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June 26, 2019 

 

The Honorable Blaine Luetkemeyer 

U.S. House of Representatives 

2230 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

 

Dear Congressman Luetkemeyer: 

 

The purpose of this letter is to convey the support of the Owner-Operator Independent Drivers 

Association (OOIDA) and the American Trucking Associations (ATA) for HR 3474, legislation 

you introduced that would properly clarify the federal definition of a conventional automobile 

transporter.   

 

Collectively, OOIDA and ATA represent a large segment of the trucking industry, including 

owner-operators and motor carriers involved in the transportation of automobiles.  Motor carriers 

continue to be unnecessarily and negatively impacted by the Federal Highway Administration’s 

(FHWA) misinterpretation of longstanding federal law and regulations.   

 

Pursuant to the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, FHWA was directed to develop 

regulations for automobile transporters, both stinger-steered and conventional.  In 1984, FHWA 

issued a final rule declaring automobile transporters to be specialized equipment and prescribed 

front and rear overhang allowances.  In 1988, FHWA issued another final rule defining an 

automobile transporter as “Any vehicle combination designed and used specifically for the 

transport of assembled highway vehicles.”  

 

The 1988 rule also addressed overhang allowances for automobile transporters by stating that 

“…automobile transporters may carry vehicles on the power unit (i.e. the truck) behind the cab 

and on an over-cab rack.”  In short, the ability to carry vehicles on the power unit was 

permissible (and a limitation in some instances), not a requirement.  This was reaffirmed in 

FHWA’s regulatory guidance in 1996 where it states that automobile transporters may carry 

cargo on the power unit and are allowed to use the applicable overhang.  Again, FHWA 

highlighted what was permissible, not what was required.   
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However, in updating their regulatory guidance in 2004, FHWA changed its interpretation by 

adding that to qualify as an automobile transporter, conventional combinations must be capable 

of carrying cargo on the power unit.  In short, what was always permissible now became a 

requirement.  Thus, conventional automobile transporters that do not have the ability to carry 

cargo on the power unit are not considered an automobile transporter and prohibited from using 

the applicable overhang.   

 

Unfortunately, we have been unable to figure out why FHWA changed its longstanding guidance 

on this issue in 2004, nor are we aware of any benefit it provides to highway safety.  In fact, up 

until a few years ago, we weren’t even aware this was an issue because it simply wasn’t being 

enforced.  However, we strongly believe FHWA’s current regulatory guidance is wrong and we 

know how detrimental and inefficient it is to the automobile transporter industry.   

 

At our request, FHWA published a Request for Comments in the Federal Register [FHWA-2017-

0030] in September 2017, which closed in October 2017.  Despite no known opposition to our 

request to FHWA to clarify that non-cargo-carrying tractor-high mount trailer combinations 

should be considered automobile transporters, the agency has yet to act on this issue.   

 

Accordingly, at this time, we believe a legislative remedy is necessary.  For a more 

comprehensive analysis of this issue, we would encourage all of your colleagues to review our 

respective comments submitted to the pending docket which can be found by clicking on the 

following links:  OOIDA comments and ATA comments. 

 

Thank you for your leadership on this issue.  Please contact us should you have any questions or 

require additional information. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

    
Todd Spencer     Chris Spear 

President and CEO    President and CEO 

OOIDA                   ATA 

https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=FHWA-2017-0030-0009
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=FHWA-2017-0030-0027

