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utility, and clarity of the information
collection; and (d) ways that the burden
could be lessened without reducing the
quality of the collected information. The
agency will summarize or include your
comments in the request for OMB’s
clearance of this information collection.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Michael C. Pucci, 202-366-5167,
Division of Maritime Programs,
Maritime Administration, 1200 New
Jersey Avenue SE, Washington, DC
20590, Email: michael.pucci@dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Title: Requirements for Eligibility of
U.S.-Flag Vessels of 100 Feet or Greater
in Registered Length to Obtain a Fishery
Endorsement.

OMB Control Number: 2133-0530.

Type of Request: Extension without
change of a currently approved
collection.

Abstract: The parties subject to this
information collection include vessel
owners, charterers, preferred
mortgagees, mortgage trustees, vessel
managers, and parties involved in long-
term contracts for the sale of all or a
significant portion of a vessel’s catch.
The information collected will be used
by MARAD to determine if a vessel is
owned and controlled by U.S. citizens,
in accordance with the requirements of
the American Fisheries Act (AFA), and
is eligible to be documented with a
fishery endorsement to its
documentation. The information
collected in the Affidavit of United
States Citizenship and other supporting
documentation may also be used by
MARAD to determine whether the
vessel owner, charterer, processor, or
other entity has violated harvesting and
processing caps imposed under Section
210(e)(1) and (2) of the AFA. In
addition, the information may be used
to determine whether there is a conflict
with an international treaty or
agreement, that would result in an
exemption from the requirements of the
rule for a particular vessel owner or
mortgagee.

Respondents: Certain vessel owners,
vessel operators, mortgagees, and
financial institutions.

Affected Public: Vessel owners,
charterers, mortgagees, mortgage
trustees and managers of vessels of 100
feet or greater, who seek a fishery
endorsement for the vessel.

Estimated Number of Respondents:
500.

Estimated Number of Responses: 500.

Estimated Hours per Response: 5—6.

Annual Estimated Total Annual
Burden Hours: 2,950.

Frequency of Response: Annually.

(Authority: The Paperwork Reduction Act of
1995; 44 U.S.C. Chapter 35, as amended; and
49 CFR 1.49.)

By Order of the Maritime Administrator.
T. Mitchell Hudson, Jr.,
Secretary, Maritime Administration.
[FR Doc. 2026—06110 Filed 3—-27-26; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-81-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA-2026—-0562]

Denial of Motor Vehicle Defect Petition

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Department of Transportation.

ACTION: Defect petition DP23001 has
been denied.

SUMMARY: This notice sets forth the
reasons for the denial of a defect
petition submitted by Costas Lakafossis
(“Petitioner”) to NHTSA’s Office of
Defects Investigation (ODI) requesting
that the Agency recall all Tesla vehicle
models produced from 2013 to the
present due to what the Petitioner
considers to be the increased likelihood
of pedal misapplication. According to
Petitioner, the differences in the
operator controls between the subject
Tesla vehicles and internal combustion
engine (ICE) powered vehicles promote
driver pedal misapplication, leading to
sudden unintended acceleration (SUA)
incidents. Having reviewed the
information submitted by Petitioner and
Tesla, as well as data within its own
files, NHTSA has denied the petition
because the conditions described
therein do not indicate the presence of
a safety defect in the subject vehicles.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Matthew Martens, Vehicle Defects
Division—D, Office of Defects
Investigation, NHTSA, 1200 New Jersey
Ave. SE, Washington, DC 20590. Email:
matthew.martens@dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
1.0 Introduction

Interested persons may petition
NHTSA requesting that the Agency
initiate an investigation to determine
whether a motor vehicle or an item of
replacement equipment does not
comply with an applicable motor
vehicle safety standard or contains a
defect that relates to motor vehicle
safety. 49 U.S.C. 30162(a)(2); 49 CFR
part 552. Upon receipt of a properly-
filed petition, the Agency conducts a
technical review of the petition. 49

U.S.C. 30162(a)(2); 49 CFR 552.6. The
technical review may consist solely of a
review of information already in the
possession of the Agency or it may
include the collection of information
from the motor vehicle manufacturer
and other sources. After conducting the
technical review and considering
appropriate factors, which may include,
but are not limited to, the nature of the
complaint, allocation of Agency
resources, Agency priorities, the
likelihood of uncovering sufficient
evidence to establish the existence of a
defect and the likelihood of success in
any necessary enforcement litigation,
the Agency will grant or deny the
petition. See 49 U.S.C. 30162(a)(2); 49
CFR 552.8.

2.0 Background Information

The Petition, dated March 21, 2023,
requests the recall of all Tesla vehicles
produced from 2013 to the present
because of a “missing” interlock that
requires a brake pedal application by
the driver in order to shift from Drive
to Reverse. Attached to the Petition is a
technical paper authored by Petitioner.?

NHTSA'’s technical review included
assessments of the Petition and
supporting technical paper, Tesla’s
response to ODI's Information Request
(IR), and additional data available to
NHTSA.

3.0 DP23001 Petition

The Petition requests a safety recall of
all Tesla vehicle models produced from
2013 to the present, “due to a missing
critical interlock feature and specific
Autopilot features that contribute to
increased likelihood of driver errors in
the form of Pedal Misapplication.”
According to Petitioner, drivers
habituated to driving ICE vehicles adapt
to “one-pedal” driving afforded by the
subject vehicles’ regenerative braking
but may mistakenly apply the
accelerator pedal in emergency
situations when they intend to apply the
brakes, leading to increased unintended
acceleration incident rates. The Petition
further proposes a remedy: the
“add[ition of] a software interlock to
[relevant vehicles’] control system,
requiring the driver to press the brake
pedal before allowing the car to fully
stop and reverse gear to engage.”

In support of his petition, Petitioner
describes a collision in Greece that he
investigated in which the driver

1The Petition and supporting paper, ““Self-driving
cars and SUA accidents: a very clear understanding
of the factors that increase the likelihood of serious
accidents in technologically advanced cars,” are
designated ODI ID 11515119 and can be found at
https://static.nhtsa.gov/complaints/11515119/
11515119-0003.pdf.


https://static.nhtsa.gov/complaints/11515119/11515119-0003.pdf
https://static.nhtsa.gov/complaints/11515119/11515119-0003.pdf
mailto:matthew.martens@dot.gov
mailto:michael.pucci@dot.gov
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admitted to parking without the use of
the brake pedal, and has submitted a
technical paper that he authored.

Petitioner describes the “mechanism
behind” the alleged pedal
misapplication or SUA events
supposedly caused by the alleged defect
as follows:

¢ The subject vehicles’ regenerative
braking capabilities permit a driver to
decelerate the vehicle by substituting
reduced accelerator pedal application
for a brake pedal application when the
driver wishes to decelerate with “one-
pedal” driving.

e In certain circumstances, a driver
may mistake the vehicle deceleration
and (accelerator) pedal contact for a
brake pedal application.

e At times, a driver may recognize a
need for greater deceleration and
inadvertently revert to prior muscle
memory established while driving ICE
vehicles without one-pedal driving
capabilities and press harder on the
accelerator pedal, mistaking it for the
brake pedal, leading to an SUA incident.

According to the Petitioner, the
subject vehicles should, therefore, be
equipped with measures that require: (i)
occasional removal of the driver’s foot
from the pedals; and (ii) application of
the brake pedal before fully stopping the
vehicle. Petitioner likens these measures
to the application of BTSI to automatic
transmission-equipped vehicles, which,
Petitioner states, eliminated pedal
misapplication at vehicle startup and
trained drivers to index their foot
positions.

The Petition hypothesizes that the
application of an interlock requiring
driver brake application when shifting
from Drive to Reverse may reduce the
pedal misapplication at issue.

4.0 ODI’s IR and Tesla’s Assessment

On May 13, 2023, ODI sent an IR to
Tesla requesting relevant field incident
reporting, information about its
regenerative braking options, copies of
internal assessments of one-pedal
driving, pedal misapplication mitigation
strategies, and its assessment of the
alleged defect as proposed by the
Petition. In its response, Tesla
maintained that the relevant vehicles
appropriately responded to driver
inputs and, therefore, that there were
not any SUA events responsive to ODI’s
inquiries. In support of this conclusion,
Tesla explained the operation of the
subject vehicles’ regenerative braking
systems, the creep/hold functions, and
the formerly called ‘“‘Pedal
Misapplication Mitigation (PMM)”
strategy, now referred to as ‘“Obstacle-

Aware Acceleration (OAA),” 2 and
Tesla’s overall assessment of the
Petition.

5.0 ODI Analysis

ODI’s analysis included assessments
of the Petition and supporting technical
paper, Tesla’s response to ODI’s
Information Request (IR), and additional
data available to NHTSA.

5.1 Scoping and Assumptions

Based on the Petition’s emphasis on
the human-machine interface with
regenerative braking systems and
conditions existing at the transition
between Drive and Reverse at the end of
a drive cycle, ODI restricted its analysis
to manually-driven circumstances and
the performance of regenerative braking
in subject vehicles shifting from Drive to
Reverse.

5.2 Regenerative Braking and One-
Pedal Driving Across the Industry

As is relevant here, regenerative
braking is the primary vehicle-based
differentiator between ICE models and
the subject Battery Electric Vehicle
(BEV) models. Regenerative braking
converts excess kinetic energy from a
moving BEV into electric current, which
recharges its battery and slows the
vehicle. Depending on the particular
vehicle model and user settings,
regenerative braking may be set strongly
enough to enable “one-pedal” driving
where the driver primarily uses the
accelerator during the drive cycle and
may decelerate the vehicle with a
reduced level of accelerator application
(instead of a brake application). One-
pedal driving furnishes substantially
higher levels of deceleration than
coasting deceleration in ICE-powered
vehicles.?

One-pedal driving capability is not
limited to the subject vehicles. ODI
conducted a review of the usage of one-
pedal driving across the light vehicle
industry. The ability to use regenerative
braking through the accelerator pedal
exists across 21 light vehicle

2 According to the Tesla Owner’s Manual,
Obstacle-Aware Acceleration is designed to reduce
the impact of a collision by reducing motor torque
and in some cases applying the brakes, if Model 3
detects an object in its driving path. The
touchscreen displays a visual warning and sounds
a chime when the brakes are automatically applied.
For example, Model 3, while parked in front of a
closed garage door with Drive engaged, detects that
you have pressed hard on the accelerator pedal.
Although Model 3 still accelerates and hits the
garage door, the reduced torque may result in less
damage.

3Vigil, C., Kaayal, O., and Szepelak, A.,
“Quantifying the Deceleration of Various Electric
Vehicles Utilizing Regenerative Braking,” SAE
Technical Paper 2023-01-0623, 2023, https://
doi.org/10.4271/2023-01-0623.

manufacturers and 64 models, from
2008 through 2023 (the date of the
petition), with several models capable of
generating deceleration rates
comparable to those of the subject
vehicle and capable of bringing the
vehicle to a complete stop without the
application of the brake pedal.

5.3 Evaluation of Pedal
Misapplication-Involved Collisions

ODI used vehicle data that Tesla
submitted in response to ODI’s
information requests pertinent to
DP23001 and additional Tesla pedal
misapplication incidents falling outside
the particular scenario posited by the
Petitioner. Through this search, ODI was
able to identify only a handful of
collisions potentially within the scope
of the alleged defect. Moreover,
corresponding vehicle data
demonstrated that the subject vehicles
responded appropriately to control
inputs by their drivers. Additionally,
ODI is unaware of any evidence to
suggest that Petitioner’s proposed
interlock ¢ would have prevented either
the particular collisions furnished in
Tesla’s IR response or in pedal
misapplication collisions more
generally known to the Agency.

6.0 Conclusion

Having reviewed all relevant and
available information, ODI has not
found evidence of a safety defect in
Tesla vehicles as described in the
Petition. The use of regenerative braking
controlled by the accelerator pedal, or
one-pedal driving, is common across
most light vehicle manufacturers of
electric vehicles and Tesla vehicles are
not unique in this respect. ODI has not
identified evidence that would support
opening a defect investigation into
pedal misapplication on the subject
vehicles based on an analysis of vehicle
behavior or incidents known to the
agency. Accordingly, the Agency is
denying the petition. As with all
potential motor vehicle safety risks,
NHTSA will continue to review any
new information or incidents as they are
submitted to the Agency.

41t is also worth noting that the vehicle
manufacturer determines the remedy for any safety
defect; NHTSA does not prescribe a specific
remedy. See 49 U.S.C. 30120(a).


https://doi.org/10.4271/2023-01-0623
https://doi.org/10.4271/2023-01-0623
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(Authority: 49 U.S.C. 30162(d) and 49 CFR
part 552; delegations of authority at 49 CFR
1.95(a).) 3

Eileen Sullivan,

Associate Administrator, Enforcement.

[FR Doc. 2026—-06023 Filed 3—27-26; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P

UNIFIED CARRIER REGISTRATION
PLAN

Sunshine Act Meetings

TIME AND DATE: March 26, 2026, 10:00
a.m. to 1:00 p.m., Eastern Time.

PLACE: This meeting will take place at
the Omni Boston Hotel at the Seaport,
450 Summer Street, Boston, MA 02210.
The meeting will also be accessible via
conference call and via Zoom Meeting
and Screenshare. Any interested person
may call (i) 1-929-205-6099 (US Toll)
or 1-669—900-6833 (US Toll), Meeting
ID: 922 9242 2998, to listen and
participate in this meeting. The website
to participate via Zoom Meeting and
Screenshare is https://kellen.zoom.us/
meeting/register/rCKwYNUOQcWtN3M
CixSlg.

STATUS: This meeting will be open to the
public.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: The Unified
Carrier Registration Plan Board of
Directors (the “Board”) will continue its
work in developing and implementing
the Unified Carrier Registration Plan
and Agreement. The subject matter of
this meeting will include:

Proposed Agenda

1. Welcome and Call to Order—UCR
Board Chair

The UCR Board Chair will welcome
attendees, call the meeting to order, call
roll for the Board, confirm the presence
of a quorum, and facilitate self-
introductions.

II. Verification of Publication of
Meeting Notice—UCR Executive
Director

The UCR Executive Director will
verify publication of the meeting notice
on the UCR website and distribution to
the UCR contact list via email, followed
by subsequent publication of the notice
in the Federal Register.

5 The authority to determine whether to approve
or deny defect petitions under 49 U.S.C. 30162(d)
and 49 CFR part 552 has been further delegated to
the Associate Administrator for Enforcement.

III. Review and Approval of Board
Agenda—UCR Board Chair

For Discussion and Possible Board
Action

The proposed Agenda will be
reviewed. The Board will consider
action to adopt.

Ground Rules
> Board actions taken only in
designated areas on the agenda

IV. Approval of Minutes of the
February 5, 2026, UCR Board
Meeting—UCR Board Chair

For Discussion and Possible Board
Action

Draft Minutes from the February 5,
2026, UCR Board meeting will be
reviewed. The Board will consider
action to approve.

V. Report of FMCSA—FMCSA
Representative

A Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Administrator (FMCSA) Representative
will introduce to the UCR Plan Board.
The FMCSA will provide a report on
any relevant agency activity.

VI. Introduction of Staci Rubin,
Commissioner of the Massachusetts
Department of Public Utilities—

The UCR Board Chair will introduce
Staci Rubin, Commissioner of the
Massachusetts Department of Public
Utilities who is the delegated
Commissioner overseeing all
transportation safety matters and allow
for Ms. Rubin to give remarks.

VII. Letter Requesting Each
Participating UCR Plan State To
Demonstrate Their Use of UCR Plan
Entitlement Revenue in Accordance
With 49 U.S.C. 14504a(e)(1)(B)—UCR
Chief Legal Officer and UCR Executive
Director

For Discussion and Possible Board
Action

The UCR Chief Legal Officer and UCR
Executive Director will present a letter
to the Board requesting all UCR Plan
participating states to demonstrate that
participating states use entitlement
revenue in accordance with 49 U.S.C.
14504a(e)(1)(B), specifically, that
participating states use an amount at
least equal to the revenue derived from
the Unified Carrier Registration
Agreement for motor carrier safety
programs, enforcement, or the
administration of the UCR plan and
UCR agreement. The Board may take
action to adopt a letter requesting each
participating state demonstrate their use
of UCR Plan entitlement revenue in

accordance with 49 U.S.C.
14504a(e)(1)(B).

VIII. Proposal To Correct Inconsistent
Guidance Given to Leasing Companies
in the UCR Handbook—UCR Board
Member Mike Hoeme and UCR
Executive Director

For Discussion and Possible Board
Action

UCR Board Member Mike Hoeme and
the UCR Executive Director will identify
the inconsistent guidance given to
leasing companies on page 10 and page
28 of the UCR Plan Handbook and
present a proposal that eliminates the
inconsistency. The UCR Plan Board may
take action to eliminate the
inconsistency as proposed.

IX. Presentation of Letters of
Engagement Between the UCR Plan and
the Bradley Law Firm—UCR Executive
Director

For Discussion and Possible Board
Action

The UCR Executive Director will
present proposed Letters of Engagement
between the UCR Plan and Bradley Law
Firm for the 2026 calendar year. The
Board may take action to approve the
engagement letters.

X. Subcommittee Reports

Audit Subcommittee—UCR Audit
Subcommittee Chair

The UCR Audit Subcommittee Chair
will present the following Compliance
Summary Reports to the Board; 2025
and 2026 FARs, 2025 Retreat Audit,
2025 Inspection Audit, 2025
Unregistered 4, 5 and 6 and the 2025
and 2026 Registration reports to the
Board.

The UCR Audit Subcommittee Chair
will also review 2026 compliance
summaries along with the requirement
initiatives that States are evaluated on.
To receive a qualifying status, States are
required to have met or exceeded the
minimum percentages in at least three
of the four initiatives.

Dispute Resolution Subcommittee—
UCR Dispute Resolution Subcommittee
Chair

No report.

Education and Training
Subcommittee—UCR Education and
Training Subcommittee Chair

The UCR Education and Training
Subcommittee Chair will provide an
update on key projects and initiatives,
including the ongoing development of
the learning management program and
training modules, awareness and
engagement efforts for various


https://kellen.zoom.us/meeting/register/rCKwYNUOQcWtN3M_CixSIg
https://kellen.zoom.us/meeting/register/rCKwYNUOQcWtN3M_CixSIg
https://kellen.zoom.us/meeting/register/rCKwYNUOQcWtN3M_CixSIg
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