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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Heavy Truck Study was authorized by PL 1987, chapter 
793, Part A, and conducted by the Joint Standing Committee on 
Transportation. 

The study found that heavy trucks are a common and 
necessary part of everyday life, but that they do have an 
impact on the highways they travel. Trucks are about 8% of the 
traffic statewide, but they contribute about 99% of the 
weight-related road consumption. On average only 5% of the 
trucks exceed the gross weight limits, but the overload alone 
on overweight trucks contributes 9% or more of the 
weight-related road consumption. That is the primary problem 
which the legislation proposed in this report addresses. 

The majority report includes a number of minor 
initiatives, but there are four major initiatives to address 
the problem of overweight trucks: 

(1) It would tighten requirements for off-loading of 
excess cargo by adding positive measures to detain overweight 
vehicles until that condition is corrected. For violations of 
20 percent gross overweight or more the arresting officer would 
affix an out-of-service sticker to the windshield until the 
vehicle is brought into compliance with the prescribed weight 
limits. When the vehicle is brought into compliance, the 
sticker could be signed by any police officer, after which it 
must be returned to the State Police. Present law would be 
retained which prohibits moving any overweight vehicle until 
that condition is corrected, but an added penalty would be 
provided for moving an overweight vehicle with an 
out-of-service sticker or failing to return the attested 
sticker which would become Class E crimes. 

(2) It would increase the penalty for exceeding the 
allowable gross weight by 20 percent or more by making it 
higher than the fine under present law by 50 percent for a lst 
offense and by 100 percent for subsequent offenses within a 12 
month period. Such an offense would be called ''aggravated 
overweight". For convenience, the fine schedules for aggravated 
overweight are recalculated and presented for percent over 
permit weight as a basis, in the four different permit 
situations. 

For smaller offenses, the existing fine schedules for 
excessive vehicle weight are retained, as listed in 29 MRSA 
§1654(3), and for vehicles which exceed the limit allowed by a 
commodity permit, the basis of the fine would continue to 
revert to the road limit (up to 80,000 pounds) or, for vehicles 
with a general permit, 90,000 pounds. 

(3) It would add enforcement targeted against repeat 
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offenders who are severely overweight, including: increased 
fines for 2nd and subsequent offenses; suspension of 
registration or right to operate for up ~o 30 days for a 3rd 
offense, and suspension up to 60 days for a 4th or subsequent 
offense. The Division of Motor Vehicles would implement the 
suspensions according to their normal procedures. 

(4) It would increase weight enforcement personnel and 
portable weigh scales in accordance with the State Police 
recommendation of adding 12 State Police troope~s and the 
necessary supporting equipment and facilities to the Commercial 
Vehicle Enforcement Unit. This would be a 43% increase in 
enforcement personnel above FY1988-89. 

The report includes several other provisions to help provide a 
fair and workable approach to truck weight and enforcement: 

-It continues criminal penalties and the present fine 
schedule for ordinary overweight violations. 

-It provides for several informational activities . 

-It requires continued discussions with Quebec, New 
Brunswick, and New Hampshire on cooperative weighing efforts. 

-It requires regular progress reports on truck weight. 

The minority report addresses a problem faced by truckers 
who are within the gross weight limits but who exceed an axle 
limit. For those vehicles it is proposed that the axle limits 
not apply. The axle limits would continue to apply to vehicles 
which exceed the gross weight limits. 

A further minority report recommends three other changes 
in present procedures in order to give truckers relief from 
certain problems. First, it recommends that overweight fines be 
based on weight in excess of the (higher) weight authorized by 
any special permit, rather than the (lower) road limit. Second, 
it recommends that any truck which is less than 20% overweight 
be allowed to pay the fine and proceed as far as 10 miles to 
its destination or a suitable warehouse, without having to 
unload. Third, it recommends that any truck found overweight 
and without special permits, whether registered in Maine or 
out-of-state, be required to purchase a permit for the full 
remainder of the year. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Study of Overweight Enforcement and the Highway 
Maintenance and Safety Implications of Heavy Trucks was 
authorized by Public Law 1987, chapter 793 (L.D. 2463), 
effective May 1, 1988, with the study to be conducted by the 
Joint Standing Committee on Transportation. (See Appendix A) 
The Legislative Council also approved and supported the study. 
Funding was provided from the Highway Fund. 

The Subcommittee conducting the study was composed of: 

Rep. Roger M. Pouliot of Lewiston, Chair 
Sen. Charles G. Dow of Kennebec 
Sen. Raynold Theriault of Aroostook 
Rep. Donald A. Strout of Corinth 
Rep. Orland G. McPherson of Eliot 
Rep. Fred w. Moholland of Princeton 
Rep. Harold M. Macomber of South Portland 
Rep. Jeffrey N. Mills of Bethel 

The list of interested parties includes the Department of 
Transportation, the Division of Motor Vehicles, the State 
Police, trucking industry organizations, forest products and 
other industry organizations, and the Maine Chapter of the 
American Automobile Association. The full list is attached as 
Appendix B. 

The Subcommittee met on June 16 to receive departmental 
background briefings and to establish the study plan. At the 
meeting on July 19 the Subcommittee received the views of 
highway users and progress reports on the data analysis. The 
August 18 meeting provided the Subcommittee with the results of 
the data analysis and reports from Subcommittee. staff; an 
Advisory Task Force was also set up to review, analyze and 
report on ideas for improving compliance with weight limits 
(see Appendix F). At the next meeting, September 13, the 
Subcommittee received and acted on the report of the Advisory 
Task Force, and directed staff to prepare the draft report. At 
a public hearing on October 4, extensive comments were 
received, especially from the trucking and wood products 
industries. The Subcommittee met again on October 11 and made a 
number of changes in the draft report which was reported to the 
full Committee on October 18th. The full Committee voted to 
transmit the report to the Legislature by a vote of 9-3 with 
one absent. The minority report is ·included as·Chapter VII. 

-1-



Heavy trucks are a common and necessary part of everyday 
life which do have an impgct on the highways they travel. The 
purpose of this report is to examine whether there is a 
significant problem with overweight trucks; to gain some 
understanding of the problem; and to propose remedies that will 
be fair and workable. 

This report consists of three parts: the findings and 
recommendations of the study; the minority report; and 
background data developed in the course of the study, including 
an overview of overweight trucks. The first and second parts 
are included in the Summary Report, while the background 
information is in the Appendices. 
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II. FINDINGS 

The Subcommittee makes the following findings, based on 
the information provided in the course of the study. 
Implementing recommendations are ·cross-referenced where 
appropriate,using the notation: (Rec. xx): 

1. The Study Subcommittee finds that trucks (not 
including pickups and panels) make up about 8% of the 
traffic statewide, but contribute at least 99% of the 
weight-related road consumption impact (Table 1 & 2 and 
Chart 2-C). 

Typically, about 5% of the trucks exceed the gross 
weight limits, but this figure rises to 13% or even 20% 
at certain locations (Table 3). 

The significance of these overweight trucks is 
multiplied because the stress on the highway rises 
extremely rapidly as weight of the truck or axle 
increases: a 20% increase in weight doubles the impact on 
the highway, all else being equal (Chart 4). As a result, 
the overload alone on overweight trucks typically 
contributes a 9% or greater share of the road consumption 
impact (Table 3). This results in about a 9% decrease in 
highway life between resurfacing, and for a highway with 
a 20-year life, it represents about a 2-year loss in 
highway life. In some cases, for example I-95 in Sidney, 
the overweight contribution is as high as 31% of the road 
consumption. Thus, there is significant highway damage 
caused by overweight vehicles. A rough estimate of the 
increased maintenance cost is included in Appendix I. 

2. The. Study Subcommittee finds that there are about 
22,000 miles of highways in Maine, includjng 6000 miles 
of federal-aid highways (260 miles of interstate, 2000 
miles of primary, 700 miles of urban, and 2800 miles of 
secondary). There are also 2900 miles of state and 
state-aid highways with no federal aid, and 13,000 miles 
of town ways (Appendix D). Not including town ways, this 
gives an average of over 400 miles per weight enforcement 
official. And, each officer is on duty for only 
one-fourth of the time during the week. The Study 
Subcommittee observes that it is not hard to find 
geographical or time sanctuaries where overweight trucks 
can proceed without being stopped. The Department of 
Transportation calculates that on average, an ove~weight 
5-axle combination goes 11,700 miles and a 6-axle 
combination goes 62,000 miles before being cited and 
convicted for a violation. (Appendix I) 

3. The Study Subcommittee finds that the State Police 
have 21 people assigned to commercial vehicle 
enforcement, including thirteen State Police officers and 
eight civilian Motor Carrier Inspectors (Appendix G). In 
FY 1988-89, seven officers will be added, as approved 
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in the last Legislative session. However, the State 
Police report that additional personnel are required to 
provide adequate enforcement throughout the State. They 
recommend adding patrols in 12 problem areas, including 
Rumford, Belgrade, Fort Kent, Faimington, Caribou, 
Bingham, Skowhegan, Topsfield, Millinocket, 
Saco-Biddeford, Newport, and Wiscasset. Because of their 
law enforcement training and their greater range of 
capabilities, the State Police prefer to add troopers 
rather than civilians, even with higher costs ($26,000 
salary vs $19,000 salary at the top step). The Study 
Subcommittee supports the request for additional state 
troopers. Locations should be chosen by the State Police, 
with an eye to fair and uniform enforcement throughout 
the state. (Rec. 1) 

4. The Study Subcommittee finds that, for enforcement, 
the State has 5 sets of semi-portable scales and 73 sets 
of portable scales. There are 11 off-road weighing areas 
and 10 Interstate rest areas which can be used for 
weighing, in addition to the option of roadside weighing 
with portable scales (Appendix G). The State's permanent 
scales were phased out because they were easily bypassed 
and because of their high cost, but access is available 
to 14 privately owned permanent scales if necessary. The 
Study Subcommittee supports the change away from fixed--
scales. Additional weight enforcement teams would require 
additional portable and semi-portable scales, and 
additional off-road weighing areas would enhance the 
safety of weighing operations, especially where 
off-loading is contemplated. 

5. The Study Subcommittee finds the Weigh-in-Motion data 
from the Maine Department of Transportation extremely 
useful in preparing reports such as this. For weight 
monitoring, but not enforcement, the State has seven 
Weigh-in Motion sites, and equipment to operate two sites 
at any time (Appendix G). These generate much of the data 
for certification to the U.S. Department of 
Transportation that the State is enforcing the weight 
laws on all federal-aid roads, as required by federal law 
(23USC141). . 

6. The Study Subcommittee finds that the law now requires 
overweight trucks to be brought into conformity before 
proceeding, but the State Police report that this is 
difficult to enforce: an overweight truck that has been 
stopped once may return to the highway after the trooper 
leaves to perform other required duties. This will only 
be detected if the truck gets stopped a second time. The 
Study Subcommittee is recommending legislation to stop--
this evasion, and notes that the State Police are 
conscious of the need for detention and unloading of the 
vehicle to be in a safe location. (Rec. 2) 
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7. The Study Subcommittee finds that the language of 
present law covering overweight fines (29 MRSA §1654) 
refers to "misdemeanors", rather than crime 
classifications, as in the revised criminal code (Title 
17-A). The Subcommittee considered a proposal to change 
this word to the revised terminology but found that the 
change was very confusing to the truckers and decided to 
retain the present terminology. Nevertheless, a 
misdemeanor continues to be a crime, not just a civil 
violation. The State Police report that the criminal 
nature of the offense does help in prosecuting offenders 
from out-of-state. 

The penalties for overweight include fines according to a 
specified schedule which reaches $500 for 32% overweight, 
$1,000 for 50% overweight, and can be even higher. For 
comparison, a Class E crime carries a fine of up to $500, 
and a Class D crime a fine of up to $1,000. In most 
parts of Title 29, in accordance with section 2303, a 
misdemeanor carries a term of imprisonment up to 30 days, 
but we have only heard of one person who ever received a 
jail sentence for an overweight violation in Maine. 

The Subcommittee is recommending retaining the present 
fine schedule for ordinary overweight violations and 
clarifying the language to directly incorporate language 
on imprisonment similar to section 2303 and to emphasize 
that the misdemeanor of excessive vehicle weight is a 
criminal offense. ( Rec. 5) 

8. The Study Subcommittee finds that the greatest concern 
is with trucks that are severely overweight, but under 
present law, beyond the forgiveness zone, there is no 
distinction between small and large offen?eS, except for 
a steadily increasing fine schedule. The Study 
Subcommittee is recommending additional penalties for 
extreme overweight. (Rec. 3) 

The 1986-87 State Police Arrest Record Data shows that, 
excluding the Interstate Highway System, there were 1392 
overweight violations resulting in convictions in the two 
year period 1986-1987. Of these, 682 were gross weight 
violations, 624 axle violations, and 86 tire violations. 
Some of the axle violations were also gross weight 
violations but that number is not known. Further 
analysis gives a rough estimate that 24% .. of the vehicles 
cited for overweight violations have extreme gross weight 
violations. (Appendix H) 

9. The Study Subcommittee notes that the overweight fine 
schedule in Maine is relatively low. For example, for a 
truck running 20,000 pounds over the Interstate weight 
limit of 80,000 pounds, Maine is 41st among the states 
and territories, with a fine of $350, compared to the 
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national median of $1000 (Chart 5). In general, Maine's 
fine schedule does get steeper with increasing weight, 
just as the highway impact of a vehicle rises more 
steeply with increasing weight. But, above 50% 
overweight, the fine schedule flattens out. Beyond that 
point, the fine for additional weight is actually less 
per thousand pounds than it would be for a vehicle 
between 10% and 50% overweight. 

However, it is not clear how effective increasing the 
fines would be as a further deterrent. Until 1987, the 
fine schedule had a cap at $1,000, but then it was 
removed. Comparing the data from 1987 with 1986 does not 
show any systematic change in violations when the cap was 
removed. The Study Subcommittee does not support a change 
in the fine schedule at this time (see 29 MRSA §1654, 
which is Sec. 2 of the legislation in Chapter IV). 

10. The Study Subcommittee received testimony from both 
the government and the trucking industry that repeat 
offenders are a big part of the problem. Maine does not 
have data available on repeat offenders at present, but 
it could be collected and made available to the police 
and the courts as is repeat offender data on other motor 
vehicle violations. Nine other states apply surcharges to 
the overweight fines for repeat offenders. Texas reports 
some success with a provision for prioritizing offenders 
and pursuing civil suits against repeat offenders to 
obtain a court injunction against operating overweight, 
and to recover damages for the resulting deterioration of 
the highways. The Study Subcommittee is recommending 
suspensions and additional fines for repeat offenders, as 
well as further study of the Texas approach. (Rec. 4) 

11. The Study Subcommittee received information from the 
State Police that serious violations seem to be 
concentrated in certain locations, although these are 
scattered around the state. This may be due in part to 
greater enforcement in these areas, but in any event half 
the violations occurred in 25 towns, which seem to fall 
in three kinds of locations: Canadian ports of entry, 
paper mill towns, or on the Interstate highway. Analysis 
by the State Police for 1987 identified 414 violations 
with a fine of $500 or more. Of these, 46% involved 
special commodity or forest products trucks. Four-axle 
straight trucks and 6-axle tractor trailers accounted for 
58% of these serious violations, even though they only 
were 9% of the truck traffic. (Appendix G) 

12. The Study Subcommittee finds that Canadian and other 
out-of-state trucks are a significant problem. For 1986 
and 1987, about 35% of the violators were out-of-state 
trucks. New Hampshire contributed 9%, Quebec 8%, and New 
Brunswick 6%. In addition, the average overweight 
violation for trucks from Quebec was 33%, somewhat higher 
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than for any other jurisdiction. Vermont was second, with 
30% .. (Appendix I) The Study Subcommittee is recommending 
continued dialogue with other jurisdictions. (Rec. 8) 

13, The Study Subcommittee finds that vehicle design can 
greatly affect the relation between weight carried and 
road impact. A single axle carrying 20,000 pounds has 
about the same impact as a tandem carrying 37,000 pounds 
or a tridem carrying 54,000 pounds. Thus, adding axles 
can reduce the road impact of a given load, although it 
may not reduce the effect on bridges, which depends 
more on the gross weight itself (Table 4). In any event, 
the increased productivity of vehicles with more 
efficient designs can reduce the incentive to overload 
marginal vehicles. The Study Subcommittee is recommending 
promotion of suitable alternative vehicles. (Rec,,7) 

14. The Study Subcommittee finds that the federal weight 
limits on the Interstate system are different, and lower 
than the state limits on other highways. This discrepancy 
is greatest for vehicles which have special commodity 
permits under State law (Table 6). The Study Subcommittee 
noted that it may not be easy to achieve conformity, but 
this difference produces some enforcement problems. For 
example, an overweight vehicle may bypass the weighing 
station on I-95 by getting off and travelling temporarily 
on US-1 where it is legal until it is past the weighing 
station on I-95. This practice also increases traffic 
problems on the bypass routes. 

15. The Study Subcommittee finds that there are 
differences in the fines assessed by the courts in 
different jurisdictions within Maine. The statewide 
average fine for calendar years 1g86 and ~987 w~s $397, 
but the average varied from $167 in one location up to 
$740 in another (Appendix I). The reasons for this 
unevenness are not clear, but it was suggested that 
differences in judges' attitudes towards weight 
violations is one important factor. The importance of 
judicial discretion was also noted, so that the Study 
Subcommittee is not recommending mandatory fines, but is 
recommending some educational and informational 
activities focusing on the. seriousness of weight 
violations. (Rec. 6) 

16. The Study Subcommittee finds that several states have 
made or are considering making shippers and receivers 
jointly liable with the truckers for overloads. However, 
representatives of these industries felt that would place 
an unfair burden upon them, and that enforcement should 
concentrate on those who carry the overweight load. The 
Study Subcommittee is not recommending any initiatives-to 
assign responsibility for overweight loads to shippers 
and receivers at this time. 
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17. The Study Subcommittee finds that there was 
insufficient time to study the issue of truck safety as 
it relates to vehicle weight. However, it seems clear 
that improved compliance with the weight laws can only 
help truck safety. Brake operation and road stability of 
trucks are enhanced by keeping the axle weights within 
the legal limits. 

18. The Study Subcommittee received one report showing 
the difficulty experienced by a small trucker in trying 
to make ends meet, while staying within the legal weight 
limits. There was not time to analyze this situation, but 
it does pose an interesting dilemma. Should that trucker 
be allowed to continue, with an implicit subsidy from the 
State which incurs increased costs to maintain those 
roads? Should the law be enforced strictly, even if it 
drives those small truckers out of business? Or, can 
incentives be devised which will allow operation within 
the legal weight limits to be economically viable? The 
Study Subcommittee finds that it would be useful for an 
agency with economic expertise to review and comment on 
this situation. 

19. The Study Subcommittee finds that, while the 
responsible agencies were very cooperative, it took some 
effort to assess the status of truck weight compliance. 
The Study Subcommittee is recommending a regular review 
and report, which could be very helpful to those who wish 
to follow this issue. (Rec. 9) 
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ADDITIONAL ITEMS 

The Subcommittee discussed a number of other ideas which 
appeared to have some merit, but felt it was not timely to act. 
These are discussed·briefly below. 

Making federal and State road limits the same by 
increasing federal (interstate) limits to State limits 
could simplify enforcement. It would be useful for the 
Maine Department of Transportation (MDOT) to study 
proposals for the federal government to increase 
Interstate limits to the limits on Maine State Highways, 
since the Interstate weight limits are lower than the 
State limits, even though the Interstate is better 
designed to handle heavier loads. However, such measures 
should include mechanisms to recover the costs of any 
additional damage to the highway and bridge system as 
part of the package. Alternatives such as the Turner 
proposal, which seeks added productivity by increasing 
gross weight to 105,000 pounds but which reduces road 
impact by reducing axle limits to 14,000 pounds for 
single axles and 24,000 pounds for tandems, are being 
explored by the Transportation Research Board of the 
National Research Council and should also .be considered 
when seeking adjustments in this realm. The MDOT should 
recommend that the Maine Legislature memorialize Congress 
on this issue when and if appropriate. 

Mandatory fines, perhaps imposed administrqtively, 
may be a remedy to consider in the future if fines are 
applied unevenly or insufficiently to address the 
overweight problem. 

Increased fines, especially for sev~re overloads 
remain a possibility. As noted above, for 20,000 pounds 
overweight, Maine's fines are relatively low: 41st in the 
nation. However, an increase in fines for the largest 
overloads in 1987 does not seem to have improved 
compliance. 

Shared responsibility for overweight operation. 
Some States have adopted measures giving shippers and 
receivers of overloads some responsibility for overload 
violations, along with the truckers. These include: a 
system of haul roads built to handle the heavier loads 
encountered around mills and similar locations (Kentucky 
has a coal haul road system); a relevant evidence law, 
providing that the weight records of shippers and 
receivers would be prima facie evidence of actual weight 
(like Minnesota) (similar legislation was defeated in the 
1988 session of the Maine Legislature); and prohibition 
of receipt of overloads, for shipments received by 
weight. However, the Subcommittee preferred to keep the 
emphasis on enforcement against violators who are 
actually transporting the overloads. 
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III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Study Subcommittee makes the following 
recommendations, based on the findings of Chapter II. Those 
requiring changes in the Revised Statutes are indicated by 
(Stat.) and can be coordinated with the recodification of Title 
29, as that proceeds. The administrative recommendations, 
indicated by (Admin.), are in unallocated sections of the 
accompanying legislation, and can be carried out by the 
agencies involved. The implementing legislation is 
cross-referenced for each recommendation, e.g. (Sec. xx) 

These recommendations include four major initiatives to address 
the problem of overweight trucks: 

l. Tighten requirements for off-loading of excess cargo. 
(Stat.) 

The Study Subcommittee recommends positive measures 
to detain overweight vehicles until that condition is 
corrected, including, for violations of 20 percent gross 
overweight or more: the arresting officer would affix an 
out-of-service sticker to the windshield until the 
vehicle is brought into compliance with the prescribed 
weight limits. Present law would be retained, which 
prohibits moving any overweight vehicle until that 
condition is corrected, but an added ~enalty would be 
provided for moving an overweight vehicle with an 
out-of-service sticker, which would become a Class E 
crime. (Sec.l) 

2. Increase penalties for extreme overweight. (Stat.) 

The Study .Subcommittee also recommends increasing 
the penalty for extreme overweight (overweight by 20 
percent or more on gross weight) by increasing the 'fine 
by 50 percent for a ·lst offense and by 100 percent for 
subsequent offenses. (Sec.3) 

3. Target enforcement against repeat offenders. (Stat.) 

The Study Subcommittee recommends several measures 
to target enforcement against repeat offenders who are 
severely overweight, including: increased fines for 2nd 
and subsequent offenses; suspension of registration or 
right-to-operate for up to 30 days for a 3rd offense; and 
suspension up to 60 days for a 4th or subsequent 
offense. The Study Subcommittee also recommends 
increased resources for the Division of Motor Vehicles to 
maintain the necessary data base. Any suspensions would 
be implemented by the DMV after conviction, using 
information from that data base. (Sec.4) 
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4. Increase weight enforcement personnel and portable weigh 
scales. (Stat.) 

A vital deterrent to overloading is increased 
expectation of getting caught. The Study Subcommittee 
supports the State Police recommendation of adding 12 
State Police troopers and the necessary supporting 
equipment and facilities to the Commercial Vehicle 
Enforcement Unit. This would be a 43% increase in 
enforcement personnel above FY1988-89. (Sec.9) 

This study also makes several other recommendations, which will 
help provide fair and workable truck weight enforcement: 

5. Continue criminal penalties and the present fine 
schedule for ordinary overweight. (Stat.) 

The Study Subcommittee recommends retaining the 
designation of overweight violations as "misdemeanors" as 
in present law, but making it clear that they are 
criminal offenses, and that they are subject to 
imprisonment not to exceed 30 days, like other 
misdemeanors under Title 29. Although the term 
"misdemeanor" predates the revised criminal code, the 
Subcommittee found that changing to the terminology of 
class crimes would cause too much confusion in the 
trucking community at this t.ime. The present fine 
schedule, including the present waivers and reductions in 
fines for smaller offenses and rebates for commodity 
permits would be retained. (Sec.2) 

Refusal to be weighed would continue to be a Class 
E crime, with a penalty not to exceed $1500 and 30 days, 
as in present law. (29 MRSA §1805) 

6. Improve information dissemination. (Admin.) 

The Study Subcommittee recommends that the quality 
and availability of information for truckers from the 
responsible state agencies (Division of Motor Vehicles 
and Bureau of State Police) be improved; that industry 
efforts to reduce overloads be encouraged and supported; 
that collection and processing of data on overweight 
vehicles by the Department of Transportation and the 
Maine State Police be improved; that the Department of 
Transportation hold informational meetings at Judicial 
and District Attorney conferences to stress the 
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importance of weight enforcement and inform judicial 
officers of the damage caused by overloads, with a goal 
of more uniformity in enforcement and imposition of 
penalties throughout the state. (Sec.5) 

7. Promote vehicles with reduced impact on highways. (Admin.) 

The Study Subcommittee recommends that the 
Department of Transportation and the trucking industry 
promote alternative vehicles with reduced impact on the 
highways. The 6-axle combination is frequently cited as 
an example of a more efficient vehicle, as compared to 
the traditional 5-axle combination. These alternatives 
must be analyzed carefully, because a vehicle with less 
impact on the pavement at a given load may not have less 
impact on the bridges. (Sec.5) 

8. Increase control of out-of-state and Canadian trucks. 
(Admin.) 

The Study Subcommittee recommends that the State 
Police and the Maine Department of Transportation 
continue mutual discussions with bordering jurisdictions 
(Quebec, New Brunswick, and New Hampshire) on cooperative 
weighing efforts, and improvements in weighing 
capabilities on tne Canadian border. (Sec.6) 

9. Regular progress reports on weight compliance and 
enforcement. (Admin.) 

The Study Subcommittee recommends that the 
Department of Transportation, the Bureau of State Police, 
and the Division of Motor Vehicles report in 1990, 1991 
and thereafter to the Governor and the Legislature on 
compliance with the weight laws and progress in 
enforcement. (Sec.7) 

The Study Subcommittee also recommends further 
study of the merits of civil action against flagrant 
offenders including judicial restraining orders, contempt 
of court citations, and suits to recover damages for the 
deterioration of the highways, with the findings to be 
included in the 1990 report. (Sec.8) 
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IV. LEGISLATION 
DRAFT 6436 
11-02-88 
Truck Wt. Law 

PROPOSED LEGISLATION, MAJORITY REPORT 
HEAVY TRUCK SUBCOMMITTEE 

AN ACT TO IMPROVE COMPLIANCE WITH TRUCK WEIGHT LIMITS 

Sec. 1. 29 MRSA §1653 is amended to read: 

§1653. Weighing of vehicles; removal of excess; risk of loss on 
removal 

Any police officer may require the driver of any motor 
vehicle described in sections 1652 and 1656 to stop and submit 
to a weighing of the same by means of either portable or 
stationary scales. If such scales are not available at the 
place where such vehicle is stopped, the police officer may 
require that such vehicle be driven to the nearest public 
scales capable of weighing said vehicle and load if such does 
not increase by more than 5 miles the distance which said 
vehicle may reasonably travel to reach its destination. 

Whenever a police officer, upon weighing a vehicle and 
load, determines that the weight is in excess of any of the 
limits prescribed in section 1652, such officer shall require 
the driver to stop the vehicle in a place designated by such 
officer and such vehicle shall not be permitted to proceed 
until the operator thereof shall have taken such action as may 
be necessary to reduce the weight of the vehicle and load to 
such limits as are permitted under the .terms of said section 
1652. If said excess weight does not exceed 2,000 pounds, said 
officer may in his discretion permit said vehicle to proceed 
without unloading said excess weight. Such police officer may 
summons the owner or driver of such vehicle, or he may arrest 
the driver forthwith. Neither the arresting officer, the State 
of Maine nor any political subdivision or agency thereof shall 
be responsible for loss or damage to such vehicle, its contents 
or any part thereof as a result of such unloading. 

In the event the excess weight of the vehicle exceeds the 
allowable gross weight, including the weight specified in any 
applicable commodity permit, by 20 percent or more, the police 
officer shall affix an out-of-service sticker to the windshield 
until the vehicle is brought into compliance with the 
prescribed weight limits and shall require the operator not to 
move the vehicle until it is brought into compliance. Any 
person who moves that vehicle before it is brought into 
compliance and the out-of-service sticker has been signed by a 
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police officer to attest to that fact is guilty of a Class E 
crime. When the vehicle is brought into compliance, that fact 
may be attested by any police 9fficer, who shall sign the 
out-of-service sticker. Then, the operator shall return the 
attested out-of-service sticker or portion thereof to the 
Bureau of State Police. Any operator who fails to get the 
out-of-service sticker attested and return it within 15 days of 
issuance is guilty of a Class E crime. 

Sec. 2. 29 MRSA §1654 is amended to read: 

§ 1654. Excessive vehicle weight 

NOTE: This section is the same as existing law, except for the 
underlined portions. Subsections 1 to 3 are paraphrased from 
the first two paragraphs and the fine schedule of existing 
§1654. The remainder has been broken into subsections, with 
subsection headings added. 

1. Crime. Any person who operates. or causes operation of 
any motor vehicle in violation of any weight provision for any 
axle or group of axles or gross weight, if convicted, shall be 
guilty of the crime of excessive vehicle weight on account of 
each such· violation. Excessive vehicle weight is a misdemeanor. 

2. Penalty. Any person who is guilty of excessive vehicle 
weight shall be punished by a fine in accordance with this 
section or by imprisonment for not more than 30' days, or by 
both. When both gross and axle weights are exceeded, the 
penalty imposed shall be on the violation that results in the 
higher fine. 

3. Schedule of fines. Except as provided elsewhere in this 
chapter, the court .shall apply the following schedule in 
determining the fine to be imposed for excessive vehicle 
weight; the fine to be based upon the amount of gross weight or 
axle weight in excess of the limits prescribed in section 1652. 
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Percent over basic weight 
allowed in section 1652 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

More than 50 
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Fine schedule 

$10 
$20 
$30 
$40 
$50 
$60 
$70 
$80 
$90 

$100 
$115 
$130 
$145 
$160 
$175 
$190 
$205 
$220 
$235 
$250 
$270 
$290 
$310 
$330 
$350 
$370 
$390 
$410 
$430 
$450 
$.4 75 
$500 
$525 
$550 
$575 
$600 
$625 
$650 
$675 
$700 
$730 
$760 
$790 
$820 
$850 
$880 
$910 
$940 
$970 

$1,000 
$1,000 plus $10 

for each percent 
over 50 %. 



4. Waivers for minor violations. Except as provided in 
subsections 6 or 7, if the gross weight as specifi~d in section 
1652 or section 1655, whichever is applicable, is exceeded by 
less than 500 pounds multiplied by the number of axles less 
one, the fine shall be waived. If the gross weight is exceeded 
by less than 1,000 pounds multiplied by the number of axles 
less one, the fine shall be reduced by 50%. If the gross 
excess is greater than those enumerated in this paragraph the 
fine schedule shall apply. 

Except as provided in subsections 6 or 7, if the excess on 
any axle or group of axles as specified in section 1652. or 
section 1655, whichever is applicable, is less than 1,000 
pounds, the fine shall be waived. If the excess is less than 
1,000 pounds plus 500 pounds multiplied by the number of axles 
in the axle group, the fine shall be reduced by 2/3. If the 
excess is less than l,OOQ pounds plus 1,000 pounds multiplied 
by the number of axles in the axle group, the fine shall be 
reduced by 50%. If the axle excess is greater than those 
enumerated in this paragraph the fine schedule shall apply. 

5. Rebate for commodity permits Any person, firm or 
corporation who has purchased commodity permits as defined in 
section 1655 for the vehicle during the registration year and 
who has been judged to have committed an overweight violation 
and who has paid a fine under this section may apply once for 
each vehicle during the registration year to the Secretary of 
State for a rebate of a portion of the fine paid. The rebate 
shall be equal to the fee paid for the commodity permits for 
the vehicle found in violation, but shall not exceed 50% of the 
fine. The Secretary of State shall prescribe the form of 
application, including requiring any information he deems 
necessary to administer this paragraph. 

6. Redistribution of load. When an officer determines that 
a vehicle which is within the gross maximum weight limits is in 
violation of the axle weight limits by less than 2,000 pounds, 
the officer shall permit the operator to redistribute the load 
once by hand before proceeding and if the vehicle then conforms 
to the axle weight limits of this Title, no penalty for the 
violation may be imposed. 

7. Reductions in fine when load redistribu~ed. If the 
violation is at least 2,000 pounds but less than 3,000 pounds 
and the load is redistributed to remove the violition, the fine 
shall be reduced by 2/3. If the violation is at least 3,000 
pounds but less than 4,000 pounds and the load is redistributed 
to remove the violation the fine shall be reduced by 50%. If a 
fine is reduced under this paragraph then no other reductions 
shall apply. 
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8. Minimum fine. Except when the fine is waived under the 
provisions of this section, the minimum fine for any gross or 
axle violation shall be $10, except that.notwithstanding any 
other provision in this section, for vehicles using the 
interstate system as defined in the Federal Highway Act of 
1956, there shall be a minimum fine of $20 and cost of court. 

9. Scales For the purposes of this Title, weights as 
indicated by any type of stationary or portable scales approved 
by .the Department of Transportation and tested within 12 
calendar months prior to the time of use by a person and method 
approved by the department shall be deemed accurate. 

10. Application to carriers holding certificates or 
permits. Section 1656 exempting from penalty operators employed 
by carriers holding permits or certificates from the Bureau of 
State Police, who have not participated in loading the vehicles 
and pertaining to appointment of a resident agent, 
representative or attorney upon whom all lawful processes 
regarding any violation may be served and who may be required 
to appear in court on behalf of the carrier regarding the 
violation, and the provisions of the section relating to the 
suspension of permits or certificates issued by the Bureau of 
State Police for failure to appoint an agent, representative or 
attorney, ot for failure to satisfy any penalty imposed by any 
court, shall likewise apply in full force for the purposes of 
violations under this section. 

11. Six-axle vehicles carrying general commodities. 
Notwithstanding this section, with respect to vehicles operated 
under the provision of section 1652, subsection 1, paragraph F, 
gross weight violations shall be calculated from the basis of 
80,000 pounds. 

Sec. 3. 29 MRSA §1654-A is enacted as follows: 

§1654-A. Aggravated excessive gross weight violations 

1. Crime. Any person who operates or causes operation of 
any motor vehicle in violation of any provision for gross 
weight by exceeding the allowable weight, including the weight 
specified in any applicable commodity permit, by 20 percent or 
more, if convicted, shall be guilty of the crime of aggravated 
excessive vehicle weight on account of each such violation. 
Aggravated excessive vehiele weight is a misdemeanor. 

2. Penalty. Any person who is.guilty of aggravated 
excessive vehicle weight shall be punished by a fine in 
accordance with this section or by imprisonment for not more 
than 30 days or by both. 
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3. Fine. The court shall impose a fine for aggravated 
excessive vehicle weight in accordance with the following 
schedules. For purposes of this section, the basic weight from 
which the percent overweight is measured shall be the allowable 
gross weight, including the weight specified in any applicable 
commodity permit. 

. A. SCHEDULE FOR VEHICLES WITH NO PERMIT OR WITH A 
90,000 POUND GENERAL PERMIT UNDER 29 MRSA §1652(l)E 

Percent over Fine Fine for 
allowable for 1st 2nd and 
gross weight offense subsequent 
including by vehicle offenses 
permit by vehicle 

20 $375 $500 
21 $405 $540 
22 $435 $580 
23 $465 $620 
24 $495 $660 
25 $525 $700 
26 $555 $740 
27 $585 $780 
28 $615 $820 
29 $645 $860 
30 $675 $900 
31 $712 $950 
32 $750 $1000 
33 $787 $1050 
34 $825 $1100 
35 $862 $1150 
36 $900 $1200 
37 $937 $1250 
38 $975 $1300 
39 $1012 $1350 
40 $1050 $1400 
41 $1095 $1460 
42 $1140 $1520 
43 $1185 $1580 
44 $1230 $1640 
45 $1275 $1700 
46 $1320 $1760 
·47 $1365 $1820 
48 $1410 $1880 
49 $1455 $1940 
50 $1500 $2000 

More than 50 $1500 plus $2000 plus 
$15 for each $20 for each 
percent percent 
over 50% over 50% 
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B-1. SCHEDULE FOR VEHICLES WITH SPECIAL COMMODITY 
PERMIT UNDER 29 MRSA §1655 EXCEPT FOR 100,000 POUND PERMIT 

Percent over 
allowable 
gross weight 
including 
permit 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

More than 50 

Fine 
for 1st 
offense 
by vehicle 

$750 
$792 

. $833 
$875 
$915 
$957 
$998 
$1040 
$1086 
$1136 
$1185 
$1235 
$1284 
$1339 
$1383 
$1433 
$1482 
$1511 
$1527 
$1544 
$1560 
$1577 
$1593 
$1610 
$1626 
$1643 
$1659 
$1666 
$1692 
$1709 
$1725 

$1725 plus 
$16.50 for 
percent 
over 50% 

Fine for 
2nd and 
subsequent 
offenses 
by vehicle 

$1000 
$1056 
$1100 
$1166 
$1220 
$1276 
$1330 
$1386 
$1448 
$1514 
$1580 
$1646 
$1712 
$1778 
$1844 
$1910 
$1976 
$2014 
$2036 
$2058 
$2080 
$2102 
$2124 
$2146 
$2168 
$2190 
$2212 
$2234 
$2256 
$2278 
$2300 

$2300 plus 
each $22 for each 

percent 
over 50%- . 
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B-2. SCHEDULE FOR VEHICLES WITH 100,000 POUND SPECIAL 
COMMODITY PERMIT UNDER 29 MRSA §1655 

Percent over 
allowable 
gross weight 
including 
permit 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33· 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 

More than 53 

Fine 
f"or ls t 
offense 
by vehicle 

$800 
$842 
$883 
$925 
$967 
$1008 
$1050 
$1100 
$1150 
$1200 
$1250 
$1300 
$1350 
$1400 
$1450 
$1500 
$1517 
$1533 
$1550 
$1567 
$1583 
$1600 
$1617 
$1633 
$1650 
$1667 
$1683 
$1700 
$1717 
$1733 
$1750 
$1767 
$1783 
$1800 

$1800·plus 
$16 2/3 for 
each percent 
over 53% 
rounded to 
nearest dollar 
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Fine for 
2nd and 
subsequent 
offenses 
by vehicle 

$1067 
$1122 
$1178 
$1233 
$1289 
$1344 
$1400 
$1467 
$1533 
$1600 
$1667 
$1733 
$1800 
$1867 
$1933 
$2000 
$2022 
$2044 
$2067 
$2089 
$2111 
$2133 
$2156 
$2178 
$2200 
$2222 
$2244 
$2267 
$2289 
$2311 
$2333 
$2356 
$2378 
$2400 

$2400 plus 
$22 2/9 for 
each percent 
over 53% rounded 
to nearest dollar 



c. SCHEDQLE FOR VEHICLES WITH A 100,000 POUND GENERAL 
COMMODITY PERMIT UNDER 29 MRSA §l652(l)F 

Percent over Fine Fine for 
allowable for 1st 2nd and 
gross weight offense subsequent 
incl. penni ts offenses 

by vehicle 

20 $1500 $2000 
21 $1519 $2025 
22 $1537 $2050 
23 $1556 $2075 
24 $1575 $2100 
25 $1594 $2125 
26 $1612 $2150 
27 $1631 $2175 
28 $1650 $2200 
29 $1669 $2225 
30 $1687 $2250 
31 $1706 $2275 
32 $1725 $2300 
33 $1744 $2325 
34 $1762 $2350 
35 $1781 $2375 
36 $1800 $2400 
37 $1819 $2425 
38 $1838 $2450 
39 $1856 $2475 
40 $1875 $2500 
41 $1894 $2525 
42 $1913 $2550 
43 $1931 $2575 
44 $1950 $2600 
45 $1969 $2625 
46 $1988 $2650 
47 $2006 $2675 
48 $2025 $2700 
49 $2044 $2725 
50 $2062 $2750 

More than 50 $2062.50 plus $2750 plus 
$18.75 for each $25 for each 
percent percent 
over 50% over 50% 
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Sec. 4. 29 MRSA §1654-B is enacted as follows: 

§1654-B. Repeat offenders 

1. Record keeping. The Secretary of State, Division of 
Motor Vehicles, shall maintain a record of excessive vehicle 
weight violations and aggravated excessive vehicle weight 
violations sufficient to determine whether a given offense is a 
repeat offense for a given vehicle. The arresting officer 
shall investigate to determine whether the charged person has 
any prior convictions for aggravated excessive vehicle weight 
before referring the case to district court. Thereupon, the 
Secretary of State shall promptly supply the arresting officer 
with information, and if necessary, documentation, as to the 
number of previous convictions for those offenses involving 
that vehicle during the preceding 12 calendar months, for 
presentation to the court. Upon conviction, the court shall 
supply the Secretary of State with any information necessary to 
maintain the records required by this section. 

2. Suspension for repeat offenders. In addition to the 
penalties of section 1654-A, in the event the records 
maintained by the Secretary of State pursuant to subsection 1 
show any person to have been convicted of three or more 
aggravated excessive vehicle weight violations in any 12 month 
period, involving the same vehicle, the Secretary of State · 
shall suspend, without preliminary hearing, the registration 
plates and certificate, any operating authority for that 
vehicle granted under section 2703 and any fuel use decal 
issued under provisions of section 246-A applicable to the 
vehicle. The term of suspension for a 3rd conviction shall be 
for a period not to exceed 30 days, and the term of suspension 
for a 4th or subsequent conviction shall be for a period not to 
exceed 60 days. 

Sec. 5. Informational activities. The Department of 
Transportat'ion, the Division of Motor Vehicles and the Bureau 
of State Police shall conduct an interagency truck weight 
informational effort. That effort shall be directed towards 
improving the information on weight laws and regulations 
provided by the State to truckers; sharing information with 
the Attorney General and the judiciary about the major impact 
that overweight vehicles have on the highways; and identifying 
and making known to potential users those vehicle types which 
have reducea impact on the highways, 

Sec. 6. Efforts with other jurisdictions. The Bureau of State 
Police and the Department of Transportation shall continue to 
work with officials of neighboring states and Canadian 
Provinces to develop joint efforts in weight enforcement, and 
other efforts which will improve compliance with the weight 
limits by vehicles from other jurisdictions, and improve 
compliance by Maine truckers with the weight limits in those 
other jurisdictions. 
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Sec. 7. Report. The Department of Transportation, with the 
assistance of the Division of Motor Vehicles and the Bureau of 
State Police, shall report in January 1990 and January 1991, 
and biennially thereafter, to the Governor and the Legisiature 
on the status of compliance with the vehicle weight laws, the 
enforcement of those laws, and progress in achieving improved 
compliance with them. 

Sec. 8. Study of civil and equitable action. The Department of 
Transportation shall study the possibility of pursuing civil 
and equitable action against persons who are guilty of repeated 
aggravated overweight violations, including such measures as . 
injunctions, posting of bond, and civil suits for damages to 
the highways. The Department shall include its findings in the 
1990 report required by section 7 of this Act. 

Sec. 9. Allocation. The following funds are allocated from the 
Highway Fund for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1990 and June 
30, 1991 for the purposes of improved enforcement of the 
vehicle weight laws. 

STATE POLICE, BUREAU OF 
Positions 
Personal Services 
All other 
Capital Equipment 

TOTAL 

MOTOR VEHICLES, DIVISION OF 
Positions 
Personal Services 
All other 
Capital 

TOTAL 
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( 12) 
$ 520,812 
$ 120,507 
$ 416,673 
1,047,992 

( 1) 
$20,305 
$ 1,860 
$ 7,200 
$29,635 

1990-91 

( 12) 
$520,812 
$126,532 

$647,344 

( 1) 
$20,305 
$ 1,860 ....... 
$22,165 



STATEMENT OF FACT 

This bill is the majority report of the Heavy Truck Study, 
authorized by PL 1987, chapter 793, Part A. It includes four 
major initiatives to address the problem of overweight trucks: 

Section l would tighten requirements for off-loading of 
excess cargo by adding positive measures to detain overweight 
vehicles until that condition is corrected. For violations of 
20 percent gross overweight or more the arresting officer would 
affix an out-of-service sticker to the windshield until the 
vehicle is brought into compliance with the prescribed weight 
limits. When the vehicle is brought into compliance, the 
sticker could be signed by any police officer, after which it 
must be returned to the State Police. Present law would be 
retained which prohibits moving any overweight vehicle until 
that condition is corrected, but an added penalty would be 
provided for moving an overweight vehicle with an 
out-of-service sticker or failing to return the attested 
sticker which would become Class E crimes. 

Section 3 would increase the penalty for extreme overweight 
(gross overweight of 20 percent or more) by increasing the fine 
by 50 percent for a 1st offense and by 100 percent for 
subsequent offenses. Four tables for the new penalties are 
provided in the legislation,with the choice depending on the 
type of permit under which the vehicle is operating. The fine 
schedules for aggravated excessive vehicle weight are 
calculated using the schedule from 29 MRSA §1654(3) for 
excessive vehicle weight, increased by 50 percent for a first 
offense, and by 100 percent for a second or subsequent offense 
during a 12 month period. For purposes of this calculation the 
basic weight from which the percent overweight is measured in 
order to determine the appropriate fine is as follows: 

- For vehicles with no permits, the road limit provided in 
§1652(l)(A); 

-For vehicles with a general permit under §1652(l)(E),-
90,000 pounds; 

- For vehicles with a special commodity permit under §1655, 
the road limit provided in 1652(l)(A); or, for 6-axle vehicles 
with a 3-axle tractor and 3-axle semitrailer, 90,000 pounds, as 
provided in §1652(l)(E); and 

- For vehicles with a 100,000 pound general commodity 
permit under §1652(l)(F), 80,000 pounds. 

Section 4 would add enforcement targeted against repeat 
offenders who are severely overweight, including: increased 
fines for 2nd and subsequent offenses; suspension of 
registration or right to operate for up to 30 days for a 3rd 
offense, and up to 60 days for a 4th or subsequent offense. The 
Division of Motor Vehicles would implement the suspensions, and 
opportunity for hearing would be provided according to their 
normal procedures. Section 9 of the bill would provide 
increased resources for the Division of Motor Vehicles to 
maintain the necessary data base. 
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Section 9 would increase weight enforcement personnel and 
portable weigh-scales in accordance with the State Police 
recommendation of adding 12 State Police troopers and the 
necessary supporting equipment and facilities to the Commercial 
Vehicle Enforcement Unit. This would be a 43% increase in 
enforcement personnel above FY1988-89. 

This legislation includes other provisions to help provide a 
fair and workaole approach to truck weight and enforcement: 

Section 2 continues criminal penalties and the present fine 
schedule for ordinary overweight violations. The designation of 
overweight violations as "misdemeanors" as in present law is 
retained because a change to the terminology of class crimes as 
in Title 17-A was found to be confusing to the trucking 
community. But, the language of 29 MRSA §1654 is modified to 
make it clear that excessive vehicle weight is a crime, like 
other misdemeanors under Title 29,and is subject to a fine in 
the amount provided in §1654 and imprisonment not to exceed 30 
days. The present fine schedule, including the present waivers 
and reductions in fines for smaller offenses and rebates for 
commodity permits would be retained. Refusal to be weighed 
would continue to be a Class E crime, with a penalty not to 
exceed $1500 and 30 days, as in present law. (29 MRSA §1805) 

Section 5 provides for several informational activities 
including: improvement in the quality and availability of 
information for truckers from the responsible state agencies 
(Division of Motor Vehicles and Bureau of State Police); 
informational meetings to be held by the Department of 
Transportation for judicial and District Attorney personnel to 
stress the importance of weight enforcem~nt and inform them of 
the damage caused by overloads, with a goal of more uniformity 
in enforcement and imposition of penalties thro~ghout the 
state; and promotion by the responsible agencies of alternative 
vehicle designs with reduced impact on the highways. 

Section 6 addresses the issue of out-of-State and Canadian 
trucks by requiring that the State Police and the Maine 
Department of Transportation continue mutual discussions with 
bordering jurisdictions (Quebec, New Brunswick, and New 
Hampshire) on cooperative weighing efforts, and improvements in 
weighing capabilities on the Canadian border. 

Section 7 would require regular progress reports on weight 
compliance and enforcement from the Department of Trans
portation, the Bureau of State Police,and the Division of Motor 
Vehicles to the Governor and the Legislature, beginning in 
1990, and continuing in 1991 and biennially thereafter. 

Section 8 would require the Department of Transportation to 
study and report on the possibility of pursuing civil and 
equitable action against persons who are guilty of repeated 
aggravated overweight violations, an approach that has been 
used in the State of Texas. 
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V. BACKGROUND DATA ON OVERWEIGHT TRUCKS 

Tables and Charts 

This chapter includes several tables and charts which 
support the findings of Chapter II. Further details are given 
in the Appendices. They show: 

(1) Trucks (not including pickups and panels) make up about 
8% of the traffic statewide, but this share rises to 11% on 
the interstates and drops to 5% on federal-aid urban 
highways. (See Tables lA, lB & lC) (based on 1986 Vehicle 
Miles Travelled (VMT) data from MDOT). 

(2) The impact of vehicles on road consumption can be 
measured in Equivalent Standard Axle Loads (ESALs). This 
information can be determined by using Data from 
Weigh-In-Motion (WIM) scales. Trucks contribute at least 
99% of the road consumption impact on each class of 
highway, measured in ESALs. (See Tables 2A & 2B based on 
1986 VMT and WIM data from MDOT). 

(3) Typically, about 5% of the trucks are overweight on 
gross weight (based on sampling at Freeport, Nobleboro and 
Chelsea). But, this figure rises to about 12% at Sidney 
and about 20% at Wilton. (Table 3) (based on 1986-1988 WIM 
data from MDOT). 

(4) The overload alone on overweight trucks contributes a 
share of the road consumption impact which ranges between 
9% and 31%. These are the 11 Excess ESALs", which do not 
include the legal portion of the load carried by those. 
axles. (Table 3) . 

(5) The ESAL load increases very rapidly with axle weight. 
For example, on a tandem axle the legal axle weight of 
34,000 pounds gives a loading of one ESAL, but it only 
takes an additional 6,000 pounds to add another ESAL of 
loading. It is also notable that adding axles reduces the 
impact of a given load: while a single axle reaches one 
ESAL at 18,000 pounds a tandem can carry 34,000 pounds and 
a tridem 48,000 pounds before reaching a load of one ESAL. 
(Chart 4) 

(6) The national median for overweight truck fines is 
$1,000, using a truck carrying 20,000 pounds above an 
80,000 pound weight limit as an example. Maine is 41st of 
the states and territories with a fine of $350. (Chart 5) 

(7) The gross weight limits and axle weight limits for 
Maine are listed in Table 6 for reference. 
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Vehicle 
Category 

autos 
pickup/panel trucks 
single unit trucks 
combination trucks 
misc. & rounding 

TOTAL 

VMT (billions) 
Vehicle Category 

autos 
pickups & panels 
single unit 
combo 
misc. 

TOTAL 

TABLE 1-A VEHICLE MiLES TRAVELLED 
by Vehicle Category 

VMT (billions) 

6.6 
2.4 

• 5 
• 3 
• 2 

10.0· 

TABLE 1-B VEHICLE MILES TRAVELLED 
by Vehicle Category and Road System 

Federal Aid Highways 
Interstate Primary 
(incl. TPK (mostly SH) 

l. 25 2.30 
.29 . 84 
.07 .17 
.13 .12 

~ .04 
l. 76 3.47 

Secondary 
(SH & SA) 

.91 

.44 

.09 

.04 

.03 
l. 51 

% of VMT 

Urban 

66 
24 

5 
3 
2 

100 

(SH & SA) 

.96 

.29 

.05 

.01 

~ 
l. 33 

Non- Fed 
Aid 
(TW & SA) 

1.27 
.56 
.10 
.03 
.05 

l. 91 

TPK= Maine Turnpike SH= State Highways SA= State Aid Highways TW= Town Ways 

TABLE 1-C VEHICLE MILES TRAVELLED 
Percentage Distribution by Vehicle Category and Road System 

Vehicle Inter- Non-Fed 
Category state Primary Urban Secondary Aid All 

autos 71 66 72 60 61 66 
pickups/ 
panels 16 24 22 29 29 24 

single 
units 4 5 4 6 5 5 

combo 7 3 l 2 2 3 
misc. & 

rounding 2 2 l 3 3 2 
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HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM 

Interstate 
Primary 
Secondary 
Urban 
Local 

ALL 

HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM 

Interstate 
Primary 
Secondary 
Urban 
Local 

ALL 

2 
.2 
E 
! 
~ 

~ 

0 
.: 

BASIC 
VEHICLES 

537.14 
1,302.71 

617.59 
479.37 
796.90 

3,733.71 

BASIC 
VEHICLES 

0.30 
0.56 
0.49 
1.17 
0.70 

0.54 

TABLE 2-A ESALS TIMES VMT 
raw data, 1986 

STRAIGHT COMBO 
TRUCKS TRUCKS 

18,141.45 157,696.32 
102,403.47 128,828.21 

69,892.31 56,506.53 
28,256.56 12,230.93 
74,809.44 38,103.59 

293,503.23 393,365.58 

TABLE 2-B ESALS TIMES VMT 
Percent by System, 1986 

STRAIGHT COMBO ALL 

TRUCKS TRUCKS TRUCKS 

10.29 89.41 99.70 

44.04 55.40 99.44 

55.03 44.49 99.51 

68.97 29.86 98.83 

65.79 33.51 99.30 

42.50 56.96 99.46 

CHART 2 SHARE OF ESALS BY HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
State of Maine, 1986 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 ~ 
40 

) 

~ ' :so ,. 

ALL 
VEHICLES 

176,374.91 
232,534.39 
127,016.43 

40,966.86 
113,709.93 

690,602.52 

ALL 
VEHICLES 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

100.00 
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TABLE 3 
SUMMARY OF TRUCK OVERWEIGHT INFORMATION 

#Trucks # Trucks % # Axle # Axles % ESALs EXCESS % 
Location Dates Over Gross Units OVWT ESALs 

FREEPORT sample only 910 49 5% 2' 150 102 5% 423 117 28% 
I-95 I /88 

SIDNEY 9/3-12/22 '86 155,585 18,379-19,512 13% 444,131 32,862 7% 172, 196 53,872 31% 
I -95 

NOBLEBORO 10/26-12/3/87 16,390 321 645 2-4- 40,572 711- 2- 13,565 1 '253 9% 
US-1 1' 185 - 1 ,'670 7-10% 1 '683 4% 

WILTON 5/27-7/6/87 30' 165 3,897 - 4,970 13-17- 77,566 4,843- .6- 47' 114 5,372 11% 
US-2 7' 107 - 7,928 24-27% 10,796 22% 

CHELSEA** 71 '88 8,764 159 - 419 2-5- 19,480 424- 2- 5,531 576 10% 
ME- 592 - 781 7-9% 831 4% --

Notes: 

(1) On non-interstate highways, there are two weight limits, so the numbers of trucks, axles and ESALs overweight are calculated for 
each: the 1st line refers to the (higher) commercial limit, and the 2nd to the (lower) state road limit. 

(2) Except for Freeport, the WIM data mixes 3 and 4-axle vehicles, which have 'different gross weight limits, so the numbers of trucks 
over gross are cal~ulated as a range, assuming the 4-axle limit and again with the 3-axle limit. 

(3) In Wilton, Excess ESALs are calculated from the Forest Products limit; in Nobleboro and Chelsea they are calculated from the 
commodity limit. This tends to understate the excess, because some of the vehicles in those locations were only permitted for the (lower) 
road limits. In Sidney, the calculation is basaed on the following Interstate axle limits: 22,000 pounds for singl; 34,000 for tandem; 
46,000 pounds for tridem. This tends to underestimate the excess because in some cases lower limits would apply. 

(4) In Freeport, the excess ESALs were calculated using a sample of 942 trucks, slightly more than were used for the other calculations. 

6325* p 36, character set 9 

Sources: Weigh-in-Motion (WIM) 
Analysis: H. Whiteside OPLA 

Data: G. Hinkley, MOOT 
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Equivalent Standard Axle Loads (ESAL's) are a relative 
measure of pavement consumption. One ESAL is the effect of a 
single 18,000 pound axle load. Highways are designed for a 
certain number of ESAL's over their useful life. Thus an 
increase in the number of ESAL's carried per day above the 
design load reduces the pavement life proportionately. Chart 4 
shows the number of ESAL's as a function of axle weight for a 
flexible pavement with a structured number (SN) typical of 
primary highways and pavement serviceability (PT) (end quality 
before repaving) typical of secondary highways. · 

CHART 4 

EQUIVALE~~T STANDARD AXLE LOADS 
SN=5; Pl=2.0 
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FINES 

$15,675 

CHART 5 
OVERWEIGHT TRUCK FINES BY STATE FOR TRUCKS THAT 
EXCEED AN 80,000 LBS. WEIGHT LIMIT BY 20,000 LBS. 

! [> 
.-

$5,000 
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Maine $3\ 
M M ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ 

Proposed 
Extreme 
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1st Offense 

$5\ 

Proposed 
Extreme 
Overweight 
Subsequent 

$700 
National 
Median looo 
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STATES 

SOURCE: "Overweight Vehicles- Penalties and Permits", Fed. Highway Admin., U.S. D.O.T., June 1988 
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Commercial 

Number · 
of Axles 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Title 29 
ref: 

Commercial 

Number 
of Axles 
in Unit 

Single Axle 
Tandem 
Tri-axle 

Title 29 
ref: 

NOTES: 

TABLE 6 

WEIGHT LIMITS, STATE OF MAINE, JANUARY 1989 

Vehicles - Gross Weight Limits (pounds) 

6-Axle 
General 

No Permit General Commodit') 
"Road Limit"(l) Permit Permit( 5 

34,000 
54,000 
69,000( 2 ) 
80,000(3) 
8o,ooo( 3 l 90,ooo( 4 ) 100,000 

§1652(l)(A) §1652 ( 1) (E) §l652(l)F 

Vehicles - Axle Weight Limits (pounds) 

Other Highways 
No Permit 6-Axle 

Interstate or 6-Axle General Special 
Highway General Commodity Commodity 
System Permit Permit Permit 

22,000(7) 22,400 (22,400) 24,200 
34,000 38,000 41,000 46,000( 9 ) 
42,000-( 8 ) 48,000 50,000 54,000 

§l652(2)B §1652(2)(B) §l652(l)F §1655 

Special 
Commodity 
Permit ( 6 l 

37,400 
59,400 
75,900 
88,000 

100,000 

§1655 

4-Axle 
Forest 
Products 
Permit 

24,200 
46,000 
64,000 

§1655 

(1) For the Interstate Highway System, the "Road Limit" ~bove 
applies, but the vehicle must also stay within the "Bridge Formula" 

W=500(LN + 12N + 36) 
N-1 

where L = number of axles; N = maximum distance between axles; and W 
=allowed weight (round to nearest 500 pounds). (§1652(l)(A)) 

(2) Less 1,000 lb/ft under 18ft (§1652(l)(B)) 
(3) Less 2,000 lb/ft under 24ft (§1652(l)(B)) 
(4) Less 2,000 lb/ft under 32ft (§1652(l)(B)) 
(5) At least 36 ft. long 
(6) 3-3 combinations 
(7) 20,000 lb for GVW above 73,280 
(8) Based on Bridge Formula for L = 8ft; 45,000 lbs for 12 ft, etc. 
(9) 44,000 lbs for 5 or 6 axle combinations 
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VI. CONCLUSION 

Heavy trucks are a common and necessary part of everyday life 
which do have a major impact on the highways they travel. This 
study has developed background information showing that overweight 
trucks are a problem in Maine, and that these overweight loads do 
add significantly to highway consumption. As a result, the 
Subcommittee has identified a number of fair and workable remedies 
that will address this issue. These include regular progress 
reports so that the actual results can be easily assessed by the 
Legislature and responsible government officials. 
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VII. MINORITY REPORTS 

While generally agreeing with the proposals put forth in 
the majority report to address the problems of overweight 
trucks, we believe those proposals should be accompanied by 
measures to alleviate certain inequities and hardships in the 
present system of truck weight regulation. 

Trucks are sometimes within the gross weight limit but 
exceed the weight limit on an axle or group of axles. Without 
weighing equipment in the field it is hard to estimate the 
gross weight of a load. It is even harder to estimate the 
weight on an axle. Therefore, for vehicles which are within 
their authorized gross weight, we recommend legislation which 
repeals the axle weight limits. For vehicles which exceed 
their authorized gross weight the axle weight limits would 
remain as in present law. 

Rep. Fred W. Moholland 
Rep. Jeffrey N. Mills 
Rep. Daniel J. Callahan 

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF REP. MOHOLLAND 

In addition to the measure described above, I believe there 
are three more changes that should be made in truck weight 
enforcement. These will help avoid burdensome measures against 
minor offenders, while promoting fairness and allowing 
enforcement to focus on major offenders. Proposed legislation 
is not presented here, but will be discussed when the study 
bill is considered in the next Legislature. These changes are: 

- First, base the fines on weight in excess of the weight 
authorized by any special permits. At present, if the truck 
exceeds the permit weight, the basis of the fine reverts 
down to the road limit. That is not fair, because the 
trucker has already paid to carry the higher weight allowed 
by the permit. 

- Second, allow any truck found overweight (but not 
aggravated overweight ) to proceed as far as 10 miles to 
its destination or a suitable warehouse, rather than making 
it wait until it is brought into compliance. It will be 
safer and more convenient, and any additional damage to the 
highway will be small. 

- Third, ~equire any overloaded truck which is stopped and 
which is without special permits to purchase a permit. At 
present, if they are stopped for running overweight without 
a permit, trucks registered in Maine are required to 
purchase a permit while interstate or foreign trucks are 
not, which is unfair. 
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION 
MINORITY REPORT 

HEAVY TRUCK STUDY 

DRAFT 6884 
11-02-88 
Truck Wt. Minority 

AN ACT to Remove Inequities in the Truck Weight Laws 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 

29 MRSA §1652, subsection 2 is amended to read: 

2. Axle weight limits. 

A. One axle, or 2 axles less than 4 feet apart, shall be 
considered as a single axle unit; 2 or more axles at least 
4 feet and not more than 8 feet apart shall be considered 
as a tandem axle unit; 3 axles measuring more than 8 feet 
between the first and 3rd axles and less than 12 feet shall 
be considered as a tri-axle unit; and if a single axle unit 
is closer than 10 feet, or in the case of a steering axle 9 
feet, to the nearest axle of a tri-axle unit, the gross 
weight on the 4 axles shall not exceed that allowed for a 
tri-axle unit. 

B. Except as provided in paragraph D and in section 1655, 
no Ne vehicle may be operated or caused eatl~e to be 
operated, with a gross weight exceeding 22,400 pounds on a 
single axle unit, 38,000 pounds on a tandem axle unit or 
48,000 pounds on a tri-axle unit, specifically excepting 
the Interstate Highway System as defined in the Federal Aid 
Highway Act of 1956, where the gross weight on a single 
axle unit shall not exceed 22,000 pounds when the gross 
weight of the vehicle is 73,280 pounds or less nor 20,000 
pounds when the gross weight of the vehicle is in excess of 
73,280 pounds, the gross weight on a tandem axle unit shall 
not exceed 34,000 pounds and the gross weight on a tri-axle 
unit shall not exceed the gross weight as determined by the 
formula set out in subsection 1, paragraph A; and provided 
that: 

(1) Nothing contained in section 1655 may permit an 
axle or tandem axle weight on the Interstate Highway 
System as defined in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 
1956 in excess of the limits established for the 
system in this section; 
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(2) No single axle of a tandem axle unit may support 
more than 60% of the total weight supported by that 
tandem axle unit. It shall not be deemed a violation 
of this subparagraph if neither axle of a tandem axle 
unit exceeds the weight legally allowed on a single 
axle unit of that vehicle; 

(3) No single axle of a tri-axle unit may support 
more than 40% of the total weight supported by that 
tri-axle unit; and 

(4) The gross weight of a vehicle shall not be 
increased by the addition of a trailing axle, so 
called, unless that axle supports at least 50% of the 
added weight permitted by the addition of that 
trailing axle. 

C. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Title, no 
vehicle shall be operated or caused to be operated when the 
load imparted to the road surface is greater than 600 
pounds per inch width tire, manufacturer's rating, 
excepting farm trucks transporting potatoes directly from 
the field to the place of storage or to a processing 
facility during the potato harvesting season. 

D. Except for vehicles operating on the Interstate Highway 
System, the axle weight limits of paragraph B and of 
section 1655 applicable to single axle units, tandem axle 
units and tri-axle units shall not apply to any vehicle 
operating within the applicable gross weight limit for that 
vehicle. 

STATEMENT OF FACT 

This bill is the minority report of the Heavy Truck Study, 
authorized by PL 1987, Chapter 793, Part A. For vehicles which 
are within their authorized gross weight, including any 
applicable permits, it repeals the axle limits. For vehicles 
which exceed their authorized gross weight the axle limits 
would remain. 

**********6325m********** 
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APPENDICES TO 
REPORT OF THE STUDY OF HEAVY TRUCKS 

BY THE JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 

December 1988 

A. Public Law 1987, Chapter 793, Part A Section 16 and Part C 
Section 2. 

B. List of Interested Parties. 

C. Agendas. 

D. Overview of Overweight Trucks, Report by Haven Whiteside, 
Legislative Analyst, Subcommittee Staff. 

E. Compliance and Enforcement Experience in other States, Memo 
by Herbert Perry, Research Assistant, Subcommittee Staff. 

F. Report of the Advisory Task Force on Improved Weight/Safety 
Enforcement and Compliance, Gedeon Picher, Chair, Maine 
Department of Transportation, Sept. 12, 1988. 

G. Material from the Maine State Police, including excerpts 
from the Vehicle Size and Weight Plan for Fiscal Year 1988; 
Memo on Commercial Vehicle Enforcement, Sept. 12, 1988, Deputy 
Chief Lt. Col. Alfred R. Skolfield, and Summary of serious 
violations, 1987. 

H. Analysis of Extreme Overweight Violations 1986-87, based on 
data from from Maine State Police. 

I~ Additional information from Maine Department of 
Transportation including: WIM monitoring data; correlation of 
gross weight to axle weight; frequency of overweight 
violations; average fines by court jurisdiction within the 
State; and overweight violations by State. 
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APPENDIX A 

PUBLIC LAWS, SECOND In;GULA!t SESSI0:-.1- 1987 

CHAPTER 793 

H.P. 1799 - L.D. 2463 

AN ACT to Fund a Supplemental Highway Program 
and to Establish a Program to Fund the Construction 

of Extraordinary Bridges. 

Emergency preamble. Whereas, Acts of the Legis
lature do not become effective until90 days after adjourn
ment unless enacted as emergencies; and 

Whereas, the State is experiencing an unanticipated 
loss of federal highway construction funds of approxi· 
mately $20,000,000 this biennium due to federal budget 
cuts; and 

Whereas, the State's highway system is in need of con
siderable improvements to reach safe, modern standards; 
and 

Whereas, the State is faced with the need to construct 
or reconstruct several bridges of unusual size and com· 
plexity; and 

Whereas, in the judgment of the Legislature, these 
facts create an emergency within the meaning of the Con· 
stitution of Maine and require the following legislation 
as immediately necessary for the preservation of the pub
lic peace, health and safety; now, therefore, 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as 
follows: 

PART A 

Sec. 16. Study of overweight enforcement; and the 
highway maintenance and safety implications of heavy 
trucks. The Joint Standing Commi.ttee on Transporta
tion. with the assistance. of the Department of Transpor
tation, the Department .of Public Safety and other 
interested parties shall study the impacts and implica
tions of overweight trucks on highway safety, highway 
and bridge consumption and trucking competition and 
the enforcement of true~ weight limits and report its find
ings and recommendations, including any proposed legis
lation to the Legislature, on or before December 6, 
!988. The committee shall establish a 5-member sub
committee to conduct the study and shall hold a public 
hearing in the course of the study. Members of the Joint 
Standing Committee on Transportation shall receive the 
legislative per diem, as defined in the Maine Revised Sta
tutes. Title 3, section 2, for each day of attendance at 
meetings of the study and shall receive reimbursement 
for e;,:penses upon application to the Executive Director 
of the Legislative Council. Staff assistance shall be re
quested from the Legislative Council. 

A-1 

PART C 

Sec. 2. Allocation. The following funds are allocat· 
ed from the Highway Fund to carry out the purposes of 
this Act. 

LEGISLATURE 

Study Commission - Funding 

Personal Services 
All Other 

Provides funds for per diem, travel and 
related expenses of the members of the 
Joint Standing Committee~on Trans
portation involved in the study of the 
Local Road Assistance Pro
gram. Funds are also provided to con· 
tract for staff assistance. 

Study Commission - Funding 

Personnl Services 
All Other 

Pro1.·ides funds for per diem, travel and 
related expenses of the members of the 
Joint Standing Committee on Trans· 
portation involved in the study of the 
impact of truck weight .on the high· 
ways. Funds are also provided to con· 
tract for staff assistance. 

LEGISLATURE 
TOTAL 

1988-89 

1,815 
9,000 

1.815 
9,000 

21.630 

Emergency clause. In view of the emergency cited 
in the preamble; this Act shall take effect May 1, .1988. 

Effective May 1, 1988. 





Interested Parties 
Heavy Truck Study 
June 24~ 1988 
Doc. t5675m 

Kay Rand 
Maine Municipal Assoc. 
Community Drive 
Augusta, ME 04330 

Edward Johnston 
Me; ~orest Products Council 
146 State Street 
Aug1,1sta ,. ~E 04330 

Clifford Gray 
Me. Motor Transport Assoc. 
524 Western Avenue 
Augusta, ME 04330 

Kenneth Sweeney 
Data Systems Engineer 
Bureau of Planning 
Dept. of Transportation 
Stat ion #16 

Dr. John Alexander, Chairman 
Dept. of Civil Engineering 
University of Maine 
103 Boardman Hall 
Orono, ME 04469 

Herbert P. Perry 
14 Nottingham Drive 
Saco, ME 04072 

APPENDIX B 

Lt. Col. Alfred Skolfield 
Deputy Chief, State Police 
Dept. of ·Public Safety 
Station #42 · · · · 

Eric Baxter, Director 
Public Affairs Div. 
AAA Maine 
P.O. Box 3544 
Portland, ME 04104 

William Richardson 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Admin. 
40 Western Avenue 

.Augusta, ME .04330 

Jane Lincoln 
Assist. to Commissioner 
Dept. of Transportation 
Station #16 

Mike Burns 
Office of Policy Analysis 
Dept. of Transportation 
Station #16 

Haven Whiteside 
Simpson Point Road 
Brunswick, ME 04011 

Dick Anderson 
Barton & Gingold 
30 Exchange Street 
Portland, ME 04101 
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William Dowling, Assist to 
Deputy Sec. of State 
Div. of Motor Vehicles 
Station #29 

Richard Jones 
Me. Motor Transport Assoc. 
524 Western Avenue 
Augusta, ME 04330 

Garry Hinkley 
Human Resources Group 
Dept. of Transportation 
Stat ion #l~ . · 

Gedeon Picher, Director 
Policy Analysis 
Dept. of Transportation 
Stat ion #16 

Sgt. Bruce Dow 
State Police 
Dept. of Public Safety 
Station #42 

Tim Leet 
Fiscal & Program Review 
State House Station #5 

Henry A. Magnuson, II 
President 
Paper Industry Info. Office 
133 State Street 
Augusta, ME 04330 





10:30 

10:45 

11:00 

12:00 

12:30 

APPENDIX C 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 
HEAVY TRUCK STUDY 

AGENDA 

June 16,1988 
Room 122, State Office Building 

Augusta, Maine 

Opening Remarks - Sen. Dow, Rep. Moholland 

-Introduction of Study - Selection of Chair 

Draft Study Plan - Haven Whiteside, L.A. 

Background Briefings 

• Division of Motor Vehicles - William Dowling, 
Assistant to Deputy Secretary of State 

-Truck Registrations 

• Bureau of State Police, Lt. Col. Alfred Skolfield, 
Jr., Deputy Chief 

-Present enforcement capabilities (personnel & 
equipment 
-Future plans 
-Major problems 

• Department of Transportation, Jane Lincoln, 
Assistant to the Commissioner 

Ken Sweeney, Engineer - Data Systems Division, Bureau 
of Planning 

-DOT's Role in the Size & Weight Enforcement Plan 
-Maine accident records systems 
-Past and present truck weight data collection 
activities 

Mike Burns, Engineer, Office of Policy Analysis 

-Highway Cost Allocation Study: Status &. Data 
Sources 

Discussion of Study Plan 

-content 
-schedule 
-staffing 
-public hearing 
-interested parties 

ADJOURN 
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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 
HEAVY TRUCK STUDY 

AGENDA 

July 19,1988 
Room 122, State Office Building 

Augusta, Maine 

9:00 Opening Remarks Rep. Pouliot, Chairman 
Introduction of Research Assistant: 
Herbert Perry 

9:15 Views of Highway Users 

• Clifford Gray, Maine Motor Transport 
Association 

• Eric Baxter, American Automobile 
Association, Maine 

• Edward Johnston, Maine Forest Products 
Council 

10:30 Progress Reports on Data Analysis 

11:30 Discussion 

12:00 Adjourn 

• Data from Weigh-in-Motion (WIM) 
Scales, Gary Hinckley, Dept. of 
Transportation 

• Fine & Arrest Data - Lt. Col. 
Alfred Skolfield & Sgt. Bruce Dow, Harlan Pierson 
Dept. of Public Safety 

• Effect of changing the overweight 
fine schedule (1986) -Gedeon Picher, Tim Bolton 
Maine Dept. of Transportation 

• Preliminary Indications from the Cost 
Allocation Study - Mike Burns, Maine 
Dept. of Transportation 
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SENATE 

CHARLES G. DOW, DISTRICT 18. CHAIR 

RA YNOLD THERIAULT, DISTRICT I 

ll' AMELA L. CAHILL, DISTRICT 24 

CHRISTOS GIANOPOULOS, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

LARS RYDELL, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

JOAN COLFORD, COMMITTEE CLERK 

STATE OF MAINE 

ONE HUNDRED AND THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 

HOUSE 

FRED W. MOHOLLAND, PRINCETON. CHAIR 

HAROLD M. MACOMBER, SOUTH PORTLAND 

ROGER M. POULIOT, LEWISTON 

FREDERICK F. SOUCY, KITTERY 

JEFFERY N. MILLS, BETHEL 

POLLY REEVES, PITTSTON 

DONALD A. STROUT, CORINTH 

ORLAND G. MCPHERSON, ELIOT 

DANIEL J. CALLAHAN, MECHANIC FALLS 

ROLAND s. SALSBURY, JR., BAR HARBOR 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEAVY TRUCKS 

Meeting, August 18, 1988 
State House, Room 334 

Augusta, Maine 

AGENDA 

8:30 Representative Pouliot- Introductory Remarks by 
the Chairman. 

8:35 W. Dowling, Div. of Motor Vehicles- Registration 
data. 

8:45 H.Perry, Research Assistant- Experience in other 
states. 

9:15 G.Picher, Dept. of Transportation- Effect of 
increasing fines; degree of overweight; jurisdiction 
of origin of overweight vehicles. 

9:45 G.Hinkley, Dept. of Transportation- Correlations 
between axle violations and gross weight violations. 

10:00 H.Whiteside, Legislative Analyst- Overview of 
the overweight problem in Maine. 

10:30 Subcommittee- initial discussion of ideas for 
improved compliance with weight limits, to identify 
those which merit further staff analysis. 

Set date for next meeting. 

11:00 ADJOURN 

Note that the Local Road Assistance study \vi1l be meeting 
at 11:00 am in the same room. 

STATE HOUSE STATION 115, AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333 TELEPHONE: 207-289-4147 
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9:00 <;1.m. 

9:15 a.m. 

11:00 a.m. 

11:15 a.m. 

11:30 a.m. 

11:45 a.m. 

12:00 noon 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 
HEAVY TRUCK SUBCOMMITTEE 

.AGENDA 

Tuesday, September 13, 1988 
Room 122, State Office Building 

Augusta, Maine 

Introductory Remarks - Rep. Pouliot, Subcommittee 
Chair 

Improving Compliance with Weight Limits 
-Recommendations of Advisory Task Force -
Gedeon Picher, MOOT 

(l) Informational activities 
(2) Vehicle types 
(3) Weight limits 
(4) Enforcement personnel & equipment 
(5) Enforcement methods 
(6) Penalties in general 
(7) Penalties for repeat offenders 

-Additional Comments, Subcommittee staff, 
Haven Whiteside and Herb Perry 

-Subcommittee discussion 

Safety Measures 
-Ideas for consideration (Advisory Task 
Force -Gedeon Picher) 

-Subcommittee discussion 

Other issues: Economics of Truck Weight: DOT 
cost allocation study; DOT 100,000 pound general 
commodity study. 

Instructions to the staff on preparation of draft 
report 

Schedule future meetings and public hearings 

ADJOURN 

Note: The Local Road Assistance Subcommittee is meeting this 
afternoon at 1:30 p.m. 

6245m 
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SENATE HOUSE 

CHARLES G. DOW, DISTRICT IH. CHAIR 

RAYNOLD THERIAULT, DISTRICT 1 

PAMELA l. CAHILL, DISTRICT 24 

FRED W. MOHOLLAND, PRINCETON, CHAIR 

HAROLD M. MACOMBER, SOUTH PORTLAND 

ROGER M. POULIOT, LEWISTON 

FREDERICK F. SOUCY, KITIERY 

JEFFERY N. MILLS, BETHEL 

POLLY REEVES, PITISTON 

H'A VEN WHITESIDE, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

JOAN COLFORD, COM!'o~ITIEE CLERK 

DONALD A. STROUT, CoRINTH 

ORLAND G. MCPHERSON, ELIOT 

DANIEL J. CALLAHAN, MECHANIC f'ALLS 

ROLAND S. SALSBURY, JR., BAR HARBOR 

STATE OF MAINE 

ONE HUNDRED AND THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEAVY TRUCKS 

October 4, 1988 
.Room 122, $tate Office Building 

Augusta, Maine 

9:00 AM Public Hearing to receive comments on the draft study 
report, dated September, 1988. Copies were distributed 
to the interested parties list, and are available from 
the Office of Policy and Legal Analysis, 289-1670. 

Testimony was received from the following: 

Richard c. Jones 
Edward Johnston 
Christopher Almy 
George Parke 
Cheryl H. Russell 
John Leighton 
Roger Ryder 
Herbert c. Haynes 
Michael Whalen 

·Newt Stowell 
Walt McCarty 
Don Bishop 
Earl Bessey 
Ed Havelock 
Donald McNelly 
Gerald Chernes 
Hillier Artman 
Jim Wallace 
Wayne Darling 

Maine Motor Transport Association 
Maine Forest Produ~ts Council 
District Attorney, Bangor 
Parkeway Transport & MMTA 
Hannington Brothers & MFPC 
trucker, Pemb~oke 
Macdonald Logging 
Maine Forest Products Council 
Maine·Hardwood Association 
United Timberland Transportation 
trucker, Litchfield 
Maine Fence Co., Pittsfield 
Maine Forest Products Council 
Ed Havelock & Sons, Inc. 
trucker 
Guilford 
trucker, Parkman 
Georgia-Pacific, Baileyville 
trucker, East Corinth 

2:45 PM Subcommittee discussion 

7007* 
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SENATE 

CHARLES G. DOW, DISTRICT lB. CHAIR 

RA YNOLD THERIAULT, DISTRICT 1 

PAMELA L. CAHILL, DISTRICT 24 

HOUSE 

FRED W. MOHOLLAND, PRINCETON, CHAIR 

HAROLD M. MACOMBER, SOUTH PORTLAND 

ROGER M. POULIOT, LEWISTON 

FREDERICK F. SOUCY, KITTERY 

JEFFERY N. MILLS, llETHEl. 

POLLY REEVES, PITTSTON 

HAVEN WHITESIDE, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

JOAN COLFORD, COMMITTF.E CLERK 

DONALD A. STROUT, CORINTH 

ORLAND G. MCPHERSON, ELIOT 

DANIEL J. CALLAHAN, MECHANIC FALLS 

ROLAND S. SALSBURY, JR., BAR HARBOR 

STATE OF MAINE 

ONE HUNDAED AND T_HIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 
HEAVY TRUCK STUDY SUBCOMMITTEE 

AGENDA 

October 11, 1988 
Room 113, Stat~ Office Building 

Augusta, Maine 

9:30 AM Rep. Roger Pouliot, Chair 

7008* 

STATE H' 

Review of revised draft study report 
(Staff draft of October 11, 1988) 
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HAROLD M. MACOMBER, SoUTH PORTLAND 

ROGER M. POULIOT, LEWISTON 

FREDERICK F. SOUCY, KITTERY 

JEFFERY N. MILLS, !lETIIEt. 

POLLY REEVES, PITTSTON 

HAVEN WHITESIDE, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

JOAN COLFORD, COM~IITTEE CLERK 

DONALD A. STROUT, CORINTH 

ORLAND G. MCPHERSON, ELIOT 

DANIEL J. CALLAHAN, MECHANIC FALLS 

ROLAND S. SALSBURY, JR., BAR HARBOR 

STATE OF MAINE 

ONE HUNDRED AND THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 
HEAVY TRUCK STUDY SUBCOMMITTEE 

AGENDA 

october 18, 1988 
Room 122, Stat~ Office Building 

Augusta, Maine 

9:30 AM Rep. Roger Pouliot, Chair 

9:36 AM Nelson Durand, Division of Motor Vehicles 
- Report on Commercial Vehicle Drivers Licenses 
under federal law 

10:00 AM Review of draft study reportwith additional 
revisions 

2:00 PM 

7009* 

FULL COMMITTEE 

Meeting to receive and act upon the report of the 
Heavy Truck Subcommittee 
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APPENDIX D 

STATE OF MAINE 

OFFICE OF POLICY AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 
ROOM 101/107/135 

STATE HOUSE STATION 13 
AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333 

TEL.: (207) 289-1670 

Updated 
November 3, 1988 

TO: 

FROM: 

Heavy Truck Study ~ubcommittee 

Haven~A 
SUBJ: Overview of Overweight Trucks 

I. Highway Mileage 

JULIES. JONES 
JOHN B. KNOX 

EDWARD POTTER 
MARGARET J. REINSCH 

LARS H. RYDELL 
JOHN A. SELSER 

CAROLYN J. CHICK, PARALEGAL 

ROBERT W. DUNN, RES. ASST. 

HARTLEY PALLESCHI, JR. RES. ASST. 

There are about 22 thousand miles of highways in Maine, 
including 260 miles of federal-aid interstate, 2000 miles of 
federal-aid primary, 700 miles of federal-aid urban, 2,800 
miles of federal-aid secondary, 2,900 miles of state and state 
aid highways with no federal aid, and 13,000 miles of town 
ways. 

II. Traffic Distribution 

There are about 10 billion vehicle miles travelled (VMT) 
per year in Maine. The traffic is unevenly distributed. 
Two-thirds of the traffic is concentrated on the federal-aid 
interstate, primary, and urban highways even though these 
constitute only 14% of the mileage. Another one-fourth of the 
traffic travels .on the federal aid secondary and non-federal 
aid state and state aid highways that make up one-fourth of the 
mileage. Finally, town ways carry only 11% of the traffic even 
though they make up 60% of the mileage. 

III. Truck Share of Traffic 

Trucks (not including pickups and panels) make up about 8% 
of that traffic, but this share rises to 11% on the interstates 
and drops to 5% on federal-aid urban highways. The difference 
in these cases is due to tractor-trailer combinations. 
Statewide, about 5% of the traffic is straight trucks and 3% is 
tractor-trailers. 
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Statewide, the Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) are allocated 
among the various categories as follows: 

Vehicle 
Category VMT (billions) % of VMT 

autos 6.6 66 
pickup/panel trucks 2.4 24 
single unit trucks • 5 5 
combination trucks • 3 3 
misc. & rounding . 2 2 

TOTAL 10.0 100 

This VMT data may be further analyzed according to the type 
of road as follows: 

Federal Aid 
VMT Highways 
(bill ions) Interstate Primary 
Vehicle Category (incl. TPK (mostly SH) 

autos 1. 2 5 2.30 
pickups & panels .29 .84 
single unit .07 .17 
combo .13 .12 
misc. ~ .04 

TOTAL 1. 76 3.47 

TPK =.Maine Turnpike 
SA = State Aid Highways 

Secondary Urban 
(SH & SA) (SH & 

.91 .96 

.44 .29 

.09 . 05 

.04 .01 

.03 . 02 
1. 51 l. 33 

SH = State Highways 
TW Town Ways 

SA) 

In percentages the traffic on each type of road is divided among vehicle 
categories as follows: 

Vehicle Non-Fed. 
Category Interstate Primary Urban Secondary Aid 

autos 71 66 72 60 61 
pickups/ 
panels 16 24 22 29 29 

single units 4 5 4 6 5 
combo 7 3 1 2 2 
misc. & 

rounding 2 2 l 3 3 
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Non 
Federal Aid 

(TW & SA) 

1. 27 
.56 
.10 
. 03 
. 05 

l. 91 

All 

66 

24 
5 
3 

2 



IV. Truck Weights Observed 

The gross weight distribution from the Weigh-In-Motion 
(WIM) sites is interesting to piovide a picture of the truck 
traffic on those highways. Nobleboro is shown as an example. 

In Nobleboro, 3 peaks and 2 shoulders are evident: a peak 
at 7 8, 0 00 pounds t. probably from loaded 5 and 6-axle 
combinations; a shoulder at 54,000, probably due to loaded 3 
and 4-axle single units; a peak at 30,000, perhaps due to 
"empty" 3., 4, 5, and 6-axle vehicles; a shoulder at 15, 0 0 0 
perhaps due to loaded 2-axle single units, and a peak at 7,000 
probably due to "empty" 2-axle vehicles. 

In Wilton, the pattern is similar, except that the 54,000 
pound shoulder does not appear, and there is a significant 
number of vehicles above 92,000 pounds, probably reflecting 
special commodity permits .. 

The other sites could be analyzed in the same fashion, but 
that was not done here. 
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V. Highway Impact vs. Vehicle Weight 

What is the impact of vehicles on the highways? This is 
best analyzed in terms of axle weights. Equivalent Standard 
Axle Loads (ESAL 1 s) are a relative measure of pavement 
consumption. One ESAL is equivalent to the effect of a single 
18,000 pound axle or 5,000 autos. Engineering test data shows 
that the number of ESAL's rises exponentially with the fourth 
power of axle weight. 

The result is to magnify the importance of heavily loaded 
axles. A 20% increase in weight more than doubles the impact. 
Similarly, a 20% decrease reduces the impact to less than 
half. For example, a tandem axle has the following 
characteristics: 

Load (lbs) 

27,200 
34,000 
40,800 
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ESAL's 

.41 
1. 08 
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Note also that adding axles allows more weight to be 
carried per ESAL: one ESAL represents the impact of a single 
18,000 pound axle; a 33,000 pound tandem; or a 48,000 pound 
tridem. 

VI. Impact of Truck Weight 

A truck, because of its weight, has a greater impact on the 
highway than an auto. For example, on federal aid primary 
roads, with typical loads, a 3-axle straight truck is 
equivalent to about 4,550 cars, while a 5-axle tractor-trailer 
is equivalent to about 5,050 cars. (This uses a 3200 pound car, 
with .0002 ESALs for reference.) 

0-5 



VII. Non-Compliance 

The degree of non-compliance may be estimated from the WIM 
data. This comes from Weigh-in-Motion scales placed in the 
roadway. The data is recorded electronically, without stopping 
traffic, but individual vehicles are not identified. The 
results for an interstate highway are shown by the Sidney and 
Freeport data, which show compliance as follows. (A range of 
overweight percentages is quoted for 3 & 4 axle vehicles 
because they have different weight limits but are not separated 
in the data). 

Sidney (Interstate-95) (2 months, Northbound) 

Truck Type 

2 axle 
3 & 4 axle single 
3 & 4 axle combo 
5 axle combo 
6 axle combo 

TOTAL 

Number 

34,461 
10,162 
17,897 
91,073 
1,992 

155,585 

Freeport (Interstate-95) 

Truck Type Number 

Overweight 

1% 
1 to 6% 
1 to 3% 
19% 
39% 
13% 

Overweight 

(details by type not available) 

TOTAL 910 

On non-interstate highways, because of the ·existence of a 
higher conunodit.y weight limit in addition to the general weight 
limit for a given configuration it is harder to do a similar 
analysis. The estimated results are given for Nobleboro, 
Wilton, and Chelsea, assuming all trucks must meet the road 
limit, and recalculated assuming all trucks may carry the 
conunodity limit. The truth will lie somewhere between these 
estimates. 

Nobleboro (US-1} 

Truck Type Number Overweight Ovwt (conunod) 

2 axle 6,812 3% 1% 
3 & 4 axle single 2,345 2 to 14% 1 to 7% 
3 & 4 axle combo 2,022 13 to 24% 13 to 18% 
5 axle combo 5,008 13% 2% 
6 axle combo 203 10% 2% 

TOTAL 16,390 7 to 10% 2 to 4% 
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Wilton (US-2) 

Truck Type Number Overweight Ovwt (cornrnod) 

2 axle 8,550 2% 1% 
3 & 4 axle single 4,964 22 to 38% 13 to 34% 
3 & 4 axle combo 1,489 0 to 2% 0 to 1% 
5 axle combo 7,515 30% 11% 
6 axle combo 7,167 51% 33% 

TOTAL 29,685 24 to 27% 13 to 17% 

Chelsea secondary road 

Truck Type Number Overweigl}t Ovwt (cornrnod) 

2 axle 4,656 3% 1% 
3 & 4 axle single 1,296 12 to 26% 3 to 23% 
3 & 4 axle combo 575 0 to 3% 0 to 1% 
5 axle combo 2,095 12% 1% 
6 axle combo 142 36% 24% 

TOTAL 8,764 7 to 9% 2 to 5% 

VIII. Highway Impact 

The WIM data and the VMT data may be combined to give the 
ESAL impact of each vehicle type on each part of the highway 
system. The results, tabulated below, show that trucks 
contribute 99% or more of the ESALs on each system, while 
autos, pickups and panels contribute l %·or less. The truck 
share is dominated by tractor-trailers on the interstate 
system. Straight trucks are more important on urban and local 
roads. 

ESALs TIMES VMT, PERCENT BY VEHICLE TYPE 
FOR EACH ROAD SYSTEM, 1986 

HIGHWAY BASIC STRAIGHT COMBO ALL ALL 
SYSTEM VEHICLES TRUCKS TRUCKS- TRUCKS VEHICLES 

-Interstate 0.30 10.29 89.41 99.7.0 100.00 
Primary 0.56 44.04 55.40 99.44 100.00 
Secondary 0.49 55.03 44.49 99.51 100.00 
Urban 1.17 68.97 29.86 98.83 100.00 
Local 0.70 65.79 33.51 99.30 100.00 

ALL 0.54 42.50 56.96 99.46 100.00 
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There are factors other than axle weight which cause 
highways to wear out. These include weather and vehicle miles. 
The DOT Highway Cost Allocation Study is addressing those in 
some detail. 

IX. Impact of Overweight Vehicles 

The impact of truck weight on highways may be analyzed 
further by separating the impact from legal loads from the 
impact due to overloads. The data from the Interstate Highway 
at Sidney, tabulated below, show that 68% of the ESALs come 
from legal truck axle loads, while 31% come from the overload 
alone from the trucks which are overloaded. Thus, 31% of the 
Truck ESAL's on that highway are Excess ESAL's. It would be 
reasonable to conclude that the life of this highway is being 
reduced by about 31% by the excess loads. 

ESAL DATA FROM SIDNEY 

No. of 
No. of Total Overwt Excess Excess 

Axle Type Limit Axle Units ESAL's Axles ESAL's ESAL's 

Front 22 160,518 11,723 14 42 .4% 
Single 22 67,857 18,971 1,712 2,514 13% 
Tandem 34 212,411 139,289 30,458 50,488 36% 
Tridem 48 3,345 2,213 678 828 37% 

TOTAL 444,131 172,196 32,862 53,872 31% 

In Nobleboro on US ~oute 1, 91% of the ESAL's come from 
legal truck axle loads, while 9% are Excess ESAL's. Figures 
from elsewhere are included in Table 3 of the Heavy Truck Study 
Report. 
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The following chart illustrates these points further: in 
Nobleboro, 70% of the ESAL's from tandem axles are contributed 
by the 20% of the axles above the road limit. Of course, those 
axles may legally carry a load which has an impact of a 
significant number of ESALs, but further analysis shows that 
only half the impact of these axles is due to the legal portion 
of the load. The other half is due to the overload. 
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X. Effect of Weight on Highway Life and Maintenance Costs 

The 1988 Maine Department of Transportation Study of 
Fiscal Effects of the 100,000 pound General Commodity Vehicle 
estimated the increased pavement damage due to newly-authorized 
permits which would allow 6-axle vehicles to carry 100,000 
pounds of general commodities. the study assumed that: 

(l) 200 of the 5-axle, 80,000 pound vehicles move to 6-axle 
100,000 pound general commodity operation; and 

(2) 300 of the 6-axle, 90,000 pound vehicles move to 6-axle 
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100,000 pound general commodity operation. That study found 
increased Pavement Damage Factors (ESAL's) and corresponding 
annual maintenance cost increases on all State roads, as 
follows. The overlay cycle of these roads is reduced by the 
same percentages as the increase in ESALs. 

EFFECT OF 100,000 POUND GENERAL COMMODITY PERMIT 

Highway System 

Federal Aid Primary 
Federal Aid Secondary 
Federal Aid Urban 
State Aid & Misc. 

AVG 

Percent Added 
Increase Cost 
ESALs per year 

1.64% 
l. 675% 

.725% 
1.78% 
1.62% 

$200,000 
$115,000 
$ 24,000 
$ 82,000 
$421,000 TOTAL 

The results of that DOT study may be generalized to 
estimate that, on average, a one percent increase in ESAL's on 
the roads results in a one percent decrease in highway life and 
a $260,000 increase in highway overlay costs, not including the 
Interstate system. As discussed above, the heavy truck study 
found at least a 9% increase in ESAL's due to overweight loads, 
statewide. This would mean a 9% decrease in highway li£e and 
an increase in annual highway overlay costs of $2.3 million 
plus any increase on the Inter~tate system. 

Conclusions 

There are 10 billion Vehicle Miles Travelle~ per year in 
Maine. About 8 percent of these are contributed by trucks. 
Typically, there is an estimated non-compliance with the weight 
limits by trucks of at least 5 percent, but this rises to 13 or 
even 20 percent at certain locations. And, numbers of vehicles 
does not tell the whole story: These overloads increase the 
highway impact of trucks by at least 9 percent over what it 
would otherwise be. The measure of these overloads can be 
called 11 excess ESALs 11

• It appears that the highway impact of 
truck traffic is substantially increased by the fraction of 
trucks which are overweight. A rough estimate is that trucks 
contribute 99 percent or more of the ESAL impact on the 
highways while the remaining 1 percent is contributed by cars, 
pickups and panels. Of the truck impact, about 9 percent is 
contributed by 11 excess ESALs", but on the Interstate highway, 
I-95, this rises to 29 percent. 

6148m 
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Heavy Truck Study Subcommittee 

Herbert Perry, Research Assistant 

Compliance and Enforcement Experience in Other States 

INTRODUCTION 

Most states possess insufficient data to determine the 
level of compliance with overweight truck laws in their 
states. Because of this, states must rely on whatever 
information does exist, most often the percentage of trucks 
cited out of those weighed. This figure underestimates the 
level of illegal activity. The Federal Highway Administration 
acknowledges the difficulty of monitoring compliance with 
weight laws: 

"The extent of overweight trucks is extremely 
difficult to quantify. Drivers of overweight 
trucks generally try to avoid having their ve-
hicles weighed. Further, the labor-intensive 
process of weighing and the associated high 
costs of the staff and the necessary equipment 
limit the amount of data that states can collect. 
The small number of weigh stations in most States 
and the suspected avoidance of scales by over-
weight trucks undermine the collection of repre
sentative data on truck weights ... Available in
formation can neither substantiate nor refute 
the magnitude of a nationwide overweight truck 
problem." (Overweight Vehicles -Penalties and 
Permits, An Inventory of State Practices, FHWA Report, 
December, 1985) 

To improve the monitoring of weight law compliance, the 
FHWA is promoting the use of weigh-in-motion (WIM) systems. 
These systems automatically measure the number of axles, the 
weight of each truck, the distance between axles and the speed 
of vehicles travelling at normal speeds. States can record the 
number and degree overweight of all trucks that pass by, and 
determine the degree of compliance with weight laws on roads 
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with WIMS installed. The data collected from these sites can 
be extrapolated to ·roads statewide to determine statewide 
compliance. In 1983, Wisconsin, using WIM equipment, found 25 
percent of trucks in violation of weight laws, while less than 
1 percent of the trucks weighed at their fixed scales were 
cited for violations. 

WIM equipment can also be used in weight enforcement as a 
pre-screening device. All trucks approaching a weighing 
station pass over the WIM scale, but only those registering 
near or above the weight limit are signalled to stop for 
precise weighing at the scale of record. The remaing trucks 
continue on their way without delay. 

PROFILE OF NATIONAL WEIGHING OPERATIONS 

The above-mentioned FHWA report summarizes information on 
truck weight enforcement activities in the ·50 states, the 
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico over the period from 
October 1985 through September 1986. It reflects information 
submitted by the states as required in their annual truck 
weight enforcement certification to the FHWA, and includes 
these findings: 

--As shown in Table 1, the number. of trucks weighed in 1986 
was 115 million: an increase of 7 percent over 1985; 13 
percent higher than the number in 1984; and 40 percent higher 
than the number in 1981. Twenty-four states conducted more 
than 1,000,000 weighings annually. The most active weighing 
programs in 1986 were: Virginia (10 million vehicles) Georgia 
(9 million vehicles); California, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
and Tennessee (8 million vehicles); and Louisiana and Ohio (7 
million vehicles). Maine weighed 62,000, down 30% from 1981. 

--As a comparison, the number of registered truck tractors 
in 1986 was 1,398,937. This is: 

a 6 percent increase ovet the number registered in 
1985; 

a 12 percent increase over the number registered in 
1984; and 

an 11 percent increase over the number registered in 
1981. 

--As shown in Table 2, the number of citations issued by 
the States for overweight violations in 1986: 

increased by one percent over 1985; 

was one percent less than the number in 1984,;and 
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was 16 percent higher than the number in 1981. Note 
that the number of trucks weighed increased by 4.0 
percent from 1981 to 1986 yet there was only a 16 
percent increase in the overweight citations: thus 
the ratio of citations to number of trucks weighed is 
decreasing. One probable reason is increased scale 
avoidance by overweight trucks. 

--Table 3 presents the number of trucks weighed in each 
state during 1986 broken down by the types of scales used. The 
predominant form of truck weighing used in the United States is 
fixed scale weighing. About 90 percent of the vehicle 
weighings occur on fixed platform scales, about 2 percent occur 
on semi-portable or portable equipment, and about 9 percent are 
on weigh-in-motion equipment alone. 

--The types of citations issued by the States for 
overweight truck violations in 1986 are indicated in Table 4. 
The total of 364,000 axle violations represent a one percent 
increase over 1985, however, the gross weight violation total 
of 120,000 shows a nine percent increase. Federal bridge 
formula citations totalling 208,000 represent an eight percent 
increase over 1985. 

Table 5 provides a State-by-State comparison of 
minimum fines for three selected overweight violations. There 
is a broad range of fines: from $20 to $1,000 for a 4,000 pound 
tandem axle violation, from $25 to $10,000 for a 10,000 pound 
gross violation and from $25 to $20,000 for a 20,000 pound 
gross violation. 

Table 5 also describes the type of adjudication method used 
in each state. In 43 states, including Maine, the fine is 
applied judicially, while in 9 it is applied administratively. 
Generally speaking, the courts have discretion at least on the 
amount of the fine if judicially applied. Except for Rhode 
Island, the states which apply the fines administratively have 
no discretion. These include: CA, CO, DC, FL, GA, IL, LA, MI 
NC, ND, and SC. 

Table SA shows the ranking of states according to the 
severity of the penalty for operating 10,000 pounds over the 
interstate gross weight level of 80,000 pounds. The national 
average is $500. Maine ranks 41st, with a fine of $130. 

Table 58 ranks states according to the severity of the 
penalty for operating 20,000 pounds overweight. The national 
average is $1,000. Maine ranks 42nd with a fine of $350. 

Chart 1 graphically depicts Maine's relative position to 
the other states according to the information in Table 58. It 
also shows Maine's climb in the rankings to 36th after 

E-3 



calculating a first offense fine of $525 for extreme 
overweight and to 32nd for a fine of $700 for a subsequent 

.offense. 

Table 5C ranks the ratio of the 20,000 lbs. fine to the 
10,000 lbs. fine--a measure of the relative increase in fines 
from one level to another. The national average is 2.00. West 
Virginia has the highest ratio: 4.50; nine states share the 
lowest ratio: 1.00. Maine ranks 11th with a 2.69 ratio. 

Table 6 describes the fines for the ten states which 
penalize repeat offenders. For these states, the fine for a 
2nd offense is typically 50 - 100% higher than for a 1st 
offense, while the fine for a 3rd offense is higher still. 

TRUCK WEIGHT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS IN CERTAIN STATES 

A brief summary of the weight enforcement programs in six 
selected states follows in order to give a sample of the 
programs outside Maine. Of particular interest are the 
relevant evidence law in Minnesota and the use of civil suits 
for highway damage in Texas. 

Connecticut 

The Connecticut State Police are the primary enforcement 
agents, but the inspection squads also include Motor Vehicle 
Department inspectors and Department of Public Safety 
employees. In 1988, there are three separate squads comprising 
a total of 48 people. 

The Connecticut program involves multiple operations. 
Besides examining a vehicle for compliance with size and weight 
limits, the squads check for proper registration, compliance 
with economic regulatory requirements, compliance with highway 
use tax laws, and observance of special permit requirements. 
Trucks are also checked for compliance with state and federal 
safety requirements. Trucks are almost never only weighed. 

Connecticut now has only two functional fixed scale 
facilities. The state police operate four sets of 
semi-portable scales which can be transported to weighing 
locations on special trailers. Each of the three truck squads 
has a complete set of 14 portable wheel scales. Each scale is 
transported in a van assigned to each squad. 

Enforcement weighings have been decreasing even as 
commercial traffic has grown significantly, particularly on 
I-95. Partly because of the reliance upon portable scales, 
Connecticut's program depends upon selective enforcement 
techniques which include identification and inspection of the 
most likely violators but consequently less frequent "mass 

·weighings." 
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The Department of Transportation uses a portable 
weigh-in-motion system acquired in 1986 to collect vehicle 
information for planning, analytical and design purposes, but 
not for weight enforcement. 

The state police truck squads normally operate on weekdays 
during daylight and evening hours on an alternating basis~ 
around one-third of the squads' work is scheduled at night. 
Random weighing operations are scheduled during weekend periods 
as necessary. In 1986 112,000 trucks were checked for 
overweight violations. Of these, 5,206, 5 percent, were cited. 

Connecticut officials believe that some of the most 
seriously overweight trucks come from New York, Massachusetts, 
and Rhode Island which allow higher gross weights. 

Connecticut has a "mandatory" fine system but judges often 
do not impose the full fine. Connecticut is now exploring a 
fine system that penalizes both the driver and the shipper. 

Indiana 

Indiana is rebuilding three permanent scale sites and 
adding another. They also use portable scales. Enforcement 
personnel come from the state police. They are given three 
weeks of classro0m instruction and serve a one-year 
apprenticeship. The mobile units operate mostly during the 
day, but the permanent stations are open on a 24-hour basis and 
are staffed by Department of Transportation teams performing 
safety inspections and regulatory compliance checks. In 1986, 
Indiana reported almost 980,000 weighings. Less than one 
percent--6900 trucks--were cited. 

Indiana does not use WIM scales to monitor compliance with 
truck weight laws. The State Police does not claim to know 
with any certainty what the level of compliance is to weight 
'limits of axles and gross weight in their state. They believe 
that most offenders caught at fixed scales either did not know 
the law or did not understand it. Those seriously overweight 
probably attempt to bypass fixed scales. 

Minnesota 

The Department of Public Safety is responsible for weight 
enforcement in Minnesota. It operates nine permanent scale 
locations and 11 portable scale teams. 

Minnesota's newest permanent scale site is located near the 
Wisconsin border on I 94, an east-west freeway. The site is 
operated 24 hours a day, seven days a week. At this site WIM 
scales screen trucks driving at thirty miles per hour. Those 
exceeding weight limits are directed by computer-controlled 
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signals to one of the permanent scales. The WIM site also 
measures the height and weight of all trucks. Those trucks 
screened within acceptable limits are-signalled to a lane that 
directs them back to the highway. In addition, television 
cameras record the license plate numbers of all trucks which 
turn off onto an off-ramp that is located up the road from the 
permanent scale site. Often, portable scales are used at this 
and other bypass routes. Minnesota weighed 457,000 trucks in 
1986. Of these, 5,000, or 11 percent, were cited. 

Violation of Minnesota's vehicle weight laws as determined 
by actual weighings is a misdemeanor (a criminal offense). 
When a misdemeanor ticket is issued for an overweight 
violation, it is the driver who is charged, but responsibility 
can be attributed to the driver's employer, usually in a 
countersuit by the driver. The shipper is not charged. 
Because this is a criminal offense, the defendant is entitled 
to a trial where guilt must be established beyond a reasonable 
doubt. 

Relevant Evidence Law 

Since 1980, Minnesota law permits the inspection of 
shipping records in order to find and then fine those violating 
weight laws. This so-called Relevant Evidence Law provides 
that bills of lading, weight tickets, volume documents and 
other records that reveal (directly or indirectly) a vehicle's 
weight can be used as evidence in establishing that a weight 
violation has taken place. A violation established in this 
manner is a civil violation, and the driver, the shipper, the 
owner and the lessee can each be assessed all or part of the 
fine depending on the involvement of each in causing the 
overweight movement. ·Contrary to criminal overweight 
enforcement , this recognizes that there are times when the 
driver is not responsible for the truck being overweight and 
the party who is responsible for the truck being overweight is 
fined. Because this is a civil offense, if there is a 
preponderance of evidence (more evidence supporting than 
refuting the claim) demonstrating that an overweight vehicle 
movement did occur, then the violation is proven. 

Minnesota has determined that being held liable for both 
criminal fines and civil penalties for the same illegal 
movement is not double jeopardy: a criminal fine has the 
violator pay for the wrong that has been done. A civil penalty 
is assessed to make the plaintiff whole. Thus, the criminal 
fine is the punishment and deterrent, and the civil penalty is 
reimbursement for the cost of the damage the overweight vehicle 
has done. 

Minnesota reports improved compliance since the imposition 
of the relevant evidence law. Enforcement officers feel that 
the number of seriously overweight vehicles on Minnesota's 
trunk highway system has been reduced noticeably. Furthermore, 
North Dakota enforcers have noted a reduction in the weights of 



trucks travelling into Minnesota and have expressed 
appreciation for the resulting reduction in highway stress and, 
industry representatives have confided that there is improved 
compliance with weight laws reported. 

New Hampshire 

At present New Hampshire does not have any permanent 
weighing facilities. All truck weighing is done with about 100 
sets of portable scales and three sets of semi-portable 
scales. New Hampshire does not use Weigh-In-Motion scales. 
Weight enforcement is under the authority of the Division of 
Enforcement. Its 44 officers have full police powers. New 
Hampshire weighed 32,000 trucks in FY 1986. Of these, 1,700, 
or 5 percent, were cited. 

New Hampshire recently passed a new law permitting 
certification of divisible loads up to 99,000 pounds with a 5% 
tolerance. Department of Transportation officials believe that 
this law is worsening the condition of New Hampshire's 
non-interstate roads and bridges--roads already inferior in 
quality to the state's interstate roads. 

Texas 

"Texas Scheme" 

Texas has developed a unique method to fine and deter 
repeat offenders with numerous offenses. The Attorney 
General's Office is not given direct responsibility for 
enforcement of the load-limit statutes. However, the Highway 
Division of the Attorney General's Office does receive and 
investigate complaints concerning the use of public highways 
and has the authority under the Tort Claim Act to file damage 
suits against violators of weight statutes. In addition, the 
Highway Division represents the State Department of Highways 
and Public Transportation in cases to recover damages to the 
state's highways. Suits against 20 trucking companies and four 
shippers have been filed, each seeking $1 million in actual 
damages to the highways and $50,000 per company in punitive 
damages. 

Initially, the Attorney General's Office had difficulty 
providing evidence of specific damage by violators. However, a 
creative application of an earlier Texas Supreme Court 
decision, Landers v. East Texas Salt Water Disposal, allows the 
Attorney General to show damages by overweight violators to the 
highway system, instead of specific damages for each individual 
violator. This combined with use of injunctions has been 
somewhat effective in reducing violations by flagrant offenders. 

In 1986 Texas weighed 217,000 trucks and cited 19,000 of 
them--9 percent--for overweight violations. 
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Vermont 

The Department of Public Safety and the Department of Motor 
Vehicles each have responsibility for enforcing weight law 
violations. Seven Department of Motor Vehicle inspectors 
operate the state's three permanent weighing facilities, eight 
portable units and one semi-portable unit. The State Police 
have six sets of portable scales which are used primarily 
during routine patrol. Thirty-four· commercial scales located 
throughout the state are also available for use by the State 
Police. 

In November, 1987 the State Police began implementing a new 
program to increase the emphasis its officers placed on weight 
enforcement. A three officer unit was formed which could 
respond to a request from an officer in the field for 
assistance in weighing a suspect truck and in checking for 
other violations. While these three officers hold 
administrative responsibilities, they are still free to respond 
at any time to a call for assistance. The assistance team's 
mobility, expertise, and readiness to assist in weight 
enforcement has influenced field officers to be more aware of 
weight and other violations. Before, field officers usually 
concentrated only on speed limit violations. 

This "assistance team" also has had an effect on at least 
the traffic patterns of overweight trucks. Previously, weight 
enforcement by the State Police usually occurred during weekday 
hours from Monday through Friday. Overweight trucks operated 
at night and bypassed permanent scales sites. Now, the 
assistance team operates at night and at known routes travelled 
by overweight trucks, causing them to change their routes, 
though not completely stopping them from operating overweight. 

The most serious and numerous offenders on Vermont roads 
are logging trucks and milk tankers--though Vermont does issue 
special certificates to such trucks for hauling unprocessed, 
nondivisible loads up to 90,000 pounds. Vermont weighed 17,000 
trucks in FY 1986. Of these, 900, or 5 percent, were cited. 

The State Police attempt to fine the truck itself rather 
than the driver--except in the case of repeated violations by 
one driver. Fines are "mandatory" and progressive according to 
weight, but judges do not generally impose maximum fines. 
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Table 1 

Nlm:ler of Vehicles Weighed and Cllan9e (in Percent) fran Previous Years 

state Fiscal P'iscal l"iscal P'iscal Change (%) Change (%) C:lange (%) 

Year 81 Year 84 Year 85 Year 86 fran FY 81 fran FY 84 fraa FY 85 
to FY 86 to FY 86 to FY 86 

~ 

Alab5na (3,559 51,550 35,216 80,232 84.2 55.6 127.8 
Alaska 84,287 152,286 146,476 100,534 19.3 -34.0 -31.4 
Arizona 1,1000,405 1,414,707 1,683,995 1,904,470 73.1 34.6 13.1 
Arkansas "3,776,146 5,392,789 7,047,917 6,641,179 75.9 23.1 -5.8 
california 4,568,247 6,466,861 6,697,153 8,347,876 82.7 29.1 24.6 
Colorado 1,905,287 2,580,135 2,848,893 2,757,351 44.7 6.9 -3.2 
Connectia.tt 115,543 293,568 104,010 112,010 -3.1 ~1.8 7.7 
Delllolare 56,250 177,794 220,028 212,124 277.1 19.3 -3.6 
D. of Col.U!Itlia 2,366 1,517 2,059 1,781 -24.7 17.4 -13.5 
Florida 3,064,422 2,998,058 3,338,409 3,425,193 11.8 14.2 2.6 
Georgia 2,524,968 6,467,704 7,745,653 8,972,026 255.3 38.7 15.8 
Hawaii 34,696 34,761 35,743 35,215 1.5 1.3 -1.5 
Idaho 1,153,495 1,077,932 882,754 794,894 -31.1 -26.3 -10.0 
nlinois 6,510,460 5,589,371 5,320,804 5,083,389 -21.9 -9.1 -4.5 
Indiana 1,402,084 1,483,314 956,682 979,050 -30.2 -34.0 2.3 
Iowa 711,586 554,086 536,177 766,010 7.6 38.2 42.9 
Kansas 743,147 836,991 746,314 860,924 15.8 2.9 15.4 
Kentucky 635,673 817,573 1,059,239 1,298,751 104.3 58.9 22.6 
Louisiana 5,720,831 7,441,172 7,693,910 7,389,830 29.2 -D.7 -4.0 
Maine 88,812 84,148 73,441 62,336 -29.8 -25.9 -15.1 
Ka.cy1and 273,437 401,549 442,740 -1,250,550 357.3 2ll.4 182.5 
Massachusetts 20,270 33,029 24,549 19,564 -3.5 -40.8 -20.3 
Michigan 1,817,561 2,303,088 2,226,147 2,402,100 32.2 4.3 7.9 
Minnesota 411,971 535,048 519,752 457,127 11.0 -14.6 -12.0 
Mississippi 6,891,898 5,189,137 6,948,029 8,136,050 18.1 56.8 17.1 
Missouri 2,726,661 2,781,994 2,829,175 2,766,834 1.5 -o.5 -2.2 
H:lntana 0498,732 682,926 631,237 560,062 12.3 -18.0 -11.3 0 
Nebraska 0 1,263,349 1,300,895 1,349,788 1,312,231 3.9 0.9 -2.8 
Nevada 31,776 37,173 38,848 6l. ,773 94.4 66.2 59.0 
New BCJii)Shi re 27,262 16,737 45,118 31,997 17.4 91.2 -29.1 
New Jersey 119,795 398,683 451,600 451,518 276.9 13.3 o.o 
New Mexico 3,325,906 3,255,175 3,162,949 3,482,071 4.7 7.0 10.1 
New York 175,0000 189,066 212,062 261,495 49.4 38.3 23.3 
North Carol ina 4,553,846 6,455,302 6,788,980 8,032,210 76.4 24.4 18.3 
North Dakota 780,593 787,180 787,362 788,396 1.0 0.2 0.1 
Cllio 4,675,193 7,843,935 7,124,244 7,217,400 54.4 -a.o 1.3 
OOahana 537,286 1,846,978 1,455,924 1,672,492 2ll.3 -9.4 14.9 
Oregon 1,755,313 1,538,071 1,819,393 1,918,029 9.3 24.7 5.4 
Pennsy1 van! a 216,210 394,116 387,163 442,400 104.6 12.3 14.3 
Puerto Rico 0 5,022 7,019 5,973 5,636 12.2 -19.7 -5.6 
RlOde Island 3,224 3,944 1,336 3,604 u.s -8.6 169.8 
South Carol ina 281,514 390,349 329,663 346,218 23.0 -11.3 5.0 
South Dakota 97,833 417,397 507,181 503,107 414.3 20.5 -o.e 
'l'ennessee 5,222,100 6,896,971 7,952,219 7,991,005 53.0 15.9 0.5 
~ 197,474 215,931 211,812 217,297 10.0 0.6 2.6 
otah 1,245,806 1,451,652 1,427,122 1,446,237 16.1 -o.4 1.3 
Veonont 26,108 14,485 15,627 16,935 -35.1 16.9 8.4 
Virginia 6,979,330 9,079,585 9,400,632 9,932,733 42.3. 9.4 5.7 
Washington 1,828,055 1,095,594 1,271,603 1,302,715 -28.7 18.9 2.4 
West Virginia . 312,852 0 460,885 . 452,634 . 433,342 0 

38.5 -"6.0 -4.3 
Wisconsin 1,608,442 1,369,025 1,269,997 1,300,013 -19.2 -s.o 2.4 
Wyani.ng 53,618 629,764 569,270 509,630 850.5 -19.1 -10.5 

'l'otal. 82,205,701 101,939,000 107,835,002 115,097,946 

SOURCE: "OVERWEIGHT VEHICLES - PENALTIES AND PERMITS",. FED. HIGHWAY ADMIN., 
U.S. DEPT. OF TRANS., 1988. 
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Table 2 

!biDer of Citatioos Issued and Change (in Percent) fran Previous Years 

State Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal <llmlge (\) <llmlge (\) Oumge (\) 
Year 81 Year 84 Year 85 Year 86 fran FY Bl fran FY 84 fran FY 85 ... 

toFYB6 to FY 86 to FY 86 

Alllbarna 4,842 4,017 4,312 5,426 12.1 35.1 25.8 Alaska 1,634 1,156 1,566 554 -66.1 -52.1 -64.6 
Arizona 2,604 BOB 1,m 1,374 -47.2 70.0 -22.7 Arkansas 9,836 4,868 14,028 17,271 75.6 254.8 23.1 
California 54,225 77,598 67,407 72,657 34.0 -6.4 7.8 Colorado 3,937 9,135 9,032 8,910 126.3 -2.5 -1.4 
Connecticut 2,239 5,966 4,986 5,206 132.5 -12.7 4.4 Deleware 1,097 1,100 845 Z72 -75.2 -75.3 -67.8 D. of Col\mlbia 1,638 1,157 2,952 3,029 84.9 161.8 2.6 Florida 14,641 31,585 31,715 34,692 137.0 9.8 9.4 
Georgia 19,107 63,451 82,753 85,649 348.3 35.0 3.5 Ba.taii 515 423 498 415 -19.4 -1.9 -16.7 . Idaho 7,392 7,513 5,189 4,231 -42.8 -43.7 -18.5 nlinois 21,220 15,025 16,251 13,405 -36.8 -10.8 -17.5 
Indiana 11,218 13,991 9,881 6,897 -38.5 -50.7 -30.2 Iowa 16,280 19,686 17,005 • 13,441 -17.4 -31.7 -21.0 
Kansas 7,704 3,473 2,965 3,622 -53.0 4.3 22.2 
Kentucky 6,412 4,676 2,710 9,617 so.o 105.7 254.9 
Louisiana 16,227 32,610 28,057 26,736 64.8 -18.0 -4.7 
Maine 3,060 2,510 1,884 • 2,031 ·-33.6 -19.1 7.8 
Maryland 5,263 8,990 11,416 19,141 263.7 112.9 67.7 
Massachusetts 2,308 4,136 3,910 5,646 144.6 36.5 44.4 
Michigan 4,189 6,836 5,252 4,269 1.9 -37.6 -18.7 
Minnesota 5,942 5,189 4,339 5,050 -15.0 -2.7 16.4 
Kississiwi 33,907 5,197 6,584 8,539 -74.8 64.3 29.7 Missouri 20,581 13,550 15,587 15,905 -22.7 17.4 2.0 
!oklntana 8,338 5,382 4,585 4 ,7f17 -43.5 -12.5 2.7 Nebraska 16,098 31,893 15,787 14,735 -a.5 -53.8 -6.7 
Nevada 1,160 811 964 875 -24.6 7.9 -9.2 
New Bllmpshi re 1,221 1,363 1,905 1,696 38.9 24.4 -11.0 
New Jersey 9,516 17,236 16,531 13,400 40.8 -22.3 -18.9 
New ft!xico 4,558 3,819 B,Z72 5,324 16.8 39.4 -35.6 
New York 17,322 16,451 19,873 13,003 -24.9 -21.0 -34.6 . 
North Csrol.ina 20,609 33,803 28,513 30,995 50.4 -8.3 8.7 
North Dakota 2,105 2,213 1,917 2,625 24.7 18.6 .36.9 Chio 12,811 20,086 17,196 22,434 75.1 11.7 30.5 
adahcma 12,838 4,243 2,899 3',365 -73.8 -20.7 16.1 Oregon 53,162 29,889 30,786 29,685 -44.2 -o.7 -3.6 
Pennsylvania 3,200 5,568 5,195 5,128 60.3 -7.9 -1.3 Puerto Rico 326 208 179 78 -76.1 -62.5 -56.4 
~Island 127 260 87 205 61.4 -21.2 135.6 
South carol ina 7,105 11,909 10,162 10,035 .U.2 -15.7 -1.2 
South Dakota 2,133 3,056 3,563 3,332 56.2 9.0 -6.5 
Tennessee 36 ,f174 17,811 20,975 19,500 -45.9 9.5 -7.0 
'l'ex.as 40,536 37,684 30,955 19,219 -52.6 -49.0 -37.9 otah 5,122 5,318 5,975 7,883 53.9 48.2 31.9 
Vermont 222 1,198 1,086 891 301.4 -25.6 -18.0 . 
Virginia 21,431 55,413 58,726 61,106 185.1 10.3 4.1 Washin;ton 10,192 8,255 10,411 11,811 15.9 43.1 \... 13.4 
West Virginia '1,979 2,244 '2,087 ·1,62.5 ~17.9 ._Z7.6 -22.1 
Wi8CalSin 10,084 12,317 10,540 11,331 12.4 -a.o 7.5 
Wyaning 1,361 1,310 1,963 1,755 28.9 34.0 -10.6 

'lbW 577,648 674,386 664,033 670,728 

SOURCE: "OVERWEIGHT VEHICLES - PENALTIES. AND PERMITS", FED. HIGHWAY ADMIN., u.s. DEPT. OF TRANS., JUNE 1988. 
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'I'able 3 

Nu!tber of Vel(icl.es Weighed by Sc&e Type for Fiscal Year 1986 

State 

Al.abana 
AlAska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
OOifornia 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Del5otare 
D. of Columbia . 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Id!iho .. 
nlinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryl81\d 
Massachusetts 
Michigan· 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
tt:lntana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Bampshi re 
New Jersey 
New ~icc 
New York 
North Carol ina 
North Dakota 
Cllio 
OOahcrna 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rlode Island 
South Carol ina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vel'JIX)nt 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyauing 

Fixed Semi-port Portable WIM(l) 

0 
100,115 

1,891,293 
.c ,468,596 
8,301,200 
2,697,405 

84,533 
211,594 

188 
3,394,946 
2,880,555 

19,125 
784,033 

5,013,942 
927,210 
722,528 
791,862 

1,279,094 
7,361,439 

0 
599,171 

77 
2,399,139 

446,827 
8,071,638 
2,681,152 

541,872 
1,287,524 

1,159 
27,981 

428,606 
3,477,100 

0 
7,896,733 

779,897 
7,711,341 

170,901 
1,717,623 

45,418 
0 
0 

325,919 
-406,306 

7,971,117 
91,561 

1,170,829 
11,115 

9,304,077 
1,274,569 

50,300 
1,293,643 

190,518 

0 
0 

13,093 
0 
0 

59,946 
0 
0 
0 
0 

181,081 
16,090 
8,704 

69,447 
0 

2,689 
30,526 

0 
0 

52,469 
XI ,.C67 

0 
0 
0 

5,482 
o· 

11,977 
-428 

37,782 
779 

0 
3,480 

217,532 
0 
0 
0 
0 

11,267 
0 

5,096 
0 
0 

96,801 
9.C 

70,377 . 
0 
0 
0 
0 

298,220 
0 

16,-489 

31,641 
U9 

84 
22,304 
46,676 

0 
27,477 

530 
1,593 

30,247 
1-45,225 

0 
2,157 

0 
51,840 
8,586 

38,536 
19,657 
28,391 
9,867 

ll,783 
19,487 
2,961 

10,300 
58,930 
85,682 
·6,213 
24,279 
10,821 
3,237 

22,912 
1,491 

43,963 
135,477 

8,-499 
6,059 

78,500 
16,676 
13,856 

550 
0 

20,299 
0 

19,794 
55,359 
7,370 
5,820 

ll,926 

-48,591 
0 
0 

2,150,279 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

5,765,165 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

612,129 
0(3) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

12,0ll 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

172,463 
383,126 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

268,038 
0 .. 

616,730 
28,1-46(6) 
81,115 

0 
3,707 

6,370 
.. 0 

0 
302,623 

Total 

80,232 
100,534 

1,904,470 
6,641,179 
8,347,876 
2,757,351 

112,010 
212,124 

1,781 
3,425,193 
8,972,026 

35,215 
794,894 

5,083,389 
979,050 
766,010(2) 
860,924 

1,298,751 
7,389,830 

62,336 
1,250,550 

19,564 
2,-402,100 

-457,127 
8,136,050 
2,766,834 

560,062 
1,312,231 

61,773 
31,997 

-451,518 
3,-482,071 

261,-495 
8,032,210 

788,396 
7,217,-400 
1,672,-492(4) 
1,918,029 

«2,-400 
5,636 
3 ,60-4(5) 

346,218 
503,107 

7,991,005 
217,297 

1,-446,237 
16,935 

9,932,733 
1,302,715 
. .C33,3.U 
1,300,013 
. 509,630 

Total 100,803,771 1,237,306 1,263,105 10,334,862 ll5,0979,946 

footnotes: 

<ll tbtber includes only those vehicles weighed solely on WIM scales and rot S.Jb
sequently weighed on static BC2l.es. 

C2l Total includes 32,207 vehicles weighed on plblic fixed sc&es or on patrol 
operations. 

C3l N.Jrrber of vehicles weighed on WIM scales is unknoom. 
(4) Total includes 1 ,.C23 ,091 vehicles weighed by the 'I'ax Ccmnission and not becken 

• down by type of seale. 
CSl Total includes 3,604 vehicles weighed on aemi-porbble or p:>rtabl.e sc&es, but 

not stratified by the state. · . 
C6l Total includes 28,146 vehicles weighed on semi-portable or 

portable seal es, but not stratified by the state. 

SOURCE: "OVERWEIGHT VEHICLES - PENALTIES AND PERMITS", FED. HIGHWAY 
ADMIN., U.S. DEPT. OF TRANS., JUNE 1988. 
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Table 4 

».mber of Weighing Violations for Fiecal Year 1986 

state Ml.e Gross Bridge Total 
Weight Weight FoCIIlla 

Al.ab5na 1,090 2,465 1,871 5,426 
Alaska 450 104 0 554 

. Arizona 277 1,097 0 1,374 
Arkansas 2,706 7,356 7,209 17,271 

.. .california 57,270 9,334 6,053 72,657 
Colorado 5,413 2,941 556 8,910 
Connecticut 2,250 2,573 383 5,206 

·· DellWare 0 0 0 272(1) 
· ·D. of Coli.JIIbia 209 1,410 . 1,410 3,029 

Florida 8,143 -4,334 21,930 34,692(2) 
.·Georgia 9,140 11,,259 65,250 85,649 

Hawaii 289 122 4 415 
Idaho 2,049 1,678 504 4,231 
lllinois 10,200 1,854 1,351 13,405 
·Indiana 4,780 1,217 900 6,897 
Iowa 10,820 987 1,634 13,441 
Kansas 2,969 253 -400 3,622 
Kentucky 3,961 3,109 2,547 9,617 

· Louisiana 18,922 7,814 0 26,736 
Maine 1,680 152 199 2,031 
K:lryland 14,512 1,162 3,467 (3) 19,141 
Massachusetts 2,250 2,279 1,117 5;646 

~ 

MiChigan 4,269 0 0 4 ,26g. 
Minnesota 2,347 676 2,027 5,050 ., 
Mississippi 5,638 2,869 32 8,539 

·Missouri 14,203 976 726 15,905 
~ntana 2,653 2,054 0 ",707 (4) 
Nebraska 12,120 735 1,880 14,735 
Nevada 527 70 278 875 
New Bmapshire 172 908 616 1,696 
New Jersey 10,873 1,686 841 13,400 
New ~co 4,896 0 -428 5,324 
New York 9,024 1,858 2,l2l 13,003 
North Carolina 10,965 13,329 6,701 30,995 

: North Dakota 1,365 0 1,260 2,625 
Chio 0 0 0 22,-434 (5) 
OOahana 2,150 290 925 3,365 
Oregon 18,201 2,757 8,77:1 29,685 
Pennsylvania 1,641 1,436 2,051 5,12~ 
Puerto Rico 0 78 0 78 
RlOde Island 27 178 0 205 
South Carol ina 3,138 5,453 1 ,.c« 10,035 
South Dakota 2,981 73 278 3,332 
Tennessee 16,943 1,666 891 19,500 
Texas 13,079 3,611 2,529 19,219 
J]tah 7,279 440 164 7,883 
Ve0110nt 122 658 lll 891 
Virginia 50,319 10,787 0 61;106(6) 
W4Shington 8,101 2,384 1,326 ll',8l1 . 
West Virginia 127 255 1,243 1,625 

. WisCorisin ·753 10',578(7) 0 ll,331 
WyatdD;j 807 229 719 1.,755 

Total 364,100 129,534 152,469(8) 670,728 

1985 'l'otals 365,972 ll8,424 190,840 714,032 
1984 Totals 334,759 131,690 164,211 674,211 

Footnote5 

(1) '1'otal. represents all weight violations (not becken out by type). 
(2) Total includes 285 violations of a.rerweight peczdts. 
(3) Includes bridge forlllll.a and other violations. 
(4) 1,263 of total violations are bridge formula violaticns. 
(5)' Total represents axle and gross weight violations (not broken out by type). 
< 6) 51 ,623 of total violatioos are· bridge formula violaticns. 
(7) No breakdo.m of group axle and gross weight violations. 
(8) Does not include ~ntana's and Virginia's 52,886 bridge focnula violaticns. 

Actual total for bridge foruul.a violations is· 206,989. 

SOURCE: "OVERWEIGHT VEHICLES - PENALTIES .AND. PERMITS'", FED. HIGHWAY 
AD~IN., U.S •. DEPT. OF TRANS., JUNE 1988. 
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Table 5 

COMF!tRISOil OF FlUES ANO ADJUDICATION METHODS 

H!NINUM OVERWEIGHT FINES FOR SELECTED 
VIOLATIONS (IN ~OLLARSl Ill 

RATIO OF 
TAI!DEN AXLE FINES: 

6f:OUP GROSS LOAD EROSS LOAD 20 1000 LBS. 
4, 000 LSS. 10,000 LBS. 20,000 LBS. TO ADJUOICATIDN 

STATE QVER~EIGHT 0\'ERWEIGHT OVERWEIGHT 101000 LBS. HETHOOS 12l 
---------------------- .. ------------------ .. ----- .. -------------------------------- .. ----
~L~;~~A 100 100 !00 1.00 JD 

ALASVA 200 500 1,000 2.:oo J 
ARI ZQN~ 700 1,000 1,000 I.OC J 
ARKANSAS 300 600 11 100 1.83 JD 

CAL! FORtH A 125 1,500 4,000 2.67 A 

COLORADO 25 6IS 1,835 2. 98 A 

CONNECTICUT 100 100 300 3.00 JD 
liEL!.WARE 90 350 850 2. 43 JO 
D OF CDLUNB I A 100 400 1,000 2.50 A 
FLORIDA 160 500 1,000 2.00 A 
6EOF$lA 68 318 818 2.5i A 
HAil AI! 25 25 25 1.00 JD 
!DAHO 30 100 125 1.25 JO 
ILUHOIS 320 1,500 3,000 2.00 A 
INDIANA 250 500 1,000 2.00 JO 
IOWA 200 1,200 2,200 1.83 J 
t:ANS~S 120 1,000 2,000 2.00 JO 
KENTUCKY 200 500 500 1.00 J 
LOUISIANA 60 400 1,100 2. 75 A 
HHMINEHH 65 130 350 2.69 J 
MRYLAND 200 500 500 1.00 J 
MASSACHUSETTS 120 300 1,200 4.00 J 
MICHIGAN 240 1,000 2,000 2.00 JD 
HINNESQTA 210 I, 210 3,210 2.65 JD 
ms!SSIPPI 50 125 250 2.00 A 
K!SSOURI m 935 1,935 2.07 J oo;:;t 

H~NTANA 30 30 30 1.00 JD -NE9RAS<A 150 200 600 3.00 JD 
I 

L!..J 

NEVADA 80 600 1,600 2.67 J 
NEW HAMPSHIRE !50 200 600 3.00 JD ·• 

NEW JERSEY 900 1,500 2,500 1.67 J 
NEW NEXICO 40 425 500 1.18 JD 
NEW YORK 350 100 I, 700 2. 43 JD 
NORiH CAROLINA 400 1,000 2,000 2.00 A 
NORTH DAKOTA 160 1,000 2,000 2.00 J 
OHIO 65 225 625 2. 78 JD 
mAHOHA 180 480 500 1.04 JD 
OREGON 80 700 1,400 2.00 JD 
PENNSYLVANIA 500 2,250 5, 250 2.33 J 
fUERTO RICO 25 25 25 1.00 J 
i\HOiiE I SLANO 600 10,000 15,675 I. 5i AD 
SOUTH CAROLINA 4t) 125 520 4.16 A 
SOUTH ~AKOTA 400 2,500 5,000 2.00 JO 

TENNESSEE 25 25 25 1.00 JO 
TEXAS 100 100 100 1.00 JD 
UT!iH 90 !50 250 1.67 JD 
YERMNT 20 100 400 4.00 JD 
YIRSINIA 180 600 11 100 I. 83 J 
~ASHIHSTON li•) 350 650 I.Bt J 
WE3T Y!RGIHIA ,. 

.J 160 720 4.50 JO 
W!SCONSIH 170 i5Q I, 45•) I. 93 J 
WY~•!NG 25 500 I I 000 2.00 JO 

~E~ l ~N YALUE 138 5•)0 1,000 2.00 

~Q0TN!JTES 

; il ~initu= do! liar a=o•Jnts far first offense; court casts are addi tiona!. 
;zi ~~thad of !pp!icaticn: 

JD: Judidll, total court discretion 
J: Judicial (und at aryl, court discretion I i =i ted to fine a~aunt 

AD: AdP.inistntive, operating agency discretion 
A: Ad~i ni strati ve (eandatoryl, no discretion - statutory control 

3.JIJ~:CE: 'OVERWEIGHT YEH!CLES - PENAL TIES AriD FEEHITS', FED. H:SHWAY ACH!N., 
U.S. DEPT. OF TRANS., JUNE 1986. 



Table Sa 
COMf'AF:!SO!i OF f !HES MID ADJUO!CATIOU HETHODS 

(SORTED 9Y GROSS LOAD 101000 LBS. OVERWEIGHT I 

HIN!HUH OVERWEIGH! FINES FOR SELECTED 
YIOLAIIOfiS (!II DOLLARS! (!) 

RATIO OF 
TAHDEH AXLE FINES: 

Gf:OUP GROSS LOAD GROSS LOAD 20 1000 LBS. 
41000 LBS. 10,000 LBS. 201000 LBS. TO ADJUDICATION 

STATE OVERWEIGHT 0\'ERWEIGHT OVERWEIGHT 10,000 LBS. HETHDDS (21 
.................................................................................................................................................................. ______ 
RHODE I SLANG 600 10,000 15,675 1.57 AD 
SOUTH DAKOTA 100 2,500 5,000 2. 00 JD 
?ENNSYLVANIA 500 2, 250 5,250 2.33 J 
CAL!FORHIA ,. 

··" 1,500 1,000 2.67 A 
1LL!!IO!S 320 I ,500 3,000 2.00 A 
NEii JERSEY 900 I, 500 2, 500 1.67 J 
HlllNESOTA 210 11 2!0 3, 210 2.65 JD 
IOWA 200 I, 200 2, 200 1.83 J 
ARI ZCNA 700 1,000 1,000 I. 00 J 
KANSAS !20 1,000 2, 000 2. 00 JD 
MICHIGAN 240 I ,000 2,000 2. 00 JO 
NORTH CAROLINA 100 1,000 2, 000 2.00 A 
NORTH DAKOTA 160 1,000 2,000 2.00 J 
MISSOURI 335 935 1,935 2.07 J 
WlSCDNSHl 170 750 1,450 I. 9~ J 
HEW YORK 350 700 11700 2. 43 JD 
OREGON 80 700 1,100 2. 00 JO 
COLORADO 25 615 1,835 2. 98 A 
ARKANSAS 300 600 I, 100 1.8~ JO 
NEVADA eo 600 1,600 2.67 J 
VIRGINIA ISO 600 I, 100 1.8~ J 
ALASKA 200 500 1,000 2. 00 J 
fLORIDA 160 500 1,000 2.00 A 
INDIANA 250 500 1,000 2.00 JD 
KENTUCKY 200 500 500 1.00 J 
MARYLAND 200 500 500 1.00 J 
W'IONIHG 25 500 1,000 2.00 JD 
OKLAHOMA 180 480 500 I. 04 JD 
HEN ftEIICO 40 425 500 1.18 JD 
D OF COLUMBIA 100 400 11000 2.50 A 
LOUIS !AliA 60 400 I, 100 2. 75 A 
DELAWARE 80 350 850 2. 43 JD 
WASHINGTON 170 350 650 1.86 J 
GEORGIA 68 318 818 2.57 A 
MASSACHUSETTS 120 300 1,200 4. 00 J 
OHIO 65 225 625 2. 78 JD 
NEBF:ASKA 150 200 600 3.00 JD 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 150 200 600 3. 00 JD 
~EST VIRGINIA 25 160 720 4.5C JD 
UTAH 90 ISO 250 1.67 JD 
HHHAINEuH 65 130 350 2.69 J 
HISS!SS!PPI 50 125 250 2.00 A 

__§QU_TH CAROLINA 40 125 520 4.16 A 
ALABAMA 100 100 100 1.00 jo 
CONNECTICUT 100 100 300 3.00 JD 
IDAHO 30 100 125 (. 25 JD 
TEXAS 100 100 100 1.00 JD 
VERHOHT 20 100 400 4. 00 JD 
HONTAHA 30 30 30 1.00 JD 
HAllA! I 25 ,. 

·" 25 1.00 JO 
PUERTO RICO 25 25 25 1.00 J 
TENNESSEE 25 25 25 1.00 JD 

HEDIAN VALUE 138 500 1,000 2.00 

FOOTHOTES 

Ill Hiniaue dolllar uounts for first offense; court costs are additional. 
(2! Hethod of application: 

.Jo: J'Jdicial, total court discretion 
J• Judicia! <unda:oryl 1 coOJrt discretion lieited to fine aaount . 

lib: Adlinistrative, operating agency discretion 
A: Adtinistnti~e (~andatoryl, no discretion - statutory control 

SOURCE: 'OVER~E!GHT VEHICtES - PENALTIES AND PERHITS', FED. HIGHWAY A[HIN. 1 
U.S. DEPT. OF TRAilS., JIJNE 1988. 
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Table Sb 

.. -···------CGNPARISON OF FIHES AND .ADJUDICATION METHODS 
(SORTED BY GROSS LOAD 20 1000 LBS. OVERWEIGHT! 

N!N!MUM OVERWEIGHT FINES FOR SELECTED 
VIOLATIONS !lN DOLLARS! (I) 

RATIO Of 
FINES: 

20,000 LBS. 

STATE 

TAHOEH AXLE 
6f:OUP 

4,000 LBS. 
OVERWEIGHT 

GROSS LOAD 
10 1000 LBS. 
OI'ERHEIGHT 

GROSS LOAD 
20 1000 LBS, 
OVERWEIGHT 

TO 
10 1000 LBS. 

ADJUDICATION 
METHODS (2) 

RHODE ISLAND 
PENNSYL VAN! A 
SOUTH DAI:OT A 
CALIFORNIA 
MINNESOTA 
!LLWO!S 
HEW JERSEY 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
MICHIGAN 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
msoUR! 
COLORADO 
HEW YORK 
NEVADA 
WISCONSIN 
OREGON 
MASSACHUSETTS 
ARKANSAS 
LOUISIANA 
VIRGINIA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
D OF COLUMBIA 
FLORIDA 
INDIANA 
WYOMING 
DELAWARE 
GEORGIA 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
OHIO 
NEBRASKA 
HEW HMPSHIRE 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
KENTUCKY 
HARYLAHD 
NEW HEIICO 
OKLAHOMA 
VERHONT 
ttttHA!NEuu 
CONNECT !CUT 

H!SS!SSIPPI 
UTAH 
IDAHO 
ALABAHA 
TEXAS 
MONTANA 
HAW All 
PUERTO RICO 
TEilHESSEE 

HEO I AN VALUE 

FOOTIIOTES 

600 
500 
400 
125 
210 
320 
900 
200 
120 
240 
400 
160 
m 

25 
350 

80 
170 

80 
120 
300 
60 

180 
200 
700 
100 
160 
2SO 

2S 
80 
68 
2S 

170 
6S 

ISO 
ISO 

40 
200 
200 
40 

180 
20 
65 

100 

50 
90 
30 

100 
100 
30 
25 
25 
25 

!38 

10,000 
2,250 
2,500 
I, 500 
1,~10 
11 SOO 
1,500 
1,200 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
m 
615 
700 
600 
750 
700 
300 
600 
400 
600 
soo 

1,000 
400 
500 
500 
soo 
3SO 
318 
160 
350 
225 
200 
200 
125 
500 
500 
m 
480 
100 
130 
100 

125 
ISO 
100 
100 
100 
30 
25 
25 
25 

soo 

15,675 
5,250 
5,000 
4, 000 
3,210 
3,000 
2,500 
2,200 
2, 000 
2,000 
2,000 
2, 000 
1,935 
1,835 
1,700 
1,600 
11 4SO 
I, 400 
1,200 
1,100 
1,100 
1,100 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 

8SO 
818 
720 
6SO 
62S 
600 
600 
520 
500 
500 
500 
500 
400 
350 
300 

250 
2SO 
12S 
100 
100 
30 
25 
25 
25 

11000 

I. 57 
2.33 
2. 00 
2.67 
2. 65 
2.00 
1.67 
I .83 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.07 
2. 98 
2. 43 
2.67 
I. 93 
2.00 
4.00 
1,83 
2. 75 
1.83 
2. 00 
1.00 
2.SO 
2.00 
2.00 
2. 00 
2.43 
2. 57 
4.50 
1.86 
2. 78 
3,00 
3,00 
4,16 
1.00 
1.00 
1.18 
1.04 
4.00 
2.69 
3,00 

2.00 
1.67 
1.2S 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

2. 00 

Ill Hini=u~ dalllar amounts for first offense; court casts are additional. 
!2!_ Nethcd of application: 

JD: Judicial, total court discretion 
J: Judicial (mandalaryl, court discretion lilited to fine uaunt 

AD: Adtinislrative, operating agency discretion 
A: Adainistrative (aandatoryl, no discretion -statutory control 

SOURCE: 'OVERWEIGHT VEHICLES - PENAL TIES AND PERH!TS' 1 FED. HIGHWAY ADHIH., 
u.s. DEPT. OF TRANS. I JUNE 1988. E -16 

AD 
J 

JD 
A 

JD 
A 
J 
J 

JD 
JD 
A 
J 
J 
A 

JD 
J 
J 

JO 
J 

JD 
A 
J 
J 
J 
A 
A 

JD 
JD 
JD 
A 

JD 
.J 
JD 
JD 
JD 
A 
J 
J 

JD 
JD 
JD 
J 

JD 

A 
JD 
JD 
JD 
JD 
JD 
JD 
J 

JD 



FINES 

$15,675 

> 

OVERWEIGHT TRUCK FINES BY STATE FOR TRUCKS THAT 
EXCEED AN 80,000 LBS. WEIGHT LIMIT BY 20,000 LBS. 

.... 

$5,000 -

$4,000 -

$3,000 -

$2,000 -

$1,000 -

Proposed 
Extreme 
Overweight 
1st Offense 

$525 

\ 

Proposed 
Extreme 
Overweight 
Subsequent 

$700 
National 
Median looo 

I I I I I I I I I ·1 I 

Z~H8X~08008~8~~0~U~~~~>~~~Z~UN~~~~~~H>~000UHOO~~~Z~O~H 
8 P.. ~ ~ 8 ~ H > ~ U ~ > 0 Z ~ ~ 00 Z Z 0 3:: 3:: (.!) 0 3:: H Ii-I 0 ~ ~ > ~ ~ ~ 0 3:: Z Z U ~ Z z· ~ ~ H Z H ~ U 00 p.. ~ 

STATES 

SOURCE: "Overweight Vehicles- Penalties and Permits", Fed.·Highway·Admin., U.S. D.O.T., June 1988 
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Table Sc 
COKPARiSG~ OF FINES AND ADJUDICATIO!! HETHOOS 

(SORTED B\' RATIO Of FINES! 

~INIHUH OVERWEIGHT FINES FOR SELECTED 
VIOLATIONS (! H DOLLARS I (II 

TANDEH AXLE 
EF:OUP 

RATIO OF 
FINES: 

20 1000 LBS. 

STATE 
~I 000 LBS. 
OVERWEIGHT 

GROSS LOAD 
101000 LBS. 
0\1ERWEI6HT 

GROSS LOAD 
20 1000 LBS, 
OVER HEIGHT 

TO 
101000 LBS. 

ADJUDICATIOH 
HETHODS (Z) 

WEST VIRGINIA 
SOUTH CAROL!HA 
MASSACHUSETTS 
VERHOHT 
CONNECTICUT 
NE9RASKA 
NEW HAHPSHIRE 
COLORADO 
OHIO 
LOUISIANA 
IIHHA!NEttu 
CALIFORNIA 
NEVADA 
MINNESOTA 
GEORGIA 
D OF COLUHB!A 
DELAWARE 
HEN YORK 
PENNSYLVANIA 
H!SSOURI 
ALASKA 
FLORIDA 
!LL!NO!S 
INDIANA 
KANSAS 
H!CH!GAN 
ms!SSIPP! 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OREGON 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
W\'OH!N5 
W!SCOIIS!H 
WASHING TOll 
ARKANSAS 
I OKA 
VIRGINIA 
liEN JERSEY 
UTAH 
IDAHO 
HEW HEXICO 
OKLAHDHA 

ALABAHA 
ARIZOIIA 
HAWAII 
KENTUCKY 
XARYLAN[• 
~ONTANA 

F'IJERiO R!CO 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 

MED l AN VALUE 

FOOTNOTES 

25 
40 

120 
20 

!00 
!50 
!50 

25 
65 
60 
65 

125 
80 

210 
68 

tOO 
80 

350 
500 
335 
200 
160 
320 
250 
120 
240 
50 
~00 

160 
80 

600 
~00 

25 
(70 
170 
300 
200 
teo 
900 

90 
30 
40 

180 

100 
700 

25 
200 
200 
30 
25 
25 

100 

!38 

160 
m 
300 
!00 
!00 
200 
200 
615 
225 
400 
130 

11500 
600 

11210 
318 
400 
350 
700 

2,250 
935 
500 
500 

1,500 
500 

1,000 
1,000 

125 
11000 
11000 

700 
10,000 

2,500 
500 
750 
350 
600 

11200 
600 

11500 
!50 
tOO 
m 
~80 

tOO 
11000 

25 
500 
500 
30 
25 
25 

100 

soo 

720 
520 

1,200 
400 
300 
600 
600 

1,835 
625 

1,100 
350 

41000 
1,600 
3,210 

8!8 
1,000 

850 
1,700 
5,250 
11 935 
1,000 
1,000 
3,000 
t,ooo 
2,000 
2,000 

250 
2,000 
2,000 
1,400 

15,675 
s,ooo 
1,000 
1,450 

650 
1,100 
2,200 
1,100 
2,500 

250 
125 
500 
500 
100 

1,000 
25 

500 
500 
30 
25 
25 

100 

1,000 

4.5C 
4.16 
4. 00 
4.00 
3.00 
3.00 
3.00 
2. 98 
2. 78 
2. 75 
2.69 
2.67 
2.67 
2.65 
2.57 
2.50 
2,43 
2.43 
2.33 
2.07 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
1.57 

. 2.00 
2.00 
I, 93 
1.8t 
1.83 
1.8~ 

1.83 
1.67 
1.67 
I. 25 
1.18 
1,04 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
!.00 
1.00 
1.00 

2. 00 

(!) Hinisur, dolllar uounts for first offense; court costs lre additional. 
(21 ~ethod al lpplication: 

JD: Judicial, total court discretion 
J: Judicial (~andaloryl 1 court discretion li1ited to fine aaount 

AD: Ad•inislrat!ve1 operating agency discretion 
A: A~2ini strati ve (aJndatoryl 1 no discretion - statutory control 

SQ!JRCE: 'OVERWEIGHT VEHICLES - FE!IALT!ES A!ID PERHITS' 1 FED. HIGUWAY ArKIN., 
U.S. DEPT. OF TRANS., JUNE 1988. . 
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JD 
A 
J 

JD 
JD 
JD 
JD 

A 
JD 
A 
J 
A 
J 

JD. 
A 
A 

JD 
JD 
J 
J 
J 
A 
A 

JD 
JD 
JD 
A 
A 
J 

JD 
AD 
JD 
JD 
J 
J 

JD 
J 
J 
J 

JD 
JD 
JD 
JD 

JD 
J 

JD 
J 
J 

JD 
J 

JD 
JD 



Arizona 

Arkansas 

Delaware 

Idaho 

Kansas 

New 
Hampshire 

Texas 

Vermont 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

· 6467m 

Weight 
Range 
(if applicable) 

1, DOD-1, 250 
1 • 25 1- 1 • 500 
1,501-2,000 
2,001-2,500 

1st 
Offense 

$ 50 
$100 
$150 
$200 

Table 6 

REPEAT OFFENDERS FINES 

2nd 
Offense 

(no extra penalties for repeat offenses at 

$ 75 (within 6 mos.) 
$150 (within 6 mos.) 
$225 (within 6 mos.) 
$300 (within 6 mos.) 
higher weiohts.) 

$100 (max) $200 (max) 
(repeat offense fines in addition to per pound fines) 

1st 5,000 2illbs. 5'}'/1 bs. 
5/.llbs. 

remaining 10/llbs. remaining 

$10-$25 $25-$50 

1. 5 times 
applicable amt. 
(2 yrs) 

$100 (max) $250 (max) ( I yr.) 

$100-$150 $150-$250 
(within I (within 1 yr.) 
year) (ana/or 60 days 

confinement) 

fine 8. 5% ( I yr.) 

3sfllbs. $75 (min) 
+ $50 
(min) 

Up to 2,000 $ 50-$200 $100-$300 + 2/llbs. 
+ 1.¢/lbs. (12 mos.) 

2,001-3,000 2f/1 bs. 4¢/1 bs. 
3,001-4,000 Jill bs. 6~/lbs. 
4,001-5,000 51( /I bs. 4¢/lbs. 
Over 5,000 71/lbs. 10/llbs. 
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3rd 
Offense 

$100 
$200 
$300 
$400 

(within yr.) 
(within 1 yr.) 
(within 1 yr.) 
(within 1 yr.) 

$500 (max) 

$50-$100 

2 times applicdble 
amount ( 2 yrs.) 

$250-$500 
(ana/or 60 days 
confinement) 

fine 8. 10% (I yr.) 

$100 (min) 

4ttl 8. 
Succeeuinq 

25 times applicable 
amount ("2.years) 

fine 8. 15% (1 yr.) 





APPENDIX F 

REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE ON 

IMPROVED WEIGHT/SAFETY 

ENFORCEMENT AND 

COMPLIANCE 

MAINE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

At the request of the Heavy Truck Study Sub-Committee of the 
Transportation Committee of the Legislature, a meeting was held 
on Sept. 7, 1988 at the Associated General Contractors Building 
in Augusta to discuss alternatives for improving weight and 
safety enforcement and compliance in Maine. The task force was 
chaired by Gedeon Picher, Director of MDOT's Office of Policy 
Analysis. An attendance list is attached. Membership in the 
task force was designed to reflect, as far as possible, a 
reasonable cross section of representatives from industry and 
State and Federal governments. All task force members, except 
for Legislative staff people, participated in the selection of 
proposed alternatives. This paper represents the combined view 
of the majority of participants. Individual participant's 
positions vary from the norm of the group. It should also be 
noted that major participants made disclaimers which allowed 
latitude for higher level policy makers in their organizations. 
This was particularly the case for MDOT and the State Police 
agencies. In spite of this, the following describes the process 
and recommendations of the participants with respect to 
.initiatives which could be undertaken to improve weight 
enforcement and compliance at this time and which could be 
expected to receive reasonably broad support for passage. 

Prior to the meeting, a list of possible alternatives 
compiled by Legislative staff was sent to those invited. They 
w~re asked to prioritize the alternatives on weight enforcement 
before the meeting and bring with them other alternatives. The 
bulk of the meeting concerned discussion of the alternatives in 
the group, clarification of terms, and several rounds of voting 
as a group to determine those alternatives meriting top priority. 
In the latter part of the meeting, safety enforcement and 
compliance alternatives were compiled without regard to order of 
priority. 

II. TASK FORCE WEIGHT ENFORCEMENT PRIORITIES 

Task force recommendations are listed in descending order 
with those alternatives receiving the greatest support listed 
first. 

Improve information dissemination from state agencies. 

The group felt that this involves a total public relations 
effort. Industry efforts to reduce overloads should be 
encouraged and supported. MDOT should hold informational 
meetings at Judicial and District Attorney conferences to stress 
the importance of weight enforcement and inform judicial officers 
of the damage caused by overloads. Collection and processing of 
data on overloads should be improved as part of this effort. 
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Increase weight enforcement personnel (troopers, inspectors) and 
portable weigh scales. 

Some industry members felt that the proper emphasis should 
be on enforcement by weight enforcement people through 
appropriate staff increases, rather than by requiring industry to 
share in weight enforcement responsibilities. Such mechanisms as 
relevant evidence laws or weight audits of shippers and/or 
receivers were seen by some industry members as placing an unfair 
burden on industry. There was broad agreement by all present that 
a vital deterrent to overloading was increased expectation of 
getting caught. Another vital deterrent is the presence of an 
effective penalty, especially for major and repeated offenses. 
State Police spokesmen noted that they are studying the personnel 
requirements of the weight enforcement unit and will make a 
recommendation to the Commissioner of Public Safety on the 
number of additional staff needed. The State Police noted that 
weight enforcement "technicians" are less useful than troopers, 
as technicians lack both the police powers of arrest and the 
necessary training in law enforcement. 

There was general agreement that- increasing the number of 
portable scales is a needed supplement to increased personnel. 
Stationary scales were viewed as less efficient and not cost 
effective. 

Promote vehicles with reduced impact on highways. 
Industry members of the group felt that the increased 

productivity of such vehicles would reduce the incentive to 
overload marginal vehicles. The six axle combination was cited 
as an example of a more efficient vehicle. 

Target the repeat offender. . 
Industry members noted that the majority of truckers act 

responsibly with regard to weight limits, but are unfairly 
"painted with the same brush" as the repeat violator. Measures 
receiving the backing of the group include establishing an 
overweight "point system" with regard to violations, civil 
actions against repeaters for actual highway or bridge damage, 
establishing a system to identify chronic weight violators, 
increasing fines for repeat violators, and the "Texas approach" 
which involves prioritizing offenders and issuing restraining 
orders and contempt of court citations, if necessary, against 
repeat offenders. 

Criminal penalties for extreme overweights. 
The task force favors removal of ambiguities in the present 

law to clearly define extreme overweights as a criminal offense. 

Tighten requirements for off-loading of excess cargo. 
State Police people noted that out-of-service vehicles 

sometimes return to the highway after the trooper leaves to 
perform other required duties. Task force members strongly 
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favored positive detention, such as booting of vehicles, lifting 
a trucker's credentials, and "baby-sitting" of out-of-service 
vehicles at the expense of the offender as measures to alleviate 
this problem. 

Increase fines for major overloads. 
Industry members noted that severe overloaders should be 

targeted, not minor overloaders who exceeded limits 
inadvertently. They noted that penalties for major overloaders 
should be costly enough to ensure compliance. One noted that a 
20,000 pound overload could not be excused as an accident. 
MDOT' s spokesman noted that the Department._f_~vbred increased 
fines, as recent data indicates removal of the·--· f1ne--cap-·had- not 
discouraged overloading. 

Increase time coverage of weighing to prevent "time sanctuaries". 
State police members noted that they have already expanded 

time coverage of weight enforcement officers. Remaining 
sanctuaries should be addressed if additional staffing is 
available. 

Increase control of out-of-state, Canadian trucks. 

This would include mutual discussions with bordering 
jurisdictions (Quebec, New Brunswick, N. H.) and U. S. Customs on 
a cooperative weighing effort, improvements in weighing 
capabilities on the Canadian border, and restrictions on the 
number of truck entry locations. State Police members noted that 
more cooperation by U. s. Customs agents with State Police 
weighing efforts was·needed. 

Uniform weight enforcement and penalties. 
Enforcement and imposition of penalties should be uniformly 

applied throughout the state. Undesirable variation exists as a 
product of uneven court action. 

Make federal and state road limits the same by increasing federal 
(interstate) limits to state limits. 

Proposals should be made through the Maine Congressional 
delegation to increase Interstate limits to conform to Maine law. 
Some in the group questioned the Interstate limits, which place 
more stringent requirements on the road system best designed to 
handle heavier loads. Such measures should include mechanisms to 
recover the costs of any additional damage to the highway and 
bridge system as part of the package. Alternativ~s such as the 
Turner proposal which seeks added productivity in terms of gross 
weight but with reduced axle limits are being explored by the 
Transportation Research Board and should be considered when 
seeking adjustments in this realm. 

Establish mandatory fines. 
Undesirable judicial discretion in the amount of fine 

imposed was discussed. The group felt that schedule fines should 
be adhered to so that fines are imposed fairly and evenly 
throughout Maine. 
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III. OTHER WEIGHT ENFORCEMENT ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSED 

The task force members examined a number of other proposals 
to improve weight enforcement and compliance. Although not 
chosen as priority alternatives, some members of the group viewed 
them as worthy measures. Lack of inclusion in the priorities 
above does not indicate lack of merit, but merely less 
effectiveness at this time than the items chosen. 

In the area of informational activities, vehicles and fees, 
a public information campaign on weight limits was viewed as 
unnecessary as this information is well disseminated. Requiring 
a small hole in commodity trucks to detect overloads and 
increasing fees for high impact vehicles found no support from 
industry members. 

Proposals for a haul roads system, targeting mills and other 
receivers for weight surveillance, reducing weight limits to the 
bridge formula, and maintenance agreements for shipper feeder 
roads were not considered priority items. 

Proposals in the area of administration and law were not 
chosen as group priorities. These included relevant evidence 
laws, weight enforcement audits of shippers-receivers, 
identification of vehicles at weigh-in-motion sites, removal of 
weight tolerances, and administrative adjudication of fines. 
Proposals on penalties which were not chosen included civil 
penalties for minor overloads, penalties against the loader as 
well as the trucker, and making truck companies and owners 
jointly responsible for overweight violations. 

Proposals to encourage rail and barge traffic as alternative 
modes of transportation were not supported in the context of 
enforcement alternatives .. 

IV. TASK FORCE SAFETY IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Proposals to improve safety enforcement and compliance were 
submitted by task force members but were not prioritized. They 
are provided for the information of the Sub-committee and staff. 

1. "Baby-sit" vehicles taken out-of-service for safety 
violations at the cost of the violator. 

2. Charge the owner with safety violations. 

3. Boot vehicles having serious safety violations. 

4. Increased legislative support for the single drivers 
license and private efforts to implement MCSAP and CVSA. 

5. Random terminal inspection program--technicians and a 
few troopers. 

6. Improved safety fine structure. 
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7. Informational activities package for safety (as in 
weight enforcement). 

8. Increased safety personnel; raise pay. 

9. Increase assurance with respect to the out-of-service 
vehicle. 

10. Encourage a more appropriate unique identifier than the 
Social Security number for identifying drivers (retina 
or thumb print). 

V. CLOSURE 

The special task force is pleased to have been able to 
participate in the search for more effective enforcement 

·measures. Thus, provided with this input, legislative staff and 
state agency staff may then expect to consider and flesh out the 
proposals further, include top level policy considerations and 
arrive at definite recommendations for legislative action. 
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WEIGHT AND SAFETY ENFORCEMENT TASK FORCE 
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APPENDIX G 

MATERIAL FROM MAINE STATE POLICE 

1. Vehicle Size and weight plan for Fiscal Year 1988 (excerpts) 

2. Memo on Commercial Vehicle Enforcement, Sept. 12,1988 

3. Summary of Serious Violations, 1987 

Excerpts from the "Vehicle Size and Weight Plan of 
Enforcement" for FY 1988 developed by the Maine Departments 
of Trans- portation and Public Safety in accordance with 
federal law (see 23 CFR 657.9) 

Maine's present enforcement plan is as follows: 

Equipment 

The State has no permanent scales, but there are 14 
privately owned permanent scales throughout the State which can 
be used if any officer has reason to believe that a vehicle is 
overweight and there are no State scales readily available. 

The State has seven Weigh-In-Motion sites. They are 
located on I-95 in Sidney, on U.S. #201 in Skowhegan, on U.S. 
#2 in Wilton, on S.R. #9 in Chelsea, on S.R. #5 in Brownfield, 
on U.S. #1 in Nobleboro and on I-95 in Freeport. There are two 
sets of scales and electronics which allows the instrumentation 
of 2 lanes at 2 sites at any given time. 

The State has five (5) sets of Lodec Semi-Portable Scales. 
Each set is comprised of two (2) platforms, cables and 
scoreboard readout, and serves as an independent weighing unit. 

As for portable scales, the state has 71 sets of MD 400 
portable scales (two (2) scales per set). 22 sets of Heanni 
low profile portable scales (two (2) scales per set); and 2 
sets of MD 500 portable scales (two (2) scales per set) used in 
conjunction with the Lodec semi-portable scales. 
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Weighing Areas 

Off-road weighing areas include the following: 2 in 
Lebanon (portable only) - located on S.R. #11 and U.S. #202; 1 
in Topsfield on U.S. #1 at the junction of U.S. #1 and S.R. #6 
(portable or semi-portable); 2 in Wilton- located on u.s. #2 
and S.R. #4 (eastbound, portable only - westbound, 
semi-portable) 1 in Houlton (semi-portable) - located on U.S. 
#l, 1 in Sandy Bay (semi-portable) - located on U.S. #201, 2 in 
Kittery on U.S. #1 (north and southbound, semi-portable); and 2 
.in Ellsworth on u.s. #1 (northbound and southbound, 
semi-portable) will be completed for use during 1989. 

There are 2 truck weight facilities on I-95 in Kittery (one 
northbound and one southbound) designed for semi-portable 
scales. Both areas were opened in late 1982. These areas 
allow for full enforcement of size and weight laws, and in 
addition, space is available for checks of equipment, as well 
as fuel tax enforcement. Adequate space is available for 
off-loading of overweight vehicles and for out-of-service 
vehicles. A truck weight facility is operated using federal 
property on I-95 in Houlton at the Canadian Border which 
accommodates semi-portable scale operations and provide ample 
parking for out-of-service vehicles. It is also possible to 
use the Interstate Rest Areas on I-95: Augusta N.B.; Sidney 
S.B.; Pittsfield N.B. & S. B .. ; Hampden N.B .. & S.B.; Old Town 
N.B. & S.B.; and Medway N.B. & S.B. These areas can 
accommodate either portable or semi-portable scale operations, 
except for Augusta N.B. which can only accommodate portable 
scales. 

The primary enforcement.agency is the Maine State Police, 
but the Maine Department of Transportation monitors compliance 
through analysis of WIM data, etc. The State Police have 
twenty-one (21) people assigned to commercial vehicle 
enforcement as follows: one (1) supervisor State Police 
Sergeant; twelve (12) State Police officers; eight (8) Civilian 
Investigators; three (3) Troops B, D, and G, generally dedicate 
an average of 10 hours per month to truck weight enforcement; 
and during 1989 six (6) State Police officers will be added to 
the "Commercial Enforcement Unit" and one (1) supervisor (State 
Police Sergeant). 

In 1989, the Department of Public Safety plans to fill the 
two (2) existing vacant positions which resulted from 
retirements and the seven (7) positions approved in the last 
Legislative session. The projected timetable to fill these 
positions is as follows: 

December 1987 - Two (2) Truck Weight Officers (Existing 
vacancies) 
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January 1988 - One ( 1) Sgt. for Size & Weight (New 
position) 

February 1988 - Two ( 2) TrucK Weight Officers (New 
positions) 

April 1988 - Two ( 2) Truck Weight Officers (New 
positions) 

June 1988 - Two ( 2) Truck _Weight Officers (New 
positions) 

The Department will also advertise projects for two (2) 
off-road weighing areas; one on S.R. #9 in the Beddington area 
and one on U.S. #2 west of Rumford. These are presently in the 
preliminary engineering phase of project development. A review 
of the I-95 Corridor between Portland and Brunswick has been 
completed and a preliminary engineering project has been 
requested and approved for an off-road weigh area. MOOT & 
MDOPS will review the existing rest areas in Old Town on I-95 
for the feasibility of converting them to truck weight areas. 
A public hearing was held in Skowhegan to obtain comments 
concerning the proposed construction of an off-road weight area 
on U.S. Route 201 south df the Skowhegan built-up area. The 
Department of Transportation has determined that it would be 
reasonable to provide adequate truck-weight facilities through 
constructing weight areas north and south of the Scott Mill 
complex. The new areas will be constructed within the existing 
right of way. 

6514m 
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SI.IOJr:c:r: Commercial Vehicle Enforcement 

September 12, 1988 

Joint Standing Committee· on Transport.ation Heavy Truck Stu<'ly 

Lt. Col. Alfred R. SkoJ.fiel(l, Deputy Chief, ~1cdne State Police 

·l\t the request of your committee, we have reviewecl staff
ing levels and operating procedureR for the Commercial Vehicle 
F.nforcement Unit. Jt appears that acldiUonal personnel are 
needed to address heavy or oven'leight trucking. Stucl.ies of 
manpower allocation have identified twelve patrols that need 
staffing to expedite enforcement. l\ttached is a list of those 
areas. 

Jt should he noted thnt truck weight officers historically 
. generate fine money equivalent or exceecling their cost. I.nst. 
year each off.icer returned $72,447.00 on average to the higlnray 
fund. ~ttached is a fiscal note reflecting costs. 

1\RS:jb 
l\ttachs. 

tv1/\ II ··II: ~-; r A 1 E 
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~1/\Nf'OI.JVH HF:()tliRHUmTS 

~1/\ INfo: STATF, 1'01. I.CE Cotn!EHC 1 AL VF,JI 1 CLE fo:NFORCEt1F:NT liN l.T 

In order to provi.rl0 ndf'qll-'lle enforc:<'mc>n~ of r·ntck t•71"ip,ht 
lims throughout the> Stnf:P of r-l<~inf' nrldition<~l p0r;,onnel. m11sf: 
he committed to thP S~.<~te Police Comm0.rc.int Vehicle 
Enforcement Unit. Recently, shi.ft ~o~ork hns !wen initi.nted 
tvithin the unit in order t'l pr<'VP.nt timf' sr1nct.unries. 
llmvev0r, this hns crJtl.'>f'd prnhlPms h'i.Lh p,0or,rnphic,1l 
snnctur1ri.es since ench shift does not hnve ·sufficif'n~. 
mr1npmv0r to cover th0 Pntirl-' stnte thorour,hly. T~VelvP 

problem nreas hr1ve been identifi.Pd r1s ne0ding incrensed 
enforcement effort. ThesP nrr..<1s nre mostly in the vicinity 
of pilper mills or Canndinn ports of entry ilnd ilre <~reas 1-1here 
si.np,le unit enforcf'mC!nt pntrols cnn effectively t:nrp,0t the 
most serious lveight viola~.i.ons. 

!.Rumford 

2. ne lgrnde 

J.Fort K0nt 

4 . f i1 r m i. n p, t on 

'i.Cnri.ho11 

G.l\inp,hHm 

T h i s i s n p a p e r m i. 1 1 t mm , t h e n s s i. p, n e d 
officer could also work enst to the off 
road facility in Wilton or ~Vest on Rt 2 
to thf' N.ll. str1te li.ne. Consi.dernbl.e 
forest products trr1ffic. 

This i.s <1 rf'ntc1l location front lvhich 
the n ss i p,ncd off i.cl-' r could tvork north 
to the Fr1rmington and Skmvheg<111 r1reas 
( fcH<'s t products) or he could Hork J.-;95 
( S i dncy rest a rPil) and loca 1 
construction trnffic. 

Cttrrenf·. h· vncnnt, llPilr Cnn<tdinn ports· of 
entry nt ~1ndah'nsk<t, Fort Fairfield C1S 

1-.'011 ns Fort KPnt itse.lf. Forest product 
trnffic to fraser Pr1per. 

This officer could t.Jork both the Rte 27 
nnd f.hP Rte. 201 rorridors north t:n the 
C<~n<~rlinn !Jorrler. Could also Hor:k other 
fnres~ product t.rnffir. along Rt:P 2., nenr 
lnf:C'rtwt..ionnt P<1pc>r, 1\oi.se Cnscnde, 
Jnm0s River, nnrl Scott P<~per. 

Tn prnvirl0 shift coverngp opposite 
p" r s n nn 0 1 i n Fr1 r t: K P 11 t '"11 rl P r 0 s rpt e l s 1 r> • 

Co v" r r: n 11 .1 rl i <~11 p n r t .s o f: e 11 r· r y mHI f o res t 
prnrltwf· f r.1ffic llf'nr tl1e> Sltf'r%111 r<~i I 
s i ri i ng. 

Tn Hnrk nnrt.h nn f\o1tf0 20i, utili7.e ti10 
S nn rl \' II n ,. o f f r n .vi f n r i 1 i ~ y , 1 n r g P 

nrnn11nls nf fnr0sl: prnrl11rt. t.rnffir. 
Cn11irl nisn Hnrk ovf'r into Pise,1t.nr]11i .. s 
Cn1111f ,., 
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7. Skmvhq;nn 

8.Topsfield 

9 .~1i llinocket 

l0.Saco-

T n p r n v i rl r s h i. f t r n v r r n f," o p p n s i t e t h c> 

nffir·rr in flinp,hnm, Honld tvnrk the> snrnr 
il roil . 

Cnnld lvnrk forf'st product lrnffi.c nenr 
\~norlL1nd, Cilnndinn ports nf rntry ill: 
VilnrPhoro, Forest: Ci.ty, And CiJIAis. 
Hould tvork the oppos i. te sh i. f t to the mAn 
in Cill.ni s. 

\~ould tvork the opposite shift to the miln 
in Linrnln, could cover the ~ledtvily 

f n r i. I i. 1: y . T n r p, r 1: f n r c> s l p rod 11 c l t r il ff i c 
to Grr;cJ!: Northern nnd ChAmpion 
T.ntern<Jtionnl. GreAt Northern uses <1 

greAt amount of Can Ad inn tvood. 

13iddeford Provide mnnpmver needed for integrated 
details in Sonthern Naine. Try to 
control: the bypns.'l problem tvhen off road 
fncili.ties are being used. 

I I.Netvport ·crnt·.rnlly locntorl f:o lvork rit:hrr l-9'i 

12.Hiscnsset 

or hPnvy f.orest products trilffi.c in 
Pisrnlnqui.s Connty (Rte 7 nnd 15) nnd 
Rte 2 f:rom SkolvhegAn to P.Anp,or. 

This officer co11ld 1vnrk T.-9'i from 
11rttnsHick to Sidney, locnl trnf:fic 
in Knox, Lincoln And SAp,ndahoc counties, 
nnd p,enenll commodities on Rte l. 

This list of priority nrrns differs slightly from tllilt 
lvhich·lvils prPviously snhnlin·rrl ns ~lvo officPrs srlPrLed to 
f i 11 existing vncnnc i.es l i.\'P. in tHo of the toHns that lvere 
listed before ;cJS problem nrPn!" (Re1L1E't nnrl r:Alilis). 
ConserJnrntly, thr ilre:'ls vrtrilted hy thri.r predecessors are 
still unfilled ( Re 1 grAde And SkmvhP.p,nn). 
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To: Lt. Col Alfred Skn1fi.rdd, llPpnty Chief 
From: Roland Lench, llirc>ctor of !lclmi.nistrnti.ve Services 

Subject: Tr11ck Si.?.e nnd Heip,ht Enforcement 

I3nsed 11pnn the Dr>pnrtment's recommenrlation of nrlding 
t1velve (12) State Police Troopers to the Commerdnl Vehicle 
Enforcement Unit the following i.nformntion is provided: 

1990 1991 
Positions ( 12) (12) 
Personal Services 520,812 520,812 
!Ill Other 120,507 126,532 
Capitol Equip !0._§' 6 73 ------

TOTAL 1,047,992" G47,3L,4 
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Surmnary of Serious· \~eight Violati9ns, 1987 
Towns with 5 or Percent of Weight 
More Serious Weight Violations that 
Violations are Serious 

Lincoln 

Houlton 

Kittery 
York 

Easton 
Falmouth 
Berwick 
Bethel 

Jackman 

Lebanon 

Skowhegan 

Madison 

Medway 

Pittsfield 

Presque Isle 

Rumford 
Sa co 
South Portland 
Ashlu.nd 

Augusta 

Farmington 

Sandy Bay 

South Berwick 
T2, R8 

Wilton 

25 towns 

19 

18 

18 
17 

12 
10 

9 
8 

8 

8 

7 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 
6 
6 
5-

5 

5 

5 

5 
5 

40% 

21% 

7% 
3% 

36% 
18% 
20% 
66% 

73% 

24% 

22i 

55% 

38% 

8% 

40% 

46% 
29% 
25% 
38% 

18% 

33% 

63% 

38% 
71% 

Paper mill town 

Off-road weigh facility 
Canadian port of entry 

Tremendous traffic 
volume, off-road 
facilities 

Chip mill 

Vicinity of a paper mill 

Canadian port of entry
forest products 

Off-road weigh facilities 

Vicinit~ of a paper mill 

Vicinity· of a paper mill 

Vicinity of a paper mill 

I-95 rest area 

Near a chip mill 

Paper mill town 

.. 
' . 

Chip mill 

J-,95 rest area 

Vicinity of a paper mill 

Canadian port of entry
forest products 

Vicinity of paper mill 

5 15% Vicinity of paper mill 
off-road facility 

211 violations:Sl% of serious violations 
occurred in these towns 

Officers on random patrol will show a higher percentage of serious 
violations than details working off-road facilities. Off-road details 
check all trucks where officers on individual patrol select only those 
trucks that definitely appear to be in violation. 

Source: Maine State Police 
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APPENDIX H 

STATE OF MAINE 

OFFICE OF POLICY AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 
ROOM 101/107/135 

STATE HOUSE STATION 13 
AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333 

TEL.: (207) 289-1670 

October 7, 1988 

To: Heavy Truck Study Subcommittee 
From: Haven Whiteside, Legislative Analyst 

Subj: Extreme Overweight Violations 

Ref: 1986-87 State Police Arrest Record Data 

JULIES. JONES 
JOHN B. KNOX 

EDWARD POTTER 
MARGARET J. REINSCH 

LARS H. RYDELL 
JOHN R. SELSER 

CAROLYN J. CHICK, PARALEGAL 

ROBERT W. DUNN, RES. ASST. 

HARTLEY PALLESCHI, JR. RES. ASST. 

The 1986-87 State Police Arrest Record shows that there 
were 1392 overweight violations resulting in convictions in the 
two year period 1986-1987. Of these, 682 were gross weight 
violations, 624 axle violations, and 86 tire violations. Some 
of the axle violations were also gross weight violations but 
that number is not known. Further analysis shows that 206 of 
the gross weight violations (30%) were extreme (20% or more 
over the permit weight) and that 262 of the axle violations 
(42%) were extreme. Overall, between 15% and 34% of the 
violators had extreme gross weight violations. The actual 
number depends on how many extreme axle violations were also 
extreme gross weight violations. A rough estimate is that 24% 
of the vehicles cited for overweight violations have extreme 
gross weight violations. 
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1986-87 State Police Arrest Record Data 

VIOLATION TYPE TYPE OF # #* 

& CODE NUMBER PERMIT VIOLATIONS EXTREME 

TIRE WEIGHT 

21 tire size 86 32 

AXLE WEIGHT 

22 single axle gen law 82 38 

42 com permit 13 4 

23 tandem axle gen law 212 122 

43 com permit 100 13 

24 tridem axle gen law 70 51 

44 com permit 55 27 

54 forest products 92 7 

SUBTOTAL, AXLE WEIGHT 624 262 

GROSS WEIGHT 
27 gross weight gen law 308 133 

gen permit (90K) 31 16 

com permit (lOOK) 343 57 

SUBTOTAL, GROSS WT 682 ·206 

206 
TOTAL, ALL WEIGHT VIOLATIONS 1,392 

to 468 

BEST ESTIMATE OF EXTREME OVERWEIGHT ............ 

*Extreme violations are defined as 20% or more above the allowed weight, 

including permits. 

6643m 
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EXTREME 
PERCENT 

37% 

42% 

30% 

15% 

to 34% 

24% 



APPENDIX I 

MATERIAL FROM THE MAINE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

1. Summary. of WIM Moni·tor ing Data 1987-88 

2. Correlation of Gross Weight to Axle Weight for 3 and 4 Axle 
Combinations 

3. Frequency of overweight violations 

4. Average fines by court jurisdiction 

5. Overweight violations by state 

7012m 
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SUMMARY OF WIM MONITORING DATA 1987-88 

Source: G. Hinkley, MOOT 
9/19/88 

SIDNEY SUMMARY REVISED 
COUNT >LIMIT f. ESAL's 

FRONT 160,518 14 Of. 11 '723 
SINGLE 67,857 1,712 3/. 18,971 
TANDEM 212,411 30,458 14% 139,289 
TRIDEM 3,345 678 20/. 2,213 

TOTAL 444131 32862. 71. 172196 

Excess ESALs· figured fr6m Interstat~ limit 

. :.· . . . ··.· .. 

SIDNEY SUMMARY GROSS WEIGHT <REVISED> 

AVG 
0.07 
0.28 
0.66 
0.66 

COUNT >ROAD LIMIT 

2-AXLE su 34,461 248 

3-4 AXLE su 10' 162 117 
615 

3-4 AXLE COMB 17,897 87 
518 

5-AXLE COMB. 91,073 17' 150 

EXCESS 
42 

2,514 
50,488 

828 

53872 

f. 

0.7% 

1. 2% 
6. 1% 

0.5% 
2.9% 

18.8% 

6-AXLE COMB. 1 '992 777 39.0% 

TOTAL 155,585 19,512 12.5% 
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% 
0.4% 

13.3% 
36.2% 
37.4% 

31.3% 
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NOBLEBORO AXLE SUMMARY 
COUNT >RD LIM I. >COM LIM I. ESAL's AVG EXCESS %, 

FRONT 16~532 4 0.0% 3 0.0% 788 0.05 5 0.6'1. 

SINGLE 9,700 670 6.9/. 564 5.8% 4~763 0.49 902 18.9'1. 

TANDEM 13,941 944 6.8% 193 1. 4/. 7,783 0.56 290 3.7'1. 

TRIDEM 399 65 16.3'1. 39 9.8/. 231 0.58 56 24~~21. 

TOTAL 40~572 1~683 4.1'1. 799 .2.0% 13,565 0.33 1,253 9.2/. 

Excess ESALs figured from commodity 1 imit 

. . .. . . '. ' ... . •. 

NOBLEBORO.GROSS WT.SUKKARY I 
COUNT >RD LIK >COI111. LIK 

2-AXLE SU 6812 175 2.61 37 o.st 

3H AXLE SU 2345 56 2.4% 25 1.11 
327 13.91 158 6.7% 

3L4 AXLE COI18 2022 270 13.41 157 13.41 
484 23.91 362 17.91 

5-AXLE CDI1B. 5008 663 13.21 98 2.01 

6-AXLE CDI1B. - 203 21 10.31 4 2.01 

TOTAL 16390 1185 7.21 321 2.01 
1670 10.21 659 4.01 
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WILTON AXLE SUMMARY <REVISED> 
COUNT >RD LIM· % >COM LLM % ESAL AVG EXCESS .% 

FRONT 30~212: 
' 

1. 0.0 0 0. Ci'l. 2,398 o. 1 . 0 0 .. 0% 
SINGLE 11,354 -•-u::= 2.9 2QO 1. 8% 3,704 (l. 3 . 320 8.6 .;..;..u 
TANDEM 27,199 6'379 23.5 2174 8.0% 29,238 1.1 3829 13.1 
TRIDEM 8,801 4091 46.5 2469 28.1% 11,774 1.3 1223 10.4 

T,OTAL .. 77' 56-6. 10/'79.6 . J3.9 4,843:·. 6 .• 2(. 47,114 0.6 5,37.2• ,11 ~4 
.. . ·. .. 

. .... ,., . . . . . . . ··· ...... 
Exce-ss· ESALs figured from: commodity 1 imi t 

WILTON GROSS WT. SUMMARY 
TOTAL >RD LIM % >COM LIM % 

2-AXLE 8550 128 1. 5% 44 0.5% 

3&4 AXLE su 4964 1083 21.8% 638 12.9% 

1870 37.7% 1691 34.1% 

3&4 AXLE COMB 1489 1 0.1% 0 0.0% 

35 2.4% 20 1. 3% 

5-AXLE COMB 7515 2273 30.2% 827 11.0% 

6-AXLE COMB 7167 3622 50.5% 2388' 33.3% 
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CHELSEA SUMMARY 

COUNT >RD LIM 1,. >COM LIM /. ESAL•s AVG EXCESS /. 

FRONT 8446 2 (1.0% 0 0.0% 552 0.07 0 0.0% 

SINGLE 5651 201 3.6% 139 2.5% 1670 0.30 190 11.4/. 

TANDEM 4996 406 8. 1% 145 2.9/. 2761 0.55 229 8.3% 

TRIDEM 387 222 57.4/. 140 36.2/. 548 1.42 157 28.6/. 

TOTAL 19480 831 4.3% 424 2. 2i'. 5531 576 10. 4/. 

EXCESS ESALS FIGURED FROM COMM. LIMIT 

CHELSEA GROSS WT. 

TOTAL ' ? ROAD LIM. > COMM. LIMIT 

2-AXLE 4656 120 2.6% 60 1. 3/. 

3-4 AXLE su 1296 161 12.4/. 41 3.·2/. 

336 25.9/. 294 22.7/. 

3-4 AXLE COMB. 575 1 0.2/. 0 0".0% 
15 ' 2.6% 7 1. 2/. 

, 5.·AXLE .COMB. 
: 2695 :259. 12.4% 24 . 1 ~ 2/. •. 

•••• 0 ••• :_· •• • ••• ..... • •• • .. ... .. .. "· ' 

6.AXLE.COMB. 142 51 35.9/. 34 23.9/. 
·. 

\'' ::: ... .- .. .. 

LOW TOT 8764 592 6.81.. 159 . 1 ~ 8/. 

H_IGH' .-TOT. 
781 8·. 9/. 419· 4.8% 
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To 

From 

Subject 

STATE OF MAINE 
Inter- Departmental Memorandum Date 7/27/88 

0i, Dept. 
H~e~ Whiteside, Deputy Director Policy & Legal Analysis 

G rry R. Hinkley, Plng. & Res. Assoc.D Transportation 
ept. 

Correlation of Gross Weight to Axle Weight for the Four Axle 
Single Unit Truck. 

As requested by Senator Theriault I have looked at the 
correlation of gross weight to triaxle weight for the four-axle 
single unit truck. If I understand correctly, he and other 
members of the truck committee were concerned that 240 class 
forest products vehicles are unable to stay within the triaxle 
weight of 64,000 lbs. when operating at the maximum gross weight 
of 75,900 lbs. 

Using WIM data from Nobleboro and Wilton, we were able to analyze 
325 240 class vehicles. These are the same 240's used for the 
cost allocation analysis, and represent the entire population of 
240's for the collection period. 

The analysis consisted of arranging the data by gr9ss weight and 
triaxle weight, and performing a regression analysis. The 
regression analysis clearly demonstrates that there is a strong. 
correlation between gross weight and triaxle weight (0.91). ·The 
results may be seen clearly in the attached graphs. 

As the accompanying printouts show, only two of the 325 vehicles 
had triaxle weights in excess of the special commodity (FP) limit 
while staying within the gross limit. Eleven vehicles were over 
on gross but within axle limits. Twenty three·vehicles were over 
on both gross and axle limits and the remaining 289 vehicles were 
within legal limits on both gross and axle limits. 

Gross <: 76 

Gross ~ 16 

Axle ~ 64 

289 

11 
w = 325 

·Axle ~ 64 

2 

23 

The data clearly indicat~ that ~or the 240 FP operating within 
the maximum gross weight of 75,900 lbs., it is entirely possible 
to stay within the maximum triaxle weight of 64,000 lbs. The two 
vehicles that were found to be within gross but over on the 
triaxle were extremely light on the front axle. 

The true problem is that when a 240 FP is found to be in 
violation of the triaxle limit, he will also be in violation of 
tne gross ~imit but the triaxle violation will result in the much 
larger fine. Because the gross violation is ignored, over time 
this has ccme to mean that the trucker is okay on gross but way 
over on the triaxle. 
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To 

From 

Suhjut 

The triaxle violation is always higher because fines are 
calculated from the applicable road limit. Because the 240 FP 
enjoys a privilege that no other vehicle and product enj~ys, i.e: 
the 64 000 triaxle the first step in the fine schedule lS very 
steep.' We believe' this is reasonable in light of the high 
pavement and bridge consumption factors associated wi~h this 
vehicle, the special privilege involved, and the forglveness and 
rebates that are. already in place. 

If I may provide any further information, do not:hesitate to 
contact me. 

GRH/cab 

STATE OF MAINE 
Inter-Departmental Memorandum Date 7/28/88 

H~n Whiteside, Deputy Director Policy & Legal Analysis 
/t_(A Dept. 
G~;~JR. Hinkley, ·Pl. & Res. Assoc. Transportation 

V- Dept. 
Gross and Axle Weight Correlation - 3-axle Single Unit Trucks 

I have performed the same analysis for 3-axle single unit trucks 
as I did for the 4-axle single unit vehicles. · In general the 
findings are the same although there is less margin for error for 
the 230 than for the 240. It is entirely possible to stay within 
maximum permissable tandem axle weight of 46,000 lbs., while 
operating at the maximum permissable gross weight of 59,400 lbs. 

GROSS < 60 

GROSS > 60 

TANDEM ~ 46 
839 (94%) 

4 0%) 
N = 893 

TANDEM.> 46 
27 (3%) 

23 (3%) 

Only 27 3-axle single unit vehicles exceeded the tandem limit, 
while staying within the gross limit. Twenty one of the 27 
tandem axles exceeded the commodity limit by 2000 pounds or less. 

As with the 4-axle single unit vehicles, there is a very strong 
correlation between gross and axle weight. 

GRH/cab 
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To 

From 

Suhje,·t 

STATE OF MAINE 
Inter- Departmental Memorandum Date 7/29/88 

Hav~Whiteside, Deputy Dir. 

Garry R~ Hinkley, Pl. & Res. Assoc. 

Policy & Legal Analysis 
Dept. 

Transportation 
Dept. 

Gross Versus Axle Weight - 5 and 6 Axle Combination 

I have done the sort of analysis for five and six axle 
combination, as I did for single unit vehicles. Specifically, I 
looked to see if there was a problem with exceeding axle weight 
limits, while staying within gross limits. As with the single 
unit trucks, it appears to be no problem for combinations 
operating at the commodity permit limits to stay within axle · 
limits if they are within gross limits. Again, the database is a 
complete collection of WIM data from Wilton and Nobleboro of 
about six weeks each. It is the same data that is being used for 
cost allocation. 

As the attached graphs show, combination vehicles have more 
flexibility in weight distribution, and therefore, have wide 
variation in axle weight. Only 9 of 3687 five axle vehicles 
measured had a tandem axle violation ( 44K) while staying 
within the gross weight limit of 88K. The violations were 
relatively minor, and resulted from poor load distribution. 

Five Axle Combination 

Gross ...:::. 88 
Gross > 88 

N=3687 

Tandem < 44 
3630 (98%) 

27 ( 1%) 

·Tandem> 44 
9 ( 0%) 

19 ( 0%) 

The findings are similar for the six-axle combination except that 
127 out of 450 vehicles exceeded at least one weight limit. 
T~ere were 84 gross weight violations, 31 tandem violations, and 
12 tridem violations. These were the most significant 
violations; many vehicles had other lesser weight violations as 
well. 

Six Axle Combination 

Gross < 100 
Gross > 100 

Tandem C:::.. 44 and Tri < 54 
323 (72%) 

38 ( 8%) 
N=450 

Tandem > 44 or Tri > 54 
2 t 0%) 

87 (19%) 

A total of 11 out of 4137 (0.3%) 5 and 6 axle combination 
vehicles exceeded axle weight limits while staying within gross 
limits. A closer examination of those vehicles indicated that 
each vehicle had poor load distribution, that careful loading 
might have avoided. 
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FREQUENCY OF OVERWEIGHT VIOLA-TIONS 

annual miles of 
non-interstate 
travel ( 1986) 

% over maximum legal load 

miles of travel 
over legal load 

annual number of 
gross overweight 
violations 

5 axle semi 
( 332) 

143,196,611 

1.1% 

1,589,482 

135 

Office of Policy Analysis 
MOOT 
August, 1988 

6 axle semi 
( 3 3 3) 

35,828,228 

23.6% 

8,448,296 

136 

=========================================================== average miles 
driven per year 

total miles per violation 

overweight miles 
per violation 

years per violation 
(total miles) 

years per violation 
(overweight miles) 

65,000 

1,060,716 

11,774 

16.3 

0.2 

50,000 

263,443 

62,120 

5.3 

1.2 



AVERAGE OVERWEIGHT FINE COLLECTIONS BY COURT 
1986 & 1987 
Source: MOOT 
October 1988 

Summary: @AVG Field: FINE Field: FINED IFF 

YEAR 
1986 1987 ALL 1986 1987 ALL 

·------=----=---- -------- ------- -------- --~"""""""' ..... '""""<=> 

c 
0 
u 
R 
T 

AUGUSTA $268 $391 $313 $3 $19 
BANGOR $440 $542 $506 $0 ($20) 
BATH $301 $301 $16 
BELFAST $406 $406 $200 
BIDDEFORD $299 $353 $324 $12 $8 
BRIDGTON $483 $647 $578 $0 $50 
BRUNSWICK $440 $440 $0 
CALAIS $167 $167 $0 
CARIBOU $500 $200 $250 $125 $26 
DOVER-FO:l<;CRO $480 $602 $571 ($125) $16 
ELLSWORTH $407 $247 $335 $32 $120 
FARMINGTON $451 $346 $414 $21 $31 
FORT KENT $875 $701 $740 $0 $70 
HOULTON: $408 $309 $341 $43 ($13) 
KITT~RY $204 . $309' $243 $11 ($12) 
LEWISTON $256 $190 $254 $4 $0 
LINCOLN $562 $448 $461 ($20) $66 
LIVERMORE FA $33'0 $100 $215 ($10) $68 
MACHIAS $80 $333' $282 $0 $144 
MADAWASKA $3_44 $344 $281 
MILLINOCKET $343 $343 $11 
NEWPORT $160 $374 $355 $0 ($4) 

'PORTLAND $353 $404 $385 $8 $18 
PRESQ{]E ... ISLE $516 $433 $471 $33 $33 
ROCKLAND $200 $478 $422 $0 . ( $33) 
RUMFORD $658 $498 $580 ($3) $10 
S .. J?.ARIS $633 . $20 $388 $283 $215 
SKOWHEGAN $494 $431 $457 $14 $34 
SPRINGVALE $380 $384 $382 $9 $1 
VAN BUREN $280 $'280 ($45) 
WATERVILLE $418 $193 $343 $15 ($8) 
WISCASSET $412 $350 $396 ($8) $0 
ALL $396 $398 $397 $16 $24 

FINEDIFF is the--difference between the projectt:d ~nd the actual fine for 
the specific overweight offense. 
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($13) 

$16 
$200 

$10 
$29 
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$72 
$24 
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$5 
$2 
$4 

$57 
$29 
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$281 

$11 
($4) 

$14 
$33 
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$26 

$6 
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$7 
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DISTRIBOTION OF VIOLATIONS BY TYPE AND S'l'ATE 

1986 & 1987 

St..mnary: @COUNT Field: !:'COVER % Total 

R 
E 

G 

s 
T 

A 

T 

E 

VIOL.AT 

21 22 23 24 Tl 37 42 43 44 47 54 

C'l' 0 0 0.07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

KA 1.07 0.21 1.14 0.21 1.00 0 0 0.07 0.07 0.14 0 
ME 3.20 5.77 9.32 4.13 7.83 1.92 0.50 5.'I/ 3.77 17.7 5.55 
NB 0.14 0 0.71 0.21 3.13 0.21 0 0.28 0.07 0.85 0.28 
NH 1.00 0.28 2.85 0.50 2.21 0 0.14 1.07 0 0.93 0.14 

QU 0 0 0.50 0 2.49 0.14· 0 0.43 0.07 4.13 0.64 
RI 0.14 0 0 0 0.07 0 0 0' 0 0.21 0 
VT 0.07 0.07 0.21 0 0.50 0 0 0 0 0.36 0 
ALL 6.05 6.33 15.4 5.12 21.9 2.42 0.64 7.12 4.06 24.3 6.62 

AUERA.GE-. OUER.WEIGHT VIOLATION BY STATE 

10 

0 

............................................... \ .. , ............... 1•••'\···························· 

-cr MA ME .NB NH QU Rl 

~JATE 

Source: Maine Department of Transportation 
I-ll 

ALL 

0.07 
3.91 
64.9 
5.91 
9.11 
8.40 
0.43 
1.21 
100 

ur 




