
Date:  January 9, 2023 

To: Traffic Enforcement Alternatives Advisory Task Force 

From:  Advisory Task Force Research Subcommittee Members 

Re: Recommendation to Include Self-Enforcing Street Design in the LADOT Study 

The purpose of this memo is to provide task force members with research and key findings on 

self-enforcing street design as an alternative to armed law enforcement. The task force may 

recommend that LADOT include self-enforcing street design in the LADOT study. 

RECOMMENDATION GOAL 

This memo evaluates the effectiveness of using civilian engineering, planning, and design 

methods to compel individuals to obey traffic laws without the use of armed police. While the 

study researchers develop recommendations that will reduce police violence against individuals, 

we want to emphasize recommendations that would also result in a significant reduction in 

serious and fatal traffic crashes. It is not our desire to co-develop a study that focuses solely on 

whether the City of Los Angeles should civilize an inherently inequitable, ineffective, and 

predatory system of fines and fees. Traffic stops, whether conducted by police or unarmed 

civilians, are often harmful and may not prevent serious and fatal traffic accidents. This is why 

we hope to include in the study at least some recommendations that would reduce police 

violence and increase traffic safety if implemented. 

This memo will briefly discuss whether City Council’s motion includes civilian-led traffic-

calming strategies within the scope of its legislative purpose, which would enable the research 

team, the task force, and/or LADOT staff to dedicate a section (or subsection) to design and 

infrastructure changes. In addition, the memo will summarize the existing body of research 

contrasting these interventions with armed traffic policing. Again, the purpose of the proposed 

memo is to ensure that this recommendation, if adopted by the task force, is appropriately 

informed by research and key findings regarding feasible strategies to decouple law enforcement 

from traffic safety. 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. Is self-enforcing street design a method of civilian enforcement of traffic laws?

2. What research has already been done on self-enforcing design as a civilian-led

enforcement model that does not rely on police to achieve transportation policy

objectives?

SHORT ANSWER 

1. Based on the text of motion and context in which it passed, it appears reasonably likely

that City Council intended for LADOT to include civilian-led design and infrastructure

methods within its definition of “civilian enforcement.”

2. There is a growing body of research on self-enforcing infrastructural solutions as a

civilian-led alternative to armed law enforcement. Further analysis is needed to determine
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obstacles to LADOT implementing self-enforcing street design as a nonpolice safety 

strategy, and ways to overcome them. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

A. LA City Council Motion Definition of “Enforcement” 

 

The motion is titled “A motion relative to alternative models and methods that do not rely on 

armed law enforcement to achieve transportation policy objectives” and directs LADOT to 

“conduct a study on the feasibility of utilizing civilian enforcement of traffic laws.”1 Confusion 

about whether the scope of Council’s legislative purpose includes self-enforcing street design as 

a method of civilian enforcement can be resolved in the affirmative by reading the plain text of 

the motion and considering the context in which it passed. 

 

Regarding that context, this motion was introduced in June 2020 during a city-wide and nation-

wide popular uprising demanding that public officials reimagine public safety (hence the title of 

the motion) by shifting approaches from enforcement by punishment to enforcement 

by prevention. Transportation and mobility-focused community advocates across the country 

specifically called for divesting from police enforcement and reinvesting in self-enforcing streets 

in that context. Specifically, this motion came about in the context of PUSH-LA advocacy, 

which in its report on racially biased stops specifically called for "enhancing urban design to 

improve traffic safety" in the context of advocacy by Black Lives Matter-Los Angeles and 

People’s Budget-Los Angeles, who reported that the vast majority of Angelenos surveyed want 

to see greater investment in the built environment and divestment from police in the city budget. 

 

With that context, it appears reasonably likely that council did not grant LADOT discretion to 

exclude civilian-led design and infrastructure methods from its definition of “civilian 

enforcement” or its scope of work.  

 

B. Literature/Case Study Review  

 

Dismantling Law Enforcement’s Role in Traffic Safety: A Roadmap for 

Massachusetts 

Date published April 2022 

Main topic  This article proposes that traffic enforcement interventions should be 

moved upstream, focusing on infrastructure and design solutions that 

will measurably reduce serious and fatal crashes. 

Link https://assets.nationbuilder.com/livablestreetsalliance/pages/7390/attach

ments/original/1649863050/Dismantling_Law_Enforcements_Role_in_

Traffic_Safety_report.pdf?1649863050 

 
1 https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2020/20-0875_rpt_ahpr_10-23-20.pdf 



 

 

Context 

 

(geographic 

location, 

demographic 

profile, etc.) 

The paper, authored by LiveableStreets Alliance, offers “practical 

steps” transportation experts and elected officials can take to dismantle 

law enforcement’s role in traffic safety in Massachusetts. Some of the 

recommendations are specific to Massachusetts but most are applicable 

to other states and cities. 

Key statistics or 

talking points 

● The authors discuss the inequities and harms associated with 

traffic stops and note “the growing body of evidence that traffic 

stops do not deter crime and have a limited impact on dangerous 

driving.” (p. 9)  

● The report explains why infrastructure and design is the “first 

and best” strategy to encourage or force desired motorist 

behaviors and reduce the chance of serious and fatal crashes. (p. 

11) 

○ “When streets are designed to protect vulnerable road 

users and prevent risky driving behavior, fatalities and 

serious injuries can be dramatically reduced and 

potentially eliminated, making police enforcement of 

traffic violations unnecessary.”  (Id.) 

● Unarmed civilian traffic monitors and automated enforcement 

can be considered. However, the report recommends them as 

“stop-gap measures” that should be “phased out” as 

infrastructure and design improvements are made. (p. 12) 

○ “The goal is to build the infrastructure to effectuate safer 

streets and to employ community-driven measures of 

accountability, rather than rely on punitive measures that 

have failed to reduce traffic fatalities and cause untold 

harms.” (Id.) 

Specific Proposals ● Decision makers should ask the following questions to analyze 

the purpose and effectiveness of specific traffic safety measures: 

(p. 19) 

 

1. Could the safety outcomes of the violation be 

achieved through design or infrastructure changes? 

Policy changes? Increased education or outreach? 

 

2. What data and research are available around the 

purpose or outcomes of the violation, including the 

racial or economic disparate impact? 

 

3. Could enforcement of this violation be conducted 

without a police officer? 

 



 

 

4. What would the impact on safety be if the violation 

were removed entirely? 

 

The report uses three examples to illustrate how this framework can be 

used. Below is an excerpt from “Example 3: Speeding.” 

Misc. 

notes/comments 

 

● Throughout this white paper, the importance of preventative 

enforcement measures is emphasized. Although the report does 

not exclude the possibility of civilian monitoring of traffic stops, 

it argues that civilianization treats symptoms rather than root 

causes. Overall, the report supports the argument that self-

enforcing design interventions should replace criminalizing 

police interactions. 
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EXAMPLE 3: Speeding

Speeding increases crash likelihood because it takes longer for drivers 

to stop or slow down, and makes crashes more deadly because 

crash energy increases exponentially as speeds increase.51 Speeding 

endangers everyone on the street nearby, but particularly vulnerable 

road users because they are not protected by the structure of a vehicle. 

More than 26% of all fatalities from car crashes in 2019 occurred in 

speed-related crashes,52 demonstrating that a reduction in the number 

of drivers speeding will directly increase safety.

As noted on page 9 of the report, some research demonstrates that 

high visibility traffic enforcement campaigns do not meaningfully 

change drivers’ behavior or reduce speeds in the long term.

Design and infrastructure changes are the most effective and 

equitable way to decrease speeding. A myriad of proven traffic-calming 

strategies are available, including narrowing vehicle travel lanes, timing 

signals to encourage lower speeds, and adding pinch points, chicanes, 

speed humps, or raised crossings, among many other tactics.53 Many 

of these interventions can be installed quickly and with inexpensive 

materials like paint and cones.

Automated enforcement is another strategy that can increase safety 

until infrastructure can be installed, or on certain roads where traffic 

calming may not be feasible. Please refer to Appendix A (page 45) for a 
more detailed analysis of automated enforcement.

OUTCOME: In order to ensure the intended safety outcomes are met, 
design and infrastructure changes should be implemented to curtail 
dangerous driving behavior, and automated enforcement could be 
considered as a step toward removing direct police interactions in 
areas where immediate infrastructure improvements aren’t possible.

51. Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, Highway Loss Data Institute, “Speed.”
52. Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, “Speed.”
53. NACTO Global Designing Cities Initiative, “Global Street Design Guide.”
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EXAMPLE 3: Speeding

Does the law increase safety? Does the law disproportionally 
affect vulnerable populations?

Are there alternatives to 
police enforcement?

Speeding increases crash 
likelihood because it takes longer 
for drivers to stop or slow down, 
and makes crashes more deadly 
because crash energy increases 
exponentially as speeds increase.

Design and infrastructure changes 
are the most effective and equitable 
way to decrease speeding. Automated 
enforcement is another strategy that can 
increase safety until infrastructure can 
be installed, or on certain roads where 
traffic calming may not be feasible.

Traffic stops disproportionately 
impact vulnerable populations, 
by way of police violence and 
punitive measures like fees.

Speeding endangers everyone on 
the street nearby, but particularly 
vulnerable road users because they 
are not protected by the structure 
of a vehicle.

OUTCOME:  
PURSUE ALTERNATIVE 

STRATEGIES
YESYES

Would there be a negative impact if 
the law were removed?



 

 

The Case for Self-Enforcing Streets: How Reallocating a Portion of the 

NYPD Budget to the DOT Can Reduce the Harm of Racial Bias and 

Improve Safety for All New Yorkers 

Date published June 2020 

Main topic  This paper by Transportation Alternatives seeks to demonstrate how 

New York City can reduce traffic violence and racial bias in police 

enforcement by prioritizing self-enforcing street design.  

Link https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5cab9d9b65a707a9b36f4b6c/t/5ee

c1235fe73d720da412589/1592529462229/CaseForSelfEnforcingStreets

.pdf 

Context 

 

(geographic 

location, 

demographic 

profile, etc.) 

This paper was released as part of a budget justice advocacy campaign 

by Transportation Alternatives “together with several elected officials 

and other legal and advocacy organizations.” (p. 1) 

Key statistics or 

talking points 

● “By shifting resources to infrastructural solutions, which work 

24/7, are free from implicit bias, and are unable to harass or 

cause violence, the City can lessen the need for armed police 

enforcement (e.g. all non-civilian members of the NYPD), 

reduce traffic injuries and fatalities, and save money.” (p. 2) 

● The authors put together a very helpful framework by comparing 

the efficacy of specific DOT-led design and infrastructure 

improvements to the efficacy of police officer-based 

enforcement: 

○ “For example, in 2017, there were 46,000 hit-and-run 

crashes in New York City. Yet police officers arrested 

just one percent of all hit-and-run drivers. In the past five 

years, hit-and-run crashes in New York City have 

increased by 26 percent. By comparison, DOT 

infrastructure projects designed to reduce these traffic 

crashes have proven effective and scalable. Changing 

traffic signals to ‘leading pedestrian intervals’ reduced 

the number of people killed or seriously injured by 

drivers failing to yield by over 50 percent. Protected bike 

lanes have produced as much as a 94 percent drop in 

cycling on the sidewalk. Automated speed cameras 

reduced the number of people killed or seriously injured 

by as much as 50 percent, and reduced speeding by over 

60 percent. Furthermore, these interventions afford no 

privileges to police union ‘courtesy card’ holders, nor do 



 

 

they carry biases that may lead to police harassment or 

violence.” 

● The authors consider the social costs of defunding transportation 

budgets in favor of police budgets: 

○ “Consider just the NYPD fleet. Over a three-year period 

ending in 2018, the NYPD grew its fleet of squad cars 

and SUVs by over 1,300 vehicles. It is the largest vehicle 

fleet of any city agency, and there are plans to spend $80 

million to upgrade the fleet in the next five years. As a 

point of comparison, Mayor de Blasio recently cut $7.9 

million from a program that would build new bus lanes 

(which would serve, in large part, the essential workers 

who make up nearly half of bus riders). These cuts halve 

the pace of bus lane installation and risk worsening the 

commute of New York City health care workers who 

already have the longest commute of any group in the 

city. To restore budget cuts to bus lanes would cost, at 

most, half of what the city plans to spend on police 

vehicles this year alone.” (p. 5) 

Specific Proposals ● “Transportation Alternatives recommends reallocating a portion 

of the NYPD budget to the design and construction of ‘self-

enforcing’ streets. In addition to the redesign of streets to include 

self-enforcing elements such as protected crosswalks, protected 

bike lanes, protected bus lanes, narrowed roadways, bulb-outs, 

leading pedestrian intervals, and curb cuts, the redesign of curbs 

with loading zones should also be prioritized to lessen the need 

for parking enforcement.” (p. 13) 

Misc. 

notes/comments 

Consistent with demands from Los Angeles-based transportation justice 

and racial justice coalitions. 

 

 

Redesigning Public Safety: Traffic Safety 

Date published September 2022 

Main topic  This report discusses how to redesign traffic safety by investing in 

evidence-based strategies that simultaneously reduce traffic violence 

and police violence. The recommendations center racial equity, public 

health, and community power rather than surveillance and punishment. 

Link  https://policingequity.org/traffic-safety/60-cpe-white-paper-traffic-

safety/file 



 

 

Context 

 

(geographic 

location, 

demographic 

profile, etc.) 

This white paper is part of the Redesigning Public Safety Resource 

Series.  

Key statistics or 

talking points 

● The recommendations in the report “aim to address the physical, 

psychological, and economic harms caused by unjust and 

burdensome enforcement, including the preventable debt, justice 

system entanglement, and trauma that too often flow from a 

single routine traffic stop.” (p. 3) 

● Disinvestment driven by systemic racism, including redlining, 

leads to “infrastructure failures” that increase crash risk in Black 

neighborhoods. The report recommends “a public health 

approach to traffic safety [that] focuses on creating environments 

that lead to safe driving.” (p. 6) 

○ “To do so, this approach aims to shift the focus of safety 

efforts from identifying and punishing individual 

reckless behaviors to establishing and enhancing the 

systems that determine traffic safety, including how cars 

and human-made surroundings are built.” (p. 6) 

● This report identifies Complete Streets and Vision Zero as two 

frameworks with a systemic approach to traffic safety “rather 

than regulating individual behavior alone.” However, the authors 

note that Vision Zero’s historic emphasis on increased traffic 

enforcement by police has been challenged by racial justice 

advocates. (p. 8) 

● The authors recommend cities and states limit the use of fines 

and fees and instead prioritize and fund programs to address road 

safety issues. (p. 11) 

Specific Proposals ● The proposals related to self-enforcing street design include: 

lowering speed limits, speed bumps, raised crosswalks, 

roundabouts, turning lanes, and increasing yellow light length. 

 

 

Self-Enforcing Roadways: A Guidance Report 

Date published January 2018 

Main topic  This publication provides guidance for transportation professionals, 

departments of transportation, and researchers on how to produce self-

enforcing roadways. The report defines self-enforcing roadways (or 

“self-explaining” roads) as roadways that are “planned and designed to 



 

 

encourage drivers to select operating speeds in harmony with the posted 

speed limit.” (p. i) 

Link https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/17098/17098.pdf 

Context 

 

(geographic 

location, 

demographic 

profile, etc.) 

The report was sponsored by the Federal Highway Administration and 

written by the Institute of Transportation Engineers.   

Specific Proposals ● Chapter 4 describes six self-enforcing road concepts and the 

processes needed to implement the concepts when designing or 

assessing two-lane rural highways: 

○ (1) the speed feedback loop process, (2) the inferred 

design speed approach, (3) design consistency methods, 

(4) the application of existing geometric design criteria, 

(5) the combination of signs and pavement markings, and 

(6) the setting of rational speed limits. 

Misc. 

notes/comments 

● Because crashes in rural areas represent most total crashes due to 

speeding, the authors focus on methods to mitigate speeding on 

rural roadways. As a result, while the study is largely supportive 

of self-enforcing street design, it is less useful for transportation 

planners in urban areas. Additionally, the report does not analyze 

the role and responsibility of armed law enforcement. 

 

 

National Roadway Safety Strategy 

Date published January 2022 

Main topic  U.S. DOT description of the “major actions” it will take as part of its 

Safe System Approach to improve roadway safety. 

Link https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/2022-02/USDOT-

National-Roadway-Safety-Strategy.pdf 

Context 

 

(geographic 

location, 

demographic 

profile, etc.) 

The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law passed by Congress in 2021 includes 

funding for street safety. 



 

 

Key statistics or 

talking points 

● Self-enforcing streets: 

○ “Roadway design and other infrastructure factors play a 

significant role in managing speeds and can deter 

excessive speeding behaviors from occurring in the first 

place. Design can help to make roads and streets ‘self-

enforcing,’ offering drivers contextual encouragement – 

via lane width, intersection design, pedestrian and 

bicyclist infrastructure, and other features – to drive at 

safer speeds.” (p. 26) 

 

Specific Proposals ● In this strategy document, U.S. DOT identifies self-enforcing 

street design as a “key departmental action to enable safer 

speeds.” 

● The agency recommends FHWA revise its guidance and 

regulations to encourage “creating roadways that help to ‘self-

enforce’ speed limits.” In addition, it recommends FHWA 

identify “noteworthy practices for re-engineering roads to slow 

down vehicles rather than relying primarily on enforcement 

to manage speeding.” (p. 28) 

Misc. 

notes/comments 

FHWA is supposed to complete the above revisions by 2024. 

 

 

Investing in Evidence-Based Alternatives to Policing: Non-Police Responses 

to Traffic Safety 

Date published August 2021 

Main topic  This short policy brief presents five ways states and cities can more 

equitably and safely enforce traffic laws without relying on police. 

Citation https://www.vera.org/downloads/publications/alternatives-to-policing-

traffic-enforcement-fact-sheet.pdf 

Context 

 

(geographic 

location, 

demographic 

profile, etc.) 

This is a white paper by Vera Institute of Justice. 

Specific Proposals ● Build non-police first responder teams whose mission is traffic 

and road safety, not criminal law enforcement. 



 

 

● Implement voucher programs for minor traffic violations as an 

alternative to civil enforcement. 

● Improve transportation infrastructure and public transit 

networks. 

○ “Jurisdictions can reduce collisions by investing in 

transportation infrastructure—like implementing best 

practices in road and vehicle design and engineering. 

These investments should also be used to expand public 

transit systems that are a safer alternative to driving. As 

part of this process, jurisdictions should solicit diverse 

perspectives from residents and experts to inform road 

design and transportation rules to better address the 

underlying causes of traffic accidents.” (p. 2) 

● Use automated traffic enforcement systems to promote safety 

and reduce disparities 

Misc. 

notes/comments 

Mode shifting is one of the recommendations. 

 

 

Safety of Vulnerable Road Users (RS7) 

Date published 1998 

Main topic  This report by the OECD examines the safety of vulnerable road users 

in OECD Member countries. 

Link https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/docs/oecd_safety.pdf 

Context 

 

(geographic 

location, 

demographic 

profile, etc.) 

“The study was started in 1995 by a Scientific Expert Group of the 

OECD Road Transport Research Programme. Based on a problem-

oriented approach, the report sets the main safety problems faced by 

vulnerable road users taking full account of their social, regulatory and 

physical environments.” (p. 4) 

Key statistics or 

talking points 

● Describing developments in transportation planning theory 

during the 1970s and 1980s: 

○ “Professionals became aware that publicity and police 

enforcement were not the key to inducing more adequate 

speed behaviour, and that physical design of the road 

environment could play a much more efficient role… 

The concepts of mixed traffic and traffic calming – 

obtained through physical self-enforcing speed reduction 

measures – spread and extended from the previous 



 

 

schemes in residential areas to the treatment of urban 

thoroughfares with heavy traffic.” p. 12. 

Misc. 

notes/comments 

This OECD report does not offer concrete policies for civilian-led 

alternatives to armed traffic policing. But the language on self-enforcing 

streets, and the specific comparison to ineffective police enforcement, 

may be useful to quote.  

 

 

Response and Recommendations to NICJR Report by the Reimagining 

Public Safety Task Force 

Date published March 2022 

Citation https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/legislative-body-meeting-

agendas/RPSTF%20Agenda%20Packet-

%20February%2010%202022.pdf 

Key statistics or 

talking points 

● “Police maintain that the purpose behind traffic enforcement is 

to increase traffic safety and decrease crime. However, there is, 

at best, mixed evidence showing that traditional traffic 

enforcement by police in the US is effective in creating sustained 

increases in traffic safety. Re-engineering roadway design and 

geometry to create self-enforcing streets, on the other hand, 

has consistently been shown to increase traffic safety and 

decrease severe and fatal collisions. Data also show that traffic 

stops do little to prevent crime, and when stops are focused on 

safety violations only, crime does not increase. The Berkeley 

City Manager estimates that moving traffic enforcement and 

other transportation-related duties out of BPD would reduce 

BPD staffing by approximately 100 full time positions and 

reduce BPD’s budget by nearly $50 million. The reduced police 

staff time allocated to transportation-related work that is non-

criminal in nature and better addressed by other city 

professionals like transportation planners and engineers will 

allow remaining BPD staff to focus on the prevention of and 

response to violent offenses that are of greatest importance to the 

community.” (p. 87) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Speeding in America: A Critique of, and Alternatives to, Officer-Initiated 

Enforcement 

 

Date published November 2015 

Main topic  This study analyzes whether police-led speed limit enforcement deters 

speeding and if it does so “in a cost-efficient manner.” 

Link https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0734016815614057 

Key statistics or 

talking points 

● “For example, constructing a speed bump entails an initial one-

time cost that may result in a speed-reducing benefit indefinitely. 

By contrast, paying officers to enforce speed limits results in 

ongoing costs that do not necessarily, or typically, lead to 

consistent enforcement.” (p. 64) 

● “… ticketing carries with it potential harms that may offset 

putative benefits. For example, fines may have disproportionate 

effects both on lower income individuals and on upper income 

individuals. Across states, maximum speeding ticket fines range 

from US$50 in Tennessee to US$2,500 in Georgia and Virginia 

(NHTSA, 2013a, pp. vi–ix). Fines, as a percentage of income, 

will be higher for lower income individuals and may be 

especially burdensome for those who reside in or close to 

poverty. They also may not be able to afford to challenge their 

ticket. Transportation costs and missing part of a workday to 

attend a court proceeding, for example, would be cost-

prohibitive or simply not feasible for many lower income 

individuals.” 

 

 


