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will not result in additional labor at the
tire manufacturer plant.

There are roughly 200 million
replacement tires sold per year.166 We
estimate that 5 percent (10 million) of
the replacement tires are LT tires, and
therefore not covered by this proposal,
and 4.5 percent (9 million) of the
replacement tires are snow tires or other
types of tires that are exempt from the
consumer information program. Thus,
the cost to provide consumer
information on a label is estimated to be
$9.05 million ($0.05*181 million).

For tire retailers, the agency estimates
that this proposal would have no cost.
The only proposed requirements for
retailers are to leave the label on the tire
until it is sold and to display a poster.
Since manufacturers will supply the
label, and NHTSA will supply the
poster, there should be no cost to
retailers.

There are three sets of costs to the
government: Enforcement costs, costs
for maintaining the Web site, and costs
to provide the poster to retailers.
NHTSA anticipates spending $730,000
annually to do compliance testing for
this program. Based on costs for the
existing areas of the NHTSA Web site,
NHTSA estimates that it will cost
approximately $550,000 per year to set
up and update the part of the Web site
to include information on 20,000 tires.
For the poster, NHTSA currently
provides a booklet to tire dealers with
the UTQGS information. That booklet is
on 8.5” x 11” paper and is 141 pages
long. The printing costs are $3,190 per
year. NHTSA anticipates that providing
the posters would be a similar expense.
Therefore, the combined costs to the
government are estimated to be $1.28
million.

B. Benefits

There are three categories of potential
benefits (or disbenefits) from this rule:
Fuel economy, safety and durability. For
each of these categories a significant
unknown is likely consumer behavior in
response to this program, and as a result
of that, likely manufacturer reaction. For
example, if consumers value fuel
efficiency but are unwilling to increase
the price they pay for tires, tires with
improved fuel efficiency but decreased
safety and/or durability may enter the
market. If consumers care most about
safety, and if there is a tradeoff between
fuel economy and safety, one effect of
this rule may be to increase safety while
decreasing fuel economy. NHTSA
would have to quantify the value of all

166 According to Modern Tire Dealer in 2008,
there were 198 million replacement tires sold.
http://www.moderntiredealer.com/FAQ)/.

three categories of benefits/disbenefits
under such a scenario and construct a
range of likely scenarios to calculate the
combined potential benefits of this rule.
Other scenarios can also be imagined.
NHTSA requests comments on how it
might more narrowly analyze the
uncertainty regarding the anticipated
outcomes of this proposal.

In addition to the unknown reactions
of consumers and manufacturers,
calculating benefits is complicated by
several additional factors. We explain
these additional complications for each
of the three rating systems in the
remainder of this section. In each of
these discussions we consider how to
compute the benefit of a difference of X
points on the particular rating scale.

For fuel economy, one of the reasons
the agency is basing the fuel efficiency
rating on RRF rather than RRC is that it
allows the program to readily provide
consumers with a statement such as “a
difference of X on the fuel efficiency
rating scale equates to Y gallons of fuel
saved.” To calculate benefits for an
individual tire purchase, if the driver
knows the baseline fuel economy of the
vehicle the tires will be mounted on, the
fuel efficiency rating of the existing
tires, the fuel efficiency rating of the
replacement tires, and the number of
miles driven annually, the driver can
calculate the reduction (or increase) in
the number of gallons of fuel the driver
will need to operate the vehicle for a
year. By using fuel price forecasts, you
can estimate the cost of that fuel, and
make an economic decision about
whether or not to buy those replacement
tires.

To calculate fuel savings benefits for
this rule, we would need to know how
many consumers are likely to purchase
lower (or higher) fuel efficiency rated
tires as a result of the information in
this program and the average reduction
(or increase) in rolling resistance of the
tires they purchase. The agency is
planning to do additional consumer
testing or other means to help it
estimate the expected consumer
reaction to this program. The PRIA
develops hypothetical estimates
assuming that between 2% and 10% of
targeted tires are improved and that the
average reduction in rolling resistance
among improved tires is between 5%
and 10%. Under these assumptions, the
proposal is estimated to save between
7.9 and 78 million gallons of fuel and
prevent the emission of 76,000-757,000
metric tons of CO, annually. The values
of the fuel savings are between $22
million and $220 million at a 3 percent
discount rate and between $20 million
and $203 million at a 7 percent discount
rate. The agency requests any

information commenters may have
about how to estimate consumer
reaction and fuel savings.

Benefit estimates for the safety rating
are more difficult to quantify. As noted,
information is lacking about likely
consumer responses to the proposed
label. Even if such information were
available, it is not as straight forward as
it is for a fuel efficiency rating to
develop a rule of thumb for the safety
rating scale such as “each difference of
X on the safety rating scale equates to
Y percent fewer crashes and Z dollars
less in resultant economic damages.”
One possible way to do this would be
to try and correlate a rating with a set
stopping distance, and then estimate the
reduction in crash injuries and fatalities
resulting from a given reduction in
stopping distance. The latter could be
done by developing an injury
probability profile for crashes as a
function of impact speed (Delta-V) and
measure the change in Delta-V that
would occur when braking distance is
changed. The agency has used this
method to measure safety impacts in 2
previous rulemakings, those for Tire
Pressure Monitoring Systems
(TPMSs),167 and for truck trailer braking
improvements.168

However, these calculations are
complicated by the fact that they
depend on other factors (in addition to
the traction rating of the tires) such as
the handling characteristics of the
vehicle on which they are mounted, the
force with which the brakes are applied,
and the loading of the vehicle. To put
a tire’s safety rating information on an
economic scale, all of these
characteristics would have to be
assumed for all tires. But in reality,
there is not a single vehicle that all
replacement tires can be mounted on.
We invite comments on these important
issues, but we are concerned that the
difference between two such tire safety
ratings would not reflect the same
economic difference in terms of safety,
where the tires were mounted on two
different types of vehicles. What we can
communicate with the proposed rating
is that tires with better traction ratings
stop in less distance than tires with
worse ratings. And as noted, the societal
safety impacts depend on consumer and

167 Final Economic Assessment, Tire Pressure
Monitoring System FMVSS No. 138, Office of
Regulatory Analysis and Evaluation, Plans and
Policy, National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation,
Washington, DC. (March, 2002), Docket No.
NHTSA-2002-8572-0216.

168 Final Regulatory Impact Analysis, FMVSS No.
121, Air Brake Systems Amending Stopping
Distance, Office of Regulatory Analysis and
Evaluation, National Center for Statistics and
Analysis (Not Yet Published).
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manufacturer reactions to the program.
We seek comments on all of these
questions.

For durability, the rating is a relative
rating compared to a control tire, which
would be rated 10 on our scale. A tire
rated 20 should last twice as long as a
tire rated a 10 and so forth. Several
assumptions would need to be made to
develop a rule of thumb for the
durability rating scale of the form “each
difference of X on the durability rating
scale equates to equates to a reduction
of $Y in tire purchases over the lifetime
of the vehicle.” Tire lifetimes are
complicated by factors such as: The
vehicle the tire is mounted on, driving
habits, tire maintenance, weather/
environment/temperature, etc. NHTSA
could however come up with a set
scenario and come up with mileage
estimates if the tires are driven as in that
scenario. Drivers could translate that
into a reduction in tire purchase costs
over the lifetime of a vehicle given the
price of the tires being considered—a
$50 tire that is expected to last 10,000
miles would have the same expected
lifetime cost (over the life of a vehicle)
as a $100 tire that is expected to last
20,000 miles.

X. Lead time

While manufacturers currently
calculate the rolling resistance of at least
some tires for vehicle manufacturers to
use when selecting which tires to equip
new vehicles with, NHTSA believes that
lead time is necessary for tire
manufacturers to conduct additional
testing and to prepare rating information
for all affected tires. In addition, time
will be necessary for NHTSA to collect
all reported rating information into a
database and to prepare consumer
information materials.

On February 5, 2009, at a CEC staff
workshop on their Fuel Efficient Tire
Program, Smithers Scientific Services,
Inc. (Smithers) presented the results of
research done for the CEC to evaluate
test facility capacity to conduct rolling
resistance testing. Smithers based their
analysis on current availability at
independent laboratories, and also an
estimate of test machine availability at
manufacturer-owned laboratories.
Depending on the scenario evaluated,
they estimated that testing all affected
tires would take 0.7 to 8.2 years.

NHTSA notes that Smithers’
evaluation included some factors that
are different from today’s proposed
Federal program. First, Smithers
assumed that three tests would be
required for each tire, while the program
we are proposing today would only
require a single test. Second, the
proposal was based on estimates of both

passenger car and light truck tires, while
today’s proposal only applies to
passenger car tires.169 Adjusting for
these two factors, the Smithers data
would suggest that manufacturers need
0.2 to 2.4 years to test one replacement
passenger car tire of each different size
specification, as proposed in this notice.

NHTSA believes this number may
still be an over-estimate of the time
needed to test and rate all tires affected
by this proposed program. Based on our
research, NHTSA estimates it may be
possible that less than 25 percent of the
affected tires will have to be tested in
accordance with the ISO 28580
procedures in order to rate them for this
program. It is likely that manufacturers
will be able to develop equations to
calculate the effect of differences in
tread pattern, etc., and use those
equations to compute the test results
from ISO 28580 from other tires that
have been tested. Tire manufacturers
will be able to extrapolate estimates of
the test procedure values from knowing
the test procedure values of similar
sized tires. In addition, manufacturers
already have rolling resistance
information on many, if not all tires, as
this information is used by vehicle
manufacturers when choosing which
tires to install as original equipment.
Even if these data were gathered using
other test methods, NHTSA’s research
shows that equations can translate the
data to the test procedure specified in
this rule. Recognizing that the deadlines
imposed by Congress in EISA indicate a
desire to have information available to
consumers as quickly as possible,
NHTSA is therefore proposing to require
manufacturers to report on all existing
tires within 12 months of the issuance
of a final regulation.

For new tires introduced after the
effective date of this rule, NHTSA is
proposing to require reporting of
information at least 30 days prior to
introducing the tire for sale, as is
required for UTQGS information.

Regarding the poster NHTSA is
proposing to require in retailers that
have a display room, the agency is
proposing to make this poster available
within 12 months of the issuance of a
final regulation. At that time NHTSA
will publish a Federal Register notice
announcing the availability of the
poster. The agency is proposing that a
tire retailer must have the poster on
display within 60 days of the issuance
of the notice of availability in the
Federal Register. We are proposing that
a tire retailer will be able to comply

169 Smithers estimated that there were 62,124
passenger car tires and 9,888 light truck tires that
would need to be tested.

with the requirement of displaying the
poster either by downloading and
printing it, in color and with the
specifications from NHTSA’s Web site,
or by contacting the agency and
requesting that we send the retailer a
copy of the poster.

For tire retailers and tire
manufacturers with an Internet
presence, NHTSA is proposing that
those Web sites link to NHTSA’s tire
Web site within 12 months of the
issuance of a final regulation. NHTSA
will provide the direct link to the
comprehensive tire Web site in that
final regulation.

XI. Compliance Tolerances

The test procedure proposed in this
notice is the one NHTSA will use for
compliance testing. Today’s notice also
proposes tolerances for RRF, traction,
and treadwear which indicate what
NHTSA is proposing to consider a
noncompliance for the reporting and
rating requirements if there is a
difference between NHTSA'’s test result
and a reported rating. In establishing
tolerances, at this state of the
rulemaking process, the agency has
considered the repeatability of a tire
tested as well as the variability of
machine-to-machine tests, lab-to-lab
tests, and the potential for different
results due to different manufacturing
dates.

For UTQGS, NHTSA specifies a test
procedure for each rating. For traction
and temperature resistance, the
regulation then sets a performance level
at which the tire must be rated a C, and
higher levels at which the manufacturer
may rate it a B, A, or in the case of
Traction AA. The regulation was written
this way as an acknowledgement of
some level of necessary variability in
the manufacture of tires. For tires that
perform near a performance level that
would allow a higher traction grade, the
regulation allows the manufacturer to
“underrate” to allow for the possibility
that NHTSA might select a tire for
compliance testing that would perform
at the lower level.

For a consumer that purchases, for
example, a B-rated tire and receives a
tire that actually performs better than
expected, there is no concern. However,
there is some concern that a consumer
may choose to pay extra for a B-rated
tire when a comparable tire is
“underrated” as a ““‘C.” Thus, for the
UTQGS definition of compliance, there
is a risk that ratings information
communicated will not be accurate.

Section 111 of EISA added a new sub-
provision to 49 U.S.C. 32308 (General
prohibitions, civil penalty, and
enforcement) which provides for civil
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penalties of not more than $50,000 for
each violation of the tire fuel efficiency
provisions. 49 U.S.C. 32308(c). Given
this, in deciding how to define what
would be considered a noncompliance
for the tire fuel efficiency program,
NHTSA tentatively has the concern that
the program not result in a situation
where NHTSA would be taking
enforcement action against a
manufacturer for the safety and
durability ratings under this program,
when enforcement action would not be
warranted for UTQGS ratings based on
the same test procedures. For this
reason, NHTSA is proposing to require
the ratings reported by a manufacturer
under this proposed rule must be less
than or equal to the rating determined
by the agency using the procedures
specified in this rule.

However, as discussed previously,
NHTSA’s research allows the agency to
quantify the range of most of the
variability that can be expected when
determining the RRF value for a tire.
Similarly, based on NHTSA experience
conducting the traction and treadwear
tests for the UTQGS program, NHTSA
believes it can determine the range of
variation for the safety and durability
ratings proposed in this rule. NHTSA is
requesting comments on a requirement
which would require the ratings
reported by a manufacturer to be within
a specified tolerance limit as explained
below for each rating. Because of the
concern with the accuracy of the
information being reported in this
program, NHTSA is also seeking
comment on whether to consider a non-
compliance to exist when NHTSA’s test
value results in rating that is outside the
tolerance band, but is higher than the
rating reported by tire manufacturer.

A. Fuel Efficiency

For the fuel efficiency rating, the
agency is proposing a tolerance for
compliance purposes of plus and minus
(£)5.5 percent of the rating set by the
manufacturer. The agency bases this
tolerance on an analysis of in-house test
data to date, while considering the
machine variability specification under
ISO 28580, which is 0.05 Newtons per
kiloNewton (N/kN) for RRC.

The agency selected a percentage
tolerance because test data revealed that
the variability of testing a tire increases
as the load rating of the tire increases;
this was found on multiple tests of the
same tires. It was found that the
variability for a passenger car tire with
a mid-range load index had variability
around the mean of £0.66 pounds-force
(Ibf) which translated to 95 percent of
the data being within +5.5 percent of the
mean. A similar analysis revealed that

the same 5.5 percent was an effective
tolerance for the tires of lower and of
higher load ranges, as well. So, a small
tire tested repeated times would reveal
small RRF variations, but within 5.5
percent of the mean, and a large load
range tire revealed larger RRF
variations, but also within +5.5 percent
range of its respective mean.

So for compliance purposes, the
agency is proposing that the RRF rating
established by the manufacturer must be
between 5.5 percent of the RRF
revealed from agency testing. The
agency acknowledges that any RRF will
be obtained from a tire that is different
from the tire or tires that the
manufacturer used to establish the
reported RRF. In these cases, there will
be new variability introduced into the
compliance testing of a production tire
from such factors as from machine-to-
machine tests, lab-to-lab tests, different
manufacturing dates, different batches
of material, and possibly at different
manufacturing plants. The agency does
not have sufficient data to
comprehensively establish tolerances
considering these factors, so the agency
solicits comments and proposals for a
tolerance that considers these factors,
and requests that wherever possible,
supporting data is provided. The
manufacturer will be required to submit
to the agency the RRF and the rating for
each tire.

B. Safety

The calculation of the safety (i.e.,
traction) rating is discussed in detail in
section VI.B.1 of this notice. For
compliance purposes, the agency is
proposing that the adjusted peak
coefficient of friction for asphalt (Lapa)
and the adjusted peak coefficient of
friction for concrete (Lapc) must
individually be between +0.06 of the
respective peak coefficients of friction
revealed from agency testing. These
proposed tolerances are based on agency
test data wherein peak coefficients of
friction for asphalt and concrete were
recorded, and the average and standard
deviation calculated for each.170 The
standard deviation was doubled and
assigned a plus/minus tolerance to
capture 95 percent of the data for the
tested tires for each surface; the
tolerance for the concrete was £0.06,
and the tolerance for the asphalt was
also £0.06.

170 See National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, NHTSA Tire Rolling Resistance
Rating System Test Development Project: Phase 2—
Effects of Tire Rolling Resistance Levels on
Traction, Treadwear, and Vehicle Fuel Economy
(February 2009). This Phase 2 research report will
be placed in the docket.

The agency acknowledges that any
adjusted peak coefficient of friction
result will be obtained from a tire that
is different from the tire or tires that the
manufacturer used to establish the
reported adjusted peak coefficient of
friction. In these cases, there will be
new variability introduced into the
compliance testing of a production tire
from such factors as from machine-to-
machine tests, lab-to-lab tests, different
manufacturing dates, different batches
of material, and possibly at different
manufacturing plants. The agency does
not have sufficient data to
comprehensively establish tolerances
considering these factors, so the agency
solicits comments and proposals for a
tolerance that considers these factors,
and requests that wherever possible,
supﬁorting data is provided.

The agency also considered another
approach to the safety (i.e., traction)
rating calculation, and the agency
solicits comment on this approach, as
well. This approach would require the
manufacturer to report to the values for
both the peak and sliding (or locked-
wheel) coefficients of friction for both
concrete and asphalt for each separately
rated tire. For each testing surface, the
manufacturer will report the coefficient
acquired on that surface and a rating
that is calculated by dividing the
average peak coefficient from the test
tire by the average peak coefficients
from the control tires, times 100. The
data would be weighted based on the
sequence of the test (candidate) tires (T)
and control (standard) tires (C). For
example if the test order was C1-T1—
T2-C2, then the value used in obtaining
the rating for the first test tire would be
T1/(23 C1 + ¥C2) and for the other test
tire T2/("5 C1 + 24C2), each multiplied
by 100. This gives a value based on the
relationship of the test tire and the
control tires that ran with it. This rating
(one for asphalt and one for concrete)
would be added together and
normalized on a 1 to 100 scale for the
final safety rating.

C. Durability

As explained above in section VI.B.1,
NHTSA is proposing calculating a
durability (i.e., treadwear) rating by
taking the UTQGS treadwear rating (as
specified in 49 CFR 575.104), and
dividing by 10. For compliance testing,
the agency is proposing a tolerance on
the UTQGS wear rate of the tire of £2.5
mils per 1,000 miles as defined in 49
CFR 575.104(e).

The agency proposes this compliance
tolerance based on the wear rates
measured on the ASTM E1136 Course
Monitoring Tire (CMT) from testing as
specified in 49 CFR 575.104(e). When
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analyzed, the data revealed the standard
deviation to be 0.84 mils per 1,000
miles, and normally, the agency would
consider +2 standard deviations (1.6
mils per 1,000 miles) to be a suitable
tolerance, which would capture 95
percent of the data around the average
wear rate. However, the CMT is a
limited production tire made to
tightened specifications, and the agency
believes that this justifies an expansion
of the tolerance to +3 standard
deviations (2.5 mils per 1,000 miles)
which will capture 99 percent of the
data around the average wear rate. For
compliance purposes, the wear rate
established by the manufacturer must be
between +2.5 mils per 1,000 miles of the
wear rate revealed from agency testing.

The agency acknowledges that any
wear rate result will be obtained from a
tire that is different from the tire or tires
that the manufacturer used to establish
the reported wear rate. In these cases,
there will be new variability introduced
into the compliance testing of a
production tire from such factors as
from machine-to-machine tests, lab-to-
lab tests, different manufacturing dates,
different batches of material, and
possibly at different manufacturing
plants. The agency does not have
sufficient data to comprehensively
establish tolerances considering these
factors, so the agency solicits comments
and proposals for a tolerance that
considers these factors, and requests
that wherever possible, supporting data
is provided. The manufacturer will be
required to submit to the agency the
wear rate from testing and the durability
rating it assigned for each tire.

XII. Regulatory Alternatives

Throughout sections specific to
various portions of the tire fuel
efficiency consumer information
program for replacement tires, NHTSA
has discussed other options considered
by the agency.

XIII. Public Participation

How Do I Prepare and Submit
Comments?

Your comments must be written and
in English. To ensure that your
comments are correctly filed in the
Docket, please include the docket
number of this document in your
comments. Your comments must not be
more than 15 pages long.171 We
established this limit to encourage you
to write your primary comments in a
concise fashion. However, you may
attach necessary additional documents

171 See 49 CFR 553.21.

to your comments. There is no limit on
the length of the attachments.

Please submit your comments by any
of the following methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments
on the electronic docket site by clicking
on “Help” or “FAQ.”

e Mail: Docket Management Facility,
M-30, U.S. Department of
Transportation, West Building, Ground
Floor, Rm. W12-140, 1200 New Jersey
Avenue, SE., Washington, DC 20590.

e Hand Delivery or Courier: West
Building Ground Floor, Room W12-140,
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE., between
9 a.m. and 5 p.m. Eastern Time, Monday
through Friday, except Federal holidays.

e Fax:(202) 493-2251.

If you are submitting comments
electronically as a PDF (Adobe) file, we
ask that the documents submitted be
scanned using Optical Character
Recognition (OCR) process, thus
allowing the agency to search and copy
certain portions of your submissions.172

Please note that pursuant to the Data
Quality Act, in order for substantive
data to be relied upon and used by the
agency, it must meet the information
quality standards set forth in the OMB
and DOT Data Quality Act guidelines.
Accordingly, we encourage you to
consult the guidelines in preparing your
comments. OMB’s guidelines may be
accessed at http://www.whitehouse.gov/
omb/fedreg/reproducible.html. DOT’s
guidelines may be accessed at http://
dmses.dot.gov/submit/
DataQualityGuidelines.pdyf.

How Can I Be Sure That My Comments
Were Received?

If you submit your comments by mail
and wish Docket Management to notify
you upon its receipt of your comments,
enclose a self-addressed, stamped
postcard in the envelope containing
your comments. Upon receiving your
comments, Docket Management will
return the postcard by mail.

How Do I Submit Confidential Business
Information?

If you wish to submit any information
under a claim of confidentiality, you
should submit three copies of your
complete submission, including the
information you claim to be confidential
business information, to the Chief
Counsel, NHTSA, at the address given
above under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT. When you send a comment
containing information claimed to be

172 Optical character recognition (OCR) is the
process of converting an image of text, such as a
scanned paper document or electronic fax file, into
computer-editable text.

confidential business information, you
should include a cover letter setting
forth the information specified in our
confidential business information
regulation.173

In addition, you should submit a
copy, from which you have deleted the
claimed confidential business
information, to the Docket by one of the
methods set forth above.

Will the Agency Consider Late
Comments?

We will consider all comments
received before the close of business on
the comment closing date indicated
above under DATES. To the extent
possible, we will also consider
comments received after that date.
Therefore, if interested persons believe
that any new information the agency
places in the docket affects their
comments, they may submit comments
after the closing date concerning how
the agency should consider that
information for the final rule.

If a comment is received too late for
us to consider in developing a final rule
(assuming that one is issued), we will
consider that comment as an informal
suggestion for future rulemaking action.

How Can I Read the Comments
Submitted by Other People?

You may read the materials placed in
the docket for this document (e.g., the
comments submitted in response to this
document by other interested persons)
at any time by going to http://
www.regulations.gov. Follow the online
instructions for accessing the dockets.
You may also read the materials at the
Docket Management Facility by going to
the street address given above under
ADDRESSES. The Docket Management
Facility is open between 9 a.m. and 5
p-m. Eastern Time, Monday through
Friday, except Federal holidays.

XIV. Regulatory Notices and Analyses

A. Executive Order 12866 and DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures

Executive Order 12866, “Regulatory
Planning and Review” (58 FR 51735,
Oct. 4, 1993), provides for making
determinations whether a regulatory
action is “significant”” and therefore
subject to Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) review and to the
requirements of the Executive Order.
The Order defines a “significant
regulatory action” as one that is likely
to result in a rule that may:

(1) Have an annual effect on the
economy of $100 million or more or
adversely affect in a material way the
economy, a sector of the economy,

173 See 49 CFR part 512.
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productivity, competition, jobs, the
environment, public health or safety, or
State, local or Tribal governments or
communities;

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfere with an action taken
or planned by another agency;

(3) Materially alter the budgetary
impact of entitlements, grants, user fees,
or loan programs or the rights and
obligations of recipients thereof; or

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues
arising out of legal mandates, the
President’s priorities, or the principles
set forth in the Executive Order.

We have considered the impact of this
rulemaking action under Executive
Order 12866 and the Department of
Transportation’s regulatory policies and
procedures. The annual effect on the
economy of this rulemaking depends on
consumer and manufacturer responses
to the program. However, this
rulemaking is significant due to public
interest in the issues. Therefore, this
document was reviewed by the Office of
Management and Budget under E.O.
12866, “Regulatory Planning and
Review.”

This document would amend 49 CFR
part 575 by adding a new section for
requirements pursuant to the National
Tire Fuel Efficiency Consumer
Information Program. The agency has
prepared a Preliminary Regulatory
Impact Analysis (PRIA) and placed it in
the docket and on the agency’s Web site.
There are two sets of costs involved:
Costs to set up the information program
and provide consumer information and
costs to improve the rolling resistance of
tires. Program costs are estimated to be
about $9.1 million per year. Costs per
tire are estimated to range from $2 to $4
per tire and average around $3 per tire.
If 10 percent of the target tire population
(15 million tires) decreased their rolling
resistance, the annual cost would be $45
million. Assuming 10 percent of tires
improve their rolling resistance, the
combined annual cost of the program
would be $54.1 million. For a further
explanation of the estimated costs, see
the PRIA provided in the docket for this
proposal.

B. National Environmental Policy Act

We have reviewed this proposal for
the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act and
determined that it would not have a
significant impact on the quality of the
human environment.

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act

Pursuant to the Regulatory Flexibility
Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq., as amended by
the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA) of

1996), whenever an agency is required
to publish a notice of rulemaking for
any proposed or final rule, it must
prepare and make available for public
comment a regulatory flexibility
analysis that describes the effect of the
rule on small entities (i.e., small
businesses, small organizations, and
small governmental jurisdictions). The
Small Business Administration’s
regulations at 13 CFR part 121 define a
small business, in part, as a business
entity “which operates primarily within
the United States.” 13 CFR 121.105(a).
No regulatory flexibility analysis is
required if the head of an agency
certifies the rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

In compliance with the Regulatory
Flexibility Act NHTSA has evaluated
the effects of this proposed rule on
small entities. The head of the agency
has certified that the proposed rule
would not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. The following is NHTSA’s
statement providing the factual basis for
the certification (5 U.S.C. 605(b)). Tire
manufacturers are not small entities.
Out of the 60,000 entities that sell tires,
there are a substantial number of tire
dealers/retailers that are small entities.
However, the only part of the proposal
with potential cost implications for tire
dealers/retailers is that those with
display rooms must display the program
poster which NHTSA will provide. We
do not believe that this will result in a
significant economic impact on tire
dealers/retailers.

D. Executive Order 13132 (Federalism)

NHTSA has examined today’s
proposed rule pursuant to Executive
Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10,
1999). Executive Order 13132 requires
agencies to determine the federalism
implications of a proposed rule.

The agency refers readers to section
I1.B.7 above, “Application with State
and local laws and regulations.” As
noted there, given the ambiguity of the
statutory language regarding
preemption, the agency is sending a
copy of this NPRM directly to the State
of California, the National Governor’s
Association, the National Conference of
State Legislatures, the Council of State
Governments, and the National
Association of Attorneys General. As
also noted there, NHTSA has already
generally consulted with counsel for the
California Energy Commission regarding
various aspects of this agency’s analysis
of that language.

E. Executive Order 12988 (Civil Justice
Reform)

Pursuant to Executive Order 12988,
“Civil Justice Reform,” 174 NHTSA has
considered whether this rulemaking
would have any retroactive effect. This
proposed rule does not have any
retroactive effect.

F. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

Section 202 of the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA)
requires Federal agencies to prepare a
written assessment of the costs, benefits,
and other effects of a proposed or final
rule that includes a Federal mandate
likely to result in the expenditure by
State, local, or Tribal governments, in
the aggregate, or by the private sector, of
more than $100 million in any one year
(adjusted for inflation with base year of
1995). Adjusting this amount by the
implicit gross domestic product price
deflator for 2007 results in $130 million
(119.816/92.106 = 1.30).

Before promulgating a rule for which
a written statement is needed, section
205 of the UMRA generally requires
NHTSA to identify and consider a
reasonable number of regulatory
alternatives and adopt the least costly,
most cost-effective, or least burdensome
alternative that achieves the objectives
of the rule. The provisions of section
205 do not apply when they are
inconsistent with applicable law.
Moreover, section 205 allows NHTSA to
adopt an alternative other than the least
costly, most cost-effective, or least
burdensome alternative if the agency
publishes with the final rule an
explanation why that alternative was
not adopted.

This proposed rule will not result in
the expenditure by State, local, or tribal
governments, in the aggregate, of more
than $130 million annually, and will
not result in the expenditure of that
magnitude by tire manufacturers and/or
tire retailers. In promulgating this
proposal, NHTSA considered a variety
of alternative tire fuel efficiency rating
systems and information dissemination
requirement options. NHTSA is
statutorily required to establish a
national tire fuel efficiency rating
program for the purpose of educating
consumers about the effect of tires on
fuel efficiency, safety and durability.
NHTSA tentatively concludes that the
proposed requirements are cost-effective
and the least burdensome way to fulfill
the statutory requirements of the
program.

17461 FR 4729 (Feb. 7, 1996).
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G. Paperwork Reduction Act

Under the procedures established by
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(PRA), a person is not required to
respond to a collection of information
by a Federal agency unless the
collection displays a valid OMB control
number. The proposed rule would
require manufacturers of tires to provide
data on tires to NHTSA and to attach
labels to replacement tires.

In compliance with the PRA, we
announce that NHTSA is seeking
comment on a new information
collection.

Agency: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA).

Title: 49 CFR part 575; Tire Fuel
Efficiency.

OMB Control Number: Not assigned.

Form Number: The collection of this
information uses no standard form.

Requested Expiration Date of
Approval: Three years from the date of
approval.

Summary of the Collection of
Information

NHTSA is proposing a new
requirement in Part 575 which would
require tire manufacturers and tire
brand name owners to rate all
replacement passenger car tires for fuel
efficiency (i.e., rolling resistance), safety
(i.e., wet traction), and durability (i.e.,
treadwear), and submit reports to
NHTSA regarding the test values on
which these ratings are based. The
ratings for safety and durability are
based on test procedures specified
under the UTQGS traction and
treadwear ratings requirements. This
information would be used by
consumers of replacement passenger car
tires to compare tire fuel efficiency
across different tires and examine any
trade offs between fuel efficiency (i.e.,
rolling resistance), safety (i.e., wet
traction), and durability (i.e., treadwear)
in making their purchase decisions.

The information would be provided
in a couple different ways: (1) A paper
label of specified format affixed to the
tread face of the new tire; and (2) tire
manufacturers would provide data to
NHTSA under a reporting requirement.
Tire retailers would inform consumers
of the fuel efficiency rating system by
displaying a poster that NHTSA would
print and distribute. NHTSA would
make the ratings data available to the
public both in printed form and via the
Internet.

Estimated Annual Burden

The label that NHTSA is proposing to
require is already covered by an existing
information collection (OMB Control

Number 2127-0519). The agency
estimates that the incremental cost of
the additional information required on
the label manufacturers already affix to
the tire would be $.05 cents per label.
Based on an estimate of 191 million
replacement tires sold annually that are
affected by this proposal, the cost of the
label would be $9.55 million.

The next source of burden to
manufacturers is the reporting costs.
NHTSA estimates that there are 28 tire
manufacturers that will be required to
report. Each of these will need to set up
the software in a computer program to
combine the testing information,
organize it for NHTSA’s use, etc. We
estimate this cost to be a one-time
charge of about $10,000 per company.
Based on the costs used in the Early
Warning Reporting Regulation
analysis,175 we estimate the annual cost
per report per tire manufacturer to be
$287. There are also computer
maintenance costs of keeping the data
up to date, efc., as tests come in
throughout the year. In the EWR
analysis, we estimated costs of $3,755
per year per company. Thus, the total
annual cost is estimated to be $4,042 per
company. Thus the total costs would be
$280,000 + $113,176 = $393,176 for the
first year and $113,176 as an annual cost
for the 28 tire manufacturers.

The largest portion of the cost burden
imposed by the tire fuel efficiency
program arises from the testing
necessary to determine the ratings that
should be assigned to the tires. Two of
the proposed tests are already covered
by an existing information collection
(OMB Control Number 2127-0519). The
agency estimates that, at least initially,
there are 20,708 tires that would need
to be tested to provide information for
the third rating. At a cost of
approximately $180 per test, if each one
of these were tested once for tire rolling
resistance, the costs to the industry
would be $3,727,000. After the first few
years of this program, the number of
tires manufacturers will need to test
annually will probably decrease. Based
upon the average number of reports the
agency receives under the UTQGS
program, the agency estimates that 125
new/redesigned tires will need to be
tested annually, for ongoing testing
costs of $22,500.

Estimated Annual Burden to the
Government

The estimated annual cost to the
Federal Government is $1.28 million.

175 Preliminary Regulatory Evaluation, Tread Act
Amendments to Early Warning Reporting
Regulation Part 579 and Defect and Noncompliance
Part 573, August 2008 (Docket No. 2008-0169—
0007.1).

This cost includes $730,000 for
enforcement testing, and about $550,000
annually to set up and keep up to date

a Web site that includes the information
reported to NHTSA.

Number of Respondents

There are approximately 28
manufacturers of replacement tires sold
in the United States.

Comments Are Invited On

Whether the proposed collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
Department, including whether the
information will have practical utility;
the accuracy of the Department’s
estimate of the burden of the proposed
information collection; ways to enhance
the quality, utility and clarity of the
information to be collected; and ways to
minimize the burden of the collection of
information on respondents, including
the use of automated collection
techniques or other forms of information
technology. Please submit any
comments to the NHTSA Docket
Number referenced in the heading of
this document, and to Mary Versailles
as referenced in the FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT section of this
document. Comments are due by August
21, 2009.

H. Executive Order 13045

Executive Order 13045 176 applies to
any rule that: (1) Is determined to be
economically significant as defined
under E.O. 12866, and (2) concerns an
environmental, health or safety risk that
NHTSA has reason to believe may have
a disproportionate effect on children. If
the regulatory action meets both criteria,
we must evaluate the environmental
health or safety effects of the proposed
rule on children, and explain why the
proposed regulation is preferable to
other potentially effective and
reasonably feasible alternatives
considered by us.

This proposed rule does not pose
such a risk for children. The primary
effects of this proposal are to conserve
energy by educating consumers to make
better informed tire purchasing
decisions.

L. National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act

Section 12(d) of the National
Technology Transfer and Advancement
Act (NTTAA) requires NHTSA to
evaluate and use existing voluntary
consensus standards in its regulatory
activities unless doing so would be
inconsistent with applicable law (e.g.,

176 62 FR 19885 (Apr. 23, 1997).
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the statutory provisions regarding
NHTSA’s vehicle safety authority) or
otherwise impractical.

Voluntary consensus standards are
technical standards developed or
adopted by voluntary consensus
standards bodies. Technical standards
are defined by the NTTAA as
“performance-based or design-specific
technical specification and related
management systems practices.” They
pertain to “products and processes,
such as size, strength, or technical
performance of a product, process or
material.”

Examples of organizations generally
regarded as voluntary consensus
standards bodies include the American
Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM), the Society of Automotive
Engineers (SAE), and the American
National Standards Institute (ANSI). If
NHTSA does not use available and
potentially applicable voluntary
consensus standards, we are required by
the Act to provide Congress, through
OMB, an explanation of the reasons for
not using such standards.

The notice proposes a national tire
fuel efficiency rating system for
replacement passenger car tires to assist
consumers in making more educated
tire purchasing decisions. For purposes
of the fuel efficiency rating
determination, NHTSA proposed to base
the rating determination on a rolling
resistance test method nearly finalized
by ISO, ISO 28580: Tyre Rolling
Resistance measurement method—
Single point test and measurement
result correlation—Designed to facilitate
international cooperation and, possibly,
regulation building. The ISO is a
worldwide federation of national
standards bodies that prepares
standards through technical committees
comprised of international
organizations, governmental and non-
governmental, in liaison with 1SO.177
Standards developed by ISO are
voluntary consensus standards.

J. Executive Order 13211

Executive Order 13211 178 applies to
any rule that: (1) Is determined to be
economically significant as defined
under E.O. 12866, and is likely to have
a significant adverse effect on the
supply, distribution, or use of energy; or
(2) that is designated by the
Administrator of the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs as a
significant energy action. If the
regulatory action meets either criterion,

1771SO Central Secretariat, 1, ch. de la Voie-
Creuse, Case postale 56, CH-1211 Geneva 20,
Switzerland, Telephone +41 22 749 01 11, Fax +41
22 733 34 30, http://www.iso.org.

17866 FR 28355 (May 18, 2001).

we must evaluate the adverse energy
effects of the proposed rule and explain
why the proposed regulation is
preferable to other potentially effective
and reasonably feasible alternatives
considered by NHTSA.

The proposed rule seeks to establish
a national tire fuel efficiency rating
program for the purpose of educating
consumers about the effect of tires on
fuel efficiency, safety and durability,
which if successful, will likely reduce
the rolling resistance of replacement
passenger car tires and, thus, reduce the
consumption of petroleum. Therefore,
this proposed rule will not have any
adverse energy effects. Accordingly, this
proposed rulemaking action is not
designated as a significant energy
action.

K. Regulation Identifier Number (RIN)

The Department of Transportation
assigns a regulation identifier number
(RIN) to each regulatory action listed in
the Unified Agenda of Federal
Regulations. The Regulatory Information
Service Center publishes the Unified
Agenda in April and October of each

year. You may use the RIN contained in
the heading at the beginning of this
document to find this action in the
Unified Agenda.

L. Plain Language

Executive Order 12866 requires each
agency to write all rules in plain
language. Application of the principles
of plain language includes consideration
of the following questions:

¢ Have we organized the material to
suit the public’s needs?

e Are the requirements in the rule
clearly stated?

¢ Does the rule contain technical
language or jargon that isn’t clear?

e Would a different format (grouping
and order of sections, use of headings,
paragraphing) make the rule easier to
understand?

e Would more (but shorter) sections
be better?

e Could we improve clarity by adding
tables, lists, or diagrams?

e What else could we do to make the
rule easier to understand?

If you have any responses to these
questions, please include them in your
comments on this proposal.

M. Privacy Act

Anyone is able to search the
electronic form of all comments
received into any of our dockets by the
name of the individual submitting the
comment (or signing the comment, if
submitted on behalf of an organization,
business, labor union, etc.). You may
review DOT’s complete Privacy Act

statement in the Federal Register
published on April 11, 2000 (Volume
65, Number 70; Pages 19477-78) or you
may visit http://www.dot.gov/
privacy.html.

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 575

Consumer protection, Motor vehicle
safety, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Tires.

In consideration of the foregoing,
NHTSA proposes to amend 49 CFR Part
575 as follows:

PART 575—CONSUMER
INFORMATION

1. Revise the authority citation for
Part 575 to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 32302, 32304A,
30111, 30115, 30117, 30123, 30166, and
30168, Pub. L. 104—414, 114 Stat. 1800, Pub.
L. 109-59, 119 Stat. 1144, Pub. L. 110-140,
121 Stat. 1492, 15 U.S.C. 1232(g); delegation
of authority at 49 CFR 1.50.

2. Add §575.106 to subpart B to read
as follows:

§575.106 Tire fuel efficiency consumer
information program.

(a) Scope. This section requires tire
manufacturers, tire brand name owners,
and tire retailers to provide information
indicating the relative performance of
replacement passenger car tires in the
areas of fuel efficiency, safety, and
durability.

(b) Purpose. The purpose of this
section is to aid consumers in making
better educated choices in the purchase
of passenger car tires.

(c) Application. This section applies
to replacement passenger car tires.
However, this section does not apply to
deep tread, winter-type snow tires,
space-saver or temporary use spare tires,
tires with nominal rim diameters of 12
inches or less, or to limited production
tires as defined in § 575.104(c)(2).

d) Definitions. As used in this
section:

Passenger car tire means a tire
intended for use on passenger cars,
multipurpose passenger vehicles, and
trucks, that have a gross vehicle weight
rating (GVWR) of 10,000 pounds or less.

Ratings graphic means a graphical
depiction of a tire’s fuel efficiency,
safety, and durability ratings
information, as reported to NHTSA
under paragraph (e)(1)(i)(C) of this
section, that conforms in content, format
and sequence to the sample label
depicted in Figure 1 of this section.

Replacement passenger car tire means
any passenger car tire other than a
passenger car tire sold as original
equipment on a new vehicle.

Size designation means the alpha-
numeric designation assigned by a
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manufacturer that identifies a tire’s size.
This can include identifications of tire
class, nominal width, aspect ratio, tire
construction, and wheel diameter.

Tire line or tire model means the
entire name used by a tire manufacturer
to designate a tire product including all
prefixes and suffixes as they appear on
the sidewall of a tire.

Tire retailer means a person or
business that offers a tire for sale and
with whom a replacement passenger car
tire manufacturer or brand name owner
has a contractual, proprietary, or other
legal relationship, or a person or
business who has such a relationship
with a distributor of the replacement
passenger car tire manufacturer or brand
name owner concerning the tire in
question.

(e) Requirements.—(1) Information. (i)
Requirements for tire manufacturers.
Each manufacturer of tires, or in the
case of tires marketed under a brand
name, each brand name owner, shall
provide rating information for each tire
of which it is the manufacturer or brand
name owner in the manner set forth in
paragraphs (e)(1)(i)(A) through (D) of
this section. The ratings for each tire
shall be only those specified in
paragraph (e)(2) of this section. For the
purposes of this section, each tire of a
different size designation is to be rated
separately. Each tire shall be able to
achieve the level of performance
represented by each rating with which
it is labeled. An individual tire need
not, however, meet further requirements
after having been subjected to the test
for any one rating.

(A) Ratings. Each tire shall be rated
with the words, letters, symbols, and
figures specified in paragraph (e)(2) of
this section. Each shall display this
rating information using the ratings
graphic illustrated in Figure 1 on either
the tire label required by
§575.104(d)(1)(i)(B), or on a separate
tire label, as set forth in paragraph
(e)(1)(1)(B) of this section.

(B) Tire label. Each tire manufactured
on or after the effective date of these
amendments shall have affixed to its
tread surface so as not to be easily
removable a label containing its ratings
graphic, as illustrated in Figure 1. The
label shall be no less than 4.5 inches
high and 5.5 inches wide. The fuel
efficiency, safety and durability ratings
attributed to the tire shall be either
imprinted or indelibly stamped on the
ratings graphic on the label in the
appropriate location along each scale, as
described in this paragraph (e)(1){)(B).
For purposes of the ratings graphic
required by this section, the fuel
efficiency, safety and durability ratings,
each an integer ranging from 0 to 100,

shall appear in a white box
superimposed upon the color shaded
rating scale, and directly above the
arrow which shall be located in the
location that corresponds to where the
respective rating falls, where each
shaded box represents an increment of
5 on each rating scale. Namely, since the
ratings graphic has 20 boxes for each
rating scale, the first box would contain
the arrow pointing to the white box
containing the score if a tire is rated 1
through 4. An arrow indicating a rating
of 5 would appear directly on the
rightmost edge of the leftmost color
shaded, i.e., reddest, box. The 20th, or
rightmost, box would contain the arrow
pointing to the white box containing the
rating if a tire is rated 96 through 99. An
arrow indicating a rating of 95 would
appear directly on the leftmost edge of
the rightmost color shaded, i.e.,
greenest, box. An arrow indicating a
rating of 100 would appear directly on
the rightmost edge of the rightmost color
shaded, i.e., greenest, box.

(1) Ratings graphic text. The text
“FUEL EFFICIENCY and GREENHOUSE
GAS RATING,” “SAFETY RATING
(WET TRACTION),” and “DURABILITY
RATING (TREADWEAR),” and “For
more information visit www.nhtsa.gov,”
must have a minimum font size of 12
point. The remaining text in the header
area of the ratings graphic (i.e.,
“GOVERNMENT TIRE RATING,” tire
manufacturer or brand name owner
specification, tire line specification, tire
size specification), and the 0 to 100
number rating on each rating scale, must
have a minimum font size of 14 point.
All remaining text and numbers on the
label must have a minimum font size of
10 point.

(2) Ratings graphic color. The text and
numbers of the ratings graphic shall be
dark in color, with a background that is
light in color. The three scales on the
ratings graphic shall be presented in
color, where the first of 20 squares (i.e.,
the leftmost square on each scale) shall
be primary red, the 2nd of 20 squares
shall be a slightly lighter shade of red
than the leftmost (i.e., 1st) square, the
3rd square shall be a slightly lighter
shade of red than the 2nd square, and
so on until the 10th of 20 squares,
which should be nearly white. The last
of 20 squares (i.e., the rightmost square)
shall be primary green, the 19th square
shall be a slightly lighter shade of green
than the 20th square, the 18th square
shall be a shade of green slightly lighter
than the 19th square, and so on until the
10th of 20 squares, which should be
nearly white. Sample ratings graphics
that depict the appropriate color
schemes are available at http://
www.nhtsa.gov.

(3) Ratings graphic orientation. The
ratings graphic of Figure 1 shall be
oriented on the tire tread surface with
lines of type running perpendicular to
the tread circumference. If a label
bearing a tire size designation is
attached to the tire tread surface and the
tire size designation is oriented with
lines of type running perpendicular to
the tread circumference, the ratings
graphic of Figure 1 shall read in the
same direction as the tire size
designation.

(4) New ratings information.
Whenever the tire manufacturer, or in
the case of tires marketed under a brand
name the brand name owner,
determines new or different fuel
efficiency, safety, or durability ratings
information for a tire, the tire
manufacturer or brand name owner
shall include the new ratings
information on and with tires
manufactured on or after the date 30
calendar days after receipt by the
manufacturer of the new information.

(C) Reporting requirements. The
information collection requirements
contained in this section have been
approved by the Office of Management
and Budget under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
3501 et seq.) and have been assigned
OMB Control Number XXXX-XXXX.

(1) Manufacturers of tires, or in the
case of tires marketed under a brand
name, brand name owners of tires
subject to this section shall submit to
NHTSA electronically, either directly or
through an agent, the following data for
each rated replacement passenger car
tire by one year after the effective date
of these regulations:

(1) Rolling resistance force, in
Newtons and must be followed in
parenthesis by the equivalent pounds-
force, e.g., 5 Newtons (1.12 1bf)., as
measured in paragraph (f) of this
section.

(if) Test load, in Newtons and must be
followed in parenthesis by the
equivalent pounds-force, e.g., 5
Newtons (1.12 1bf), as measured in
paragraph (f) of this section.

(ii1) Rolling resistance rating (0 to
100), as determined in paragraph
(e)(2)(i) of this section.

(iv) Traction rating (0 to 100), as
determined in paragraph (e)(2)(ii) of this
section.

(v) Treadwear rating (0 to 100), as
determined in paragraph (e)(2)(iii) of
this section.

(vi) Average peak coefficient of
friction for asphalt, as measured in
§575.104(f).

(vii) Average peak coefficient of
friction for concrete, as measured in
§575.104(f).
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(viii) Adjusted peak coefficient of
friction for asphalt (Lapa), based on the
formula in paragraph (e)(2)(ii) of this
section.

(ix) Adjusted peak coefficient of
friction for concrete (Lapc), based on the
formula in paragraph (e)(2)(ii) of this
section.

(x) Wear rate of tested tire, as
measured during the UTQGS treadwear
procedure (49 CFR 575.104(e)).

(2) Format of data submitted. The
information required under paragraph
(e)(1)(1)(C)(1) of this section shall be
submitted to NHTSA in electronic
format.

(3) New ratings information.
Whenever the tire manufacturer, or in
the case of tires marketed under a brand
name, the brand name owner
determines new or different information
required under paragraph (e)(1)({)(C)(1)
of this section for a tire, the tire
manufacturer or brand name owner
shall submit the new ratings
information to NHTSA on or before the
date 30 calendar days after receipt by
the manufacturer of the new
information.

(ii) Requirements for tire retailers.
Each tire retailer shall provide rating
information for each passenger car tire
offered for sale in the manner set forth
in paragraphs (e)(1)(ii)(A) and (B) of this
section.

(A) A tire retailer shall not remove the
label containing the ratings graphic
required by paragraph (e)(1)(i)(B) of this
section, until the tire has been sold.

(B) A tire retailer that has a display
room, or that displays sample tires for
sale to consumers, shall display a tire
fuel efficiency consumer information
program poster that NHTSA shall print
and provide to tire retailers.

(iii) Linking to NHTSA’s tire Web site.
Tire manufacturers and tire retailers that
have or maintain Web sites must link to
NHTSA’s tire Web site (http://
www.nhtsa.gov) from their main (top)
Web page no later than 12 months after
this regulation is effective or the day the
Web site is online and available to the
public.

(2) Performance.—(i) Fuel efficiency.
Each tire shall be rated for fuel
efficiency performance on a scale of 0 to
100, as calculated using the following
formula, where RRF is the NHTSA
nominal rolling resistance force value
obtained when the tire is tested in
accordance with the conditions and
procedures specified in paragraph (f) of
this section. A fuel efficiency rating
(Reg) shall be expressed as an integer 0
to 100 (for example, 51, 64, 80) by
rounding Rgg to the nearest whole
number. The maximum rating that may

be assigned to the candidate tire is Rgg,
as calculated using this formula.
Rrg = (RRFmax —RRF) * 100/

(RRFmax - RRFmin)

Where RRFmax is equal to 25 and
represents the highest rolling resistance
the agency believes should be
represented on the fuel efficiency rating
scale and where RRF i, is equal to 5 and
represents the lowest rolling resistance
the agency believes should be
represented on the fuel efficiency rating
scale.

(ii) Traction. Each tire shall be rated
for traction performance on a scale of 0
to 100, as calculated using the following
formula, where papa and papc are the
nominal peak coefficient of friction
values obtained when the tire is tested
in accordance with the conditions and
procedures specified in paragraph (g) of
this section. A traction rating (Rrc) shall
be expressed as an integer between 0
and 100 (for example, 51, 64, 80) by
rounding Rrc to the nearest whole
number. The maximum rating that may
be assigned to the candidate tire is Rrc,
as calculated using this formula.

Rrc = {(1tapa + Haprc) {1—[(Lapa —Marc)/
(Lapa + Uapc)]?2} — 0.6 * (100/2.0)

Where:

Uapa = adjusted peak coefficient of friction
for asphalt, and

Uapc = adjusted peak coefficient of friction
for concrete

(iii) Treadwear. Each tire shall be
rated for treadwear performance on a
scale of 0 to 100, as calculated using the
following formula, where TWyrqgs is
the traction grading as specified in
§575.104(d)(2)(i). A traction rating
(Rrw) shall be expressed as an integer
between 0 and 100 (for example, 51, 64,
80) by rounding Rrw to the nearest
whole number. The maximum rating
that may be assigned to the candidate
tire is Rrw, as calculated using this
formula.

RTW = TWUTch/lo

(f) Fuel efficiency rating conditions
and procedures.—(1) Conditions. (i)
Measurement of rolling resistance force
under the test procedure specified in
paragraph (f)(2) of this section shall be
made using either the force or the torque
method.

(ii) The test procedure specified in
paragraph (f)(2) of this section shall be
carried out on an 80-grit roadwheel
surface.

(2) Procedure. The test procedure
shall be as specified in International
Organization for Standardization (ISO),
ISO 28580: Tyre Rolling Resistance
measurement method—Single point test
and measurement result correlation—
Designed to facilitate international

cooperation and, possibly, regulation
building, except that the conditions
specified in paragraph (f)(1) of this
section shall be used.

(g) Traction rating conditions and
procedures. (1) Conditions. Test
conditions are as specified in
§575.104(f)(1).

(2) Procedure. (i) Prepare two
standard tires as specified in
§575.104(f)(2)(d).

(i) Mount the tires on the test
apparatus described in
§575.104(f)(1)(iv) and load each tire to
1,085 pounds.

(iii) Tow the trailer on the asphalt test
surface specified in § 575.104(f)(1)(i) at
a speed of 40 mph, lock one trailer
wheel, and record the peak coefficient
of friction on the tire associated with
that wheel. Peak coefficient shall be
measured between 0.35 and 0.65
seconds after initiation of braking
sequence.

(iv) Repeat the test on the concrete
surface, locking the same wheel.

(v) Repeat the tests specified in
paragraphs (g)(2)(iii) and (iv) of this
section for a total of 10 measurements
on each test surface.

(vi) Repeat the procedures specified
in paragraphs (g)(2)(iii) through (v) of
this section, locking the wheel
associated with the other standard tire.

(vii) Average the 20 measurements
taken on the asphalt surface to find the
standard tire average peak coefficient of
friction for the asphalt surface. Average
the 20 measurements taken on the
concrete surface to find the standard tire
average peak coefficient of friction for
the concrete surface. The standard tire
average peak coefficient of friction so
determined may be used in the
computation of adjusted peak
coefficient of friction coefficients for
more than one candidate tire.

(viii) Prepare two candidate tires of
the same construction type,
manufacturer, tire line, and size
designation in accordance with
paragraph (g)(2)(i) of this section, mount
them on the test apparatus, and test one
of them according to the procedures of
paragraphs (g)(2)(ii) through (v) of this
section, except load each tire to 85% of
the test load specified in § 575.104(h).
For CT tires, the test inflation of
candidate tires shall be 230 kPa.
Candidate tire measurements may be
taken either before or after the standard
tire measurements used to compute the
standard tire traction coefficient. Take
all standard tire and candidate tire
measurements used in computation of a
candidate tire’s adjusted peak
coefficient of friction within a single
three hour period. Average the 10
measurements taken on the asphalt
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surface to find the candidate tire average
peak coefficient of friction for the
asphalt surface. Average the 10
measurements taken on the concrete
surface to find the candidate tire average
peak coefficient of friction for the
concrete surface.

(ix) Repeat the procedures specified
in paragraph (g)(2)(viii) of this section,
using the second candidate tire as the
tire being tested.

(x) Compute each candidate tire’s
adjusted peak coefficient of friction for

asphalt (Lapa) by the following formula:

Uapa = (Measured Candidate Tire
Average Peak Coefficient of Friction for
Asphalt + 0.75) — (Measured Standard
Tire Average Peak Coefficient of
Friction for Asphalt)

(xi) Compute each candidate tire’s
adjusted peak coefficient of friction for
concrete (Lapc) by the following
formula:

GOVERNMENT TIRE RATING

Uapc = (Measured Candidate Tire
Average Peak Coefficient of Friction for
Concrete + 0.60) — (Measured Standard
Tire Average Peak Coefficient of
Friction for Concrete)

(h) Treadwear rating conditions and
procedures.—(1) Conditions. Test
conditions are as specified in
§575.104(e)(1).

(2) Procedure. Test procedure is as
specified in § 575.104(e)(2).

Tables and Figures to §575.106

B O

FUEL EFFICIENCY and GREENHOUSE GAS RATING

ACME TIRE COMPANY

WILEY RR-S
SIZE: P225/60R16

100

100

Ratings range from 0 to 100 with 100 being the best, where the tire is properly inflated.
Source: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)

For more information visit www.nhtsa.gov
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Figure 1 — Proposed Rating System Label

Issued on: June 16, 2009.
Stephen R. Kratzke,
Associate Administrator for Rulemaking.
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