
ANPRM SFD QUESTIONS: 
  
1. Should FMCSA retain the current three-tiered rating system of Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory, and 
Conditional? Why or why not? 
              - In 2016, FMCSA proposed replacing the three-tiered structure with a single rating of Unfit. 
Under such a structure, carriers that completed safety fitness reviews 

successfully would continue operating and not appear different, in terms of their SFD, from 
carriers that had not yet been reviewed. Would this approach be 

sufficient to ensure safety? Please explain your views. 
  

- What are the costs and/or benefits to a motor carrier associated with each current possible 
rating? Please provide data or information relating to the costs 

and/or benefits for motor carriers who are issued final ratings for each of the ratings listed 
below: 

• Unsatisfactory rating (Unfit) 
• Conditional rating 
• Satisfactory rating 

  
2. Should FMCSA include additional HM regulatory requirements in appendix B to part 385 
(Explanation of Safety Rating Process) in the SFD calculation? 
  
3. Currently, the table of regulatory factors in appendix B to part 385 (at II(C)(b)) excludes parts 172 
and 173.  However, there are violations in these parts included in the list of critical and 
acute violations in appendix B.  Should they be included in the SFD calculations? 
  
4. Should motor carriers of passengers be subject to higher standards than other motor carriers in 
terms of safety fitness rating methodology? If yes, what should these higher safety standards or 
thresholds be, and why are they appropriate? If no, why not? 
  
5. Is there a specific aspect of safety management, such as driver training, driver fatigue management 
and mitigation, vehicular maintenance and repair, etc., that is so fundamentally 
different in passenger transportation, relative to CMVs transporting property, that FMCSA’s safety 
fitness rating methodology should take this aspect into special consideration? If yes, what 
is this specific aspect of safety management, and how do you recommend FMCSA handle the matter 
within its safety fitness rating methodology? If no, why are the safety management aspects the same?  
  
6. How will States be affected if the Agency changes the SFD? What resources might be needed to 
accommodate any changes, and how long would it take to incorporate any proposed changes? 
  
7. The current SFD does not use all available safety data, such as all inspection-based data. Should the 
SMS methodology be used to issue SFDs? If so, how? If not, should the Agency include more safety 
data in the SFD process in other ways and, if so, how? 
              - The Agency is interested in comments specifically on whether the integration of on-road 
safety data into the SFD process would improve the assessment of motor carriers’ safety posture and 
the 

identification of unfit motor carriers. 
  



8. Given the importance of driver behavior in preventing crashes, how would you recommend the 
Agency incorporate driver behavior data into the SFD? What data should the agency use? 
How should this methodology distinguish between data resulting in a conviction and data without a 
conviction? 
  
9. What changes, additions, or deletions, from the current list of critical and acute violations should be 
included in the NPRM, and why? Should the list be retained? Why or why not? 
  
10. Should SFD consider motor carriers’ adoption and use of safety technologies in a carrier’s rating? 
How should this fit into the SFD methodology? 
  
11. Should the Agency revise the current administrative review procedures in §§ 385.15 and 385.17(j) 
related to administrative review and corrective action? Which of those procedures should be changed 
or discarded? Please give the reasons for your views. 
  
12. Given that unsafe driving behaviors, such as speeding and texting while driving, are highly 
correlated with crash risk, should the safety fitness rating methodology give more weight to unsafe 
driving violations of § 392.2? For example, each pattern of noncompliance with a critical regulation 
relative to part 395, Hours of Service of Drivers, is assessed double the points in the safety fitness 
rating methodology.  Should violations of § 392.2, or a subset of those violations, be treated in a 
similar manner? 
 


