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PREFACE 

This is an interim report on Research Project 3-18-78-241, "Truck Use of 

Highways in Texas," representing another effort of an ongoing study to assess 

the various issues and effects of an increase in truck size and/or weight on 

intercity highways in Texas. One joint report, 241-1, "Effects of Heavy 

Trucks on Texas Highways," was published in September 1978. Another report, 

241-2, "An Assessment of Changes in Truck Dimensions on Highway Geometric 

Design Principles and Practices," was published in June 1981. Three other 

reports were also prepared While this report was in progress: 241-3, "Evalua­

tion of Selected Operational Issues of Increased Truck Size and Weight," 241-

4, "An Assessment of Recent State Truck Size and Weight Studies," and 241-5, 

'~odeling and Forecasting Selected Effects of Motor Vehicle Size and Weight 

Laws." 

Several persons at the Texas Department of Public Safety have contributed 

greatly to the preparation of the study reported herein. The authors would 

like to express their appreciation to Inspector James Earl Haddock, DPS 

License and Weight Division, and to Mr. Charles Kruse, DPS Statistics Division. 

Mr. Robert R. Guinn and Mr. John Moorman. D-18. SDHPT. helped in the oversize­

overweight permit issues, and Mr. Robert Mikulin, D-8, contributed extensively 

to the estimation of the pavement rehabilitation cost of the two cases. Nim 

Graves, Assistant Director, Enforcement, Transportation Division, Texas Rail­

road Commission, and Lambeth Townsend, Assistant Attorney General, Environ­

mental Protection Division, also contributed greatly to the section on the 

Railroad Commission and Attorney General's Offfice activities in size and 

weight enforcement. The authors also wish to thank their fellow Center 

researchers, Chon Phung Lim and How-ming Shieh, for their programming assist­

ance and John Pester and Ogilvie Gericke for their work during the first 

phase of this study. 
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ABSTRACT 

The current state regulations affecting motor vehicle sizes and weights, 

agencies involved directly or indirectly in the enforcement of these regula­

tions, characteristics of oversize-overweight vehicle movements within the 

state (both legal and illegal movements), and the cost of these vehicle move­

ments to the state were developed and are presented in this report. The 

characterization of oversize-overweight movements in the state is emphasized. 

To study the economic effects to the state a 100 percent compliance case 

was set up to compare with the actual case. The study showed that, while the 

current oversize-overweight movements may save the trucking industry up to 

1.4 billion dollars over the next twenty years at current conditions, these 

movements are estimated to cost the state an additional 261 million dollars 

over the same twenty-year period. Similarly, enforcement of the state laws 

is estimated to result in only 84 million dollars if the current fine and 

permit fee structure is maintained. It is recommended that the current fine 

and fee structure be revised so that violators would pay for their share of 

the estimated damage to highways. A highway cost allocation study is also 

recommended. 

KEY WORDS: truck, size, weight, enforcement, motor carrier, tractor/trailer, 

rural highways, intercity carriers, intra- and inter-state 

commerce, truck laws and regulations 
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SUMMARY 

Discussed in this report are various aspects of motor vehicle size and 

weight enforcement-related issues, including the background of motor vehicle 

size and weight laws, related Texas civil statutes, agencies involved 

directly or indirectly in enforcement and their functions, and a character­

ization of the actual oversize-overweight vehicle movements within the state. 

The first part of the section characterizing actual oversize-overweight 

vehicle movements deals with illegal movements; data on violation cases filed 

by DPS troopers as well as the truck weight survey conducted by SDRPT were 

analyzed. The data were analyzed according to type of violation, monthly 

frequency, highway class, location, vehicle type, body type, lease status, 

carrier type, fine levied, etc. Data showed that independent truckers are 

the most frequent violators. Interviews and data also showed that rock, 

gravel, sand, grain, and log haulers are major violators. 

With respect to highway class, approximately 28 percent of all violation 

cases filed were associated with the interstate highway system; however, the 

same interst~te highway system had the highest rate of violation cases when 

compared ona per mile or per lane-mile basis. Almost one-third of all cases 

filed were found on "other main rural highways", which, in Texas, refers to 

all remaining state system highways that are not included in the interstate 

highway network or the farm-to-market network. Truck weight survey data, 

however, show that "other main rural highways" have a higher actual rate of 

violation (32 percent versus 23 percent on interstate highways). Violations 

by dump trucks constituted 41.8 percent of all cases filed, while float trucks 

were responsible for 29.1 percent. 

There was no significant relationship found between amount of excess 

gross vehicle weight and amount of fine charged by the judge. Oversize­

overweight permits issued by SDHPT were characterized according to type, 

distribution among state highway districts, and length. Revenue and cost 

associated with this operation were also documented. 
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Overall, historical truck weight survey data have suggested that there 

has been a sharp surge in the number of oversize-overweight movements on 

highways since 1976. Overweight truck operations have increased from a 

system average of 7.75 percent in 1974 to a system average of 26.33 percent 

in 1-976. Since 1976, the percentage of operations has remained in the 

twenties. 

Economic benefits and costs of oversize-overweight truck movements were 

evaluated on the basis of two cases: the first represents the existing con­

dition and the second, a hypothetical 100 percent compliance. Results indi­

cate that overweight truck movements will cost the state 261 million dollars 

for administration and pavement rehabilitation over the next 20 years; however, 

these movements could save the trucking industry up to 1.4 billion dollars 

over the same time frame, if the existing condition is maintained. Neverthe­

less, truckers would pay the state only 84 million dollars over the next 20 

years given the current fine and permit fee structure. The findings of this 

study suggest that the current fine structure be evaluated and that a highway 

cost allocation study be initiated to determine each highway user group's 

fair share of highway cost responsibility. 



IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT 

Current size- and weight-related civil statutes are summarized in this 

. report. The functions and programs of various state agencies involved 

directly or indirectly in size and weight law enforcement are also described. 

The characteristics of current oversize-overweight violations with respect to 

vehicle type, body type, violation category, location, etc. are discussed in 

the first half of Chapter 4, and the characteristics of oversize-overweight 

permit vehicle movement with the state are explored in the second half. 

Economic effects were considered by establishing a hypothetical 100 percent 

compliance condition to compare with the existing condition. The comparison 

indicates that there are substantial benefits to be gained by the trucking 

industry from oversize-overweight operations. It also suggests that the truck­

ing industry is underpaying their portion of the excess damage costs to the 

highway system. A method which would base fines on the magnitude of the vio­

lation may be appropriate. Such a fine structure would not only deter viola­

tions, but would arrange for truckers to accept financial responsibility for 

their fair share of any resultant damage. To facilitate this effort, a high­

way cost allocation study would be required for the purpose of determining 

each highway user group's fair share of highway cost responsibility. 

Figures for the 2o-year forecast in Chapter 5 are based on current data 

available. When future conditions are unknown, it is usually assumed that 

current conditions will prevail during the 2o-year period. 
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DEFINITION OF TERMS AND ACRONYMS (OR NOMENCLATURES) 

Size and Weight Laws 

GW 

Tandem Axle 

DPS 

SDHPT 

AG 

CTR 

Oversize-Overweight Permits 

Laws or regulations contained in Texas Civil 
Statutes governing the maximum allowable 
dimensions and weight of a motor vehicle. 
These laws can be broken down into two parts: 
the size law limits the maximum allowable 
length, width, and height of a vehicle, while 
the weight law limits the maximum allowable 
weight on a single or tandem axle and the 
gross vehicle weight of a motor vehicle. 

The weight of a vehicle, including its weight 
and its cargo 

Two or more axles spaced 40 inches or more 
apart from center to center, having at least 
one common point of weight suspension 

Department of Public Safety 

Texas State Department of Highways and Public 
Transportation 

Texas Railroad Commission 

Office of the Texas Attorney General 

Center for Transportation Research at 
The University of Texas at Austin 

Permits issued through SDHPT under the 
authorization of the Texas Legislature to 
motor vehicle owners or operators for 
traveling with oversize or overweight 
loads 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND 

The motor transport industry has a unique role in the State of Texas. 

Almost two-thirds of all Texas communities depend entirely on trucks for 

service, with 98 and 99 percent of the fresh fruits and vegetables and of 

the livestock, respectively, being transported to principal markets by trucks 

(Ref 1). The importance of load limits and highway design practices was rec­

ognized early in the history of highway development. This interrelationship 

led directly to limitations on vehicle loads, and laws were enacted in many 

states to establish maximum allowable motor vehicle sizes and weights (Ref 2). 

The first such law in Texas was enacted in 1929 (Ref 3). Since then, the law 

has been modified several times. The most recent major changes of the law 

occurred in 1975, when the maximum gross vehicle weight was raised to 80,000 

lb, the maximum single axle load to 20,000 lb, and the maximum tandem axle 

load to 34,000 lb. 

As the highway system in Texas has matured and the emphasis shifted from 

construction_to maintenance and rehabilitation, the enforcement of motor 

vehicle siz~·and weight laws has become a highlighted issue to the transporta­

tion planners and administrators. To them, strict enforcement of motor vehicle 

size and weight laws is a step toward reducing motor vehicle size and weight 

violations and heavy truck accidents and, even more, a reduction in highway 

maintenance and rehabilitation expenditures. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to summarize the current size- and weight­

related activities in the state of Texas, and to present an analysis of current 

oversize-overweight truck movements within the state based on existing avail­

able data. It is hoped that such analysis will aid the transportation profes­

sionals in their policy-making concerning motor vehicle size and weight limits. 

1 
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SCOPE 

This report covers the following major areas: 

1. Texas laws concerning motor vehicle sizes and weights---a brief 
overview of the various laws affecting motor vehicle sizes and 
weights is presented. 

2. Agencies involved in motor vehicle size and weight regulation--­
various state agencies and their roles in the size and weight 
regulation are discussed. 

3. Characteristics of size and weight violations and legal oversize­
overweight permit operations---this section characterizes both 
the size and weight violations and legal permit operations in the 
state. 

4. Selected measures of effectiveness of current enforcement program. 

5. The cost of oversize-overweight operations to the state---an esti­
mate of the costs is prepared with the objective of bounding the 
significance of this particular aspect of the more global issue. 

METHODOLOGY 

The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) package on The University of Texas 

and IBM system and the CALFO~1 plotting subroutines were used to perform 

statistical analysis and generate maps and plots for the study. For evalua­

tion of pavement rehabilitation cost, programs based on AASHO Road Test 

results were used to calculate single axle load (ESAL). The REHAB model in 

the State Department of Highways and Public Transportation was used to trans­

late ESAL figures into dollar costs. A methodology identical to that used 

and documented in the first aspect of the study was used to compute vehicle 

operating cost and fuel consumption (Ref 3). 

To evaluate the cost of highway rehabilitation due to oversize and over­

weight trucks, two cases were selected for comparison. Case 1 represents 

actual conditions as reflected in the 1980 truck weight survey, where oversize 

and overweight trucks were included in all computations. Case 2 represents 

an artificial 100 percent compliance condition in which 1980 data were modi­

fied so all vehicles were running at or below the legal maximum. Total pay­

load for both Case 1 and Case 2 remained the same. These two cases were 

selected in order to bound the cost of highway rehabilitation due to oversize­

overweight trucks. and the benefits in terms of truck operating cost differ­

ences between violators and non-violators. 



DATA SOURCE 

The following are the major pieces of data used in the study: 

1. Truck size and weight violation data, January-September, 1980, 
from the Department of Public Safety (DPS); 

2. Status of vehicles where cases filed, from DPS; 

3. Texas truck weight study survey, 1980 and before, from SDRPT 
and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration); and 

4. Oversize-overweight permit data, from SDHPT. 

3 

Other miscellaneous data were also obtained from DPS, SDRPT, the Texas 

Railroad Commission (RRC), and the Office of the Attorney General. The study 

was restricted to data for the first nine months of 1980 since comparable data 

were not available after September 1980 and prior years' data were not main­

tained by DPS. 



• 

• 



CHAPTER 2. MOTOR VEHICLE SIZE- AND WEIGHT-RELATED LAWS 

After the turn of the century, rapid growth in automobile and truck use 

fostered the highway development boom. However, it was soon apparent to 

highway engineers and administrators that, if roads were to be built to last 

long enough for reasonable economy, ~ome limitations must be put on highway 

vehicle loads (Ref 2). This problem was basically stated by Mr. H. E. Breed 

in 1919 in Public Roads magazine: 

There must be an arbitrary limit of load for which we can design our 
roads. Otherwise, as fast as they are built, roads will attract to 
themselves traffic heavier than they are designed to bear. The road 
and the load will forever be outstripping each other with great eco­
nomic loss both of original investment in the road and in the appal­
ling high maintenance (Ref 2). 

In discussing the Bates Road Test, Mr. Clifford Older stated in the Transac­

tions of ASCE for 1924: 

A knowledge of wheel-loads imposed by highway traffic is a fundamental 
requirement for rational design. It is believed that until more is 
known regarding the design of the economic highway transport freight 
unit, wheel-loads must be arbitrarily limited by law, in order to safe­
guard the many millions of dollars already invested in pavements (Ref 2). 

It is in recognition of the aforementioned principles that states began in 

1913 to enact laws limiting maximum motor vehicle sizes and weights. The first 

law in Texas regulating motor vehicle sizes and weights was enacted in 1929. 

Over the years, a number of laws have been enacted in the Texas Legisla­

ture affecting motor vehicle sizes and weights. These laws can be found in 

Vernon's Annotated Revised Civil Statutes of the State of Texas (Ref 9). 

These statutes can be broken down into the following general categories. 

1. General provisions concerning maximum motor vehicle sizes and 
weights. These laws, found in Vernon's Annotated Revised Civil 
Statutes of the State of Texas (Ref 9), can be classified as 
follows: 

5 
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a. Definitions and general statements governing motor vehicle 
sizes and weights on Texas highways (art. 670ld-ll, sections 1 
and 2) 

b. Width, length, and height of the vehicle (art. 670ld-ll, section 
3) 

c. Weight of load (art. 670ld-ll, section 5) 

d. Width of wheels (art. 6701) 

e. Loads on farm-to-market and ranch-to-market roads (art. 670ld-ll, 
section 5~) 

f. Registration to show the weight and maximum load of the vehicle 
and the license receipt (art 670ld-ll, section 5d) 

g. Length of connections between vehicles (art 670ld-ll, section 7) 

h. Requirement for lights or flags on extended loads (art. 670ld-ll, 
section 4) 

2. Statutes governing the issuance of oversize-overweight permit rules. 
These statutes can be divided into the following areas: 

a. Short-term commercial motor vehicle permits to haul loads of 
larger tonnage (art. 6675a-6b) 

b. Permits for heavy trucks on highways (art. 670la) 

c. Permits for overlength or overwidth mobile homes on highways 
(art. 670l~) 

d. Permits for movement of oversize and overweight oil well servic­
ing and drilling machinery (art. 670ld-16) 

e. Special permits for unladen lift equipment exceeding weight and 
width limits (art. 6701-18) 

3. Provisions for special tr.uck categories: 

a. Vehicles transporting fertilizers (art. 670ld-lla) 

b. Vehicles transporting ready-mixed concrete (art •. 670ld-12) 

c. Vehicles transporting milk (art. 670ld-12a) 

d. Vehicles transporting poles, piling, or unrefined timber 
(art. 670ld-13) 

e. Length of vehicles transporting electric power transmission 
poles (art. 670ld-14) 

f. Length of oil well servicing unit (art. 670ld-15) 

g. GVW and axle weight on vehicles transporting fixed load oil well 
servicing equipment (art. 670ld-ll, section 5a) 

h. Length of vehicles transporting poles or pipe (art. 670ld-17) 

i. Cotton truck regulation (art. 670ld-19) 

• 
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j. Transportation of certain loose materials (art. 670ld-11 9 

section 3a) 

k. Vehicles transporting seed cotton modules (art. 670ld-11 9 

section 3b) 

1. Weight of lumber to be transported (art. 670la-l) 

7 

4. Statutes governing the enforcement of motor vehicle sizes and weights 

a. The weighing of loaded vehicles by inspectors (art. 670ld-11 9 

section 6) 

b. State highway patrolmen (art. 670ld-11 9 section 16) 

c. Penalty for violation (art. 670ld-ll, section 15) 

d. Special provision Which eliminates vehicles loaded with timber, 
pulp wood 9 or agricultural products in their natural state from 
hauling to unloading their excess load (art. 670ld-11 9 section 
6 9 subdivision 6) 

e. Penalty for failing to register maximum GVW and/or carry the 
license receipt showing the maximum GVW (art. 6701-11, section 
5a) 

To aid in the implementation of these statutes, the "Texas Administrative 

Code" was also compiled under the authorization of Acts of 1977, 65th Legisla­

ture, p. 1703, chapters 6, 7, and 8 (Texas Civil Statutes 9 art. 6252-l3b). 

These codes provided details of the statutory provisions so that the statutes 

enacted by the Legislature can be implemented. The "Texas Administrative 

Code" regarding motor vehicle sizes and weights can be broken down into three 

major areas: 

1. Oversize-overweight permits (Title 43, section 25.61-25.76) 

2. Oversize-overweight permits for certain oil well-related vehicles 
(Title 43, section 25.91-25.96) 

3. Size and weight law enforcement 

a. Weight law enforcement (Title 37, section 11.51-11.53) 

b. Vehicle size limitations and special permits (Title 37, section 
11.61) 

Table 1 presents the evolution of the motor vehicle weight limits in Texas 

from 1929 to the present weight limits, which were created in 1975. Table 2 

provides comparable information on the evolution of motor vehicle size limits. 

As observed, the weight components of the legal limits have steadily increased 

over the years, while the size has remained relatively stable. One interest­

ing statistic is with respect to the height limit, which was 12 in. more in 

1929 than allowable today. 
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TABLE 1. EVOLUTION OF MOTOR VEHICLE WEIGHT LIMIT 

Max. Single Axle Max. Tandem 
Max. GVW Weight Axle Webht 

Year {lb} {lb} (lb) 

1929 22,000 (4 wheels or less) 16,000 

30,000 (6 wheels) 10,400 (when axles are 
spaced less than 8 ft 
apart) or 

18,000 (no more than 2 
axles and 1 axle mounted 
on 4 wheels with 2 wheels 
at the edge of the axle 
operating in tandem) 

1941 38,000 

1945 48,000 

1951 58,420 

1960 72,000 18,000 32,000 

1975 80,000 20,000 34,000 
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TABLE 2. EVOLUTION OF MOTOR VEHICLE SIZE LIMIT 

Length 

Single Unit 
Year Truck Combinations Height Width 

1929 35 ft 65 ft 14 ft 6 in. 96 in. 

1931 35 ft 45 ft 12 ft 6 in. 96 in. 

1947 35 ft 45 ft 13 ft 6 in. 96 in. 

1955 35 ft 50 ft 13 ft 6 in. 96 in. 

1965 40 ft 65 ft 13 ft 6 in. 96 in. 

1973 45 ft 65 ft 13 ft 6 in. 96 in. 

1975 45 ft 65 ft 13 ft 6 in. 96 & 102 in.* 

*For trucks carrying cylindrical half bales, buses, or trolley buses 

Source: Compiled from Ref 9 





CHAPTER 3. AGENCIES INVOLVED IN MOTOR VEHICLE SIZE AND WEIGHT REGULATION 

The previous chapter outlined the various laws and regulations relating 

to sizes and weights of motor vehicles. This chapter will cover the various 

governmental units in Texas which are involved in regulating or enforcing the 

regulations on motor vehicle sizes and weights. These units include the 

Department of Public Safety (DPS) , the State Deparbment of Highways and Public 

Transportation (SDHPT), the Office of the Attorney General (AG) , the Texas 

Railroad Commission (RRC), and the Justices of the Peace (or the county court 

system). Among these governmental units, the DPS plays the most direct role 

in enforcing the size and weight laws. Hence, the role, function, and 

approach employed by the Department of Public Safety in size and weight law 

enforcement will be highlighted. 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 

Organization 

The DPS was created with a basic broad objective, "To maintain public 

safety in the State of Texas" (Title 37, Texas Administrative Code, Section 

1.1). It functions within existing laws and regulations and in cooperation 

with other agencies or persons with the related responsibility to attain this 

objective. It seeks to preserve the peace and to protect the persons, 

property, rights, and privileges of all people in the state. The enforcing 

of size and weight laws---which has been assigned to the Traffic Law Enforce­

ment Division---is, of course, only one of its responsibilities. 

The Traffic Law Enforcement Division does not carry out its responsibi­

lity directly from its central office. Rather, the state is divided into six 

regions and in each region there is a License and Weight Service, headed by 

a captain who is in charge of enforcement a·ctivities with respect to vehicle 

size and weight laws. The chart on the next page (Fig 1) shows the organiza­

tional structure of the DPS. Under each captain there are one lieutenant, 

11 
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two or three sergeants, and 24 to 28 patrolmen. Each sergeant is assigned 

a sergeant area, and each region has two or three sergeant areas. Figure 2 

gives boundaries of the six regions in the state and the sergeant areas 

within each region. Sergeant areas shown in Fig 2 are those existing in 

January, 1980. The sergeant area lines, however, are more flexible than 

regional boundary lines and are subject to adjustment or change. Table 3 

shows the License and Weight Service strength for each region as of March 

30, 1981. 

Objective, Mission, and Program of License and Weight Service 

As mentioned previously, the License and Weight Service is the major 

agent within the DPS for enforcing size and weight laws. 

The objective of the License and Weight Service is to protect the high­
ways from unnecessary damage by securing compliance with the statutory 
provision of law regulating weight of commercial vehicles, to insure 
equitable payment of license and other fees imposed on operators of 
commercial vehicles who use the public highways by enforcement of reg­
istration laws, and to protect the rights, privileges, and safety of 
the general public in the use of the highway system by securing compli­
ance with all traffic regulations applicable to the operation of 
commercial vehicles and all vehicular traffic in general (Ref 5). 

The basic mission of responsibility of the License and Weight Service is 
weighing and checking commercial vehicle traffic operating over the 
highways of this State so that compliance with the statutory provisions 
of law regulating weight, registration, and the transportation of person 
and property for hire can be obtained. It has joint responsibilities 
with the Highway Patrol Service for enforcing traffic laws on commercial 
vehicle traffic and all vehicular traffic if the violation is dangerous 
in nature or if traffic conditions require additional assistance (Ref 5). 

Phrases or sentences Which are underlined relate to size and weight law 

enforcement. The License and Weight Service program is divided into six 

principal parts. This program is shown in Table 4. All those activities 

related to the enforcement of size and weight regulations are underlined. 

Approach 

To aid enforcement of size and wei~ht laws. DPS has established a number 

of vehicle checkpoints in the state. Figure 3 shows the locations of these 

checkpoints. Currently, there are l5---nine located along interstate 
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TABLE 3. STRENGTH REPORT FOR LICENSE AND WEIGHT SERVICE 

PT-15 TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 

STRENGTH REPORT FOR LICENSE AND WEIGHT SERVICE March 30, 1981 

Patrolmen Supervisors Region Total 

Region Available Vacancies Authorized Captain Lieutenant Sergeant Vacancies Available Authorized 

1 24 3 27 1 1 2 o 28 31 

2 27 1 28 1 1 3 o 32 33 

3 27 o 27 1 1 3 o 32 32 

4 23 3 26 1 1 2 o 27 30 

5 24 3 27 1 1 3 o 29 32 

6 24 o 24 1 1 2 o 28 28 

149 10 159 6 6 15 o 176 186 
I-' 
VI 
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TABLE 4. PROGRAM OF THE LICENSE AND WEIGHT SERVICE 

1. Enforcement of weight laws 

a. Check commercial vehicles operating upon the public highways outside the incorporate 
limits of cities and towns for ~he following weight limitations: 

(1) Gross weight allowed 

(2) Axle limitations 

(3) Tire size limitations 

(4) Wheel weight limitations 

2. Enforcement of registration laws applicable to commercial vehicles 

a. Inspect the license receipts and weigh all commercial vehicles for the following reasons; 

(1' To determine if the vehicle is registered for the proper amount relating to 
load being transported 

(2) To determine if vehicle is displaying license plates assigned to that vehicle 

(3) For temporary registration and permits 

(4) For exemptions and exceptions to registration laws 

(5) To determine if nonresident i~ operating in accordance with reciprocity agreement 
from state of residenc~ 

(6) For general provisions of statutes regulating registration of all vehicles in 
this state 

J. Enforcement of statutory regulations applicable to the transportation of persons and property 
for hire, officially referred to as the Hotor Carrier Act 

a. This Act requires the following two methods of enforcement: 

(ll On-the-road enforcement by checking freight invoices, bills of lading, and 
commodities carried 

(2) Intensive investigatio" of transportation recorda of shippers and carriers 

4. Enforcement of traffic laws applicable to commercial motor vehicles and enforcement of all 
traffic laws applicable to vehicular traffic when the operation is so hazardous as to require 
immediate attention or when conditions require additional assistance 

a. This includes: 

(1) Size limitations 

(2) Equipm~nt requirement~ 

(3) All traffic regulations that might affect the aafety of the general public 

5. Provide information to the general public relating to statutes enforced by the License and 
Weight Service 

a. Assist operators of commercial vehicles to: 

(1) Determine maximum gross weight allowed 

(2) Assist with registratiOn problems 

(3) Explain regulations covered by Motor Carrier Act and lease requirements for 
commercial vehicles 

(4) Answer questions r.lating to registration and reciprocity with other atates and 
countries 

6. Maintain liaison with police agencies and the transportation industry 
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highways and six along non-interstate highways. Eighteen additional check­

points have been proposed to fill the current lack. In an attempt to address 

the current imbalance between interstate and non-interstate enforcement acti­

vities, all but one of the proposed checkpoints are located on non-interstate 

routes. 

The License and Weight Service has a total authorized work force of 186 

persons. These include a captain and lieutenant for each region, a sergeant 

for each sergeant area, and 24 to 28 patrolmen for each region. It currently 

has 12 new and two old portable scales. Most vehicles are weighed and 

measured at permanent checkpoints; however, temporary checkpoints using por­

table scales are employed. Vehicles suspected of overloading may also be 

stopped and weighed at the nearest checkpoints. Once a truck is found in 

violation of le~al size and weight limits, the driver of the vehicle is issued 

a citation with instructions to appear before a Justice of the Peace. In the 

past, patrolmen could require the driver to unload the vehicle until the limit 

was reached. This practice, however, is no longer required. 

Budget 

DPS License and Weight Service budget appropriations, present and 

requested, are as follows: 

Year 

1979-1980 
1980-1981 
1981-1982 
1982-1983 

Budget 

$3.311 million 
3.845 million 
4.97 million 
5.67 million 

The average annual increase in budget from 1979 to 1983 is about 20 percent. 

THE COUNTY COURT SYSTEM 

Texas' court system may be considered second to the DPS in responsibility 

for enforcement of size and weight regulations. When a person is cited for a 

violation of size and/or weight laws, he is notified to appear before a local 

Justice of the Peace at a specified time. The Justice of the Peace hears 

evidence to determine innocence or guilt. If the accused is found guilty, the 

Justice of the Peace then determines the fine. Uinimum fine for a driver 

violating size and weight laws is $25.00 and maximum is $200.00 for the 

.. 



first offense. In addition, a $3.50 court fee is assessed. When a driver 

is found guilty of a second size and/or weight law offense, he or she can 
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be fined a minimum of $50.00 and a maximum of $200.00. For a second offense 

citation, the accused should appear before a county judge; however, in an 

attempt to alleviate the current backlog in county courts, many second 

offenses are being treated as first offenses. 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

As discussed in the previous chapter, the State legislature has made 

allowance for vehicles or loads which cannot be reasonably dismantled or dis­

assembled and transported as a legal load. The State legislature assigns the 

jurisdiction over such vehicles or loads to the State Department of Highways 

and Public Transportation. SDHPT assigns the responsibility to its Mainte­

nance Operations Division. The Maintenance Operations Division considers 

applicants' qualifications to determine permit eligibility. 

Under its jurisdiction, the Department issues five types of permits: 

1. Permit 598---a permit for the movement of concrete beams. 

2. SB 290 Permit---a special provision permit, based on Senate 
Bill 290, which allows for operations of those oversize-overweight 
vehicles constructed solely for oilwell servicing, clean-out, and/or 
drilling purposes; fee for this permit is calculated on a mile-fee 
and/or axle-fee basis (Ref 7). 

3. Permit 59l---a permit for the movement of mobile homes. 

4. Permit 438---a permit for general oversize-overweight movements; 
it may be obtained at local district offices. 

5. Permit l407---an oversize-overweight permit obtained through 
telecommunications with SDHPT's central office in Austin, Texas. 
All permits are transmitted via facsimile methods. 

Samples of each of the permit forms are shown in Appendix A. 

Fees charged for each type of permit are normally as follows: 

Permit Type Length (days) Fee Charged ($) 

438 Single trip 5 
Thirty-day 10 
Sixty-day 15 
Ninety-day 20 
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Permit Type 

Budget 

SB290 

591 

598 

1407 

Length (days) 

Normally 90 

Single trip 

Single trip 

Single trip 

Fee Charged ($) 

No standard fee 
At least $50.00 
to $300.00. 
Calculated on a 
mile-fee or 
axle-fee basis. 

5 

5 

5 

State funds which have been channeled into oversize-overweight permit 

operations during the last three years are as follows: 

Year 

1978 

1979 

1980 

Amount ($) 

1,592,806.75 

1,678,522.38 

1,942,858.05 

Clearly, there has been a steady increase in the amount of money spent 

for such operations. 

TEXAS RAILROAD COMMISSION 

The Texas Railroad Commission, established in 1891, has, among its 

duties, the responsibility of certificating motor carriers, buses, and pipe­

lines. 

The Railroad Commission is routine in its auditing of certificate motor 

carriers' records and certifying of carriers under its supervision. In 1979, 

the RRC was asked by AG and DPS to join in a concerted action to stem the 

increasing number of overweight trucks on highways. RRC concurred and, 

beginning in September of that year, built a new item into its auditing pro­

cedure, that of checking for carriers' compliance with the maximum gross 

vehicle weight limit (80,000 lb). This concerted effort by the RRC and the 

AG was announced to shippers, truck operators, and receivers participating 

in seminars held in eight locations in the state during the summer of 1979. 

It was explained to the seminar participants that carriers found to be 

.. 
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continually overloading their trucks might have their certificates revoked 

or suspended. In the period following these meetings, several carriers have 

been put on probation or suspension, although no certificates have been 

revoked. 

The RRC's action to stem the overload trend seems to be very successful 

with truck lines under its supervision, even though its power over the whole 

trucking industry is restricted. Only 30 percent of the truck traffic (repre­

senting certificate motor carriers) is under the supervision of RRC. The 

remaining 70 percent, including private independent truckers (found to be the 

most frequent violators), are not under RRC's supervision and, hence, are not 

affected by this action. In addition, since the carriers' records contain 

only gross weight carried and not type of vehicle or axle weight, the RRC is 

able to penalize only those vehicle operators who have obviously violated the 

80,000 lb maximum gross vehicle weight limit. For example, a vehicle able 

legally to carry not more than 47,000 lb, based on its axle arrangement and 

tire size, can carry 79,000 lb undetected by RRC's routine auditing procedure 

because of the lack of recorded tire size and axle arrangement. Hence, the 

RRC's effort to help reduce highway overloads is hampered in this respect. 

This record limitation also prevents RRC from checking vehicle compliance 

with the bridge formula (Ref 12). 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The AG's effort to stop highway overloading was initiated as a joint 

effort with DPS and RRC. During September of 1979, representatives from the 

AG, DPS, and RRC announced in joint seminar sessions throughout the state 

their combined effort to stop truck overloading. The RRC's role was as dis­

cussed in the previous section, while the DPS was to continue its on-the-road 

enforcement, and the AG would take legal action against shippers, carriers, 

and receivers of overloaded vehicles. During these meetings, the AG advanced 

the theory that shippers, carriers, and receivers of overloaded vehicles are 

all violating public interest and are, therefore, involved in aggravating 

highway damage. Hence, the AG would monitor DPS citations to identify 

shippers, carriers, and receivers of overloaded trucks and file damage suits 

against them. The AG also proposed the option of suits against operators of 

dangerously overweight trucks for abatement of a public nuisance. 
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The effect of the AG's action was considerable. In an attempt to 

discourage the overloading of trucks, many grain elevator operators began to 

post signs on their elevator sites. They voluntarily complied with the AG 

requirement and refused to accept overloaded shipments, even from ICC-exempt 

carriers. 

Most overloading was found to be committed by private and ICC-exempt 

carriers. Gravel haulers were extensively involved in these violations. The 

timber industry, as a whole, was also a frequent violator. In a further 

attempt to reduce overloading, the AG filed the first suit for an injunction 

against Continental Dredging, a Houston area firm. The court denied the 

request for a restraining order, but the company agreed to a temporary injunc­

tion. The company later agreed to stop overloading its trucks, making the 

AG's action a success. 

The AG's office then filed a suit for an injunction and damages against 

St. Regis, a timber-hauling company, for receiving overloads. The judge 

granted a temporary restraining order. A temporary injunction hearing was 

held later but, due to a lack of sufficient proof, the temporary injunction 

was denied. Since then, there has been a gradual revival of overloading by 

the timber industry as well as by other industrial sectors. Many log haulers 

are unwilling to.·"Stop overloading because their competitiveness with other 

log haulers would be undercut and their profits reduced. Similar attitudes 

are held by other carrier operators. 

The real deterrent, as noted by an official of the AG's office, is a 

stronger statute. Although the AG's effort did help to reduce size and 

weight violations for a short period of time, it was not a real solution. 

The current average fine for oversize-overweight violators is only $41.00, 

not much of a threat to any violator. Stronger legislation is needed in the 

long run to eliminate the profit opportunities open to motor carriers when 

operating overloaded vehicles (Ref 13). 

.. 



CHAPTER 4. CHARACTERISTICS OF ILLEGAL OVERSIZE­
OVERWEIGHT VEHICLES ON TEXAS HIGHWAYS 

There are three types of oversize-overweight vehicles on Texas highways--­

those operating (1) illegally; (2) with a permit; and (3) under special, 

separate legislations (e.g., ready-mixed concrete trucks; vehicles transport­

ing seed cotton modules, fertilizer, milk, poles, piling, unrefined timber, 

electric power transmission poles, and unladen lift equipment; and cotton 

trucks). This chapter deals primarily with the first group, and the next 

chapter concentrates on the second. The third group is not dealt with because 

of a lack of any definitive, pertinent data. 

Three data sources available to the researchers provided information on 

the nature of illegal oversize-overweight operations. The first was the 

"Texas Weigh" data, published by the DPS and listing the dispositions of cases 

filed by the License and Weight officers of the DPS; data for the first months 

of 1980 only were available on magnetic tape from DPS. The second data source 

was the "Status of Vehicles Where Cases Filed", by the DPS, for the first nine 

months of 1980, in printed form. The third was the "Truck Weight Survey" data 

for 1980, from SDHPT. This last source contains information gathered when 

trucks pass by active SDHPT weight stations which use in-motion weighing equip­

ment; hence, it is not known whether the oversize-overweight trucks in this 

data set were operating with legal permits or not. For this reason, DPS data 

are consulted more frequently than the truck weight data for characterizing 

illegal oversize-overweight trucks. 

Operation of illegal oversize-overweight trucks was characterized accord­

ing to the following items: 

• Category of violation (oversize, overweight, etc.) 

• Monthly 

• Location 

• Highway class 

• Vehicle category 

• Vehicle body type 

23 
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• Permit category 

• Vehicle lease status 

• Carrier type 

• Amount overweight 

• Disposition 

• Fine levied 

Category of Violation 

There are four categories of size or weight violations: 

(1) Single axle weight in excess of 20,000 lb; 

(2) Tandem axle weight in excess of 34,000 lb; 

(3) Gross vehicle weight (GVW) in excess of the permissible maximum. 
The permissible maximum for both 3-S2 and 2-Sl-2 is 80,000 lb. 
For 2D it is 40,000 lb and for 3A, 54,000 lb. Legal maximum 
gross vehicle weight for other vehicle types is the sum of all 
legal axle weights (GVW not to exceed 80,000 lb); and 

(4) Vehicle size in excess of those permitted by law. 

Table 5 illustrates frequency and percentage of violations for each 

category. Data show that 62.57 percent of cases filed were for exceeding 

maximum GVW, with 20 percent for exceeding maximum tandem axle weight. Cases 

violating maximum single axle weight are minimal----only about 1.7 percent. 

Size violations make up the remaining 15.69 percent. 

TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTION OF SIZE AND WEIGHT VIOLATIONS 
BY CATEGORY, JANUARY-SEPTEMBER 1980 

Violation Cumulative Cumulative 
Category Freguency Freguency Percent Percent 

1 391 391 1. 74 1. 74 

2 4,500 4,891 20.00 21. 74 

3 14,080 18,971 62.57 84.31 

4 3,531 22,502 15.69 100.00 
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Monthly Frequency 

Violations were also studied according to the month of occurrence. 

Table 6 is a cross-tabulation of violation cases that were later filed versus 

the month of their occurrence for each category as well as total for all four 

categories. Figure 4 plots frequency of violation versus month. It seems, 

from the tabulation, that weight violations peak during the months of April, 

May, June, and July, while size violations show relatively the same peak all 

the way into September. Appendix B provides a more detailed view of the 

monthly frequency of each category of violations. 

Location 

An effort was made to determine the spatial distribution of size and 

weight violations throughout the state. A CALFORM map-plotting program was 

used to generate a map of Texas in which all county boundaries are outlined. 

Violation data were then sorted according to county in which the case was 

filed. Data arrayed from the sorting routine were then fed into the CALFORM 

program and plotted on the map. Figures 5, 6, and 7 show the distribution 

of overweight, oversize, and total violations, respectively, in each county. 

Violation data were regrouped according to highway district for a comparison 

of the number of overweight violation cases filed in each highway district 

(Fig 8). Districts 2 and 15 show the highest violation rate among all dis­

tricts. Another comparison was made by dividing the number of violation 

cases filed by truck vehicle-mileage to give an indication of the number of 

violation cases filed in relation to truck activity in each district. The 

analysis shows District 2 to have the highest ratio, District 12 the second, 

and District 15 the third (Fig 9). 

Table 7 shows counties with high size and weight violation rates, major 

cause of violation, county seat, and major business of the county. The data 

suggest that independent grain, gravel, and log transporters are the major 

recorded violators in the state (Ref 3). 

Highway Class 

The violation data were also arranged according to highway class. Table 

8 shows all four different types of violations on each class of highway. 

Data show that 61.1 percent of the cases filed took place on u.S. and state 
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TABLE 6. CROSS-TABULATION OF FILED VIOLATION 

CASES VS TJiEIR MONTHS OF OCCURRENCE 

Violation 

Month 1 2 3 4 Total (%) 

4 58 186 46 294 

January 0.02 0.26 0.83 0.20 (1.31) 
1.36 19.73 63.27 15.65 
1.02 1.29 1.32 1.30 

19 114 512 154 799 

February 0.08 0.51 2.28 0.68 (3.55) 
2.38 14.27 64.08 19.27 
4.86 2.53 3.64 4.36 

21 422 1422 297 2162 

March 0.09 1.88 6.32 1.32 (9.61) 
0.97 19.52 65.77 13.74 
5.37 9.38 10.10 8.41 

61 768 2355 517 3701 

April 0.27 3.41 10.47 2.30 (16.45) 
1.65 20.75 63.63 13.97 

15.60 17.07 16.73 14.64 

67 699 2313 503 3582 

May 0.30 3.11 10.28 2.24 (15.92) 
1.87 19.51 64.57 14.04 

17.14 15.53 16.43 14.25 

74 730 2081 467 3352 

June 0.33 3.24 9.25 2.08 (14.90) 
2.21 21.78 62.08 13.93 

18.93 16.22 14.78 13.23 

60 627 2057 491 3235 

July 0.27 2.79 9.14 2.18 (14.38) 
1.85 19.38 63.59 15.18 

15.35 13.93 14.61 13.91 

42 587 1742 520 2891 
0.19 2.61 7.74 2.31 (12.85) 

August 1.45 20.30 60.26 17.99 
10.74 13.04 12.37 14.73 

43 495 1412 536 2486 

September 0.19 2.20 6.27 2.38 (11.05) 
1.73 19.91 56.80 21.56 

11.00 11.00 10.03 15.18 

Total 391 4500 14080 3531 22502 

Percent 1. 74 20.00 62.57 15.69 100.00 
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Fig 5. Distribution of overweight violations by county. 
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Fig 8. Distribution of Overweight Violations by Highway District 
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County Name 

Atascosa 

Burnet 

Childress 

Dallas 

Guadalupe 

Hale 
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TABLE 7. COUNTIES WITH HIGHEST NUMBERS OF RECORDED 
SIZE AND WEIGHT VIOLATIONS AND MAJOR CAUSES 

Seat Major Business 

Jourdanton Agribusiness, oil well 
supplies, recycling plant. 

Burnet Stone processing,manufac­
turing, agribusiness, 
tourist trade, hunting, 
business. 

Childress Agribusiness, varied 
manufacturing. 

Dallas A national center for 
insurance, banking, trans­
portation, electronics 
manufacturing, data pro­
cessing, conventions, and 
trade shows. More than 
3,000 manufacturing plants 
make apparel, building 
material, food, oil field 
supplies, electronics, and 
many other products. 

Seguin Agribusiness, varied manu­
facturing, many employed 
in San Antonio. 

Plainview Many agribusiness and 
food processing plants. 
One of the leading farm­
producing counties. 

Major cause 

Oil field activity 

Sand, rock, gravel, 
haulers 

Location of perma­
nent DPS checkpoints, 
heavy traffic on 
Highway 287 between 
Amarillo and Wichita 
Falls 

Location of perma­
nent checkpoints. 
Sand, rock, and 
gravel haulers 

Location of permanent 
checkpoints in the 
county. Heavy traffic 
along 1-10, which is 
the major arterial 
between Houston and 
San Antonio 

Agricultural products 
hauler 

(continued) 
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County Name 

Harris 

Jasper 

Johnson 

Leon 

Liberty 

Lubbock 

Nueces 

Seat 

Houston 

Jasper 

Cleburne 

Centerville 

Liberty 

Lubbock 

Corpus 
Christi 

TABLE 7. (continued) 

Major Business 

Highly industrialized 
county, with more than 
28,000 manufacturing 
plants, 3rd largest U.S. 
seaport, ranked 2nd in 
tonnage and value of 
foreign trade. Petro­
chemical industry. 

Timber industries, oil, 
tourism, poultry raising 

Agribusiness, manufac­
turing, distribution, lake 
activities, employment in 
Fort Worth and other parts 
of metro areas. 

Agribusiness 

Agribusiness, chemical 
plants, varied manufactur­
tng, forest industries 
($8 million in annual sales) 

World's largest cottonseed 
processing center, Texas' 
leading agribusiness 
center, headquarters for 
large cotton cooperative, 
manufacturing. 

Diversified economy 
includes petroleum, agri­
culture, tourism, coastal 
shipping, manufacturing, 
military complex. 

!olajor Cause 

Mainly sand, 
rock, and gravel 
haulers (Houston 
ranks 2nd among 
nation's cities in 
annual values of 
building permits); 
also steel and other 
commodities out of 
the port of Houston. 

Log haulers 

Livestock, agricul­
ture, sand and gravel 
haulers 

Location of permanent 
checkpoints. Heavy 
traffic between 
Dallas and Houston on 
1-45. Violation from 
a variety of commo­
dity haulers. 

Log haulers 

Livestock, agricul­
ture, sand, gravel, 
and rock haulers 

Agriculture, sand, 
gravel, and grain 
haulers 

(continued) 

• 
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TABLE 7. (continued) 

County Name Seat Maj or Business Major Cause 

Polk Livingston Timber, lumber production, Log haulers 
tourism, oil. (Polk is 
the leading county in tim-
ber production. Of its 
$24 million income, $19.5 
million are from timber.) 

Potter Amarillo Transportation, distribu- Rock, gravel, cattle, 
tion hub for large area, and livestock haulers 
petrochemicals, gas pro-
cessing, agribusiness 

Smith Henderson Oil, lumbering, agribusi- Log haulers 
ness, and tourism 

Wharton Wharton Oil, sulfur, other Agriculture, chemical, 
minerals, agribusiness, sand, any gravel 
varied manufacturing haulers 

Wise Decatur Agribusiness, petroleum, Gravel and aggregates 
and recreation. Part of haulers 
Dallas-Fort Worth SMSA. 

Source: Ref 3.6 
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TABLE 8. OVERSIZE-OVERWEIGHT VIOLATION CASES 
ACCORDING TO HIGHWAY CLASS 

Road Class 

Violation Other Farm-to-
Code Interstate Main Market 

1 276 512 89 

2 2,752 3,240 481 

3 4.498 13,468 2,246 

Sum 7,526 17,220 2,816 

Percent 26.9 61.5 10.1 

4 1,668 3,029 377 

Percent 32.4 58.8 7.3 

Total 
(1+2+3+4) 9.194 20,249 3,193 

Percent 27.7 61.1 9.6 

• 

Other 

24 

100 

298 

422 

1.5 

79 

1.5 

501 

1.5 
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highways, 27.7 percent on interstate highways, 9.6 percent on farm-to-market 

roads, and 1.5 percent on other highways. However, a rather different pic­

ture emerges when these violation cases are compared on a per mile or per 

lane-mile basis. Table 9 compares violation rates on both a per mile and 

per lane-mile basis. On a per mile basis, the number of violations occurring 

on interstate highways is about six times that on other state highways. This 

indicates that on a mileage or lane-mileage basis, the interstate highways 

have the highest rate of recorded violations. 

Another comparison was made based on truck vehicle-miles of travel for 

each highway system. A comparison was made by dividing the number of viola­

tion cases filed for each highway system by the total vehicle-miles of travel 

on each respective highway system. The result is tabulated in Table 10. The 

computation shows that the other main rural highways (U.S. and other state 

highways) have the highest rate of violation per VMT, followed by interstate 

highways and farm-to-market roads). 

An analysis was also made on the truck-weight survey data by the weighing­

in-motion method. The 1980 truck weight survey data showed that, in 1980, 

32.01 percent of all trucks weighed on other main rural highways were over­

weight, while 22.98 percent of all trucks weighed on interstate highways were 

overweight. Since comparable surveys are not available for farm-to-market 

roads, no comparison is available. If one compares the data shown on Table 

10 with the data obtained from the truck weight survey, one finds that U.S. 

and state highways have the highest rate of violation. This suggests that 

there may be a need to increase the motor vehicle size and weight enforcement 

effort, particularly on the farm-to-market and other main rural highways. 

Figure 10 gives the checkpoint locations from Fig 3 together with the 

truck flow on major highways in Texas. 

Vehicle Type 

Table 11 illustrates the comparative rate of violation for the nine 

truck types used in the 1980 Texas truck weight survey. It was found that, 

on interstate highways, 22.98 percent of the vehicles are overweight, while, 

on other state highways, 32.01 percent are overweight. On interstate highways, 
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TABLE 9. NUMBER OF VIOLATIONS BY HIGHWAY CLASS 

(a) Per Mile 

Highway System lU1eage* 

Interstate, Rural 1,395 

Other Main, Rural 17,725 

Farm-to-Market, 29,674 
Rural 

(b) Per Lane-Mile 

Lane-
Highwal System Mileage* 

Interstate, Rural 9,066 

Other Main, Rural 40,131 

Farm-to-Market, 59,392 
Rural 

*Data from SDHPT 
Data date: 31 August 81 

Number of 
Violations 

9,194 

20,249 

3,193 

Number of 
Violations 

9,194 

20,249 

3,193 

Vio1ations/ 
Mile 

6.59 

1.14 

.11 

Vio1ations/ 
Lane-Mile 

1.01 

.50 

.05 

.. 
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TABLE 10. NUMBER OF VIOLATION CASES FILED PER 
TRUCK VEHICLE MILE OF TRAVEL 

Highway Number of Violation Violation 
S;ystem (Rural} Cases Filed VMT VMT 

Interstate 9,194 2,915,839 .0032 

Farm-to-Market 3,193 1,126,680 .0028 

Other Main Highways 20,249 5,819,056 .0035 

39 

Cases/ 
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TABLE 11. VIOLATION RATES FOR VARIOUS TRUCK TYPES, 
BY HIGHWAY SYSTEM, 1980 (PERCENTAGE) 

Interstate Highwa~s Other Main Highways 

Truck % % % % 
Type Overgross* Overweight+ Overgross* Overweight+ 

2D .3 5.6 0 2.9 .. 
3A 2.4 2.5 13.3 7.4 

2-51 0 .5 0 0 

2-52 1.7 0 0 0 

3-51 0 0 0 0 

3-52 90.2 87.3 85.9 89.3 

3-2 0 0 0 0 

2-51-2 5.1 3.8 .7 .4 

3-51-2. .3 .1 0 0 

Total 100 100 100 100 

Note: All figures are based on 1980 truck weight study data. 

* refers to vehicles exceeding maximum gross vehicle weight limit. 

+ refers to vehicles that have exceeded any of the maximum limits 
on single axle weight, tandem axle weight, and/or gross vehicle 
weight. 

41 
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3-S2's represent 87.3 percent of the overweight vehicles and, on other state 

highways, they represent 89.3 percent of those vehicles overweight. 

Another comparison was made on a vehicle-to-vehicle basis (see Table 12). 

The purpose of the analysis was to determine the percent of vehicles running 

overweight within each vehicle fleet. Results presented in Table 12 show 

that, on interstate highways, 2-Sl-2's have the highest rate of violation 

(36.8 percent), followed by 3-S2's (27.5 percent), and 3-Sl-2's (16.7 percent). 

On other state highways, 3-S2's have the highest rate of violation (39.1 

percent), followed by 3A's (31.6 percent). 

Body TyPe 

The size and weight violation records released by the DPS also give body 

types of vehicles found oversize and/or overweight. The result of the body­

type analysis is summarized in Table 13. It shows that 41.8 percent of all 

oversize-overweight vehicles are dump trucks and approximately 29.1 percent 

are float trucks. Dump trucks are the most frequent violators of weight 

limitations (50 percent), while float trucks (a truck combination with a 

flatbed trailer having no side boards) violate size limitations most often 

(66.4 percent). 

A more detailed analysis of size and weight violations according to body 

type is presented in Appendix C. 

Permit Category 

The DPS size and weight violation data were analyzed according to permit 

category. Table 14 gives the results of these analyses. Table l4a shows 

that 52.6 percent of weight violations are committed by private carriers and 

42.8 percent by special carriers. Table l4b shows that 59.3 percent of size 

violations can be attributed to private carriers and 37.2 percent to special 

carriers. Common carriers, as well as contract carriers, have very low rates 

of violation. These data correspond to comments rendered by DPS personnel 

with respect to their observation that independent trucks are the significant 

challenge to License and Weight officers (Ref 3). 

Lease Status 

An analysis of size and weight violation data according to lease status 

is shown in Table 15. More than two-thirds of the violations are by unleased 

vehicles. 

• 
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TABLE 12. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENT OF VEHICLES 
OVERWEIGHT FOR EACH VEHICLE CLASS, BY HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM, 1980 

Interstate Highways 

Total No. No. % 
Truck Type Weighed Overweight * Overweight 

2D 507 41 8.1 

3A 130 19 14.6 

2-S1 38 4 10.5 

2-S2 174 0 0 

3-S1 6 0 0 

3-S2 2,317 638 27.5 

3-2 3 0 0 

2-S1-2 76 28 36.8 

3-S1-2 6 1 16.7 

Other State Highways 

Total No. No. % 
Truck Type Weighed Overweight * Overweight 

2D 107 7 6.5 

3A 57 18 31.6 

2-S1 9 0 0 

2-S2 32 0 0 

3-S1 2 0 0 

3-S2 552 -216 39.1 

2-S1-2 13 1 7.7 

3-S1-2 4 0 0 

*The number of vehicles overweight includes those which are 
overweight with respect to either single axle load, tandem 
axle load, or gross vehicle weight. 

Source: Texas Truck lveight Survey Data, 1980. 
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Violation 
Code 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Total 

% of 
Total 

TABLE 13. ANALYSIS OF SIZE AND WEIGHT VIOLATION CASES FILED BY BODY TYPE 

tyEe of Vehicle 

Ref rig .... Live-
Float Pole Tank erator Van stock DumE SEecia1 Unknown 

170 22 33 12 55 25 257 31 4 

1,858 178 827 155 369 139 2,482 513 52 

3,831 1,470 2,342 192 505 238 11,060 749 96 

3,589 194 20 64 176 360 147 783 64 

9,718 1,864 3,222 423 1,105 762 13,946 2,076 216 

29.1 5.6 9.7 1.3 3.3 2.3 41. 8 6.2 .6 

Pass 
Car 

9 

9 

O. 

• 

~ 
~ 
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(b) Size Violations (Code 4) 

Permit 
Region Category Private 

1 A 305 

B 223 

2 A 283 

B 415 

3 A 167 

B 231 

4 A 253 

B 293 

5 A 210 

B 266 

A 198 

B 169 

TOTAL 3,013 

Percent 59.3 

TABLE 14. (continued) 

Contract Special Common 

4 105 4 

108 

271 4 

12 291 

1 65 

1 169 36 

2 197 

2 139 2 

0 101 7 

1 148 

1 144 11 

1 152 15 

25 1,890 79 

.5 37.2 1.6 

Un-
authorized 

5 

2 

15 

12 

5 

7 

1 

4 

0 

4 

8 

63 

1.2 

Passenger 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

2 

1 

10 

.2 

~ 

'" 

.. '" 
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TABLE 15. SIZE AND WEIGHT VIOLATION CASES FILED BY 
LEASE STATUS, JANUARY-SEPTEMBER 1980 

Lease Leased Not Status Passenger 
Area Status Vehicle Leased Unknown 

1 A* 721 1,812 ° B* 845 1,497 2 

2 A 1,671 1,807 4 

B 627 3,077 2 

3 A 654 1,578 ° B 1,601 2,525 3 

4 A 243 1,338 1 

B 762 2,102 1 

5 A 376 2,239 1 

B 719 2,031 6 

6 A 1,074 1,442 1 

B 1,024 1,032 3 

TOTAL 10,317 22,480 24 

Percent 31.4 68.4 .1 

*A and B are the sergeant areas by DPS classification. 
During 1980, there were two sergeant areas for each of 
the six regions. The division of the sergeant areas 
has since been revised and the current division is 
shown in Fig 2. 

Car 

2 

2 

2 

3 

5 

1 

° 2 

1 

1 

3 

2 

24 

.1 
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Type of Carrier 

Table 16 shows truck size and weight violations according to type of 

carrier. Intrastate carriers commit 83.4 percent of all weight violations 

and 82.9 percent of all size violations. 

Amount Overgross 

DPS violation records provided the distribution of excess over registered 

weight each vehicle was carrying (Fig 11). It is observed that most vehicles 

exceed their registered weight by 4,000 to 8,000 lb, while a few exceed by 

as much as 50,000 lb. 

Disposition of Cases 

During the first nine months of 1980 there were 22,833 size and weight 

violation cases filed by DPS License and Weight officials. Of these cases, 

22,502 (98.6 percent) resulted in fines administered in the courts, while 323 

(1.4 percent) met other dispositions. Table 17 contrasts the different dis­

positions these 323 cases experienced. 

The same 323 cases were also analyzed according to category of violation. 

Results indicate that violations of maximum gross vehicle weight comprise 

approximately 50 percent of no-fine cases, while violations of size limita­

tions represent approximately 32 percent. These results are presented in 

Table 18. For fined cases, readers may refer to Table 6. 

Fine Analysis 

Section l5(b) of Article 670ld-ll of the Revised Civil Statutes of Texas 

states, "Any person, corporation or receiver, who violates any provision 

of this Act shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than 

Two Hundred Dollars ($200.00)." Previous law stipulates a minimum of $25 for 

first conviction. The court fee for processing a case is usually $3.50. 

Figure 12 shows distribution by amount of fine charged. This figure indicates 

that most judges assess violators with fines between $20 and $30. A detailed 

plot showing fine distribution for each category of violation is contained in 

Appendix D. A correlation is made between amount of fine charged and the 

amount of excess weight each vehicle is charged with having. The resulting 

coefficient of correlation is .353. A linear regression model on the data 

• 

• 



TABLE 16. VIOLATION CASES FILED ACCORDING TO TYPE OF CARRIER 

(a) Weight Violations (Codes 1, 2, and 3) 

Type Intrastate Interstate Passenger 
Region Carrier Intrastate Exempt Interstate Exempt Car 

1 A 1,932 4 158 16 

B 1,274 16 687 29 2 

2 A 2,665 7 193 15 1 

B 2,708 7 207 46 

3 A 1,431 7 408 148 

B 3,463 38 136 32 

4 A 996 6 111 13 2 

B 1,758 194 211 263 

5 A 1,479 363 137 313 

B 1,828 131 209 171 2 

6 A 1,905 25 128 102 

B 1,648 10 45 12 

TOTAL 23,087 808 2,630 1,160 7 

Percent 83.4 2.9 9.5 4.2 .0 
.s:--(continued) \0 
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TABLE 16. (continued) 

(b) Size Violations (Code 4) 

Type Intrastate Interstate Passenger 
Region Carrier Intrastate Exempt Interstate Exempt Car 

1 A 350 73 1 1 

B 237 1 98 2 

2 A 542 57 3 1 

B 550 2 183 6 

3 A 226 12 1 4 

B 425 2 34 

4 A 359 95 

B 390 4 43 3 1 

5 A 250 13 34 7 1 

B 321 3 20 2 

6 A 297 2 59 2 

B 321 3 20 2 

TOTAL 4,272 34 805 30 12 

Percent 82.9 .7 15.6 .6 .2 

" 



No 
Fine 

DEC 

LD 

NG 

NL 

NP 

OD 

WD 

Note: 

TABLE 17. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY TYPE OF DISPO­
SITION FOR CASES FILED BUT NOT FINED 

Cumulative Cumulative 
Freguency Freguency Percent Percent 

2 2 0.619 0.619 

172 174 53.251 53.870 

3 177 0.929 54.799 

100 277 30.960 85.759 

18 295 5.573 91.331 

14 309 4.334 95.666 

14 323 4.334 100.000 

The meaning of the codes are as follows: 

DEC Deceased 
LD Local Dismissal 
NG Not Guilty 
NL Not Located 
NP Not Prosecuted 
OD Other Disposition 
WD Withdrawn by DPS 

TABLE 18. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY OF 
VIOLATION FOR CASES FILED BUT NOT FINED 

Cumulative Cumulative 
Violation Freguency Freguency Percent Percent 

1 10 10 3.021 3.021 

2 51 61 15.408 18.429 

3 164 225 49.547 67.976 

4 106 331 32.024 100.000 

51 
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prints was also attempted. Using fine as the dependent variable and amount 

of excess gross vehicle weight as the independent variable, the model has 

the following form: 

Y (fine) = 30.16625 + .001053X 

where X • amount of excess gross vehicle weight in lb. 

Analysis of the model suggests, however, that the model does not explain the 
2 variation in data well. The R for the linear model, which is usually 

employed to measure the success of the model, was only .1264. This, together 

with the previous correlation analysis, suggests that, on a scale of 0 to 1, 

there is not a consistent, proportional relationship between the amount of 

excess weight a trucker is charged with and the amount of fine levied in the 

courts. Figure 13 is a plot of fine value versus excess GVW. 

The mean, standard deviation, minimum value, and maximum value of the 

fines levied in the court for each category of violation are tabulated in 

Table 19. Average fines range from $28.75 to $40.41. This is definitely not 

a significant los~ to the trucker if he is found overloading. A paper 

written by Glickert and Paxson also discussed the influence of the inadequate 

fine structure on truckers' tendency to overload (Ref 14). When the amount of 

fine likely to be charged times the probability of being caught is far below 

the profit that a trucker may obtain by running overloaded, an incentive 

exists for the trucker to run overloaded. Hence, a good statute would be 

such that the incentive for truckers to overload is nonexistent or even nega­

tive. The enactment of such a statute is the responsibility of the legislature. 

It also seems reasonable that the amount of fine charged should be made 

proportional to the amount of illegal load each vehicle carries. This is con­

sistent with the principle of equity and would make the statute a stronger 

deterrent to truckers who tend to overload as much as possible. 
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Variable N 

Violation 1 
Fine 391 

Violation 2 
Fine 4,500 

Violation 3 
Fine 14,080 

Violation 4 
Fine 3,531 

TABLE 19. ANALYSIS OF FINES CHARGED BY THE COURT FOR ALL 
CASES FILED, JANUARY-SEPTEMBER 1980 

Standard 
Standard Minimum Maximum Error of 

Mean Deviation Value Value Mean Sum 

35.19 17.76 4 203 .90 13,760 

36.19 15.88 2 203 .24 162,838 

40.41 24.56 2 253 .21 568.944 

28.75 10.21 4 203 .17 101,535 

Variance 

315.62 

252.30 

603.32 

104.18 

C.V. 

50.48 

43.89 

60.79 

35.49 

'" 
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CHAPTER 5. CHARACTERISTICS OF OVERSIZE­
OVERWEIGHT PERMIT OPERATIONS 

Characteristics of vehicles violating size and weight limitations are 

described in the previous chapter. This section presents character-

istics of legal oversize-overweight permit operations. Characteristics of 

oversize-overweight permits issued shall be discussed according to 

• Permit type 

• Time length of the permit 

• Location where permit is issued 

• Historical trend 

Permit Type 

As indicated earlier, SDHPT issues five types of permits to applicants 

for oversize-overweight movement. These types are 

• Permit 598---movement of concrete beams 

• Senate Bill 290 permit---oil field activities such as oil well 
drilling, cleaning, and servicing equipment 

• Pe~t 59l---movement of mobile homes 

• Permit 438---general oversize-overweight vehicle movement 

• Permit l407---oversize-overweight permit issued through 
telecommunication 

Detailed permit issuance data from September 1, 1979, to August 31, 1980, 

were made available to the researchers. Table 20 gives the number and percent 

of each type of permit issued. Oversize-overweight permits represent 77.6 

percent of the permits issued. 

Based on another set of data, obtained from SDHPT, which classified all 

permits as oversize only, overweight only, or oversize and overweight, the 

distribution of permits issued from October 1, 1978, to September 30, 1980, 

is illustrated in Table 21. 
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TABLE 20. DISTRIBUTION OF PERMITS ISSUED FROM 
SEPTEMBER 1, 1979, to AUGUST 31, 
1980, ACCORDING TO TYPE OF PERMIT 

Number 
Permit Type Issued Percent 

598 Concrete beam 3,270 .7 

SB290 Oil field 4,812 1.0 

591 Mobile home 80,650 17.3 

438 Oversize-Overweight 361,368 77 .6 

1407 Telecommunication 15 2643 3.4 

465,743 

TABLE 21. DISTRIBUTION OF PE~~ITS ISSUED FROM OCTOBER 1, 
1978, to SEPTEMBER 30, 1980, BY SIZE AND 
WEIGHT CATEGORIES 

October 1, 1978,to October 1, 1979,to 
SeEtember 30 1 1979 SeEtember 30 t 1980 

Ty~e of Permit No. Issued Percent No. Issued Percent 

Overweight Only 6,518 1.5 6,137 1.3 

Oversize Only 102,961 24.2 105,924 22.7 

Oversize and 
Overweight 315 1 464 74.2 353 2682 75.9 

TOTALS 424,943 100.0 465,743 100.0 
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Time Length of Permit 

The Revised Civil Statutes of Texas (Ref 4) allow four types of permits, 

according to time length. These are (1) single trip, (2) 3~-day, (3) 90-day, 

and (4) annual permits. Table 22 shows the distribution of permits according 

to time length. 

TABLE 22. DISTRIBUTION OF PERMITS ACCORDING 
TO TIME LENGTH, OCTOBER 1, 1978, 
TO SEPTEMBER 30, 1980 

October 1, 1978,to October 1, 1979,to 
SeEtember 30 2 1979 SeEtember 3~! 1980 

Time Length No. Issued Percent No. Issued Permit 

Single trip 397,836 93.6 436,685 93.8 

3~-day 22,595 5.3 24,175 5.2 

90-day 3,470 .8 3,718 .8 

Annual 1 2 042 .2 1 2 165 .3 

TOTALS 424,943 100.0 465,743 100.0 

Location 

Data obtained from the DPS were fed into a computer and, with the use of 

the CALFORM program, distribution of permits issued was plotted for each dis­

trict in Texas. Figures 14-17 show distribution of permits issued according 

to type, and Figs 18-21 show distribution of permits according to time length. 

Figure 22 gives distribution for all permits. 

Due to the presence of concrete beam manufacturers and construction activi­

ties in and around Houston, District 13 issues the highest number of Permit 

598 (see Fig 14). Districts 6 and 8 issue the greatest number of Permit 290 

because of the exis~ence of mobile home industries in each of these districts 

(see Fig 16). Overall, Districts 6 and 12 issue the greatest number of 

permits; the former due to the oil field activities and the latter because of 

construction and oil refinery activities (Ref 4). 

Table 23 lists fees collected from each type of permit and their share 

of the total. 



Fig 14. Permit 598 issued by highway district. 
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Fig 17. Permit 438 issued by highway district. 
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TABLE 23. FEES COLLECTED FROM EACH TYPE OF 
PERMIT AND THEIR SHARE OF THE TOTAL 

Permit Permits % of Fees 
Types Issued Total Collected 

598 3,270 .7 16,350.00 

SB290 4.812 1.0 556,298.52 

591 80,650 17.3 403,255.56 

438 361,368 77.6 1,939,347.06 

1407 15 2 643 3.4 78 2 215.00 

TOTALS 465,743 2,993,466.14 
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% of 
Total 

.5 

18.6 

13.5 

64.8 

2.6 

SB 290 permits constitute only one percent of the total issued, yet fees 

collected from the sale of this permit constitute 18.6 percent of the total 

collection. This is explained by the fact that a large number of SB290 per­

mits are 30-day, 90-day, or annual---all of which cost a substantially 

higher fee than single trip permits. Table 24 shows the revenue generated 

from the permit fees with respect to valid time length of the permit. 

Historical Trend 

Over the past few years there has been a steady increase in issuance of 

oversize-overweight permits. Table 25 summarizes the number of permits 

issued over the past four years. 

From the Texas Truck Weight Survey data, Table 26 and Fig 23 were pre­

pared to provide one perspective of the percent of vehicles running overweight 

since 1959. The data suggest that there has been an upsurge in overweight 

trucks on highways since 1974. Hence, in 1980, 22.98 percent of all trucks 

on interstate highways and 32.01 percent on other state highways were over­

weight. This is a significant increase from the 5.08 percent on interstate 

and 8.60 percent on other state highways noted from the same data files for 

1974. 

A separate historical analysis was made for 3-S2. which is the truck type 

most frequently seen on Texas highways. Figures 24 and 25 show the number 

of 3-S2 trucks overweight on interstate highways as well as other state high­

ways since 1959. Figures 26 and 27 illustrate the rate of violation, ~iven 
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Permit 
TyEes 

TABLE 24. COLLECTION FROM PERMITS ISSUED 
ACCORDING TO TIME-LENGTH 

Permits % of Fees 
Issued Total Collected 

Single trip 436,685 93.8 2,183,948.35 

30-day 24,175 5.2 244,014.74 

90-day 3,718 .8 421,448.45 

Annual 1 2165 .3 144 2054.60 

TOTALS 465,743 2,993,466.14 

TABLE 25. NUMBER OF PERMITS ISSUED ANNUALLY 
FROM OCTOBER 1976 TO SEPTIDmER 1980 

No. of Percent Increase 

Total 

73.0 

8.2 

14.1 

4.8 

Year Permits Over Previous Year 

Oct 1976-Sep 1977 360,000 12.7 

Oct 1977-Sep 1978 406,000 4.7 

Oct 1978-Sep 1979 425,000 4.7 

Oct 1979-Sep 1980 466,000 9.6 
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TABLE 26. TREND OF OVERSIZE-OVERWEIGHT MOVEMENT 
ON TEXAS HIGHWAYS, 1959-1980 

Highway System 

Interstate Total 
Year Rural OMR Urban System 

1980 22.98 32.01 NA 24.78 

1979 24.57 27.88 NA 25.75 

1978 20.01 22.73 NA 21.07 

1976 24.50 29.41 NA 26.33 

1974 5.08 8.60 4.46 7.75 

1973 5.06 11.32 3.17 9.66 

1972 5.82 6.86 3.20 6.36 

1971 4.26 7.66 4.63 6.31 

1970 2.42 6.06 3.07 4.69 

1969 6.22 6.89 3.47 6.39 

1968 6.22 6.00 2.52 5.62 

1967 3.74 5.09 3.04 4.50 

1966 4.73 4.53 3.82 4.56 

1965 6.00 4.57 2.49 4.84 

1964 5.11 3.79 2.88 3.98 

1963 3.64 4.68 5.56 4.53 

1962 4.17 6.13 5.31 5.67 

1961 5.55 7.68 8.04 7.39 

1960 6.06 6.25 10.93 6.60 

1959 5.49 6.90 12.79 7.47 

NA - not available 
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a 5 percent tolerance for overloading. However, the truck weight survey 

data, unlike DPS records, reflect vehicles operating with oversize-overweight 

permits. Hence, figures obtained from the truck weight survey do not repre­

sent the actual number of vehicles illegally operating overloaded. Neverthe­

less, they are indicators of oversize-overweight vehicle movements. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter has presented a perspective of the oversize-overweight 

motor vehicle movements within the state. The frequency of violations has 

been examined by type, vehicle body type, location, amount of fine charged, 

and various other parameters. The distribution of oversize-overweight per­

mits across the state, revenues received, and types of permits issued were 

also presented. 

These illustrations have been assembled to provide state administrators 

and planners a better view of some of the issues characterizing the current 

motor vehicle size and weight enforcement program in the state of Texas. 



• 



CHAPTER 6. COST OF OVERSIZE-OVERWEIGHT 
OPERATIONS TO THE STATE 

The previous chapter characterizes oversize-overweight vehicle 

operations in the state, including both legal and illegal operations. One 

additional area, however, which should be addressed is the economic effect 

of oversize-overweight vehicle operations in the state. These economic 

effects can be classified as follows: 

• Increased pavement maintenance and rehabilitation cost due to 
increased pavement damagei 

• Increased highway structure (bridges, culverts, etc.) maintenance, 
and rehabilitation cost due to accelerated damage by oversize­
overweight trucksi 

• State expenditures to enforce vehicle size and weight laws. These 
include DPS expenditure for License and Weight Service and SDHPT 
expenditure for maintaining permit issuance operationsi 

• Savings to the owner-operators of oversize-overweight trucks 
from reduced vehicle operating costi and 

• Economic benefits accrued through the issuance of oversize-overweight 
permits for special truck movements (e.g., concrete beams, mobile 
homes, etc. 

The foregoing list is only a brief and partial summary of the economic 

effects of oversize-overweight vehicle operations. To arrive at an estimated 

cost of the economic effects of oversize-overweight vehicle operations, two 

cases were structured. The first case represented the existing condition with 

respect to current distribution of sizes and weights of vehicles operating on 

the highway system. In this case, truck weight data from the 1980 truck weight 

survey were used. The second case represented an artificial 100 percent com­

pliance condition in which all vehicles were running at or below maximum size 

and weight limits. To represent the second case, data from the 1980 truck 

weight survey in Texas were modified by removing all overweight vehicles from 

the truck fleet and reassjgning their payloads to a fleet of vehicles that 

would carry these payloads at maximum permissible load. This analysis was 

based on 1980 truck weight survey data and, hence, its results must be 

79 
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qualified by the reliableness and the representativeness of the 1980 truck 

weight survey. 

Data representing Case 1 and Case 2 were used in conjunction with a com­

puter program, "Trucky", which calculates total payload per 100 vehicles, 

total number of load vehicles, truck operating cost, fuel consumption, and 

equivalent single axle load on rigid or flexible pavement. These figures, 

together with ton-mileage and truck traffic forecasts were input into a pro­

gram called "Twenty" which generates a 20-year forecast for ESAL for rigid 

and flexible pavements, vehicle operating cost, and fuel consumption (Ref 1). 

Table 27 shows program Twenty's computation for both Case 1 and Case 2. It 

is clear that in Case 2, the 100 percent compliance condition, pavement damage 

is lessened and pavement life is extended. 

Estimated ESAL figures for each highway type were then input into the 

REHAB program at SDHPT. This program generated pavement rehabilitation cost 

estimates for the next 20 years. Pavement rehabilitation cost figures were 

based on unit cost data taken from the l2-month moving average of statewide 

bid prices, January 1980---December 1980. Resulting cost figures are shown 

in Tables 28 and 29. Costs for 1980 as well as the next 20 years are given. 

For 1980, estimated extra pavement cost due to oversize-overweight trucks is 

approximately nine million dollars. Estimated damage for the next 20 years 

is approximately 125 million dollars. An estimate was not made for the impact 

on bridges. 

Attempts were also made to estimate governmental expenditures associated 

with the enforcement of size and weight laws. Expenditures for permit opera­

tions by DPS License and Weight Service and SDHPT were considered as the two 

major outlays in this area. The 1980-81 fiscal year budget for DPS License 

and Weight Service is 3.845 million dollars. The budget level proposed for 

1981-82 and 1982-83 reflects substantial increases. To estimate expenditures 

for the next 20 years at the current enforcement level, an average of the 

annual budget from 1980-83 is used. In forecasting 20-year permit operation 

expenditures for SDHPT, the 1980 expenditure figure is used. Hence, the com­

bined expenditure estimate for the License and Weight Service of DPS and the 

oversize-overweight permit issuance of SDHPT is 
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TABLE 27. COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED 18-KIP EQUIVALENT 
SINGLE AXLE LOAD FOR BOTH CASE 1 AND CASE 
2, FROM 1980 THROUGH 1999 

Interstate Highways 

Rigid Pavement 

Flexible Pavement 

Farm-to-Market Roads 

Rigid Pavement 

Flexible Pavement 

Other State Highways 

Rigid Pavement 

Flexible Pavement 

*Case 1 is· based on 

l8-kip Equivalent Single 
Axle Loads for Next 20 Years 

Case 1* Case 2** 

15,333,025 14,387,704 

9,865,324 9,329,357 

161,797 136,040 

101,014 84,770 

1,634,257 1,402,829 

1,037,768 899,565 

actual field data 

**Case 2 is an artificial case in which no overloading 

NOTE: All figures shown above are per-mile figures. 

Ratio of 
Pavement Life in 
Case 2 to Case 1 

1.07 

1.06 

1.19 

1.19 

1.16 

1.15 

exists 
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TABLE 28. COMPARISON OF PAVEMENT REHABILITATION COST, 1980 
(IN MILLIONS OF CONSTANT 1980 DOLLARS) 

Case 1-
Highway Class Case 1 Case 2 Case 2 

Interstate 98.244 97.898 .346 

Farm-to-Market 276.639 272.647 3.992 

u.S. and State 459.365 454.695 4.670 

TOTAL 834.247 825.239 9.008 

TABLE 29. COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED PAVEMENT 
REHABILITATION COST, 1980-1999 
(IN MILLIONS OF CONSTANT 1980 DOLLARS) 

Case 1-
Highway Class Case 1 Case 2 Case 2 

Interstate 2,780.407 2,770.454 9.953· 

Farm-to-Market 3,157.280 3,111.674 45.606 

u.S. and State 6,921. 897 6,852.352 69.545 

TOTAL 12,859.571 12,734.466 125.105 

• 
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Estimated 20-Year Expenditure 
(in millions of constant 1980 dollars) 

License and Weight Service, DPS 

Oversize-Overweight Permits, SDHPT 

$ 96.607 

38.857 

$135.464 

The state costs from oversize-overweight vehicle movements for 1980 as 

well as for the next 20 years are summarized in Table 30. 

The trucking industry, nevertheless, is estimated to derive financial 

savings from oversize-overweight operations. These financial savings accrue 

primarily in the form of vehicle operating cost savings which include savings 

on fuel, labor costs, etc. Estimated vehicle operating cost and fuel consump­

tion cost for 1980 as well as the next 20 years are shown in Tables 31 to 34. 

Table 33 incidates that the vehicle operating cost savings for the next 20 

years are estimated to be 1.3 billion dollars or about five times the cost 

accrued by the state. 

Considering these findings, the next question to address is whether the 

oversize-overweight vehicles have been paying for the damage, if any, to the 

highways. The operators of oversize-overweight vehicles may reimburse the 

state in two forms. The first is through fees charged by SDHPT for oversize­

overweight permits, and the second is through fines levied by the courts for 

size and weight violations. The actual amount of fines levied against viola­

tors during the first nine months of 1980 was $914,716. This figure was 

multiplied by four-thirds to obtain the estimated fine for the whole year. 

Receipts from permits issued during the 1979-80 fiscal year amount to 

$2,993,466. Various cost and benefit items associated with oversize-overweight 

operations for 1980 are shown in Table 35. Costs and benefits from oversize­

overweight operations for Case 1 and Case 2 over the next 20 years are shown 

in Table 36. Enforcement activity at the current level is assumed for the 

20-year estimate. Based on these considerations, it is estimated that net 

savings to the trucking industry from oversize-overweight operations in 1980 

was about 42.3 million dollars. If current enforcement activity is assumed 

constant for the next 20 years, the trucking industry's net savings would be 

approximately 1.23 billion in constant 1980 dollars. However, it must be 

emphasized that the above figures, particularly pavement maintenance and 
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TABLE 30. ESTIMATED COST OF OVERSIZE-OVERWEIGHT OPERATIONS TO THE 
STATE: 1980 BASE YEAR AND 1980-1999 FORECAST 
(IN MILLIONS OF CONSTANT 1980 DOLLARS) 

1980 Base 20-Year Cost 
Categories Year Cost Forecast 

Administrative 

DPS $ 3.667 $ 96.607 

SDHPT 1.943 38.857 

Subtotal 5.610 135.464 

Highway Pavement* 
Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation 9.008 125.105 

TOTAL $14.618 million $260.569 million 

*Highway bridge structures not in1cuded 



TABLE 31. COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED VEHICLE OPERATING 
COST BETWEEN CASE 1 AND CASE 2 FOR 1980 
(IN MILLIONS OF CONSTANT 1980 DOLLARS) 

Case 2-
Highway Class Case 1 Case 2 Case 1 

Interstate $1,464.340 $1,479.155 $14.815 

Farm-to-Market 313.175 318.098 4.923 

Other State Highways 1,277.649 1,304.452 26,803 

TOTAL $3,055.164 $3,101. 705 $46,541 

TABLE 32. COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FUEL CONSUMPTION BETWEEN 
CASE 1 AND CASE 2 FOR 1980 (IN GALLONS) 

Case 2-
Highway Class Case 1 Case 2 Case 1 

Interstate 376,927,000 381,038,000 4,111,000 

Farm-to-Market 78,905,000 80,250,000 1,345,000 

Other State Highways 329,234,000 336,768,000 7,535,000 

TOTAL 785,066,000 -798,056,000 12,990,000 

85 
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TABLE 33. COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED VEHICLE OPERATING 
COST BETWEEN CASE 1 AND CASE 2, 1980-1999 
(IN MILLIONS OF CONSTANT 1980 DOLLARS) 

Case 2-
Highway Class Case 1 Case 2 Case 1 

Interstate $43,015.568 $43,427.682 $ 412.114 

Farm-to-Market 9,294.951 9,437.702 142.751 

Other State Highways 37.382.574 38,145.109 762.535 

TOTAL $89,693.093 $91,010.803 $1,317.710 

TABLE 34. COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FUEL CONSUMPTION BETWEEN 
CASE 1 AND CASE 2, 1980-1999 (IN GALLONS) 

Case 2-
Highway Class Case 1 Case 2 Case 1 

Interstate 11,045,690,000 11,159,919,000 114,229,000 

Farm-to-Market 2,339,682,000 2,378,664,000 38,982,000 

Other State Highways 9,616,623,000 9,830,908,000 214,285,000 

TOTAL 23,001,995,000 23,369,491,000 367,496,000 



TABLE 35. ESTIMATED COSTS AND BENEFITS OF OVERSIZE­
OVERWEIGHT OPERATIONS IN 1980 

Savings in Vehicle Operating Cost 

Truckers' Payment to the State for 
Oversize-Overweight Operation 

Fines for Size and/or Weight Violation 

Payment for Oversize-Overweight Permits 

Subtotal 

Net Savings to the Trucking Industry 

$46,541,000 

4,213,066 

$42,327,934 

(42.33 million) 

TABLE 36. ESTIMATED COSTS AND BENEFITS OF OVERSIZE­
OVERWEIGHT OPERATIONS, 1980-1999 

Savings in Vehicle Operating Cost 

Truckers' Payment for Oversize­
Overweight Operations 

$1,367,710,000 

1,219,600 

2,993,466 

Fines for Size and/or Weight Violations 24,392,000 

Payment for Oversize-Overweight Permits 59,869,000 

Subtotal 84,261,000 

Net Savings to the Trucking Industry $1,233,449,000 
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rehabilitation cost, are based on 1980 FHWA Truck Weight Survey data, which 

are a one-day sample of the truck traffic on Texas highways. Since the data 

are collected through five permanent weight stations, and since these stations 

cover only selected areas in the state, the weight survey data may not be 

representative of the actual truck weight situation on the Texas highway sys­

tem. Hence, the reader must be cautioned in using or quoting these figures. 

Some forms of oversize-overweight operations are necessary for the state's 

economy. Examples of such forms of oversize-overweight operations are the 

movements of concrete beams and mobile homes; trucks carrying oil well servic­

ing and cleanout equipment; and other oil field-related activities. To pro­

hibit these oversize-overweight movements would slow down the progress of the 

state's economy. Hence, permits are still necessary for certain types of 

movements. However, illegal oversize-overweight movements should be strictly 

regulated to preserve the highway infrastructure and reduce public nuisance. 

If truck operators desire higher size and weight limits, they should work for 

legislative change, rather than continuing to illegally overload their vehi­

cles. Such illegal overloading has accelerated pavement deterioration without 

fair compensation being made by those responsible. 



CHAPTER 7. CONCLUSIONS 

Previous chapters have presented an assessment of current oversize­

overweight operations in the state of Texas. Chapter 2 outlines the laws 

governing motor vehicle sizes and weights, Chapter 3 describes the roles 

played by agencies in a common effort to reduce size and weight violations, 

Chapter 4 characterizes the illegal size and weight violations, Chapter 5 

characterizes oversize-overweight permit operations in Texas, and Chapter 6 

discusses selected economic efforts of oversize-overweight operations to the 

state. 

Benefits to and need for certain currently permitted oversize-overweight 

movements are readily apparent. Of primary concern, however, are illegal 

oversize-overweight movements. As discussed in Chapter 2, highway vehicle 

loads must be limited in order to avoid rapid deterioration of roadways and 

the consequent high maintenance and rehabilitation costs which both the SDHPT 

and, ultimately, the taxpayers must bear. 

Hence, size and weight laws should be strictly enforced to insure adequate 

protection of the state's highway investment. In addition, strict enforcement 

of size and weight laws leads to a reduction in unfair and illegal competition 

among the motor carriers. 

The findings can be briefly summarized as follows: 

1. The joint effort of the DPS, RRC, and AG to reduce overloading on 
highways has produced some positive results; however, weaknesses 
remain in this program: (a) RRC's supervision extends only to cer­
tificated motor carriers and, hence, it influences only 30 percent 
of the truck traffic in the state; (b) since RRC keeps records only 
on gross vehicle weight, and not on the type of vehicle or the axle 
weight, only violators of gross vehicle weight can be penalized; 
(c) in the legal realm, filing suit against shippers, carriers, and 
receivers of overloads is considered an extraordinary measure, making 
a stronger statute a necessity. 

2. On a commodity basis, grain, sand, gravel, and log transporters are 
the major recorded violators in the state. 
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3. Overall, U.S. and state highways have the highest number of vio­
lation cases filed, followed by interstate and farm-to-market 
roads. However, on a violation per lane-mile basis, the interstate 
system ranks first, followed by U.S. and state highways and farm­
to-market roads, respectively. 

4. On the basis of violation cases filed per vehicle-mile of travel, 
U.S. and state highways have the highest ratio, followed by inter­
state and then farm-to-market roads. Truck weight survey data 
collected by SDHPT show that, in 1980, 32.01 percent of all trucks 
weighed on U.S. and state highways violated the axle weight limit 
in some way, and 22.98 percent on interstate highways did the same. 

5. Based on the SDHPT truck weight survey, vehicle types 3-S2 and 
2-Sl-2 are the most frequent violators of size and weight laws 
(each with more than 25 percent in violation) while on U.S. and 
other state highways, 3A and 3-S2 are the major violators (each 
having more than 25 percent). 

6. Through DPS violation files, it was discovered that dump trucks are 
the major violators of weight limitations (50 percent) while float 
trucks are the major violators of size limitations (66.4 percent). 

7. The private and special carriers together constituted 95.4 percent 
of the weight violation cases filed and 96.5 percent of the size 
violation cases filed. Only.3 percent of weight violations are 
filed on common carriers and 3.1 percent on contract carriers; 1.6 
percent of the size violations filed are on common carriers and .5 
percent on contract carriers. 

8. Classified according to lease status, two-thirds of the cases filed 
come from unleased vehicles and one-third from leased vehicles. 

9. Of the weight violation cases filed, 86.3 percent were committed by 
intrastate carriers and 13.7 percent by interstate carriers. With 
respect to size violations, 83.6 percent of the cases filed were on 
intrastate carriers, while 16.2 percent were on interstate carriers. 
The interstate carriers have a higher percentage of violations of 
size than of weight limitations. 

10. In most of the violation cases, vehicles exceed their registered 
weight by approximately 4,000 to 8,000 lb, while a few exceed by 
as much as 50,000 lb. 

11. Of the oversize-overweight cases filed by DPS officers, 98.6 percent 
were fined by the judges. 

12. The average fine for a weight violation ranges from approximately 
$35 to $40 for a gross vehicle weight violation. The average fine 
for a size violation is $29. The fine is not set in scale to the 
amount over the limit each vehicle is charged with carrying, so 
vehicles slightly overweight and those heaVily overweight may be 
levied identical fines. The fine structure should be such that 
the incentive to overload is nonexistent or even negative. 



The following points relate to oversize-overweight permit operations: 

13. During the period from September 1, 1979, to August 31, 1980, 
81 percent of the permits issued were for oversize-overweight 
movement (77.6 percent of these through Form 438 and 3.4 percent 
via telecommunication), 17.3 percent were for mobile home trans­
port, one percent were oil field-related (Form SB290), and .7 
percent were for concrete beam movement. 

14. Of the permits issued, 93.8 percent were single-day, 5.2 percent 
were 30-day, .8 percent were 90-day, and .3 percent were annual. 

15. Frequency of the type of permits issued in each highway district 
depends on the types of industries present there. Districts 2, 
7, 10, and 12, for example, issued a large number of mobile home 
permits because of the presence of large mobile home industries 
in those districts. 

By using SDHPT-published data to review the historical trend of oversize­
overweight movements, it is seen that 

16. There has been an upsurge in oversize-overweight movement since 
1974. In 1980, the percent of trucks overweight on interstate 
highways increased from 5.08 percent to 22.98 percent, while on 
u.S. and state highways the increase was even higher, from 8.60 
percent to 32.01 percent. 
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17. The economic analysis, based on the 1980 FHWA Truck Weight Survey, 
indicates that, through overloading, the trucking industry has 
realized a tremendous savings. Yet, this savings by the trucking 
iridustry has been at the expense of the state's highway system, 
which has been damaged by overloaded vehicles. Moreover, the 
trucking industry has not fully paid for its share of this damage. 
However, caution must be exercised in quoting figures from Chapter 
6 because of the shortage of sample in the Truck Weight Survey. 

In an effort to enhance the current enforcement level, several recommen­
dations are made: 

1. The current joint program of enforcement by the DPS, AG, and RRC 
should be continued. However, since filing suit is presently con­
sidered as only an extraordinary measure, a stronger statute is in 
order to limit the shipping, operating, and receiving of oversize­
overweight trucks. 

2. Since size and weight violations occur most often in the private, 
independent carrier, and special carrier sectors and most often are 
incurred by the haulers of grain, gravel, sand, and timber, special 
means should be found to curb violations by these groups. 

3. Revision of the current fine structure is advised in order to remove 
the incentive for truckers to operate oversize-overweight. Fines 
should be scaled so that persistent violators will be punished to a 
greater degree than occasional violators. 
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4. A highway cost allocation study to determine the relationship between 
highway truck size and weight and the cost incurred is advised. Such 
a study would aid in the determination of a fairer fine structure for 
size and weight violations. 

5. An increase in the DPS License and Weight Service enforcement force 
and budget is recommended to allow the establishment of additional 
checkpoints and the purchase of better detection equipment. 

6. Establishment of a more effective truck weight survey program for the 
state is recommended. Such a program would aid the state in the 
design, planning, and administration of highway-related facilities 
and other funding-related questions. 

The question of the appropriateness of current size and weight limits was 

addressed in previous phases of the study (Refs 1, 10, 11). The underlying 

premise of this study is that the highway users should bear their share of the 

cost. Irrespective of the size and weight limit in effect, the cost burden 

borne by each highway user should be equitable. This would result in the 

lessening of unfair competition within the transport industry as well as with 

other users of the highway infrastructure. Hence, highway cost responsibility 

and allocation studies are necessary and a natural, consequent step of the 

current study. 
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OVERSIZE-OVERWEIGHT PERMIT FORMS 
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PERMIT TO MOVE CONCRETE 
BEAMS OVER STATE HIGHWAYS 

, Texilll 
Within Ih,' JIm '~iunK uf law, Ill!rmiKKilln ill hereby Kiv"11 III 

97 

of __ , to trallllJ)l)rt concrete heam:l 
o\'er the roUlCli IiKled below: 

Mak~ und )10(1<-1 i':lIgine No, 
Truck 
Trlliler ____________ _ 

HC>lCri pI ion of LulU! 
Maximum total groltll wcitrhl uf l'tluipme and loud til III' tranK 
Maximum widlh _ L~:<;~L _ ., ~Iaximum 
!llt)\'~mellt 10 ix>gin not earlit'r thlln __ 
b,' Ihl"e,' daYli including bCj(ill~inj( dale, 

A xl£' SJla('in~~ 

No, of Tire!' 

)Iinimllm Tir .. ~ize 

No, 

Weight 

Ihs, 
Maximum length _____ . feet 
19 __ , Tolal time allowed for mo\'emellt "hall 

o o 

II i" l':oqlrl'>4"I~' IIlId",'"too,1 thaI Ih,' 'alt' tIi~hw;l)' 11~J1al"t.mcnl ' 1"""I"'lIsiIJI.· in 1111)' \\:t~' ffll' 1111)' ,Ianlave .. f 
\\ hah'\,<',' Ilatllrt' that nu,~' "l'KIIII 1'''1Il I h,· IIII1H'IIIt'llt IIf the IIIHI"~ cI"SI'l'il",,1 '"Ilidl' IlI,,1 11101,1 ,,"('r Stal,' JliJ.(hI\ays all.1 
hat all ~IIl'h rt'''(l()n~iIJilit)' j" "I,,'h~' 1Il't"'pll'" "" h"half 0 f th" a""lk:tllt. 

"Ulltt' :ltllrting "'ith Ix'ginning point.): 

I, the 'lIIlier.<' n('d, certify that I 11m IIl1thllrizl',1 to Kigll this Ilt'rmit fur the IM.'l"IIlIn or firn, wholl 
hat the IIb()\'e informlltion i" true Ilnd correct, 

Signed: 
l>ISTRlcr ENGINEER By: 

Title: -- --- - - ------'\r-
P ~IIT IS SOT \'ALID UNLESS ALL REQUIRED 
'FOR~IATIO~ IS (;I\'EN, 

PERMIT 10. 
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,. ......... _ .... 
P .... , .. 

PERMIT FOR OILWELL SERVICING. CI.EANOUT AND/OR 
DRILLING MACHINERY L~UED lIND.:R P.C. 821 ... 

60 

0.:'''':1(. L IIOT.:: Tbli .. orm •• '0 be ueed .,tb .... Orlft u. a •• ,.d." All •• I,b' .... d d.n ... I13I ....... r Ib~ 
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RMIT TO MOVE A MOBILE HOME OVER STATE HIGHWAYS 

________ ---- ---- ----- J Texas 19 ____ _ 

is hereby requested by ______________________________________________ . 

of ___________________ ------------J _ _ __ . _______________ ---- _____ -- ___ to transport the following mobile 
home over the routes given below (G'I.e begin 'ng and ending poin~ on ch highway with distances) : 

Make and Model Engine ense No. 
Truc:k __________________ ._ __ _ ______________ . _______ 0 ______ 0_ 0 ___ _ 

Mobile nome_ _0 __ 0 __ 0 _____ • ___ License No._. 0 ________ Serial No.. ________ ._00 _________ _ 

Maximum lfidth __ o_ _ __ feet, Maximum heitlh legal feet, Maximum length _0_. ______ 0. _____ feet 
Movement to begin not earlier than . To ht! completed by __ 0 _______ 00_ __ ___ __ 19 __ ._ 
Time of day permit i8l'lued' ___________ . 
Routes: ___ 0 _______________ _ 

Remarks: Daylight movement only an)i'1h('n ol1ly when \Oi~ibi1ity is good. 
t in front and rear Clf \·ehicle. 

It is expressly undel'lltood tha t! State Highway D('r.artment !<hall not be re!'ponsible i"""ny "'ay for any damage 
of whate\'er nature that • r rt'su!t from the mO\'cm(:n t lIf the above d-.:;cribed \-ehicle an 
ways alld that all sUl'h spoDsibility is hereby al"cept.?d (ln beha!i of the app:icant. 

I, the und~_rs~~' certify that I am authorized til !'il:n this applicatIOn f,.r the J)t'r~on or firm wht)~name appears 
on this applica7committing the above uLligatioll, and that the statements in this application are true a 

certify that the equipment covered by this Signed: ____ _ 
is UDder lease from _ By: ° _ _ 

Title: ________ . 

·0 J DISTRICT F.NGINI-~ER 

PERMIT NQ 
PERMiT IS NOT VALID tlNLJ.:SS ALL REQllJRElll:-tFORMATION IS GIVEN 

\D 
\D 
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Al,!tLlCAT10N ANI) r.:RMJT TO MO\,E SUI'}:R lIEAVY OR OVERSIZE 
EQUlltMI::NT Ok l.oAU On:R STATE HIGIIWAYS 

}'t:.; , 

• Tt''1ULI illite _ ...... _ ._ ................ _ .• )9 .•... _ 

Within the I' .vi"j,m~ Df I" .... Ii<'rlllis~ion i~ h"I\'t,,}· l'I!qu('stl .. 1 by .. 

Df .... •..• . _... .. to tran rt the followllll' equirment 
high'omy .. ith di~t.aneCII) : and maximum J ...... "','r the rUII\t'$ ,iv,'" 1 ... 1"'0' «(;i"C! L<'t:illllillJ{ Rlltl (,lIdinlf point, on t 

"!:Ike :uIII ... Id 1-:lIg;II.> r.: .. , J,irl'lille Nil, Wt'ipt 
Truck _ ... 
Trailer .... 

. __ ................. " ........... _ ..... . 
.... ..... . .. Jb~. 

. __ .......................... " ..... _._lbs. J)ell('rirtion of J.nlld _ .. 
Maximum totallC""'~ wl'ij:h of tqlli,'lllenl alit) Ju.111 tu he tr:III~I.'rh .. 1 . . • 'Ixl. 
Mllximum "illt h . . fl'Ct. )13l1imum heht'ht ....... . .. f • Mallimum IClIgth ............ _._._ .. feet 
l'u\,t'nll~lIt tv 1w·gin .,,,1 ellrli~r . HI , "0 coml,leted by _ ..... '''_' .. 19. 

I.oAIIIS(; nATA 
TYJII! of "chit'le _ ...... (s..'C otl .. 'r III C lIf tM. p!ll."C tur dia~rlllll~ "f d' "rl'llt t)'llC1l of Yl'hielcli. cOJldition~. ('te.) 

Routr.s: _....... ... .. .. ............ ............ .. 

Spc.'Cial ~onditi .. nft: 

""11; "'7.t:s 
• ""O:M i.,. ASI.i-:- It i. C!lIprclOllly undc~IQI'od that 

•. ~". - hI' 1)tntc! JlilCh .... )' Uel"lrtment 
., - .. - h:.lr nnl be fe,pIIMi!.le in any 

- - ""I\Y fur an1 damalCe of whah!ypr 
.. __ lIlIture that may reauJt Irnm the 
•.. _ mOVl'mtnt of the all<wl' dl'scril".d 

v('hicle and load over State Jlirh. 
-.- . -- ny~ and tlmt all ,uch ~pon~l • 

.. -.- .. ---.~. - bilily i. hereby aecclltt.>d on 
half of the aJlllIi~"nt. 

~.-'. .-- . 
J. the "nd il'ned. certify that I am authnriu .. d til aiR" this avrlieation for the peril 01' firm .. h~ 1\ame appea", 

01\ \hi8 .PIlI' tiU" ('omnliltin, the abon oblhtation. and that the lltalt!menta In \hia apr ation are trlle and eorrHt.. 
J furtl' «rtil, Utat the equipment eo,-er.d by thi~ 8ilfRed: _ ......... _ ....... _......... . .... _ ............................. .. 

applieati ia undt'T WaAI! lrom N..... .... .. ......... ... ........... 111: _ ............... _... ... .......... ... ...... ......... ..... .. .... "'_ 
... . ........................... _... Title: .......................................... .. 

lTHlN Tin: PKOVJSJONS 0.' I.AW. and in aa:ordanee .. ith the condiliolll expreAR<! a • ind 011 til. other 
lid of thi" PBl:e, permilllliun II hereby ,ranted to tran',lOrt the abo,'I dueribed equipment and Ilmum load over 

tft Ilatt'd, 
SSUED.. . .. M. BY ........... _ .... _. ... .. r.OUNTI-:R.c;JCNF.D ........... _ ......... _. __ ..... .. 

CuhiP", Check _... . ............. _ .... EllproetII M. O ..................... . 
U. S. M. O ....... _ ............................ W. u. at o. _ .. _...... .......... .... _ DiJllrlet EllI'iMft', DiIItriet No. ---4r-
Bank M. O. _ ... __ ........................ _ 

THIS PERMIT vOln IF AI.Tl:REn PERMIT 

• 



CONDITIONS 

W"iI:ht 0 ~ny wh('.,1 nlllY not exCl'eCI the millimum Ie~al ".'eight per inch width of lire, ]f the dell iplion 
of thf 10:ld l\ wrong or the IIIl1xilllum width, hcight, or I,'ngth i~ cx('cc.I,'(1 or If th,! ICr"~s lond on ~)' axle 
IS'" I'XCCliS th,' load IIhown for that axle or if the dist;&lI('e t,..'t\HOCn IIny two axles ill Icss thnn t dilltant:c 
IIhown or if t total gro~~ wdght of \'chirle and luad i~ in l'l""SII of thnt IIhown. thi~ permit is oid,]f Ilny 
rOlltc or d,'tollr ".l III'l'dflrally li~ted i" lI~d. thi. \,ermit iii ,"uid ullle",. writtcn 1K'I'mi"Rioll ill taincd from 
II !listrict Jo;ugim' 'uf the Jligllway V"ll;lrtmrllt, COllI illuou!! \'julnlion IIf thrse conilitionll w' lie ellURe for 
refusal 10 il<lIl1e ot 'r IlCrmits, Thf TfXlI~ Jfighway Urp:1I tmrnt, in iRsuing thill permit, prells!!! that tl) 
I hc 1I" .. t of illl kllo\ edle, thf structurcs on the routrs Ii"tcd IIrc adc'Iliate to carry t "Iond: but it is 
expn,,.:<ly lltipulatcd th t thc lJfpartmcnt dots not guarnntec the load capacity of thf IItr cturfS, and accfpts 
nil re"IK.nsillility for th safe movemcnt of the vl'ilic\e nud IUiIiI ovcr thrsc routes, 

INSTRlJCTIONS 

I. I.llIl nil detours that arf to be lied undl'r "I:nutfs" on the ff\'('rlll' !lid 
" Til It., millie ill qlladrupli":llI', or illal to IIppli,'ilnl; tWeI Ctll'ies tu Ilist 1" 

Jo'ourlh copy to relliain in !iull-ol e. 

loP( 5 

~~--
I f' 4 '_~!lcY"''-----' 

___ &_~_o..._. -- .... _ ... _ .. - .•. _---,-_ ..... _--
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" "'.'. a ..... ' ...... '.' ......... y. TEXAS OVERSIZE/ovERWEIGHT PERMIT 

,/ 

",..ltc " ... ....,. .... 

• '407 
I" 

PERMIT fEE '1.00 DATE 
P.T. ,r.ntl permlllion to ---------

____ . ___ . ____ w.ighing __ . _. __ . __ Ibl. uling. ___ . ___ truek. 
Eng. 1# _ .. _--'''r-___ Lle. # . __ . ________ . ___ tr.lI.r. Lie. # 

lJim ... llonl: ft. high: ft. long: Groll w.ight -",~ _______ Ibl. 
Movement beglnl • ends 

LOADING 
DATA: 

ROUTE: 

o 
TIIAILEII ___ _ ~,....----Ibl.-----

.. -----.-----"r--

.. -- .. -------------~~--

.. - ---. __ . ----------~~--
.. - ._--- ------------

~pec.!!1 Conditions: 

-0-0-0-0-0 
. ______ Ibl. 

--_ .. _-_._--._--------

nl of H;ghw.y •• 1Mf PuDlic T' .... po'l on .... 11 nol Dol , •• pon.IDI. In eny wey for ."Y do", ... 01 
whate",., nAture tM' "'ey 'Hul. "0", th. mo en' of Ihe ebo"e d •• c.,bed v.hicl. end I,;. vet 5 •••• Highway. encr th •• atl such r •• pDftalbility i. 
he'.by .cc.pted an be ... 1f of I ... opplic.. . I". und ... ig".d. corhfy I'" .bo"e 'n'or",.lion i. 

ISSUE08V: 

TIME: ____ ~_ CHECK NO. 



• 

APPENDIX B 

MONTHLY FREQUENCY FOR EACH OF THE FOUR 

TYPES OF SIZE AND WEIGHT VIOLATIONS 
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B.l. Monthly frequency of cases filed for violation of maximum single 
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APPENDIX C 

SIZE AND WEIGHT VIOLATIONS 

BY VEHICLE BODY TYPE 



... 



Region 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Totals 

% of 
Total 

C-l. FREQUENCY OF CASES FILED FOR VIOLATION OF UOTOR VEHICLE 
WEIGHT LnHTATIONS BY VEHICLE BODY TYPE 

Type of Vehicle 

Sergeant Refrig- Live-
Areas Float Pole Tank erator Van stock Dump SEecial 

A 101 4 51 6 6 12 1,884 35 
B 115 130 66 90 1 1.448 141 

216 134 117 6 96 13 3,332 176 

A 822 80 341 13 67 3 1,365 180 
B 598 11 387 110 8 253 6 511 80 

1,420 1,467 451 21 320 9 1,876 260 

A 453 5 187 31 18 4 848 426 
B 857 26 555 63 203 71 1 1 844 48 

1,310 31 742 94 221 75 2,692 474 

A 135 6 409 2 41 26 453 52 
B 949 4 613 38 56 61 544 148 

1,084 10 1,022 40 97 87 997 200 

A 692 4 254 34 22 96 1,123 55 
B 387 2 170 86 36 92 11 545 17 

1,079 6 424 120 58 188 2,668 72 

A 521 16 228 55 78 1 1,168 71 
B 229 6 218 24 59 29 11 066 66 

750 22 446 79 137 30 2,234 137 

5,859 1,670 3,202 360 929 402 13,799 1,319 

21.2 6.0 11.6 1.3 3.4 1.4 49.8 4.8 

• 

Unknown 

11 
17 

28 

10 
15 

25 

222 
2 

24 

4 
13 

17 

12 
6 

18 

22 
18 

40 

152 

.5 
I-' 
I-' 
I-' 



C-2. FREQUENCY OF CASES FILED FOR VIOLATION OF MOTOR VEHICLE 
SIZE LIMITATIONS BY VEHICLE BODY TYPE 

T~pe of Vehicle 

Sergeant Refrig- Live-
Region Areas Float Pole Tank era tor Van stock Dump Special 

1 A 262 3 1 15 39 15 78 
B 196 12 2 18 4 28 

498 15 2 1 15 57 19 176 

2 A 486 14 1 5 4 85 
B 500 107 1 5 21 6 93 

986 121 2 10 21 10 178 

3 A 186 4 49 45 96 98 14 
B J15 1§ ~ 8 46 27 § .12 

501 16 9 57 91 123 104 49 

4 A 336 2 2 51 5 57 
B I 293 11 1 5 15 1 109 

629 13 1 7 66 6 166 

5 
A 216 2 2 1 20 36 2 45 
B 295 17 1 21 1 78 

511 19 3 1 20 57 3 123 

6 A 285 5 3 17 8 5 25 
B 219 5 1 4 16 28 66 

504 10 4 4 33 36 5 91 

Totals 3,589 194 20 64 176 360 147 783 

% of 66.4 3.6 .4 1.2 3.3 6.7 2.7 14.5 Total 

Unknown 

11 
8 

19 

7 
8 

15 

2 
J 
5 

1 
5 

6 

3 

3 

10 
6 

16 

64 

1.2 

Pass 
Car 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 
1 

3 

9 

.2 

• 

.... .... 
N 
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APPENDIX D 

FINE DISTRIBUTION FOR EACH OF THE FOUR 

TYPES OF SIZE AND WEIGHT VIOLATIONS 
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D.l. Distribution histogram of fines charged by court for violation of maximum 
single axle weight limitations (20.000 lb), January-September 1980. 
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D.2. Distribution histogram of fines charged by court for violation of maximum 
tandem axle weight limitation (34,000 lb), January-September 1980. 
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Distribution histogram of fines charged by court for violation of 
maximum gross vehicle weight limitation, January-September 1980. 
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Distribution histogram of fines charged by court for violation of maximum 
size limitations, January-September 1980. 
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