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1. Opening Remarks & Self Introductions 
Conference Code of Conduct/Media Policy Review 

 

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 Bellevue, WA - April 3, 2022  
 

Attachment 1 – 2022 Bellevue Cargo Securement Meeting Minutes.pdf 
 

Meeting minutes are included for review. 
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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. 

 
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.   22-031-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, a. General Securement – Dirt and Sand  
 
                      Submitted by: Steve Keppler, Scopelitis Transportation Consulting 
 
Summary of Issue  
The commodity-specific cargo securement requirements in Part 393 of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations 
are silent on a number of commodity types. In particular, they do not address securement methods for vehicles that 
carry dirt, sand, gravel, hay and similar materials that are typically related to construction activities. There have been 
instances occurring in the field where vehicles carrying these materials that are not tarped or otherwise covered, are 
being cited for loads spilling, blowing, or falling off of the vehicle. Inspectors are citing violations under several 
different sections of 49 CFR, including 393.100(b), 392.9(a) and 392.2. In some cases, inspectors are also placing 
these vehicles out of service under 393.100(b). Each of these violations carry different weightings in the SMS 
methodology that is part of CSA, and the OOS condition also adds more points.  
 
Justification or Need 
It is our view that, in most cases, these types of materials do not present an imminent hazard condition to warrant 
placing these vehicle OOS. We believe 49 CFR 393.100(b) is primarily intended to address egregious violations and 
more significant types of cargo that present a clear danger to safety should their method of securement fail. This 
position is evidenced by the fact that 393.100(b) is a 7-point violation in CSA – plus it is also included in the OOS 
Criteria. Conversely, as an example, 392.9(a) is a 1-point violation in CSA. Additionally, the inconsistencies being cited 
under the different regulatory sections has a direct bearing on the motor carrier’s safety performance, as well as 
how they compare against their peers with respect to their CSA scores.  
 
Request for Action  
We respectfully request that CVSA consider amending its Operational Policies, issuing an Inspection Bulletin, and 
consider requesting an interpretation from FMCSA to provide guidance and clarification relating to securement 
methods for these types of loads. This will help in furthering uniformity and consistency in enforcement. We point 
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to a Utah law (noted below) as an example that in our view serves to address this issue to both preserve safety, as 
well as to provide more guidance to enforcement and motor carriers for compliance.  
 
72-7-409 Loads on vehicles – Limitations – Confining, securing, and fastening load required – Penalty. Section 3  
(a) A vehicle carrying dirt, sand, gravel, rock fragments, pebbles, crushed base, aggregate, any other similar material, 
or scrap metal shall have a covering over the entire load unless:  
     (i)      The highest point of the load does not extend above the top of any exterior wall or sideboard of the  
               cargo compartment of the vehicle; and  
     (ii)   The outer edges of the load are at least six inches below the top inside edges of the exterior walls or 
             sideboards of the cargo compartment of the vehicle.  
 
Thank you very much for consideration of this request.   In the attached we have provided a few pictures to show 
examples of the equipment/loads in question.     
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7. 22-037-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, d. Aggregate WLL 
 
                        Submitted by: Stephen Purdy, Canadian Nuclear Laboratories 
 
Summary of Issue  
Looking for an interpretation – this package was shipped to us in the shown configuration. The turnbuckles are 
holding the flask/package in the shipping skid and the skid itself is secured to the trailer. The Crosby branded 
turnbuckles don’t have a WLL stamped on them because they are typically found in industrial rigging rather than 
roadside, but have “generic” WLL’s assigned to them based on their size (which is stamped)  
 
Justification or Need 
Interpretation of tie-down assembly definition -- would the turnbuckles be considered the tiedown by a roadside 
inspector or is it viewed as a mechanical assembly that is part of the load? 
 
Request for Action  
Review of the package configuration as shown and provide guidance on the applicability of NSC 10/US federal 
regulations. 
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8. OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, l. Intermodal Containers - Inter-box Connectors 
 

Submitted by:  Mike Mullen, Washington State Patrol 
 

Summary of Issue: 
Clarification or Inspection Guidance on using inter-box connectors as corner securement. 
 
Justification or Need: 
Intermodal containers no longer have a minimum of eight corner castings. Now intermodal containers have corner 
castings and inter-box connections which are situated on either side of the container, usually a few feet back from 
each corner. These inter-box castings are used for vertical stacking of shipping containers. They use twist lock 
stacking pins. The pins are designed to safely and securely stack empty or loaded shipping containers vertically, they 
feature a twist lock action and are made to fit into container corner castings. 
 

Request for Action: 
Can CVSA provide clarification or guidance on using inter-box connections as meeting a corner securement point. 
So, if a container has corner securement castings and also has the inter-box castings, would the use of the inter-box 
casting rather than using the provided corners securement castings meet the commodity specific securement 
standards of CFR 393.126? CFR 393.126 states all lower corners of the intermodal container must be secured to the 
container chassis. 
 
393.126 What are the rules for securing intermodal containers? 
Securement of intermodal containers transported on container chassis vehicle(s). 
 

(1) All lower corners of the intermodal container must be secured to the container chassis with securement devices 
or integral locking devices that cannot unintentionally become unfastened while the vehicle is in transit. 
 

(2) The securement devices must restrain the container from moving more than 1.27 cm (1/2 in) forward, more than 
1.27 cm (1/2 in) aft, more than 1.27 cm (1/2 in) to the right, more than 1.27 cm (1/2 in) to the left, or more than 2.54 
cm (1 in) vertically. 
 
(3) The front and rear of the container must be secured independently. 
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Open Issue/Request for Action Items 
 

9.     21-034-VEH OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement-Tiedown Defect Table-Textile Link Tiedown 
 

Submitted by:  Russ Christoferson, Montana Department of Transportation 
 
Summary of Issue: 
Update the Doleco USA Textile Line Tiedown Assembly tiedown defect table in OOSC. 
 
Justification or Need: 
There are currently 3 manufacturers that are selling the textile link tiedown assembly. The defect table is currently 
specific to only one manufacturer, Doleco USA. 
 
Request for Action: 
Make the tiedown defect table for textile link tiedowns more generic instead of manufacturer specific. 
 
Bellevue Meeting 
There are currently 3 manufacturers that are selling the textile link tiedown assembly. The defect table is currently 
specific to only one manufacturer, Doleco USA. 
 
Comments were made about the lack of marking on newer products offered by companies other than Doleco.  
Canada considers an unmarked tiedown to have a WLL of zero.  The US does not have the same default measures 
and would assume the lowest WLL for the type and size of tiedown.  Representatives from Doleco have expressed 
concern over interchanging products when no WLL is marked.   
 
Jeremy advised the group that current manufacturers were invited to the meeting.  No manufacturers were present.  
It was agreed that more information was needed from the manufacturers prior to any changes in the OOS. Kerri 
asked the enforcement members to send pictures to her of any of these systems when found roadside. 
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10. 21-013-VEH OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement-Working Load Limit/Breaking Strength-393.102 
 
               Submitted by:  Scott Spray, Modular Transportation 
 

Attachment 2 – Petition Letter to FMCSA for WLL and Breaking Strength.pdf 
 
Summary of Issue: 
393.102 (a)(1) and (2) (a)(1) is discussing Breaking strength. This information is not readily available. Clarification 
needs to be made to better understand the requirements of this section. Even the "Practical Cargo Securement" 
guidebook, states that cargo must be secured to the rear (preventing forward movement) .8g of deceleration. It 
muddies the water even more in (a)(2) (a)(2) talks about WLL and does not clearly define that to comply with this 
number you must follow the guidelines of 393.106(d) which states that 1/2 of the weight of the cargo must be 
covered by the WLL of the securement devices. It goes on to say that .43g deceleration and .5g acceleration need to 
be covered... that is not quite consistent with (a)(1). If the driver has access to the breaking strength numbers or uses 
the WLL=1/3 of the breaking strength (which is an industry standard but not the rule and typically not labeled on the 
securement device) then when you work out the math it normally comes out to close to the same requirements. 
BUT, it is not exact, so why have it in there? it just makes the regulation difficult to understand and be in compliance. 
Maybe someone can explain it better, but I have worked the numbers several times (see attached) and they just 
don't make sense. It leaves carriers to make their own assumptions/rules on the requirements. 
  
Justification or Need: 
To better clarify the cargo securement regulations and make a distinction/unification of the two conflicting 
regulations. 
 
Request for Action: 
Amend 393.102, to unify (a)(1) and (a)(2), reflecting equalized results from using either method, OR remove (a)(1) 
because the breaking strength is not readily available information to the end user... the driver. Also reflect greater 
protection against forward movement of the cargo, .435g protection against deceleration and .5g protection against 
acceleration is backward, it should, at a minimum, be the other way around. 
 
Fall 2021 Meeting: 
A petition option was mentioned to request that FMCSA remove the reference to breaking strength. It is not in the    
NSC Standard or the model regulation, so it is solely a U.S. issue. It was also discussed that if a petition is sent in about 
breaking strength, a request should also be made to the U.S. to revisit the WLL that they appoint to direct tiedowns. 
In Canada, the direct tiedown gets full WLL and in the U.S. it only receives half of the WLL. This is problematic for cross-
border transportation. A petition was suggested to request that the US harmonize the information on “g” forces and 
the WLL provided to direct tiedowns to mirror what is in NSC Standard 10. 
 
Luke gave comment on wording for the petition and to make it precise to the request for removing 393.102a and 
adopting the performance standard in NSC 10.  Also, part of the petition is to amend 393.106 to remove the 
direct/indirect wording and make everything 100% WLL.  The petition wording was drafted and reviewed by those in 
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attendance.  Luke stated he had no issues with the wording.  The only wording changes on the petition dealt with 
breaking strength. 
 
Bellevue Meeting: 
Jeremy recapped this issue from the Fall meeting.  393.102(a)(1) and (2)(a)(1) talks about breaking strength. Breaking 
strength is not available to officer’s roadside and neither drivers or inspectors have the ability to measure “g” forces.  
WLL in 393.106 is the standard used by carriers, drivers and enforcement personnel. 
 
A petition was approved by the Vehicle Committee and was submitted to FMCSA on May 31, 2022. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Cargo Securement Harmonization  
Public Forum Agenda 
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada 

November 4, 2022 
09:00 AM – 05:00 PM ET 

Revised Date: October 6, 2022 
 

North American Cargo Securement Harmonization Public Forum    10 

11.  21-002-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Friction Mats – WLL 
 

Attachment 3 – Petition Letter to FMCSA for Friction Mats.pdf 
 
Summary of Issue: 
Currently 393.108(g) states friction mats which are not marked or rated by the manufacturer shall be considered to 
provide resistance to horizontal movement equal to 50 percent of the weight placed on the mat. There is no further 
guidance for their use as far as when they can and cannot be used in determining the working load limit (WLL) under 
393.106. There needs to be guidance added to Operational Policy 15 or regulatory guidance added to the FMCSRs to 
allow for uniformity in determining the WLL when friction mats are used as well as when and what types of cargo 
can friction mats be used on. 
 
Justification or Need: 
A recent inspection of an oversize load with a shipping weight of 120,000 lbs. was secured with a total of 4 chains – 
2 on the front and 2 at the rear per cargo specific requirements in 393.130(c) that had a total working load limit of 
40,000 lbs. aggregate WLL. The driver claimed he was using friction mats that were located under the front axle of 
the machine to meet the requirements of 393.106. (See the attached pictures). With no clear guidance on the use 
of friction mats, we had no choice but to count the friction mats towards the WLL of the machine being transported. 
However, there is no way of knowing the amount of weight being placed on the mat to determine what the mat is 
worth, and it is unclear if the friction mat can be used at all in this situation. 
 
Request for Action: 
Operational Policy 15 or regulatory guidance needs to be created to address the use of friction mats and when they 
can or cannot be used when determining the WLL under 393.106 and if they can be used to meet cargo specific 
requirements. Some suggestions would be: A friction mat cannot be used to replace a tiedown required by the cargo 
specific sections in 393.116 to 393.136. A friction mat cannot be the sole means of load securement in any 
application. Friction mats can only be used on items that weigh less than 10,000 lbs. Over 10,000 lbs., they can only 
be used as a supplement means of securement (blocking and bracing) but will not count towards the WLL. 
 
Bellevue Meeting: 
Jeremy gave a recap of the issue with friction mats and the lack of definition for friction mats in the US. A petition to 
FMCSA was created and presented to the forum for review and discussion.  The intent of the petition is to harmonize 
with the Canadian regulation.  Luke asked if there was any intent to list or restrict when a friction mat could be used 
or if there was specific cargo they should not be used with.  This was not part of the original discussion and the petition 
is to define what constitutes an actual friction mat. 
 
After discussion, no changes were required to the proposed drafted petition. Submitted to FMCSA on May 31, 2022. 
 
This issue was presented to the Vehicle Committee on 4/5/2022 and approved to move forward in the petition 
process. 
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12.  11-043-VEH: Marking and Rating of Tiedowns – Working Load Limit (WLL) on Hooks 

Attachment 4 – NACM Hook Spec - Final.pdf 

Attachment 5 – FMCSA 393.108 NACM Chart Petition.pdf 

Attachment 6 – FMCSA 393.108 NACM Petition Acknowledgment Letter.pdf 
 

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

2021 Spring Virtual Meeting Minutes, Update: 

Petition filed by CVSA to FMCSA reference WLL on hooks.  Luke Loy advised petition was acknowledged so if there is 
rule making this year this issue can be rolled in and dealt with. 

Bellevue Meeting:  
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. 

Luke Loy gave an update on status of the submitted petition.  Initial thought was to deny the petition but now believes 
the petition should be approved.  An unmarked hook in the US would essentially take the entire tiedown to the lowest 
WLL for its size.  Comments from the forum implied most hooks have a rating unless perhaps they are purchased from 
a discount type store.  After discussion it was decided to move forward with approval on the petition. 

Luke will update the forum at the next meeting on the status of the petition. 
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13.  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.  
 
Bellevue Meeting: 
The original issue started with a load of “slinky coils” in a van box trailer.  The load originated in Canada, which does 
not consider “slinky coils” to be metal coils by definition.  The load was stopped in New York and placed OOS for not 
using existing anchor points in the trailer per commodity specific requirements.  The carrier sent another van box type 
trailer without anchor points, transferred the load and was released because it now met the cargo securement 
requirements.  Luke is asking CVSA to submit a letter to FMCSA requesting to remove an old memorandum that 
changed the definition of a coil.  Basically taking metal coil back to its original intent.  This will require a new letter 
being issued to FMCSA.  Carriers in the room expressed concern over letters and memos traded between FMCSA and 
enforcement with no way to be made aware or updated on changes.  The original intent of the petition to FMCSA 
was to remove the requirement for anchor points.  The issue will remain open while Luke does some more looking 
into the FMCSA letter defining what a metal coil is. 
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14.  12-033-VEH: NSC Standard 10 – Section 89(2) Accessory Equipment 
 

Attachment 7 - FMCSA 393.130 Securing Accessory Equipment Petition.docx 

Attachment 8 - FMCSA 393.130 Securing Accessory Equipment Acknowledgement Letter.pdf 
 
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. 
 
 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. 
 
Bellevue Meeting: 
Luke advised the forum that the petition is moving forward.  The petition has been accepted and the new 
determination must be published in the federal register.  We could possibly see something by or before the fall 
meeting. 
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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 
 

 Attachment 9 – FMCSA Petition Regarding Dressed Lumber Petition.pdf 

 Attachment 10 – FMCSA Response to 393.118 Dressed Lumber Petition.pdf 
 
These issues were combined as they both relate to how the commodity specific regulation requires belly straps on 
dressed lumber. The securement issue arises when trailers are loaded from home improvement stores with several 
different types of building materials. The material does not make even levels for material placed beside each other 
which makes the use of belly straps ineffective. The Regulators have discussed that when the rules were developed 
it was never intended to include stacks of uneven goods, only goods that were even and stacked the same and were 
actually dressed lumber or similar building products. They further indicated these items in the pictures were all 
different types of materials and not specifically dressed lumber. FMCSA is working towards regulation that will not 
require belly straps on loads that are 6 feet or less, however, there is nothing in the model regulation to deal with 
loads over 6 feet high. Pictures have been shown of tiedowns that are going through the middle and they are not 
even because it is not possible. The model regulation and testing for the specific commodity section did not 
contemplate the uneven loads. The study was done for loads coming from the mill, it was never really intended for 
the loads coming from a retail store to the end user. It has further been discussed that most retail outlets indicate 
that they can live with staying under the 6 foot level in order to avoid the use of belly straps. Mike indicated that 
FMCSA reached out to the regulators in Canada to see what sort of testing was done in Canada to affect the revision 
that was made. It was determined that there was no testing done but other issues that caused the amendment. 
FMCSA will likely draft a notice to the federal register requesting comments on certain aspects of this issue. They are 
hoping to harmonize with Canada. The second issue is for belly straps on tiers that are not the same height. The 
mixed loads do not always allow for belly straps as they are not always equal from side to side. In some cases, belly 
straps will make the load less secured than if there were no belly straps present. This may or may not be addressed 
in the upcoming notice regarding the 6-foot belly strap issue. FMCSA will report on the status of the petition. 
 
              
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bellevue Meeting: 
Luke advised FMCSA has accepted the petition submitted.  There are several items that are being rolled together in 
one package and moving forward. 
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17.  18-011-VEH: Cargo Securement – Shipper Responsibility 
 
The committee discussed the issue, and it was decided that both the regulators in the US and Canada would have to 
determine whether they wanted shipper responsibility for cargo securement. The committee voted to send the 
attached letter encouraging the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) and the Canadian Council of 
Motor Transport Administrators (CCMTA) to examine the issue of shipper responsibility. This issue was reopened to 
track the status of the response letters from CCMTA and FMCSA. It was requested by the Cargo Securement Forum 
to be reopened for tracking. 

 

Canada has decided in most cases to make the driver the responsible party.  The person that is in care and control 
of the load. Companies are working on securement products that are automated and able to be monitored for 
tightness and securement. 
 
Bellevue Meeting: 
Current guidance requires responsibility to be placed on the carrier or driver.  Carrier’s in the group expressed concern 
over CSA points assigned when their driver had no way to inspect the load.  CVSA does control CSA points but the idea 
was brought up that there could possibly be a “nominal” type violation for this case, somewhat resembling what is 
done with HOS violations.   
 
Policy and Regulatory Affairs has this issue on their agenda and is requesting someone from this forum to be in 
attendance and present this issue.  Terry Hendricks will go to Policy and Regulatory this week to explain the issue. 
 
Policy and Regulatory Affairs, Rapid City: 
On 9/20/2022, Terry Hendricks re-introduced the “Shipper Responsibility” issue back to the Policy and Regulatory 
Affairs Committee.  The issue was briefly discussed, and it seemed that it was deemed by most to be a viable problem 
throughout the country.  Policy and Regs has agreed to take this back to their committee for further discussion and 
it has been sent to the Reauthorization Task Force. The recommendation to the task force will be to gather data by 
adding shipper information to inspections and adding a selection for shipper responsibility. CVSA cannot modify CSA 
points or regulation but gathering data can identify the need for change. 
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18.   Equivalent Means of Securement 

The issue was presented and discussed again as shown in the previous meeting minutes.  There was agreement in the 
group that FMCSA should have a central place for enforcement members to search for FMCSA issued waivers.  Kerri 
presented the idea to the CVSA board to house documents and waivers on the CVSA website, which the board 
approved. 
 
Mike Kasprzak and Luke Loy agreed they would review documents and agree (not approve) to allow letters to be used 
by enforcement.   
 
There was discussion on whether or not one companies engineering documents would cover just the single carrier or 
all of industry.  According to Luke it would have to be specific to the carrier that completed engineering analysis. 
 
Moving forward, documents already approved could be placed in the new depository immediately. CVSA staff was 
tasked with developing a model for review.   
 
The link below, is a sample of what the site could look like. 
 
https://www.cvsa.org/inspections/equivalent-means-of-securement/ 
 
 

New Business 

 
 

https://www.cvsa.org/inspections/equivalent-means-of-securement/

	Chair:  Jeremy Disbrow
	Vice Chair:  Terrance Hendricks
	Secretary:  Marc Studer
	CVSA Liaison:  Kerri Wirachowsky
	Index
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Chair:  Jeremy Disbrow 
Vice Chair:  Terrance Hendricks 
Secretary:  Marc Studer  
CVSA Liaison:  Kerri Wirachowsky  


Index 
Request for Action Items  


6. 22-005-VEH: Ops Policy 15, Item 2 b(1)-Tarp Straps and Bungee Cords C 
7. 22-001-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Tiedowns for Length, Note for section e. and f. C 
8. 21-048-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, General Cargo Securement C 


Open Issues/Request for Action Items 
9. 21-034-VEH: OOS, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement-Tiedown Defect Table-Textile Link Tiedown O 
10. 21-013-VEH: OOS, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement-Working Load Limit/Braking Strength-393.102 O 
11. 21-005-VEH: OOS, Part II, Item 2.  Cargo Securement, Intermodal Containers C 
12. 21-002-VEH: OOS, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Friction Mats-WLL O 
13. 20-017-VEH: OOS, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Automobiles, Light Trucks and Vans-Wheel Lifts C 
14. 11-043-VEH: Marking and Rating of Tiedowns – Working Load Limit (WLL) on Hooks O 
15. 11-030-VEH: Securing Metal Coils in Sided Vehicles O 
16. 12-033-VEH: NSC Standard 10 - Section 89(2) Accessory Equipment O 
17. 16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high O 
18. 12-010-VEH: Cargo Securement - Dressed lumber or Similar Building Products O 
19. 18-011-VEH: Cargo Securement – Shipper Responsibility O 
20. Equivalent Means of Securement O 


 
 
 


1. Opening Remarks & Self Introductions 
Conference Code of Conduct/Media Policy Review.  There were just over 50 people logged in and in attendance 
at the meeting. 


Jeremy Disbrow opened the meeting with introductions.  This is an open forum for all to join and participate.  
Attendees were encouraged to move up to the tables and participate in the discussions. 


2. Adoption of Agenda 
Adoption of agenda.  Agendas are posted on the CVSA website member portal.  There are three new requests 
for action items on the agenda and several open issues. 
Issues should be submitted in advance, if possible, to the North American Cargo Securement Harmonization 
Public Forum through CVSA’s Issue/Request for Action (IRFA) form on the CVSA website.  New issues may also 
be raised at the forum. Issues are generally discussed in the order received. 
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3. Review/Approval of Meeting Minutes from Fall Virtual Meeting – November 23, 2021 
 


Meeting minutes from the virtual meeting from November 23, 2021 were addressed. Minutes from the meeting 
are posted on the CVSA. 


 
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. 
 


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.  


FMCSA (Luke Loy)  indicated he would touch on reports and updates throughout the meeting. 


CCMTA (Mike Kasprzak)  Joined virtually.  Nothing specific to report in this meeting 
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Request for Action Items (NEW) 


6.  22-005-VEH: Ops Policy 15, Item 2. b(1)-Tarp Straps and Bungee Cords 
 


Submitted by: Nick Wright, Kansas Highway Patrol 
 


Summary of Issue: 
CVSA Operational Policy 15, Item #2.b.(1), revised at the 2018 CVSA Workshop in Kansas City as a result of 
issue request #17-032-VEH, is causing confusion among enforcement and industry regarding the use of bungee 
cords for small items such as brooms and rakes. 


 
Action item bringing up the issue of bungee cords once again.  This has been a recurring theme every couple 
of years.  The committee believed the problem had been corrected at the Kansas City meeting, but 
enforcement personnel continue to have confusion on when bungee cords can and cannot be used. 
 
Discussion ranged from use of bungee cords for primary vs secondary securement, removing wording from 
Ops 15 to closer resemble the Canadian guidance, and listing every item individually that would be allowed to 
be secured with a bungee cord. 
 
It was determined to change wording to the United States guidance and strike language as shown: 
 


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


it need to be rated and marked with a working load limit (WLL)? 
 


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


 
The proposed change in wording was presented at the Vehicle Committee meeting on 4/5/2022 and approved 
by the voting members. 
 
ISSUE DIPOSITION: CLOSED 
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7.  22-001-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Tiedowns for Length, Note for section e. and f.  
 
         Submitted by:  Thomas Mrozinski Jr, Frisco Police Department, TX 
 
         Summary of Issue: 


In the Out of Service Criteria Section 2. Cargo Securement e. (3) and (f) NOTE states: Tiedowns shall be 
positioned as follows: i. Tiedowns spaced 10 feet (3.04 m) apart along the length of the vehicle; or ii. A tiedown 
in every 10 foot (3.04) segment of the cargo; or, iii. To accommodate anchor points or cargo damage 
consideration, tiedowns may be spaced or grouped at lengths greater or less than 10 feet (3.04 m). The 
language in the above notes stipulates where or how tiedowns have to be placed on a load of cargo, however 
the regulations do not say the same thing. 


 


Discussion was held about the apparent discrepancy between the federal regulations and OOS criteria dealing 
with positioning of tiedowns.  The federal regulations state the requirement to have a tiedown “for” each 10’ 
of length whereas the OOS criteria not attempts to give guidance on how the tiedowns “shall” be placed. 
Examples were given of loads that overhang the front or rear of a vehicle making it physically impossible to 
place a tiedown in a specific 10’ section.  Another example is structural beams, which cannot be secured in 
every 10 feet of length due to size and shape and the fact it would damage the load. 
 
Industry professionals in the room gave examples of articles of cargo their companies ship and have been 
either written a violation for or cited for due to not having tiedowns in every ten feet of length.  NTC instructors 
in the room confirmed that training materials provided to new officers show multiple pictures and also describe 
how tiedowns must be placed in every ten feet of length unless the article, by design, cannot be secured that 
way. 
 
Kerri reminded the group of a “quick fix” posted on the CVSA website that explains this exact issue.   
 


The group asked for a wording change to simplify the OOS language and provide updated training to the field.  
Mike Kasprzak suggested sending this issue to the Training Committee and looking at having a training bulletin 
created.   
 
The group proposed removing the current note section wording and replacing it with the following: 
 
Positioning of Tiedowns: 
If an article of cargo has the correct number of required tiedowns for length and/or weight, the U.S. 
Regulations/CAD NSC Standard 10 do not specify where they have to be located on the article(s) of cargo. 
 
The change was proposed to the Vehicle Committee on 4/3/2022 and approved by the voting members. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED 
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8.  21-048-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, General Cargo Securement 
 
        Submitted by:  Christopher Vinson, Midlothian PD, TX 
 
         Summary of Issue: 


This dry van enclosed trailer was loaded with cases of bottled water unitized on pallets. The second set of 
pallets forward from the rear shifted during transport causing an instability in the vehicle. The cases of water 
on those two pallets fell to the right during transit into a space between the pallet and wall. This caused the 
right trailer wall to bulge out slightly and a transfer of weight or weight imbalance over the trailer tandems on 
the right side. The trailers stability was compromised as this caused the trailer to lean right with about a 2" 
difference between the trailer tires and frame left side to right and the air bags were shifted right. This is a 
violation in the FMCSR's under 393.100 (c) but OOSC, Part II, Item 2. a. General Cargo Securement only lists 
and OOS condition for 393.100 (b) if items can fall to the roadway. I 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). 
 
Questions were posed as to the effect on the maneuverability of a vehicle and how an enforcement official can 
determine that roadside.  Does the enforcement official have to wait until there is a catastrophic failure before 
something can be done?  What is the extent that makes it an imminent hazard and required to be placed OOS?  
How do you define it as OOS?   
 
Jeremy explained this is growing issue and many in enforcement want to see something placed in the OOS 
criteria, but the problem is where to draw the line to consider a vehicle OOS.  Examples were given to stress 
the fact that an OOS condition may be generated under something else such as commodity specific 
requirements or a suspension issue.  Consensus was that these issues need to be dealt with on a case by case 
basis and most states have provisions for unsafe operation.  General feeling in the group is that adding wording 
or additional items in the OOS would just make the situation worse for industry and enforcement. 
 
No action taken. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED 
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Open Issue/Request for Action Items 
 


9.  21-034-VEH OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement-Tiedown Defect Table-Textile Link Tiedown 
 
 
There are currently 3 manufacturers that are selling the textile link tiedown assembly. The defect table is 
currently specific to only one manufacturer, Doleco USA. 
 
Comments were made about the lack of marking on newer products offered by companies other than Doleco.  
Canada considers an unmarked tiedown to have a WLL of zero.  The US does not have the same default 
measures and would assume the lowest WLL for the type and size of tiedown.  Representatives from Doleco 
have expressed concern over interchanging products when no WLL is marked.   
 
Jeremy advised the group that current manufacturers were invited to the meeting.  No manufacturers were 
present.  It was agreed that more information was needed from the manufacturers prior to any changes in the 
OOS. 
 
Kerri asked the enforcement members to send pictures to her of any of these systems when found roadside. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITON: OPEN 
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10.  21-013-VEH OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement-Working Load Limit/Breaking Strength-393.102 
 
Jeremy recapped this issue from the Fall meeting.  393.102(a)(1) and (2)(a)(1) talks about breaking strength.  Breaking 
strength is not available to officers roadside and neither drivers or inspectors have the ability to measure “g” forces.  
WLL in 393.106 is the standard used by carriers, drivers and enforcement personnel. 
 
Fall 2021 Meeting: 
A petition option was mentioned to request that FMCSA remove the reference to breaking strength. It is not in the 
NSC Standard or the model regulation, so it is solely a U.S. issue. It was also discussed that if a petition is sent in about 
breaking strength, a request should also be made to the U.S. to revisit the WLL that they appoint to direct tiedowns. 
In Canada, the direct tiedown gets full WLL and in the U.S. it only receives half of the WLL. This is problematic for 
cross-border transportation. A petition was suggested to request that the US harmonize the information on “g” forces 
and the WLL provided to direct tiedowns to mirror what is in NSC Standard 10. 
 
Luke gave comment on wording for the petition and to make it precise to the request for removing 393.102a and 
adopting the performance standard in NSC 10.  Also part of the petition is to amend 393.106 to remove the 
direct/indirect wording and make everything 100% WLL.  The petition wording was drafted and reviewed by those 
in attendance.  Luke stated he had no issues with the wording.  The only wording changes on the petition dealt with 
breaking strength. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
 
11.  21-005-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Intermodal Containers 
 
  The following proposed wording/change to Ops Policy 15 was drafted at the fall meeting:     
 


2021 VIRTUAL MEETING 
The forum concluded that this Q&A would be the best wording to address the issue in both countries. The 
following wording will be presented to the Vehicle Committee for approval to the board as follows: 
 
b.(11) Must all storage/office modules with corner locks, not used for intermodal transportation, be secured as 
required by the commodity specific section for intermodal containers? 
 
ANSWER: No, modified intermodal containers used for office space or other storage modules equipped with 
corner locks (i.e., PODs) may be secured using general provision or they may be secured by corner twist locks as 
per equivalent means of securement. 


 
After discussion, it was decided to remove the word “twist” and just use the term “corner lock” to cover all 
integrated securement systems. 
 
This issue was presented to the Vehicle Committee on 4/5/2022 and approved. 
 


ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED 
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12.  21-002-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Friction Mats – WLL 
 
Jeremy gave a recap of the issue with friction mats and the lack of definition for friction mats in the US. A petition 
to FMCSA was created and presented to the forum for review and discussion.  The intent of the petition is to 
harmonize with the Canadian regulation.  Luke asked if there was any intent to list or restrict when a friction mat 
could be used or if there was specific cargo they should not be used with.  This was not part of the original discussion 
and the petition is to define what constitutes an actual friction mat. 
 
After discussion, no changes were required to the proposed drafted petition. 
 
This issue was presented to the Vehicle Committee on 4/5/2022 and approved to move forward in the petition 
process. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
 
 
13.  20-017-VEH: OOSC, Part II, Item 2. Cargo Securement, Automobiles, Light Trucks and Vans - Wheel Lifts 
 
Fall 2021 Meeting: 
 
Jeremy provided a summary about the issue of wheel lifts and tow bars used to tow vehicles behind a truck with at 
least one set of wheels still on the ground. Is the vehicle being towed cargo or is this a driveaway/towaway situation. 
The Vehicle Committee discussed this issue in Wilmington and determined that the vehicle being towed should not 
be considered cargo as it is not being carried. Also, if it was cargo, then the requirement for tiedowns at the front 
and the rear under the specific commodity would be problematic as the rear of the vehicle is on the ground.  
 
This issue has been discussed several times and there have been several instances where inspectors have cited 
393.128 for no straps over the front wheels. Peter Furst and Brian Riker from the towing industry was in the meeting 
to provide industry practices. Industry practice for a wheel lift is regarded as a towed vehicle. They use a two means 
of attachment (one primary and one secondary). The primary is usually strapsto tie it into the wheel lift or if they 
are using a tow sling, it would be chains with a safety loop on the crossbar. In addition, you would add two crossed 
safety chains. Basically, what applies to a towbar would apply to this operation.  
 
Towbars are not as common as they used to be, most industry uses wheel lifts. Peter indicated that he assisted with 
guidance years ago for California Section 29-004 which says if you are going to tow with a tow truck, there must be 
primary securement to secure the wheel to the tow lift or sling and then you have to have two crossed secondary 
chains and the chain must have a latch. Some tow operators say because there is nothing specific in the book, they 
can do what they want.  
 
Other wheel lifts were discussed, that indicate they are strapless in nature, and it was discussed that gravity is not 
a retention device. They only work on certain sized tires and if the tire is too large, it will not work. 
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Due to the decision that this situation should not be dealt with under cargo, the forum agreed that this issue 
continues to come up and the suggestion was that every 5 or 6 years when new inspectors come on, so it would be 
advantageous to add a guidance into Operational Policy 15. The following language was drafted to present to the 
Vehicle Committee for inclusion into the policy: 
 
 b.(12) Do the cargo securement regulations apply to a vehicle being towed by a tow bar, wheel lift or other means 
leaving at least one set of wheels remaining on the ground?  
 
ANSWER: No, for the cargo securement regulations to apply to a vehicle, the entire vehicle must be carried as cargo. 
If a vehicle is being towed with one or more sets of its wheels in contact with the roadway, then applicable 
driveaway/towaway regulations would apply. 
 
Discussion was between definitions in US and Canada.  In the US a vehicle on a wheel lift is considered drive away 
tow away and not cargo.  Some Canadian jurisdictions are calling a vehicle on a wheel lift cargo and enforcing under 
commodity specific rules.  On the US side if the vehicle is completely off the ground it falls under cargo securement 
rules, if any wheels are on the ground it is drive away tow away.  Wording was added to the Ops Policy 15 drafted 
language to insert “in the U.S.”  
 
b.(12) Do the cargo securement regulations in the U.S. apply to a vehicle being towed by a tow bar, wheel lift or 
other means leaving at least one set of wheels remaining on the ground?  
 
ANSWER: No, for the cargo securement regulations in the U.S. to apply to a vehicle, the entire vehicle must be carried 
as cargo. If a vehicle is being towed with one or more sets of its wheels in contact with the roadway, then applicable 
driveaway/towaway regulations would apply. 
 
This issue was presented to Vehicle Committee on 4/5 and approved. Canada later indicated that it applies to that 
country as well, so the “in the U.S.” was removed from the final language. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: CLOSED 
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14.  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. 


Luke Loy gave an update on status of the submitted petition.  Initial thought was to deny the petition but now 
believes the petition should be approved.  An unmarked hook in the US would essentially take the entire tiedown 
to the lowest WLL for its size.  Comments from the forum implied most hooks have a rating unless perhaps they are 
purchased from a discount type store.  After discussion it was decided to move forward with approval on the 
petition. 


Luke will update the forum at the next meeting on the status of the petition. 


ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 


 
15.  11-030-VEH: Securing Metal Coils in Sided Vehicles 
 
Fall 2021 Meeting: 
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. 
 
The original issue started with a load of “slinky coils” in a van box trailer.  The load originated in Canada, which 
does not consider “slinky coils” to be metal coils by definition.  The load was stopped in New York and placed OOS 
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for not using existing anchor points in the trailer per commodity specific requirements.  The carrier sent another 
van box type trailer without anchor points, transferred the load and was released because it now met the cargo 
securement requirements.  Luke is asking CVSA to submit a letter to FMCSA requesting to remove an old 
memorandum that changed the definition of a coil.  Basically taking metal coil back to its original intent.  This will 
require a new letter being issued to FMCSA.  Carriers in the room expressed concern over letters and memos 
traded between FMCSA and enforcement with no way to be made aware or updated on changes. 
 
The original intent of the petition to FMCSA was to remove the requirement for anchor points.  The issue will 
remain open while Luke does some more looking into the FMCSA letter defining what a metal coil is. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
 
 
16.  12-033-VEH: NSC Standard 10 – Section 89(2) Accessory Equipment 
 
Luke advised the forum that the petition is moving forward.  The petition has been accepted and the new 
determination must be published in the federal register.  We could possibly see something by or before the fall 
meeting. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
 
 
17.  16-020-VEH: Amend 393.118(d)(3) of the FMCSR’s requiring belly straps on loads over 2 tiers high 
18.  12-010-VEH: Cargo Securement - Dressed lumber or Similar Building Products 
 
Luke advised FMCSA has accepted the petition submitted.  There are several items that are being rolled together 
in one package and moving forward. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
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19.  18-011-VEH: Cargo Securement – Shipper Responsibility 
 
 


Minutes from 2021 Fall Meeting: 
The issue was reviewed, and it is a request from the industry to make the shipper responsible for cargo securement 
in some cases. In cases where the load is in a sealed van trailer and the driver is not able to inspect the load or has 
any control over the loading. Discussion previously was that there is no regulation in most jurisdictions to be able 
cite the shipper. There is the ability to do so with HM/DG loads within that regulation but there is nothing in the 
FMCSRs or NSC Standard 10 to allow for the same. 
 
Previously, the discussion in the forum was that enforcement and industry agreed that in some cases, the shipper 
should be responsible but without regulatory authority, there was little that can be done. This issue was sent to 
Policy and Regulatory Affairs and letters were sent to both FMCSA and CCMTA to create regulatory language to 
allow for shipper accountability. Responses to both letters were denials. 
 
Jeremy indicated that with COVID and the onset of ADS vehicles, the requirement for shipper responsibility is more 
applicable then perhaps it was in the past. Rex Railsback indicated that in 392.9, the driver is not responsible to 
inspect a sealed load. He indicated that perhaps a request could be made to create a fed violation code indicating a 
shipper fault for the cargo securement and there could be less CSA points assigned to the cargo violations when the 
inspector cites that it was a shipper responsibility rather than the driver/carrier. 
 
It was suggested this issue be sent to Policy and Regulatory Affairs again to discuss the option of requesting FMCSA 
to modify the CSA points. This would require an ASPEN change to have two violation codes (one for the shipper and 
one for the motor carrier). The violation would still appear, but the point value would be less for the shipper 
securement issue than it would be for the motor carrier. Within the SMS system would give less points for a cargo 
securement issue pointed to the shipper, rather than the motor carrier. 
 
One of the concerns was that all motor carriers will seal the loads to reduce their point value for cargo securement. 
The intent is not to eliminate the points, but to lessen them. Another issue was adding a check box asking, “is this a 
sealed load”. This would then remind the inspector to make the determination. Another issue was that it would likely 
have to indicate a shipper seal, comparing it to the bill of lading, otherwise, drivers/motor carriers would potentially 
purchase their own seals to lessen the penalties if caught with a cargo securement issue. Drivers/carriers could still 
be charged, but the points would be modified.  
 
This issue will be sent to Policy and Regulatory Affairs for consideration, and it was discussed that someone from 
this forum should be present in the meeting to explain this request. If approved, then the update to ASPEN would be 
presented to the Information Systems Committee.  
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The only concern was if they get a reduction in points for shipper overloads, will they want more? The conclusion 
was you have to start somewhere, and industry will see that we are trying to work with them without requiring 
regulatory change when it is obvious to the inspector that it was a shipper issue. It was also indicated that this is a 
burden on the DataQ system in states because they request the violation be removed because it was the shipper’s 
responsibility.  
 
Canada indicated that they would continue to hold the motor carrier and/or driver responsible for the cargo 
securement. 
 
Current guidance requires responsibility to be placed on the carrier or driver.  Carrier’s in the group expressed 
concern over CSA points assigned when their driver had no way to inspect the load.  CVSA does control CSA points 
but the idea was brought up that there could possibly be a “nominal” type violation for this case, somewhat 
resembling what is done with HOS violations.   
 
Policy and Regulatory Affairs has this issue on their agenda and is requesting someone from this forum to be in 
attendance and present this issue.  Terry Hendricks will go to Policy and Regulatory this week to explain the issue. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
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20.  Equivalent Means of Securement 
 
Minutes from 2021 Fall Meeting: 
Jeremy summarized the issue that multiple carriers have obtained documentation from engineers stating their cargo 
securement configurations meet the equivalent means standard in 393.102(c). Some examples include nested pipes 
and intermodal containers. These documents are not considered waivers from FMCSA; however, FMCSA does 
recognize the equivalent means standards. 
 The scenario that was discussed was an intermodal container that was being transported in a manner other than 
what is outlined in the specific commodity and the vehicle was placed out of service. The company contacted CVSA 
and FMCSA for assistance and provided engineering documents to show that the means they were using met the 
performance standards and therefore, was secured under equivalent means of securement. 
 There were numerous questions that came out of this situation. FMCSA acknowledged that the engineering 
documents and suggested that this method would be approved. The issue is as more and more issues come up (the 
nested pipes were an issue in Oklahoma), there are questions that have been asked by enforcement that Jeremy 
reviewed. 
 1. Should roadside inspectors accept these documents as an equivalent means to the general cargo securement 
requirements? 
2. Can a letter from an engineer supersede the commodity specific requirements in 393.116 through 393.136?  
3. Do inspectors have the authority to accept documents that contradict the federal regulations, and do they share 
in liability if there is a collision after an inspection?  
4. If engineering documents are accepted, are they carrier specific or industrywide?  
5. Do we need a repository to store these documents for inspectors to view during inspections?  
If these documents can be accepted, there is nothing in writing from FMCSA or CCMTA that indicates that any 
engineering documents from a carrier will supersede the regulations, particularly in regard to specific commodities. 
Without a repository of some kind, it is difficult to ensure uniformity from one state or province to another. It may be 
accepted in one state, but if the vehicle goes to another state, there is no central place for an inspector to go to 
determine if the engineering document is valid and vetted.  
The suggestion to create a repository on the CVSA website was discussed. This would be similar to the emergency 
declaration portal or the Exemption tracker. It would be available on the public side of the website and industry and 
enforcement would have access.  
Luke indicated that there was nothing put in place when the model regulation was drafted to ensure that the 
engineering documents that were vetted and/or tested could be catalogued and available to industry and 
enforcement. There have been several studies done in the past such as: vegetable totes, hay and straw, etc. He 
indicated that some sort of repository should be developed to better house and maintain this information.  
 
He indicated there are at least four or five of these documents already that could be housed there. Jeremy was 
concerned that his main concern was surrounding the commodity specific exemptions. The liability to allow a vehicle 
to continue when it does not meet the specific commodity provisions was the primary concern. Many alternative 
means to general provisions requirements are covered under the specialized loads and equipment such was windmill 
blades, etc. It was suggested that if the engineering document is presented with an engineering seal that the inspector 
would have to accept it and the liability of the cargo securement would fall back on the carrier, not the inspector. 
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Nothing is currently instructed to accept engineering documents, inspectors are not told that engineering documents 
supersede regulation.  
 
Canada indicated that having a repository of these types of documents would be advantageous to them as well. It 
was suggested that there could be a category in the “inspection” tab of the website and then a link to Cargo 
Securement Equivalent Means Documents and they could be catalogued appropriately.  
 
Questions were posed as to who would post these documents to the CVSA website and what they process would be. 
It was suggested that the engineering documents should be passed through the regulators (CCMTA and/or FMCSA) 
in both countries first to be vetted before it is posted, therefore, CVSA would not post any documents unless told by 
regulators.  
 
A question was asked if it would not be accepted unless it was found in the repository. Some of the general provisions 
loads may be problematic. In the short term, it was suggested that we try to create the repository using only the 
specific commodities at the beginning to create the portal. There is no “wiggle room” for specific commodities so in 
the short term, this would be more of a priority.  
 
Luke requested that we try and group the nested corrugated culver tubes, intermodal containers and hay and straw 
exemption and go to the Vehicle Committee to go to the BOD to request that these be posted on the CVSA website. 
Kerri was going to determine whether or not the request has to go to the BOD, this will be researched, and she will 
review the path that needs to be followed. If the request goes to the BOD, there are higher level CCMTA/FMCSA 
officials that sit on the BOD so they can hear the request and comment on whether posting these equivalent means 
on the CVSA website is appropriate. If the documents are vetted through the federal regulators, there should not be 
any issue with the repository on the website.  
 
The forum determined that we would table this issue and discuss further in the meeting in April to determine what 
the forum wants to present to Vehicle Committee and Kerri will provide more detail on the path that should be taken 
if the group decides to move forward. 
 
The issue was presented and discussed again as shown in the previous meeting minutes.  There was agreement in 
the group that FMCSA should have a central place for enforcement members to search for FMCSA issued waivers.  
Kerri presented the idea to the CVSA board to house documents and waivers on the CVSA website, which the board 
approved. 
 
Mike Kasperzak and Luke Loy agreed they would review documents and agree (not approve) to allow letters to be 
used by enforcement.   
 


There was discussion on whether or not one companies engineering documents would cover just the single carrier 
or all of industry.  According to Luke it would have to be specific to the carrier that completed engineering analysis. 
 
Moving forward, documents already approved could be placed in the new depository immediately. 
 
ISSUE DISPOSITION: OPEN 
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New Business 


 
Jeremy opened the floor to any items of new business.  There was no new business to discuss currently. 
 
Jeremy closed the meeting at 5pm PST. 
 


Attendees 
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kerriw@cvsa.org Kerri Wirachowsky 
sean.mustatia@gov.sk.ca Sean Mustatia 
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joseph.st.laurent@wsp.wa.gov Joseph St. Laurent 
bricarpent@pa.gov Brian Carpenter 
christopher.r.rogers@maine.gov Christopher Rogers 
charles.bergeron@risp.gov Charles Bergeron 
tim.cheever@davey.com Tim Cheever 
carongeorge@hotmail.com George Caron 
joseph.romero12@state.nm.us Joseph Romero 
daniel.jacquez2@state.nm.us Daniel Jacquez 
abigail@watrucking.org Abigail Potter 
jacob.perry@wylietexas.gov Jacob Perry 
terrance.hendricks@njsp.org Terrance Hendricks 
tbray@jjkeller.com Tom Bray 
scott.burgess@retailbusinessservices.com Scott Burgess 
matt.thompson@isp.idaho.gov Matt Thompson 
clivingston@azdps.gov Chase Livingston 
dillon.henke@wsp.wa.gov Dillon Henke 
jason.bailey@isp.idaho.gov Jason Bailey 
mathew.austin@gov.sk.ca Mathew Austin 
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james.valenti@cedarhilltx.com Jimmy Valenti 
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Ms. Robin Hutcheson 


Deputy Administrator 


Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 


1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 


6th Floor, West Building 


Washington, DC 20590-9898 
 


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


Dear Deputy Administrator Hutcheson, 
 


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


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


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


regulations. 
 


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


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


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


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


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


makers. 


 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


 


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


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


Code (NSC) Standard 10: 


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


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


(1) 0.8 g deceleration in a forward direction;  


(2) 0.5 g deceleration in a rearward direction;  


(3) 0.5 g acceleration in either sideways direction. 


 


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


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


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


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


following conditions, applied separately: 


(i) 0.8 g deceleration in the forward direction; 


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


(iii) 0.5 g acceleration in a lateral direction. 


 


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


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


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


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


applied separately: 


(i) 0.435 g deceleration in the forward direction; 


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


(iii) 0.25 g acceleration in a lateral direction.  


 


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


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


 







 


3 


 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


countries. 


 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


commitment to safety and stakeholder involvement. 
 


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


by email at collinm@cvsa.org.  
 


Respectfully, 


 


 
Collin B. Mooney, MPA, CAE 


Executive Director 


Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 



mailto:collinm@cvsa.org
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Ms. Robin Hutcheson 


Deputy Administrator 


Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 


1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 


6th Floor, West Building 


Washington, DC 20590-9898 
 


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


Dear Deputy Administrator Hutcheson, 
 


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


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


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


securement. 
 


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


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


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


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


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


makers. 
 


Justification 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


cargo is properly and safely secured.  


 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


 


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


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


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


requirements that outline the maximum usable friction resistance. 


 


Canadian definition 


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


increases the friction between them.  


 


Canadian marking requirements 


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


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


horizontal and lateral movement. 


  


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


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


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


commitment to safety and stakeholder involvement. 
 


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


by email at collinm@cvsa.org.  
 


Respectfully, 


 


 
Collin B. Mooney, MPA, CAE 


Executive Director 


Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 



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


 
 


 
 


Use and Performance Limitation 
 
 
 


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


 


 1. Scope 


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


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


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


 2. Referenced Documents 


2.1 NACM Welded Steel Chain Specifications 


3. Terminology 


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


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


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


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


3.1.4 manufacturer’s identification mark or symbol – A mark, such as a series of letters, or symbol embossed on                                     
the hook by the manufacturer to identify manufacturing origin. 
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NACM   Forged Grade 30, Grade 43, and Grade 70 Chain Hook 
Specifications 


 
 


 4. Classification  


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


5. Materials  


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


6. Manufacture  


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


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


 


7. Performance Requirements  


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


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


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


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


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


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


through 3 for the appropriate size and grade hook.  .  


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


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


8. Dimensional Requirements  


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


 9. Finish 


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


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


11. Product Marking  


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


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


 
 
 
 
12 Warning 
 


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


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


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


 


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


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


 
 


 
 


   


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


Figure 1: General Hook Configuration 
 


 
 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHAIN MANUFACTURERS 
TABLE 1 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHAIN MANUFACTURERS 


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


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


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


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


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







 


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


 
Respectfully, 


 
Collin B. Mooney, MPA, CAE 
Executive Director 
Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 
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March 19, 2021 
 
 
 
The Honorable Raymond P. Martinez 
Administrator 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
6th Floor, West Building 
Washington, DC 20590-9898 
 
RE: Petition for Rulemaking – 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 
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