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1. Opening Remarks & Self Introductions

2. Adoption of Agenda

The attendees will be able to add any new business to the agenda.
3. Review/Approval of Meeting Minutes from Ottawa, Ontario

Attachment 1-2026 Chicago Cargo Securement Meeting Minutes.pdf

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 CVSA policies or Out-of-Service Criteria (OOSC) accordingly. The forum works to facilitate uniform
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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. 26-100-VEH: OOSC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement - Tiedown Defect Table

Submitted By: Dan Voelker, Arizona DPS

Summary of Issue
| found this photograph in some older training material. Can we add this photograph, or a similar photograph to the
defect table in the out-of-service criteria to point out the violation to inspectors?

Justification or Need
| think several inspectors are not aware of this defect, as it is not specifically covered in NAS Part B.

Request for Action
Please add this photo
graph or a similar drawing/photograph to point out this defect to inspectors.

Grab Hooks must have a
parallel throat opening

Voids the
Tiedown

" 393.104b
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7. 26-088-VEH: OOSC, Part I, Item 2. Cargo Securement - Automatic Tensioners

Submitted By: Tod H. Shultz, SMART Securements Systems, LLC.

Attachment 2 — SMART SecurelLoad Automatic Tensioner
Summary of Issue
SMART Securement Systems, LLC requests CVSA review of the SMART SecureLoad® S592002 Automatic Tensioner, a
battery-powered chain tensioner currently used on U.S. roadways as a component in welded-steel-chain cargo-
securement systems. $592002 uses local Tighten/Loosen controls and Automatic Tension Management (ATM), which
can periodically evaluate the established operating condition and retighten when required. Because S592002 differs
from a conventional manual load binder, product-specific guidance would help U.S. roadside inspectors identify the
device, determine and apply its marked 9,200-Ib WLL within the complete tiedown, inspect its physical load path,
and correctly interpret device-status indications relevant to roadside inspection.

Justification or Need

§592002 is currently in commercial use on U.S. roadways securing heavy equipment and other specialized cargo. As
deployment expands, consistent inspector understanding of the device, its 9,200-Ib WLL, physical load path and
device-status indications will help avoid inconsistent roadside treatment. SS92002 is intended for use in cargo-
securement systems subject to the U.S. Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations. Drivers and motor carriers remain
responsible for cargo inspection and securement under 49 CFR §392.9, and cargo-securement devices and
components must remain in proper working order under §393.104. Under §393.108, the WLL of the complete
tiedown is determined by its lowest-rated component, including the tensioner, chain, connectors or anchor points.
$592002 is rated at 9,200 Ib WLL and accommodates 3/8-in or 1/2-in welded steel chain. When a lower-rated chain
or other component is used, that lower rating governs the tiedown. To use the complete tiedown at the $592002 full
9,200-Ib rating, the chain, connectors and anchor points must each have a WLL of at least 9,200 |b. Heavy vehicles,
equipment and machinery weighing 10,000 |b or more remain subject to the applicable requirements of §393.130.
Use of SS92002 does not alter required tiedown quantity, aggregate WLL, attachment-point requirements, cargo
positioning requirements or other commodity-specific securement provisions. Clear product-specific inspection
guidance would help inspectors consistently identify and evaluate S592002 while continuing to apply the existing
FMCSRs and CVSA Out-of-Service Criteria. No separate $592002-specific out-of-service threshold is requested where
existing requirements are sufficient.

Request for Action

SMART Securement Systems requests that the CVSA Vehicle Committee review the attached proposed bulletin and
consider development of a CVSA Inspection Bulletin for the SMART SecureLoad® $592002 Automatic Tensioner for
U.S. application.

The requested guidance would address:

1. Product identification and protected 9,200-Ib WLL markings;

2. Determination of the complete tiedown WLL under the §393.108 lowest-component rule;

3. Inspection of the chain, connectors, anchor points, hooks, clevises, pins, and other visible load-path components;
and

4. Interpretation of ATM/device-status indications relevant to roadside inspection and battery-power loss, without
substituting those indications for physical inspection of the complete tiedown.

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum
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Open Issues/Request for Action Items

8. 26-025-VEH. 00SC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement

Summary of Issue
Requesting clarification of load securement questions related to vehicles, equipment, and machinery that weigh
10,000lbs or less.

More specifically | am asking for clarification on vehicles such as a skid steer (9,000lbs) or similar construction
equipment that is being transported in a dump trailer or trailers with side walls and not just on a flat bed trailer.

It is my understanding this example does not fall under 393.128 securement for automobiles, light trucks, and vans
because a skid steer does not meet the definition of any of those vehicles. Similarly, it does not fall under 393.130
because it does not weigh 10000lbs or more. So the vehicle should be secured in accordance with the provisions of §§
393.100 through 393.114.

Under 393.102 C2 "Equivalent means of securement Transported in a sided vehicle that has walls of adequate strength,
such that each article of cargo within the vehicle is in contact with, or sufficiently close to a wall or other articles, so
that it cannot shift or tip to the extent that the vehicle's stability or maneuverability is adversely affected; or" What
qualifies as walls of adequate strength?

Sided vehicle. A vehicle whose cargo compartment is enclosed on all four sides by walls of sufficient strength to contain
articles of cargo, where the walls may include latched openings for loading and unloading, and includes vans, dump
bodies, and a sided intermodal container carried by a vehicle.

What qualifies as walls of sufficient strength?

393.102 Performance criteria for devices to prevent vertical movement of loads that are not contained within the
structure of the vehicle. Securement systems must provide a downward force equivalent to at least 20 percent of the
weight of the article of cargo if the article is not fully contained within the structure of the vehicle. If the article is fully
contained within the structure of the vehicle, it may be secured in accordance with § 393.106(b).

What is considered to be "contained within the structure of the vehicle. Does contained means a sided vehicle or
something like a van trailer that is fully enclosed box?

Justification or Need:

Clarification of 393.102 C2 "walls of adequate strength". Set a standard for height of walls compared to the vehicle
being transported.

Also, clarify 393.102B "contained within the structure of the vehicle."

Request for Action:

Requesting a commodity specific securement requirement for construction vehicles, equipment, and machinery that
weigh 10,000lbs or less.

or

Clarification of 393.102 C2 "walls of adequate strength". Set a standard for height of walls compared to the vehicle
being transported. Also, clarify 393.102B "contained within the structure of the vehicle."
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Discussion — The committee discussed the interpretation of cargo being fully contained within a trailer and whether this
condition alone satisfies securement requirements. Members noted that the concept of containment is frequently relied
upon in practice but is not clearly defined within the regulations.

Several members raised concerns about the assumption that trailer walls can act as a form of securement. It was noted
that many trailer types, particularly enclosed utility trailers and light-duty cargo trailers, are not designed to withstand
the forces associated with normal driving conditions such as braking, acceleration, and evasive maneuvers.

Examples were provided where equipment, including skid steers and small machinery, was transported inside sided
trailers without any tiedowns. In these cases, the load was considered compliant because it was fully contained within
the trailer, despite the absence of any additional securement devices.

It was noted that even if a load cannot exit the trailer, it may still shift significantly within the enclosed space, which
can dffect vehicle balance and handling.

The discussion also highlighted that there are no clear requirements for assessing the structural strength of trailer walls.
Members questioned whether it is reasonable to assume that trailer walls can provide sufficient restraint without any
standard.

Jurisdictional inconsistencies were a major focus of the discussion. Some members indicated that their jurisdictions
accept containment as sufficient, while others require tiedowns regardless of whether the cargo is within sided walls or
not. This inconsistency creates confusion for both enforcement personnel and industry operators.

The attendees agreed that clearer guidance is needed to define what containment means and what is acceptable and
when additional securement is required. There was also discussion about the need to consider trailer design, load
characteristics, and expected operating conditions when developing such guidance. Further regulatory and interpretive
guidance is required to clarify when containment is sufficient and when additional securement is required.

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum 6
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9. 25-097-VEH. 00SC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement - Load Shift

Attachment 3 —25-097-VEH Pictures

Summary of Issue

This dry van enclosed trailer was loaded with 12 pallets of totes of liquid cane sugar with a total cargo weight of 35,976#,
or approximately 3,000# per tote. The pallets were originally loaded down the center of of the trailer for stability, but
with no side to side shoring of any type. The combination was observed leaning heavily to the right side while in transit,
and appeared unstable. During the inspection, it was discovered that the driver had hit a "roundabout" curb with the
left side trailer tires in Missouri. This caused the load to shift to the right up against the trailer wall which caused the
right wall to bulge out slightly and a weight imbalance over the trailer and drive tandem axles on the right side.The
driver stated that he felt a noticeable shift in the load, but continued to drive. Upon inspection of the cargo, it was
discovered that all 12 pallets had slide to the right side of the trailer, 10 of which were resting against the right side
wall. There was a height difference from side to side of 4" on the trailer axles and 5" on the drive axles. Upon weighing
the vehicle, it was determined that the trailers stability had been significantly affected. AX 1 LH 6400#, RH 6400#, AX 2
LH 5900#, RH 10400#, AX 3 LH 4500#, RH 110004, AX 4 LH 3400#, RH 9600#, AX 5 LH 2850#, RH 102504#. There is a
13,600# difference left to right on the trailer tandem axles alone on a trailer that weighs approximately 150004.

This is a violation in the FMCSR's under 393.100 (c) but OOSC, Part I, Iltem 2. a. General Cargo Securement only lists
and OOS condition for 393.100 (b) if items can fall to the roadway. | believe that when there is evidence that the cargo
has shifted and caused an instability in the vehicle, an imminent hazard exits (i.e. imbalance in the suspension or some
other condition that shows compromised stability).

Justification or Need

This type of load shift and weight imbalance is an unsafe condition that should constitute an OOS. A similar issue was
presented in action request 16-007-VEH and 21-048-VEH for a similar scenario's. Both items were closed with no action
until more evidence could be obtained. This request is not to determine if cargo should or should not be secured inside
a enclosed trailer, this scenario is were the cargo has already shifted showing evidence that the trailers suspension is
now unbalanced. Should the vehicle need to take an emergency evasive action, it would be at a high risk of rollover
due to the suspension already being compromised due to a right side bias from the weight shift.

Request for Action

Amend the OOSC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement a. General cargo securement. Make the current statement under
"a." to become subpart (1) under "a." and add (2) Articles of cargo or condition of loading which have shifted to such
an extent that the vehicle's stability or maneuverability is adversely affected.

Discussion in Chicago — The requester Derek Malena presented this issue. Discussion focused on distinguishing cargo
securement deficiencies from vehicle stability issues caused by load distribution. The current regulatory framework does
not provide clear or objective criteria to determine when a load shift constitutes a condition that adversely affects
vehicle stability or rises to the level of an imminent hazard. This lack of clarity results in inconsistent interpretation and
application across jurisdictions and limits the ability of enforcement personnel to take appropriate action when a safety
concern is evident but not clearly captured within existing out-of-service criteria.

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum 7
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The absence of defined thresholds introduces subjectivity into enforcement decisions and reduces the ability to support
or defend out-of-service determinations.

It was recommended that this issue be referred for technical and regulatory review, including engagement with
engineering subject matter experts in both Canada and the U.S.

Members identified that current regulations do not clearly define when a load shift becomes severe enough to be
considered as adversely affecting vehicle stability. There was also no consensus regarding what constitutes an imminent
hazard sufficient to justify an out-of-service condition. As a result, inspectors are often left to interpret these situations
based on experience rather than objective criteria.

Several members described real-world scenarios where inspectors encounter loads that had visibly shifted but were still
technically secured. The load had moved in such a way that it affected weight distribution, raising concerns about vehicle
handling and stability.

A key point of discussion was the challenge in determining whether the issue originated at the point of loading or
occurred during transport. Members emphasized that this distinction is critical because a load that was improperly
secured at origin is theoretically not a violation, whereas a load that shifts during normal transport conditions is directly
attributable to a violation.

The group concluded that without objective, engineering-based thresholds, enforcement decisions will continue to be
subjective and inconsistent. Members also noted that inspectors are frequently placed in situations where a safety
concern is evident, but the regulations do not support enforcement action, which creates both a safety gap and potential
liability concerns. FMICSA and CCMTA agreed to take this issue and do some engineering testing to potentially create
some criteria and harmonized guidance.

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum 8
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10. 0OOSC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement - Mobile Home

E——“ Attachment 4 — Modular Transport Incidents

Summary of Issue

Nebraska had a modular home that was in transport tip over/become unsecured from the trailer during a cornering
maneuver. The house was secured to the trailer with lag screws, and the company indicates this is standard operation
for house movers. We can only find anecdotal evidence of the strength of lag screws driven into wood beams, and it is
all over the board, from 250# to 800+# per lag screw.

Justification or Need

The house moving industry indicates that lag screws through eyelets on a trailer is the standard method of securement.
There is a lack of a documented, standardized, securement technique for this commodity. Additionally, there is a lack
of data on the working load limit of lag screws in wooden boards is to make a determination if a modular house is
properly secured prior to movement. Lack of guidance on this subject makes congruent North American enforcement
impossible.

Request for Action

Nebraska asks for CVSA/FMCSA/CCMTA to coordinate with the house/building mover industry to determine what
methods of attachment provide sufficient securement to adequately prevent a house from becoming detached from
the trailer during normal driving, to include starting, stopping, cornering, traversing normal grade changes, and exigent
evasive driving that is encountered during movement of this type of commodity.

Discussion — This issue had been discussed in Ottawa. It was explained that the home was secured using metal tabs
attached to the trailer frame, with lag screws driven into the wooden structure of the home. It was discussed that the
failure occurred when the lag screws pulled out of the wood, rather than the screws themselves breaking. This
highlighted that the issue was not the fastener strength, but the ability of the wood structure to hold the load under
dynamic conditions.

There was discussion about the lack of engineering data related to pull-out strength of lag screws in wood, particularly
under transport-related forces such as lateral movement and torsion during turning.

Additional concerns were raised about variability in trailer construction, including the use of non-standard or homemade
trailers. The lack of consistent inspection and oversight was also identified as a contributing factor.

The attendees emphasized the need for engagement with the manufactured housing industry and the development of
standardized, engineering-based securement methods. It was also noted that without clear standards, enforcement will
remain inconsistent and difficult to apply.

The attendees in the meeting were asked if they knew of any industry standard and if this was a widespread issue or
local. Seth Turner from New Hampshire State Police suggested that he would contact his state’s industry to see if he
could obtain best practices for securement of manufactured homes. He would send information before the next meeting
in Ottawa.

Meetings were held with the Tiny Home Alliance and information was received Modular Homes

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum 9
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Discussion in Orlando in September 2026 - From FMCSA - There is a distinction between mobile home, manufactured
home, and modular homes. Mobile homes and manufactured homes are manufactured on a frame. Axles are placed
under the frame and just the axles are removed, leaving the frame behind once at it’s destination. Modular homes are
built at a factory location, placed on a trailer, and delivered to the destination. Once a modular home is at it’s
destination, the modular home is lifted off the trailer and set in place. Therefore, the trailer is a vehicle and is subject
to the regulations just as any other trailer. Cargo securement rules apply to modular homes as with any other freight.
An adhoc committee has been developed to create a bulletin on the difference between the three types of homes. The
Cargo Forum will discuss the next steps to deal with modular home securement.

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum 10



ot ﬁ < Cargo Securement Harmonization

Public Forum Minutes
Ottawa, Ontario

November 3, 2026
09:00 PM-5:00 PM
Revised Date: October 5, 2026

11. 25-086-VEH: Inspection Bulletin 2025-02 Exte Com90 Log Securement System

E——“ Attachment 5 — 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. | 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.

Discussion - Canadian CCMTA representative Zaki Hussain indicated they are waiting on engineering specs from the
manufacturer. Abe Dunivin stated that he would contact the manufacturer to have those sent for review by Canada.

Canada will update on the status of their work with the manufacturer and if the bulletin should be amended.

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum 11
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12. 23-018-VEH: OOSC, Part Il, 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 Ib) or less. Vehicles which individually are heavier than 4,536 kg (10,000 Ib) 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.

FMCSA will update on the status of the Omnibus bill. The likely direction is that winches may be used as
supplementary devices but not as primary securement.

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum 12
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13. 21-013-VEH: 00SC, Part Il, 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 | 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.

FMCSA will update the forum on the status of the petition.

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum 13
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14. 21-002-VEH: OOSC, Part Il, 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 Ibs. 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 Ibs., they can only
be used as a supplement means of securement (blocking and bracing) but will not count towards the WLL.

FMCSA will update the forum on the status of the petition.
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15. 16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high
16. 12-010-VEH: Cargo Securement - Dressed lumber or Similar Building Products

These issues were combined as they both relate to how the commaodity 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

FMCSA will update the forum on the status of the petition.
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17. 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.

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.

FMCSA will update the forum on the status of the petition.
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18. 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.

FMCSA will update the forum on the status of the petition.
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Old Business

19. 23-039-VEH: 00SC, Part Il, 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 Ibs.
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 10,0001bs 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 10,000Ibs.

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 Ibs. 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?

Discussion - This is strictly a US problem. Manufacturers are producing trailers that are weighing less than 10,000
Ibs. and therefore, falling out of the heavy vehicle/machinery commodity specific regulations. The current provision
in 393.130 allows equipment under 10,000 Ibs. to be secured using light vehicle securement requirements creating
unintended scenarios where large or lengthy items may be secured with only minimal tiedowns. While compliant by
weight, these loads may still present significant securement risks due to their size and configuration. This represents
a regulatory gap where compliance does not necessarily result in a safe outcome. The flexibility to apply either light
vehicle or general securement provisions was likely not intended for large items and creates inconsistency in
application.

It is recommended that this issue be advanced to FMCSA for regulatory review, including consideration of revising or
removing the provision allowing large items to be secured under light vehicle requirements. Consideration should also
be given to establishing criteria that require large or lengthy items to follow general securement rules regardless of
weight. A formal petition to the appropriate regulatory authority may be required to address this issue.

Several examples were discussed, including trailers and equipment frames that are long in dimension but relatively
light in weight due to modern materials. In these cases, loads may technically comply with the weight threshold but
still present significant securement challenges due to their size and geometry. Members expressed concern that
securing such loads with only two tiedowns does not align with safe practices.

The discussion focused on the regulatory language that allows carriers to choose between light vehicle securement
and general securement provisions. Members agreed that this flexibility likely was not intended to apply to large
items and creates a loophole that can result in under-secured loads.
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Members also noted that while many operators exceed minimum requirements in practice, the regulation still permits
minimal compliance that may not be sufficient for safety.

Canadian representatives confirmed that this issue does not exist within NSC Standard 10, which does not provide
the same flexibility. This difference was noted as a potential source of inconsistency between jurisdictions.

The committee discussed whether the regulation should default to general securement requirements for large items
regardless of weight. There was strong agreement that the current provision represents a regulatory gap that needs

to be addressed.

FMCSA will update the forum on the status of the Omnibus bill.
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20. New Business

Working Load Limit Tags in Quebec — Kenny Newman, Kinedyne

Question in regard to WLL tags in Quebec.

Secure Your Load Day

Group will discuss potential of working with the organization. https://www.secureyourload.com/

Securement of Garbage Bins

Roger will address the securement of garbage bins
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Chair: Roger Eberle
Vice Chair: Absent
Secretary: Absent
CVSA Liaison: Kerri Wirachowsky
INDEX
Request for Action Items
6. 25-097-VEH: O0SC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement - Load Shift - OPEN
7. 26-025-VEH - O0SC, Part ll, Item 2. Cargo Securement a. General Securement - OPEN
Open Issues/Request for Action Items
8. 25-094-VEH: O0SC, Part II, Item 2, Cargo Securement - Damaged Tiedowns - CLOSED
9. 25-087-VEH: O0SC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement - Mobile Home - OPEN
10. 25-086-VEH: Inspection Bulletin 25-02 Exte Com90 Log Securement System - OPEN
11. 25-047 VEH: O0SC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement, h. Dressed Lumber and Similar Building Products - CLOSED
12. 23-018-VEH: O0SC, Part I, Item 2. Cargo Securement, m. Automobiles, Light Trucks and Vans —Winch as Tiedown

13. 21-013-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement-Working Load Limit/Breaking Strength-393.102 - OPEN
14. 21-002-VEH: OOSC, Part ll, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Friction Mats-WLL - OPEN
15. 16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high - OPEN
16. 12-010-VEH: Cargo Securement - Dressed lumber or Similar Building Products - OPEN
17. 11-043-VEH: Marking and Rating of Tiedowns — Working Load Limit (WLL) on Hooks - OPEN
18. 11-030-VEH: Securing Metal Coils in Sided Vehicles - OPEN
Old Business
19. 23-039-VEH: OOSC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement, n. Heavy Vehicles, Equipment and Machinery - Flatbed
Trailers - OPEN
20. NEW BUSINESS

1. Opening Remarks & Self Introductions
Roger had the attendees introduce themselves and gave regrets for the vice-chair and secretary not being able
to attend.

2. Adoption of Agenda

The agenda was adopted as written.
3. Review/Approval of Meeting Minutes from Ottawa, Ontario

The minutes from the Denver meeting were reviewed and accepted as written.
4. Review of Committee Structure, Terms of Reference & Business Processes

Roger reviewed the purpose of the forum and that 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 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.

=
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5. Regulators Group Status Report

The regulators had not specific updates that were not related to one of the other issues on the agenda and they
would report during those issues.

Request for Action Items (NEW)
6. 25-097-VEH. OOSC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement - Load Shift

Summary of Issue

This dry van enclosed trailer was loaded with 12 pallets of totes of liquid cane sugar with a total cargo weight of 35,976#,
or approximately 3,000# per tote. The pallets were originally loaded down the center of of the trailer for stability, but
with no side to side shoring of any type. The combination was observed leaning heavily to the right side while in transit,
and appeared unstable. During the inspection, it was discovered that the driver had hit a "roundabout" curb with the
left side trailer tires in Missouri. This caused the load to shift to the right up against the trailer wall which caused the
right wall to bulge out slightly and a weight imbalance over the trailer and drive tandem axles on the right side.The
driver stated that he felt a noticeable shift in the load, but continued to drive. Upon inspection of the cargo, it was
discovered that all 12 pallets had slide to the right side of the trailer, 10 of which were resting against the right side
wall. There was a height difference from side to side of 4" on the trailer axles and 5" on the drive axles. Upon weighing
the vehicle, it was determined that the trailers stability had been significantly affected. AX 1 LH 6400#, RH 64004, AX 2
LH 5900#, RH 10400#, AX 3 LH 4500#, RH 11000#, AX 4 LH 3400#, RH 9600#, AX 5 LH 2850#, RH 10250#. There is a
13,600# difference left to right on the trailer tandem axles alone on a trailer that weighs approximately 15000#.

This is a violation in the FMCSR's under 393.100 (c) but OOSC, Part Il, Item 2. a. General Cargo Securement only lists
and OOS condition for 393.100 (b) if items can fall to the roadway. | believe that when there is evidence that the cargo
has shifted and caused an instability in the vehicle, an imminent hazard exits (i.e. imbalance in the suspension or some
other condition that shows compromised stability).

Justification or Need

This type of load shift and weight imbalance is an unsafe condition that should constitute an OOS. A similar issue was
presented in action request 16-007-VEH and 21-048-VEH for a similar scenario's. Both items were closed with no action
until more evidence could be obtained. This request is not to determine if cargo should or should not be secured inside
a enclosed trailer, this scenario is were the cargo has already shifted showing evidence that the trailers suspension is
now unbalanced. Should the vehicle need to take an emergency evasive action, it would be at a high risk of rollover
due to the suspension already being compromised due to a right side bias from the weight shift.

Request for Action

Amend the O0SC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement a. General cargo securement. Make the current statement under
"a." to become subpart (1) under "a." and add (2) Articles of cargo or condition of loading which have shifted to such
an extent that the vehicle's stability or maneuverability is adversely affected.

Discussion — The requester Derek Malena presented this issue. Discussion focused on distinguishing cargo securement
deficiencies from vehicle stability issues caused by load distribution. The current requlatory framework does not provide
clear or objective criteria to determine when a load shift constitutes a condition that adversely affects vehicle stability
or rises to the level of an imminent hazard. This lack of clarity results in inconsistent interpretation and application
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across jurisdictions and limits the ability of enforcement personnel to take appropriate action when a safety concern is
evident but not clearly captured within existing out-of-service criteria.

The absence of defined thresholds introduces subjectivity into enforcement decisions and reduces the ability to support
or defend out-of-service determinations.

It was recommended that this issue be referred for technical and regulatory review, including engagement with
engineering subject matter experts in both Canada and the U.S.

Members identified that current regulations do not clearly define when a load shift becomes severe enough to be
considered as adversely affecting vehicle stability. There was also no consensus regarding what constitutes an imminent
hazard sufficient to justify an out-of-service condition. As a result, inspectors are often left to interpret these situations
based on experience rather than objective criteria.

Several members described real-world scenarios where inspectors encounter loads that had visibly shifted but were still
technically secured. The load had moved in such a way that it affected weight distribution, raising concerns about vehicle
handling and stability.

A key point of discussion was the challenge in determining whether the issue originated at the point of loading or
occurred during transport. Members emphasized that this distinction is critical because a load that was improperly
secured at origin is theoretically not a violation, whereas a load that shifts during normal transport conditions is directly
attributable to a violation.

The discussion also addressed the role of driver statements. Members noted that drivers are often hesitant to admit
that a load has shifted, as such an admission could lead to enforcement action. This creates a situation where inspectors
may suspect a problem but lack sufficient evidence to support a violation or OOS condition.

Examples were shared, including loads that shifted laterally during cornering, loads that moved rearward under braking,
and loads that settled during transport, changing the center of gravity. Members pointed out that even when the walls
are intact, these changes can significantly affect vehicle stability.

There was general agreement that a load can be technically secure but still present a safety risk. Members emphasized
that the current regulations do not adequately address this scenario, as it focuses primarily on securement failure rather
than stability outcomes. Engineering considerations were discussed in depth, including the impact of load type, trailer
configuration, suspension systems, and dynamic forces experienced during normal driving conditions. Members
highlighted that factors such as liquid versus solid loads, high center of gravity, and uneven weight distribution all play
a role in determining stability.

The committee concluded that without objective, engineering-based thresholds, enforcement decisions will continue to
be subjective and inconsistent. Members also noted that inspectors are frequently placed in situations where a safety
concern is evident, but the regulations do not support enforcement action, which creates both a safety gap and potential
liability concerns. FMICSA and CCMTA agreed to take this issue and do some engineering testing to potentially create
some criteria and harmonized guidance.

ISSUE DISPOSITION - OPEN
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7. 26-025-VEH. O0SC, Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement

Summary of Issue
Requesting clarification of load securement questions related to vehicles, equipment, and machinery that weigh
10,000lbs or less.

More specifically | am asking for clarification on vehicles such as a skid steer (9,000lbs) or similar construction
equipment that is being transported in a dump trailer or trailers with side walls and not just on a flat bed trailer.

It is my understanding this example does not fall under 393.128 securement for automobiles, light trucks, and vans
because a skid steer does not meet the definition of any of those vehicles. Similarly, it does not fall under 393.130
because it does not weigh 10000Ilbs or more. So the vehicle should be secured in accordance with the provisions of §§
393.100 through 393.114.

Under 393.102 C2 "Equivalent means of securement Transported in a sided vehicle that has walls of adequate strength,
such that each article of cargo within the vehicle is in contact with, or sufficiently close to a wall or other articles, so
that it cannot shift or tip to the extent that the vehicle's stability or maneuverability is adversely affected; or" What
qualifies as walls of adequate strength?

Sided vehicle. A vehicle whose cargo compartment is enclosed on all four sides by walls of sufficient strength to contain
articles of cargo, where the walls may include latched openings for loading and unloading, and includes vans, dump
bodies, and a sided intermodal container carried by a vehicle.

What qualifies as walls of sufficient strength?

393.102 Performance criteria for devices to prevent vertical movement of loads that are not contained within the
structure of the vehicle. Securement systems must provide a downward force equivalent to at least 20 percent of the
weight of the article of cargo if the article is not fully contained within the structure of the vehicle. If the article is fully
contained within the structure of the vehicle, it may be secured in accordance with § 393.106(b).

What is considered to be "contained within the structure of the vehicle. Does contained means a sided vehicle or
something like a van trailer that is fully enclosed box?

Justification or Need:

Clarification of 393.102 C2 "walls of adequate strength". Set a standard for height of walls compared to the vehicle
being transported.

Also, clarify 393.102B "contained within the structure of the vehicle."

Request for Action:

Requesting a commodity specific securement requirement for construction vehicles, equipment, and machinery that
weigh 10,000Ibs or less.

or

Clarification of 393.102 C2 "walls of adequate strength". Set a standard for height of walls compared to the vehicle
being transported. Also, clarify 393.102B "contained within the structure of the vehicle."

Discussion — The committee discussed the interpretation of cargo being fully contained within a trailer and whether this
condition alone satisfies securement requirements. Members noted that the concept of containment is frequently relied
upon in practice but is not clearly defined within the regulations.
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Several members raised concerns about the assumption that trailer walls can act as a form of securement. It was noted
that many trailer types, particularly enclosed utility trailers and light-duty cargo trailers, are not designed to withstand
the forces associated with normal driving conditions such as braking, acceleration, and evasive maneuvers.

Examples were provided where equipment, including skid steers and small machinery, was transported inside sided
trailers without any tiedowns. In these cases, the load was considered compliant because it was fully contained within
the trailer, despite the absence of any additional securement devices.

It was noted that even if a load cannot exit the trailer, it may still shift significantly within the enclosed space, which
can affect vehicle balance and handling.

The discussion also highlighted that there are no clear requirements for assessing the structural strength of trailer walls.
Members questioned whether it is reasonable to assume that trailer walls can provide sufficient restraint without any
standard.

Jurisdictional inconsistencies were a major focus of the discussion. Some members indicated that their jurisdictions
accept containment as sufficient, while others require tiedowns regardless of whether the cargo is within sided walls or
not. This inconsistency creates confusion for both enforcement personnel and industry operators.

The attendees agreed that clearer guidance is needed to define what containment means and what is acceptable and
when additional securement is required. There was also discussion about the need to consider trailer design, load
characteristics, and expected operating conditions when developing such guidance. Further regulatory and interpretive

guidance is required to clarify when containment is sufficient and when additional securement is required.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — OPEN
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Open Issue/Request for Action Items

8. 0O0SC, Part ll, Item 2, Cargo Securement - Damaged Tiedowns

Summary of Issue

Ops 15 2. Cargo Securement (b)(2) and OOSC 2.Cargo Securement Note at end of section. Ops 15 b(2) states that all
tiedowns being used (required or not) that has a defect per the defect table is recorded as a violation. OOSC note
states that only defects found in the load bearing portion should be OOS. Ops 15 does not say that the defect needs
to be in a load bearing portion to be recorded as a violation. A recent discussion had a variety of interpretations on
how this is being done roadside.

Justification or Need
To ensure tiedown violations are being recorded accurately and to ensure defective tiedowns are not remaining in
service even though a defect is not found in the load bearing section at the time of inspection.

Request for Action

Photos attached for reference and discussion. This is not to open a discussion on if the OOSC note should change. A
defect in a non-load bearing section is not an imminent hazard. Discuss whether this defect should be marked as a
violation per NSC 10 and 393.104.

Discussion — This issue had been discussed in Ottawa. Pictures were shown of damaged links in a chain in the portion
of the chain not being used. The discussion was whether or not these links should be documented as a violation. The
proposed wording that was developed in Ottawa was presented to the attendees in this meeting to ensure that the
U.S. attendees had an opportunity to review and modify. No edits were made and the wording was recommended to
be forwarded to the Vehicle Committee.

b.(2) When should a violation be recorded for a damaged tiedown?

ANSWER: All tiedowns (tensioned portion) 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 or not in the tensioned portion of the tiedown will

not be recorded.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — CLOSED
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9. 00SC, Part ll, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement - Mobile Home

Summary of Issue

Nebraska had a modular home that was in transport tip over/become unsecured from the trailer during a cornering
maneuver. The house was secured to the trailer with lag screws, and the company indicates this is standard operation
for house movers. We can only find anecdotal evidence of the strength of lag screws driven into wood beams, and it
is all over the board, from 250# to 800+# per lag screw.

Justification or Need

The house moving industry indicates that lag screws through eyelets on a trailer is the standard method of
securement. There is a lack of a documented, standardized, securement technique for this commodity. Additionally,
there is a lack of data on the working load limit of lag screws in wooden boards is to make a determination if a
modular house is properly secured prior to movement. Lack of guidance on this subject makes congruent North
American enforcement impossible.

Request for Action

Nebraska asks for CVSA/FMCSA/CCMTA to coordinate with the house/building mover industry to determine what
methods of attachment provide sufficient securement to adequately prevent a house from becoming detached from
the trailer during normal driving, to include starting, stopping, cornering, traversing normal grade changes, and
exigent evasive driving that is encountered during movement of this type of commodity.

Discussion — This issue had been discussed in Ottawa. It was explained that the home was secured using metal tabs
attached to the trailer frame, with lag screws driven into the wooden structure of the home. It was discussed that the
failure occurred when the lag screws pulled out of the wood, rather than the screws themselves breaking. This
highlighted that the issue was not the fastener strength, but the ability of the wood structure to hold the load under
dynamic conditions.

There was discussion about the lack of engineering data related to pull-out strength of lag screws in wood, particularly
under transport-related forces such as lateral movement and torsion during turning.

Members also noted that manufactured homes are not designed to withstand transport loads, and the structural
components used for securement are not engineered for this purpose. This creates inherent limitations in how these
loads can be secured.

Industry practices were described as being largely based on experience rather than engineering standards. Members
indicated that there is no consistent or regulated approach to securing manufactured homes that anyone knows of.

Additional concerns were raised about variability in trailer construction, including the use of non-standard or
homemade trailers. The lack of consistent inspection and oversight was also identified as a contributing factor.

The attendees emphasized the need for engagement with the manufactured housing industry and the development
of standardized, engineering-based securement methods. It was also noted that without clear standards,
enforcement will remain inconsistent and difficult to apply.

The attendees in the meeting were asked if they knew of any industry standard and if this was a widespread issue or
local. Seth Turner from New Hampshire State Police suggested that he would contact his state’s industry to see if he
could obtain best practices for securement of manufactured homes. He would send information before the next
meeting in Ottawa.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — OPEN
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10. 25-086-VEH: Inspection Bulletin 2025-02 Exte Com90 Log Securement System

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. | 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.

Discussion - Canadian CCMTA representative Zaki Hussain indicated they are waiting on engineering specs from the
manufacturer. Abe Dunivin stated that he would contact the manufacturer to have those sent for review by Canada.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — OPEN
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11. 25-047-VEH: OOSC Part Il, Item 2. Cargo Securement, h. Dressed Lumber and Similar Building Products

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?

Discussion — Vinay from FMCSA indicated that these rebar grids are not to defined as dressed lumber or a similar
building product. The specific commodity was intended for unitized articles that have little friction surface such as
lumber or drywall. Loads such as what was shown during the meeting (see agenda) are to be treated as general cargo
and secured for length and weight.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — CLOSED
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12. 23-018-VEH: OOSC, Part Il, 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 Ib) or less. Vehicles which individually are heavier than 4,536 kg (10,000 Ib) 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.

Discussion — The committee discussed whether a winch can be considered a compliant tiedown device, particularly
in the context of towing and vehicle transport operations. Members reviewed manufacturer guidance, which
consistently indicates that winches are designed for pulling and positioning loads, not for securing them during
transport. This raised concerns about the suitability of winches as primary securement devices.

Several risks were discussed, including the ability of winches to withstand shock loading and dynamic forces. Members
also noted mechanical limitations such as free-spool mechanisms and the potential for gear failure.

A significant concern was the lack of WLL ratings for winches, which are required for compliant securement devices
in Canada.
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Jurisdictional differences were again highlighted, with some areas allowing winch use as a tiedown and others
requiring additional securement devices. Members provided examples of inconsistent enforcement outcomes
depending on location.

Canadian representatives noted that previous guidance allowed winch use, but this may now conflict with current
WLL requirements. Liability concerns were also discussed, particularly in situations where equipment is used contrary
to manufacturer recommendations. Members referenced ongoing work by FMCSA and noted that clarification is
expected through upcoming rulemaking in the Omnibus bill. The likely direction is that winches may be used as
supplementary devices but not as primary securement. Vinay from FMCSA indicated that this issue was going to be
addressed in the Omnibus bill that should be released in the near future.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — OPEN
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13. 21-013-VEH: 0O0SC, Part Il, 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 | 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 - Vinay from FMCSA indicated that this issue was going to be addressed in the Omnibus bill that should be
released in the near future.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — OPEN
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14. 21-002-VEH: OOSC, Part Il, 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 Ibs. 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 - Vinay from FMCSA indicated that this issue was going to be addressed in the Omnibus bill that should be
released in the near future.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — OPEN
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15. 16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high
16. 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 - Vinay from FMCSA indicated that this issue was going to be addressed in the Omnibus bill that should be
released in the near future.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — OPEN
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17. 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 FMICSA.
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.

Discussion - Vinay from FMCSA indicated that this issue was going to be addressed in the Omnibus bill that should be
released in the near future.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — OPEN
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18. 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 - Vinay from FMCSA indicated that this issue was going to be addressed in the Omnibus bill that should be
released in the near future.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — OPEN
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Old Business

19. 23-039-VEH: 0O0SC, Part I, 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 Ibs. 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?

Discussion - This is strictly a US problem. Manufacturers are producing trailers that are weighing less than 10,000
Ibs. and therefore, falling out of the heavy vehicle/machinery commodity specific regulations. The current provision
in 393.130 allows equipment under 10,000 Ibs. to be secured using light vehicle securement requirements creating
unintended scenarios where large or lengthy items may be secured with only minimal tiedowns. While compliant by
weight, these loads may still present significant securement risks due to their size and configuration. This represents
a regulatory gap where compliance does not necessarily result in a safe outcome. The flexibility to apply either light
vehicle or general securement provisions was likely not intended for large items and creates inconsistency in
application.

It is recommended that this issue be advanced to FMCSA for regulatory review, including consideration of revising or
removing the provision allowing large items to be secured under light vehicle requirements. Consideration should also
be given to establishing criteria that require large or lengthy items to follow general securement rules regardless of
weight. A formal petition to the appropriate regulatory authority may be required to address this issue.

Several examples were discussed, including trailers and equipment frames that are long in dimension but relatively
light in weight due to modern materials. In these cases, loads may technically comply with the weight threshold but
still present significant securement challenges due to their size and geometry. Members expressed concern that
securing such loads with only two tiedowns does not align with safe practices.

The discussion focused on the regulatory language that allows carriers to choose between light vehicle securement
and general securement provisions. Members agreed that this flexibility likely was not intended to apply to large
items and creates a loophole that can result in under-secured loads.
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Members also noted that while many operators exceed minimum requirements in practice, the regulation still permits
minimal compliance that may not be sufficient for safety.

Canadian representatives confirmed that this issue does not exist within NSC Standard 10, which does not provide
the same flexibility. This difference was noted as a potential source of inconsistency between jurisdictions.

The committee discussed whether the regulation should default to general securement requirements for large items
regardless of weight. There was strong agreement that the current provision represents a reqgulatory gap that needs

to be addressed.

Vinay from FMCSA indicated that this issue may be included in the Omnibus bill that should be released in the near
future.

ISSUE DISPOSITION — OPEN
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20. New Business

Abe Dunivin presented information on a hybrid securement device consisting of synthetic rope, synthetic chain
components, and steel end fittings. Members noted that these materials are becoming more common in industry but
are not currently addressed within existing regulation.

Discussion focused on the absence of WLL standards, defect and OOSC and performance benchmarks for these devices.
Members expressed concern that without these standards, it is difficult to assess whether the devices meet safety
requirements.

The performance of synthetic materials under various conditions was also discussed, including exposure to
environmental factors such as moisture, temperature, and abrasion. Members noted that these factors could affect the
strength and reliability of the devices over time.

Inspection may be difficult to detect defects or degradation in synthetic materials compared to traditional steel
components.

Members emphasized the need for engineering information and standardized testing before these devices can be
accepted. There was also discussion about the importance of developing clear inspection and defect criteria.

The committee noted that similar challenges have arisen with other emerging technologies and emphasized the need
for proactive attention to these devices to address issues before they become used widely in the industry. Abe mentioned
he would bring more information as it becomes available.
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PROPOSED INSPECTION BULLETIN - U.S. FMCSR APPLICATION

SMART SecurelLoad® Battery-Powered Automatic Tensioner
Model $SS92002

Proposed U.S. Roadside Inspection Bulletin

Figure 1. Current SMART SecureLoad® SS92002 Automatic Tensioner.

This proposed bulletin provides guidance for identifying and inspecting the SMART SecureLoad® (SS92002) Automatic Tensioner
when used as a tensioning component in a welded-steel-chain cargo-securement system. It addresses product identification,
working load limit, physical load-path inspection, and the device-status information relevant to U.S. roadside inspection. Existing
FMCSRs and the current CVSA Out-of-Service Criteria continue to govern the complete cargo-securement system.

SS92002 is a battery-powered automatic chain tensioner. The operator uses local Tighten and Loosen controls to establish the
securement condition. Automatic Tension Management (ATM) can then periodically check the stored operating condition and
retighten when required. ATM does not automatically loosen the tiedown.

ATM uses the SS92002 control system to evaluate the stored operating condition and retighten when required. The stored
operating condition is separate from the 9,200-Ib WLL and is not intended as a roadside inspection criterion.

This guidance is limited to U.S. commercial motor vehicles using the SS92002 in cargo-securement systems subject to the
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations. Use of SS92002 does not change required tiedown quantity, aggregate WLL,
acceptable cargo or anchor points, cargo positioning requirements, or commodity-specific securement requirements.

DRAFT FOR CVSA REVIEW - NOT A CVSA-APPROVED BULLETIN | SMART SecureLoad® SS92002 | Page 4





PROPOSED INSPECTION BULLETIN - U.S. FMCSR APPLICATION

PRODUCT IDENTIFICATION AND WORKING LOAD LIMIT

SMART

Automatic Tensioner
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9200# WLL
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Figure 2. Control membrane: “9200# WLL.” Figure 3. Protected identification label: S§92002 / S/N / WLL 9200 Ib.

The SS92002 carries the manufacturer’s 9,200-Ib WLL in two protected locations:
* The control membrane displays “9200# WLL.” The marking is printed on the protected inside surface of the membrane
construction, reducing exposure to abrasion and weather.

* A second identification label is located beneath the removable battery and includes the model, serial number and “WLL: 9200
Ib.” During normal use, the battery protects this label from routine abrasion and environmental exposure.

The second label provides confirmation of model, serial number and WLL when the battery is removed during normal safe
servicing or inspection. Routine battery removal is not necessary when the external WLL marking is legible.

$892002 is rated at 9,200 Ib WLL and accommodates 3/8-in or 1/2-in welded steel chain. Determine the WLL of the
complete tiedown in accordance with 49 CFR §393.108.
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PROPOSED INSPECTION BULLETIN - U.S. FMCSR APPLICATION

ROADSIDE INSPECTION GUIDANCE

INSPECT THE PHYSICAL TIEDOWN FIRST

Electronic status does not override the physical condition of the cargo-securement system. A green status indication is not
proof of regulatory compliance, and absence of a short green blink every 5 seconds is not by itself proof that the tiedown is
loose.

. Inspect the complete cargo-securement arrangement. Determine whether cargo positioning, tiedown quantity, aggregate
WLL, attachment points and any applicable commaodity-specific requirements are satisfied.

. Determine the complete tiedown WLL. Locate the SS92002 9,200-Ib WLL marking and identify the chain, connectors and
anchor points. Apply the §393.108 lowest-component rule.

. Inspect the chain and associated hardware. Inspect chain markings, chain condition, hooks, connectors and vehicle/
equipment anchor points using existing cargo-securement procedures and the current CVSA OOSC.

. Inspect the $SS92002 physical load path. Inspect the hooks, clevises, pins, and other visible load-path components for
damage that could affect structural integrity.

. Use the indicators only as device-status information. Observe ATM status as described on the next page, but base
compliance and out-of-service determinations on the complete physical cargo-securement system and applicable
requirements.

Securement devices and components used to secure cargo must be in
§393.104 proper working order and not damaged or weakened in a way that
adversely affects performance.

Aggregate WLL requirements continue to apply to the complete cargo-
§393.106
securement system.
§393.108 'I_'he lowest-rated component, tensioner or anchor point governs
tiedown WLL.

Heavy vehicles, equipment and machinery operating on wheels or
§393.130 tracks and weighing 10,000 Ib or more require the applicable
commodity-specific securement, including a minimum of four tiedowns.

DRAFT FOR CVSA REVIEW - NOT A CVSA-APPROVED BULLETIN | SMART SecureLoad® SS92002 | Page 6





PROPOSED INSPECTION BULLETIN - U.S. FMCSR APPLICATION

ATM, BATTERY POWER AND DRIVER INSPECTION

- S§$892002 Control Panel has (2) LEDs
. that illuminate to indicate status.

A - Green LED on Left

9200# WLL - Yellow LED on nght
4

Observed indication Inspector-relevant meaning

ATM is active. This indicates device state only; it is not proof that the

Short green blink every 5 seconds complete cargo-securement arrangement is compliant.

The unit has reached its tightening travel limit while still under tension
Green + yellow blinking continuous and cannot tighten further. Continually blinks; Operator intervention is
required; physically inspect and correct the tiedown as applicable.

No “short green blink” every 5 seconds; no illumination ATM should not be assumed active; physically inspect the tiedown.

BATTERY POWER LOSS
Loss of battery power does not release the tension on SS92002.

Install a charged battery to restore powered operation and confirm ATM status.

ATM supplements rather than replaces the inspections required by 49 CFR §392.9. Subject to the exceptions in that section,
the driver must inspect cargo and securement devices within the first 50 miles after beginning a trip and reexamine them when the
driver changes duty status, after three hours, or after 150 miles of driving, whichever occurs first.

Regulatory References

49 CFR §392.9 - Inspection of cargo, cargo securement devices and systems [eCFR]
49 CFR §393.104 - Standards for cargo securement devices and systems [eCFR]

49 CFR §393.106 - General requirements for securing articles of cargo [eCFR]

49 CFR §393.108 - Determining the working load limit of a tiedown [eCFR]

49 CFR §393.130 - Heavy vehicles, equipment and machinery [eCFR]

Manufacturer:
SMART Securement Systems, LLC | customersupport@smartsecurement.com | SMARTSecurement.com

DRAFT FOR CVSA REVIEW - NOT A CVSA-APPROVED BULLETIN | SMART SecureLoad® SS92002 | Page 7



https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-49/subtitle-B/chapter-III/subchapter-B/part-392/subpart-A/section-392.9

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-49/subtitle-B/chapter-III/subchapter-B/part-393/subpart-I/section-393.104

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-49/subtitle-B/chapter-III/subchapter-B/part-393/subpart-I/section-393.106

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-49/subtitle-B/chapter-III/subchapter-B/part-393/subpart-I/section-393.108

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-49/subtitle-B/chapter-III/subchapter-B/part-393/subpart-I/subject-group-ECFR4edbddd531bf160/section-393.130
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Modular Transport Incidents

No Main Beams
Under Modular

i

Some News Sources Are Mistakenly Labeling This As A
Mobile Home ( Manufactured Home) If It Was The Main
Beams Would Be Visible Under The Manufactured Home

A .
Modular Blown Off Chassis In NC

: Illegal Ghost Trailer

Video Showing Overturned Modular

Overview

This report compiles documented incidents of modular and manufactured homes detaching or
overturning during highway transport in the United States, along with engineering evidence
regarding axle fatigue and failure risks — particularly when recycled or reused axles are
involved.

While some incidents are caused by environmental factors such as wind or sudden braking,
others reveal mechanical weaknesses like axle fatigue, undercarriage deformation, and the
failure of load-securement systems.

Together, these events highlight the urgent need for NHTSA oversight and regulation of the
mechanical integrity of trailers used for modular-home transport and to investigate the ‘Ghost
Trailer’, the temporary carrier system never in the NHTSA/DOT system, undetected for 50
years because of a lack of a VIN number, so in essence, it does not exist.

When recycled or rebuilt axles are used in this type of transport, these risks are compounded
because:



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=45zI1tRz1oc



e The load history of the reused axle is typically unknown.
e Fatigue cracks may be invisible until catastrophic failure.
e Improvised welding or modifications may reduce structural integrity.

e The original material properties and heat-treat profile may be altered.

Axle tubes may have wall thinning or corrosion from prior use.

These factors create a predictable and preventable hazard during the transport of modular
homes, which often operate at or near maximum load ratings for their trailers.

Latest Wreck: Amesbury, Massachusetts

Watch Video Clip




https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WKVatAnPDzw



Date

Apr. 20,
2026

Dec. 8,
2025

Sep. 23,
2025

Sep. 15,
2025

Oct. 21,
2024

Jun. 25,
2024

Location

Interstate 495 North
near Route 150,
Amesbury,
Massachusetts

Route 93, Nescopeck,
Pennsylvania

Highway 14 and
Highway 34
Intersection, Aurora,
Nebraska

Marc Basnight Bridge
(Highway 12 / Oregon
Inlet), Outer Banks,
North Carolina

Interstate 90 Exit 2
Ramp, Albany, New
York

Westbound U.S.
Route 210 (210
Freeway), Pasadena,
California

Description

A modular home rolled off a wide-load trailer during a
three-vehicle collision involving a tanker truck and
passenger vehicle. The structure overturned into the
median, causing extensive lane closures and a major
recovery operation. Authorities reportedly reviewed
load securement and transport conditions as part of
the investigation.

A modular home fell off a trailer shortly before 10:00
a.m., striking two vehicles and injuring at least two
people. Route 93 remained closed for several hours
following the crash.

Half of a modular home fell off its trailer near the
intersection west of McDonald’s, significantly slowing
traffic for several hours. Aurora Police reported the
transport truck had picked up the modular home from
Bonavilla Homes earlier that day.

A commercial motor vehicle transporting a modular
home detached from its trailer during high winds
estimated at 65-70 mph. The structure overturned
onto the bridge railing, creating a major traffic hazard.

A modular home fell from the rear of a tractor-trailer
while navigating the on-ramp to Interstate 90,
blocking the roadway for several hours.

A manufactured home being transported as a wide
load toppled off a big rig and collided with another
truck, resulting in significant lane closures and traffic
disruption.





Sep. 21,  Southbound Interstate A mobile home being towed experienced an
2023 95, Colleton County, axle-related issue while traveling on [-95. During

South Carolina roadside repair efforts, another vehicle struck the
structure, tearing away part of the home and
scattering debris across the highway.

(Industry  Various U.S. Industry bulletins and transport-association reports
Reports)  Oversized-Load reference multiple incidents involving modular homes
Routes or transport structures detaching from trailers during
transit, though detailed public reporting is often
limited.

Relevant Engineering Studies

1.

“Analysis of Vehicle Chassis Axle Fractures” — MDPI (2023)

Demonstrates that semi-trailer axles experience high dynamic stresses that can cause
fatigue and fracture once the yield point is exceeded, especially under road irregularities
and uneven loading.

“Truck Trailer Suspension Axles Failure Analysis and Modelling” — Vilnius Tech
Journal (2022)

Shows that tubular axle geometry, wall thickness, and stress concentration points are
critical to load-bearing performance. Fatigue life diminishes rapidly with repeated heavy
cycles.

“Axle and Bearing Failure Modes in Heavy Trailers” — U.S. DOT / NTL Report
Identifies bearing assembly and structural defects as leading causes of axle-related
transport failures.

“Heat Treatment and Fatigue of Trailer Axle Alloys” — ASRJETS (2021)
Indicates that microstructural inconsistencies and over-hardening can trigger brittle
fractures in reused or repaired axles.

Application to Modular-Home Transport





e High Dynamic Load Exposure:
Modular homes create concentrated weight points that differ from standard freight
distribution, placing additional stress on axles and suspension systems.

e Wind Load and Height:
Modular homes have large side profiles, amplifying lateral forces and torsion on the axle
assemblies during high-wind or emergency maneuvers.

e Axle Reuse Practices:
Anecdotal reports suggest that recycled or re-used axles (sometimes salvaged from
decommissioned manufactured-home chassis) are occasionally employed for cost
reasons, despite lacking OEM certification or traceable testing records.

e Regulatory Blind Spot:
There is no federal reporting requirement distinguishing new, rebuilt, or recycled axles
on oversize-load transport vehicles.
This creates an enforcement gap in NHTSA oversight and compromises safety data
collection.

Conclusion

Even without a large dataset of modular-home-specific axle breakages, technical evidence
strongly supports the conclusion that using recycled or rebuilt axles in modular-home
transport poses an unacceptable risk to public safety.

The stresses encountered in this type of transport — combined with unknown fatigue life and
lack of standardized inspection for reused axles — increase the probability of in-transit axle
fracture, detachment, or loss of vehicle control.

Conclusion

Even without a centralized national database specifically tracking modular-home transport
failures, publicly documented incidents demonstrate a recurring pattern of structural
detachment, axle-related problems, trailer instability, and transport-system failures during
oversized-load operations.





Engineering literature consistently shows that heavy cyclic loading, torsional stress, uneven
weight distribution, wind exposure, and fatigue accumulation significantly reduce the reliability of
axle and suspension systems — especially when recycled, rebuilt, modified, or insufficiently
documented components are introduced into service.

The repeated occurrence of modular-home transport detachments across multiple states
strongly supports the conclusion that current oversight, inspection standards, and reporting
requirements remain inadequate for the risks posed by oversized residential-structure transport.

Trailer axles and transport assemblies are not designed for indefinite reuse under
maximum-load conditions. Every recycled, rebuilt, undocumented, or unverified axle introduced
into the modular-home transport chain becomes a potential point of catastrophic failure.

The absence of federal reporting requirements distinguishing new, rebuilt, repaired, or salvaged
axle systems creates a preventable gap in national transportation safety oversight. Without
standardized inspection protocols, traceable certification records, or incident-specific data
collection, regulators lack the information necessary to fully evaluate the risks posed by
modular-home transport failures on public highways.

Janet Thome President

Tiny House Alliance USA
janet@tinyh llian .or
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		1 

		Apr. 20, 2026 

		Interstate 495 North near Route 150, Amesbury, Massachusetts 

		A modular home rolled off a wide-load trailer during a three-vehicle collision involving a tanker truck and passenger vehicle. The structure overturned into the median, causing extensive lane closures and a major recovery operation. Authorities reportedly reviewed load securement and transport conditions as part of the investigation. 

		2 

		Dec. 8, 2025 

		Route 93, Nescopeck, Pennsylvania 

		A modular home fell off a trailer shortly before 10:00 a.m., striking two vehicles and injuring at least two people. Route 93 remained closed for several hours following the crash. 

		3 

		Sep. 23, 2025 

		Highway 14 and Highway 34 Intersection, Aurora, Nebraska 

		Half of a modular home fell off its trailer near the intersection west of McDonald’s, significantly slowing traffic for several hours. Aurora Police reported the transport truck had picked up the modular home from Bonavilla Homes earlier that day. 

		4 

		Sep. 15, 2025 

		Marc Basnight Bridge (Highway 12 / Oregon Inlet), Outer Banks, North Carolina 

		A commercial motor vehicle transporting a modular home detached from its trailer during high winds estimated at 65–70 mph. The structure overturned onto the bridge railing, creating a major traffic hazard. 

		5 

		Oct. 21, 2024 

		Interstate 90 Exit 2 Ramp, Albany, New York 

		A modular home fell from the rear of a tractor-trailer while navigating the on-ramp to Interstate 90, blocking the roadway for several hours. 

		6 

		Jun. 25, 2024 

		Westbound U.S. Route 210 (210 Freeway), Pasadena, California 

		A manufactured home being transported as a wide load toppled off a big rig and collided with another truck, resulting in significant lane closures and traffic disruption. 

		7 

		Sep. 21, 2023 

		Southbound Interstate 95, Colleton County, South Carolina 

		A mobile home being towed experienced an axle-related issue while traveling on I-95. During roadside repair efforts, another vehicle struck the structure, tearing away part of the home and scattering debris across the highway. 

		8 

		(Industry Reports) 

		Various U.S. Oversized-Load Routes 

		Industry bulletins and transport-association reports reference multiple incidents involving modular homes or transport structures detaching from trailers during transit, though detailed public reporting is often limited. 
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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.

© 2025 Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance All rights reserved.
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2025-02 — ExTe Com90 Load Securement

Com390 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
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Figure 2
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2025-02 — ExTe Com90 Load Securement

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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2025-02 — ExTe Com90 Load Securement

Description of Bunks

The drawing shows a Com90 complete bunk with its different components.
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Lashing Arm

Bolster 10. Pinion 19. Screw with nut
Lower stake 11. Lashingarm 20. Brake housing
Upper stake 12. Locking element 21. Friction pads
Hook-rib 13. Mounting plate 22. Rubber puck
Ring-rib 14. Securing plate 23. Shim
Hydraulic cylinder 15. Clamp 24. Break pin
Sliding sleeve 16. Fastening plate 25. Rib
Slide bearing plate 17. Screw with nut 26. Hook/ring
Rack 18. Inner frame stop 27. Locking pin
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2025-02 — ExTe Com90 Load Securement

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.
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