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AGENDA 

1. Opening Remarks & Self Introductions 

2. Adoption of Agenda 
Issues should be submitted in advance, if possible, to the North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public 
Forum through CVSA’s Issue/Request for Action (IRFA) form on the CVSA website.  New issues may also be raised at 
the forum. Issues are generally discussed in the order received. 

3. Review/Approval of Meeting Minutes from New Orleans, LA 

Attachment 1 – 2025 New Orleans Cargo Securement Meeting Minutes.pdf 
 

 
Meeting minutes are included for review and will be approved during this meeting. 
 
4.    Review of Committee Structure, Terms of Reference & Business Processes 
 

This forum does not have any regulatory or enforcement authority but instead either requests consideration by U.S. 
and/or Canadian regulators or provides feedback to CVSA’s Vehicle Committee, which in turn may effect changes in 
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CVSA policies or Out-of-Service Criteria (OOSC) accordingly. The forum works to facilitate uniform policies, 
regulations, and enforcement for cargo securement in North America. The forum is open to all interested parties. 
5.   Regulators Group Status Report 
 

Regulators from the U.S. and Canada provide relevant cargo securement regulatory policy or research updates 
unrelated to the Request for Action issues throughout the agenda.  Those will be addressed throughout the meeting. 

Request for Action Items (NEW) 

6. 25-086-VEH: Inspection Bulletin 2502-02 Exte Com90 Log Securement System 
 

Submitted By: Richard Roberts, CVSE British Columbia 
 

Attachment 2 – Attachment 2 - 2025-02 ExTe Com90 Load Securement 

 
Summary of Issue  
To discuss the applicability of the Exte Com90 log securement system in Canada including the inspection bulletin 2025-
02. 
 
Justification or Need  
For consistency of the acceptance of this system in Canada and appropriate enforcement taken by roadside officers. 
It's unclear if the bulletin applies in Canada. It is my understanding that this system has been tested and has engineering 
documents that state the system meets the requirements of NSC 10. If a system is designed to meet Section 5, it is 
considered as meeting the standard. I am not sure why we wouldn't accept this system if the manufacturer provides 
documentation, it meets section 5? The performance criteria is the same in both countries. 
 
Request for Action 
Confirm acceptance in Canada and include NSC references in the bulletin and Canadian training materials. 
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7. 25-047-VEH: OOSC Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, h. Dressed Lumber and Similar Building Products 
 

Submitted By: Joshua Robins, Maryland Department of the Environment 
 

Summary of Issue  
Inspection rejected for citation of 393.118(d) for load securement of stacked building materials. Combination Vehicle 
was transporting 3 high stacks of Rebar Grid measuring 9ft in length, missing a strap from the front, middle stack 
requiring 2 tiedowns per 393.118(d) reference back to 393.110(b)(2)ii. 
 
Justification or Need  
Need to clarify what constitutes a finished building product for applicability to 393.118. Controlling Inspection 
Agency (Maryland State Police) stated Rebar Grid does not fit into 393.118 because it is not lumber. 
 
Request for Action 
Could the Cargo Securement Harmonization Forum collectively discuss whether Rebar Grid (Rebar welded together 
in a grid formation for placement inside of concrete structure for structural support) would qualify as a finished 
building product or similar item? 
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Open Issue/Request for Action Items 

8. 23-018-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, m. Automobiles, Light Trucks and Vans – Winch as 
Tiedown 

 
Summary of Issue 
Our commercial officers have had an ongoing question regarding vehicle securement under 49CFR 393.128 and slide 
back tow trucks. 
 
128(b) requires two tiedowns: 
393.128 What are the rules for securing automobiles, light trucks and vans? 
(a) Applicability. The rules in this section apply to the transportation of automobiles, light trucks, and vans which 
individually weigh 4,536 kg. (10,000 lb) or less. Vehicles which individually are heavier than 4,536 kg (10,000 lb) must 
be secured in accordance with the provisions of § 393.130 of this part. 
(b) Securement of automobiles, light trucks, and vans. 
(1) Automobiles, light trucks, and vans must be restrained at both the front and rear to prevent lateral, forward, 
rearward, and vertical movement using a minimum of two tiedowns. 
(2) Tiedowns that are designed to be affixed to the structure of the automobile, light truck, or van must use the 
mounting points on those vehicles that have been specifically designed for that purpose. 
(3) Tiedowns that are designed to fit over or around the wheels of an automobile, light truck, or van must provide 
restraint in the lateral, longitudinal and vertical directions. 
(4) Edge protectors are not required for synthetic webbing at points where the webbing comes in contact with the 
tires. 
 
Our question: Can a powered winch (used for loading or unloading) be considered a tiedown? Winch manufacturers 
seem to indicate they are for loading or unloading but not securement.  
 
Justification or Need 
Discuss use of loading winch for roll backs - whether it should be used as a tiedown or whether the regulations should 
identify that loading winch is NOT to be used for subsequent load securement during transport.  
 
Louisville Meeting 
Winch manufacturers do not feel using the winch as the primary tiedown is sufficient for cargo securement. The winch 
can remain connected, but other tiedowns are needed. Item being moved to FMCSA to be addressed in omnibus 
ruling.  FMCSA indicated that this will be in the Omnibus ruling, but no date was provided.  
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
FMCSA is looking to amend the use of the winch as a secondary device, but not a primary tiedown. This will not impact 
the winch portion of a roll-on/roll-off securement as they are used to keep the bin in the integral locking system. It is 
not a tiedown.  It cannot be used as a front tiedown if the integral system is not functioning. Canada had indicated 
that it would allow the use if side to side movement is eliminated, and rearward is secure. The question was asked if 
that is the case, how is the winch a compliant tiedown when it is not marked and rated with a WLL as this is a 
requirement in Canada.  
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There is an interpretation in the NSC Standard 10 Interpretation Guide in Canada that says the winch can be used as 
a tiedown, but that interpretation was written before the WWL marking requirement.   
 
Manufacturers are against a winch being used as the front securement device. It was suggested that Canada should 
evaluate the interpretation guide as it conflicts with the Standard. Information in previous meetings was that if the 
standard and the interpretation guide have different guidance, then the Standard should be used and the Canadian 
attendees in the meeting agreed that this same theory should be used here. 
 
There was no update on this issue in New Orleans.  
 
FMCSA will report on the status of the Omnibus bill. 
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Petitions 

9. 21-013-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement-Working Load Limit/Breaking Strength-393.102 
 

Attachment 3 – Petition Letter to FMCSA for WLL and Breaking Strength.pdf 
 
Summary of Issue:  
393.102 (a)(1) and (2) (a)(1) is discussing Breaking strength. This information is not readily available. Clarification 
needs to be made to better understand the requirements of this section. Even the "Practical Cargo Securement" 
guidebook, states that cargo must be secured to the rear (preventing forward movement) .8g of deceleration. It 
muddies the water even more in (a)(2) (a)(2) talks about WLL and does not clearly define that to comply with this 
number you must follow the guidelines of 393.106(d) which states that 1/2 of the weight of the cargo must be 
covered by the WLL of the securement devices. It goes on to say that .43g deceleration and .5g acceleration need to 
be covered... that is not quite consistent with (a)(1). If the driver has access to the breaking strength numbers or 
uses the WLL=1/3 of the breaking strength (which is an industry standard but not the rule and typically not labeled 
on the securement device) then when you work out the math it normally comes out to close to the same 
requirements. BUT, it is not exact, so why have it in there? it just makes the regulation difficult to understand and 
be in compliance. Maybe someone can explain it better, but I have worked the numbers several times (see attached) 
and they just don't make sense. It leaves carriers to make their own assumptions/rules on the requirements. 
  
Justification or Need:  
To better clarify the cargo securement regulations and make a distinction/unification of the two conflicting 
regulations. 
 
Request for Action:  
Amend 393.102, to unify (a)(1) and (a)(2), reflecting equalized results from using either method, OR remove (a)(1) 
because the breaking strength is not readily available information to the end user... the driver. Also reflect greater 
protection against forward movement of the cargo, .435g protection against deceleration and .5g protection against 
acceleration is backward, it should, at a minimum, be the other way around. 
 
Discussion in Previous Meetings 
FMCSA is working to update the U.S. regs to closely mirror the Canadian regs such as removing part of 102 
harmonizing the WWL of direct/indirect tiedowns (this would allow for 100% of the WLL to a tiedown regardless 
of how it is attached to the vehicle – over the load – from the vehicle to load – from the vehicle to load back to the 
vehicle on the same side).  Dave Sutula suggested that the Cargo Securement Group forum and ad-hoc in 
advance of the release of the omnibus bill in order to review all the cargo securement related issues to ensure 
they satisfy issues that have been raised and that any decisions made do not conflict with anything Canada has 
in place or is working on. This committee will need to look at the rules to verify that the US 393 regulations and 
NSC Standard 10 are referring to the same requirements.  FMCSA will need feedback from this adhoc committee 
quickly to ensure that the changes will meet our needs.  The US would also like to see the reference to breaking 
strength removed.   
 
 
 The forum will receive an update from FMCSA. 
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10. 21-002-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Friction Mats-WLL 
 

Attachment 4 – Petition Letter to FMCSA for Friction Mats.pdf 
 
Summary of Issue  
Currently 393.108(g) states friction mats which are not marked or rated by the manufacturer shall be considered to 
provide resistance to horizontal movement equal to 50 percent of the weight placed on the mat. There is no further 
guidance for their use as far as when they can and cannot be used in determining the working load limit (WLL) under 
393.106. There needs to be guidance added to Operational Policy 15 or regulatory guidance added to the FMCSRs to 
allow for uniformity in determining the WLL when friction mats are used as well as when and what types of cargo 
can friction mats be used on. 
 
Justification or Need  
A recent inspection of an oversize load with a shipping weight of 120,000 lbs. was secured with a total of 4 chains – 
2 on the front and 2 at the rear per cargo specific requirements in 393.130(c) that had a total working load limit of 
40,000 lbs. aggregate WLL. The driver claimed he was using friction mats that were located under the front axle of 
the machine to meet the requirements of 393.106. (See the attached pictures). With no clear guidance on the use 
of friction mats, we had no choice but to count the friction mats towards the WLL of the machine being transported. 
However, there is no way of knowing the amount of weight being placed on the mat to determine what the mat is 
worth, and it is unclear if the friction mat can be used at all in this situation. 
 
Request for Action  
Operational Policy 15 or regulatory guidance needs to be created to address the use of friction mats and when they 
can or cannot be used when determining the WLL under 393.106 and if they can be used to meet cargo specific 
requirements. Some suggestions would be: A friction mat cannot be used to replace a tiedown required by the cargo 
specific sections in 393.116 to 393.136. A friction mat cannot be the sole means of load securement in any 
application. Friction mats can only be used on items that weigh less than 10,000 lbs. Over 10,000 lbs., they can only 
be used as a supplement means of securement (blocking and bracing) but will not count towards the WLL. 
 
Discussion in Previous Meetings 
FMCSA gave us a technical update on friction mats and reported this is in the rule making.  The question was how to 
measure the g-force. In Canada it needs marked and he asked how is it measured? In the US there are no references 
for commercial transport, but the RR does have a standard. It was suggested that the friction mat manufacturer 
should have information to use. Once a standard is chosen, this committee and Canada will need to verify it meets 
the needs of both. This will also need reviewed by the adhoc committee. Ralph Abato forwarded a friction mat 
standard to review and also forwarded some contacts in the friction mat industry to FMCSA for assistance. 
 
 The forum will receive an update from FMCSA. 
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11. 16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high 
12. 12-010-VEH: Cargo Securement - Dressed lumber or Similar Building Products 
 

Attachment 5 – FMCSA Petition Regarding Dressed Lumber Petition.pdf 
 
These issues were combined as they both relate to how the commodity specific regulation requires belly straps on 
dressed lumber. The securement issue arises when trailers are loaded from home improvement stores with several 
different types of building materials. The material does not make even levels for material placed beside each other 
which makes the use of belly straps ineffective. The Regulators have discussed that when the rules were developed 
it was never intended to include stacks of uneven goods, only goods that were even and stacked the same and were 
actually dressed lumber or similar building products. They further indicated these items in the pictures were all 
different types of materials and not specifically dressed lumber. FMCSA is working towards regulation that will not 
require belly straps on loads that are 6 feet or less, however, there is nothing in the model regulation to deal with 
loads over 6 feet high. Pictures have been shown of tiedowns that are going through the middle and they are not 
even because it is not possible. The model regulation and testing for the specific commodity section did not 
contemplate the uneven loads. The study was done for loads coming from the mill, it was never really intended for 
the loads coming from a retail store to the end user. It has further been discussed that most retail outlets indicate 
that they can live with staying under the 6 foot level in order to avoid the use of belly straps. Mike indicated that 
FMCSA reached out to the regulators in Canada to see what sort of testing was done in Canada to affect the revision 
that was made. It was determined that there was no testing done but other issues that caused the amendment. 
FMCSA will likely draft a notice to the federal register requesting comments on certain aspects of this issue. They are 
hoping to harmonize with Canada. The second issue is for belly straps on tiers that are not the same height. The 
mixed loads do not always allow for belly straps as they are not always equal from side to side. In some cases, belly 
straps will make the load less secured than if there were no belly straps present. This may or may not be addressed 
in the upcoming notice regarding the 6-foot belly strap issue. FMCSA will report on the status of the petition 
 
Discussion in Previous Meetings 
Dave Sutula indicated that these issues are also part of the omnibus bill and the adhoc committee should be prepared 
to look closely at this issue in the bill as well. 
 
The forum will receive an update from FMCSA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Cargo Securement Harmonization  
Public Forum Agenda 

Ottawa, Canada 
November 6, 2025 

09:00 AM-5:00 PM 

Revised Date: October 6, 2025 
 

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum    9 

 
13. 11-043-VEH: Marking and Rating of Tiedowns – Working Load Limit (WLL) on Hooks 

Attachment 6 – NACM Hook Spec - Final.pdf 

Attachment 7 – FMCSA 393.108 NACM Chart Petition.pdf 

Attachment 8 – FMCSA 393.108 NACM Petition Acknowledgment Letter.pdf 
 
National Association of Chain Manufacturers (NACM) finalized a document that outlines the performance 
specifications and marking of removable hooks used in tiedown assemblies. This issue has been outstanding for 
several years, so the forum decided to ask the Vehicle Committee to ask the Board of Directors to petition FMCSA to 
make an update to the regulations. The Board of Directors agreed in Portland to direct CVSA staff to petition FMCSA. 
FMCSA sent an acknowledgement letter and is processing the petition and will decide whether to grant or deny the 
petition. If they grant it, this means that they will decide whether to publish a public Notice for Comment. FMCSA 
will report on the status of this petition. 

Discussion in Previous Meetings 
Dave Sutula provided an update on this issue. The US would need to come up with a performance standard to ensure 
the hooks are acceptable. Canada does not have this as a requirement in NSC Standard 10 at this time to have the 
hooks marked yet. This request to reference removeable hooks and has been around since 2011.  The goal is to have 
the hooks marked similarly to chains.  Canada should look into updating the NSC Standard 10 to reflect these markings 
similar to what the US is working on. This can be contemplated by the adhoc when the omnibus bill is reviewed. 
 
The forum will receive an update from the regulators. 
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14. 11-030-VEH: Securing Metal Coils in Sided Vehicles 
 
The question was raised several meetings ago regarding 393.120(e) and NSC 10(58) which articulate the 
requirements for securing metal coils in a sided vehicle without anchor points. It could be interpreted to exclude the 
use of sided vehicles with anchor points, which does not seem to be its intent. This section should be interpreted to 
mean that metal coils transported in sided vehicles with anchor points should be loaded a manner to prevent shifting 
and tipping consistent with either 393.120(b), 393.120(c), 393.120(d) or 393.120(e), or in a vehicle without anchor 
points consistent with 393.120(e). CVSA sent a letter to FMCSA requesting clarification. The regulators indicated new 
wording is being considered that would stipulate when there are anchor points in a sided vehicle, it will not be 
mandatory to use them if they are not the most suitable way to secure cargo.  
 

The regulators worked on draft language for the model regulation in Montreal that will trickle down into NSC 
Standard 10 and the FMCSRs. This language will make it clear that metal coils transported in sided vehicles with or 
without anchor points will be able to be secured by adequate blocking and bracing. The regulators were to get 
together and draft the next revision of the model regulation. They reported that possibly by this meeting but no later 
than the fall meeting of 2019, they should have revised language for the model regulation referencing this issue and 
a few others that are on the agenda.  
 
Discussion in Previous Meetings 
Dave Sutula provided an update on this issue. This issue will be included in the omnibus bill as well.  Canada should 
contemplate making similar edits to the NSC Standard 10 once the language that the US has crafted is reviewed.  
Although the issue was in relation to slinky coils which are dealt with differently in the U.S. (as metal coils) than in 
Canada (general cargo), the theory for the amendment would likely apply.   

 
The forum will receive an update from the regulators. 
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Old Business 

15. 24-048-VEH:  OOSC, Part II, Item 2, Cargo Securement - Trailer Rear-Mounted Fork Lifts 

Attachment 9 – Operational Policy 15 
 

Summary of Issue 
Inspectors are encountering trailer rear mounted forklifts with various methods on how they are secured to the 
vehicle. This has led to discussions/questions on how they should be secured and has opened the possibility of 
different enforcement practices and confusion to industry of the correct method. In support of the continued efforts 
of harmonization and standardization, I ask guidance on how these machines are defined within the regulations for 
the purpose of securement. 
 

Justification or Need 
These forklifts are machines (generally under 10,000 lbs) primarily used in the support of the work of the truck (e.g. 
unloading sod, sheetrock etc.). The industry standard in securing these to the vehicle generally involves either a 
chain or bar strap, one on each side. Roadside inspectors are encountering these with either 1 or both tie downs 
left off and/or the tie downs meet conditions of tie down defect table in the OOSC. Locally we have found 
differences in enforcement method if these are treated as cargo or dunnage/vehicle equipment. If treated as cargo, 
then the tie down defect table would apply. If treated as dunnage, then in the U.S. the defect table would not apply 
and essentially a tarp strap would be sufficient. While I agree that the machine is used to support the work of the 
vehicle, the analogy can be made that a skid steer sitting on the deck of a trailer loaded with the same product and 
equipped with forks is also only used to support the work of the vehicle. Both machines have the primary purpose 
of unloading the product and are just carried on the vehicle in different ways. With the machine on top of the deck 
it is held to cargo securement rules. 
 
Request for Action 
I cannot find if this has been discussed in the past. For the purpose of 
uniformity, I request the Cargo Securement Harmonization Program 
discuss this and possibly provide guidance in Operational Policy 15 
section 2. Cargo Securement if these trailer mounted forklifts should 
be considered as cargo or dunnage/vehicle equipment for the purpose 
of securement. 
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
Currently there isn’t a standard of securement for the forklift.  Most are attached with the forks to a mounting 
apparatus on the rear of the cargo carrying unit and then safety chains are used as secondary securement to keep 
the fork lift in place. Most are equipped with lights. These were previously discussed in 2016 and 2021 and FMCSA 
provided guidance that the forklifts are cargo and would require lights or flags, if required. Due to there being various 
ways for these to be secured (i.e. pins, chains. etc.) the following language was created to take to the Vehicle 
Committee as possible language to be added to Ops Policy 15: 
 
QUESTION: What are the cargo securement requirements for forklifts (mofettes, mules, or donkeys) on the rear of a 
straight truck or trailer to be used in the unloading of the materials? 
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ANSWER: Providing these devices are secured with the appropriate chains, pins, bars, etc. specified by the 
manufacturer and there are no damaged or missing parts, the device is secure and meets the equivalent means of 
securement.  If damaged or missing parts in the system are found during the inspection, the vehicle will be placed out 
of service under Part II, Item 2. a. General Securement. 
 
An update will be provided to the Cargo Securement Group on the activities related to this issue since the last meeting. 
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16. 23-039-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, n. Heavy Vehicles, Equipment and Machinery - Flatbed 
Trailers   

 
Summary of Issue 
Newer manufactured trailers, both 48 and 53 foot in length, are now coming in empty weights of under 10,000 lbs. 
When securing a trailer to a flatbed trailer, per 393.130 it would require a minimum of 4 tiedowns to properly secure. 
However, if the item is below 10,000lbs according to 393.130, it can be secured under 393.128 or 393.100-393.114. 
If securing under 393.128, it would only require 2 straps on a 48-foot trailer for proper securement if under 10,000lbs. 
 
Justification or Need 
If the trailer was secured under length and width, it would require 6 straps if 48 foot and no header board. 7 for 53 
feet. The trailer if over 10,000lbs can be secured with 4 tiedowns, but if under it can be secured with just 2 per 
393.128? Two would be enough to cover the weight, but it doesn't make logical sense to have 48 feet and only 2 
straps on an item of a trailers size. Trailers are defined as a motor vehicle in 390.5 which fits into the wording of 
393.130 as it is a heavy vehicle under Ops Policy 15 Cargo Securement (b)(10). 
 
Request for Action 
Request guidance on what securement is required for a trailer under 10,000lbs that is transported on a flatbed 
trailer? 393.130 allows for vehicles under 10,000 lbs. to be secured by either 393.130, 393.128, or 393.100-393.114. 
One is 4 tiedowns, one is 2, the other could be 6 or 7 depending on trailer length. What is correct securement 
minimum requirements? 
 
Louisville Meeting 
Marc Studer reported that the Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum reviewed this question in length and 
ultimately determined that there was no action necessary. However, after the meeting, further information was 
presented to the chairman and Marc requested that the issue remain open for further review by FMCSA. It had been 
reported in Ottawa that a regulatory amendment may be made in the Omnibus bill to clean up this issue.  
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
Dave Sutula suggested to leave this open as it works through the omnibus process. Question arose over the safety of 
this as well as what is considered an acceptable attachment point on these trailers in these situations.  Attendees in 
the room agreed that 393.128 shouldn’t apply but based on the current language in the regulation, it does. This is a 
US issue and not Canadian issue as the language for heavy vehicles in the Canadian standard is not the same. It was 
recommended that the reference back to 393.128 for heavy vehicles should be removed. Dave Sutula indicated that 
more research may be necessary. The weight might be why the trailer would be considered a light vehicle. With lighter 
materials, traditionally the vehicles that would have weighed 10,001 pounds or more, now do not. This issue will be 
left open and Dave will report back in the spring. 
 
There was no report on this in New Orleans. 
 
The forum will receive an update from FMCSA. 
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17. 25-069-VEH: Part II - Item 2. Cargo Securement - Tiedown Defect Table 

Submitted By: Francisco Rosales, FMCSA 
 

Summary of Issue  
Some inspectors have difficulty converting the 6 diameters of length when identifying wire rope defects. The OOSC 
does not include a practical quick reference to assist inspectors in determining the length of a defect on a wire rope 
when there are more than 11 broken wires. 
 
Justification or Need  
Add a table to the OOSC that shows the wire rope size and defect length similar to the Defect Classification Table 
for synthetic webbing. 
 
Request for Action  
I recommend adding the attached Wire Rope Size Conversion Chart to the OOSC Tiedown Defect Table (wire rope). 
This chart will assist inspectors by providing a quick reference for determining the six 6 diameters of wire rope length, 
for defect identification. Two options below. 
 

Wire Rope •  More than 11 broken wires in 6 
diameters of length. For example: 
with 1/2 inch (12.7 mm) wire rope, 
more than 11 broken wires in (6 x 
1/2) or 3 inches in length (6 x 13 = 78 
mm).  

 
 
 
 
 
 

WIRE ROPE DAMAGE CHART 
Diameter Damaged Length 

1/4“(6.4 mm) 1 1/2” (38.1 mm) 
5/16” (7.9 mm) 1 7/8” (47.6 mm) 

3/8” (9.5 mm) 2 1/4” (57.2 mm) 
7/16” (11.1 mm) 2 5/8” (66.6 mm) 

1/2” (12.7 mm) 3” (76.2 mm) 
5/8” (15.9 mm) 3 3/4” (95.3 mm) 

3/4” (19 mm) 4 1/2" (114.3 mm) 
7/8” (22.2 mm) 5 1/4" (133.3 mm) 

1” (25.4 mm) 6” (152.4 mm) 

 

This issue was discussed in the Vehicle Committee in Denver in order for the updates to make it into the 2026 OOSC.  
The forum will be updated on the actions of the Vehicle Committee. 

 

 
18. New Business 


	Chair: Roger Eberle
	Vice Chair: Kevin Adkins
	Secretary: Carl Bone
	CVSA Liaison: Kerri Wirachowsky
	INDEX
	6. 25-086-VEH: Inspection Bulletin 2502-02 Exte Com90 Log Securement System
	Submitted By: Richard Roberts, CVSE British Columbia
	Attachment 2 – Attachment 2 - 2025-02 ExTe Com90 Load Securement
	Summary of Issue
	To discuss the applicability of the Exte Com90 log securement system in Canada including the inspection bulletin 2025-02.
	Justification or Need
	For consistency of the acceptance of this system in Canada and appropriate enforcement taken by roadside officers. It's unclear if the bulletin applies in Canada. It is my understanding that this system has been tested and has engineering documents th...
	Request for Action
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Chair: Roger Eberle 
Vice Chair: Terrance Hendricks 
Secretary: Kevin Adkins 
CVSA Liaison: Kerri Wirachowsky  


INDEX 
Request for Action Items  


6. 25-027-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement                                                             
7. 24-072-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, i. Metal Coils 
8. 24-070-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement – Front End Structure 


Open Issues/Request for Action Items 
9. 24-066-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, l. Intermodal Containers 
10. 24-064-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, m. Automobiles, Light Trucks and Vans 
11. 24-059-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, p. Roll-on/Roll-Off or Hook Lift Containers 
12. 24-058-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement – Tow Dollies 
13. 24-048-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement – Trailer Rear-Mounted Fork 
14. 24-018-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement – Hay Racks 
15. 23-039-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, n. Heavy Vehicles, Equipment and Machinery - Flatbed 


Trailers 
16. 23-018-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, m. Automobiles, Light Trucks and Vans – Winch as 


Tiedown 
Petitions 


17. 21-013-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement-Working Load Limit/Breaking Strength-393.102 
18. 21-002-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Friction Mats-WLL 
19. 16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high 
20. 12-010-VEH: Cargo Securement - Dressed lumber or Similar Building Products 
21. 11-043-VEH: Marking and Rating of Tiedowns – Working Load Limit (WLL) on Hooks 
22. 11-030-VEH: Securing Metal Coils in Sided Vehicles 


Old/New Business 
23. Old Business – Weyerhaeuser Log Securement System (Bulletin) 
24. Old Business – Pin Lock Edit to 2017-02 Inspection Bulletin 


 


AGENDA 


1. Opening Remarks & Self Introductions 
Roger Eberle introduced himself to the group as the new chair.  He replaced Marc Studer. 


2. Adoption of Agenda 
Roger explained that issues should be submitted in advance, if possible, to the North American Cargo Securement 
Harmonization Public Forum through CVSA’s Issue/Request for Action (IRFA) form on the CVSA website.  New issues 
may also be raised at the forum. Issues are generally discussed in the order received. 
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3. Review/Approval of Meeting Minutes from Ottawa, Ontario 
 


The minutes from the last meeting were reviewed and accepted with no additional amendments.  Bill Collier made 
the motion, Brian Davyduke seconded. 
4.    Review of Committee Structure, Terms of Reference & Business Processes 
 


Roger reviewed the purpose of the forum indicating that the forum does not have any regulatory or enforcement 
authority but either requests consideration by U.S. and/or Canadian regulators or provides feedback to CVSA’s 
Vehicle Committee. 
5.   Regulators Group Status Report 
 


Dave Sutula was in attendance to represent the US and there was no formal representative from Canada present. 
There were Canadians present in the meeting. Dave indicated that he would address issues as they arise. 


Request for Action Items (NEW) 


6. 25-026-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement 
 
Summary of Issue  
The tanks on these trucks are constructed where it holds 400-500 gallons of clean water in its natural state. The water 
is used as a pressure washer to spray the ground and the large vacuum sucks up the mud to prevent and fiber optics, 
water lines or gas lines underground from being damaged. During an inspection we were cited a 393.100 violation for 
a drip on clean water on the ground. The load in question is the water was not the load; the mud was the load. The 
water dripping in its natural state. Is this a violation? It was clean water that a valve was very slightly open. This was 
immediately corrected. My thoughts as an 18 plus Texas DPS Officer and Sergeant is that it is not. Please give me 
guidance. I have driven around and looked at water trucks both City and Construction leaking water, but never seen 
one cited for this. I also have seen gravel trucks leaking water from rain or being loaded from a quarry that leak water.  
Justification or Need  
Is water in its natural state, dripping from a hydrovac truck a violation? 
 
Request for Action 
Please give your answer on this issue. I just believe that this needs to be addressed for both companies and 
enforcement. 
 
Discussion - The background is a Vac truck was stopped in TX with clean water draining from tank.  There was a steady 
stream of water coming from the hose. The driver was able to close the valve and the water stopped draining. The 
inspector cited a violation for water leaking, unsecured load, but did not place the vehicle OOS. It was clean water and 
not an imminent hazard. The issuer would like the forum to decide whether it is a violation and/or OOS. Abe D(OR) 
likened it to hay trucks and losing flecks of hay and didn’t feel that this is a hazard. In this case, the violation could be 
corrected by closing the valve. A question was asked when this would be a violation, a broken valve or something that 
can’t be stopped.  Discussion was whether this is a training issue or if an inspection bulletin is needed. Terry H(NJ) 
suggested it is like sand blowing from a trailer. Someone asked if this would be a violation of 392.9 driver failing to 
secure the load issue. These situations are difficult to make a black and white answer on and there needs to be common 
sense. Some saw this a violation, some didn’t.  A vote was called with 17 saying it’s a violation and 13 saying it’s not. 
This was forwarded to the Vehicle Committee for more discussion with no motions made to create guidance. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED  
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7. 24-072-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, i. Metal Coils 
 
Summary of Issue  
This issue is in reference to a Crash BASIC Investigation on a carrier where the CMV was transporting steel coils. Coil 
transportation is part of the carrier's regular cargo, so they are well versed on the requirements when it comes to 
regulatory and industry standards on load securement for the steel coils even adding the necessary edge protection 
for securement devices. 
 


This fatal crash was caused by a "salvage coil" being transported on the rear of a standard flatbed semitrailer among 
other normal coil cargo. I'm not sure how common the nomenclature is for "salvage coil," but the industry refers to 
them as salvage primarily because they are collapsed or flattened. I assume this makes them unusable for the machine 
that dispenses or feeds the metal during some manufacturing process, but that is my best guess. 
 


The weight of this flattened coil was estimated to be between 12,000 and 14,000 pounds, and it was transported lying 
on the bed of the trailer with the eye crosswise (resembling the picture attached). Again, this coil was flattened to the 
extent that no securement device could fit through the eye, so the driver of the CMV used two, 4-inch webbings to 
secure the palletized coil in a crisscrossed pattern over the top and then anchoring to the trailer deck. 
 


There is no doubt that additional securement could have been used to ensure total containment of the sides of the 
coil in these circumstances, but it was the steel banding used by the supplier or shipper to keep the coil together which 
failed. As a result, the coil unspooled, leaving the cargo deck through the void left between the load securement 
straps. 
 


I've looked through most of the content I have, as well as regulation, and when it comes to steel coils, I'm not sure 
there is any specific guidance to address these "flattened" type coils, which pose the additional risk of steel banding 
failure and unspooling due to the inability to secure through the coil eye. 
 


Justification or Need 
The metal banding used to hold coils together could be stressed beyond holding capacity simply due to the additional 
force exerted from flattening, but I don’t have a source of information for that, and we don't regulate the banding as 
a securement device either.  
In this load securement failure, the shipper used two steel bandings to hold the coil together, and both failed which 
allowed the coil to unspool from the side of the CMV and into an opposing lane of travel. 
 


These flattened or crushed steel coils present a significantly 
different load securement challenge than those coils addressed 
in cargo specific load securement regulations. It seems possible 
to meet the minimum load securement requirements in Title 49 
and still risk the same type of steel shipping band failure and 
unspooling. 
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Request for Action 
I would like to submit this issue request and for the topic to be discussed in the next scheduled Cargo Securement 
Forum if possible. Collaboration with industry may be needed for additional input and solutions for more strenuous 
regulation or cargo specific guidance for transporting flattened steel coils.  
 
Discussion - There was a lot of discussion about the picture and whether a tiedown could be run through the eye. The 
question was asked if the coil in question came unspooled and caused the accident or if it was a result of the accident 
and no one knew for sure. When the group reviewed the definition of a metal coil, nothing indicated that it wouldn’t 
still be a coil, just because it is now flattened. Someone asked this could be secured under cargo specific rules in 393.120 
or could general load securement rules be used. Industry pointed out that the driver could have secured it better. It 
was pointed out that the coil could have been loaded with the eye vertical as well. The result of the discussion was that 
there is nothing in the regulation that would indicate that this is not a metal coil and therefore, needs to be secured as 
such under 393.120. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED  
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8. 24-070-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement - Front End Structure 
 


Summary of Issue  
The absence of a requirement for front end structures (e.g., bulkheads) and the difficulty (for industry and in particular 
truckers) to apply, among others, sections 5, 9, 10, 14, 19 and 22 of Standard 10 (SCC). 
 


Lack of guidance, recommendation, precision or information concerning: 
• the use of wedges (quantity, area, layout, etc.); 
• the angles created by the dimensions of the load (between the tie-downs and the loading area) and the equivalent 


applied forces; 
• the coefficient of friction between the different materials and the loading surface (or chocks) and the use of high-


friction belts; 
• methods of tensioning or calculating the force required to achieve adequate tension on the tie-downs (and 


equivalent applied forces); 
• methods and techniques of anchoring to anchor points/trailer structure; 
• the impact of all these factors on compliance with, among others, sections 5, 9, 10, 14, 19 and 22 of Standard 10 


(SCC), and ultimately the number of stowage devices required, represents a significant risk of cargo shifting, slipping 
or tipping. 


 


The lack of a requirement for front end structures (e.g., bulkheads) and the difficulty (for industry and particularly 
truckers) to apply, among others, sections 5, 9, 10, 14, 19 and 22 of Standard 10 (SCC). 
 


Lack of guidance, recommendation, precision or information concerning:- the use of wedges (quantity, area, layout, 
etc.); - the angles created by the dimensions of the load (between the lashing devices and the loading area) and the 
equivalent forces applied;- the coefficient of friction between the different materials and the loading area (or shims) 
and the use of high friction belts;- the methods of tensioning or calculating the force required to obtain adequate 
tension on the lashing devices (and the equivalent forces applied);- the methods and anchorage techniques on anchor 
points/trailer structure;- and the impact of all these factors on compliance, among others, with sections 5, 9, 10, 14, 
19 and 22 of Standard 10 (NSC), and ultimately the number of tie-downs required, represents a significant risk of cargo 
shifting, slipping or tipping 
 


Justification or Need  
Many accidents (fatal and non-fatal) involving the falling, slipping or moving of cargo (on flatbed trailers) raise 
questions about the lack of knowledge and tools available to carriers and truckers to safely secure their loads. 
 
Request for Action 
With respect to CEB Standard 10, assess the possibility of: 
• amending, among others, sections 5, 9, 10, 14, 19 and 22 or improving it by adding appendices concerning these 


sections; 
• develop tools or guides to enable the actors concerned to be able to properly apply, inter alia, Articles 5, 9, 10, 14, 


19 and 22 of this standard. 
 
With respect to NSC Standard 10, assess the feasibility of: 
• amend sections 5, 9, 10, 14, 19 and 22 or to enhance it by adding schedules relating to those sections; 
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develop tools or guides to enable stakeholders to be able to properly apply Articles 5, 9, 10, 14, 19 and 22 of this 
standard.  
 
Discussion - This was discussed in the fall meeting in Ottawa. The individual that had sent in the issue had left and 
Kerri indicated that she had reached out to him after the meeting for more clarification on the issue. The group 
discussed the idea of Canada and the US trying to dictate the strength of a bulkhead and decided that this was not in 
the purview of this group. The issuer had suggested to CVSA after follow-up that this forum was likely not the place to 
deal with this issue. The issue was closed with no action.  
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED  
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Open Issue/Request for Action Items 


9. 24-066-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, l. Intermodal Containers 
 


Summary of Issue 
In Regard to S. 86 (3)(b) NSC standard 10, as the old officers were taught to the standard of measuring overhang at 
last point of contact with trailer and from AB inspection seen at road check AB applies the old standard. We have 
heard a new interpretation of measured at end of cargo carrying capacity of trailer whether or not the intermodal 
container is in contact with the deck at the rearmost point. This is referring to a dove trailer where the trailer slopes 
down with a container over hanging. 
 
Justification or Need 
Clarification on where we measure the 1.5m of an empty intermodal container on a dove trailer. 
 
Request for Action 
Clarification on where we measure the 1.5m of an empty intermodal container on a dove trailer. Do we measure from 
the last point with the intermodal container and the dove trailer or continue to measure from the rear of the vehicle. 
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee - Krista Cull mentioned that NSC Standard 10 has 
an interpretation that covers this question (Division 6, Question 5. Page 22 – pertains to B-Trains but same theory - 
The overhang is measured from the rear of the deck or cargo carrying area of the lead semitrailer on B Trains (not from 
the extended frame which supports the fifth wheel). Dave Sutula indicated that in 393.126 d.(2) specifies the end of 
the trailer, so in the US, it would be the end of the trailer itself. This group would have to figure out if we want to make 
a change to the regulation for the dove tail portion. In theory, you could have a 3’ (1.5 m) dove tail and another 3’ (1.5 
m) overhang past the end of the dove tail which would result in 3 meters of the container not in contact with the trailer. 
FMCSA suggested that it may be reasonable to require an additional tiedown right where the dove tail begins to ensure 
adequate securement in these cases. Keeping in mind, this only applies to an empty container, so other than the lights, 
is this an issue? The attendees in the meeting suggested that the measurement should go from the end of the trailer 
to the end of the container, not where the load stops making contact with the trailer.  
 
Discussion - Kerri summarized the fall discussion. In Canada, NSC 10 has an interpretation in the interpretation guide 
that the overhang measurement begins where the load carrying portion of the trailer stops (which is where the load 
stops touching the trailer). The US measures from the rearmost part of the trailer regardless of where the container 
stops touching the deck of the trailer. Kerri indicated she would add the guidance to the issuer’s response. 
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NSC 10 Guidance: 
Overhang on Empty Intermodal Containers 
NSC Standard 10 (section 86 (3)(b) indicates that an empty container cannot “overhang either the front or rear of the 
vehicle by more than 1.5 metres”. For containers which overhang the rear of the lead semitrailer on a B Train, where is 
this measurement taken? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments: The overhang is measured from the rear of the deck or cargo carrying area of the lead semitrailer on B 
Trains (not from the extended frame which supports the fifth wheel). 
 
The Canadian representatives in the room indicated that they believed the Canadian guidance should be updated.   
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED  
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10. 24-064-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, m. Automobiles, Light Trucks and Vans 


Summary of Issue 
We are looking for guidance securing automobiles on flatbed trailer stacked on top of each other. The vehicles are 
basically junk cars but are not crushed. We feel that 393.128 is applicable, but the regulation does not address autos 
transported in this manner. It is not clear that stacking of vehicles is allowed and whether the tiedowns must be 
attached to the vehicles or whether they can be indirect tiedowns if allowed.  
 


Justification or Need 
We concerned about the safety of vehicles being transported in this manner. Are the vehicles properly secured, will 
they come loose during transit by vehicle body components being crushed by cables, chains or straps used to secure 
them? 
 


Request for Action 
Request guidance on what securement is required for vehicles stacked on top of each other. 
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
US issue only. NSC 10 clearly states that light vehicles cannot be stacked this way in Canada. The regulation in the US is 
silent on the issue and it is not prohibited. There was discussion as to whether 393.132 or 393.128 would apply. Some 
considered these damaged vehicles to be crushed cars.  Ops Policy 15 was cited and it was noted that these vehicles 
would not meet the definition of a crushed car as they are not compressed or crushed. These are wrecked vehicles that 
are mostly intact with some of the damage likely being caused by the stacking. If the vehicles are secured in accordance 
with 393.128, each vehicle would need front and rear securement on each vehicle. The other issue raised was that if 
these are considered crushed cars, then any wrecked vehicle from an accident could be considered a crushed car and 
require other securement when loaded on a wrecker. The group decided that based on the U.S. regulation, if each car 
is secured for front and rear movement, then then it is a compliant load regardless of the stacking.  Dave Sutula felt 
that 393.132 is a more appropriate regulation but these pictures do not meet the definition in Ops Policy 15.   
 
Discussion - The discussion from Ottawa was reviewed.  The question was asked whether these would be considered 
crushed cars.  The definition was reviewed and the room decided that they were not crushed cars. Can these be stacked 
on each other?  Canada will not allow them stacked, but the US will allow it.  It was pointed out that this isn’t the way 
most companies haul these vehicles and that this more than likely was someone just cleaning up their yard.  If they are 
hauled this way, 2 securement devices per vehicle would be required but there is nothing in the U.S to prevent them 
from being stacked.   
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED  
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11. 24-059-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, p. Roll-on/Roll-Off or Hook Lift Containers 
 


Summary of Issue   
Standardization of roll-on/roll-off containers and trucks for efficient and reliable cargo securement across varieties of 
bins and trucks. Currently no standards in place regarding construction or equipping units. 
 
Justification or Need 
Many different truck manufacturers equip their units differently for RO/RO bins. Bins are not standardized across the 
industry either. As a result, current cargo securement practices of bins wary widely; some bins are incompatible with 
some trucks. Standardization of bins and equipment will drastically improve securement and safety, and make proper 
securement much easier for drivers. 
 
Request for Action 
Discuss and set out standard securement equipment across bins and trucks, that all RO/RO trucks to be equipped 
similarly, with either tie-downs/chains, or integral securement systems. Mandate that all bins have constructed access 
points to easily and reliably secure bins when integral securement system fails or incompatible. 
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
Luke Proctor from Miller Waste was looking for guidance to attempt to make RO/RO containers universal so that any 
container can be hauled on any vehicle RO/RO vehicle.  The bins and the trucks are purchased independently of each 
other and not as married pairs.  Industry also questioned as to whether the bin can be secured with adequate tiedowns 
to the rails rather than the frame, it was indicated that they had been charged for using the rails as the anchor point.  It 
was clarified that the rails may be used as the anchor point if tiedowns are being used rather than integral locking 
systems. It was also suggested that Miller Waste contact Canadian Transportation Equipment Association (CTEA) to 
work on standardizing the bins and transport vehicles as this is really no in the CVSA purview.  
 
Discussion - This was discussed at the fall meeting.  What he was looking for was uniformity in manufacturing of the 
containers and the transport vehicles so that any container could be loaded onto any transport truck.  At the fall meeting 
the issuer decided that this wasn’t the correct forum and was going to present it to the manufacturers. The question 
was also asked if the containers could be secured to the rails or if they had to be to the chassis.  The group decided that 
either could be utilized as the rails are a part of the vehicle. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED 
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12. 24-058-VEH OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement - Tow Dollies 


 
Summary of Issue 
There is nothing clearly stated in regulation as to how tow dollies used by wreckers should handled as it pertains to 
cargo securement. These dollies usually consist of four wheels with cross-members that go under a vehicle to be 
towed. The towed vehicle is lifted up off the ground and the dolly wheels are in contact with the ground. None of the 
towed vehicles' wheels are touching the ground. The question has come up as to whether we consider this a "trailer" 
or if the towed vehicle is still considered a drive-away/tow-away. 
These are sometimes called a “hi-speed dolly” by one manufacturer (Collins). They are usually used by hooking a car 
with a hydraulic wheel lift from under a tow truck, putting these dollies around the other axle of a towed vehicle, and 
using a cheater bar/lever to engage the dollies which lifts the car off the ground and onto the dolly cross-members. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3bAFcZ7mjR8 
 


Justification or Need 
The ultimate question is whether they are considered a drive-away/tow-away. It brings up multiple applicability 
issues/exceptions either way, so I’ll argue it both ways. 
 
Are they considered a drive-away/tow-away? 
DEFINITION - Driveaway-towaway operation means an operation in which an empty or unladen motor vehicle with 
one or more sets of wheels on the surface of the roadway is being transported: 
(1) Between vehicle manufacturer's facilities; 
(2) Between a vehicle manufacturer and a dealership or purchaser; 
(3) Between a dealership, or other entity selling or leasing the vehicle, and a purchaser or lessee; 
(4) To a motor carrier's terminal or repair facility for the repair of disabling damage (as defined in this section) following 
a crash; or 
(5) To a motor carrier's terminal or repair facility for repairs associated with the failure of a vehicle component or 
system; or 
(6) By means of a saddle-mount or tow-bar. 
 


Argument AGAINST – the towed vehicle does not have any wheels in contact with the surface of the roadway. 
Argument FOR – the tow dollies cannot be towed without a vehicle attached to them as far as I can tell, so the dollies 
essentially become an extension of the towed vehicle and thus a DA/TA. The dollies are just wheels and cross 
members. They do not have a tongue or frame. 
 
SECUREMENT - If they ARE a DA/TA, then 393.71(h)(5) and (h)(10) apply (secured to the wheel lift and dollies by an 
“adequate” means and safety chains). 


 
If they are NOT a DA/TA, then 393.71 does not apply. If we’re considering them cargo and not a DA/TA, then they 
are basically a semi-trailer, so safety chains do not apply federally (only state law application as appropriate). If it’s a 
semi-trailer, the 393.128 applies, which requires two securement devices, one to the front and one to the rear just 
like a car on a flatbed. 
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BRAKES 
If they ARE a DA/TA, brakes are not required. 393.42(b)(2) Motor vehicles being towed in a driveaway-towaway 
operation (including the last truck of triple saddle-mount combinations (see § 393.71(a)(3)) are not required to have 
operative brakes provided the combination of vehicles meets the requirements of § 393.52. 
 


If they are NOT a DA/TA, brakes would be required since the car on them is usually over 3,000 lbs. I’ve never seen 
these dollies with brakes and can’t fathom a way they could be equipped with brakes since there are no connections 
(air or hydraulic) to them. 
 
ANNUAL INSPECTION - If it’s NOT a DA/TA, an annual inspection would be required, but it’s literally just some 
wheels, tires and detachable cross members, so I don’t know what there would be to inspect. It’s not a vehicle. 
 


I believe these should still be considered a drive-away/tow-away since they cannot be used without a towed vehicle 
attached to them. 
 


ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATION - If these wheels, hubs or tires are in violation, are they handled the same way as 
other other wheels, hubs or tires on the CMV? For example, an exposed bearing on one of the dolly wheels or a 
bald tire. 
 


Request for Action 
I am requesting the cargo securement harmonization forum consider this request and recommend to the vehicle 
committee whether they are drive-away/tow-away.  


 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
The question is whether the dolly would be considered a trailer or drive-away tow-way and how to secure it going 
down the road with a vehicle on it. The attendees felt that this combination meets the definition of a DA/TA.  The 
issue is that most, if not all, Canadian provinces do not have a drive-away tow-away definition and wouldn’t consider 
this a trailer. In most cases, in Canada, enforcement would have to rely on a generic charge section of “unsafe” based 
on manufacturer specification – which is not the best option, but all they have. 
 
Discussion - The discussion from the fall meeting was reviewed. The question was asked whether this was a cargo 
securement issue or not. The attendees at the fall meeting had decided that it wasn’t. The point was raised that 
Canada does not have a DA/TA definition while the US does. It was discussed that if this is DA/TA, then it needs to go 
to the Vehicle Committee for further discussion. Another concern is how this would affect wreckers when using tow 
dollies. Different states had different points of view.  A vote was called and 22 said it was cargo.  The group then 
discussed the ramifications such as would the dollies now need brakes.  It was decided that the dollies could be 
considered the wheels of the towed vehicle, hence making it a DA/TA. It was also noted that the vehicle needed to be 
secured to the dollies when being utilized.  Jessie T(TX) recommended using 393.71(h)(5) to put it into DA/TA and 
then add language to OPS policy 15.  This issue will be sent to the Vehicle Committee for discussion as DA/TA as well 
as the other questions in the issue request related to the US regulations. It was determined that this is not a cargo 
securement issue and closed by the forum for furtherance to the Vehicle Committee. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED 
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13. 24-048-VEH:  OOSC, Part II, Item 2, Cargo Securement - Trailer Rear-Mounted Fork Lifts 
 


Summary of Issue 
Inspectors are encountering trailer rear mounted forklifts with various methods on how they are secured to the 
vehicle. This has led to discussions/questions on how they should be secured and has opened the possibility of 
different enforcement practices and confusion to industry of the correct method. In support of the continued efforts 
of harmonization and standardization, I ask guidance on how these machines are defined within the regulations for 
the purpose of securement. 
 
Justification or Need 
These forklifts are machines (generally under 10,000 lbs) primarily used in the support of the work of the truck (e.g. 
unloading sod, sheetrock etc.). The industry standard in securing these to the vehicle generally involves either a 
chain or bar strap, one on each side. Roadside inspectors are encountering these with either 1 or both tie downs 
left off and/or the tie downs meet conditions of tie down defect table in the OOSC. Locally we have found 
differences in enforcement method if these are treated as cargo or dunnage/vehicle equipment. If treated as cargo, 
then the tie down defect table would apply. If treated as dunnage, then in the U.S. the defect table would not apply 
and essentially a tarp strap would be sufficient. While I agree that the machine is used to support the work of the 
vehicle, the analogy can be made that a skid steer sitting on the deck of a trailer loaded with the same product and 
equipped with forks is also only used to support the work of the vehicle. Both machines have the primary purpose 
of unloading the product and are just carried on the vehicle in different ways. With the machine on top of the deck 
it is held to cargo securement rules. 
 
Request for Action 
I cannot find if this has been discussed in the past. For the purpose of uniformity, I request the Cargo Securement 
Harmonization Program discuss this and possibly provide guidance in Operational Policy 15 section 2. Cargo 
Securement if these trailer mounted forklifts should be considered as cargo or dunnage/vehicle equipment for the 
purpose of securement. 
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
Currently there isn’t a standard of securement for the forklift.  Most are attached with the forks to a mounting 
apparatus on the rear of the cargo carrying unit and then safety chains are used as secondary securement to keep 
the fork lift in place. Most are equipped with lights. These were previously discussed in 2016 and 2021 and FMCSA 
provided guidance that the forklifts are cargo and would require lights or flags, if required. Due to there being various 
ways for these to be secured (i.e. pins, chains. etc.) the following language was created to take to the Vehicle 
Committee as possible language to be added to Ops Policy 15: 
 
QUESTION: What are the cargo securement requirements for forklifts (mofettes, mules, or donkeys) on the rear of a 
straight truck or trailer to be used in the unloading of the materials? 
 
ANSWER: Providing these devices are secured with the appropriate chains, pins, bars, etc. provided by the 
manufacturer and there are no damaged or missing parts, the device is secure and meets the equivalent means of 
securement.  If damaged or missing parts in the system are found during the inspection, the vehicle will be placed out 
of service under Part II, Item 2. a. General Securement. 
 


Discussion – The issue was readdressed with the new attendees in the meeting that were not there in Canada, to 
ensure the language was agreed upon to add to OPS policy 15.  There wasn’t any other discussion.  
 


ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED 
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14. 24-018-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement - Hay Racks 
 


Summary of Issue 
Email from Saskatchewan based company: 
 
We are looking for some clarification on one item. According to a “comment” in Division 4, Section 6, of the NSC 10 
Cargo Securement Guidance and Interpretations update May 2016, Hay Racks are deemed to be a “Pole Trailer” 
and thus require a tie down for every stake. Our Hayracks historically had 4 stakes, which would require 4 tie downs, 
assuming they met the 1/6 WLL. These 4 bunk trucks would run with 5 tie downs and adequately met the 1/6th 
WLL. Because we now haul shortwood and TL with these trailers, we have installed 2 extra bunks. When hauling 
shortwood, the trucks wrap 6 tiedowns. When hauling TL, we have learned that the trucks sometimes run with 5 
tiedowns. The 5 tie downs meet the WLL quite easily, and when you take the 2 extra stakes into account (stakes 
have been factored into the 1/6 for Log trucks), they have more than covered the WLL for the load. Unfortunately, 
by adding the extra 2 stakes, we now require 6 tie downs on the TL Hayrack because it is deemed to be a “Pole 
Trailer”. Remove the stakes (have less load security), and we only need 4 to 5 tie downs depending on WLL of ropes. 
You can see the flaw in the logic here that is a result of a decision to class a Hayrack as a Pole Trailer. Hayracks are 
not pole trailers, pole trailers are not permittable in SK to my knowledge. 
 


Justification or Need 
Standard 10 clearly requires a tiedown at each bunk. 
Interpretation required: 
-Pole trailers vs Hay racks. Does this need to be reviewed? 
-Should the tiedown requirement be based off of length vs amount of bunks? 
-Other ideas/comments 
 


Request for Action 
Canadian regulators require an interpretation and seek discussion and comments from the Cargo Securement 
Forum in order to better answer this concern. 
 
Discussion - This was discussed in Louisville.  The issuer was going to get more information and address it in Ottawa, 
but was not there or at this meeting. No one from Canada could provide further clarification, so with no further 
information from Canada or the issue this issue will be closed.  


 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED 
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15. 23-039-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, n. Heavy Vehicles, Equipment and Machinery - Flatbed 
Trailers   


 
Summary of Issue 
Newer manufactured trailers, both 48 and 53 foot in length, are now coming in empty weights of under 10,000lbs 
When securing a trailer to a flatbed trailer, per 393.130 it would require a minimum of 4 tiedowns to properly secure. 
However, if the item is below 10,000lbs according to 393.130, it can be secured under 393.128 or 393.100-393.114. 
If securing under 393.128, it would only require 2 straps on a 48-foot trailer for proper securement if under 10,000lbs. 
 
Justification or Need 
If the trailer was secured under length and width, it would require 6 straps if 48 foot and no header board. 7 for 53 
feet. The trailer if over 10,000lbs can be secured with 4 tiedowns, but if under it can be secured with just 2 per 
393.128? Two would be enough to cover the weight, but it doesn't make logical sense to have 48 feet and only 2 
straps on an item of a trailers size. Trailers are defined as a motor vehicle in 390.5 which fits into the wording of 
393.130 as it is a heavy vehicle under Ops Policy 15 Cargo Securement (b)(10). 
 
Request for Action 
Request guidance on what securement is required for a trailer under 10,000lbs that is transported on a flatbed 
trailer? 393.130 allows for vehicles under 10,000 lbs. to be secured by either 393.130, 393.128, or 393.100-393.114. 
One is 4 tiedowns, one is 2, the other could be 6 or 7 depending on trailer length. What is correct securement 
minimum requirements? 
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
Dave Sutula suggested to leave this open as it works through the omnibus process. Question arose over the safety of 
this as well as what is considered an acceptable attachment point on these trailers in these situations.  Attendees in 
the room agreed that 393.128 shouldn’t apply but based on the current language in the regulation, it does. This is a 
US issue and not Canadian issue as the language for heavy vehicles in the Canadian standard is not the same. It was 
recommended that the reference back to 393.128 for heavy vehicles should be removed. Dave Sutula indicated that 
more research may be necessary. The weight might be why the trailer would be considered a light vehicle. With lighter 
materials, traditionally the vehicles that would have weighed 10,001 pounds or more, now do not.  
 
Discussion - This was discussed in both Louisville and Ottawa. Dave S. (FMCSA) suggested leaving this open. This is 
most likely going to be addressed in the Omnibus Bill. We also talked about the AD-HOC committee that will meet to 
discuss the changes when the Omnibus bill is released.  Volunteers for the committee from the US were: 
Kenny Row, Davey Tree - Reggie Wilson, Davey Tree - Ruth McDonough - Jerrod Koester, Fort Worth PD 
 
Volunteers from the fall meeting were:  
Steve Haywood, British Columbia - Richard Roberts, British Columbia - Mike Kasprzak, Yukon Territory 
Bryan Maloney, Manitoba Transportation and Infrastructure - Steve Purdy, CNL 
Kevin Adkins, Montana Motor Carrier Services - Doug Smith, OOIDA   
Monte Wiederhold, OOIDA 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
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16. 23-018-VEH:  OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, m. Automobiles, Light Trucks and Vans – Winch as 
Tiedown 


 
Summary of Issue 
Our commercial officers have had an ongoing question regarding vehicle securement under 49CFR 393.128 and slide 
back tow trucks. 
 


128(b) requires two tiedowns: 
393.128 What are the rules for securing automobiles, light trucks and vans? 
(a) Applicability. The rules in this section apply to the transportation of automobiles, light trucks, and vans which 
individually weigh 4,536 kg. (10,000 lb) or less. Vehicles which individually are heavier than 4,536 kg (10,000 lb) must 
be secured in accordance with the provisions of § 393.130 of this part. 
(b) Securement of automobiles, light trucks, and vans. 
(1) Automobiles, light trucks, and vans must be restrained at both the front and rear to prevent lateral, forward, 
rearward, and vertical movement using a minimum of two tiedowns. 
(2) Tiedowns that are designed to be affixed to the structure of the automobile, light truck, or van must use the 
mounting points on those vehicles that have been specifically designed for that purpose. 
(3) Tiedowns that are designed to fit over or around the wheels of an automobile, light truck, or van must provide 
restraint in the lateral, longitudinal and vertical directions. 
(4) Edge protectors are not required for synthetic webbing at points where the webbing comes in contact with the 
tires. 
 


Our question: Can a powered winch (used for loading or unloading) be considered a tiedown? Winch manufacturers 
seem to indicate they are for loading or unloading but not securement.  
 
Justification or Need 
Discuss use of loading winch for roll backs - whether it should be used as a tiedown or whether the regulations should 
identify that loading winch is NOT to be used for subsequent load securement during transport.  
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
FMCSA is looking to amend the use of the winch as a secondary device, but not a primary tiedown. This will not impact 
the winch portion of a roll-on/roll-off securement as they are used to keep the bin in the integral locking system. It is 
not a tiedown.  It cannot be used as a front tiedown if the integral system is not functioning. Canada had indicated 
that it would allow the use if side to side movement is eliminated, and rearward is secure. The question was asked if 
that is the case, how is the winch a compliant tiedown when it is not marked and rated with a WLL as this is a 
requirement in Canada. There is an interpretation in the NSC Standard 10 Interpretation Guide in Canada that says 
the winch can be used as a tiedown, but that interpretation was written before the WWL marking requirement. 
Manufacturers are against a winch being used as the front securement device. It was suggested that Canada should 
evaluate the interpretation guide as it conflicts with the Standard. Information in previous meetings was that if the 
standard and the interpretation guide have different guidance, then the Standard should be used and the Canadian 
attendees in the meeting agreed that this same theory should be used here. 
 


Discussion - This will be addressed in the Omnibus bill and the tow truck industry has petitions FMCSA to make 
regulatory changes. This issue will remain open pending the Omnibus bill. 
 


ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
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Petitions 


 
17. 21-013-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement-Working Load Limit/Breaking Strength-393.102 
 


Summary of Issue:  
393.102 (a)(1) and (2) (a)(1) is discussing Breaking strength. This information is not readily available. Clarification 
needs to be made to better understand the requirements of this section. Even the "Practical Cargo Securement" 
guidebook, states that cargo must be secured to the rear (preventing forward movement) .8g of deceleration. It 
muddies the water even more in (a)(2) (a)(2) talks about WLL and does not clearly define that to comply with this 
number you must follow the guidelines of 393.106(d) which states that 1/2 of the weight of the cargo must be 
covered by the WLL of the securement devices. It goes on to say that .43g deceleration and .5g acceleration need to 
be covered... that is not quite consistent with (a)(1). If the driver has access to the breaking strength numbers or uses 
the WLL=1/3 of the breaking strength (which is an industry standard but not the rule and typically not labeled on the 
securement device) then when you work out the math it normally comes out to close to the same requirements. 
BUT, it is not exact, so why have it in there? it just makes the regulation difficult to understand and be in compliance. 
Maybe someone can explain it better, but I have worked the numbers several times (see attached) and they just 
don't make sense. It leaves carriers to make their own assumptions/rules on the requirements. 
  
Justification or Need:  
To better clarify the cargo securement regulations and make a distinction/unification of the two conflicting 
regulations. 
 
Request for Action:  
Amend 393.102, to unify (a)(1) and (a)(2), reflecting equalized results from using either method, OR remove (a)(1) 
because the breaking strength is not readily available information to the end user... the driver. Also reflect greater 
protection against forward movement of the cargo, .435g protection against deceleration and .5g protection against 
acceleration is backward, it should, at a minimum, be the other way around. 
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
FMCSA is working to update the U.S. regs to closely mirror the Canadian regs such as removing part of 102 
harmonizing the WWL of direct/indirect tiedowns (this would allow for 100% of the WLL to a tiedown regardless 
of how it is attached to the vehicle – over the load – from the vehicle to load – from the vehicle to load back to the 
vehicle on the same side).  Dave Sutula suggested that the Cargo Securement Group forum and ad-hoc in 
advance of the release of the omnibus bill in order to review all the cargo securement related issues to ensure 
they satisfy issues that have been raised and that any decisions made do not conflict with anything Canada has 
in place or is working on. This committee will need to look at the rules to verify that the US 393 regulations and 
NSC Standard 10 are referring to the same requirements.  FMCSA will need feedback from this adhoc committee 
quickly to ensure that the changes will meet our needs.  The US would also like to see the reference to breaking 
strength removed.   
 
Discussion - This will be addressed in the Omnibus bill. This issue will remain open pending the Omnibus bill. 
 


ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
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18. 21-002-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Friction Mats-WLL 
 


Summary of Issue  
Currently 393.108(g) states friction mats which are not marked or rated by the manufacturer shall be considered to 
provide resistance to horizontal movement equal to 50 percent of the weight placed on the mat. There is no further 
guidance for their use as far as when they can and cannot be used in determining the working load limit (WLL) under 
393.106. There needs to be guidance added to Operational Policy 15 or regulatory guidance added to the FMCSRs to 
allow for uniformity in determining the WLL when friction mats are used as well as when and what types of cargo 
can friction mats be used on. 
 
Justification or Need  
A recent inspection of an oversize load with a shipping weight of 120,000 lbs. was secured with a total of 4 chains – 
2 on the front and 2 at the rear per cargo specific requirements in 393.130(c) that had a total working load limit of 
40,000 lbs. aggregate WLL. The driver claimed he was using friction mats that were located under the front axle of 
the machine to meet the requirements of 393.106. (See the attached pictures). With no clear guidance on the use of 
friction mats, we had no choice but to count the friction mats towards the WLL of the machine being transported. 
However, there is no way of knowing the amount of weight being placed on the mat to determine what the mat is 
worth, and it is unclear if the friction mat can be used at all in this situation. 
 
Request for Action  
Operational Policy 15 or regulatory guidance needs to be created to address the use of friction mats and when they 
can or cannot be used when determining the WLL under 393.106 and if they can be used to meet cargo specific 
requirements. Some suggestions would be: A friction mat cannot be used to replace a tiedown required by the cargo 
specific sections in 393.116 to 393.136. A friction mat cannot be the sole means of load securement in any 
application. Friction mats can only be used on items that weigh less than 10,000 lbs. Over 10,000 lbs., they can only 
be used as a supplement means of securement (blocking and bracing) but will not count towards the WLL. 
 


Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
FMCSA gave us a technical update on friction mats and reported this is in the rule making.  The question was how to 
measure the g-force. In Canada it needs marked and he asked how is it measured? In the US there are no references 
for commercial transport, but the RR does have a standard. It was suggested that the friction mat manufacturer 
should have information to use. Once a standard is chosen, this committee and Canada will need to verify it meets 
the needs of both. This will also need reviewed by the adhoc committee. Ralph Abato forwarded a friction mat 
standard to review and also forwarded some contacts in the friction mat industry to FMCSA for assistance. 
 
 Discussion - This will be addressed in the Omnibus bill. This issue will remain open pending the Omnibus bill. 
 


ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
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19. 16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high 
20. 12-010-VEH: Cargo Securement - Dressed lumber or Similar Building Products 
 
These issues were combined as they both relate to how the commodity specific regulation requires belly straps on 
dressed lumber. The securement issue arises when trailers are loaded from home improvement stores with several 
different types of building materials. The material does not make even levels for material placed beside each other 
which makes the use of belly straps ineffective. The Regulators have discussed that when the rules were developed 
it was never intended to include stacks of uneven goods, only goods that were even and stacked the same and were 
actually dressed lumber or similar building products. They further indicated these items in the pictures were all 
different types of materials and not specifically dressed lumber. FMCSA is working towards regulation that will not 
require belly straps on loads that are 6 feet or less, however, there is nothing in the model regulation to deal with 
loads over 6 feet high. Pictures have been shown of tiedowns that are going through the middle and they are not 
even because it is not possible. The model regulation and testing for the specific commodity section did not 
contemplate the uneven loads. The study was done for loads coming from the mill, it was never really intended for 
the loads coming from a retail store to the end user. It has further been discussed that most retail outlets indicate 
that they can live with staying under the 6 foot level in order to avoid the use of belly straps. Mike indicated that 
FMCSA reached out to the regulators in Canada to see what sort of testing was done in Canada to affect the revision 
that was made. It was determined that there was no testing done but other issues that caused the amendment. 
FMCSA will likely draft a notice to the federal register requesting comments on certain aspects of this issue. They are 
hoping to harmonize with Canada. The second issue is for belly straps on tiers that are not the same height. The 
mixed loads do not always allow for belly straps as they are not always equal from side to side. In some cases, belly 
straps will make the load less secured than if there were no belly straps present. This may or may not be addressed 
in the upcoming notice regarding the 6-foot belly strap issue. FMCSA will report on the status of the petition 
 
Discussion - This will be addressed in the Omnibus bill. This issue will remain open pending the Omnibus bill. 
 


ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
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21. 11-043-VEH: Marking and Rating of Tiedowns – Working Load Limit (WLL) on Hooks 
 
National Association of Chain Manufacturers (NACM) finalized a document that outlines the performance 
specifications and marking of removable hooks used in tiedown assemblies. This issue has been outstanding for 
several years, so the forum decided to ask the Vehicle Committee to ask the Board of Directors to petition FMCSA to 
make an update to the regulations. The Board of Directors agreed in Portland to direct CVSA staff to petition FMCSA. 
FMCSA sent an acknowledgement letter and is processing the petition and will decide whether to grant or deny the 
petition. If they grant it, this means that they will decide whether to publish a public Notice for Comment. FMCSA 
will report on the status of this petition. 


Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
Dave Sutula provided an update on this issue. The US would need to come up with a performance standard to ensure 
the hooks are acceptable. Canada does not have this as a requirement in NSC Standard 10 at this time to have the 
hooks marked yet. This request to reference removeable hooks and has been around since 2011.  The goal is to have 
the hooks marked similarly to chains.  Canada should look into updating the NSC Standard 10 to reflect these markings 
similar to what the US is working on. This can be contemplated by the adhoc when the omnibus bill is reviewed. 
 
Discussion - This will be addressed in the Omnibus bill. This issue will remain open pending the Omnibus bill. 
 


ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
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22. 11-030-VEH: Securing Metal Coils in Sided Vehicles 
 
The question was raised several meetings ago regarding 393.120(e) and NSC 10(58) which articulate the 
requirements for securing metal coils in a sided vehicle without anchor points. It could be interpreted to exclude the 
use of sided vehicles with anchor points, which does not seem to be its intent. This section should be interpreted to 
mean that metal coils transported in sided vehicles with anchor points should be loaded a manner to prevent shifting 
and tipping consistent with either 393.120(b), 393.120(c), 393.120(d) or 393.120(e), or in a vehicle without anchor 
points consistent with 393.120(e). CVSA sent a letter to FMCSA requesting clarification. The regulators indicated new 
wording is being considered that would stipulate when there are anchor points in a sided vehicle, it will not be 
mandatory to use them if they are not the most suitable way to secure cargo.  
 


The regulators worked on draft language for the model regulation in Montreal that will trickle down into NSC 
Standard 10 and the FMCSRs. This language will make it clear that metal coils transported in sided vehicles with or 
without anchor points will be able to be secured by adequate blocking and bracing. The regulators were to get 
together and draft the next revision of the model regulation. They reported that possibly by this meeting but no later 
than the fall meeting of 2019, they should have revised language for the model regulation referencing this issue and 
a few others that are on the agenda.  
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
Dave Sutula provided an update on this issue. This issue will be included in the omnibus bill as well.  Canada should 
contemplate making similar edits to the NSC Standard 10 once the language that the US has crafted is reviewed.  
Although the issue was in relation to slinky coils which are dealt with differently in the U.S. (as metal coils) than in 
Canada (general cargo), the theory for the amendment would likely apply.   


 
Discussion - This will be addressed in the Omnibus bill. This issue will remain open pending the Omnibus bill. 
 


ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
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Old/New Business 


 
23. Old Business 
 
Log Securement System – ExTe Com90 Load Securement Bulletin 
 
This system is from Sweden where they have been in production since 1997.  They are hydraulic driven. 
Weyerhaeuser has been testing it out since January hauling logs from mill to mill.  There is a remote control and 
monitor in the truck.  This system eliminates the need to throw wrappers over the load. This will reduce injuries and 
the loss of drivers.  These wrappers will not loosen going down the road.  This system will continue to apply pressure 
to the load as it settles.  OSHA, DOT and FMCSA all got to see it in action.  The nylon straps that apply the down 
pressure are rated for 8,800 lbs. and have a breaking strength of 15,000 lbs. There are two different manufacturers, 
and both have similar specifications.  The log trucks will always carry cable wrappers as a backup.  Both Canada and 
the US required more information such as WWL to make determination whether it will be a viable load securement 
system.  The forum will receive an update from Weyerhaeuser. 
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
There wasn’t a representative from Weyerhaeuser present. Kerri Wirachowsky provided an update that a draft 
bulletin has been created, but the company is working on some OSHA issues and she was waiting to hear from them 
to see when they would like to release it or make any updates. 
  
Discussion - Gary from Weyerhaeuser Log loading system and Abe D. from Oregon gave a presentation and update 
on the system.  OR DOT has been working with Weyerhaeuser Log loading system to make an inspection bulletin and 
to provide verbiage for the OOS criteria in case of system failure. The system is being tested in OR, WA, and BC. They 
were waiting to get approval from OSHA and now they have it. FMCSA has looked at the engineering documents and 
have signed off on it after some changes were made. The draft bulletin was shown and Canada determined that for 
now, they would not want Canadian references in the bulletin. They will review the documents and let the forum 
know if they want it to be applicable in Canada. Both the bulletin and the OOS criteria changes were forwarded to 
the Vehicle Committee for discussion. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED 
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24. Old Business 
 
Spring Loaded Pinlock Inspection Guidelines - Jeff Elseser, Buffers Buffers USA 
 
Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee 
Jeff Elseser updated the forum on his progress on the spring-loaded pin-lock since the last meeting. After the 
presentation questions about the new system were asked. One was how would the mechanism be inspected at the 
roadside by inspectors without having to make it function. It would be a visual check. He was asked about the durability. 
The spring has been tested for 1,000,000 cycles and has not failed. The question was asked if it worked in cold and/or 
inclement weather, and they are still testing. A draft amendment covering this pinlock will be presented to the forum.\ 
 
Discussion - Jeff Elseser with Buffers USA gave an update on their pin lock system.  It is a spring-loaded pin lock for front 
loading intermodal containers. The premise is that this will reduce damage to pin locks when loading.  The system is 
being tested in the Chicago area and there haven’t been any problems.  He went over how the system works and how 
it can be checked roadside. The edits to the existing Inspection bulletin 2017-02 were presented that will be included to 
familiarized inspectors with the new lock.   
 
Cargo Securement Attendees: 


 
Name Email Address 
Yvonne Ortega yortega@michels.us 
Anthony Kalist anthony.kalist@gov.sk.ca 
Terrance Hendricks terrance.hendricks@njsp.gov 
Scott Lanthrip scott.lanthrip@illinois.gov 
Roger Eberle roger.eberle@dps.ok.gov 
Brian Davyduke brian.davyduke@gov.ab.ca 
Darren Knowles darren.knowles@gnb.ca 
Tom Bray tbray@jjkeller.com 
Amos Santiago amossantiago@flhsmv.gov 
Matthew Bassett bassettboy@hotmail.com 
Carl Huddleston carl.huddleston@dos.nh.gov 
Doug Smith doug@ralphsmithco.com 
Joshua Robison joshua.robison1@maryland.gov 
Earl Vicknair earl.vicknair@dps.texas.gov 
William Collier william.collier@tn.gov 
Abe Dunivin leonard.a.dunivin@odot.oregon.gov 
Christopher Black christopher.black@dps.ok.gov 
Daniel Slick dslick@kittelson.com 
Jessie Tippie jessie.tippie@dps.texas.gov 
Regie Wilson regie.wilson@davey.com 
Bruno Fauteux bruno.fauteux@saaq.gouv.qc.ca 
Brady Johnson brady.johnson@la.gov 
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Matthew Scales matthew.scales@dps.texas.gov 
Paul Bruton paulr@bruton.com 
David Alvarado david.alvarado@dps.texas.gov 
Timothy Davis timothy.davis@dps.texas.gov 
Stephen Purdy stephen.purdy@cnl.ca 
Randy Roesler randy@wemovetheworld.com 
Tim May timmay@flhsmv.gov 
Jared Koester jared.koester@fortworthtexas.gov 
Jacob Perry jacob.perry@wylietexas.gov 
Ruth McDonough ncwaterlady@yahoo.com 
Micah Whittington micah.whittington@yahoo.com 
Seth Turner seth.b.turner@dos.nh.gov 
Todd Spencer todd.spencer@ct.gov 
Gregory Handy gregory.handy@la.gov 
Kevin Adkins kadkins@mt.gov 
Andrew Barnes Andrew.barnes@amta.ca 
David Sutula david.sutula@dot.gov 
Onur Yolal onur.yolal@nepeantransport.com 
Kerri Wirachowsky kerri.wirachowsky@cvsa.org 


 
 





		Chair: Roger Eberle

		Vice Chair: Terrance Hendricks

		Secretary: Kevin Adkins

		CVSA Liaison: Kerri Wirachowsky

		INDEX

		6. 25-026-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement

		Summary of Issue

		Justification or Need

		Is water in its natural state, dripping from a hydrovac truck a violation?

		Request for Action

		7. 24-072-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, i. Metal Coils

		Summary of Issue

		Justification or Need

		The metal banding used to hold coils together could be stressed beyond holding capacity simply due to the additional force exerted from flattening, but I don’t have a source of information for that, and we don't regulate the banding as a securement de...

		In this load securement failure, the shipper used two steel bandings to hold the coil together, and both failed which allowed the coil to unspool from the side of the CMV and into an opposing lane of travel.

		These flattened or crushed steel coils present a significantly different load securement challenge than those coils addressed in cargo specific load securement regulations. It seems possible to meet the minimum load securement requirements in Title 49...

		Request for Action

		Discussion - There was a lot of discussion about the picture and whether a tiedown could be run through the eye. The question was asked if the coil in question came unspooled and caused the accident or if it was a result of the accident and no one kne...

		ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED

		8. 24-070-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement - Front End Structure

		Summary of Issue

		Justification or Need

		Many accidents (fatal and non-fatal) involving the falling, slipping or moving of cargo (on flatbed trailers) raise questions about the lack of knowledge and tools available to carriers and truckers to safely secure their loads.

		Request for Action

		ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED

		9. 24-066-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, l. Intermodal Containers

		Summary of Issue

		Justification or Need

		Clarification on where we measure the 1.5m of an empty intermodal container on a dove trailer.

		Request for Action

		Clarification on where we measure the 1.5m of an empty intermodal container on a dove trailer. Do we measure from the last point with the intermodal container and the dove trailer or continue to measure from the rear of the vehicle.

		Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee - Krista Cull mentioned that NSC Standard 10 has an interpretation that covers this question (Division 6, Question 5. Page 22 – pertains to B-Trains but same theory - The overhang is measu...

		ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED

		Summary of Issue

		Justification or Need

		We concerned about the safety of vehicles being transported in this manner. Are the vehicles properly secured, will they come loose during transit by vehicle body components being crushed by cables, chains or straps used to secure them?

		Request for Action

		Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee

		ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED

		Ottawa Discussion – For Review and Report to Vehicle Committee

		ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED

		Summary of Issue

		Justification or Need

		The ultimate question is whether they are considered a drive-away/tow-away. It brings up multiple applicability issues/exceptions either way, so I’ll argue it both ways.

		Are they considered a drive-away/tow-away?

		DEFINITION - Driveaway-towaway operation means an operation in which an empty or unladen motor vehicle with one or more sets of wheels on the surface of the roadway is being transported:

		(1) Between vehicle manufacturer's facilities;

		(2) Between a vehicle manufacturer and a dealership or purchaser;

		(3) Between a dealership, or other entity selling or leasing the vehicle, and a purchaser or lessee;

		(4) To a motor carrier's terminal or repair facility for the repair of disabling damage (as defined in this section) following a crash; or

		(5) To a motor carrier's terminal or repair facility for repairs associated with the failure of a vehicle component or system; or

		(6) By means of a saddle-mount or tow-bar.

		Argument AGAINST – the towed vehicle does not have any wheels in contact with the surface of the roadway.

		Argument FOR – the tow dollies cannot be towed without a vehicle attached to them as far as I can tell, so the dollies essentially become an extension of the towed vehicle and thus a DA/TA. The dollies are just wheels and cross members. They do not ha...
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2025-02 – ExTe Com90 Load Securement 
 


Created: May 1, 2025 
Summary 
 
ExTe Com90 is a load securement device for the transportation of logs or poles. The system is designed 
with hydraulic bunks and stakes that have lashing arms and hooks that attach across the top of loads, 
applying a constant downward pressure on the load. This inspection bulletin provides information on the 
ExTe Com90 system to understand the system functionality and confirm that loads are properly secured 
during inspection. 
 
Background 
 
The ExTe Com90 load securement system, designed by ExTe and first implemented in Sweden, is now in 
use in North America. The ExTe Com90 load securement system meets and exceeds the commodity-
specific load securement requirements of Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations 393.116. In the logging 
industry, the most common driver injury stems from exiting vehicles and applying log wrappers. This 
system is designed to eliminate such injuries while providing adequate load securement. 
 
Feature(s) Information 
 
The system uses hydraulic pressure created from a pump mounted to the vehicle. During operation, the 
system adjusts pressure and instantly removes slack when logs settle during transit. The self-tightening 
lashing arms keep the load together even if the hydraulic pressure fails. All aspects of the securement 
system are monitored from inside the cab of the truck and alarms notify the driver of any failures. There 
is also a remote control that may be used inside or outside of the truck to operate the securement system. 
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Com90 CCPilot   
The system status is monitored using a device called the CCPilot (see Figure 1). Additionally, the 
CCPilot is the mechanism the driver uses to apply downward force to the load. The CCPilot also has 
an alarm to notify the driver of any system errors detected. 
 
The CCPilot screen depicts each bunk and stake. Green or red boxes are displayed for each pair of 
stakes. Green boxes confirm the pressure is correct (1,200 kg) and red boxes indicate a low-pressure 
warning. Due to this system being Swedish, it measures pressure in kilograms. There are additional 
warning alerts for the following: low pressure (force below 1,200 kg), pump timeout and low oil level. 
The “Low-pressure alert” is activated when the pressure falls below the set alarm limit if there is 
equipment damage or a sudden load shift. An alert of “Force below 1,200 kg” means it is time to re-
tension the load. The “Pump timeout” alert means the hydraulic pump has not been able to build up 
the expected pressure within a given time to prevent overheating the hydraulics. “Low oil level” 
means the oil level is critically low and close to damaging the pump. See Figure 2 for the CCPilot 
warnings display. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


  


Figure 1 


Figure 2 
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Bolster, Stakes and Lashing 
The logs or poles are secured to the vehicle using bunks, stakes and lashing arms. The stakes include 
a hydraulic cylinder that applies downward pressure to the load once the lashing arms are attached 
together using the hook on one arm and ring on the other. The cylinder inside the stake is held in 
place by a locking element, which is similar to a wedge with a bolt (see Figure 3 – Items 5, 6, 7, 8). 


 
The stake is held in place by a pin and bolts on the corner of the bolster (see Figure 3 – Items 2, 3, 4) 
 
Figure 3 (image below) 
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Description of Bunks 
The drawing shows a Com90 complete bunk with its different components. 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


19. Screw with nut 
20. Brake housing 
21. Friction pads 
22. Rubber puck 
23. Shim 
24. Break pin 
25. Rib 
26. Hook/ring 
27. Locking pin 


 


1. Bolster 
2. Lower stake 
3. Upper stake 
4. Hook-rib 
5. Ring-rib 
6. Hydraulic cylinder 
7. Sliding sleeve 
8. Slide bearing plate 
9. Rack 
 


10. Pinion 
11. Lashing arm 
12. Locking element 
13. Mounting plate 
14. Securing plate 
15. Clamp 
16. Fastening plate 
17. Screw with nut 
18. Inner frame stop 
 







2025-02 – ExTe Com90 Load Securement 
  


 © 2025 Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance   All rights reserved.                                   5 


Inspection Guidance 
 
Step 1: When inspecting the ExTe Com90 system, start by inspecting the CCPilot. Ensure there are no red 
boxes pictured above any bunks indicating insufficient pressure. Check for warnings to see if there is a 
failure in the system. Any red boxes or warnings indicate the load is not secured and a commodity-specific 
violation of 393.116 and an out-of-service condition are present. 
 
Step 2: Inspect the bunks. Check the stakes, bolsters and lashing arms for cracks. Do not ask the driver to 
release the lashing arms for inspection. Check bolts for looseness and whether any are missing. Check 
underneath the bottom corner of the bolster for the wedge-and-bolt locking element. If the bolt or wedge 
are missing, there is nothing keeping the cylinder secure within the stake, and the load is not secured. If 
the pin and bolts on the corner of the bolster are loose or missing, the load is not secured. If there are any 
cracks in the bunk, the load is not secure. 
 
Step 3: Inspect the hydraulic hoses and connections for leaking hydraulic fluid. Dry fluid residue on the 
outside is normal, but if fluid is actively leaking and dripping onto the ground, record the appropriate 
violation (396.5(b)). Inspect the CCPilot for a "Low oil level" warning. If there is a warning, refer back to 
Step 1 for the correct action. 
 
Step 4: Examine the lashing arms and load. Do not climb on top of the vehicle to inspect the lashing arms. 
While standing on the ground, attempt to see if there are any bunks that are not in contact with any logs 
or poles. It is normal for the lashing arms to only touch some of the logs or poles. As long as there is 
contact with at least one log or pole, it is acceptable. However, if there are any bunks not in contact with 
at least one log or pole, the load is not secure because there is no pressure on the logs or poles. 
 
Step 5: Record violations and refer to the North American Standard Out-of-Service Criteria to determine 
whether the vehicle is out of service. If the load has additional load securement devices, such as wrappers 
or other tiedowns (attached per the commodity-specific requirements), refer to 393.116 to determine if 
the additional securement devices meet the requirements. 
 
Example: If the system has malfunctioned but the driver has taken appropriate action by securing the 
load with a correct number of wrappers or tiedowns as per 393.116, no violation shall be recorded for the 
ineffective ExTe Com90 system. 





		Inspection Guidance
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Ms. Robin Hutcheson 


Deputy Administrator 


Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 


1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 


6th Floor, West Building 


Washington, DC 20590-9898 
 


RE:  Petition for Rulemaking – Amend Title 49 CFR § 393.102 and § 393.106  
 


Dear Deputy Administrator Hutcheson, 
 


Pursuant to Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 389.31, the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA) 


is petitioning the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) to amend Title 49 CFR § 393.102 and  


§ 393.106 to make the cargo securement requirements clearer, more enforceable and in line with the model 


regulations. 
 


CVSA is a nonprofit association comprised of local, state, provincial, territorial and federal commercial motor 


vehicle safety officials and industry representatives. The Alliance aims to achieve uniformity, compatibility and 


reciprocity of commercial motor vehicle inspections and enforcement by certified inspectors dedicated to driver 


and vehicle safety. Our mission is to improve commercial motor vehicle safety and uniformity throughout 


Canada, Mexico and the United States, by providing guidance and education to enforcement, industry and policy 


makers. 


 


Clear and enforceable regulations are critical to effective commercial motor vehicle enforcement. Ambiguity in 


the regulations can lead to abuse and inconsistent enforcement. Currently, § 393.102(a)(1) establishes minimum 


breaking strengths and § 393.102(a)(2) indicates the performance standard for working load limit of tiedown 


assemblies such as chains, wire rope, steel strapping, synthetic webbing and cordage. These requirements are 


unenforceable and create confusion for both law enforcement and the motor carrier industry. There is no 


requirement for tiedown manufacturers to label the breaking strength of a tiedown and no practical way for 


roadside inspectors to verify that tiedowns meet the g-force acceleration/deceleration requirements outlined 


in § 393.102(a)(1). Law enforcement instead uses the working load limit of tiedowns to verify proper cargo 


securement. Working load limit can be verified during a roadside inspection, is the rating that manufacturers 
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mark on a tiedown and is the industry standard for determining cargo securement requirements. § 393.102(a)(2) 


is also unenforceable during a roadside inspection. The requirements in § 393.106(d) and § 393.110 outline the 


number of tiedowns required to satisfy the performance standards. The different performance standards and 


breaking strength requirements create confusion for both law enforcement and the motor carrier industry.  


 


To address this issue, and in the interest of harmonization between Canada and the U.S., CVSA is petitioning 


FMCSA to revise § 393.102(a)to be consistent with the language in Section 5(1) of the Canadian National Safety 


Code (NSC) Standard 10: 


 
(a) Performance criteria - The cargo securement system shall be capable of withstanding the forces that 


result if the vehicle is subjected to each of the following accelerations:  


(1) 0.8 g deceleration in a forward direction;  


(2) 0.5 g deceleration in a rearward direction;  


(3) 0.5 g acceleration in either sideways direction. 


 


(1) Breaking strength. Tiedown assemblies (including chains, wire rope, steel strapping, synthetic webbing, 


and cordage) and other attachment or fastening devices used to secure articles of cargo to, or in, 


commercial motor vehicles must be designed, installed, and maintained to ensure that the maximum forces 


acting on the devices or systems do not exceed the manufacturer's breaking strength rating under the 


following conditions, applied separately: 


(i) 0.8 g deceleration in the forward direction; 


(ii) 0.5 g acceleration in the rearward direction; and 


(iii) 0.5 g acceleration in a lateral direction. 


 


(2) Working Load limit. Tiedown assemblies (including chains, wire rope, steel strapping, synthetic webbing, 


and cordage) and other attachment or fastening devices used to secure articles of cargo to, or in, 


commercial motor vehicles must be designed, installed, and maintained to ensure that the forces acting on 


the devices or systems do not exceed the working load limit for the devices under the following conditions, 


applied separately: 


(i) 0.435 g deceleration in the forward direction; 


(ii) 0.5 g acceleration in the rearward direction; and 


(iii) 0.25 g acceleration in a lateral direction.  


 


This change would reduce confusion for both industry and law enforcement and improve harmonization 


between U.S. and Canadian regulations, a stated goal of the agency.  


 







 


3 


 


Additionally, CVSA is asking the agency to amend § 393.106 (d)(1) and (2) to provide the full working load limit 


rating for a tiedown, not half, when calculating the aggregate working load limit. Currently, § 393.106 (d)(1) and 


(2) only allow for half of a tiedown’s working load limit to count towards the aggregate working load limit. The 


model regulation developed by both the U.S. and Canada recommends that the full working load limit for 


tiedowns be considered when determining if the number of tiedowns meet the required aggregate working load 


limit for proper cargo securement. This change is supported by basic statics and dynamics engineering principals 


related to indirect versus direct tiedowns. Canada adopted this portion of the model regulation into NSC 


Standard 10, but the U.S. did not. This has resulted in challenges with cross border operations with commercial 


motor vehicles being subject to vastly different cargo securement requirements when moving between 


countries. 


 


These changes would provide clearer, more enforceable regulations which benefits law enforcement and the 


motor carrier industry and, most importantly, improves safety. Clear regulations make it easier for motor 


carriers and drivers to ensure they are meeting the minimum safety requirements. Additionally, these changes 


work towards the goal of harmonizing regulations between the U.S. and Canada. 
 


CVSA works to closely monitor, evaluate and identify potentially unsafe transportation processes and 


procedures as well as to help facilitate and implement best practices for enhancing safety on our highways. 


Commercial motor vehicle safety continues to be a challenge and we need the involvement of all affected parties 


to help us better understand these issues and put into place practical solutions. We appreciate the agency’s 


commitment to safety and stakeholder involvement. 
 


If you have further questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me by phone at 301-830-6149 or 


by email at collinm@cvsa.org.  
 


Respectfully, 


 


 
Collin B. Mooney, MPA, CAE 


Executive Director 


Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 



mailto:collinm@cvsa.org






 


    


May 31, 2022 
 


 


 


Ms. Robin Hutcheson 


Deputy Administrator 


Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 


1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 


6th Floor, West Building 


Washington, DC 20590-9898 
 


RE:  Petition for Rulemaking – Further Define “Friction Mat” in Title 49 CFR § 393.5 
 


Dear Deputy Administrator Hutcheson, 
 


Pursuant to Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 389.31, the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA) 


is petitioning the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) to amend § 393.5 to define the term 


“friction mat” more specifically and provide a minimum standard for the use of “friction mats” for cargo 


securement. 
 


CVSA is a nonprofit association comprised of local, state, provincial, territorial and federal commercial motor 


vehicle safety officials and industry representatives. The Alliance aims to achieve uniformity, compatibility and 


reciprocity of commercial motor vehicle inspections and enforcement by certified inspectors dedicated to driver 


and vehicle safety. Our mission is to improve commercial motor vehicle safety and uniformity throughout 


Canada, Mexico and the United States, by providing guidance and education to enforcement, industry and policy 


makers. 
 


Justification 


Clear and enforceable regulations are critical to effective commercial motor vehicle enforcement. Ambiguity in 


the regulations can lead to abuse and inconsistent enforcement. Currently, § 393.108(g) states that “friction 


mats,” which are not marked or rated by the manufacturer, shall be considered to provide resistance to 


horizonal movement equal to 50% of the weight placed on the mat. The definition of “friction mat” is vague and 


leads to confusion about what materials can be used and how they can be used in the securement of cargo. 


CVSA is petitioning FMCSA to conduct a rulemaking to more precisely define the term “friction mat” in § 393.5. 


In addition, CVSA urges FMCSA to consider requiring manufacturers of friction mats to mark their products with 


a performance metric and remove the default allowance for unmarked friction mats from § 393.108(g).  
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Without a clear definition and guidelines, motor carriers may utilize nearly any material positioned under cargo 


to contribute a working load limit to the overall aggregate working load limit for their cargo securement 


requirements. Inspectors see a wide range of materials used for this purpose, many of which likely do not 


account for securement of 50% of the weight placed on the mat. Without a clear definition and standard for the 


term “friction mat”, inspectors cannot determine if the material used as a friction mat safely secures the cargo. 


Additionally, the placement of friction mats impacts their contribution to cargo securement. A clear standard is 


necessary to ensure motor carriers and drivers know how to properly utilize friction mats (e.g., how much of 


the friction mat should be under the cargo) and inspectors must have the necessary information to ensure the 


cargo is properly and safely secured.  


 


A clear definition, including specifications for the friction mats and guidance on their use, from FMCSA would 


ensure motor carriers properly and safely secure their cargo. These changes would allow inspectors to enforce 


the regulations consistently. To accomplish this, the definition of a friction mat should include what cargo may 


be secured with a friction mat, what qualifies as a friction mat, the minimum friction standards the mat must 


meet and how the friction mat should be used to secure the cargo. Finally, a marking requirement and the 


removal of the default allowance of 50% of the cargo’s weight would allow drivers to quickly ensure the cargo 


was properly secured and allow inspectors to enforce the securement regulations effectively. 


 


As FMCSA pursues harmonization and consistency between U.S. and Canadian regulations, the agency should 


consider how Canada approaches the use of friction mats when creating a definition. Below is related language 


from the Canadian National Safety Code Standard 10 defining the term “friction mat” and creating marking 


requirements that outline the maximum usable friction resistance. 


 


Canadian definition 


“Friction mat” means a device placed between a deck and cargo, or between articles of cargo, that 


increases the friction between them.  


 


Canadian marking requirements 


To be considered part of a cargo securement system, a friction mat must be marked by its manufacturer 


with the maximum usable friction resistance (in g’s) the mat will provide in restraining cargo against 


horizontal and lateral movement. 


  


CVSA works to closely monitor, evaluate and identify potentially unsafe transportation processes and 


procedures as well as to help facilitate and implement best practices for enhancing safety on our highways. 


Commercial motor vehicle safety continues to be a challenge and we need the involvement of all affected parties 
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to help us better understand these issues and put into place practical solutions. We appreciate the agency’s 


commitment to safety and stakeholder involvement. 
 


If you have further questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me by phone at 301-830-6149 or 


by email at collinm@cvsa.org.  
 


Respectfully, 


 


 
Collin B. Mooney, MPA, CAE 


Executive Director 


Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 



mailto:collinm@cvsa.org
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NACM   Forged Grade 30, Grade 43, and Grade 70 Chain Hook 
Specifications 


 
 


 
 


Use and Performance Limitation 
 
 
 


This specification is applicable to chain hooks in proper physical condition used at or below the working load limit in normal use conditions. 
 
The conditions involving use in certain environmental situations such as unusual (high or low) temperature, chemical, etc., can cause changes in chain and                                             
chain hook performance. Sudden applications of dynamic loads, which cause the load in the chain to exceed the working load limit, are to be avoided.                                                 
Individual manufacturers will provide information and recommendations concerning those conditions most likely to cause problems. 
 
This document has been developed by the National Association of ChainManufacturers (NACM) in accordance with its objectives. NACM, its members,                                         
and those participating in its activities shall not incur any obligation or liability for injury or damages, including consequential damages, arising out of or                                               
in connection with the use, interpretation of, or reliance on this document. NACM does not inspect, approve or certify products as complying with the                                               
requirements of this document. 
 
Copyright, 2014, National Association of Chain Manufacturers 
All Rights Reserved. 


 


 1. Scope 


1.1 This specification covers the requirements for forged hooks used with Grade 30, Grade 43, and Grade 70 chain as described in 
the NACM Welded Steel Chain Specifications. 


1.2 Three grades of hooks are covered:  
1.2.1 Grade 30. 
1.2.2 Grade 43. 
1.2.3 Grade 70. 
1.3 The values stated in either inch­pound or SI units are to be regarded separately as standard. Within the text, the SI units are                                             


shown in brackets. The values stated in each system are not exact equivalents; therefore, each system shall be used independently                                       
of the other. Combining values from the two systems may result in nonconformance with the specification.  


 2. Referenced Documents 


2.1 NACM Welded Steel Chain Specifications 


3. Terminology 


3.1 Definitions of Terms Specific to This Standard: 
3.1.1 breaking force, minimum—the minimum force in pounds or newtons at which the hook has been found by                                   


verification testing to break when a constantly increasing force was applied in direct tension. This test is a                                   
manufacturer's design verification test and  shall not be used as criteria for service.  


3.1.2 proof test—the minimum force in pounds or newtons at which the hook has been found by verification testing                                     
to support without deformation. 


3.1.3 working load limit (WLL)—the maximum combined static and dynamic load in pounds or kilograms that shall                                 
be applied in direct tension to the hook.  


3.1.4 manufacturer’s identification mark or symbol – A mark, such as a series of letters, or symbol embossed on                                     
the hook by the manufacturer to identify manufacturing origin. 
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 4. Classification  


4.1 Only Grade 30, Grade 43, and Grade 70 chain hooks are covered under this specification.  
4.2 Four styles of hooks are covered under this specification. The general configurations of these hooks are shown in Fig. 1.  
4.2.1 Eye Grab Hook.  
4.2.2 Clevis Grab Hook.  
4.2.3 Eye Slip Hook.  
4.2.4 Clevis Slip Hook.  


5. Materials  


5.1 The selection of the base steel is left to the judgment of the individual hook manufacturer provided that the steel meets the                                           
performance requirements of Section 7. 


6. Manufacture  


6.1 The body of all hooks shall be forged hot in one piece.  
6.2 Excess metal flash shall be cleanly removed, leaving the surface free from sharp edges.  
6.3 Ancillary components such as load pins, latches, springs, and cotter pins need not be forged components.  
6.4 Welding shall not be used to repair forged components. Grinding of surface discontinuities may be carefully performed as                                   


long as no dimension is altered outside of the manufacturer's dimensions and tolerances for that component. All ground areas must                                       
blend in smoothly with the surface.   


 


7. Performance Requirements  


7.1 Design Verification Requirements: 
7.1.1 The purpose of the verification tests is to prove the design, material, heat treatment, and method of manufacture of each                                       


size of component. Any change of design, material, heat treatment, method of manufacture or in any dimension outside normal                                     
manufacturing tolerances shall require that verification be performed on the modified components.  


7.1.2 The tests specified in 7.2 shall be performed on at least three samples of each size of component of each design, material,                                           
heat treatment, and method of manufacture. During testing, the force shall be applied to the component axially without shock.  


7.2 Design Verification Tests: 
7.2.1 Deformation Test—Three samples shall be tested and each shall withstand the proof test load as listed in Tables 1                                     


through 3 for the appropriate size and grade hook. No dimension shall be altered after the proof test by more than 1 % of the initial                                                 
dimension. 


7.2.2 Breaking Force Test: 
7.2.2.1 Three samples shall be tested and be capable of withstanding the minimum breaking force as prescribed in Table 1                                     


through 3 for the appropriate size and grade hook.  .  


NOTE 1—It is not necessary to test the component to its actual breaking force as long as the minimum breaking force loads and                                             
deformation requirements are obtained. 


 NOTE 2—The breaking force tests may be conducted on the samples used for the deformation tests.  


8. Dimensional Requirements  


9.1 The dimensions of the hooks are left to the judgment of the component manufacturer provided that the dimensions are                                     
sufficient to meet the requirements set forth in this specification.  


 9. Finish 


9.1 The manufacturer may apply a surface treatment or coating of their own choice for identification or corrosion resistance                                   
unless the customer specifies otherwise.  
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 10. Retests  


10.1 If one of the verification test samples fails to meet the requirements of 7.2, two additional samples shall be tested. If both                                           
additional tests meet or exceed the requirements, the hook is considered in compliance with this specification. If two or more of                                         
the original samples or one of the retests fail to meet the requirements of 7.2, the hook does not comply with this specification.   


11. Product Marking  


11.1 Forged Hooks—Each hook shall be legibly and indelibly marked in a manner which will not impair the mechanical                                   
properties of the hook. This marking shall include at least the following:  


11.1.1 Chain size in either inches or mm or both. 
11.1.2 Chain Grade 
11.1.2.1 The marking for Grade 30 shall be at least 3, 30 or 300, or any combination.  
11.1.2.2 The marking for Grade 43 shall be at least 4, 43 or 430, or any combination.  
11.1.2.3 The marking for Grade 70 shall be at least 7, 70 or 700, or any combination.  
11.1.3 The manufacturer's symbol, mark, or code.  


 
 
 
 
12 Warning 
 


The use of chain and hooks are subject to certain hazards that cannot be met by mechanical means, but only by                                         
the exercise of intelligence, care and common sense. Serious hazards are: Overloading, dropping or slipping of                               
the load caused by improper rigging, obstruction to free passage of the load, bending, twisting and the use of                                     
damaged chain or hooks. Any such abuse or misuse may cause injury or property damage for which the                                   
manufacturer accepts no liability. 
 


All chains and hooks should be periodically inspected for damage. The examination should look for excessive                               
wear, elongation or deformation, and the presence of any nicks, gouges, or cracking in the hook or load pins.                                     
Chains or hooks containing such damage should be removed from service.   
 
Removal criteria for wear has been established for the Grade 30, Grade 43, and Grade 70 chains and are                                     
contained in the NACM Welded Steel Chain Specifications. All chain should be removed from service if the                                 
material thickness at any location on the link is less than the listed minimum value.   
 


 
Chains and hooks should not be used outside of the ­40 °F to 400 °F (­40 °C to 204 °C) temperature range without                                             
consulting the chain manufacturer. Excessive high or low temperatures or exposure to chemically active                           
environments such as acids or corrosive liquids or fumes can reduce the performance of the chain. 
 


 


Under no conditions, permit loads to be transported or suspended over people. 
 


Manufacturers do not accept any liability for injury or damage which may result from dynamic or static loads in                                     
excess of the working load limit or used in a manner contrary to the manufacturer's instructions or                                 
recommendations. When mixing grades of chain or components, all chain assemblies shall be rated at the                               
working load limit of the lowest rated chain or component. 
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Only Grade 80 or 100 chains and components should be used for overhead lifting applications unless otherwise                                 
recommended by the manufacturer.  These components are not covered under this specification. 


 
 


 
 


   


Clevis Grab Hook  Eye Grab Hook  Clevis Slip Hook  Eye Slip Hook 
 


Figure 1: General Hook Configuration 
 


 
 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHAIN MANUFACTURERS 
TABLE 1 


Grade 30 (Proof Coil) Chain Hook Requirements 
(Not to be used in overhead lifting applications) 


 
Nominal Chain Size  Working Load Limit (Max)  Proof Test (Min) **  Minimum Breaking Force ** 


in  mm  lbs  kg  lbs  kN  lbs  kN 
1/8  4.0  400  180  800  3.6  1,600  7.2 
3/16  5.5  800  365  1,600  7.2  3,200  14.4 
1/4  7.0  1,300  580  2,600  11.6  5,200  23.2 
5/16  8.0  1,900  860  3,800  16.9  7,600  33.8 
3/8  10.0  2,650  1,200  5,300  23.6  10,600  47.2 
7/16  11.9  3,700  1,680  7,400  32.9  14,800  65.8 
1/2  13.0  4,500  2,030  9,000  40.0  18,000  80.0 
5/8  16.0  6,900  3,130  13,800  61.3  27,600  122.6 
3/4  20.0  10,600  4,800  21,200  94.3  42,400  188.6 
7/8  22.0  12,800  5,810  25,600  114.1  51,200  228.2 
1  26.0  17,900  8,140  35,800  159.1  71,600  318.2 


**The Proof Test and Minimum Breaking Force loads shall not be used as criteria for use or service.   
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHAIN MANUFACTURERS 
TABLE 2 


 
Grade 43 (High Test) Chain Hook Requirements 
(Not to be used in overhead lifting applications) 


 
Nominal Chain Size  Working Load Limit (Max)  Proof Test (Min) **  Minimum Breaking Force ** 


               
in  mm  lbs  kg  lbs  kN  lbs  kN 
1/4  7.0  2,600  1,180  3,900  17.3  7,800  34.6 
5/16  8.0  3,900  1,770  5,850  26.0  11,700  52.0 
3/8  10.0  5,400  2,450  8,100  36.0  16,200  72.0 
7/16  11.9  7,200  3,270  10,800  48.0  21,600  96.0 
1/2  13.0  9,200  4,170  13,800  61.3  27,600  122.6 
5/8  16.0  13,000  5,910  19,500  86.5  39,000  173.0 
3/4  20.0  20,200  9,180  30,300  134.7  60,600  269.4 
7/8  22.0  24,500  11,140  36,750  163.3  73,500  326.6 


**The Proof Test and Minimum Breaking Force loads shall not be used as criteria for use or service.   
 


 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHAIN MANUFACTURERS 


TABLE 3 
Grade 70 (Transport) Chain Hook Requirements 
(Not to be used in overhead lifting applications) 


 
Nominal Chain Size  Working Load Limit (Max)  Proof Test (Min) **  Minimum Breaking Force ** 


in  mm  lbs  kg  lbs  kN  lbs  kN 
1/4  7.0  3,150  1,430  6,300  28.0  12,600  56.0 
5/16  8.0  4,700  2,130  9,400  41.8  18,800  83.6 
3/8  10.0  6,600  2,990  13,200  58.7  26,400  117.4 
7/16  11.9  8,750  3,970  17,500  77.8  35,000  155.4 
1/2  13.0  11,300  5,130  22,600  100.4  45,200  200.8 
5/8  16.0  15,800  7,170  31,600  140.4  63,200  280.8 
3/4  20.0  24,700  11,200  49,400  219.6  98,800  439.2 


**The Proof Test and Minimum Breaking Force loads shall not be used as criteria for use or service.   
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March 19, 2021 
 
 
 
The Honorable Raymond P. Martinez 
Administrator 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
6th Floor, West Building 
Washington, DC 20590-9898 
 
RE: Petition for Rulemaking – Add the National Association of Chain Manufacturers’ chain hook specification 


tables to Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) § 393.108.  
 
Dear Administrator Martinez, 
 
Pursuant to Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) § 389.31, the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA) 
is petitioning the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) to amend Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.108 to 
include the National Association of Chain Manufacturers’ chain hook specifications tables (see attached).  
 
CVSA is a nonprofit association comprised of local, state, provincial, territorial and federal commercial motor 
vehicle safety officials and industry representatives. The Alliance aims to achieve uniformity, compatibility and 
reciprocity of commercial motor vehicle inspections and enforcement by certified inspectors dedicated to driver 
and vehicle safety. Our mission is to improve commercial motor vehicle safety and uniformity throughout Canada, 
Mexico and the United States, by providing guidance and education to enforcement, industry and policy makers. 
 
Justification 
In April of 2014, the National Association of Chain Manufacturers adopted a document titled “Forged Grade 30, 
Grade 43, and Grade 70 Chain Hook Specifications,” which sets the working load limit and other specifications for 
removeable forged hooks used with Grade 30, Grade 43 and Grade 70 chain as described in the NACM Welded 
Steel Chain Specifications. CVSA is petitioning the agency to incorporate the specification tables included in that 
document in to the tables included in Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.108. Adding the tables to Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.108 will 
provide additional clarity to industry and enforcement regarding the working load limit of removeable hooks, 
allowing for more consistent, accurate use and enforcement of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations 
(FMCSRs). Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.108 currently includes a number of other working load limit tables. Without the 
addition of the specifications for removable hooks, it is possible that the hook is the “weakest link” in the tiedown 
assembly and the tiedown is therefore being given more strength than it should be afforded. Adding the additional 
tables will not place any additional burden on industry, as the tables serve only as information to industry and 







 


enforcement. Further, adding the tables will help ensure that cargo secured using the applicable removeable 
hooks is done so safely and in compliance with the NACM specifications and the regulations. In addition, 
incorporating the tables into Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.108 will help bring U.S. regulations in line with those in Canada, 
as Transport Canada is also currently working to incorporate these tables into their National Safety Code (NSC) 
Standards.  
 
CVSA works to closely monitor, evaluate and identify potentially unsafe transportation processes and procedures 
as well as to help facilitate and implement best practices for enhancing safety on our highways. Commercial motor 
vehicle safety continues to be a challenge and we need the involvement of all affected parties to help us better 
understand these issues and put into place practical solutions. We appreciate the agency’s commitment to safety 
and stakeholder involvement. 
 
If you have further questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me by phone at 301-830-6149 or by 
email at collinm@cvsa.org. 


 
Respectfully, 


 
Collin B. Mooney, MPA, CAE 
Executive Director 
Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 
 
 



mailto:collinm@cvsa.org
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Operational Policy 15 
Inspection and Regulatory Guidance 


            
 Revised: Sept. 25, 2025 


 


PURPOSE 
 


Operational Policy 15 is intended to provide inspection and regulatory guidance pertaining to driver-
vehicle inspections when using the recommended North American Standard Inspection Procedure. It also 
contains direction related to frequently asked questions related to the North American Standard Out-of-
Service Criteria (OOSC).  
 
OBJECTIVES 
 


1. Clarify frequently asked questions related to the OOSC. 
 
2. Provide guidance for regulations on an interim basis until such time as regulations can be 


amended. 
 
3. Maintain an up-to-date policy to ensure guidances and interpretations outlined in the policy are 


current. 
 


 4.  Out-of-service (OOS) clarifications are outlined as they are referenced in the OOSC. 
 
NOTE: Regulatory guidance should be used for all U.S. Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations 
(FMCSRs) and in Canada and Mexico where there is not specific regulation to supersede the guidance. 
 
Documenting violations before the limits specified in the following guidance adversely impacts a 
carrier’s safety rating unnecessarily and requires a carrier to spend time and money to repair a condition 
that presently does not affect the safe operation of the vehicle. Maintenance issues cannot be recorded 
as violations. 
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The following are current interpretations and guidance: 
 


PART I – DRIVER 
 
4.  DRIVER MEDICAL/PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS  
 


Regulatory Guidance  
b.(1) When should a violation for failing to possess proof of a medical certificate be documented 


as an out-of-service violation?  
 


ANSWER: A violation for failing to possess proof of a valid medical certificate when 
required should be recorded as an out-of-service violation if a driver cannot provide proof 
of a valid medical certificate before the completion of the inspection. 


 
10. DRIVER’S RECORD OF DUTY STATUS 
 


Regulatory Guidance  
b.(1) How is engine model year determined when inspecting remanufactured and/or rebuilt    


engines? (U.S. Only) 
 


ANSWER: Pre-2000 engines remanufactured and/or rebuilt after 2000 will retain the 
original engine model year for the purposes of the ELD exemption. 


 
b.(2) In the U.S., is an ELD that allows users to operate in manual mode to record their record 


of duty status (RODS) considered a substitute for the requirement to carry an eight-day 
supply of blank paper or electronic RODS as required in § 395.22(h)(4)?  


 
In Canada, is an ELD that allows users to operate in manual mode to record their RODS 
considered a substitute for the requirement to carry a 14-day supply of blank paper or 
electronic RODS as required?  


 
ANSWER: Yes, provided the driver can demonstrate the ELD has manual mode capability.  


 
b.(3) Should a driver who was utilizing an hours-of-service exception or exemption (e.g., short 


haul, agricultural commodities) but requires a RODS at the time of the inspection be 
declared out of service for no RODS if they are only missing the current day and previous 
day? 


 
In Canada, this would apply to the current day RODS only (Commercial Vehicle Drivers 
Hours of Service Regulations Section 84). 


 
ANSWER: No. Per Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 395.13, a driver will receive 
a violation of RODS not current if they are only missing the current day and previous day’s 
RODS. Drivers who are missing required days beyond the current day and previous day 
would be considered to have no RODS.  
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Non-Swivel Fitting 


Swivel Fitting Push-to-Connect Fitting 


PART II – VEHICLE 
 
1. BRAKE SYSTEMS 
 


OOS Frequently Asked Questions 
 
a.(1)  What is considered a proper air brake connection? 
 


ANSWER: A proper air brake connection is a gladhand; two metal fittings joined together; 
or a push-to-connect fitting. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


a.(2) When an air leak is found at a fitting, when 
should it be placed out of service? 


 
ANSWER: An air hose with a leak at the hose side 
of a fitting is not considered a proper connection; 
therefore, it should be placed out of service. 
 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


 


This is a proper 
connection; a 
leak from this 
push-to-connect 
fitting is not OOS. 
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Regulatory Guidance 
b.(1) When should cracks in brake linings (including rust jacking) not be recorded as a violation? 


 
ANSWER: A violation should not be recorded until a crack exceeds the limit specified in 
the CVSA OOSC, e.g., until a crack exceeds 1/16 inch (1.6 millimetre) wide or 1-1/2 inch 
(38.1 millimetre) in length. 


 
b.(2) When should air hoses and tubing not be documented as a violation for chafing? 


 
ANSWER: A violation should not be recorded until a reduction of the hose diameter is 
observed. It is not a violation if the hoses/lines rest on or lightly rub against vehicle 
components. A hose that is found to have a reduction in diameter but is no longer chafing 
does not constitute a violation unless damage extending to or through the outer 
reinforcement ply is observable. When damage extends to or through the outer 
reinforcement ply, a violation will be recorded (thermoplastic nylon tubing that is 
discolored or faded but not damaged, is not a violation). 
 
NOTE: If inspectors observe air hoses/lines that appear to be resting on or lightly rubbing 
against vehicle components, but no observable reduction is present, inspectors should 
educate the driver that this is a condition that, while not in violation, could lead to a 
violation/out-of-service condition in the future and make comments in the notes, only if 
so inclined. 
 
NOTE: Any chafed air hose or tube that cannot be attributed to the brake system will not 
be documented as a violation (e.g., air ride seat). 


 
b.(3) When should an audible air leak in the brake system be documented as a violation?  


 
ANSWER: When a vehicle has an air leak at a proper connection or at an undetermined 
location and the vehicle passes the CVSA OOSC air loss rate test, inspectors will record a 
violation for an air leak on the inspection report. 
 
NOTE: § 393.45(d) indicates that the leak has to affect the brake performance under             
§ 393.52. Enforcement cannot determine to what extent a leak has to be to affect the 
brake performance; therefore, any leak in the brake system will be documented as a 
violation. 
 
NOTE:  An audible leak in the brake system, such as a leak discovered when the treadle 
valve is applied or a leak in a hose from an air reservoir to a relay valve, will be 
documented under § 393.45(d). An audible leak from a brake valve, brake diaphragm or 
an air reservoir will be documented under § 396.3(a)(1)B – Brakes (general) Explain:.  Any 
other leak that cannot be attributed to the brake system or suspension systems (see            
§ 393.207(f)) will not be placed out of service and will be documented under § 396.3(a)(1). 
 
NOTE: There are advanced tire inflation systems that allow tire pressure to not only 
increase when the load over an axle is increased, but also to exhaust tire air when the 
weight is reduced over an axle. This is normal operation for these systems and should not 
be documented as a violation. 
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b.(4)  How should a violation be documented during an inspection of the brake pedal/treadle 
valve in the U.S.? 


 
ANSWER: Brake pedal/treadle valve inspection violations should be documented under  
§ 396.3(a)(1) in accordance with CVSA Inspection Bulletin 2012-02 – Brake Pedal (Valve 
and Treadle Assembly) Inspections. 
 


b.(5) Is a loose clevis yoke lock nut (jam nut) on the pushrod of a S-cam brake a violation of           
§ 393.47(a) in the U.S. and NSC 11B, Section 3A, Item. 16(c) in Canada and one defective 
brake for the 20% OOSC? 


 
 ANSWER: A loose clevis yoke lock nut (jam nut) on the pushrod of an S-cam brake is a 


violation in the U.S. and Canada; however, the violation does not constitute a defective 
brake for the 20% OOSC. 
 


2.  CARGO SECUREMENT 
  
OOS Frequently Asked Questions 


 a.(1)  Shall a tiedown used to secure auxiliary equipment on a heavy vehicle be used in the 
calculation of the aggregate working load limit? 
 
ANSWER: Yes. 
 


Regulatory Guidance 
b.(1) Can a bungee cord or tarp strap be used as a primary means of securing an article of cargo 


and does it need to be rated and marked with a working load limit (WLL)? 
 
CANADA 
ANSWER: Bungee cords and tarp straps are not suitable for use as securement devices 
and are equally unsuited to having an assigned WLL. There is no intention to prohibit the 
use of these devices as supplementary restraint for lightweight cargo and equipment. 
EXCEPTION: Tarp straps can be used as a primary securement for tarps to cover loads. 
 
UNITED STATES 
ANSWER: Bungee cords and tarp straps are not suitable for use as securement for articles 
of cargo being transported as part of the shipment, even if they have a WLL. There is no 
intention to prohibit the use of these devices as primary or supplemental restraint for 
articles, such as tools and supplies, that are not being transported as part of the shipment 
but are capable of falling from the vehicle if they are not secured. This would include 
items, such as tarps, dunnage, plastic bottles of automotive fluids (e.g., motor oil, 
windshield washer fluid, water, etc.) used for the operation of the vehicle, tire irons, tools 
and any other item that may fall from the vehicle. 
 


b.(2)  When should a violation be recorded for a damaged tiedown? 
 
ANSWER: All tiedowns being used to secure cargo (whether they are required or not) that 
are damaged to the extent outlined in the CVSA OOSC Cargo Securement Tiedown Defect 
Table will be recorded as a violation. All other tiedowns with damage not yet to that 
extent will not be recorded.  
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b.(3)  When transporting metal coils with eyes crosswise, other than what is currently outlined 
in regulation, is there any other means of acceptable securement? 


 
 ANSWER: Yes, there is a temporary exemption from the regulations if coils are loaded to 


contact each other in the longitudinal direction, and relative motion between coils, and 
between coils and the vehicle, is prevented in accordance with the requirements outlined 
in the Metal Coil Exemption. 
 


b.(4) Other than general provisions, is there a method to secure baled hay and straw that meets 
the requirements of § 393.102(c) as an equivalent means of securement? 
 


ANSWER: Yes, providing it meets the requirements outlined in the Technical Review 
available in the Technical Review of Industry Cargo Securement Practices for Square Bales 
of Hay and Straw Memo. 
 


b.(5)  Is stretch film and/or shrink-wrap or banding material an acceptable means of unitizing 
cargo?  


 


ANSWER: Yes, as long as all of the individual articles in the unit of cargo remain secured 
inside the surface of the material. Banding material (other than steel strapping) is not 
considered a securement device and is not sufficient as a primary means of securement. 
 


b.(6) Is a baled, logged or rolled vehicle considered a crushed vehicle for cargo securement 
specific commodity requirements relative to § 393.132 and NSC 10, Division 7, Section 90-
92? 


 


ANSWER: A crushed vehicle means a vehicle that has been subjected to mechanical 
compression that reduces the vehicle’s height as part of a recycling process, without 
significantly reducing the vehicle’s length or width. A cube of miscellaneous crushed 
metal must be secured by the general cargo requirements. The specific commodity 
requirements apply when any number of crushed vehicles are being transported on a 
transport vehicle. 
 


b.(7) How must a friction mat be marked to show its coefficient of friction (CoF) value? 
  


ANSWER: The CoF, in a numeric value, must be visible (e.g., 0.5 g or 0.8 g). 
 


b.(8)  Does the specific commodity for dressed lumber or similar building products apply to non-
unitized building products or the transportation of pallets or packages of engineered 
wood products, such as beams or trusses? 


 
ANSWER: The regulation/standard does not apply to non-unitized building products or 
engineered wood products, such as floor joists, beams and trusses. These loads are 
required to meet the general provision requirements and length and weight requirements 
in the U.S. regulations and the NSC standards. 
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b.(9)  Can a single chain be used to form 
two tiedowns with two binders 
and can the binder be directly 
attached to the transport unit or 
the load? 


 
 
 
 


ANSWER: Yes, a single chain can be used to create two tiedowns (the excess chain in 
between the two tiedowns may be loose) and the binder may be directly attached to the 
transport unit or the load. 
 


b.(10)Are individual trailers that weigh over 10,000 
lbs. (4500 kg) transported on other trailers 
(decked) required to be secured as a heavy 
vehicle in accordance with § 393.130 (U.S.) or 
NSC Standard 10, Division 7 (Canada)?  


 
  
 
 ANSWER: Yes. 


 
 


 b.(11)Must all storage/office modules/bulk material (e.g., frac sand) containers with corner 
locks, not used for intermodal transportation, be secured as required by the commodity-
specific section for intermodal containers?  


 
ANSWER: No, modified intermodal containers used for office space or other storage 
modules (e.g., PODs) equipped with corner locks may be secured using general provision 
or they may be secured by using all corner locks (as designed by the manufacturer) to 
meet the equivalent means of securement. Bulk material (e.g., frac sand) containers that 
are not utilizing all manufacturer integral locks must be secured in accordance with               
§ 393.100 to § 393.114 (U.S.).  
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b.(12)Do the cargo securement regulations/standards apply to a vehicle being towed by a tow 
bar, wheel lift or other means leaving at least one set of wheels remaining on the ground?  


 
ANSWER: No, for the cargo securement regulations/standards to apply to a vehicle, the 
entire vehicle must be carried as cargo. 


 
b.(13) § 393.126(b)(1) and NSC Standard 10 Section 84(3) state that the tiedown devices must 


be secured to the lower “corners.” Does an 
intermodal container have to be secured with 
the securement points (integral locking 
devices) at the extreme corners of that 
container? 
 
ANSWER: Despite the requirement for the 
lower “corners” to be secured, the container 
may be secured to four securement points 
(minimum two per side) of the chassis by 
other securement points (pin/twist locks). 
Attachment to the designed and designated securement points on the container is 
acceptable. 
 


b.(14)Is the absence of a tarp or covering on an open-top vehicle out of service? 
 


ANSWER: No, the out-of-service criteria is only applicable if the cargo is not secured to 
prevent the cargo from leaking, spilling, blowing or falling from the vehicle, creating an 
imminent hazard. 
 


b.(15)Does a properly closed curtain-sided trailer satisfy the cargo securement requirements 
under general provisions or do the articles of cargo require tiedowns for length, weight 
or commodity-specific requirements? 


 


ANSWER: A curtain-sided trailer does not provide securement. The cargo needs to be 
secured as per § 393.100 through § 393.136 or NSC Standard 10. 
 


b.(16)What are the cargo securement and lighting/flag requirements for forklifts (mofettes, 
mules or donkeys) on the rear of a truck or trailer that are used in the unloading of the 
materials?  


 
ANSWER: These equipment items are considered cargo while in transport and must be 
secured with all the securement devices (e.g., chains, pins, bars) provided by the 
manufacturer to meet the equivalent means of securement.  
 
If damaged or missing parts in the system are found during the inspection, the equipment 
must be secured in accordance with length and weight requirements or the vehicle will 
be placed out of service under Part II, Item 2. a. General Securement.  
 







Operational Policy 15 
Inspection and Regulatory Guidance 


 
 


© 2025 Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance   All rights reserved.                                   9 


Additionally, when the item is secured to the rear of the transport vehicle and is 
connected to the transport vehicle with an electrical connection to activate brake, tail, 
hazard and turn signal lamps compensating for any obscured lamps on the rear of the 
transport vehicle as well as equipped with any conspicuity requirements (if mounted on 
the rear of a trailer), flag requirements as per § 393.87 are not required. If the required 
lamps from the truck or trailer are not still visible and no additional lamps are present on 
the device, both the lighting requirements of § 393.11 and flag requirements of § 393.87 
will apply. 
 


3.  COUPLING DEVICES 
  


Regulatory Guidance 
b.(1) When should movement in the fifth wheel not be documented as a violation? 
 


ANSWER: A violation should not be noted until one of the following conditions is met: 
 Horizontal movement between the pivot bracket pin and bracket exceeds the CVSA 


OOSC limit, 3/8 inch (9.5 mm). 
 Movement between slider bracket and slider base exceeds the CVSA OOSC limit, 3/8 


inch (9.5 mm). 
 Horizontal movement between the upper and lower fifth wheel halves exceeds the 


CVSA OOSC limit, 1/2 inch (12.7 mm). 
 


b.(2) When should a violation of the mounting and integrity of a pintle hook/drawbar not be 
documented on a semi-trailer? 


 
ANSWER: A violation of the coupling device on a semi-trailer should not be documented 
until the CVSA OOSC is met. In the U.S., the violation should be recorded under                          
§ 396.3(a)(1). This is necessary because § 393.70(c) and (d) only apply to full trailers.  
 


b.(3)(a)Is a vehicle towed on a wheel lift behind a tow truck with the wheels of the towed vehicle 
on the ground required to be secured to the wheel lift?  


 
ANSWER: Yes. § 393.71(h)(5) requires the towed vehicle be secured to the wheel lift. In 
addition, § 393.71(h)(10) requires safety devices to be attached between the towing and 
towed vehicle. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


b.(3)(b)Is a vehicle being towed using wheel dollies, as pictured above, considered a driveaway/  
towaway operation?  
 
ANSWER: Yes, as long as it meets the definition of driveaway/towaway in § 390.5T. 
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4. DRIVELINE/DRIVESHAFT  
 


Regulatory Guidance  
b.(1) When should movement in the driveline/driveshaft not be documented as a violation?  
 


ANSWER: A violation should not be documented until one of the following conditions is 
met:  
 Horizontal or vertical movement of slip joint yoke shaft exceeds the CVSA OOSC limit, 


1/2 inch (12.7 mm). 
 Independent movement between opposing yoke ends exceeds the CVSA OOSC limit, 


1/8 inch (3.2 mm). 
 Vertical movement of the shaft in the center bearing carrier exceeds the CVSA OOSC 


limit, 1/2 inch (12.7 mm). 


9.  LIGHTING SYSTEMS 
  
Regulatory Guidance 
b.(1) When shouldn’t a violation be documented for inoperative clearance lights on trailers 


that require them? 
  


ANSWER: A violation should not be noted unless the vehicle does not have clearance 
lights on either the upper or lower location. In some instances, trailer manufacturers may 
be installing the clearance lamps at a location lower than the upper rear corners of the 
trailer. This is allowed when the practicability of mounting the rear clearance lamps in the 
header is problematic. 


 
b.(2) What lighting is required on a converter dolly? 
 
 ANSWER: Despite the wording in Footnote 5 of Section § 393.11 of the FMCSRs, after an 


exhaustive review of rulemaking documents, the following will dictate when a violation 
should be recorded: 


 Laden converter dolly – no lights required 
 Converter dolly towed singly by another vehicle and not part of a full trailer – one 


stop lamp, one tail lamp, two reflectors (one on each line of the vertical 
centerline, as far apart as practicable) and on the rear (this assumes that the turn 
signals of the towing unit are not obscured) 


 Converter dolly towed singly by another vehicle and not part of a full trailer and 
the converter dolly obscures the turn signals at the rear of the towing vehicle - 
one stop lamp, one tail lamp, two reflectors (one on each line of the vertical 
centerline, as far apart as practicable), on the rear, rear turn signals and vehicular 
hazard warning signal flashing lamps 
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b.(3) Retro-reflective sheeting is required to be applied to both sides of the trailer at a height 
of at least 15 inches (380 mm) and not more than 60 inches (1,525 mm) above the road 
surface. In some cases, when this height is complied with on tank trailers, the sheeting 
will be canted downward. Therefore, in some cases, the sheeting is applied higher than 
what is outlined in the regulations but is located as close as practicable to the required 
height and still allows for the tape to be mounted on a horizontal plane or as close to it 
as the shape of the trailer allows. In these cases, should a violation be documented?   


 
 ANSWER: No, if a cargo tank does not have a frame or other suitable surface below the 


60 inches (1,525 mm) height to apply the sheeting in order for it to be on a horizontal 
plane, the sheeting may be located at a higher location, as close to the required height as 
practicable, and no violation should be documented.  


 
10. STEERING MECHANISMS 


  
Regulatory Guidance 
b.(1) When should vertical or horizontal movement in a ball and socket joint not be 


documented as a violation? 
 
 ANSWER: A violation should not be noted until motion, other than rotational, between 


any linkage member and its attachment point exceeds the limit prescribed in the CVSA 
OOSC, 1/8 inch (3.2 millimeter), measured with hand pressure only. 


 
 NOTE: FMCSA is aware of the discrepancy between the measurement in Appendix A and 


the CVSA OOSC. Using the CVSA OOSC as a guideline allows for some play in the ball and 
socket joint but, more importantly, provides inspectors with an objective measurement 
criterion that will ensure uniformity when writing the violation. 


 


11. SUSPENSIONS 
 
 OOS Frequently Asked Questions  
  a.(1) In a Peterbilt air suspension assembly, is a loose or missing spring eye u-bolt an out-of-


service condition? 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ANSWER: No, not unless it has somehow resulted in axle displacement. 
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a.(2) Is a loose or missing rebound bolt a violation or out of service? 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ANSWER: A rebound bolt in a spring hanger or equalizer that is loose is not considered a 
violation. A missing or broken rebound bolt is considered a violation but not out of 
service. 
 


a.(3) If the cross tube brace is cracked, 
loose, corroded or broken, is it a 
violation or an out-of-service 
condition? 


 


 ANSWER: These conditions are 
not a violation, nor out of service.  


 
 


a.(4)  What is the difference between a primary and aftermarket/secondary air bag suspension?  
 
ANSWER: The primary air bag suspension system is maintained in accordance with 
original manufacturer’s specifications, whereas a secondary air bag suspension system is 
in addition to the original manufacturer’s spring or coil suspension. 


NOTE: Deflated aftermarket/secondary air bag suspension in addition to a primary 
leaf/coil spring suspension does not result in a violation. 
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Regulatory Guidance 
     b.(1) If a gusset or crossbar used as a part of the tracking for that suspension is cracked, is it a 


violation and/or out of service?   
 


ANSWER: No, these are reinforcement pieces and if defective, may eventually cause other 
issues in the suspension system that could result in violations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
12. TIRES 


 


OOS Guidance 
a.(1) What is a major tread groove on a tire for the purposes of measuring tread depth? 
 


 ANSWER: A major tread groove is the space between two adjacent tread ribs or lugs on a 
tire that contains a tread wear indicator or wear bar. In most cases, the locations of tread 
wear indicators are designated on the upper sidewall/shoulder of the tire on original 
tread tires. 


 


Regulatory Guidance 
  b.(1) If a tire has a max inflation pressure of 110 psi (758 kPa) but measures 80 psi (551 kPa), 


should a violation be written? If so, what section?  
 


 ANSWER: No, a violation should not be written. To issue a violation for having low 
inflation pressure, the inspector would have to have a chart that identifies the load-
carrying capacity for the tire at different inflation pressures as well as for the particular 
load that is being carried. There are too many different tire sizes to put this level of 
information into the regulation.  


 


An underinflated tire is not a violation until it meets the OOSC; § 393.75(a)(3) is the proper 
section to be used. § 393.75(i) should not be written for an underinflated tire. A violation 
of § 393.75(g) should only be written when the opportunity to weigh a vehicle is present 
and the weight on a tire exceeds the tire load-carrying capacity (as printed on the sidewall 
of the tire). 
 


b.(2)  If a nail, screw, or other foreign object is embedded in a tire and the tire is not leaking, 
should a violation be recorded, and the object be removed? 
 
ANSWER: This condition is not a violation if a leak is not present. An inspector shall not 
remove or direct a driver to remove a foreign object from a tire. 
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14. WHEELS, RIMS AND HUBS 
 


OOS Frequently Asked Questions 
   a.(1) Is it an out-of-service condition when a vehicle has had a tire or rim problem and a driver 


or owner has either singled out the axle or has removed the wheels and chained up the 
axle? 
 


ANSWER: If the vehicle arrives at an inspection site in this condition, this is not a violation 
unto itself, but other violations may have resulted from this action (e.g., exceeds tire 
weight rating). 
 


However, if a vehicle is inspected, the driver should not be permitted to single out a tire 
or chain up an axle as a quick fix for an out-of-service defect. This does not comply with 
CVSA Operational Policy 5 which states: 
 
 


“…REQUIRED REPAIRS FOR OUT-OF-SERVICE NOTICES 
The following shall be the policy regarding required repairs for out-of-service notices:  
 
No motor carrier shall require nor shall any person operate or any inspector release any 
commercial motor vehicle declared out of service until all repairs required by the out-of-
service notice have been satisfactorily completed to where a violation no longer exists. 
…” 
 


Regulatory Guidance 
b.(1) Is a leaking inner wheel seal, without evidence of wet contamination of the brake friction 


material, a violation?  
 
ANSWER: Yes, if there is fresh or active leakage from the inner wheel seal and there is 
evidence that further leaking will occur. 


 
XX. MISCELLANEOUS 
 


WINDSHIELDS - Regulatory Guidance 
  b.(1) When should a violation be noted for external visors that have been added to a vehicle 


that obstruct the view of the driver? 
 


 ANSWER: § 393.60(e)(1) of the FMCSRs only applies to items that are mounted on the 
windshield, not in front of the windshield. There is no current guidance as to how much 
of the windshield can be covered by external visors. In extreme cases where a significant 
portion of the windshield is obscured by external visors mounted in front of the 
windshield, a violation can be documented under § 393.3. 
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REAR IMPACT GUARDS - Regulatory Guidance  
b.(2)  Should a violation be cited under § 393.86(a)(6) for a missing or incomplete certification 


label on a rear impact guard?  
 


ANSWER: The certification label is applied at time of trailer manufacture to certify that 
the guard was manufactured to comply with FMVSS 223 and installed as required by 
FMVSS 224 and should not be considered a violation once the vehicle is in use.  


 
Violations are not to be cited for certification and labeling requirements for rear impact 
guards referenced in § 393.86(a)(6). The condition of rear impact guards should be  
inspected to ensure compliance with all other FMVSS 223 requirements such as:  


• Connection points (§ 393.86(a)(1))  
• Guard width (§ 393.86(a)(2))  
• Guard height (§ 393.86(a)(3))  
• Guard rear surface (§ 393.86(a)(4))  
• Cross section of the horizontal member (§ 393.86(a)(5)) 


 
Any violations of the above conditions should be cited under the appropriate violation 
code during a Level I, II or V inspection. 


 
SIDE IMPACT DEVICE - Regulatory Guidance 
b.(3)  Should a side impact device be included when measuring the overall width of a vehicle? 
 


ANSWER: No, in the U.S., 23 CFR 658.16 indicates that non-property carrying devices that 
do not extend more than 3 inches (7.6 cm) beyond each side of the vehicle should not be 
included in the measurement of the overall width. In Canada, the allowance is 10 cm (4 
inches). This would include a side impact device.  
 


    
 


OIL, GREASE OR POWER STEERING SYSTEM LEAKS (U.S.) - Regulatory Guidance  
b.(4)  At what point should an oil, grease or power steering system leak (other than a hub or 


inner wheel seal) be recorded? 
 


ANSWER: A leak should not be recorded until the seepage or leak is great enough to form 
drops and drip during an inspection. 
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SPARE FUSES - Regulatory Guidance  
b.(5)  When should a violation be written for missing spare fuses? 
 


ANSWER: Only power units for which fuses are needed to operate any required parts and 
accessories (e.g., lamps required by § 393.11, the ABS system and visual low air warning 
system) must have at least one spare fuse for each type/size of fuse needed for those 
items. An inspector must be able to determine if fuses are necessary for required 
components and what fuses are applicable. Most newer model power units use breakers 
and no spare fuses are required.  


 
When an inspector is unsure if fuses are required or what type of fuses are required, no 
violation should be recorded. Any violation of § 393.95(b) shall be accompanied with a 
note indicating what required fuse was missing. Items, such as the radio, non-required 
auxiliary lamps, etc., are not required to have spare fuses at any time. 


 
WIRING - Regulatory Guidance  
b.(6)  When should a violation of the wiring system be documented? 
 


ANSWER: A violation should be documented when the wiring insulation is damaged to 
the extent that bare wire is exposed. 


  
INSPECTION, REPAIR AND MAINTENANCE – Regulatory Guidance  
b.(7) When should a violation of § 396.3(a)(1) be cited?  
 


ANSWER: A violation of § 396.3(a)(1) shall only be cited when the condition is an 
imminent hazard in the North American Standard Out-of-Service Criteria or specifically 
indicated in CVSA Operational Policy as a violation (e.g., Operational Policy 15 Section 
1.b(3)). 
 


VIEWING MEDIA – Regulatory Guidance  
b.(8) What violation should be cited when a driver is viewing media images, video and content 


on an electronic device while operating a CMV? This would not apply to navigation 
systems, ELDs, vehicle systems and other safety technologies.  


 
 ANSWER: In the U.S., instances of viewing the aforementioned content should be 


documented as a violation of § 390.17. 
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