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Part G 
Transportation and Motor Vehicles 

 

Transportation – Generally 

Highways 

Intercounty Connector 

 During the 2005 session, the General Assembly considered the financing of the 
controversial Intercounty Connector (ICC) highway project, which has been in various planning 
stages for many years.  The proposed project will link Interstate 270 in Montgomery County with 
Interstate 95 in Prince George’s County.  Senate Bill 255/ House Bill 1352 (both passed) adopt 
a financing plan for the project, which is discussed below under “Project Financing” in this 
Part G. 

Bus Passenger Shelters 

Senate Bill 158 (passed) allows the State Highway Administration to authorize vendors 
to advertise on bus passenger shelters on State rights-of-way.  The bill also authorizes a transit 
operator or a municipal corporation or county with a transit system operating within its borders 
to enter into an agreement with a private party to construct, operate, and maintain bus passenger 
shelters on a State right-of-way.  The Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) intends to use its 
authority under the bill to enter into a contract with Viacom to construct 56 new advertising bus 
shelters by November 2006.  It is expected that contractual arrangements of this type will allow 
MTA and other transit operators to provide the benefits of bus passenger shelters without the 
costs of construction or maintenance. 

Project Financing 

During the 2004 session, the General Assembly expanded its oversight of the Maryland 
Transportation Authority (MdTA) by adopting provisions that prohibit MdTA from issuing 
bonds to finance a transportation facility until the General Assembly has approved the specific 
project and the maximum amount of bonds to finance the project.  These provisions, which were 
part of the Budget Reconciliation and Financing Act of 2004 (Chapter 430), would have taken 
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effect on June 1, 2004, but were modified by the Maryland Consolidated Capital Bond Loan of 
2004 (Chapter 432) to instead take effect on July 1, 2005. 

Pursuant to Chapter 430 of 2004, the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) 
and MdTA were authorized to pledge federal aid to repay bonds as long as the annual payments 
of principal and interest on the bonds did not exceed 13 percent of the State’s average annual 
federal highway aid authorization.  The date of maturity could not exceed 15 years from the date 
of issuance. 

Senate Bill 255/House Bill 1352 (both passed) repeal the provision limiting annual debt 
service on bonds secured by a pledge of anticipated future federal aid, commonly referred to as 
“GARVEE” bonds (grant anticipation revenue vehicles).  The bills instead establish a maximum 
of $750 million of GARVEE bonds that can be issued with a 12-year maturity.  The bills provide 
for an alternative repayment plan if future federal aid is insufficient to pay the debt service on 
GARVEEs issued.  The bills modify the definition of “tax-supported debt” to include GARVEE 
bonds, thereby making such bond issuances count toward the State’s capital debt affordability 
limit.   

Senate Bill 255/House Bill 1352 also establish a financing plan for the Intercounty 
Connector (ICC) highway project as follows: 

• MdTA is required to issue GARVEE bonds up to a maximum of $750 million; 

• MdTA must also issue its own revenue bonds backed by toll revenues; 

• the Governor is required to transfer $60 million in special funds from the Transportation 
Trust Fund (TTF) to MdTA ($22 million in fiscal 2005 and $38 million in fiscal 2006); 
and  

• the Governor is required to transfer funds to MdTA totaling $264,913,000 by fiscal 2010, 
with a payment of (1) at least $30 million per year from the TTF for fiscal 2007 through 
2010; (2) at least $50 million per year in general funds for fiscal 2007 through 2010; and 
(3) at least $10 million federal aid from any source in amounts as deemed prudent. 

To accommodate the general fund component of the ICC financing plan, Senate Bill 255 
/House Bill 1352 repeal the provision that requires a general fund transfer to the TTF if the 
unappropriated general fund surplus exceeds $10 million.  The bills also repeal the provision that 
prohibits MdTA from issuing bonds to finance all or part of the cost of a transportation facility 
project until approved by the General Assembly.  Instead, the bills establish a cap of $1.9 billion 
on the aggregate outstanding and unpaid principal balance of MdTA revenue bonds as of June 30 
of any year. 

Senate Bill 255/House Bill 1352 also require MdTA to provide notice and information to 
the Maryland General Assembly regarding a proposed acquisition or construction of a revenue-
producing transportation facilities project.  MdTA must submit a report to the General Assembly 
by December 1 of each year on the status of the ICC.   

http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0255.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/hb1352.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0255.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/HB1352.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0255.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/hb1352.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0255.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/hb1352.htm


Part G – Transportation And Motor Vehicles  G-3 
 

Finally, the bills state the intent of the General Assembly to fully support inclusion of a 
continuous bike and pedestrian path as part of the ICC and urge MDOT to review all options for 
an east-west transit system. 

Maryland Transportation Authority 

The Chesapeake Bay Bridge 

With approximately 27 million motorists traveling across it each year, the William 
Preston Lane Jr. Memorial Bridge (Bay Bridge) is a source of substantial revenue for the State 
and, at times, a major source of complaints from commuters who face increasingly long seasonal 
and construction-related back-ups during their commute across the bay.  Senate Bill 625/House 
Bill 1397 (both failed) proposed creation of a Chesapeake Bay Crossing Authority (authority), 
which would assume control over the Bay Bridge, thus removing it from the management of 
MdTA.  Senate Bill 625, as amended, would have changed the authority to an “Advisory 
Committee” with no control over the bridge.  The advisory committee would have studied and 
made recommendations to MdTA regarding ways to improve the flow of traffic on the Bay 
Bridge.  MdTA has indicated its intention to establish a Bay Bridge advisory committee without 
legislation. 

In another effort to relieve Bay Bridge congestion, Senate Bill 626/House Bill 1396 
(both failed) sought to require MdTA to stop collecting tolls for the Bay Bridge if it was 
determined that the wait for eastbound traffic to cross the Bay Bridge was 30 minutes or longer.   

Membership 

Senate Bill 627/House Bill 1395 (both failed) attempted to change the membership of 
MdTA.  The bills would have increased the membership from seven to nine, including the 
Secretary of Transportation who chairs the authority.  The bills would have prohibited employees 
of the Executive Branch of State government from serving on the authority.  In addition, Senate 
Bill 627, as amended, would have required at least four of the appointed members to have 
specified technical expertise.  Both bills would have limited service on the authority to two 
consecutive terms, and Senate Bill 627, as amended, would have accelerated the expiration of 
the current members’ terms. 

Maryland Port Administration 

Independent Authority 

The Maryland Port Administration (MPA) became part of the debate in the General 
Assembly concerning the personnel practices of the Executive Branch when the MPA’s 
executive director resigned in February 2005.  This event caught the attention of the General 
Assembly and caused concern for many legislators regarding the governance of the port.  Aimed 
at restructuring the administration of MPA, Senate Bill 1004/House Bill 1587 (both failed) 
would have established MPA as an independent agency, separate from MDOT.  Under the bills, 
the MPA executive director would be a gubernatorial appointee and serve a four-year term.  In 
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addition to the existing fees and other revenues paid to MPA, the bills would have required a 
transfer from the TTF equal to two-thirds of MDOT’s share of corporate income tax revenues.  
There was no provision allowing for MPA to issue bonds as the independent MdTA does. 

House Bill 1537 (failed) would have created a committee to study the feasibility of 
creating an independent port authority to operate the Port of Baltimore.  Although the bill did not 
pass, the chairs of the Senate Finance Committee, the Senate Budget and Taxation Committee, 
the House Environmental Matters Committee, and the House Appropriations Committee wrote a 
letter indicating their intention to form a joint committee in the 2005 interim to investigate the 
administration of MPA. 

Port Land Use Development Zone Advisory Council – Abolishment 

Senate Bill 82 (passed) abolished the Port Land Use Development Zone Advisory 
Council (PLUDAC) and the Port Land Use Development Office.  In 1998, the Port Land Use 
Development Zone (zone) was created to identify properties within the immediate influence of 
port activity.  PLUDAC was assigned the task of developing a master plan to return vacant 
properties within the zone to productive use.  The goal was to facilitate economic development 
around the Port of Baltimore and to help MPA overcome obstacles related to the development of 
former industrial sites known as “brownfield sites.”  It is anticipated that PLUDAC will have 
completed all tasks assigned to it by spring 2005, thus negating the need for its existence. 

Aviation 

House Bill 189 (passed) renames the Baltimore-Washington International Airport to be 
the Baltimore-Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport, contingent on ratification of 
the name change by the Board of Public Works.  Thurgood Marshall, born in Baltimore, was one 
of the most prominent civil rights attorneys in the nation, arguing 32 cases before the U.S. 
Supreme Court and winning 29.  Marshall served as the U.S. Solicitor General, a judge on the 
U.S. Court of Appeals, and the first African American justice on the U.S. Supreme Court.  In 
addition, the bill creates the Advisory Committee on the Naming of State Facilities, Roads, and 
Bridges. 

Mass Transit 

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) operates the second 
largest rail transit system (Metrorail) in the United States.  Metrorail currently services 26 
stations in Maryland as part of a regional transit system.  The Red Line of the Metrorail, the 
busiest of the Metrorail lines, runs between Shady Grove, Maryland, downtown Washington, 
DC, and Glenmont, Maryland.  There are 11 stations and 18.43 miles of track on the Red Line in 
Montgomery County.   

Senate Joint Resolution 5 (failed) would have urged the Governor and the Secretary of 
Transportation to urge WMATA to study the expansion of the Metrorail Red Line.  The 
proposed study would have considered expansion of the Red Line from the current Glenmont 
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Station to Olney in Montgomery County, including the option of providing light rail service to 
Olney.  The resolution also would have urged the Governor to direct the Secretary to explore 
securing federal funds for the expansion of the Metrorail Red Line and for construction of a 
dedicated bus lane on Route 97. 

Other Transportation Issues 

Congestion Studies 

Southern Maryland is experiencing tremendous growth in traffic congestion due to 
population, commuter patterns, the expansion of the Patuxent River Naval Air Station, and 
commercial truck drivers who wish to avoid the Capital Beltway and congested interstates by 
using U.S. 301.   

Senate Bill 281 (passed) creates a Commission to Study Transportation Needs in 
Southern Maryland.  The commission will study Southern Maryland rail transit alternatives and 
the current and future impact of traffic congestion in the area.  The commission will make 
recommendations regarding roadway improvements, mass transit, and Southern Maryland 
transportation funding needs.  The Tri-County Council for Southern Maryland (TCC) is required 
to provide technical and staff support, and the commission must coordinate its efforts with 
TCC’s Regional Infrastructure Advisory Committee.  The bills require the commission to report 
its findings and recommendations to the Governor and the General Assembly by November 1, 
2006.   

Motor Vehicles 

Young Drivers – More Restrictions for Improved Safety 

Motor vehicle crashes are the number one killer of teenagers nationwide, with 7,884 teen 
drivers involved in fatal crashes in 2003, according to the most recent data from the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration.  In Maryland, although people younger than 21 account 
for only 1.6 percent of the population, they are involved in 5.3 percent of the motor vehicle 
accidents.  One in five teenagers in Maryland is likely to be involved in a crash during the first 
year of driving.  This, along with the tragic news of several fatal crashes involving teen drivers 
that occurred in Maryland in 2004, has been the impetus for initiatives from the legislature and 
the Administration intended to improve safety for young drivers.  Legislative initiatives included 
requirements for driving practice before qualifying for licensing, stricter licensing requirements, 
prohibitions on driving distractions, including the use of wireless devices and additional teen 
passengers, and more severe sanctions for drunk and drugged driving. 

Learner’s Permits and Driver’s Licenses 

Currently, an individual with a learner’s instructional permit may not take a driver skills 
examination or a driver road exam for a provisional license sooner than four months after either 
obtaining the learner’s permit or committing a moving violation for which the individual was 
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convicted.  Senate Bill 209 (passed) lengthens that period of time from four months to six 
months. 

Under Maryland law, a person cannot receive an unrestricted license sooner than 18 
months after receiving the provisional license or the date of a moving violation for which the 
person has been convicted.  Senate Bill 206 (passed) imposes that 18-month waiting period on 
provisional drivers convicted of violating night driving restrictions or safety restraint restrictions, 
and also requires that a person who has had a provisional license suspended or revoked cannot 
receive an unrestricted license until 18 months after that license has been restored. 

The General Assembly also increased the amount of practice driving that an individual 
must complete before receiving a provisional driver’s license.  Maryland law requires that an 
individual seeking to obtain a driver’s license attend a driver education program consisting of 30 
hours of classroom instruction and at least 6 hours of highway driving.  Motor Vehicle 
Administration (MVA) regulations also require than an applicant for a provisional license submit 
a completed practice log signed by a parent, guardian, or supervising driver attesting to 40 hours 
of supervised driving by the applicant.  House Bill 395 (passed) requires an individual who 
holds a learner’s instructional permit and seeks to obtain a driver’s license to complete at least 60 
hours of behind-the-wheel instruction supervised by a driver who has been licensed for at least 
three years and who is at least 21 years old.  Ten of the 60 hours must occur during night time, 
defined as the period beginning 30 minutes before sunset and ending 30 minutes after sunrise. 

Rules of the Road 

National research has shown that when teen drivers are accompanied by passengers, the 
risk of crashing increases.  For teenage drivers transporting two, three, or more passengers, the 
risk of crashing is three to five times greater than with older, adult drivers.  According to a 
national analysis of traffic accidents conducted in 2000, 63 percent of the deaths of teenage 
passengers in motor vehicle accidents occurred when other teenagers were driving.  Senate Bill 
57/House Bill 393 (both passed) prohibit the holder of a provisional license who is younger than 
18 years old from transporting a passenger younger than 18 years old.  This provision may be 
enforced by a police officer only as a secondary action (that is, it cannot be the primary cause for 
stopping the driver).  However, a violation of this provision is a moving violation, and the MVA 
may suspend or revoke the individual’s driver’s license on receipt of satisfactory evidence of a 
violation.  The prohibition is effective from the date of the provisional license issuance until the 
151st day after issuance.  The prohibition does not apply if the provisional license holder is 
accompanied by and under the supervision of a driver who is at least 21 years old, is sitting in the 
front passenger’s seat, and has held a driver’s license for at least three years.  The prohibition 
also does not apply to a passenger who is a family member of the licensee or a relative who 
resides at the same address as the licensee. 

Since 2003, the National Transportation Safety Board has recommended that all states 
prohibit holders of learner’s permits and intermediate or provisional driver’s licenses from using 
any wireless device while driving.  A study published in 2005 from the University of Utah 
concluded that young drivers between the ages of 18 and 25 who used either a hands-free or 
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hand-held cell phone while driving had the reaction times of a 70-year-old driver.  Senate 
Bill 50/House Bill 394 (both passed) prohibit a provisional license holder and the holder of a 
learner’s instructional permit who is under 18 years old from using a wireless communication 
device such as a cell phone while operating a motor vehicle.  A “wireless communication 
device” is a hand-held or hands-free device used to access a wireless telephone service or text 
messaging device.  The prohibition does not apply if the licensee or permit holder uses a wireless 
communication device in an emergency to contact a 9-1-1 system while driving.  A police officer 
may enforce this provision only as a secondary action.  If the MVA receives satisfactory 
evidence of a violation, the MVA may suspend or revoke the individual’s driver’s license. 

As introduced, Senate Bill 207/House Bill 252 (both failed) would have required the 
MVA to suspend the driver’s license of a person under 21 years old who is convicted of violating 
certain alcohol- or drug-related driving provisions for the longer of three years or until the person 
turns 21 years old.  Each chamber passed versions of these bills that had different penalties, but 
the differences between the bills were never reconciled. 

Driver Licensing and Rules of the Road 

Automated Speed Enforcement – Montgomery County 

House Bill 443 (passed) authorizes the use of speed monitoring systems in Montgomery 
County to identify and issue citations to persons who are recorded exceeding the posted speed 
limit by at least 10 miles per hour.  A “speed monitoring system” is a device with one or more 
motor vehicle sensors producing at least two time-stamped images of a motor vehicle that 
include the same stationary object near the motor vehicle.  The recorded image must also show 
the rear of the motor vehicle and clearly identify the registration plate number.  The provisions 
apply to speeding violations that occur (1) on a highway in a residential district with a maximum 
posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour or (2) in an established school zone.  A violation 
recorded by a speed monitoring system is a civil infraction subject to a maximum civil penalty of 
$40.  If the fine is not paid and the violation is not contested, the MVA may refuse to register or 
transfer the registration, or may suspend the registration of the motor vehicle.  A violation may 
be treated as a parking violation, is not a moving violation for the purpose of assessing points, 
may not be placed onto the driving record of the owner or driver of the vehicle, and may not be 
considered in the provision of motor vehicle insurance.  Montgomery County is required to use 
revenues from automated speed enforcement to increase local expenditures for public safety, 
beginning in fiscal 2006 and each subsequent fiscal year.  Related public safety expenditures 
must be used to supplement and may not supplant existing local expenditures for the same 
purpose.  The Montgomery County Council must report to the General Assembly on the 
effectiveness of speed monitoring systems by December 31, 2009. 

Commercial Driving Standards 

The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration published a final rule to establish 
requirements under the Motor Carrier Safety Improvement Act of 1999.  States are required to 
implement changes to commercial driver licensing and sanctioning procedures by September 30, 
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2005, or risk the loss of federal highway and Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program funding.  
For the first year that a state is not in compliance with these federal requirements, the state is 
subject to the loss of 5 percent of federal highway funds.  For Maryland, that would be about 
$15.4 million.  For the second and subsequent years that a state is not in compliance, it could 
lose 10 percent of federal highway funds.  In Maryland that could amount to about $30 million.  
Senate Bill 640/House Bill 789 (both passed) establish new and stricter sanctions for those who 
operate commercial motor vehicles, effective September 30, 2005.  The bills establish new major 
disqualifying offenses for commercial drivers.  The new major offenses include operating a 
commercial vehicle with a suspended or disqualified license and, while operating any vehicle 
(1) refusing to take a sobriety test, (2) leaving the scene of an accident, (3) using the vehicle to 
commit certain felonies, and (4) driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs.  The penalty for 
a conviction for these major offenses is a one-year license disqualification for a first offense 
(three years if the offense was committed while transporting hazardous materials) and a lifetime 
disqualification for a second offense.  Under the bill, probation before judgment is considered to 
be a conviction for all offenses related to commercial driver’s licenses. 

Bicycles and Motor Scooters 

Senate Bill 551 (passed) expands the circumstances under which a person operating a 
bicycle or motor scooter on a road is exempt from the requirement to ride as close to the right 
side of the road as possible.  The expanded circumstances are when (1) avoiding pedestrians or 
road hazards, (2) the right lane is a right turn only lane, and (3) operating in a lane that is too 
narrow for a bicycle or motor scooter and another vehicle to travel safely side by side.  The 
legislation also provides that all exceptions to the general rule to stay to the right apply only 
when a person is riding a bicycle or motor scooter at less than the speed of traffic at the time and 
place under the conditions then existing. 

Other Enforcement Legislation 

To provide additional grants and loans for local law enforcement, fire, rescue, and 
emergency services equipment and personnel, Senate Bill 275 (failed) would have imposed fees 
for points assessed on a driver’s license and certain drunk driving violations.  The bill would 
have established a First Responders Fund and a State Assistance for Police Protection Fund and 
would have provided additional revenue to the Senator William H. Amoss Fire, Rescue, and 
Ambulance Fund and the Volunteer Company Assistance Fund. 

Drunk and Drugged Driving 

Sanctions for Test Refusal 

According to the National Conference of State Legislatures, blood and breath test refusal 
rates for suspected drunk and drugged driving offenses vary by jurisdiction.  Data from the 
Traffic Injury Research Foundation indicate that nationally more than 20 percent of arrested 
drivers refuse a blood or breath test after being detained on suspicion of a drunk or drugged 
driving offense.  In Maryland, the State Police reported a total of 22,597 people arrested for 
alcohol and/or drugged driving violations in calendar 2004.  Of those arrests, 7,125 people, or 
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31.5 percent, refused to take a requested test.  Senate Bill 650/House Bill 103 (both passed) 
establish, on conviction for certain alcohol- and/or drug-related driving offenses, an additional 
criminal penalty for an individual who knowingly refuses to take a test at the time of the 
suspected violation after being detained and requested to do so by a police officer.  The 
legislation requires a police officer to advise the person detained of the additional criminal 
penalties that may be imposed.  If the tier of fact finds, beyond a reasonable doubt, that a person 
knowingly refused to take a requested test, the person is subject to a maximum fine of $500, 
imprisonment for up to two months, or both.  This is in addition to any other penalty that may be 
imposed for the alcohol- and/or drug-related driving conviction.  The court may not impose the 
additional penalty unless the State’s Attorney serves notice of the alleged test refusal on the 
defendant or the defendant’s counsel before acceptance of a plea of nolo contendere or guilty, or 
at least 15 days before a circuit court trial, or 5 days before a District Court trial, whichever is 
earlier. 

Other Drunk and Drugged Driving Provisions 

Ignition Interlock:  Senate Bill 851/House Bill 732 (both failed) would have required a 
court to prohibit a defendant convicted of, or granted probation before judgment for, a second or 
subsequent alcohol-related driving offense from operating, for up to three years, any motor 
vehicle that is not equipped with an ignition interlock system.  Senate Bill 852/House Bill 815 
(both failed) would have enacted the same provisions for first and subsequent offenses, but 
would have applied only to a person who took a test at the time of the violation that indicated a 
blood alcohol concentration of 0.15 or above. 

Subsequent Offenders:  Provisions in the federal Transportation Equity Act of the 21st 
Century condition federal funds for highway construction projects on state enactment of laws 
that increase sanctions for drivers with repeat intoxicated driving offenses.  Chapter 110 of 2002 
brought the State into compliance with the minimum federal standards.  Senate Bill 993/House 
Bill 808 (both failed) would have gone further by requiring the imposition of mandatory 
minimum criminal penalties for subsequent violations of other alcohol- and/or drug-related 
driving offenses.  The bills would have also expanded the types of alcohol- and drug-related 
driving offenses for which an alcohol abuse or drug abuse assessment would have been 
mandated. 

Penalties for Probation Before Judgment:  Senate Bill 329/House Bill 1137 (both 
failed) would have expanded, from 5 to 10 years, the period during which a prior conviction for 
a specified alcohol- and/or drug-related driving offense disqualifies a person from eligibility to 
be placed on probation before judgment. 

Vehicle Registration 

Farm Vehicles 

The General Assembly passed a number of bills during the 2005 session dealing with 
registration requirements for motor vehicles.  House Bill 1309 (passed) authorizes the MVA to 
provide a temporary farm vehicle registration to a vehicle used during a specific growing season.  
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The registration, which expires after 90 days, is available to a vehicle that is owned by a 
nonresident individual or company under contract with a Maryland farmer to conduct seasonal 
harvesting, is used to transport perishable commodities directly between a farm and a packing 
plant for sorting and processing, passes a Level 1 safety inspection conducted by the Department 
of State Police, and is only operated within 35 miles of where the harvest will occur.  The bill 
specifically helps with the harvest of watermelons, which are harvested by workers who travel 
up the east coast, using converted school buses to transport melons from farms to processing 
plants.  Currently, no classification for such vehicles exists, and tickets amassed by the 
harvesters last summer threatened to bankrupt the harvesters and thus threaten the watermelon 
crop. 

Low-speed Vehicles 

With House Bill 316 (passed), the General Assembly also created a new registration 
class for low-speed vehicles, which are four-wheeled electric vehicles with a maximum speed 
capability of between 20 and 25 miles per hour.  Interest in such vehicles has been increasing, 
especially around planned communities, such as those on golf courses and retirement 
communities.  The Department of State Police estimates that up to 20,000 low-speed vehicles 
could be subject to the titling and registration requirements of the bill.  The bill prohibits the use 
of a low-speed vehicle on a highway with a speed limit exceeding 30 miles per hour or across a 
highway with a speed limit greater than 45 miles per hour, and authorizes local jurisdictions to 
prohibit their use on any highway in the jurisdiction. 

Low Emission Vehicles 

A Low Emissions Vehicle Program applicable to vehicles of the 2009 model year and 
each year thereafter would have been established by Senate Bill 366/House Bill 564 (both 
failed).  A more detailed discussion of these bills can be found under the subpart “Environment” 
within Part K – Natural Resources, Environment and Agriculture of this 90 Day Report. 

Truck Registration 

On the other end of the vehicle spectrum, Senate Bill 61 (passed) divides the top weight 
range (10,000 to 20,000 pounds) for registering nonfreight trailers and semi-trailers into 10 tiers 
of 1,000 pounds each.  The bill eliminates a requirement that a driver towing a trailer at the lower 
end of the weight range obtain a commercial driver’s license, a requirement affecting some small 
business owners, such as landscape contractors. 

Special Registration – Individuals with Disabilities 

Chapter 268 of the Acts of 2004 established the Task Force on Parking for Individuals 
with Disabilities to study current laws concerning parking for individuals with disabilities and to 
recommend needed changes.  Senate Bill 630 (passed), the legislation that resulted from the 
Task Force, alters the eligibility requirements for special disability registration plates and 
parking placards to: 

http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/hb0316.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0366.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/hb0564.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0061.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0630.htm
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• restrict eligibility for permanent disability plates and placards under “hardship/risk of 

injury” provisions to those applicants whose disability adversely impacts their 
ambulatory ability; 

• limit the number of permanent disability placards and plates an individual can receive to 
one set of plates and one placard or, if the individual does not want plates, two placards;  

• clarify that an applicant for a disability placard must be a Maryland resident; and 

• eliminates a requirement that certain permanent disabilities be recertified by a physician 
every four years. 

The bill also enacts provisions pertaining to parking for individuals with disabilities and 
authorizes the initiation of public outreach efforts to enhance public awareness of the law in this 
area and to assist in disabled parking enforcement. 

Equipment and Inspections 

Emission Test Exemption 

Legislation passed in 2003 exempts hybrid vehicles with city fuel economies of at least 
50 miles per gallon from mandatory emissions tests and inspections.  That exemption is 
scheduled to end on September 30, 2006.  House Bill 367 (passed) extends the exemption until 
September 30, 2009. 

Vehicle Size and Weight 

With certain exceptions, motor vehicles that are more than 96 inches wide are not 
permitted on State highways without a permit.  However, House Bill 419/Senate Bill 747 (both 
passed) extend this limit to 102 inches.  The bills exempt from the calculation of the width of a 
motor home or travel trailer any retractable awnings installed by the vehicle manufacturer or 
dealer, as long as the awnings do not extend more than six inches from each side of the vehicle.  
The bills also allow the State Highway Administration or a local jurisdiction to prohibit the use 
of a highway or part of a highway by a vehicle exceeding a certain width for reasons of safety or 
deterioration, as long as the highway or stretch of highway is signed accordingly.  Finally, the 
bills also authorize limited use of buses and motor homes that are up to 45 feet long instead of  
the 40 foot general limitation on those vehicles. 

Currently, any vehicle with a gross maximum weight of more than 73,000 pounds may 
travel only on highways maintained by the State, except while making a delivery or pickup.  
Senate Bill 376 (passed) authorizes the county commissioners of Garrett County to establish, by 
ordinance, the authorized gross maximum weight of up to 87,000 pounds for a vehicle that has at 
least six axles, is a tractor trailer and semitrailer combination, and is using any part of specified 
roads in the county that are owned and maintained by the county. 

http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/hb0367.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/hb0419.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0747.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0376.htm
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Lighting Equipment 

A number of types of vehicles – tow trucks, snow plows, highway maintenance and 
service equipment, and escort vehicles – are authorized to display one or more amber flashing 
lights.  House Bill 1000 (passed) authorizes a licensed security guard agency to equip its 
vehicles with such lights and to activate them while on duty on property that the agency is 
responsible for patrolling. 

Miscellaneous Motor Vehicle Provisions 

Utility Emergencies 

Hours-of-service regulations for interstate transportation are adopted by the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration to ensure that commercial vehicle drivers are able to safely 
drive.  However, during a utility emergency, companies may be forced to bring in items such as 
propane or gas from an extended distance away, requiring the utility to work past the 
hours-of-service requirements to restore service.  Utility emergencies usually result from events 
such as a severe cold front, hurricane, or other severe weather emergency.  Senate Bill 
754/House Bill 1146 (both passed) specify that the maximum hours-of-service regulations do 
not apply to certain incidental drivers during a utility emergency if the utility company has 
pre-filed a utility emergency response notification plan and an incidental driver safety plan.  The 
legislation also authorizes a utility company to respond to a utility emergency before the 
declaration of an emergency by the Secretary of Transportation. 

Motor Vehicle Theft 

Rather than requiring the owner of a motor vehicle whose vehicle was stolen to appear 
during the criminal prosecution of the case, Senate Bill 827 (passed) authorizes the State to 
introduce an affidavit that was sworn to in open court by the lawful owner of a motor vehicle as 
substantive evidence that the vehicle was taken from the lawful owner and used without the 
owner’s authorization.  The affidavit must be given under oath subject to the penalty of perjury 
and attached to a copy of the vehicle’s title.  At least 10 days before the criminal proceeding in 
which the State plans to introduce the affidavit the State must provide written evidence to the 
defendant that it intends to rely on the affidavit and introduce the affidavit as evidence.  If the 
defendant files a written demand at least five days before the proceeding, the State must require 
the presence of the affiant as a prosecution witness. 

Solicitation on Highways 

House Bill 1429 (passed) adds Carroll County to the list of counties that prohibit a 
person from standing in a roadway, median divider, or intersection to solicit money or donations 
of any kind from the occupant of a vehicle.  The other counties that have this prohibition in the 
law are Charles, Frederick, Harford, and Washington counties. 

 

http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/hb1000.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0754.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0754.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/hb1146.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/sb0827.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2005rs/billfile/HB1429.htm
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