
 

Council of Deputy Ministers Responsible for  
Transportation and Highway Safety 

 
Task Force on Vehicle Weights and Dimensions Policy 

 

Minutes  
(Draft December 29, 2005) 

 
 
Date:   November 30, 2005 
Location:  Wyndham Bristol Place Hotel, Toronto  
Chair:   John Pearson 
In Attendance:  (See Attachment 1) 
 

1. Welcome and Opening Remarks 
Mr. Pearson opened the meeting and welcomed participants. He provided a brief overview of the role 
of the Task Force, noting that the primary focus is on improving the national consistency of 
regulations and policies which affect vehicle weights and dimensions.  
 
He indicated that “national standards” are contained in a Memorandum of Understanding first 
endorsed in 1988 by all provinces, territories and the federal government. He noted that the Task 
Force reports to the Council of Deputy Ministers Responsible for Transportation and Highway 
Safety, and can make recommendations to the Council on changes or additions to the MOU 
standards to promote consistency, safety, and productivity. He explained that, where there is 
consensus on proposed changes, these are carried forward to the Council of Ministers Responsible 
for Transportation and Highway Safety for consideration as amendments to the MOU. He noted that, 
since 1988, amendments have been endorsed in 1991, 1994, 1997 and 2004. 
 
Mr. Pearson noted that the Task Force meetings are structured as open forums for discussion, and to 
provide an opportunity to identify concerns, discuss new technologies, and consider proposals for 
changes to the national standards. With regard to process and decision making, he suggested it was 
important to recognize that: 
- provincial and territorial legislation and regulations govern vehicle weights and dimensions in 

Canada 
- each jurisdiction is represented on the Task Force, and a report on the meeting’s discussions will 

be provided to the Council of Deputy Ministers 
- in most cases, decisions on proposals for changes in standards cannot be taken by the Task Force 

at the meeting, and will require consideration by each government individually, and collectively 
by the Council. 

 
He noted that it is both helpful and important to understand and convey the reactions and positions of 
stakeholders on any proposals being considered.    

2. Round Table Introductions and Adoption of the Agenda 
Following round table introductions, Mr. Pearson drew attention to the agenda that had been 
circulated prior to the meeting, and invited comments or additions. There being none, the agenda was 
adopted. 
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3. Vehicle Weight and Dimension Regulations in Canada - Update on Issues and Developments 
a) National MOU on Vehicle Weights and Dimensions 
Mr. Pearson noted that in September 2004 the Council of Ministers had endorsed the following 
amendments to the national standards in the MOU: 

• The box length limit for A Train Doubles was increased to 20 metres (from 18.5m) 
• A kingpin setback limit of a maximum 2.0 m radius applies to the second semitrailer in B 

Train double trailer combinations 
• The Intercity Bus category was amended to include recreational vehicles, thereby allowing 

them to be up to 13.7 metres long, provided all other weight and dimension limits and 
controls for the category are respected 

 
He noted that provinces and territories were taking steps necessary to accommodate these changes.  
  

b) Provincial and Territorial Developments  
In round table review the following reports were provided: 

 
Manitoba 
Mr. Catteeuw reported that changes were being introduced in Manitoba to accommodate lift axles and 
tridem drive tractors. He noted that the MOU changes affecting RV’s were being accommodated by 
special permit. 
 
Alberta 
Mr. Moroz reported that regulatory changes were being introduced to address the changes in weight 
and dimension limits for RV’s, and that the tridem drive configurations were being adopted in 
regulation. 
 
Saskatchewan 
Mr. Cipywnyk reported that tridem drive configurations were being accommodated under special 
permits. He noted that a policy on lift axles was being developed (for empty configurations only), as 
well as use of tag axles. He also noted that the inside wheels (on duals) are being removed by carriers 
on some configurations, and asked for advice on this practice.  
 
Nova Scotia 
Mr. Stonehouse noted that efforts to accommodate the 2004 MOU changes were underway. He also 
reported that assessments were being undertaken of tridem drive tractors, quad axle semitrailers and 
Longer Combination Vehicles. 
 

Newfoundland and Labrador 
Mr. Griffin reported that changes to accommodate the 2004 MOU amendments were under 
development.  
 
British Columbia 
Mr. Elliot reported that the 2004 MOU amendments were being adopted. He noted that use of “empty 
assist” axles (which can be lifted on empty vehicles only) was also being accommodated, and noted 
that an assessment was underway of a tridem drive straight truck – quad axle trailer configuration.  
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New Brunswick 
Ms. Lynch reported that an operational evaluation of LCV’s (twin 53’ trailers) was underway, which 
would continue until April 2006. She noted that grandfathering provisions were coming into effect as 
part of implementation of the Atlantic agreement on uniform regulations. She also reported the 
installation of high speed Weigh in Motion scales in NB that were expected to provide $600,000 in 
savings annually to the trucking industry. 
 
Québec: 
Mr. Janelle reported on developments, noting that changes were planned for 2006 regarding the 
special permit provisions for LCV’s, and overweight and oversize loads. He noted that grandfather 
provisions for wide spread tridems were also being introduced.  

 
Ontario 
Mr. Madill provided an update on developments in Ontario, and provided a presentation on Phase 3 
of the Weight Reform Project (Attachment 2). 

 
c) Open Discussion 
National Weight Limits- B Trains and Tridem Groups 
In discussion, Mr. Sokil suggested that consideration should be given to increasing the weight limit 
on B Trains to 63,500 kg nationally, noting that this limit was already in place in BC, AB and ON. 
He also proposed that the weight limit on medium spread tridems be increased to 24,000 kg, as this 
had already been adopted in most provinces except SK and MB. Mr. Albrechtson expressed support 
for these proposals, suggesting that a focus on economic competitiveness and efficiency was 
critically important. 
 
Quad Axle Semitrailers in Atlantic Canada  
Mr. Seeley proposed that the conditions for use of quad axle semitrailers developed by ON and QC 
should be adopted by the Atlantic provinces as well. 
 
LCV’s in Ontario 
In response to questions, Mr. Madill indicated that there were no new developments to report on 
regarding potential for use of LCV’s in Ontario.     

4. New Generation Wide Based Single Tires 
Mr. Beaveridge (Michelin) provided a presentation (Attachment 3) on the operational, safety and 
environmental benefits associated with the new generation single tire. 
 

In discussion, Mr. Beaveridge offered comments on questions posed: 
- Impacts of tire pressure changes: He noted that the size of, and weight distribution within, the 

contact patch is less sensitive to tire pressure changes on single tires than with duals 
- Tire Blow out and Stability: He reported that testing had shown no major problems with stability 

of vehicles in cases of tire blow out. 
- Scuffing of pavements: He indicated that there are some applications where use of the new 

generation single tire is not recommended (eg. self steering axles on trailers) 
 

Mr. Montague suggested that national harmonization of weight limits for this new technology tire 
was a critical national issue. Mr. Seeley proposed that all jurisdictions adopt a weight limit of 9000 
kg for axles fitted with these tires, in view of the significant benefits for fuel efficiency, the 
environment and economic competitiveness. Mr. Dolyniuk urged all jurisdictions to move together 
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on this issue, as there would be competitive disadvantages if some move to higher weights while 
others don’t. 
 
Mr. Pearson reported that there remained concerns among highway agencies on the impacts that 
these new tires could have for pavement deterioration and increased maintenance costs. He noted 
that Alberta and Ontario had indicated that further testing of the tires was planned for the spring of 
2006. He also reported that the Council of Deputy Ministers Engineering and Research Support 
Committee (comprising the Chief Engineers from the provincial and territorial highway departments) 
would be reviewing the available research on pavement impacts to identify any outstanding concerns 
which should be addressed through further research or testing. 
 
He proposed that a steering committee be formed to guide the discussion and any additional research 
required to achieve national consensus. It was agreed that this approach would be followed, with 
participation on the Steering Committee open to any interested parties.  

Action: Task Force 

5. Unimog Vocational Vehicles  
Mr. Sheridan from Unimog Canada provided a presentation on the Unimog vocational vehicle, 
noting that it is uniquely designed to work in both off road environments and on public highways. 
He pointed to problems being faced in complying with the single tire weight limits in several 
provinces, because of the design of the vehicle and the need to use special tires suited to both off 
road and highway usage. He proposed that consideration be given to recognizing the Unimog as a 
special category of vehicle, with weight limits which would accommodate the unique characteristics 
of the specialized and limited use vehicle. 
 
In discussion, Mr. Sheridan indicated that he was not aware of testing of the impacts on pavements 
of the specialized tires used on the Unimog. In concluding the discussion, Mr. Sheridan was thanked 
for the presentation, and jurisdictional representatives agreed to consider the proposal.  

Action: Jurisdictional representatives 

6. Saddlemount Configurations   
Ms. Pawlich introduced the representatives from Active Transportation/JHT Holdings, and a 
presentation was provided on changes that had been introduced in the United States regarding the 
overall length allowed for movement of saddlemount configurations (Attachment 4).  
 
It was proposed that Canadian jurisdictions consider harmonizing their regulations or permit 
conditions with the new US conditions to support free trade and economic competitiveness. It was 
reported that Mr. John Billing had been retained to assess the stability and control characteristics of 
saddlemount configurations meeting the new overall length limit (97 ft), and the results of this work 
would be made available in the near future. 
 
Ms. Pawlich indicated that additional information on the proposal and its implications would be 
provided to jurisdictions for consideration shortly. 

Action: C. Pawlich 
Active Transportation   

Jurisdictional representatives 
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7. Stinger Steer Truck Trailer Configurations          
Mr. Tschirhart (CTEA) provided a presentation on the use of stinger steer truck trailer configurations 
for the transportation of boats (Attachment 5). He proposed that the special permit conditions 
available for transportation of cars and light trucks in this configuration be extended to include 
transportation of boats, as is the case in the United States.  
 
In discussion it was noted that extendable bumpers are typically used on this configuration to help 
protect against rear under-ride. It was agreed that jurisdictions would consider this proposal with a 
view to developing national consistency. 

Action: Jurisdictional representatives 

8. Lift Trucks on Rear of Trucks and Trailers 
Mr. Palumbo provided an overview of the characteristics of lift trucks that are designed to attach to 
the rear of trucks and semitrailers. He noted that the regulations appeared to vary from one province 
to the next regarding whether the extension in length caused by the lift truck is included in 
measurement of effective rear overhang, and asked for clarification. In round table review the 
following practices were reported: 
 

 Exempt Comments 
BC No Special permit available 
AB  Additional 1.5 m allowed 
SK No Must meet 35% Effective Rear Overhang (EFO) 
MB Yes  
ON No Must meet 35% ERO 
QC No Special permit available (42% of wheelbase if the width of 

lift is less than 2.1 m) 
NB No Must meet 35% ERO 
NS No Must meet 35% ERO 
PEI Absent  
NL No Must meet 35% ERO 
YK Absent  
NT Absent  

  
In discussion, it was proposed that uniformity in practice, signing and marking would be beneficial. 
Concerns were also raised with lack of under-ride protection when such equipment is mounted on the 
rear of vehicles.        

Action: Task Force 

9. Tractor Wheelbase Limits 
Mr. Pearson noted that concerns had been raised earlier in the year regarding the feasibility of 
complying with a maximum tractor wheelbase limit of 6.2 m because of the need to accommodate 
additional equipment on tractors to comply with new emissions standards. He also noted that Quebec 
had introduced a special permit program which would allow tractor wheelbases up to 7.2 metres, 
provided the overall length limit was respected and the wheelbase of the semitrailer was reduced in 
accordance with a prescribed formula.  
 
General support was expressed for the approach taken by Quebec, and it was proposed that all 
jurisdictions consider adoption of similar permit programs.  
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The relationship between tractor and semitrailer wheelbases under this program is as follows: 
 

Tractor Wheelbase 
(m) 

Max Trailer 
Wheelbase (m) 

Tractor Wheelbase 
(m) 

Max Trailer 
Wheelbase (m) 

6.2 12.5 6.8 12.1 
6.3 12.5 6.9 12.1 
6.4 12.4 7.0 12.0 
6.5 12.3 7.1 11.9 
6.6 12.3 7.2 11.9 
6.7 12.2   

10. Trailer Wheelbase Limits 
It was noted that a proposal had been advanced in December 2003 to adopt a maximum wheelbase 
limit of 14.2 metres for lowbed and drop deck trailers (the MOU standard of 12.5 m is too restrictive 
for this type of trailer). In round table review the following practices were reported: 

 
 Adopted 14.2 m Other 

BC - Up to 15.25 m under permit 
AB - Up to 15.25 m 
SK No Up to 13.25 m 
MB No  
ON No Exempt - addressed through annual permits 
QC No Only available for semitrailers with removable goose neck 
NB No Addressed by permit 
NS No Need solution which respects performance 
PEI Absent  
NL No Would consider options 
YK Absent  
NT Absent  

  
Mr. Dolyniuk proposed, and it was agreed, that a working group would be formed to develop a 
proposal for harmonization of policies and practices in this area. 

Action: Working Group  

11. Tridem Drive Tractors 
In discussion it was noted that tridem drive tractors and trucks are growing in usage in western 
Canada. It was agreed that national standards for this configuration would be beneficial, in part to 
ensure that equipment designed and suitable for use in one jurisdiction could be used in others, even 
if the weight limits are not uniform.  
 
It was agreed that a proposal be developed and distributed for comments. 

Action: Secretary 

12. Manufacturers Axle and Vehicle Weight Ratings 
Mr. Catteeuw introduced this item, noting that Manitoba’s regulations include provision that 
manufacturers axle and vehicle weight ratings cannot be exceeded. He acknowledged that this 
provision has not been rigourously enforced to date, but suggested that there were inherent liability 
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issues and possible safety concerns if vehicles are found to be loaded beyond manufacturers rated 
capacities.  
 
In discussion, it was generally agreed that, as a matter of principle, manufacturers ratings should not 
be exceeded. Ms. Lessard commented that ratings are usually based on the “weakest link” in the 
system, and that it is often possible to increase axle or vehicle ratings by changing one or two key 
components. Mr. Peddle commented that exceeding manufacturer’s rating would be a potentially 
serious liability issue for carriers as well. 
 
It was also noted that many jurisdictions require carriers to provide proof of vehicle and axle 
capacity as part of the application process for overweight special permits. 
 
In round table review of current policies, the following responses were provided: 
 

 Regulations reference  
Manufacturers ratings 

Comments 

BC Yes  
AB No  
SK No  
MB Yes Not enforced at present 
ON Yes/No Only applies to SPIF vehicles, not for 

other vehicle configurations 
QC No  
NB Yes  
NS Yes Extent of enforcement uncertain 
PEI Absent  
NL Yes Enforced for past four years 
YK Absent  
NT Absent  

   

13. North American Security and Prosperity Partnership 
Mr. Harbour provided a brief report on developments with the North American Security and 
Prosperity Partnership, and the potential opportunities for harmonization of trucking related 
regulations. He drew attention to the document which had been circulated with the agenda, and 
strongly encouraged participants to provide any comments on issues which should be included on the 
agenda for discussion with the United States and Mexico. 

Action: All participants 

14. Other Business 
No additional items of business were proposed. 

15. Next Meeting 
Mr. Pearson noted that meetings of the Task Force have generally been scheduled when there have 
been new developments, expressions of interest and a substantive agenda. He noted that in the recent 
past, meetings have been held about every two years, and invited comments the worth of the 
meetings and their frequency. 
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In discussion, there were strong expressions of support for meetings of the Task Force, with a 
proposal that there be at least one meeting per year, or more frequently if issues warrant. It was also 
suggested that having advance notice of the meeting would assist in planning and allow issues to be 
more fully developed for discussion. It was generally agreed that a fall meeting in a central location 
would be the preferred option. 
 
For planning purposes, it was agreed that plans would be made for a meeting in November 2006 in 
Montreal.   

16. Adjournment  
There being no further business, participants were thanked for their contributions to a productive 
meeting. 

 
Secretary:  John Pearson 
 
Date Distributed:  December 30, 2005 
 
 

 
 

List of Attachments 
 
 
Attachment 1 - List of Participants 
Attachment 2 - Presentation: Ontario Vehicle Weight and Dimension Reforms 
Attachment 3 - Presentation: Michelin New Generation Single Tires 
Attachment 4 - Presentation: Saddlemount Configurations 
Attachment 5 - Presentation: CTEA Stinger Steer Configurations  
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Attachment 1: 
 

Task Force on Vehicle Weights and Dimensions Policy 
Meeting – November 30, 2005 Toronto 

In Attendance: 
Name Affiliation Phone e-mail 

Greg Catteeuw  Manitoba Transport. & Gov't Services 204-945-3898 Gcatteeuw@hwy.gov.mb.ca 
Peter Kolton Tembec 416-864-7517 Peter.kolton@tembec.com 
David Church Forest Products Assn of Canada 613-563-1441 Dchurch@fpac.ca 
Alvin Moroz Alta Infrastructure and Transportation 403-340-5189 Alvin.moroz@gov.ab.ca 
Don Stonehouse NS Transportation & Public Works 902-424-2490 Stonehdo@gov.ns.ca 
Andrew Cipywnyk Sask Highways  306-787-6998 acipywynk@highways.gov.sk.ca 
William Griffin Newfoundland Government Services 709-729-3454 griffinw@gov.nl.ca 
Doug Elliot BC Transportation 250-953-4017 Douglas.elliot@gov.bc.ca 
Sophie Tremblay Quebec Trucking Association 514-932-0377 stremblay@carrefour-acq.org 
Barrie Montague Ontario Trucking Association 416-249-7409 bmontague@ontruck.org 
Geoff Wood Ontario Trucking Association 416-249-7409 Geoffrey.wood@ontruck.org 
Josee Lessard Manac Inc 418-228-2018 Josee.lessard@manac.ca 
Elemer Ivan BIK Hydraulics Ltd 416-679-3838 elemer@bikboomtrucks.com 
John Baker BIK Hydraulics Ltd 416-679-3838 johnb@bikboomtrucks.com 
Conrad Palumbo Princeton Delivery Systems 614-834-5012 c.palumbo@piggy-back.com 
Jordan Kalas  Bridgestone-Firestone Canada 905-890-1820 kalasjordan@bfusa.com 
Norm Shupe Mullen Group Inc 403-652-8832 nshupe@mullen-group.com 
Bill Sokil Sokil Express Lines 780-479-1955  
Bill Harbour Transport Canada 613-998-1907 Harboub@tc.gc.ca 
Greg Sheridan  Unimog North America 604-576-0835 gregsheridan@freightliner.com 
Bob Mc Ternan Unimog North America 503-745-7601 bobmcternan@freightliner.com 
Greg Bond Manitoulin Transport  705-282-2640 Gbond@manitoulintransport.com 
Mark Brown  Forest Engineering Research Institute 514-694-1140 Mark-b@mtl.feric.ca 
Gord Peddle D.D. Transport Ltd 709-368-1773 gpeddle@ddtransport.com 
Dave Hewitt Waltron Inc 519-674-5488  
Ron McLean Waltron Trailers Inc 519-674-5488 rmclean@waltrontrailers.com 
Eddy Tschirhart Cdn Transportation Equipment Assn 519-631-0414 eddyt@atminc.on.ca 
John Billing Consultant 416-499-3202 Jrbilling@sympatico.ca 
John Erik Albrechtsen Pauls Hauling 204-631-4505 Jea@phl.ca 
Bob Dolyniuk MTA 204-632-6600 Bobd@trucking.mb.ca 
Nancy Lynch NB Dept of Transportation 506-453-2802 Nancy.lynch@gnb.ca 
Denis Goguen N.B. Dept of Transportation 506-453-2802 Denis.goguen@gnb.ca 
Heather Murray Sparrow Piloting 306-244-2350 sparrowpilot@shaw.ca 
Glen Van Dyke Active Transportation Inc. 262-564-5251 gvandyke@activetransport.com 
John Erickson JHT Holdings Inc. 262-564-5288 jerickson@jhtholdings.com 
Don Schuettenberg Active Transportation Inc 262-564-5326 dschuettenberg@activetransport.com 
Catherine Pawluch Gowlings 416-862-4371 Catherine.pawluch@gowlings.ca 
Bruce J. Richards Private Motor Truck Council  905-827-0587 trucks@pmtc.ca 
Francois Beauchamp  Michelin Canada 450-680-4993 Francois.beauchamp@ca.michelin.com 
Ralph Beaveridge  Michelin Canada 450-978-4705 Ralph.beaveridge@ca.michelin.com 
Vernon Seeley Sunbury  506-634-4254 seeley.vernon@sunbury.ca 
Eric Amlin FERIC  604-228-1555 Eric-a@vcr.feric.ca 
Gervais Corbin Transports Québec 418-644-5593 Gervais.corbin@mtq.gouv.qc.ca 
Francois Janelle Transports Québec 418-646-7612 Francois.janelle@mtq.gouv.qc.ca 
Alfonso Corredor Ontario Ministry of Transportation 416-235-3815 Alfonso.corridor@mto.gov.on.ca 
Robert Barsalou Ontario Ministry of Transportation 905-704-2518 Robert.barsalou@mto.gov.on.ca 
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Robert Monster Ontario Ministry of Transportation 905-704-2967 Robert.monster@mto.gov.on.ca 
Joseph Ponniah  Ontario Ministry of Transportation 519-888-4567 jeponniah@uwaterloo.ca 
Bill Raney Ontario Ministry of Transportation 416-235-3636 Bill.raney@mto.gov.on.ca 
Ron Madill Ontario Ministry of Transportation 519-473-6543 Ron.madill@mto.gov.on.ca 
John Pearson Council of DM's Secretariat 613-247-9347 Jpearson@comt.ca 
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Vehicle Weight and 
Dimension (VW&D) Reforms


Task Force on VW&D Policy
November 2005


Ontario Ministry of Transportation


VW&D Reforms - 4 Phases


Phase 1 (2001) - 'light' semi-trailers


Phase 2 (2002) - dump semi-trailers


Phase 3 (2005) - 'heavy' semi-trailers / doubles


Phase 4 (2008) - straight trucks and trailers


2
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Migration to SPIF
• From 'permissive' system


• To prescribed vehicles that are:


Safe


Productive                                SPIF
Infrastructure-Friendly
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Requirement to be SPIF


4500 / 9000 kg 
penalty


Any trailer built 
in or after 2006


Heavy (4+ axles)
Semis / Doubles


3000 kg penalty
(will increase to 


4500 kg)


Effective 
January 1, 2006


Light (1,2,3 axles)
Semi-Trailers


4500 / 9000 kg 
penalty


Any trailer built 
in or after 2003


Dump
Semi-Trailers


IllegalAlwaysLong
Combinations


Consequence of 
non-SPIF:


Must be SPIF as 
of:
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SPIF Dimensional Limits


• Tractor wheelbase - max 6.2m (244")
(if long comb or tractor built after 2005)


• Semi-trailer length - max 16.2m (53')


• Semi-trailer wheelbase - max 12.5m (41')


• Effective rear overhang - 35% of w/b


• Track width - 2.5 to 2.6m (98" to 102") 
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General SPIF Requirements
• 'Invisible' lift-axles are allowed.


• Single tires allowed 8,000 kg / fixed axle.


• Front axle capped at 7,700 kg.


• On-board scale required (4, 5 and 6 axle 
semi-trailers only).


• Enhanced braking system ( 5 and 6 axle 
semi-trailers only).
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SPIF Self-Steers
• Self-steers can be liftable.


• Restrictions on lift-controls.


• Self-steers must load-equalize to within 
500 kg of average on fixed axles.


• Single tires allowed on self-steer axles up 
to 8,500 kg on quad and 9,000 kg on 
triaxle.


7


SPIF Fixed Axle Tractor-Trailers


max 27,700 kg


max 45,900 kg


max 52,800 kg
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1


1


1
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SPIF Self-Steer Axle Tractor-Trailers


max 55,450 kg


max 60,800 kg


max 63,500 kg
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2


3


4


SPIF Self-Steer Axle Tractor-Trailers


max 63,500 kg


max 63,500 kg


max 63,500 kg
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5


6


7
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SPIF Tridem Drive Tractor-Trailers


max 55,700 kg


max 58,350 kg


max 63,500 kg
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8


9


10


SPIF Double Trailer Combinations (A, B, C train)


max          53,500 kg


12


11


12


13


max          63,500 kg


max          58,000 kg
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VW&D Reforms


Highway Traffic Act
Regulation 413/05


www.e-laws.gov.on.ca
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s sMTO Contact (VW&D)


Ron Madill
Project Lead – VW&D Reforms


(519) 473-6543


ron.madill@mto.gov.on.ca
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New Generation Single TiresNew Generation Single Tires


A review of the facts
Presented by Ralph Beaveridge of Michelin North America (Canada) Inc.


A review of the facts
Presented by Ralph Beaveridge of Michelin North America (Canada) Inc.
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Agenda
Introduction


New versus old


Pavement
! HMA
! Subgrade


Real world duals


Real world value


Singles can save the world


Equality for New Generation single tires


 







Slide 3 


Page 3


Introduction


Transportation
Responsibility


Five years
United with industry


Michelin, father, Canadian
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Unique Infini-CoilTM technology.
¼ mile of continuous steel cable to 


help eliminate casing growth


Full width steel 
protection


New technology to limit tread 
deformation
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Even distribution of contact stress
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Avg Contact Stress Per Tire Size
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Pavement


There have been two pavement arguments:


“singles are tougher on our weaker Canadian 
pavements…weaker meaning thinner HMA layer”


“we are not so concerned with the HMA layer as the 
subgrade. It is the destruction of the sub layer by single 
tires that concerns us”
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Pavement…facts


Fact:
Initial Virginia Tech (VT) study looked at strong 
pavements and applied US loads – 80,000 GVW.


• US directed test on pavement impact of tires
• Clearly showed no impact of single versus dual 


configurations on HMA or subgrade with US loads


Up to 7,700kg/axle singles have no impact
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Pavement…facts


Fact:
Provincial governments are faced with shrinking monies 
for road maintenance and greater public and industry 
frustration with a  National Highway System in generally 
poor condition.


• A product with negative impact on pavement life needs 
to be avoided


• Products that have a positive or neutral effect on 
pavements must be considered on other merits
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Pavement…facts


Fact:
Laval University study commissioned by the MTQ to 
examine pavement impact of new generation singles is 
the basis of the MTQ report.


• Canadian loads, weaker pavement
• HMA – ‘summer X One slightly positive, spring X One 


slightly negative’
• Regarding the subgrade – margin of error too large to 


use measurements
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Pavement…facts
Fact:


Tire contact stress is not evenly distributed across the 
contact patch


• Research based on this assumption is flawed


Fact:
The tire contact patch is neither round nor spherical for 
all tires


• Research using this assumption has ignored an 
important advancement in tire design
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Pavement…facts
Fact:


Most single tire impact studies have looked at traditional 
single tires (apples and watermelons)


• Attributing those results to new generation singles in 
inaccurate and unfair.


Fact:
The MTO study by J. Ponniah is a theoretical study. 


• Joseph clearly indicated he would defer to any valid 
physical tests
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Pavement…facts


Fact:
When addressing the issue of subgrade 
impact, both VT and COST Action clearly 
stated that impact of wide base tires on lower 
layers including subgrade, is equivalent to 
dual tire configurations because they carry the 
same load and distribute it over the same area 
at greater depths.


• Single tires have no negative impact at the 
subgrade
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Pavement…facts


Fact:
Laval University indicated that impact 
measurements at the subgrade were so small 
as to be virtually nonexistent. But concluded 
that there was no difference between duals 
and singles at that level


• Single tires have no negative impact at the 
subgrade
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Pavement…facts


Fact:
VT, Laval confirm that HMA impact is virtually 
identical under test conditions.


• The real world has another dimension.


What part of the tire supports ~5% of the load 
and what supports ~95%?
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Real world duals…facts


Fact:
The Transportation Research Board (TRB) 
published a study on real world tire pressure 
conditions


• 71% of duals are within 10% of each other
• 29% of the general population of duals in the 


real world are more than 10% apart in psi
• 15% of the population is off by more than 


20%
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Chances are your fleet is under pressure: 
TRB Survey


"Commercial Vehicle Tire Condition Sensors" FMCSA-PSV-04-002,  Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration, December 2003


Distribution of All Tires Surveyed


0.64 0.18 0.36 0.49 1.03 1.47
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Real world duals…facts


Fact:
14% of duals on the road today are impacting 
the pavement as 1.2 to 1.6 tires
15% of duals on the road are impacting the 
pavement as 1 to 1.2 tires


• 100% of single tires have one air pressure
• eliminating mismatched dual pressures will 


have a large positive impact on pavement 
damage on the order of 15 to 20%
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Pavement & the real world


Under test conditions:
HMA – singles present slight positive in 
summer, slight negative in spring thaw


Subgrade – singles are neutral as strain is 
distributed over the same area


Under real world conditions
29% of mismatched duals create far more 
negative impact than single tires
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The Québec example


Fact:
Quebec has estimated $40M as the annual 
increase in road maintenance costs if new 
generation single tires replaced 100% of the 
dual population


• This does not consider the mismatched duals 
dimension


• Eliminating 100% of mismatched duals would 
save the province of Québec several times 
$40M
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Real world valueReal world value


“We have a responsibility to ensure the 
trucking industry has an opportunity to 
deliver its service in the most efficient 


effective and socially responsible 
manner”


“We have a responsibility to ensure the 
trucking industry has an opportunity to 
deliver its service in the most efficient 


effective and socially responsible 
manner”
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At 100 km/h:
Aerodynamic drag consumes approximately 
40% of the fuel.


Mechanical losses (engine, drive train etc.) 
consume approximately 25% of the fuel. 


Rolling resistance of tires accounts for 
approximately 35% of the fuel consumed. 


aerodynamic 
drag


Fuel Efficiency: Where does fuel go?


mechanical 
losses


rolling resistance
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Do tires make a difference 
in your fuel consumption?
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Remember: 35% of your fuel is consumed by tires
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-22% RR compare to best in class


Actual Tire Rolling Resistance Ranges - Class 8  
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Weight Efficiency: How much weight will 
single tires save on a tractor?


 X One 
445/50R22.5


XDA (lb) 


Dual 
275/80R22.5 


XDA2 


Difference


Tire 176 249 73 


Wheel 70 100 30 


Total 
 246 359 103 
 


 X One 
455/55R22.5
XDA-HT (lb)


Dual 
11R22.5 
XDA-HT 


Difference


Tire 191 270 79 


Wheel 70 100 30 


Total 
 261 380 109 
 


Aluminum to 
aluminum 
wheel 
comparison
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On a trailer?


 X One 
445/50R22.5


XTA (lb) 


Dual 
275/80R22.5 


XT-1 


Difference


Tire 156 216 60 


Wheel 70 100 30 


Total 
 226 316 90 
 


 X One 
455/55R22.5 


XTE! (lb) 


Dual 
11R22.5 


XTE 


Difference 


Tire 175 222 47 


Wheel 70 100 30 


Total 
 245 322 77 
 


Aluminum to 
aluminum wheel 
comparison
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For a tandem/tandem set-up


Duals
Tire 275/80R22.5 XDA-HT 445/50R22.5 X One XDA-HT
Tire weight 126.2 lbs 175.9 lbs
Wheel 8.25X22.5 Aluminum 14.00X22.5 Aluminum
Wheel weight 50.0 lbs 70.0 lbs
Qty per vehicle 8 4
Total weight 1409.6 lbs 983.6 lbs
Tire 275/80R22.5 XZE 445/50R22.5 X One XTE
Tire weight 117.9 lbs 159.4 lbs
Wheel 8.25X22.5 Aluminum 14.00X22.5 Aluminum
Wheel weight 50.0 lbs 70.0 lbs
Qty per vehicle 8 4
Total weight 1343.2 lbs 917.6 lbs


Total 2752.8 lbs 1901.2 lbs


Dr
iv


e
Tr


ai
le


r


851.6 lbsWeight Saving


Weight Saving 
Calculator
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Maintenance Efficiency: How can singles 
reduce maintenance costs?


Pressure checks
Mismatched pressures
One tire to mount
No hidden dual
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Will single tires reduce your flats?


Where do flats occur?
Trailer (54%)
Drive (43%)
Steer (3%)


Why?
Air pressure maintenance!!!


" One valve stem
" Outside – easily accessible
" No “camouflage” from 


inside dual
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Comfort Safety: 14 DOF Model


ks cs


kcr ccrkcf ccf


k1 k3
k2


k5k4


c1 c5c4c3c2


kt1 kt2 kt3 kt4 kt5
ct1 ct2 ct3 ct4 ct5


ke


zs


zt3zt1 zt2 zt4


zTLR


zc


ze


zT


zr5zr1 zr2 zr4zr3


zt5


?TLR


?c


?T


Seat w/ Driver


Tractor


Trailer w/ Load


Axles


Cab


Engine


Note: Beaming DOFs not shown


I don’t get excited by engineer’s drawings, but it gives you an idea of the depth of the research
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Dual vs. Wide-Base Tires


X-One Drive and Trailer Tires @ Smooth Highway – 65 mph (per Axle Loads)


± 1.0741e+004± 5.3703e+0037.8599e+0042nd Trailer


± 1.0813e+004± 5.4067e+0038.3149e+0041st Trailer


± 1.0314e+004± 5.1569e+0035.6362e+0042nd Tractor Drive


± 1.0100e+004± 5.0498e+0038.3041e+0041st Tractor Drive


± 9.4122e+003± 4.7061e+0034.0434e+004Steer*


Probability = 95.45% Dyn. 
Load Range (N)


Probability = 68.3% Dyn. 
Load Range (N)


Static Axle Load 
(N)Axle


Standard Dual Drive and Trailer Tires @ Smooth Highway – 65 mph (per Axle Loads)


± 1.3414e+004± 6.7071e+0037.8619e+0042nd Trailer 


± 1.3718e+004± 6.8590e+0038.3169e+0041st Trailer 


± 1.4937e+004± 7.4685e+0035.7362e+0042nd Tractor Drive 


± 1.4517e+004± 7.2585e+0038.4041e+0041st Tractor Drive 


± 9.4009e+003± 4.7004e+0034.0434e+004Steer* 


Probability = 95.45% Dyn. 
Load Range (N)


Probability = 68.3% Dyn. 
Load Range (N)


Static Axle Load 
(N)Axle


* Steer Axle tires are XZA2 275/80R22.5 for both cases


Average 
Dynamic Axle 
Load Range 
Reduction 
with Wide 
Base Tires25.6%
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Summary of Results


Average dynamic axle load range reduction with wide base tires =
25.6%


Wide base tires reduce vertical and longitudinal rms
accelerations of driver by about 38% at wheel-hop 
frequencies (~11 Hz)


Steel frame to leaf-spring – 15 to 20%
Leaf-spring to air-ride 20 to 25%
Add the X One and the improvement is huge


Comfortable and alert


A perspective check:
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Track


Overall Width


Offset


Center of Gravity


Vehicle stability is a function 
of its track and the height of 


its center of gravity


Stability Safety: What factors impact vehicle
stability?
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95.6”


71.5”


0” offset


91.9”


74.6”
2” offset


How do new single tires affect track 
width?
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Rollover Threshold


R o llo v e r  T h r e s h o ld  w ith  T ir e  S iz e
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Aquaplaning Safety 


Hydroplaning happens with 0 load
several times the force required for X Ones
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What New Generation Single Tires Deliver


Improved efficiency
• Minimum 4% on fuel
• Weight savings ~ 200 lbs/axle
• Maintenance


Improved safety
• Alertness
• Stability
• Aqua traction
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Make the world a better place?


Some numbers
• 18 billion
• 6.8 billion
• 4%


! 273 million
! 46,600 kgs
! 640 kgs
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Equality for New Generation single tires
Facts:


Impact neutral at the subgrade


Impact positive at the HMA for summer conditions


Impact negative at the HMA for spring thaw conditions


Impact positive for all conditions due to matched 
pressures


Overall new generation singles are impact 
positive and they will help us save the world
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Challenge
Fact:


Old generation singles have a huge negative 
impact.


Fact:
If full equality is given single tires there is a 
likelihood of old generation single tires being 
used.


• Traditional single tires are more complex to 
install on existing vehicles and do not deliver 
the same advantages as the new generation 
singles


• Do we need to differentiate?
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Avg Contact Stress Per Tire Size
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New generation 
single tires
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Canadian Transportation Canadian Transportation 
Equipment AssociationEquipment Association


Regarding Regarding 
Stinger Steer Truck TrailerStinger Steer Truck Trailer


CombinationsCombinations


Where are Stinger Steer Where are Stinger Steer 
Combinations Used??Combinations Used??


!! Most Common Use that most people Most Common Use that most people 
can relate tocan relate to


!! For the For the ““Car Carrier IndustryCar Carrier Industry””


–– TRANSPORTING AUTOMOBILES AND TRANSPORTING AUTOMOBILES AND 
LIGHT TRUCKS (Pick up Trucks)LIGHT TRUCKS (Pick up Trucks)







2


FactFact


!! Boating for pleasure is on the Boating for pleasure is on the 
increaseincrease


!! This is involving boats of all sizesThis is involving boats of all sizes


!! There is more need for proper There is more need for proper 
equipment to Transport Boatsequipment to Transport Boats


Another Industry that Requires Another Industry that Requires 
Stinger Steer Trailer CombinationsStinger Steer Trailer Combinations


!! The BOAT Manufacturing IndustryThe BOAT Manufacturing Industry
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The BenefitsThe Benefits


!! With the Stinger Steer Truck Trailer With the Stinger Steer Truck Trailer 
CombinationCombination
–– With the With the ““Smaller BoatSmaller Boat”” in multiin multi--loadload
–– 1 1 –– 2 extra boats can be hauled2 extra boats can be hauled
–– This could readily have 4 Loads done in This could readily have 4 Loads done in 


3 Loads3 Loads
–– 11stst off a fuel savings less pollution etc.off a fuel savings less pollution etc.
–– Better productivity for Carriers & Better productivity for Carriers & 


ManufacturersManufacturers


Benefits ContBenefits Cont’’dd


!! With the With the ““LargeLarge”” ““High TagHigh Tag”” boats, boats, 
there is no other efficient way for there is no other efficient way for 
manufacturers to move these manufacturers to move these 
productsproducts


!! With the With the ““Upper LevelUpper Level”” larger boats, larger boats, 
the boat owner has no way to the boat owner has no way to 
transport his or her boat without transport his or her boat without 
contracting a Carrier owning this contracting a Carrier owning this 
type of equipmenttype of equipment







4


Points to be made re loadingPoints to be made re loading


!! With the loads in Canada, the With the loads in Canada, the 
weights that are possible, no weights that are possible, no 
overloadsoverloads


!! In boat transportation there is fact In boat transportation there is fact 
that no weight jurisdiction in Canada that no weight jurisdiction in Canada 
creates challenge in the actual axle creates challenge in the actual axle 
loading aspectsloading aspects


!! Load Distribution is easily met Load Distribution is easily met 
““NationallyNationally””


Points to be made re loadingPoints to be made re loading


!! The dimensions of this equipment in The dimensions of this equipment in 
respect to overall length meet respect to overall length meet 
requirements across Canada being requirements across Canada being 
23 meters or 75 feet23 meters or 75 feet


!! The configuration is same as an Auto The configuration is same as an Auto 
Hauler with Stinger SteerHauler with Stinger Steer







5


ConclusionConclusion


!! If the term Boat or Boats could be If the term Boat or Boats could be 
added into regulations that govern added into regulations that govern 
Auto Haulers this segment of the Auto Haulers this segment of the 
industry would be served.industry would be served.


Questions and DiscussionQuestions and Discussion





