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Speed Camera Briefing 

Date: February 5, 2013 

  

 

To: Motor Vehicles and Transportation Subcommittee 

of the Environmental Matters Committee 

 

From: Leslie Knapp Jr. 

 

The Maryland Association of Counties (MACo) is presenting the following information on 

county speed camera programs and offering our preliminary thoughts on proposed speed 

camera legislation in response to a request from the Motor Vehicles and Transportation 

Subcommittee. MACo appreciates the Subcommittee’s willingness to consider the county 

perspective on this important public safety issue. 

 

 

OVERVIEW OF COUNTY SPEED CAMERA PROGRAMS 

 

Speed camera programs fulfill an important public safety function by reducing vehicle speeds 

in school zones and construction work zones (and in Montgomery County, low speed 

residential areas). Currently, seven counties operate speed camera programs: Baltimore City, 

Baltimore County, Charles, Howard, Montgomery, Prince George’s, and Wicomico. MACo 

has gathered some basic speed camera information from selected jurisdictions. 

 

Baltimore City 

 75 fixed cameras, 8 portable cameras (83 total) 

 The City has recently taken aggressive steps to address concerns raised about its speed 

camera program, including the replacement of its speed camera vendor. 

 Speeding at fixed camera locations decreased by 80% from May 2010 to September 2011. 

Violations at portable speed camera locations experienced a 75% reduction over the 

same time period.  

 For FY 2012, the speed camera program generated $20.2 million in gross revenue and $4 

million in net revenue. The revenues will be used to improve intersection safety, 

upgrade traffic signals and signs, improve disability access for transit centers, replace 

highway safety devices, and develop bike lanes downtown. 

  



Page 2 

Baltimore County 

 22 cameras operated among 32 identified sites throughout the County 

 Violations dropped an average of 23-75% during the first six months the cameras were in 

operation. Violations detected at the sites continued on average to drop 45-50% after the 

first year the cameras were in operation. 

 For FY 2012, the speed camera program generated $3.36 million in gross revenue and 

$610,000 in net revenue. All net funds were dedicated to public safety initiatives.  

 

Howard County 

 2 mobile cameras rotated among 162 locations in school zones. 

 Based on 128 post speed camera studies in 64 school zones, 64.8% of the studies showed 

a total vehicle speed decrease of 1-23% (1-11 MPH).  

 Since the start of the program in 2011, the County has issued 25,838 citations and 

received payment on 23,146, generating $925,840 in gross revenue. For FY 2012, the 

program ended with $5,500 in net revenue. 

 

Montgomery County 

 56 fixed cameras, 20 portable cameras, 6 mobile vans (92 cameras total) 

 The number of violations and citations issued at fixed speed camera locations has 

declined significantly since the inception of the program. The average speed of all 

vehicles passing fixed camera locations has declined by 7% (2 mph). The average speed 

of a violator passing fixed camera locations has declined by 10% (4 mph). Reportable 

crashes over the past four consecutive years have declined by 11.5%. Fatal collisions are 

down for the third consecutive year with a decline of almost 40%. 

 For FY 2012, the speed camera program generated $13.9 million in gross revenue and 

$6.8 million in net revenue. Net revenues have declined every fiscal year since FY 2008. 

 

Prince George’s County 

 72 cameras rotated among 143 locations (including school zones and areas around the 

University of Maryland College Park) 

 Sample testing shows an average of 67% speed compliance after the program 

compared with 20% speed compliance before the program.  There has been 45% 

decrease in speeding violations from June 0f 2012 to September of 2012.  From 

September 2011 to 2012, fatal accidents have decreased by 16% and fatal pedestrian 

accidents have decreased by 13%. 

 The program generates about $1 million a month (~$12 million a year) in gross 

revenues and about $600,000 a month (~$7.2 million a year) in net revenues.    
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COMMENTS ON PROPOSED SPEED CAMERA LEGISLATION 

 

MACo has reviewed the draft legislation proposed by Delegates Malone and McMillan and is 

prepared to offer some preliminary thoughts on the bill’s provisions. 

  

Signage Requirements for School Zones 

MACo is supportive of clear signage to signal where stationary speed cameras are in use in 

school zones and has no initial objection to having the signage comply with the manual and 

specifications for a uniform system of traffic control devices that has been adopted by the 

State Highway Administration. MACo believes it can work with the bill sponsors on this 

issue.  

 

 

Review of Speed Camera Images by Law Enforcement Officers 

MACo and the counties strongly support having a duly authorized law enforcement officer 

make the final determination regarding whether a speed camera shows a violation. Unlike a 

civilian, law enforcement officers are trained to make such determinations and serve to 

increase the public’s confidence in the program. 

 

Grievance Process 

In addition to the bill’s current provisions, MACo was asked to comment on the possible 

inclusion of a “grievance process” requirement in the bill. The process would allow for a 

person to register a systemic or administrative complaint against the program. In concept, 

MACo would support a requirement that each local jurisdiction wit h a speed camera 

program designate one or more employees, independent of any speed camera vendor or 

contractor, to review concerns or complaints registered by citizens. Responses to citizen 

concerns would be in writing and subject to public and media review. 

 

However, before a grievance process could be considered, the Subcommittee and the local 

governments must do further work to determine how a grievance process finding would 

affect past and pending citations and court cases. MACo is willing to work with the 

Subcommittee on resolving problems raised by this issue. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

In conclusion MACo believes that any speed camera program be based on valid public safety 

concerns and have a high level of public confidence and support. While Maryland’s speed 

camera program has many strong protections for drivers, MACo is willing to consider 

reasonable corrections and modifications to the speed camera law to address issues that have 
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arisen since the law was originally enacted. However, MACo would oppose wholesale 

changes to the program as unnecessary and unwarranted. 

 

MACo is committed to working with the Subcommittee and other stakeholders to address 

legitimate concerns, and hopes that this testimony has proven helpful. 


