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Room 4232, HCC 10 S5 — .
O fice of the Chief Counsel ST i s
Federal H ghway Adm nistration oy -

400 Seventh Street, S. W .
Washington, D. C 20590 <o
CGent | enmen:

Re: FHWA Docket No. MC-92-10

| amwiting wwth regard to the Notice of Proposed Rul emaki ng which
appeared in the Federal Register dated Friday, January 15, 1993,
relative to the above-captioned docket number.

In this connection, | am enclosing a copy of the pertinent portion
of a connun|cat|on which | received from a |ocal officer/nenber of
our organization, who is also a comercial driver.

Pl ease allow the enclosed comments and suppl enent al infornation to
be the submission of this office to our agency our
consi deration of the proposal to anend F Docket No. N(}Q -10
regardi ng mandatory mninmum training requirenments for operators of
| onger conbi nation vehicles (Lcvs).

| am requesting that the encl osed coments be nade a part of the
official record of this proceeding.

| am enclosing a self-addressed, stanped postcard in order to
recei ve ygrification of your recelpt of the encl osed conments.
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In regards to Federal nghmay Adn1n|strat|on S ANPRM (FHWA Docket NO. MC"
92-10) RIN 2125=AAC92° regarding mandatory mninmum training requirenents for
operators of |onger conbination vehicles, our position is as foll ows:

W are opposed to |onger conbination vehicles (Lcvs) and therefore we do
not support mandatory training requirenents. However, if LCVs are, in

fact, out on the road, it would be inportant to have proper training, Let
me reiterate however, we do remain opposed to LCVs.




