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1. Opening Remarks & Self Introductions 
Please make sure to sign in at the meeting. Sign in sheets will be circulated.   

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

3. Review/Approval of Meeting Minutes from St. Louis, Missouri – March 31, 2019  
 

Attachment 1 – 2019 St. Louis Cargo Securement Meeting Minutes.pdf 
 

 
Meeting minutes are included for review.  
 

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 
policies, regulations and enforcement for cargo securement in North America. The forum is open to all 
interested parties. 



Cargo Securement Harmonization  
Public Forum Agenda 

November 26, 2019 – Montreal, Quebec 
0830 - 1700 

Revised Date: October 8, 2019 
 

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum    2 

 

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. 19-038-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Tiedown Defect Table - Cordage (Fiber Rope) 

 
Submitted by:  Bryce Ivie, Utah Highway Patrol 

 
Summary of Issue 
We have had questions from inspectors, as well as 
debate/discussion with drivers/companies regarding the 
ability to secure cargo with cordage/rope. The major issue 
relates to knots, including a slip knot-type attachments and 
whether using this type of attachment would meet the 
requirements under 393.112, and be considered 
"adjustable". 
 
The second issue relates to a tie-down being defective if it contains knots. For example, knots are specifically noted 
in chains and synthetic webbing, but appear to be allowed for rope due to the following defect description in the 
OOS Criteria: "Ineffective knots formed for the purpose of connecting or repairing binders." This also ties in to the 
previous issue of whether a slip knot would qualify as adjustable. This could be interpreted that in order to use 
rope as an authorized tie-down, a binder or similar device must 
be used to meet the adjustable criteria? 
 
Justification or Need 
Clarification is needed to ensure uniform enforcement by 
inspectors. 

 

Request for Action 
I request that this item be discussed to determine the 
appropriate uses and guidelines for use of 
cordage/rope for securement of cargo on/within a 
CMV. I have attached a few photos for reference of the 
issue(s).  
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7. 19-021-VEH:  OOSC, Part II, Item 2, Cargo Securement, p. Roll-on/Roll-off or Hook Lift Containers 
 

Submitted by:  Trooper Senior Harold Davis, Alabama Law Enforcement Agency 
 

Attachment 2 - 2019-XX Securement of Roll-on Roll-off Hook-Lift and Lugger Containers on 
Vehicles.pdf 

Attachment 8 – Lugger and Roll-on/Roll-Off.pdf 
 
Summary of Issue 
Properly securing the rear of a roll-off container on a vehicle not equipped with an integral securement system. 
 
Justification or Need 
Clarification different securement methods described in 393.134(b)(3)(i), 393.134(b)(3)(ii), and 393.134(b)(3)(iii). 
(Rear Securement of Roll-on/Roll-off Containers for vehicles not equipped with an integral securement system). 
The regulation, as printed, can be confusing and interpreted several different ways by carrier owners, drivers, 
and inspectors. 
 
Request for Action 
I have attached a photograph which depicts the method of securement most-commonly used in Alabama. 
(3) Secured to the rear of the vehicle with at least one of the following mechanisms: 
(i) One tiedown attached to both the vehicle chassis and the container chassis; 
(ii) Two tiedowns installed lengthwise, each securing one side of the container to one of the vehicle's side rails; 
or 
(iii) Two hooks, or an equivalent mechanism, securing both sides 
of the container to the vehicle chassis at least as effectively as the 
tiedowns in the two previous items. 
 
Is the method of securement, depicted in the photo, adequate per 
393.134(b)(3)(i)? 
Does 393.134(b)(3)(i) require the strap to be wrapped around the 
chassis of the roll-off container? 
Does 393.134(b)(3)(i) require each side of the vehicle to be secured 
using this method or is one side sufficient? 
 
Another issue related to this issue that has been discussed by this forum is whether or not hooks are 
considered part of an integral locking system and does the rear portion of the system have to be within 6’7” 
of the rear of the box.   
 
The current regulation and the NSC Standard 10 does not require the integral locking system to be within 
6’7” (2 m). The model regulation indicates, and industry standards dictate that the system should be within 
6’7” (2 m) from the rear of the box.  
 



Cargo Securement Harmonization  
Public Forum Agenda 

November 26, 2019 – Montreal, Quebec 
0830 - 1700 

Revised Date: October 8, 2019 
 

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum    4 

It was suggested that if the vehicle is equipped with an integral locking system that the distance from the 
rear of the box is not relevant and that distance only applies when a system is not used, and another means 
is being used.  However, it was pointed out that in the 1999 model regulation the way it is worded that the 
distance does apply to the rear portion of the integral locking system.   
 
It appears the information was not transferred into regulation correctly when it was brought in from the 
model regulation, but in order to substantiate that, the regulators suggest that they get the ANSE standard 
to compare it to the model to see what their intent was in development. 
 
There is an issue for the roadside inspector the other issue is what makes the system and “integral 
securement system” that is required to be determined if the specific commodity section is to be used. It is 
necessary to determine if the integral system can be completely passive or does it have to have an active 
element to the system.  The manufacturers are relying on the ANSI standard, but the standard does not 
really give clear direction either. 
 
The regulators need to get more information before they can make the determination. FMCSA agreed to 
reengage with the manufacturer to determine where the ANSI standard came up with their regulation. If 
everyone is using this standard, that can be looked at as a “watered down” enforcement standard. 
 
The Regulators Group will provide an update on their progress on this issue and the draft Inspection Bulletin 
will be reviewed. 
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8. 19-014-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement - Lugger Boxes  
 
Submitted by:  Kirk Sander, National Waste and Recycling Association 

 

Attachment 2 – 2019-XX Securement of Roll-on Roll-off Hook-Lift and Lugger Containers on 
Vehicles.pdf 

Attachment 3 – Hold-Down.pdf 

Attachment 4 – Lugger-Tie Down Strap to Top of Box.pdf 

Attachment 5 – Lugger Pocket and Strap.pdf 

Attachment 6 – ANSI-Lugger Securement Draft 19-3-7.pdf 

Attachment 7 – Lugger Boxes Guidance 2004-2005.pdf 

Attachment 8 – Lugger and Roll-on/Roll-Off.pdf 
 

Summary of Issue 
Enforcement has been placing carriers in many regions out of service for load securement. Some luggers 
have hydraulically activated tipping/dumping pins on their frames. Some commercial vehicle enforcement 
units accept using the tipping/dumping pins. 
 
For those who do not have approval to use the pins or do not have pins on their vehicles the ANSI Z245-1 
committee assigned a subgroup to come up with a container securement solution. 
 
The subgroup was comprised of at least three lugger manufacturers, container manufactures, and many 
other individuals representing Safety & compliance, and Operations from Lugger owners/users. A draft 
document was presented at the last meeting of ANSI Z245-1 Mobile equipment committee on February 
18th, 2019. The Z245.1 sub-committee finalized the document for a final vote of acceptance and acceptance 
of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration and the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance.  
 
Justification or Need 
There is inconsistent enforcement and understanding of what constitutes proper securement for a lugger 
truck.  
 
Request for Action 
The National Waste and Recycling Association and Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc ask the 
Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance and FMCSA to review the attached securement method as a mitigation 
solution for proper securement.  
 
There has been some work completed on this issue, and the draft inspection bulletin will be reviewed. The 
regulators will also report on the status of a potential exemption. 
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Open Issue/Request for Action Items 
 

9. 11-043-VEH: Marking and Rating of Tiedowns – Working Load Limit (WLL) on Hooks  
 

Attachment 9 - FMCSA 393.108 NACM Chart Petition 

Attachment 10 - FMCSA 393.108 NACM Chart Petition Acknowledgement Letter 
 

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. 

 
10.  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. 

The Regulators Group will provide an update on their progress. 
 

11.  12-033-VEH: NSC Standard 10 - Section 89(2) Accessory Equipment  
 

Attachment 11 - FMCSA 393.130 Securing Accessory Equipment Petition 

Attachment 12 - FMCSA 393.130 Securing Accessory Equipment Acknowledgement Letter 
 

This question and discussion in previous forum meetings discussed whether or not accessory equipment 
requires a tiedown. The Regulators Group assessed that this is not necessary and that the intent of the 
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model regulation for the accessory equipment to be “lowered and secured” can be achieved by the 
hydraulics; therefore, the accessory equipment does not need a tiedown over it to be secured. Regulators 
from both Canada and the US concurred with this assessment. Regulators sought information from 
manufacturers indicating that accessory equipment—shovels, dozer blades, and similar—lowered and 
secured by hydraulics is adequately secured.  
 

It was determined in the Portland meeting that FMSCA should amend Interpretation #3 in 393.130 to reflect 
the same language that Canada has in NSC Standard 10.  CVSA petitioned FMCSA to amend the guidance in 
393.130 to be consistent with what is in NSC Standard 10 currently. FMSCA sent an acknowledgement letter. 
In the past, regulatory guidance was not considered the rule, it was only guidance, however, the way the 
current political climate is in the U.S., guidance receives the same scrutiny as regulation they will request a 
Notice for Public Comment to suggest the change. FMCSA will report on the progress of this petition. 

 

12.  16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high 
13.  12-010-VEH: Cargo Securement - Dressed lumber or Similar Building Products 
 

Attachment 13 - FMCSA 393.118 Dressed Lumber Petition  

Attachment 14 - FMCSA 393.118 Dressed Lumber Petition Acknowledgement Letter 
 

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.   
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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. 

 

New Business 

14.  Rainwater leaking from garbage vehicles, etc. 
 

Attachment 15 – Guidance Regarding Leaking Water, etc. 
 

Guidance was received from a state in reference to leaking water from refuse type trucks. The guidance will 
be reviewed to discuss whether it should be included in Operational Policy 15 guidance for all inspectors. 

 
15. Corrugated Pipe Securement 
 

Attachment 16 – Cargo Securement Corrugated Pipe.pdf 

Attachment 17 – Supporting Documents Corrugated Pipe.pdf 
 

Oklahoma forwarded these documents to FMCSA as ab equivalent means.  FMCSA made mention to 
Oklahoma that they were going to have them carry a copy in the vehicle with them. Discussion on how to 
notify enforcement on the document and that it acceptable. 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS


Tensile strength and diameter of Wire as per data sheet provided by Keystone steel and
Wire product 12.5GA HT200 C3GV 4000' 20/P


Max and Min Diameter for a AWG #12.5 wire Sy.=200 ksi
Required factor of Safety


d r 0.099- 0.0041' r 0.0951 .
wire:-I 0.099+0.004 j m =1 0.103 J m


Tensile Strength


N:=4


Relationship between tensile
strength and shear strength a: 0.8"


II


Weight of the tube/pipe


Required max acceleration/deceleration
W-GOO/bf


Basic kinetic relationship is F =m*a. This situation is not a system of particles because the
nested pipe needs to experience a 0.8g Nfl acceleration and therefore
frictional forces are already accounted for.


F=moa


W F:=-oa=400
Ibf


9


Shear Stress. This is a DOUBLE shear case and therefore we account for two areas
under stress.


F
'.1. -----


lo-od .»
4 WIT.,


L2B.2)"} k
124.003 JSt


shear


Max and Min


Define factor of safety


N:J::_s
7


therefore ...
N~[-I.09 1


Itl.808 J
Max and Min Factor of Safety


Since the factor of safety is above 4 or above in both cases, this set up is satisfactory. It
is IMPORTANT to mention again that this accounts for two loops of
wire(double shear). to fasten the pipe.
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l¥:£stonel V[~l~eel£'Wire
7000 South West Adams
Peoria, IL 61641·0002
(309) 697· 7020
fax (309) 697· 71187
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Product Specification
12.5GA HT200 C3GV 4000' 20/P


Product Resource Number 74051


This 12 ~ ga single-strand high tensile Class 3 zinc galvanized smooth wire is
formed in coils from high quality high-carbon steel that has been melted, rolled,
drawn and galvanized by Keystone Steel & Wire in the United States of America.
It is packaged as 4000 foot coils in continuous lengths and ready to be used.


h-_.. Prope~_ ....__.. Tolerance
Wire diameter 12.5 ga (0.099 " ± 0.004")
Tensile Strength


.--.-
200,000 PSI minimum


Breaking Strength 1417 Ibf minimum
Length 4000 feet/coil
Weight --. 100 pounds (approximately)


'-Zinc Galvanized Coating 0.80 oz/ft" minimum (Class 3)


This product meets the requirements of ASTM A641/A641 M.


Made in USA


Keystone Steel and Wire
Technical Services
Peoria, IL
February 13, 2014
Rev. 2.0
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U.S. Guidance 
 
Back in 2004 Captain Ausloos (then Sergeant and co-chair of CVSA Vehicle committee) brought forward 
the concern with the regulations. At that time, and still today lugger boxes do not fall under the cargo 
specific requirements for Roll-on/Roll-off containers. This is verified by Karl, Brian, and the National Safety 
Code.  Captain Ausloos did ask FMCSA to visit this issue over 14 years ago and instructed that roadside 
inspectors rather review the definition of “article of cargo and the applicability of 393.106(a).  
 
The concerns expressed then to which were NOT resolved were as follows… 
 
If the lugger container is positioned in a manner that the chains are tight it will be secured from forward 
and rear-ward movement and the side to side movement is achieved from the arm and chains.   


• If the front chains are tight the rear chains may have slack in them allowing some movement to 
the rear. If these chains would fail there is a secondary means to prevent rear movement which 
would be the hydraulic pins if activated. They would catch on large hooks that is used to dump 
the contents of the bin. Although the bin would slide rearward about 1 1/2' before the pins would 
make contact.  


• Another concern is 393.102 (b) which would technically not be met unless the container would 
have a tiedown providing the 20 percent downward force. The large bar exists but it would allow 
movement approximately 4”- 6” before it would make contact.  


• An officer could say that the chains used to lift the container are not adjustable therefore are not 
an adequate tiedown.  


• The container will be 30,000 pounds or more. Since 393.106(d) only gives 1/2 the WLL of a 
tiedown that comes from the vehicle to an article of cargo (direct securement) the two chains 
together would need to compensate for the reduction in WLL to achieve ½ the weight of the 
article in WLL for total tie downs.  


 
In 2004 he appealed to FMCSA since there are thousands of these on the highway in every state and these 
concerns above beg for FMCSA to perhaps grant an exemption or guidance to address these issues. 
 
So for now… WI State Patrol did educate the officers in 2005 to allow luggers to be operated as depicted 
in… ironically your pictured trucks.    I confirmed with Karl today that is still true he affirmed and qualified 
it with,  
 
“I covered this in the 2005 mcsap inservice.  The chains shall be tight and the pins must be out.  There is 
not commodity specific regulations on these.  When I went to Sadoff’s in 2005 the chains they were using 
did meet the WLL of the box and the load within”  
 
I would consider these chains as tight. 
 







 
 
So as long as the drivers ensure pins are activated and chains are “tight” and Karl stated the picture above 
is “tight”, and the WLL of chains accommodates ½ the weight of the article it’s ok…  
 
I would communicate with your association to see if they want to have the issue addressed. It’s been “out 
there” a very long time. Typically I state leave it alone unless some members begin getting violations for 
this type of load. Then action needs to take place.    
  







Canadian Guidance: 
 
Perhaps we should have a discussion on lugger boxes. 
 
Per the interpretation guide these “lugger boxes” are not “hook lift containers by definition, and therefore 
need to be secured in accordance with Part 1 requirements as noted from guide excerpt below. 
 


“Hook-lift Container” means a specialized container that is loaded and unloaded onto a tilt frame 
body by an articulating hook-arm. 


 
11. Lugger Boxes  
What is required to secure lugger boxes? 
  


Comments: Lugger boxes must be secured in accordance with the general requirements (they 
are not considered to be Roll-on/Roll-off Containers) 


 
Any that I have seen fit somewhat loosely in the truck bed, “close” to the walls on each side, not against 
the front structure, and nothing to the rear. The box is still attached to the chains (one chain on each side, 
looped through a clevis, WLL unknown) on the hydraulic arm however there is no method to prevent 
swinging of the box on the arm, resulting in shifting to the extent stability is affected. During the education 
period we had advised further securement was required, either incorporating an integral system or 
tiedowns of minimum number and minimum strength. 
 
As well at the following link http://www.cari-acir.org/en/pulse10_9.html was more from Doug H. 


Finally, Doug Howie reviewed the NACSS. In Manitoba it was introduced with a 6-month education 
period on 1 April. At the end of the month tickets will be issued for infractions. He explained the 
general requirements and the special sections part, such as the crushed vehicles section. 
Manitoba has taken the lead on “lugger boxes”, which are currently covered under the general 
provisions. It was agreed that local members and CARI will work with Doug to attempt to 
develop a lugger box standard that other Canadian jurisdictions will accept. Although Canada 
could make a change to the NACSS in about a year, the US would likely take closer to 2 years to 
formally alter the NACSS. 


I spoke with Doug H. about this and he has not heard anything back from the group on developing a 
standard. Doug Elliot in BC as well did a presentation with the BC chapter with much the same response. 
 
 



http://www.cari-acir.org/en/pulse10_9.html

http://www.cari-acir.org/en/pulse10_9.html






Question/Answer re:  Leaking water, etc. 
 


Question: 


Clarification was requested whether a driver or motor carrier has responsibility for preventing rainwater 
from leaking from vehicles and containers used to transport municipal waste, demolition debris, 
recyclables and various waste products exposed to the elements for significant periods of time prior to 
transport. Your letter was forwarded to FMCSA's Office of Policy for response. 


 Guidance: 


We have reviewed 49 CFR 392.9, "Inspection of cargo, cargo securement devices and systems," and 49 
CFR part 393, subpart I, "Protection Against Shifting and Falling Cargo," and determined that rainwater 
leaking from vehicles transporting municipal waste, demolition debris, recyclables or various other solid 
waste products that have been exposed to the elements does not constitute a violation of the Agency's 
safety rules. The rainwater which may, under certain scenarios, saturate the waste material that is being 
transported, is not considered part of the cargo. 


 Water and melted snow runoff from the load of debris, etc. being transported is NOT cargo.  It’s one thing 
if it’s chemical waste (e.g., hazardous materials or hazardous waste, but dripping water should not be a 
problem. 


 This interpretation applies to all vehicles transporting municipal waste, demolition debris, recyclables or 
various other solid waste products that have been exposed to the elements, this would not be a 392.9 
violation. if it’s chemical waste (e.g., hazardous materials or hazardous waste it would be a violation of 
the H/M Regulations. Liquids dripping from Municipal or Residual Waste may be a violation of DEP 
Regulations and documented as a 392.2 violation. 








 


 


August 27, 2018 
 
 
 
The Honorable Raymond P. Martinez 
Administrator 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
6th Floor, West Building 
Washington, DC 20590-9898 
 
RE: Petition for Rulemaking – Amend Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations § 393.130 DOT Regulatory 


Guidance Interpretation Question 3  
 
Dear Administrator Martinez, 
 
Pursuant to Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) § 389.31, the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA) 
is petitioning the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) to amend the response in DOT Regulatory 
Guidance Interpretation Question 3 in Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.130 to mirror the language found in the Canadian 
National Safety Code (NSC) Standard 10, Section 89(2) Accessory Equipment.  
 
CVSA is a nonprofit association comprised of local, state, provincial, territorial and federal commercial motor 


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


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


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


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


 
Suggested Language 
Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.130 DOT Regulatory Guidance  


Question 3 A tractor loader-backhoe weighing over 10,000 pounds is being transported on a trailer. The 
loader and backhoe accessories are each equipped with locking devices or mechanisms that prevent them 
from moving up and down and from side-to-side while the construction equipment is being transported 
on the trailer. Must these accessories also be secured to the trailer with chains a tiedown? 
 
Guidance: No. However, if the construction equipment does not have a means of preventing the loader 
bucket, backhoe, or similar accessories from moving while it is being transported on the trailer, then a 
chain would be required to secure those accessories to the trailer. Accessory equipment on a heavy 
vehicle, including a hydraulic shovel, shall be completely lowered and secured to the vehicle with a 
tiedown unless:  


a) the accessory equipment can only move vertically;  







 


 


b) accessory equipment that can pivot, tilt or move sideways is blocked or immobilized by the 
transporting vehicle’s structure or by a blocking or securement mechanism built into the 
transported vehicle. 


Justification 
The question of whether or not tiedowns are necessary to secure accessory equipment has been the subject of 
discussion by the North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum for some time. The regulation 
and subsequent guidance in Question 3 is being misinterpreted in multiple ways and inconsistently applied by the 
enforcement community. As a result, some inspectors are incorrectly placing vehicles out of service when 
tiedowns are not present. In some instances, the inspector is citing the driver for not having the accessories tied 
down when a tie down is not required. In other instances, the accessories are secured with something other than 
a chain and inspectors are citing the driver for not using a chain to secure the load. Both of these are incorrect.  
 
Representatives from FMCSA have indicated that changes to the interpretation are necessary. Discussion with the 
regulators and heavy equipment industry representatives has conclude that there is no value in putting a tiedown 
over accessory equipment that cannot pivot from side to side.  This determination resulted in Canada updating 
the NSC Standard 10 to only require tiedowns on accessory equipment when sideways movement is possible in 
September 2010 and it has been in effect since January 2011. The regulations and the standard have been 
inconsistent since that time. CVSA is petitioning the agency to make these necessary changes to the DOT 
Regulatory Guidance Interpretation Question 3 in Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.130. Specifically, CVSA is requesting that 
the agency amend the guidance to mirror the language found in the Canadian National Safety Code Standard 10, 
Section 89(2) Accessory Equipment.  
 
Amending DOT Regulatory Guidance Interpretation Question 3 in Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.130 to mirror the language 
found in the Canadian National Safety Code Standard 10, Section 89(2) Accessory Equipment will provide clarity 
on both issues to the enforcement community and the motor carrier industry and allow for more consistent, 
effective enforcement of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (FMCSRs). Doing so will not create any 
additional burden on industry and will, in some jurisdictions, relieve industry from the requirement to 
unnecessarily secure certain accessories with a tiedown.  
 
CVSA works to closely monitor, evaluate and identify potentially unsafe transportation processes and procedures 
as well as to help facilitate and implement best practices for enhancing safety on our highways. Commercial motor 
vehicle safety continues to be a challenge and we need the involvement of all affected parties to help us better 
understand these issues and put into place practical solutions. We appreciate the agency’s commitment to safety 
and stakeholder involvement. 
 
If you have further questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me by phone at 301-830-6149 or by 
email at collinm@cvsa.org. 
 
Respectfully, 


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



mailto:collinm@cvsa.org











Lugger securement should be at fixed longitudinal mid-section between the lugs 
on the side of the lugger container. This may be achieved by using a tightening 
device (chains or straps) connected directly to the sides or top of the container, 
reference 10.4.1.2. The tightening device shall be anchored to the vehicle. Other 
Methods of securement may be used if approved by the Regulatory Authority. 
Devices and anchor points must be constructed in compliance with 10.4.1.2  


No Device selected shall create additional hazards to the operator, or other 
parties i.e., forced to climb on vehicle.  


Please refer to examples in Figures #1 and #2: 


  Fig: 1   Fig: 2  


 


An example of a device that enables the operator to attach the securement to the 
top of the container can be found in Figure 3 


Fig: 3.     
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2019-XX – Securement of Roll-on/Roll-off, Hook-Lift and 
Lugger Containers on Vehicles 


 
Created: Sept. xx, 2019 


 
Summary 
 


This Inspection Bulletin reviews accepted standards as well as alternative means for securing roll-on/roll-
off, hook-Lift and lugger boxes on commercial vehicles. 
 


Background 
 


Roll-on/Roll-off or Hook-Lift Container 
When a roll-on/roll-off or hook-lift container is carried on a commercial vehicle, both U.S. 49 Code of 
Federal Regulations (FMCSR) §393.134 and Canadian National Safety Code (NSC) Standard 10, Part II, 
Division 8 have specific securement requirements.  These requirements only apply when the vehicle is 
NOT equipped with an integral securement system.    
 
FMCSR Section §393.5 defines an integral securement system as a system on certain roll-on/roll-off 
containers and hook-lift containers and their related transport vehicles in which compatible front and rear 
hold down devices are mated to provide securement of the complete vehicle and its articles of cargo. 
 
NSC Standard 10 indicates that an integral securement system is a roll-on/roll-off container or a hook-lift 
container when the vehicle used to transport them is equipped with compatible front and rear hold-down 
devices which secure the container to the vehicle.  
 
In both the U.S and Canada, the 
regulation/standard does not specify how 
the securement is to be  accomplished so 
the industry has designed several different 
types, but they all prevent forward, 
rearward and upward movement.  When 
an integral securement system is not 
present, other means of securement are 
required to prevent the container from 
becoming dislodged or moving to the 
extent that the vehicle’s stability and 
maneuvorability is adversely affected. 
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Roll-On/Roll-Off Container 
This type of container is installed on the carrier 
truck or on the semi-trailer (hereinafter called 
“the vehicle”) with a cable that pulls it on a tilt 
bed. Trucks designed for transporting Roll-
On/Roll-Off containers can transport containers 
of different lengths made by various 
manufacturers (see Figure 1). 
 
 
 
 
Hook Lift Container 
This type of container is installed with an 
articulated arm that pulls it and deposits it 
directly on the fixed side rails of the vehicle. 
Normally, Hook Lift containers must be 
transported only with a vehicle specifically 
designed for this purpose. Usually, the 
container and the vehicle’s cargo securement 
system come from the same manufacturer (see 
Figure 2). 
 
 
Integral Securement Systems 
The American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Standard 7.3.4.3 outlines that the integral securement 
system must meet all the following conditions:  


• All the securement devices on the container must mate with the receiving devices on the vehicle 
frame and allow no more than 2 3/4” ( 7 cm) movement in any direction.  


 
• The mating of the securement devices at the 


front of the container are devised of fixed 
hooks on the frame to prevent upward and 
forward movement when the container is 
pulled into the transit position by the cable 
winch (e.g., normally “C” hooks). The system 
also includes stops on the front of the 
container which must be aligned directly 
under the vehicle’s hooks as shown in Figure 
3. 


 
 
 


Figure 1 


Figure 2 


Figure 3 


Hook 


Stop 
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Examples of the integral locking device on the container mated with lock down bracket on the vehicle.   


 


• The hook or other lifting feature which attaches the container to the vehicle must be designed to: 
o Prevent the container from becoming accidentally disengaged during transport 
o Prevent rearward movement of the container, or have an additional device engaged for 


over the road transit to prevent rearward movement of the container. 
 


• The mating of the long rails of the frame and container within one another must provide adequate 
side to side restraint for the movement of the container. 


 


• A single hook type device may be part of an integral  is enough if it is located at the center between 
the rails, but at least two hooks are necessary (one on each side) if they are located on the side 
rails (see above picture). 


 


There is no requirement as to the type of device that is used or the location of the devices providing they 
meet the above conditions. Industry has developed several different types of systems that meet the 
requirements. Providing the mating system is present and mated along the rails and at the front, the 
system is compliant. 
 
 


External rail integral device 


Internal rail integral device External rail integral device 


External rail integral device 
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Without Integral Securement Systems 
§393.134 and NSC Standard 10, Part II, Division 8 provide for an alternate means of securement when the 
vehicle or the container are not equipped with an integral locking system. 
 
The contained must be: 


• Blocked against forward movement by the lifting device (winch or other means), stops, or a 
combination of both or other suitable restraint mechanism 


• Secured to the front of the vehicle by the lifting device or other suitable restraint against lateral 
and vertical movement 


• Secured to the rear of the vehicle with at least one of the following mechanisms: 
o One tiedown attached to both the vehicle chassis and the container chassis; 
o Two tiedowns installed lengthwise, each securing one side of the container to one of the 


vehicle's side rails; or 
o Two hooks, or an equivalent mechanism, securing both sides of the container to the 


vehicle chassis at least as effectively as the other two methods above. 
NOTE: In Canada, the tiedowns used must have a minimum working load limit of 2,268 kg. 


 
• If the system is not an integral locking 


device, the mechanisms used to secure the 
rear end of a roll-on/roll off or hook lift 
container must be installed no more than 
two meters (6 ft 7 in) from the rear of the 
container. 
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If one or more of the front stops or lifting devices are missing, damaged or not compatible, additional 
manually installed tiedowns must be used to secure the container to the vehicle, providing the same level 
of securement as the missing, damaged or incompatible components. 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


Front of Roll-on/Roll Off Container 
(damaged cable connection) 


Rear of Roll-on/Roll Off Container 


Front of Roll-on/Roll Off Container 
(frayed winch cable) 
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Lugger Containers on Vehicles 
 
Lugger container vehicles do not have an integral securement system. They are designed to pick up the 
box and transport it on a flat 
deck of the truck and/or trailer. 
The chains and hydraulic pins 
are not part of the cargo 
securement system, they are 
used in the loading, offloading 
and tipping of the box. These 
containers must be secured as 
per the general commodity 
requirements. 
 
 
 
 
The box must be secured for length and weight and requires the number of tiedowns to satisfy both 
requirements (e.g., one tiedown for every 10 feet or portion thereof plus an additional tiedown in the first 
10 feet if not against a front end structure; the aggregate working load limit of the tiedowns must meet 
half the weight of the container and load). Lugger box securement should be at fixed longitudinal mid-
section between the lugs on the side of the lugger container. Any method is acceptable, but this may be 
achieved by using a tightening device (chains or straps) connected directly to the sides or top of the 
container. The tightening device shall be anchored to the vehicle on the other end.  
 


 


 
  Tiedowns secured to the top on both sides Tiedowns secured to the sides on both sides 
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Guidance 
 
Roll-On/Roll-Off Container and Hook-lift Container 
When inspecting roll-on/roll-off and hook-lift containers equipped with integral securement systems, 
ensure that the system is not damaged and that it prevents movement at the front and the rear. 
 
For those vehicles that do not have an integral securement system or parts of the system is damaged, 
tiedowns must meet the requirements outlined in the U.S. Federal Regulations (§393.134) and Canadian 
National Safety Code (NSC) Standard 10 (Part II, Division 8). 
 
Lugger Containers 
When inspecting lugger containers mounted on vehicles, ensure that the container is tied down as per 
the general commodity requirements for weight and length in the U.S. Regulation and/or NSC Standard. 
 
 






























































Hook Lift Container









Secured to Front









Side Securement??









Rear Securement??









Lugger Truck
No Commodity Specific Regs.









Right side look-Chains are obviously loose









Pins need to be out!!
Not the best but all we have now
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Chair:  Jeremy Disbrow 
Vice Chair:  Terrance Hendricks 
Secretary:  Bud Kneller (absent) 
CVSA Liaison:  Kerri Wirachowsky  


Index 
Request for Action Items (NEW) 


6. 19-003-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement g. Logs C 
7. 18-048-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. a. General Securement - Binders and Tiedowns C 


Open Issues/Request for Action Items 
8. 11-043-VEH: Marking and Rating of Tiedowns – Working Load Limit (WLL) on Hooks O 
9. 11-030-VEH: Securing Metal Coils in Sided Vehicles O 
10. 12-033-VEH: NSC Standard 10 - Section 89(2) Accessory Equipment O 
11. 16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high O 
12. 12-010-VEH: Cargo Securement - Dressed lumber or Similar Building Products O 
13. Clarification on Roll-on/Roll-off Integral Securement Systems O 
14. Transporting of Flatdeck Trailers on Flatdeck Trailers C 


New Business  
15. Hurricane Safety Systems – Tensioning Device5 C 


 


1. Opening Remarks & Self Introductions 
Please make sure to sign in at the meeting. Sign in sheets will be circulated.   


Jeremy Disbrow opened the meeting with remarks and the attendees introduced themselves. Bud Kneller was 
absent for this meeting so CVSA staff will take the notes. It was mentioned that this is a separate meeting from 
the workshop, so folks that want to attend this meeting should register for the meeting.  


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


3. Review/Approval of Meeting Minutes from Montreal, Quebec - November 27, 2018  
 


Meeting minutes were reviewed and included for review. They were accepted with no edits.  Jeremy reviewed 
the actions out of the Forum from the meeting in Montreal for those that were not in attendance.   
 
There are issues that will be presented to the Vehicle Committee later in the week. There were Operational 
Policy 15 amendments that were approved. The first issue that was presented was related to polyester banding.  
Steel banding is typically used, but now there is polyester banding and the question was whether it can be used 
not only for unitizing cargo, but can it be used as a form of cargo securement.  The only banding that is allowed 
in the regulations to be used as cargo securement is steel banding.  All other forms of banding are not approved 
as a non-adjustable means of cargo securement.  This was not the first time that this issue has been sent into 
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the forum for review, so it was determined that an edit to the Operational Policy 15 should be created to address 
this issue.  It was felt that making an edit to the existing policy regarding shrink wrap for unitizing a load would 
be appropriate. Jeremy presented the following amendment: 
 


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


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


 
No attendees in the meeting had an issue with the amendment and it will be presented to the Vehicle Committee 
as written.  The issue was presented to the Vehicle Committee and passed as written. 
 
The other issue request that was discussed was regarding direct and indirect tiedowns. The question was 
regarding WLL.  The question was related to a tiedown that is connected to the vehicle and goes through an 
anchor point on the load and back down to the deck of the trailer but not to the other side. It only goes just 
slightly beyond the center of the trailer. So, the question was whether a tiedown that is not connected from one 
side to the other is indirect or direct. The regulators determined that any tiedown that is beyond the centerline 
will be treated as an indirect tiedown and give full value for the WLL. This is to be considered the guidance of the 
regulators and the issue was closed. 
 


The last issue that was presented in Montreal was regarding scrap metal.  Jeremy explained that it was in relation 
to trailers that are hauling scrap steel and they have four walls, and, on the top, they put two crushed vehicles 
to keep the load in.  The crushed vehicles are generally over the top of the walls of the trailer.  This is often the 
only means of cargo securement.  The question was, should this be a specific commodity requirement, or should 
it be just general cargo securement with a tiedown of every 10 feet.  There is no specific definition in the 
regulations, so it was determined that any number of crushed vehicles will be considered a specific commodity 
load and will fall under the requirements. 
 
It was suggested that a notation could be added to the guidance that is already in Operational Policy 15 in 2.b.(6) 
regarding baled, logged or rolled vehicles.  
 
The forum agreed that the following language should be presented to the Vehicle Committee for implementation 
into Operational Policy 15. Also, it was suggested that “crushed car” be changed to “crushed vehicle” to be more 
consistent with the regulations. 
 


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


 


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


No attendees in the meeting had an issue with the amendment and it will be presented to the Vehicle Committee 
as written.  The issue was presented to the Vehicle Committee and passed as written. 
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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 
policies, regulations and enforcement for cargo securement in North America. The forum is open to all 
interested parties. There is a vast amount of knowledge in the room and it is the task of this forum to provide 
guidance and input to the Regulators Group as well as the Vehicle Committee through discussion in this forum. 
 


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.  Mike Huntley reported that the regulators 
group is headed by John Pearson from Canada.  They often try to meet prior to each meeting, but they did not 
meet since Montreal so he had nothing specific to report. 


Request for Action Items (NEW) 


6. 19-003-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement g. Logs 
 


There was an issue received with 4 different pictures and options of how to secure the load. It was a load of 
a stack of longwood with a load of shortwood at the rear.  How many tiedowns are required when the bunks 
are being used.  
 
The four different options were included with the agenda items and attachments and each option was 
reviewed. The NSC Standard 10 and U.S. Federal Regulations are the same in this case. 
 


The shorter logs are on the bottom.  If the log that is shown was not extended above the bunk, then option 
2 or option 3 would be adequate. The load would have to be crested in the middle if the logs are above the 
bunks.  This is not the case in the picture.  The outer ones have to be touching the bunks.  Mike Huntley 
indicated that in this case, you would have to deal with this as two separate loads.  There was a lot of 
discussion regarding how many tiedowns are required.  By the end of the discussion, it was determined that 
either Option 2 or 3 would be compliant, although Option 2 was preferred. However, Option 3 is minimum 
but adequate providing that the AWLL of the tiedowns are 1/6th of the weight of the load.   
ISSUE DISPOSITION:  Closed 
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7. 18-048-VEH:  OOSC, Part II, Item 2. a. General Securement – Binders and Tiedowns 
 


Clarification was needed on two points.  Can the binder be connected directly to an anchor point and is there 
anything in the regulations that prohibits this method of attachment? They can be connected to chains, a 
vehicle, or the load. The second question was with one chain and two binders, is this one securement system 
or two?  The loose chain in the middle is not relevant. This is not the first time this question has been asked 
and it is unknown why the enforcement community often considers this not be two tiedowns or a loose 
tiedown.   
 
There are pictures in the Part B lesson plan and it is up to the instructor to focus on this issue, but it is unknown 
as to whether it is focused on during training. It was suggested that it could be covered in a webinar to see if 
the situation can be rectified but it does not hit all inspectors.  Other things were discussed such as Inspection 
Bitz, etc.  After a lengthy discussion it was determined that an addition to Operational Policy 15 would be the 
best, it is permanent and a good reference point.  The forum agreed on language to reflect the following: 
 


b.(9)  Can a single chain can be used to form two tiedowns with two binders and can the binder be directly 
attached to the transport unit or the load? 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 


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


The attendees in the meeting agreed to the language and it will be presented to the Vehicle Committee as 
written.  The issue was presented to the Vehicle Committee and passed as written.  
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION:  Closed  
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Open Issue/Request for Action Items 
 


8. 11-043-VEH: Marking and Rating of Tiedowns – Working Load Limit (WLL) on Hooks  
 


Jeremy provided a quick overview on the issue regarding the National Association of Chain Manufacturers 
(NACM) final 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.  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. Mike Huntley 
reported that in the current regulatory environment they are discouraged from making regulation. Unless it is 
deregulatory, there is really no action that can be taken.  
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION:  Open 


9.  11-030-VEH: Securing Metal Coils in Sided Vehicles  


Jeremy reviewed the issue which 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 in 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 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. 
 
Mike Huntley reported that in the current regulatory environment they are discouraged from making 
regulation. Unless it is deregulatory, there is really no action that can be taken.  
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION:  Open 
 


10.  12-033-VEH: NSC Standard 10 - Section 89(2) Accessory Equipment  
 
 


This question and discussion in previous forum meetings discussed whether or not accessory equipment 
requires a tiedown. The Regulators Group assessed that this is not necessary and that the intent of the model 
regulation for the accessory equipment to be “lowered and secured” can be achieved by the hydraulics; 
therefore, the accessory equipment does not need a tiedown over it to be secured. Regulators from both 
Canada and the US concurred with this assessment. Regulators sought information from manufacturers 
indicating that accessory equipment—shovels, dozer blades, and similar—lowered and secured by hydraulics 
is adequately secured.  
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It was determined in the Portland meeting that FMSCA should amend Interpretation #3 in 393.130 to reflect 
the same language that Canada has in NSC Standard 10.  CVSA petitioned FMCSA to amend the guidance in 
393.130 to be consistent with what is in NSC Standard 10 currently. FMSCA sent an acknowledgement letter. 
In the past, regulatory guidance was not considered the rule, it was only guidance, however, the way the 
current political climate is in the U.S., guidance receives the same scrutiny as regulation. They will request a 
Notice for Public Comment to suggest the change. Mike Huntley reported that in the current regulatory 
environment they are discouraged from making regulation. Unless it is deregulatory, there is really no action 
that can be taken.  
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION:  Open 


11.  16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high 
12.  12-010-VEH: Cargo Securement - Dressed lumber or Similar Building Products 
 


 
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 contemplates 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.  Mike Huntley reported that in the current regulatory environment 
they are discouraged from making regulation. Unless it is deregulatory, there is really no action that can be 
taken.  
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION:  Open 
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13.  Clarification on Roll-on/Roll-off Integral Securement Systems 
 


Luke Loy indicated that there has been confusion regarding roll-on/roll-off containers.  There is a winch at the 
front that pulls the container on and serves as a securement on the front, but you need securement at the 
rear. There are C-Hooks and other integral securement systems. The issue is there is no good definition of what 
an integral securement system is.  The C- Hook does not put downward force on the box, and they are 10 feet 
from the rear of the trailer.  If the C-Hooks were not there, then additional tiedowns would be required within 
6’7” from the rear of the vehicle.   
 
The specific commodity requirement only applies to roll-on/roll-off containers if the integral system is not 
there. Discussion indicated that there are several different types of integral systems in the industry and 
enforcement personnel are not familiar with them all. Through discussion it was determined that the specific 
commodity must be outlined in an inspection bulletin.  It was thought that various pictures of different integral 
locking systems should be collected to develop the content and provide guidance to inspectors.  There are 
several different types of systems, some have internal pins, channels, vertical pins, etc. The intent of this 
bulletin would be to clarify when the tiedowns at the rear are required and to identify what an integral system 
is. The forum will request the Vehicle and Training Committee to approve the development of an inspection 
bulletin. Kerri requested that anyone that has pictures of different integral locking systems to send them in to 
assist with the development of the bulletin. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION:  Open 


 
14.   Transporting of Flatdeck Trailers on Flatdeck Trailers 
 


An issue was raised from industry regarding the fact that trailers carrying trailers are not being secured as 
required under the specific commodity requirement for heavy vehicles.  The trailers are over 10,000 lbs. and 
there are inconsistencies in interpretation as to whether these are heavy vehicles or are they general cargo.   
 


The interpretation in for NSC Standard 10 was brought up and it was suggested that this interpretation be 
adopted into Operational Policy 15 for both Canada and the US. In Montreal, it was discussed that by the letter 
of the regulation, the vehicle is a heavy vehicle and it should be a four-point securement.  FMCSA and Canada 
suggested that it was not contemplated that these would be heavy vehicles and the regulators would like to 
revisit the model regulation to possibly allow for an alternative means of securement for loads of trailers on 
trailers.  
 
However, in the meantime, there is no consistency in enforcement, and based on the fact that it was agreed 
that the heavy vehicle equipment specific commodity requirement should apply. It was further discussed that 
the issue is becoming larger as there are some jurisdictions that believe that it should be done as per the 
specific commodity and others are enforcing general provisions. A further discussion was about whether each 
vehicle should be addressed separately, or does it include trailers stacked on top of each other and adding the 
weights together.  It was determined the heavy vehicle is determined by the weight of each vehicle 
independently.  The forum agreed that there has to be direction to this issue and suggested the following 
addition to Operational Policy 15.  
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Are individual trailers that weigh over 10,000 lbs. (4500 kgs) 
transported on other trailers (decked) required to be secured 
as a heavy vehicle in accordance with FMCSR 393.130 (U.S.) 
or NSC Standard 10, Division 7 (Canada)?   


 
Answer: Yes.  
 
 
The issue was presented to the Vehicle Committee and passed 
as written.  
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION:  Closed  
 


New Business 


15.  Revolok Technologies, LLC – Tensioning Device (Timothy Squires, VP Product Development) 
 


A presentation was made related to a new type of binder that is in development to ensure that inspectors will 
not have issue with it at roadside.  The binder has a WLL and the only issue that was brought up during the 
presentation was if there are defective limits that it will have that should make it defective and no longer used 
in a tiedown assembly. If there is, it was suggested that the manufacturer provide the group with any 
conditions that should be reflected in the Tiedown Defect Table to ensure the tiedowns are always useable.  
 


 
16. 19-014-VEH - OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement - Lugger Boxes 


 
This item was received but not on the agenda.  Enforcement has been placing carriers in many regions out of 
service for load securement. Some luggers have hydraulically activated tipping/dumping pins on their frames. 
Some commercial vehicle enforcement units accept using the tipping/dumping pins and some do not. 
 
Luke Loy had been in discussion with the industry and showed several pictures indicating that he thought that 
they are using no means of securement other than the swing arm, loose chain and the pin.  Others were under 
the assumption that they had some sort of tiedown attached to the pin and the issue was whether or not the 
pin could be used as an anchor point. 
 
It was determined that Luke and Kerri need to get further clarification from the issuer to determine what they 
are doing and what they are being placed out of service for. 


 
Attendee Organization 


Jeremy Disbrow Arizona DPS 
Jess Tippie Texas Dept. of Public Safety 
Terrance Hendricks New Jersey State Police 
Andrew Barnes Alberta Motor Transport Association 
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Bobby R. Pfaff Maverick Transportation LLC 
Brian Ausloos Wisconsin State Patrol 
Karl Mittelstadt Wisconsin State Patrol 
Cleve Bare Exponent 
Bryan Horst Manitoba Infrastructure 
Ron Jenkins Oklahoma Highway Patrol 
Robyn Cummings CCMTA 
Regie Wilson Davey Tree Expert Co. 
Tim Cheever Davey Tree Expert Co. 
Marilyn Zolanek MYR Group Inc. 
Chris Nash Alberta Motor Transport Association 
Michael Kasprzak Yukon Government 
Gino Rouselle New Brunswick Dept. Public Safety 
Bruno Fauteux Controle Routier Quebec 
Laurie Hurley Vehicle Transporation Inspection - NB 
Jim Miller Revolok 
Tim Squires  Revolok Technologies 
Blake Goodell Revolok Technologies 
Terry Goodell Revelok Technologies 
Jill Snyder Zonar Systems 
Eric Benson Zonar Sty 
Kerri Wirachowsky Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 
Krista Cull Newfoundland and Labrador 
Laurie Hurley Nova Scotia Department of Transportation & Infrastructure Renewal 
David White Prime Inc. 
Luke Loy FMCSA 
Terry Renfrow Reliance Steel and Aluminum 
Marcus Studer Michigan State Police 
Mark Reynolds Clean Harbors 
Mary Johnson Transport Canada 
Michael Huntley U.S. DOT / FMCSA 
Michael Ahart Omnitracs LLC 
Stephen Purdy CNL 
Eric Morasse Northbridge Insurance 
Alexander H. Michajliczenko Missouri State Highway Patrol 
Allen Cook MSHP 
Daniel Greer Strike LLC 


 





		Chair:  Jeremy Disbrow

		Vice Chair:  Terrance Hendricks

		Secretary:  Bud Kneller (absent)

		CVSA Liaison:  Kerri Wirachowsky
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Cargo Securement Equivalent Means of Securement
49 CFR393.102( c)


Effective Date: August 7, 2019


Dub Ross Company, Inc.
6300 Melrose Lane
Oklahoma City, OK 73127


W. Michael Ross
President, Dub Ross Co, Inc.


THIS DOCUMENT MUST BECARRIEDBYTHE DRIVEROF THE SUBJECTCOMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE,
AND PRESENTEDUPON THE REQUESTOF ANY LEGALLYAUTHORIZED ENFORCEMENTOFFICIAL.


This document authorizes the utilization of the (cargo securement technique described) below in
Interstate Commerce under the cargo securement conditions set forth in the attached engineering
document. Failure to comply with the requirements of the specific cargo conditions as identified in the
attached document may result in cargo securement violations of any inspected load.


Engineering Firm: Holloway, Updike & Bellen, Inc.
P.O. Box 1543
Muskogee, Ok 74402


Wesle . Stewart - P.E.
Holloway, Updike & Bellen, Inc.


Engineering Document


Effective Date: August 13, 2019


Holloway, Updike & Bellen, Inc. hereby certifies the cargo securement technique under scenarios as
described has been evaluated to meet cargo.securement performance requirements as identified in:


'. FMCSA 49 CFR393.102 (a) - Tests conducted on the nested pipe securement device
demonstrated performance under the following conditions, applied separately:


o (i) 0.8 g deceleration in the forward direction
o (ii) 0.5 g acceleration in the rearward direction
o (iii) 0.5 g acceleration in the lateral direction


• FMCSA 49 CFR393.102 ( c ) (1) - The load is immobilized, such that it cannot shift or tip to the
extent that the vehicle's stability or maneuverability is adversely affected.


(See reverse side for Conditions of Operation)
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Conditions for Operation:


This document describes the securement technique used in the transporting of corrugated steel
pipe and pipe arch.


• Applies to CSPdiameters and arch equivalent from 6"_ 144" diameters.
• "Nesting" CSPand pipe arch is when smaller diameter steel pipes are placed inside a pipe


that is secured to the deck with load rated securement devices. The pipe that is secured to
the trailer with load rated devices serves as an "Equivalent means of securement" as
defined in CFR49 393.102(c)(1) as it pertains to lateral motion. The interior nested metal
pipes are then restrained from forward and reverse movement by a double looped
unmarked load securement device.


• This device has been designed and tested to restrain a 500lb pipe to meet the requirements
of CFR49 393.102(a), meeting and exceeding a .8 g-force deceleration and .Sg-force
acceleration. Lateral acceleration is controlled by the trailer straps securing the outer pipe
to the trailer. Pipes in excess of 500lbs, approximately the equivalent of a 36" diameter x 20'
length, are secured by multiple devices utilizing one device per SOOlbsof nested pipe
weight.


• The trailer can be fully loaded or partially loaded.
• Prior to movement of the trailer, the interior, smaller diameter pipe is secured to the outer


pipe by means of a double looped steel wire through punched holes in each pipe and joined
using an industry standard steel or aluminum high tensile wire splice. The sleeve is then
crushed using the number of crimps recommended by the crimping tool manufacturer for
use with the selected sleeve. For the connection to be completed, the "wire tails" must be
bent back toward the connector greater than 90 degrees. (see Figures 1 through 3).


• The device incorporates a 12.5 gauge steel wire which in single strand develops 200K
ultimate tensile with a rated breaking strength of a minimum 1540 and 14171bs each
respectively for the mill product specifications from the included two suppliers. The joined
device is a double strand, thereby doubling its strength. In this configuration the device will
meet a safety factor in excess of 4 for the maximum WLL required for 500lbs of nested pipe
which is in compliance with CFR49 393.102 and 104.
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i ure 3: Iicable to this load
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The Honorable Raymond P. Martinez 


Administrator 


Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 


1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 


6th Floor, West Building 


Washington, DC 20590-9898 


 


RE: Petition for Rulemaking – Add the National Association of Chain Manufacturers’ chain hook specification 


tables to Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) § 393.108.  


 


Dear Administrator Martinez, 


 


Pursuant to Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) § 389.31, the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA) 


is petitioning the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) to amend Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.108 to 


include the National Association of Chain Manufacturers’ chain hook specifications tables (see attached).  


 


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


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


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


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


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


 


Justification 


In April of 2014, the National Association of Chain Manufacturers adopted a document titled “Forged Grade 30, 


Grade 43, and Grade 70 Chain Hook Specifications,” which sets the working load limit and other specifications for 


removeable forged hooks used with Grade 30, Grade 43 and Grade 70 chain as described in the NACM Welded 


Steel Chain Specifications. CVSA is petitioning the agency to incorporate the specification tables included in that 


document in to the tables included in Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.108. Adding the tables to Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.108 will 


provide additional clarity to industry and enforcement regarding the working load limit of removeable hooks, 


allowing for more consistent, accurate use and enforcement of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations 


(FMCSRs). Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.108 currently includes a number of other working load limit tables. Without the 


addition of the specifications for removable hooks, it is possible that the hook is the “weakest link” in the tiedown 


assembly and the tiedown is therefore being given more strength than it should be afforded. Adding the additional 


tables will not place any additional burden on industry, as the tables serve only as information to industry and 







 


 


enforcement. Further, adding the tables will help ensure that cargo secured using the applicable removeable 


hooks is done so safely and in compliance with the NACM specifications and the regulations. In addition, 


incorporating the tables into Title 49 C.F.R. § 393.108 will help bring U.S. regulations in line with those in Canada, 


as Transport Canada is also currently working to incorporate these tables into their National Safety Code (NSC) 


Standards.  


 


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


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


vehicle safety continues to be a challenge and we need the involvement of all affected parties to help us better 


understand these issues and put into place practical solutions. We appreciate the agency’s commitment to safety 


and stakeholder involvement. 


 


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


email at collinm@cvsa.org. 


 
Respectfully, 


 
Collin B. Mooney, MPA, CAE 


Executive Director 


Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 
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