of drivers. 95/5 = 19, or 19 is 1900% higher than 5. Average outer loop Dallas area highway speed limits criminalize 1300% more safe drivers than unsafe ones.


� Analysis of Dallas-area outer loop highway speed limits (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/esl.htm" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/esl.htm�)


� “Texas speed limits are too low to be effectively enforced” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=43" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=43�)


� � HYPERLINK "http://gulliver.trb.org/publications/sr/sr254.pdf" �MANAGING SPEED: Review of Current Practice for Setting and Enforcing Speed Limits�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.nas.edu/trb/" �Transportation Research Board�, page 84


� According to NHTSA’s Fatality Analysis Reporting System, Texas’s death rate was a little worse than average from 1994-2000.


� For example, double fines in work zones.


� Many cities routinely and publicly run speed traps. The City of Dallas has engaged in desperate “rolling roadblocks.”


� “Traffic laws, including speed limits, are most effective when they are rational and uniform” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=25" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=25�)


� “Most drivers choose safe, reasonable speeds.” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=30" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=30�)


� � HYPERLINK "http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=2001_register&docid=01-13721-filed" �Discretionary Cooperative Agreements To Support the Demonstration and Evaluation of Setting and Enforcing Rational Speed Limits�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/" �Federal Highway Administration�


� Experience shows that enforcement levels have little effect on speeds except when in the presence of the actual enforcers.


� “The speed limit usually should legalize no fewer than 85% of all drivers” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=36" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=36�)


� Transportation Code, § 545.352(b)(2) and § 545.353(d)(2).


� “‘Design speed’ grossly underestimates the ‘maximum safe speed’” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=38" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=38�)


� See � HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=9" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=9� for several examples of political micromanagement.


� “Official suggests raising speed limit on stretch of Spring Valley,” June 27, 2002 , Sarah Post, � HYPERLINK "http://www.dallasnews.com/" �Dallas Morning News�


� � HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/dallasSpeedLimitFaxes.html" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/dallasSpeedLimitFaxes.html�


� � HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/dallasSpeedLimitRecords.htm" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/dallasSpeedLimitRecords.htm�


� Some Richardson roadways have not been checked since the 80s, and all relevant documents are apparently trashed.


� “Speeds increase every year” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=40" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=40�)


� “Safety has improved continuously for decades regardless of speed limit policy” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=22" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=22�)


� “Speed limits must keep up with technological improvements” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=27" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=27�)


� “Arbitrary nighttime speed limits are neither safe nor sound” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=26" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=26�)


� Transportation Code, § 545.353(h).


� According to � HYPERLINK "http://www.dot.state.tx.us/insdtdot/geodist/oda/newsrel/09-02.htm" �Lawmaker unveils new speed limit sign� (� HYPERLINK "http://www.dot.state.tx.us/" �Texas Department of Transportation�), the 75 MPH speed limit was not applied on some roads because of county lines, not because of condition changes.


� “State traffic laws must conform to the federal Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=33" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=33�) which requires the 85th percentile speed to be rounded up except in residential areas.


� According to the Procedure’s own introduction, radar monitoring of vehicle speeds usually results in an 85th percentile speed that is 3 MPH too low (§ 25.21 (b)(5)(C)(iv)). The other major source of error is measuring incorrect vehicles—slower heavy trucks or vehicles held up behind another vehicle.


� Habitually rounding down criminalizes far more drivers than it legalizes. For example, according to a speed study conducted on Feb. 7. 2001 on I-35 in Denton County, rounding up from the 85th percentile speed legalizes only 6% more drivers, but rounding down criminalizes 14% more. Rounding up or down is the difference between a speed limit that criminalizes no reasonable drivers or a speed limit that criminalizes 200% to 500% more reasonable drivers than unsafe ones.


� “Speeds increase every year” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=40" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=40�)


� “The speed limit usually should legalize no fewer than 85% of all drivers” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=36" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=36�)


� � HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/esl.htm" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/esl.htm�


� “Texas speed limits are too low to be effectively enforced” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=43" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=43�)


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.dallasnews.com/localnews/stories/021103dnmetzonespeeders.977d5.html" �Police out in force for school-zone speeders� , Feb 11, 2003 , Mark Wrolstad, � HYPERLINK "http://www.dallasnews.com/" �Dallas Morning News�


� � HYPERLINK "http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=2001_register&docid=01-13721-filed" �Discretionary Cooperative Agreements To Support the Demonstration and Evaluation of Setting and Enforcing Rational Speed Limits�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/" �Federal Highway Administration�


� This is partially addressed by the quotes at “Literal zero tolerance enforcement of speed limits is unreasonable” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=29" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=29�)


� “Speed limits are too low to be effectively enforced” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=43" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=43�)


� “’Speed-related’ crash statistics are exaggerated.” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=16" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=16�)


� “Texas jurisdictions seldom enforce anything besides speed limits” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=10" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=10�)


� “Public antagonism towards law enforcement is high” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=47" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=47�)


� “Low speed limits neither slow down drivers nor improve safety” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=2" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=2�)


� “Safety has improved continuously for decades regardless of speed limit policy” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=22" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=22�)


� “Speed limits barely affect actual speeds” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=1" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=1�)


� “Speed differentials cause crashes” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=39" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=39�)


� Several important references to increased safety in states contained in “Traffic laws, including speed limits, are most effective when they are rational and uniform” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=25" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=25�)


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/65mph081601.pdf" �The 36 Month Study Report on the 65 MPH Speed Limit in New Jersey�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.state.nj.us/" �New Jersey Department of Transportation�


� Page 67 of � HYPERLINK "http://gulliver.trb.org/publications/sr/sr254.pdf" �MANAGING SPEED: Review of Current Practice for Setting and Enforcing Speed Limits�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.nas.edu/trb/" �Transportation Research Board�


� “Most drivers choose safe, reasonable speeds” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=30" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=30�)


� “Speed-related and fatal crashes are heavily concentrated within limited demographic groups” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=17" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=17�)


� � HYPERLINK "http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=2001_register&docid=01-13721-filed" �Discretionary Cooperative Agreements To Support the Demonstration and Evaluation of Setting and Enforcing Rational Speed Limits�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/" �Federal Highway Administration�


� “Most fatal speed-related crashes are correlated with alcohol” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=6" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=6�)


� “Speed-related and fatal crashes are heavily concentrated within limited demographic groups” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=17" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=17�)


� “High-speed limited-access roadways are the safest.” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=18" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=18�)


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tfhrc/safety/pubs/speed/spdtoc.htm" �Synthesis of Safety Research Related to Speed and Speed Management�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/" �Federal Highway Administration� cites several studies that suggest that the speed of a driver who strictly complies with Texas speed limits is often as dangerous as the fastest drivers.


� “‘Speed-related’ crash statistics are exaggerated.” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=16" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=16�)


� Enforcement levels and safety are not closely related (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=13" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=13�)


� “Speed limits barely affect actual speeds.” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=1" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=1�)


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.stnonline.com/stn/occupantrestraint/tableofcontents/sb_goertz.htm" ��http://www.stnonline.com/stn/occupantrestraint/tableofcontents/sb_goertz.htm�


� “Arbitrary differential speed limits are neither safe nor sound” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=31" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=31�)


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/schoolbus/speed.htm" ��http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/schoolbus/speed.htm�


� See the section of � HYPERLINK "http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/schoolbus/speed.htm" ��http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/schoolbus/speed.htm� titled “School Bus Crashes vs Motor Bus Crashes”


� “Arbitrary nighttime speed limits are neither safe nor sound” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=26" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=26�)


� “Arbitrary differential speed limits are neither safe nor sound” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=31" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=31�)


� §545.351, Transportation Code


� � HYPERLINK "http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=2001_register&docid=01-13721-filed" �Discretionary Cooperative Agreements To Support the Demonstration and Evaluation of Setting and Enforcing Rational Speed Limits�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/" �Federal Highway Administration�


� “The speed limit should usually legalize no fewer than 85% of all drivers” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=36" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=36�)


� “Rational speed limits maximize compliance, efficiency, productivity, safety, and convenience” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=23" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=23�)


� Law enforcement is overwhelmed by current 50% or greater disobedience levels, but certainly law enforcement can handle guaranteed 15% or less disobedience.


� Several quotes in support of 85th percentile speed limits can be found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.sense.bc.ca/disc/disc-08.htm" ��http://www.sense.bc.ca/disc/disc-08.htm�.


� “Speed zoning must be an ethical, unbiased, and sound process” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=35" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=35�)


� Page 207 of � HYPERLINK "http://gulliver.trb.org/publications/sr/sr254.pdf" �MANAGING SPEED: Review of Current Practice for Setting and Enforcing Speed Limits�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.nas.edu/trb/" �Transportation Research Board�


� “Speed limits must keep up with technological improvements” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=27" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=27�)


� “Texas jurisdictions seldom enforce anything besides speed limits” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=10" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=10�)


� “Speed differentials cause crashes” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=39" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=39�)


� Procedures for Establishing Speed Zones, §25.23(f).


� “Low speed limits neither slow down drivers nor improve safety” (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=2" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=2�)


� � HYPERLINK "http://tid1s0.engr.ccny.cuny.edu/utrc/html/accel_decel.html" ��http://tid1s0.engr.ccny.cuny.edu/utrc/html/accel_decel.html�, among other sources, suggests that MOBILE5 does not understand normal acceleration/deceleration cycles, thereby artificially inflating the impact of reduced speed limits and underestimating the emissions contribution of congestion.


� The TCEQ confirmed via email that it assumed average speeds are 10% higher than the posted limit, so under their scenario a 5 MPH speed limit reduction would cause a 5.5 MPH average speed reduction. (5 MPH + 10% = 5.5 MPH)


� All available documentation says nothing about when ESLs are no longer necessary.


� 1.5% figure estimated by dividing theoretical contribution of speed limit reductions into cumulative contribution of all federal, state, and local initiatives identified in SIP documents.


� � HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/esl.htm" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/esl.htm�


� “Speed limits barely affect actual speeds” (�HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=1"��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic/principleDetail.aspx?id=1�)


� This is exactly why compliance levels are only around 30% on Dallas-area outer-loop highways (� HYPERLINK "http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/esl.htm" ��http://people.smu.edu/acambre/traffic2003/esl.htm�).


� Much of the routes subjected to ESLs were in areas with heavy suburban development. More development means more motorists and congestion, causing lower speeds.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.tnrcc.state.tx.us/oprd/sips/rtcsept25sip.pdf" ��http://www.tnrcc.state.tx.us/oprd/sips/rtcsept25sip.pdf�


� This 0.1%-0.2% figure comes from scaling the original estimate down both by the actual 1.6 MPH speed reduction (as opposed to the TNRCC’s unrealistic 5.5 MPH reduction) and by scaling it down again according to the figures obtained from MOBILE6. Also, it’s important to note that Houston’s ~1.5% figure is based on the shelved 55 MPH speed limit. Now that Houston’s ESL scheme is like Dallas’s (70 and 65 limits dropped to 65 and 60, respectively), this 0.1%-0.2% estimate is highly optimistic.


� Arbitrarily low speed limits discourage compliance with all traffic laws, thereby increasing highly dangerous and highly polluting behaviors like aggressive driving.


� Instead of averaging +10% over the speed limit, Dallas-area speeds actually average -0.4% below the limit.


� NOx emissions start increasing one a vehicle tops 48 MPH: � HYPERLINK "http://www.epa.gov/otaq/reports/envspmem.htm" ��http://www.epa.gov/otaq/reports/envspmem.htm�


� For example, a drop from 80 to 75 will reduce emissions far more than a drop from 70 to 65.


� This inferred from the fact that TCEQ did not propose complete elimination of environmental speed limits after the 55 MPH boondoggle in the Houston area.





