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Nebraska is requesting that the following SAFER business rule be reviewed. 
 
The second business rule we would like reviewed is the requirement that the SAFER extract file 
does not allow more than one VIN entry within the same jurisdiction. It is my understanding that 
the file may contain duplicate VIN entries across jurisdictions but not within a jurisdiction. The 
same scenario that would create the situation where a vehicle appears in two jurisdictions could 
also happen, and does with some regularity, within a jurisdiction. 
 
Vehicle A is registered under Carrier ABC Co. at the beginning of the registration year. Six 
months into the registration year, Vehicle A breaks lease with carrier ABC Co. and leases onto 
Carrier XYZ, Co. Carrier ABC Co. waits several weeks to file the appropriate paper work to 
transfer registration fees from Vehicle A to newly added vehicle B. During the interim, vehicle A 
is technically active in both carrier ABC Co. and XYZ Co. Carrier ABC Co. paid registration fees 
for vehicle A and until such time that they direct the Department to either refund or transfer those 
fees, the vehicle remains active in their fleet. Carrier XYZ Co. has also paid registration fees for 
the same vehicle, so the vehicle is also active (albeit with a different plate number) in that fleet. I 
understand that from an enforcement perspective this may seem confusing, but today, if a check 
by VIN, were conducted on the Nebraska system under the example above, both vehicles would 
appear active until specific carrier initiated action would require us to inactivate one. 
 
[2004-03-11] Discussed at 2004-01-15 ACCB meeting. 
It was recommended that states not send a vehicle registration to SAFER when it is in a 
transitional state. 
 
It is recommended that Volpe review this business rule as documented in the SAFER v4.2 ICD 
and as implemented in SAFER. 
 
[2004-08-23] Discussed at 2004-08-19 ACCB meeting. 
This CR, related to the problem of multiple VINs, was submitted by Nebraska in December, 
2003. Nebraska has developed a workaround (handling the situation via edit, so that duplicate 
records are not sent to SAFER). This CR will be closed. However, Volpe will consider this issue 
as it relates to PRISM and potential future merging of data requirements and business rules of the 
CVISN and PRISM programs. 
 
[2005-02-08] Discussed at 2005-01-20 ACCB meeting (as Volpe CR 50) 
Volpe updates 2005-02-03 to CR 50: 
"At the request of the stakeholder, this CR is reopened since CR 50 was created primarily for a 
transitional data issue. There are other business scenarios where non-transitional data in the state 
IRP system need to be uploaded to SAFER but are currently rejected by SAFER due to the 
business rule violation. The data sent by the states may contain both active and inactive records 
for the same vehicle as states desire to have inactive statuses sent to SAFER in order to ensure 
that the most accurate data are kept there and sent to other jurisdictions. This would require 
SAFER to modify the business logic to allow one vehicle to have more than one record accepted 
during data input processing. Additionally, states may have business practices where multiple 
license plates need to exist for one vehicle within the jurisdiction and this is not allowed by the 
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existing SAFER business rule. 
 
The current SAFER system implements the following business rules for vehicle registration 
transaction: 
RULE 1: A VIN can only have one PLATE/STATE within a state at any given time. 
RULE 2: A PLATE/STATE can only be assigned to one VIN within a state at any given time 
 
Since modification of the business rules has great impact on the data exchanged between CVISN 
and SAFER, and potentially between CVISN/PRISM and SAFER, Volpe would like to re-
evaluate the validity of the current business rules whether or not they support the current business 
practices and the future business requirements. Volpe would also like to solicit comments and 
feedback from the states whether there is sufficient interest in implementing the changes." 
End Volpe 2005-02-03 updates.----------------------- 
 
[2005-03-01] Presented and discussed at the 2/17/05 ACCB meeting. 
Comments from several states generally supported the idea that the proposed change would 
reflect business practices in their states. On the other hand, there were several states that currently 
follow the same business rules that SAFER has in place and opposed the idea. It was inconclusive 
at this point whether it was necessary or desirable (or neither) to modify the SAFER rules. 
Discussion was deferred until the March ACCB meeting. More input is needed from States. 
 
[2006-11-21] Discussed at the 11/16/06 ACCB meeting. 
The CVISN/PRISM subcommittee of the ACCB recommends that this CR be approved to allow 
more than one registration record per VIN within the same jurisdiction. Recent changes to the 
SAFER database structure would accommodate this change. Volpe also noted that there should be 
a CR written to implement a capability for a state to select to receive the most recent record or all 
records via the subscription process. This would support SAFER CRs 50 and 1386. 
 
[2007-01-18] Recommended for FMCSA Approval. 
 
[2007-01-23] Approved by J. Secrist. Scheduled for SAFER 5.2. 
 
[2007-05-17] Discussed at 2007-05-17 CVISN ACCB meeting. The analysis in SCR 50 needs to 
be updated to reflect discussion at the 2007-05-08 PRISM/CVISN Business Rules telecon. 
Scheduled for SAFER 5.3. 
 
IMPACT on architecture: 
No impact on documentation (other than SAFER ICD) 
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