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Chairman Taylor and members of the House Transportation Committees: 

Good morning. My name is Elam M. Herr and I am the assistant executive director for 
the Pennsylvania State Association of Township Supervisors. Thank you for the opportunity to 
appear before you today on behalf of the 1,454 townships in Pennsylvania represented by the 
Association and the opportunity to testify on this safety issue that is of critical importance to our 
members 

Townships comprise 95 percent of the Commonwealth's land area and are home to 5.5 
million Pennsylvanians, 44 percent of the state's population. These townships are diverse, 
ranging from rural communities with fewer thari 200 residents to more populated communities in 
excess of 60,000 residents. 

Today our society is moving at a faster pace and more people seem to be speeding in an 
attempt to keep up with their busy lives. Townsh!J> supervisors frequently hear complaints from 
their residents that cars are traveljng at excessive speeds and causing dangerous conditions on 
roads within their townships. Residents worry about the safety of their children, their pets, and 
themselves on roads where speeding is prevalent. ln 'fact, speeding and traffic related conditions 
are one of the most frequent complaints received by the board of supervisors in many townships. 

In 2016, which is the most recent data available from the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration' s Natfonal Cente,r for Sijitistics and Analysis, Pennsylvania ranked fourth 
amongst all states for speeding fatalities. In fact, 38.5 percent of these fatalities related to 
speeding, which is 7 percentage points higher than the national average. What is even more 
startling about these statistics is that the majority of these speeding fatalities in Pennsylvania 
occur on roadways where municipal police are prohibited from enforcing speed limits with radar. 
Simply put, local radar would save lives. 

Allowing municipal police to use radar would greatly increase their ability to enforce 
speed limits and therefore improve safety in our communities. While municipal police currently 
possess several tools to enforce speed limits, all are inferior in terms of cost and flexibjlity to 
radar which is one of the most commonly used tools by state police nationally and local police in 
the other 49 states. Yet, Pennsylvania continues to refuse to allow local police, who are highly 
trained with standards established by the state in the use of firearms, from using this critical 
safety tool. 

You will hear the myth that municipalities will use radar as a revenue tool to balance 
their budgets. We take exception to these comments since several statutes already make the 
reality of that happening virtually impossible; 42 Pa. C.S.A Section 3573(b) (2) stipulates that 
prosecution under Title 75 by local police results in the municipality retaining half of the fine 
money levied on the speeding portion of the ticket, not the total fine stipulated on the ticket. 75 
Pa. C.S.A. Section 3362 establishes the minimum fines at $35 for violating the limit of 55 miles 
per hour or less, and $42.50 for exceeding a posted speed limit of 65 miles per hour. This equates 
to $17.50 and $21.25 per ticket for a municipality, an amount that does not cover the cost to 
enforce the speed limit, do the paperwork, and attend hearings if the ticket is challenged, much 
less balance a municipal budget! 
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Following are specific comments on bills currently before the committee: 

SB 251 (PN 231) would pennit all police officers in Pennsylvania to utilize radar or 
LIDAR for speed enforcement. It would require municipal police to be properly trained on the 
equipment and adhere to the same standards as the Pennsylvania State Police when utilizing this 
equipment. Municipal police would be able to enforce speed limits in their jurisdiction in the 
same manner and with the same restrictions as the State Police and would not be afforded any 
additional powers. 

SB 251 also places several protections in the bill to address concerns that have been 
raised in the past. It would require a municipality or a regional police force's governing body to 
pass an ordinance authorizing the police to use radar or LJDAR, and signs would have to be 
erected on all main roads leading into the municipality notifying the traveling public that radar or 
LIDAR may be used in that municipality. Violations during the first 90 days that the equipment 
is in use would resu1t in only a warning, in order to notify residents and commuters that the 
municipality is using radar and that soon they would be receiving a ticket for excessive speeds. 

The equipment would have to meet the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
specifications and be tested within one year of the alleged speeding violation. Finally, the bill 
would place a cap on the amount of money a municipality may retain from speeding tickets using 
either radar or LIDAR. This is to address those concerns that municipalities will use these tools 
for money making purposes rather than for public safety. As such, PSATS has worked with the 
sponsors and supports SB 251 as it passed the Senate. 

HB 2148 (PN 3184) would establish a six-year pilot program with a very narrow 
participation pool allowing only full-time municipal police officers, who are employed by a full
service police department accredite~ by the Pennsylvania Law Enforcement Accreditation 
Commission to utilize radar to enforce speed limits. We oppose this c-0ncept of a pilot program 
since it is a no-win solution for municipalities and their police departments. If a municipal 
police department, during this time period, writes what some opponents to local radar believe to 
be an ' excessive" amount of tickets, they will insist that :the municipality is only using radar for 
revenue purposes. However, if the department writes rel~tively few tickets, the same opponents 
will argue that municipalities do not need this type of speed enforcement. 

There are numerous other reasons why we oppose HB 2148. It does not include all police 
departments in the Commonwealth and it does not include all police efficers. We must ask why 
Hmit the use of radar to only fuJJ~time officers in full-service police departments? The issue here 
is safety and if a municipal police officer, whether he is full or part-time, passed the Municipal 
Police Officer Education and Training Commission's (MPOETC) curriculum, and is certified on 
this equipment after the additional training, why should he not be able to utilize radar? The 
provision that only officers covered under a pension plan is similarly unnecessary and 
superfluous since other laws address this issue. Additional statutory requirements on pension 
coverage would make pension reform even more complex than it is already. 

Additionally, HB 2148 would require an ordinance and a engineering and traffic study to 
use radar. While we have no problems with a municipality passing an ordinance authorizing the 
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police department to use radar, we must question: why an engineering and traffic study is needed? 
Once a speed limit is established, in accordance with the Vehicle code and state regulations, it is 
the speed limit for that road, it is illogical t-0 require an additional engineering study if a 
munieipallty wants to use radar. This legislation would require every road in a municipality to 
have a traffic and engineering-study done every three years. This is an unfunded mandate that is 
cost prohibitive and a poison pill for any municipality that would consider using radar! This is 
not acceptable and a waste of taxpayer money. 

HB 2148 stipulates that neither a Commonwealth agency nor a municipality may 
mandate or order their enforcement officers to issue a certain number of tickets. This language is 
unnecessary since Act 114 of 1981 already stipulates that local governments and Commonwealth 
agencies cannot directly or indirectly instruct their officers to issue a certain number of traffic 
citations or tickets. If proven, the citations would be thrown out arid fine money returned. 

Finally, we must question why HB 2148 includes the provision that a motorist issued a 
ticket under this law can use as their defense that "the municipality is only using radar as a 
means to raise revenue." This same defense cannot be used against the State Police or any other 
Commonwealth agency. As we have already stated a municipality cannot and would not make 
money from the use of radar, if they would even cover their costs. 

We believe that authorizing the use of radar for municipal police would greatly enhance 
traffic safety in the commonwealth and give municipalities the tools they need to make the best 
use of their officers' valuable time. While we support SB 251, we must oppose HB 2148. 

In summation, Pennsylvania is the only state that prohibits municipal police from using 
radar. Municipal police should be given the abmty to use radar to enforce speed limits. Traffic 
safety is increasingly cited as a major concern by township residents, and the currently 
authorized speed control devices are unwieldy and ineffective. Municipal police officers are 
professionals who receive substantial training and certification that is appreved and provided by 
the Pennsylvania State Police and the Municipal Police Officers ' Education and Training 
Commission and should be permitted to use radar to improve the safety of their communities. 
Certification for local police in the use of radar should eliminate concerns that municipal police 
officers using the equipment are not competent its use. Radar is a tool that municipalities need to 
enforce speed limits, improve public safety, and save lives. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to comment on this issue. I 
will now attempt to answer any questions you may have at this time. 
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