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Introduction

In 2006, EPA updated how the city and highway fuel economy
values are calculated to better reflect typical real-world driving
patterns and provide more realistic fuel economy estimates. In
addition, EPA redesigned the fuel economy label to make it more
informative for consumers. The redesigned label more prominently
featured annual fuel cost information, provided contemporary and
easy-to-use graphics for comparing the fuel economy of different
vehicles, used clearer text, and included a Web site reference to

www.fueleconomy.gov which provided additional information.

EPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) are now initiating a new rulemaking to ensure that
American consumers continue to have the most accurate, meaningful
and useful information, as well as an understanding of how the
labeled vehicle impacts the environment. With the introduction
of advanced technology vehicles on the market the agencies must
provide metrics that are relevant and useful for vehicles such as
Electric Vehicles, Extended Range Electric Vehicles and Plug-in
Hybrid Electric Vehicles.

To help inform the creation of the new label, EPA engaged PRR
Inc. to work with them in the design and implementation of several
information gathering protocols including:

Literature review

Focus groups (in 3 phases, including pre-group online

surveys)
Online survey of new vehicle buyers

Expert panel
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It was decided to use a three-phase approach for the focus groups
in order to accommodate the amount of information required to be
covered in the focus groups, as well as to use each phase to inform
the next phase on overall label design in regard to both content and
look. The three phases were designed to address the following issues:

Phase I — Use of the current label, as well as content and
design of the label for internal combustion engine vehicles

Phase IT — Understandability of and preference for metrics
for advanced technology vehicle labels

Phase III — Assessment of full label designs in regard to
content and look

This document provides an overview of the Phase III focus groups
and is designed specifically to refine the full label designs. It is not
intended as a comprehensive report of results from the Phase III
focus groups; that will come in the form of a full comprehensive
report incorporating the results of all three phases of the focus
groups, including the results of the pre-group online surveys. It
should be noted that all results reported here refer to the focus

group discussions.

Focus groups are the optimum approach to use when the task calls
for qualitative, in-depth understanding of consumers’ understanding
of fuel economy labels. Focus groups allow for probing around such
issues as why some label designs are more understandable, how
such label designs would be used in the vehicle purchase process,
and which label metrics are most important to consumers. The
focus group discussion can also provide insights about how a label
design may influence consumers’ use of the fuel economy label, as
well as helping consumers to identify the most fuel-efficient and
environmentally friendly vehicles that meet their needs.

Sixteen focus groups were conducted between May 17% and 27,
2010 in the cities of Seattle, Chicago, Houston and Charlotte. In
each city, four groups (two male, two female) were conducted in
English and each lasted for two hours. A moderator guide was used
to structure the focus group discussions (see Appendix A).
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Participants were recruited from within panels developed and
maintained by the focus group facility used in each city. Twelve
persons were recruited for each group, with the assumption that
eight to ten would be present for participation. With the exception
of the May 17% Seattle female group (which had six participants),
May 24® Houston male group (which had five participants) and
May 25" Houston male group (which had seven participants), the
rest of the groups consisted of eight participants each.

In order to screen out ‘professional focus group participants,” only
those who had not participated in a focus group in the last six
months were included. In addition, participants were required to
demonstrate evidence that they had purchased a new vehicle (not
a used or pre-owned vehicle; not a motorcycle; not a ‘Cash for
Clunkers’ purchase) in the last 12 months. In addition, participants
must have been the sole or primary decision maker with regard
to this new vehicle purchase. Having internet access was also a
requirement so that they could complete the pre-group online
survey. To ensure a good cross-section of participants, each focus
group included individuals representing diversity in: type of new
vehicle, price range of new vehicle, distance they typically travelled
daily in this new vehicle, if they had seriously considered an
advanced technology vehicle before purchasing their vehicle, and
demographics (see Appendix B for participant profiles).

For the Phase III focus groups, participants were asked to provide
input on fuel economy label designs for conventional gas, EV, EREV
and PHEV technologies. The fuel economy label designs used for
the Phase III focus groups were based on input received during the
Phase I and Phase II focus groups and input from EPA and NHTSA
officials. Participants were asked to evaluate three different fuel
economy label designs for the four different vehicle technologies.
Each fuel economy label design contained similar information, but
differed in presentation, lay-out, and some of the metrics used.

Option A labels focused on the use of colored boxes to
separate information. On the left side of the label, the top
box presented fuel economy and the bottom box presented
consumption and cost information. The right side of the label
was one long box that presented environmental information.
The Optin A label used stars to rate both fuel economy and
environmental impact, and provided a combined MPG/
MPGe metric along with gallons per hundred miles.

Phase 3 Focus Groups



Option B labels focused on making the fuel metric stand
out. Information was presented from left to right. The
box on the left presented information on fuel economy,
consumption and cost, while the box on the right presented
environmental information. The Option B label used
also provided combined and separate city and highway
fuel consumption information, used the kWh metrics to
represent vehicle electric operation fuel consumption,
included a Smartphone scan code, and used leaves to display
the environmental impact information. For vehicles that
used electric operation, information on electric vehicle
range and charge time was prominently displayed in their
own box on the right above the environmental information

box.

Option C labels focused on providing a large combined
mileage MPG/MPGe fuel metric to show fuel
consumption. Information was presented from left to
right, but used one large box on top to presented mileage
information. Below that box, consumption and cost
was presented in a box on the left and environmental
information was provided in a box on the right. Option
C labels did not provide separate city and highway MPG/
MPGe numbers, but did provide a gallons per hundred
miles metric. Leaves were again used to display the
environmental impact information. Unique to Option C
labels was the fuel economy comparison slider bar, and the
electric range and charge graphic.

To provide adequate time for participants to discuss each label
design, each focus group focused on three of the four different
vehicles technologies. Which three vehicle technologies were
included was rotated amongst the focus groups to provide equal
coverage of all four vehicle technologies. To allow for appropriate
comparisons to be made, one male and one female group in each
city were asked about the same three vehicles technologies in the
same order.
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Participants were asked to complete an online survey before they
took part in the focus group discussions. The purpose of the
online survey was to obtain additional information regarding
their vehicle purchase process, the role of fuel economy in their
purchase decision, how they used the current fuel economy label,
and motivators and barriers to their purchasing alternative fuel
vehicles. The pre-group online survey did not present new label
designs (these were covered exclusively in the focus groups). It
should be noted that the pre-group online surveys were not meant
to be representative of new vehicle buyers in general (since focus
group participants are in many ways unique), but rather to provide
additional information about these specific participants. The
online survey was approximately 12 to 15 minutes in length and
was completed by 176 of the recruited participants. Of those who
had completed the online survey, 60 male recruits and 62 female
recruits participated in the focus group discussions. The complete
results for this online survey can be found in the Pre-Focus Group
Online Survey Report.

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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Gasoline Engine Vehicle
Label Designs

Participants in twelve of the sixteen groups were asked to provide
input on gasoline vehicle label designs'. For this discussion, the
moderator handed out individual copies of three different gasoline
vehicle label designs (see Appendix C). The moderator asked each
participant to indicate which label they viewed as most and least
understandable (see Appendix D for tally) and to explain their
rationale for choosing the most and the least understandable designs.

The majority of the participants in eleven of the twelve groups found
Option B to be the most understandable. Option B was picked as the
most understandable by all four Charlotte groups, all four Seattle
groups, the male Chicago group, and the two Houston groups that
viewed the gasoline vehicle labels. Participants explained that this
option was perceived as the most understandable because it provided
them with separate city and highway fuel economy estimates just like
the current EPA label. They explained that they usually looked for
the “two big numbers” (i.e., city/highway MPGs) on the label for the

1 Four groups (two female and
two male) in both Charlotte and
Chicago, and two groups (one
female and one male) in both

Seattle and Houston.
Option B
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fuel economy of the vehicle. When they were asked if they preferred a
combined (city and highway) estimate over separate city and highway
estimates, most reported preferring the latter. They explained that
people had different driving styles (city versus highway driving) and
seeing each estimate gave them the basic information to do the math
and calculate fuel economy for their particular case. They also liked
having the annual cost and consumption information provided in a
prominent location, which made it easy to find and read.. Participants
added that they liked the layout used in Option B because the side-
by-side layout format was simple, easy to read and appealing, and the
arrangement of fuel economy, cost and consumption information in one
box and the environment related information in a separate box worked
well for them. Participants also stated that they liked the use of leaves to
represent the vehicle’s environmental rating. Some participants indicated
that the yellow color used in Option B grabbed their attention. Most
participants across groups indicated that they liked the Smartphone
interactive scan code on Option B and thought it would be useful in
accessing information easily. This is significant since the moderators
intentionally did not draw participants’ attention to this feature.

Although participants were fairly evenly split between Option A
and Option C as the least understandable label, seven of the groups
selected Option C, while five groups selected Option A as the least
understandable label.

About half of all participants and seven of the twelve focus groups
(two male Charlotte groups, one female Seattle group, one female
Houston group, and one female and two male Chicago groups)
found Option C to be the least understandable. Participants that
found this option least understandable stated that the information
on the label was difficult to interpret at a glance, especially the grey
MPG comparison slider bar graphic. Participants also stated that

Option C

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign



they thought there was too much information on the label. They also
did not like the top-to-bottom format used in this option. Instead,
but preferred the side-by-side format used in Option B. The use of
color on the label to separate information was preferred over the
use of black and white. For the participants that did like this option
(about one-quarter of the total), they stated that they liked the MPG
comparison slider bar (since it provided the range of worst to best),
the presentation of the estimated annual fuel cost in its own box,
and the estimated monthly fuel cost (because it helped them to
think of their fuel spending at the monthly level similar to how they
budgeted other living costs). Some participants added that they liked
the way environmental information was presented because the leaf
design was well suited to the environment theme. In addition, having
a combined metric for CO, and other pollutants worked well for
some participants because it was simple and sufficient for them to
judge how a vehicle fared as compared to others with regard to the

environmental impact.

Option A

Close to half of the participants found Option A to be the
least understandable. Option A was also picked as the least
understandable by five of the twelve focus groups (one male and two
female groups in Charlotte, one male Seattle group, and one male
Houston group). These participants explained that they thought
this option was the least understandable because it used “too many
colors,” looked “too busy,” and did not present information in an
organized way. They added that the information was not separated
well, and no particular information stood out prominently in this
design option. It also did not provide them with separate city and
highway fuel consumption estimates, which is information that
the participants were very interested in having available. Some

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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“I don’t know anyone who thinks
that way.” — Charlotte Male

“It's always easy to look at the

dollar amount.” — Seattle Male

participants also indicated that the font used in this option was
“not bold enough.” When probed about the use of gallons per 100
miles as a fuel consumption metric, most participants in all the
groups said that they preferred it less than MPG as they were not

familiar with it.

No major city or gender differences were found with regard to
participants’ perceived understanding of gasoline engine vehicle
label designs.

Based on the above findings, it can be said that Option B was
perceived as the most understandable overall vehicle label design
for gasoline vehicles and that participants were split between
Option A and Option C as the least understandable design. In
essence, for gasoline engine vehicles, participants preferred a label
design that gave them separate city and highway fuel consumption
estimates, provided annual cost and consumption information, and
was presented in a side-by-side format.

Using the label to determine vehicle fuel
efficiency

The moderator passed out individual copies of three pairs of
gasoline vehicle labels (one pair of labels for each of the three
design options discussed above) to the participants (see Appendix
E). Each label pair was identical except that one was for a more fuel
efficient vehicle. The goal of this exercise was to determine whether
the participants were able to use the information on the labels to
determine which vehicle was more fuel efficient within each pair, to
understand what information they used to make that determination,

and whether any information caused misunderstanding.

The majority of participants across all groups were easily able to
determine which gasoline vehicle was most fuel efficient for each
pair (see Appendix F for tally). Higher MPG and lower fuel costs
were used by participants to determine which vehicle was most
fuel efficient. Some participants also looked at gallons per hundred
miles and CO, emissions. All but a few participants correctly chose
Options A2, B1, and C2 as the most fuel efficient.

J
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No major city or gender differences were found with regard to
participants’ use of the labels to determine vehicle fuel efficiency.

Based on the above findings, it can be said that regardless of
label design, participants relied primarily on MPG and fuel cost
information to correctly determine which vebicle was most fuel
efficient. Some participants also looked at gallons per hundred
miles and CO, emissions to make fuel efficiency judgments.

Suggestions to improve the vehicle label

The following suggestions were provided by participants across
groups to improve the label design for gasoline engine vehicles:

Use different font size with larger and bolder font for more

critical information:

*  Emphasize city and highway MPG estimates by using
larger and bolder font

e Reduce the font size for combined MPG estimate

* Reduce the font size for estimated gallons per year
Include Smartphone interactive scan code

Do not use stars for environmental ratings (as in Option A)
Use a side-by-side format (as in Option B)

Include the gas pump symbol (as in Option C)

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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Electric Vehicle Label Designs

Participants in twelve? of the sixteen groups were asked to provide
input on electric vehicle (EV) label designs. The moderator
distributed individual copies and read out loud the following
description of an electric vehicle and confirmed that participants
understood how such vehicles function:

“Electric Vehicles use electricity stored in batteries to propel the
vehicle. The battery is charged by plugging it into an electrical
outlet. This could be a standard electric outlet, or a high voltage
custom-installed station for more rapid charging. Like bybrid
vehicles, some energy is recovered when the brakes are applied.
The vebicle travels until the charge is depleted, or it is re-charged.
There is no option to run it on gasoline.”

For this discussion, the moderator handed out individual copies
of three different electric vehicle label designs (see Appendix G).
The moderator asked each participant to indicate which label they
viewed as most and least understandable (see Appendix H for tally)
and to explain why.

Interestingly, for electric vehicles, the majority of the groups
thought that Option C was both the most understandable and
the least understandable vehicle label. Option C was selected as
most understandable by seven (all Houston groups, the two Seattle
male groups, and the Charlotte male group) of the twelve focus
groups. Option C was selected as least understandable by five
(the Charlotte female group, the two Seattle female groups, and

the Chicago male group) of the twelve focus groups. Two more of
2 Four groups each (two female

the groups (one Houston female group, and the Chicago female and two male) in both Seattle

group) were undecided on which of the three options were least and Houston, and two groups
each (one female and one male)

understandable. in both Charlotte and Chicago.
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“I like the graphic on the range
and the charging capabilities.
It was nicely laid and easy to
understand.” — Chicago Male

“I like the green at the bottom
that shows on a fully charged
battery how far you can travel
because it’s there, it’s a picture,
so people don’t have to really to
guess what it means by having
to convert kW-hr or trying to
figure out what I’'m going to get
city vs. highway.”

— Houston Female

“I'liked that it [Option C] gave
you the equivalent gallons per
month that you utilize, because
most of us still think in terms of
gasoline. It gives me more of a
benchmark about what | would
be paying to run an electric car
per month, opposed to what |
would spend on 13 gallons of
gasoline a month.”

— Houston Male

Option C

Those participants who thought that Option C was the most
understandable stated that it was well organized and very
informative. They thought it was “less cluttered,” “clear,” easy
to read, and had good graphics (especially the range & charge
graphic). Most useful was the large MPGe number and the annual
fuel cost and consumption information. Participants also liked
Option C because it carried charging time information. According
to participants, charging time was a crucial piece of information
especially for EVs and it was essential for the label to carry this
information. Participants liked how this information was presented
on the label in the range and charge bar graphic.

When the moderator asked if they understood what MPGe was,
most were not sure, but assumed it was some way of comparing
electric power with gasoline power. While there were some who
reported reading its description on the label, others guessed it
to be an electric-equivalent of MPG (“MPG-electric,” “MPG-
equivalent”). Many participants also liked the use of the large font
for the MPGe numbers which made it easy to find on the label.
Most individuals did not read the description even if they had
noticed the asterisk placed next to the MPGe.

Many participants liked the estimated monthly fuel cost in addition
to the annual fuel cost on the label. According to them, it was
consistent with how they plan and monitor their budgets (monthly)
and allowed them to project how their budget would change for
each month if they bought the vehicle. Some participants also
reported liking the format used in Option C. They explained that
they liked the fuel cost, consumption and economy information in
a black and white format because it looked straightforward and

J
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to-the-point. The use of green color for the environmental elements
was symbolic of the environment theme. Further, some participants
mentioned liking the symbol of the plug and thought that it was
intuitive and well suited for electric vehicles. A few participants
mentioned liking the comparison bar used to compare vehicles
within its class and among all vehicles, but suggested including a
clearer description of what “within class” stood for — whether it
was comparing vehicles that were based on the same technology or
those that were of the same size/type of vehicle.

For the participants that found Option C least understandable, the
black and white format did not appeal to them and they did not
like the grey MPGe comparison bar. They also struggled with what
the MPGe metric and charge time meant. With regard to MPGe,
participants described that they had a hard time equating electricity
to gallons and struggled with how to estimate their cost for electricity.
As for charge time, a few female participants thought that it referred
to how long one could drive the vehicle. A few participants in one of
the Seattle male groups struggled with the vehicle charge time and
range graphic because they did not understand that it was trying
to provide information that was different than the estimate (‘98
MPGe’) for combined city/highway driving.

Option B

Option B was found to be least understandable by a majority of the
participants, but just one Seattle male group and one Houston male
group (2 of 12) definitively selected it as the least understandable
label design. Also, two more of the groups (one Houston female
group, and the Chicago female group) were undecided on which of
the three options were least understandable. The Charlotte female
group and the two Seattle female groups found Option B most
understandable (3 out of 12).

“To me, this 2.9 miles per kW-
hr [referring to Option B], if I'm
comparing it to a gasoline car,
that doesn’t help me, where

as the 98 MPG [as presented
in Option C], my brain knows
MPG.” — Houston Female

“I don’t need to know how many
gallons its equivalent to, | don’t
really care about that, | just
need to know overall how much
it’s going to cost for the month.”

— Houston Male

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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All focus groups conducted in Seattle, Charlotte, and two of the
groups conducted in Houston were shown a version of the Option
B label that used a kW-hr per 100 miles as the fuel economy metric,
rather the miles per kW-hr metric shown above. Groups that were
shown the kW-hr per 100 miles metric tended to struggle with
the concept of a smaller number indicating better fuel efficiency
rather than a larger number as with MPG for gasoline powered
vehicles. To determine if a different representation of the kW-hr
metric would improve its understandability, miles per kW-hr was
used on the Option B labels shown to two of the Houston groups
and all of the Chicago groups. The change in this kW-hr did cause
less confusion when participants were asked to choose which of
two vehicles was more fuel efficient, but did not change which
label option the groups selected as most and least understandable.
Regardless of the presentation of the kW-hr metric, Option B faired
the same in overall understandability in relation to Options A or C.

Those participants who found Option B most understandable did so
because it provided them separate city and highway fuel economy
estimates. They explained that they typically looked for the “two
big numbers” (i.e., city/highway fuel economy estimates) for vehicle
fuel efficiency information on the label. Some participants said that
they liked the layout used in Option B. According to them, the
placement of fuel economy, consumption, and cost in a separate
box, as well as range, and environment in separate boxes was well
organized and made it easier for them to read and understand. In
addition, participants liked the Smartphone interactive code on
Option B and thought it was very useful. Those participants who
found Option B to be the least understandable said that they did not
like kW- hr as a metric for fuel consumption as they were unfamiliar
with what a kW-hr represented. Those groups that viewed labels
with the kW-hr per 100 miles metric struggled with the concept
that a smaller number meant better fuel efficiency (as opposed
to MPG where the bigger number indicates a more fuel efficient
vehicle). The groups that viewed labels with the miles per kW-hr
metric, understood that the bigger number represented a more fuel
efficient vehicle, but again they struggled with understanding what
a kW-hr presented and how to equate that with MPG.

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign
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Option A was not selected as either the most or least understandable
label design by a majority of the participants or groups. The Chicago
female and male groups found it most understandable (2 of 12),
while the Charlotte female group, one Houston female group, and
one Houston male group (3 of 12) found it least understandable.
Also, as explained for Options C and B, three of the groups (one
Houston female group, one Seattle male group and the Chicago
female group) were undecided on which of the three options were
least understandable.

Option A

Participants who found Option A least understandable did so
because it used the same font size for all the numbers irrespective
of whether these numbers were viewed as critical or not. This made
it unappealing to them as they wanted critical information such
as fuel economy and range to appear more prominent than other
information. Participants also said that they did not like the color
format (use of red color) and the star rating system used in this
option (“too many stars”). Many also said that Option A was less
informative because it did not carry charging time information and

the Smartphone interactive scan code on the label.

No major city or gender differences were found with regard to
participants’ understanding of electric vehicle label designs.

Based on the above findings, it can be said that Option C was perceived
as both the most and least understandable electric vebicle label design.
Participants thought Option C was the most understandable because
it was well organized and easy to read. It contained the information
that was important to them like the charge time and the MPGe. They
also liked the estimated annual and monthly fuel cost, and the black

“It didn’t give enough
information. It was kind vast
and flat, blah.” — Houston

Female

“The focus is in the wrong
place. The things | would be
looking at, | would want to
know how far | can go on a full

charge.” — Houston Female

“It has no information on

charging.”-Chicago Male

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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and white format. Participants who thought Option C was the least
understandable did not like the black and white format, or the grey
fuel economy comparison bar, and struggled with the MPGe metric.

The moderator passed out individual copies of three pairs of electric
vehicle labels to the participants (see Appendix I). Each label pair
was identical except that one was for a more fuel efficient vehicle.
The goal of this exercise was to determine whether the participants
were able to use the information on the labels to determine which
vehicle was the more fuel efficient in each pair, to understand what
information they used to make that determination, and whether

any information was misunderstood.

All but a few participants were able to easily determine the most
fuel efficient vehicle for Options A and C (see Appendix ] for tally).
For Option A, participants who chose correctly based their choice
on MPGe, and fuel consumption and cost estimates. Those who
chose incorrectly reported using KW-hr per 100 miles as their basis
of comparison and thought that a bigger number stood for a better
estimate. For Option C, participants who chose Option C2 (which
was the more fuel efficient vehicle) as the more fuel efficient vehicle
based their choice on MPGe, and fuel consumption and cost
estimates. A few who chose Option C1 as the more fuel efficient
vehicle thought that the annual cost estimates indicated annual
dollar savings per vehicle and that a bigger number therefore stood
for a more fuel efficient vehicle.

For Option B, participants in the groups that viewed Option
B labels with the kW-hr per 100 miles metric struggled with
determining which vehicle was more fuel efficient. About 40% of
the participants in those groups did not correctly select the more
fuel efficient vehicle. Most of these participants used the larger kW-
hr per 100 miles, rather than smaller number as more fuel efficient
because they related it larger MPG numbers indicating more fuel
efficient vehicles. Those participants that correctly chose the more
fuel efficient vehicle stated that they relied on the annual cost and/
or they correctly applied the kW-hr per 100 miles metric by stating
that the vehicle that used the least amount of electricity was the
most fuel efficient.

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign
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All but one of the participants in groups that viewed Option B labels
with the miles per kW-hr metric was able to correctly determine
which vehicle was more fuel efficient. This was due to the larger
miles per kW-hr number indicating the more fuel efficient vehicle.
These participants also used the annual fuel cost and consumption

information to make their selection.

Based on the above findings, it can be said that participants used
MPGe, annual fuel costs and consumption information to correctly
determine which vehicle was more fuel efficient for Options A and
C. For Option B, the participants used the kW-hr metrics along with
the annual fuel cost and consumption information, but struggled
with correctly applying the ‘kW-hr/100 miles’ metric. Participants

who were shown the miles per kW-hr metric were able to correctly
apply it and select the more fuel efficient vehicle.

Suggestions to improve the vehicle label

The following suggestions were provided by participants across
groups to improve label design for EVs:

°  Use MPGe estimates instead of KW-hr estimates on the label
°  Include charging time information

°  Include Smartphone interactive scan code

°  Include monthly as well as annual fuel cost estimates

* Do notuse white printing on a black or colored background
because it is very difficult to read

e Use leaves, not stars for environmental metrics
e Use the electric plug icon

*  Group all fuel economy information together

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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Extended Range Electric

Vehicles

Participants in twelve® of the sixteen groups were asked to provide
input on extended range electric vehicle (EREV) label designs. The
moderator distributed individual copies and read out loud the
following description of an extended range electric vehicle and
confirmed that participants understood how EREVs functioned:

“An EREV has two modes of operation and can be plugged in
to charge the battery.

1. It uses wall electricity to propel the vehicle (like an EV)
until the wall electricity is used up.

2. Ounce the stored wall electricity is used up, it runs like a
gasoline bybrid, using gasoline to propel the vehicle and
some energy is recovered when the brakes are applied.

Important: Daily driving distance can GREATLY affect the
amount of gasoline used. It can go all the way from zero gasoline
(with shorter commutes and plenty of recharging) to entirely
gasoline (with longer drives and no recharging.)”

For this discussion, the moderator handed out individual copies
of three different extended range electric vehicle label designs (see
Appendix K). The moderator asked each participant to indicate
which label they viewed as most and least understandable (see
Appendix L for tally) and to explain why.

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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Four each (two female and
two male) in both Seattle and
Houston, and two groups each
(one female and one male) in

both Charlotte and Chicago.
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About half of the participants found Option C to be the
most understandable. Option C was also picked as the most
understandable by six (all four Houston groups, and one male and
one female Seattle group) of the twelve focus groups. The Chicago
male group was unable to come to any consensus on which label
design was most or least understandable.

“It looks familiar, gives a lot of

good information, and clearly

separates electric and gas.”

— Chicago Male

Option C

“Colors don’t do a ot for me, just Participants who thought Option C was the most understandable

the facts.” - Charlotte Male stated that this option was the most informative and found the
format appealing, including how the information was presented

“l like the range and charge bar on the label with similar information together in boxes. They liked

graph. It clearly tells you how how information for gas and electric operation was presented side-

far you can go on a full tank by-side, but separately. They also liked the range and charge bar

and full charge for each mode, illustration and the use of MPGe to describe fuel economy. When

and how long it takes to charge the moderator asked if they understood what MPGe was, most were

up the battery completely.” not sure, but assumed it was some way of comparing electric power

_ Chicago Male with gasoline power. While some reported reading its description
on the label, others guessed it to be an electric-equivalent of MPG
(“MPG-electric,” “MPG-equivalent™).

“I like the side by side

comparison.” — Houston Female Some participants also said that they liked the fuel economy
comparison bar within class and among all vehicles used in this

“It's the only one that says option. According to them, it was useful in comparing vehicles.

‘environmental impact estimate.” Some also mentioned that they found the vehicle range and charge

The others say ‘environmental graphic to be helpful in understanding how EREVs functioned with

information.” | think as we move regard to distance traveled and transition from electric mode to gas

forward our environmental mode. A few participants also added that the range information

impact is going to be critical for was better presented in Option C as compared to other options
because it clearly demonstrated how the vehicle used electricity
to travel the initial distance and then changed to gasoline mode

\ J
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when the vehicle ran out of charge in a graphical form. Those “The white fine print on the black
participants who found Option C the least understandable stated label is hard to see and read.” -
that it was difficult to find information on this label which made it Chicago Male
time consuming to read.

Participants and groups were split between Option A and Option B

as the least understandable, but six (two female and one male Seattle

group, and two female and one male Houston group) of the twelve

groups found Option A as the least understandable, while only four

(Charlotte female group, Charlotte male group, one Houston male

group, and one Chicago female group) of the twelve groups found

Option B to be the least understandable. Again, the Chicago male

group was unable to come to any consensus on which label design

was most or least understood.

Participants who found Option A to be the least understandable “I didn't like that it [Option Al

stated that it was less informative (did not provide information had a merged total cost.”

regarding charging time), looked “too busy” (too many stars), — Houston Male

was “too colorful,” and the fonts used in this option were not

distinguishable. The information provided was complicated 1t [Option A] doesn't say

and difficult to understand, and they could not easily find the ,

. . . . .. combined range [full range of

information they were interested in. The participants who found poth mogesl " Houston Male

Option A most understandable did so because they liked the colors '

and format, and thought that the information was easy to read.
“It doesn’t say how long it takes to
charge the car.” — Houston Male
“[Option A] The distinction
between the electric and the gas,
it’s too complicated.”
— Houston Female
“I'like things that are easy to
look and give you information

Option A right away. The little environment
leaves down there, stars, it just
works better for me.”
— Seattle Female
N\ J
Phase 3 Focus Groups 25



“I think if you’re going to try to
get folks thinking in this mindset
you need have both [kW-hr and
MPG] on there so they are used
to seeing, and then eventually
you would phase MPG out once
folks understand it and are used
to seeing it.”

— Charlotte Male

“The first thing you see is the
kW-hr. For me it just didn’t
seem as apparent, for the things
| would be looking at. It has
charge time, but you have to
really look for it. It was not as
obvious to me.”

— Seattle Female

Participants who found Option B to be the least understandable
thought it was “not well organized,” “looked cluttered,” and “did
not clearly separate information based on different modes of
operation.” Regardless of whether the group viewed the Option B
label with the kW-hr per 100 miles metric, or with the miles per
kW-hr metric, participants stated that they found the kW-hr metric
to be confusing, and did not know how to compare or combine it
with the MPG metric to determine overall fuel efficiency. Instead,
they suggested using MPGe estimates to describe fuel economy on
the label because it could be analogous with MPG. Those that liked
Option B said that it was also more informative than the other
options because it provided battery charge time information.

Option B

No major city or gender differences were found with regard to
participants’ understanding of extended range electric vehicle label
designs.

Based on the above findings, it can be said that Option C was
perceived as the most understandable extended range electric
vehicle label design. Participants who thought Option C was the
most understandable thought this option was the most informative,
the format appealing, and liked how the information was presented
in separate boxes. They liked how information for gas and electric
operation was presented side-by-side, but separately. They also
liked the range and charge bar illustration and the use of MPGe to
describe fuel economy.

J
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The moderator passed outindividual copies of three pairs of extended
range electric vehicle labels to the participants (see Appendix M).
Each label pair was identical except that one was for a more fuel
efficient vehicle. The goal of this exercise was to determine whether
the participants were able to use the information on the labels to
determine which vehicle in each pair was more fuel efficient, and to
understand what information they used to make that determination

and whether any information was misunderstood.

All but a few participants were able to determine the more fuel
efficient vehicle for all three label design options (see Appendix
N for tally). For Option A, participants used MPGe, MPG and
annual fuel cost, and consumption numbers to determine that A2
was the most fuel efficient vehicle. For Option B, participants used
annual cost, the fuel economy consumption and cost star rating,
and MPG to determine that B1 was the most fuel efficient vehicle.
Participants that viewed Option B labels with the kW-hrs per 100
miles metric did not rely on it to help them determine the more
fuel efficient vehicle. Participants that viewed Option B labels with
the miles per kW-hr metric also did not rely on it to make their
selection, but some participants did use it to confirm their choice
after looking at annual cost and consumption and MPG numbers.
For Option C, participants used MPGe, MPG, average annual fuel
cost and consumption numbers, and the comparison slider bar to

determine C1 was the more fuel efficient vehicle.

Based on the above findings, it can be said that participants relied
on annual fuel and cost numbers, MPG and MPGe the most to
determine which vehicles were more fuel efficient. They did not rely
on either of the kW-hr metrics presented to make their selections.

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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Suggestions to improve the vehicle label

The following suggestions were provided by participants across
groups to improve label design for EREVs:

Use MPGe estimates instead of kW-hr estimates on the label
Include charging time information

Include Smartphone interactive scan code

Don’t use multiple colors in the color format (like Option
A). Instead, use variations of same colors to distinguish
between the different modes

Include comparison slider bar

Do not use star rating system for environmental metrics

J
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Plug-In Hybrid Electric

Vehicles

Participants in twelve* of the sixteen groups were asked to provide
input on plug-in hybrid electric vehicle (PHEV) label designs. The
moderator distributed individual copies and read out loud the
following description of an extended range electric vehicle and
confirmed that the participants understood how PHEVs functioned:

A PHEYV has two modes of operation and can be plugged in to
charge the battery.

1. It uses wall electricity intermingled with some gasoline to
propel the vehicle until the wall electricity is used up.

2. Omnce the stored wall electricity is used up, it runs like a
gasoline hybrid, using gasoline to propel the vehicle and
some energy is recovered when the brakes are applied.

Important: Daily driving distance can GREATLY affect the
amount of gasoline used.

For this discussion, the moderator handed out individual copies
of three different plug-in hybrid electric vehicle label designs (see
Appendix O). The moderator asked each participant to indicate
which label they viewed as most and least understandable (see
Appendix P for tally) and to explain why.

Phase 3 Focus Groups

4 Four each (two female and two
male) in both Charlotte and
Chicago, and two groups each
(one female and one male) in
both Seattle and Houston.
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The majority of the participants and groups were split between Option
A and Option C as the most understandable. Option A was selected by
almost half of the participants and seven (one male and both female
Charlotte groups®, and all four Chicago groups) of the twelve focus
groups as most understandable. Option C was also selected by almost
half of the participants and six (two female and one male Charlotte
group, one male Seattle group, one female and one male Houston
group) of the twelve focus groups as the most understandable.

“The consumption and cost were Participants who found Option A to be the most understandable
easy to read. It [Option A] is a liked how it was laid out and how it was easy to read the information
nice layout out.”- Chicago Male on the label from left to right. They liked the use of color and felt

it did a good job of separating the different types of information.
They also liked how the label showed the combined modes of

“The colors draw your attention; . . .
operation for cost and consumption in a separate box and used the

it’s easier on your eyes [Option

lug and gas hose graphics to show the operation modes.
Al.” — Charlotte Female L & grap P

“Having the visual with the gas
hose, it’s just instant [Option A].”
— Charlotte Female

“Option A was my favorite. | think
we live in a society that gives us

star ratings.”- Charlotte Male

“Looks like a kid’s book.” Option A

— Houston Female

5 The first female group in
Charlotte were split between
Option A (preferred by 4 out
of 8 participants) and Option
C (preferred by 4 out of 8
participants)

\ J
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Participants who found Option C to be the most understandable
liked how it used separate boxes to show the blended gas + electric
and separate gas cost and consumption information. They also
liked how those boxes used arrows to point to the range and
charge graphic, and the use of MPG and MPGe. Those participants
who found Option C as least understandable said that the ‘zebra
pattern’ used to depict the blended mode for PHEVs in the range
and charge graphic on Option C was difficult to read.

Option C

The majority of the participants and groups found Option B to be
the least understandable. This included over half of the participants
and seven (all four Charlotte groups, the male Seattle group, the
male Houston group, and one male Chicago group) of the twelve
focus groups. Participants stated that they found Option B the least
understandable because it was cluttered and they found it hard to
find information on the label. They also did not find a combined gas
and electric fuel economy metric which they wanted. Participants
in the groups that viewed Option B with the kW-hr per 100 miles
metric, and those in groups that viewed Option B with the miles per
kW-hr metric both struggled with how to combine kWh and MPG
and found the use of MPG and MPG + kWh confusing. Some groups
also struggled with how to show that overall vehicle fuel efficiency
could be impacted by how often you charge the vehicle. That is, the
more often it is charged, the less gas the vehicle uses because it would
be operated in its gas + electric mode more often. They wondered
how this concept could be shown on the fuel economy label.

“It gives you the most important
information first.”
— Charlotte Male

“l also like where it [Option C]
shows that if you run strictly

on gas, you can expect roughly
398 gallons per year, versus the
229 if you the gas and electric
combined. To me that would
matter, how much gas you have

to pump.” — Houston Female

“I like the separation of gas and
electric from gas in Option C. The
range and charge bar chart is a
better representation of how far

the car can go.”- Chicago Male

“The stripes in Option C are
difficult to read and it is really
difficult to find information.”
— Chicago Male

“It’s [Option C] like what they
have on appliances, if they all
had that, | wouldn’t need any of
the other numbers.”

— Charlotte Female

“The arrows point down to range

and charge.” — Seattle Female

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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“It’s [Option B] not side by side,
you can’t make a comparison.”
— Charlotte Female
“The electric gas mileage is not
intuitively obvious, at least while
looking quickly at it.”
— Charlotte Male
Option B
“The range took up too much
space; the others show the
information more efficiently.” Although overall the participants and the groups were split
_Charlotte Male between Options A and C as the most understandable PHEV
label, females preferred Option C, while males preferred Option A.
Additionally, all four Charlotte groups picked Option B as the least
“Everything is on here that you understandable, and all four Chicago groups picked Option A as
need, but you have to search a the most understandable.
little bit more to find it. My eyes
didn’t go exactly where | wanted Based on the above findings, it can be said that Option A and
them to go.” — Seattle Female Option C were perceived as the most understandable. For both
label designs, participants liked how the information was laid out
and grouped together to make it easy to read and understand.
They liked the use of boxes to separate information and liked the
use of the MPG and MPGe metrics. Participants found Option B
least understandable because they thought it was hard to find the
information they were interested in on the label and struggled with
how to use and compare the MPG and kWh metrics - no matter
which kW-br metric was presented.
Using the label to determine vehicle fuel
efficiency
The moderator then passed out individual copies of three pairs of
plug-in hybrid electric vehicle labels to the participants (see Appendix
Q). Each label pair was identical except that one was for a more fuel
efficient vehicle. The goal of this exercise was to determine whether
the participants were able to use the information on the labels to
determine which vehicle in each pair was more fuel efficient, and to
understand what information they used to make that determination
and whether any information was misunderstood.
\ J
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All but a few participants were able to correctly determine
the most fuel efficient vehicle for all of the three Options (see
Appendix R for tally). For Option A, participants used annual fuel
cost and consumption numbers, MPG and MPGe, and range to
determine that A2 was the more fuel efficient vehicle. For Option
B, participants used annual fuel cost and consumption numbers to
determine that B1 was the more fuel efficient vehicle. For Option
C, participants used annual fuel cost and consumption numbers,
MPGe and MPG, and the grey fuel economy comparison bar to
determine C2 was the more fuel efficient vehicle.

Based on these results it can be said the participants relied most on
fuel cost and consumption numbers, and MPG and MPGe metrics
to determine which vebicles were more fuel efficient.

Suggestions to improve the vehicle label

The following suggestions were provided by participants across
groups to improve label designs for PHEVs:

Use MPGe as a metric for electric operation of the vehicle
°  Don’t use stars — many equate them with vehicle safety ratings
°  Make sure all print is readable

*  Include time needed to recharge vehicle battery

°  Change the ‘zebra pattern’ in the Option C blended fuel
part of the range graphic

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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Using Labels To Compare
Across Technologies

The majority of participants across all groups said that it was
important to be able to compare across vehicle technologies.

When the moderator asked the participants about the elements
of the vehicle labels that would be most helpful for comparing
vehicles with different technologies, the elements that came up
in all the groups were fuel economy (MPG, MPGe), range, cost
(estimated annual cost) and consumption (estimated gallons per

year) information.

To understand how consumers would use vehicle labels to compare
vehicles of differing technologies, the moderator typically selected
the label design option that the group chose most often throughout
the exercises as the most understandable for this exercise. Among the
sixteen groups, each of the different label design options was used
several times for this exercise. The goal of this exercise was to gain
a better understanding of the type of information on the label that
participants would use to compare across different technologies.
Each group considered just the three vehicle technologies that they
had discussed during the focus group to make these comparisons.

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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Information used to compare vehicles across
technologies

For this exercise the moderator provided each participant a handout
that showed the vehicle label for all vehicle technologies for the
vehicle label design option selected for the exercise. Each participant
was asked to use this information to determine which vehicle
technology would be best for each of the following situations.

Which type of vehicle is better for a trip of 30 miles?
Which type of vehicle is better for a trip of 50 miles?
Which type of vehicle is better for a round trip of 100 miles?
Which type of vehicle is most environmental friendly?

Seven groups (Seattle male group 1, Seattle female group 2, Seattle
male group 2, Charlotte female group 2, Houston female group 1,
Houston female group 2, and Houston male group 2) used vehicle
label design Option C (see Appendix W) for this exercise. The
majority of participants chose EV for 30 miles and 50 miles because
they could drive that far on a charge. The majority of participants
chose the EREV for 100 miles because they could drive on electric
power some of the way and its MPGe was higher than the MPGe
for the PHEV The participants stated that they primarily used
electric range to compare the vehicles and make their selections.
They also used fuel cost (estimated annual cost), mileage (MPG,
MPGe), and CO, grams per mile. All but one participant chose the
EV as the most environmentally friendly because there would be no
CO, emissions from the vehicle (see Appendix X for tally).

Six groups (Seattle female group 1, Charlotte female group 1,
Charlotte male group 1, Houston male group 1, Chicago female
group 2 and Chicago male group 2) used vehicle label design Option
A (see Appendix S) for this exercise. The majority of participants
chose the EV for 30 miles, Participants were split between the
EV or PHEV for the 50 mile trip because they noted that the EV
would travel the entire way with no emissions, and the PHEV had
a 50 mile range to travel as a hybrid. The majority of participants
also chose, the PHEV for 100 miles. The majority of participants
selected the EV as the most environmentally friendly (see Appendix
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T for tally). Like those groups that used Option C for this exercise,
participants used the information on the label to maximize the use
of electricity to travel the specified distance. The participants stated
that they primarily used electric range to compare the vehicles and
make their selections. They also used fuel cost (estimated annual
cost), consumption (estimated gallons per year), mileage (MPG/
MPGe), and CO, grams per mile information. When the EV was
an available choice, all participants selected the EV as the most
environmentally friendly vehicle. If the EV was not a choice for the
group, they split their choices between the EREV and the PHEV as
the most environmentally friendly vehicle.

Three groups (Charlotte male group 2, Chicago female group 1
and Chicago male group 1) used vehicle label design Option B
(see Appendix U) for this exercise. The Charlotte group used the
Option B label with the kW-hr per 100 metric, while the two
Chicago groups used the miles per kW-hr metric. The two Chicago
groups also did not have the EV as an available choice for this
exercise. The majority of participants chose the EREV for 30 miles,
the PHEV for 50 miles and 100 miles, and the EREV as the most
environmentally friendly (see Appendix V for tally). As with all the
groups, the participants tried to maximize the use of electric power
for the specified distance within their available choices. For these
three groups, the participants stated that they primarily used electric
range to compare the vehicles and make their selections. They also
used fuel cost (estimated annual cost), mileage (MPG/MPGe), and
the CO, grams per mile information. The two Charlotte groups did
not have EV as an available choice, so they were split between the
EREV and the PHEV as the most environmentally friendly vehicle.

In summary, it can be said that no matter the label design used by
the group, participants made choices based on maximizing the use
of electric power for the distance traveled. The information they
used to make these choices were electric range of the vebicle, MPG
and MPGe numbers, estimated annual fuel costs, and CO, grams
per mile. When the EV was a choice, participants chose that vebicle
technology as the most environmentally friendly. When the EV was
not an option, participants were split between the EREV and PHEV.

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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"It [carbon emissions information] What information is not needed when
means nothing to me. Again, . h | .
it depends on the way that comparing across techno ogles
electricity is produced in your . . . . . .
'y . , y Considering the label design option used for the previous exercise,
town. If its coal it's one thing, o . . .
, the moderator asked the participants to consider what information
wind power another. How can you . .
o , included on the labels was not needed to compare across vehicle
determine if it’s environmentally .
, technologies. No consensus was reached among the groups,
friendly or not?” — Charlotte Male L K .
although participants provided some suggestions. Many stated that
they did not like or use the star ratings, and others did not find
“To me, to have the cost of the gallons per hundred miles to be a useful metric. Other suggestions
electric and the cost of the gas included getting rid of the costs per month because annual costs
separately, and not a combined were sufficient, and getting rid of the grey fuel economy bar because
average, is more confusing.” it was hard to understand what was being compared.
— Houston Female
“You know, | bought a gasoline
engine car because | don’t
understand any of this.”
— Seattle Female
N\
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Environmental Metrics

For this discussion, the moderator handed out individual copies of
a sheet with five different presentations of environmental metrics
(see Appendix Y). The goal of this exercise was to help determine
what information and format is most useful for comparing the
environmental impacts of different vehicles. The environmental
metrics for this exercise were presented to participants separately,
not within the context of the larger fuel economy label. Participants
were asked to individually rank their first and second choice for which
presentation was most understandable (see Appendix Z for tally).

Across all the groups, Option C emerged as the most understandable
design for the environmental metric on the fuel economy label,
closely followed by Option A. Option C was picked as the most
understandable option (rated as “#1” or “#2”) by female participants
(both female groups in Charlotte, Seattle female group 1, Houston
female group 2) more often as compared to male participants
(Charlotte male group 1, Houston male group 1, and Chicago male
group 1). According to the participants who liked Option C, it
was simple, easy to understand, and more informative (it provided
information separately for CO, and other pollutants) than the option
that carried a combined rating for CO, and other pollutants (Option
D). Many participants also reported liking the leaf layout used in
Option C and said that it was symbolic of the environment theme.

Those who liked Option A said that it was easy to understand
(“read like a thermometer”), and more informative (it provided
information separately for CO, and other pollutants) than the
option that carried a combined rating for CO, and other pollutants
(Option D). Male groups (Charlotte male group 2, Seattle male
group 1, Houston male group 2 and Chicago male group 2) liked
Option A more often as compared to female groups (both Houston
female groups and Chicago female group 1).
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Option D

“I'liked that it [Option E]
identified what the worst case
scenario, you know where the
347 falls in relation to the

scale.” — Houston Male

“It’s simple [Option D],

it combines the CO2 and
pollutants, without having that
extra comparison to make.”

— Houston Female

Option B Option C

Option E Option F

Those who liked Option B said that they were familiar with the
star ratings system and liked it being used to depict CO, and other
air pollutants in this option. Option B was picked as the most
understandable design (rated as “#1” or “#2”) for the environment
metric by Seattle female group 2 and Chicago female group 2.

Those who liked Option E said that it was more informative than
other options. According to them, Option E provided them with
more accurate range information (i.e. best “178” case and worst
“888” case). Option E was chosen as the most understandable
design (rated as “#1” or “#2”) for the environment metric by Seattle
male group 2. A few participants liked Option D and explained that
it was simple. In addition, they said that they did not really look
for an environmental metric on the label and that they preferred a
combined rating for CO, and other pollutants.

J
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The ten groups (one Seattle male group, one Chicago female group,
both of the Houston female and Chicago male groups and all of
the Charlotte groups) of the sixteen groups that were interested
in Options A and/or E were also shown “Option F” handout (see
Appendix AB) and asked if they liked it better than either Option A
or Option E. The majority of participants in the Seattle male group,
Chicago female group, Charlotte male group 1, and Houston female
groups stated they would have picked Option F if it had been
available. Option F was also preferred by half of the participants
in each of the Charlotte female groups. For the two Chicago male
groups, Option F was viewed as a more attractive choice by only
1 participant in each group. None of the participants in Charlotte
male group 2 chose Option F as their preferred option.

The moderator then explained to the participants that the ‘CO,
grams per mile’ slider scale shown in this option was an absolute
scale with the tail ends representing the best (“178 g/miles”) and
worst (“888 g/miles”) environment-friendly vehicles that were
currently available in the market across all vehicle class. On the
other hand, the ‘other air pollutants’ slider scale was a relative scale
that calibrated all vehicles on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 representing
the worst case and 10 representing the best case across all vehicle
classes. When the participants were subsequently probed with
regard to what they thought about these scales, most said this did
not matter to them as long as the information was clearly explained.
They explained that they wanted something that was easy and
quick to read and understand. Additionally, for those participants
that preferred Option F, they were more comfortable having both
a relative and absolute scale represented on the environmental
label as opposed to an absolute scale for CO, and leaves for other
pollutants (as in option E).

When participants were asked their views on the use of SmartWay
logo on the environmental metrics options, almost all stated that
they did not know to what it referred. However, once it was
explained, they liked it. Some said that it was like “EnergyStar for
vehicles” and explained that it would be something you could look
for when shopping for vehicles that would let you know right away
that it was an environmentally friendly vehicle, without having to
understand the rest of the environmental information on the label.

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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“It’s hard to account for regional
things.” — Charlotte Male

“It's going to be understood by
the way you buy your power.
When | buy the power for my
house, | have the choice to
choose green. So | choose to
buy green, that’s the choice |
make at that point. So | don’t
think it’s necessary to put it on

the vehicle.” — Houston Female

“You have to clarify, otherwise
that will come back to you.”

— Charlotte Female

Inclusion of pollutants generated from
charging electric vehicles

The moderator then asked the participants whether they thought
anything might be missing from the environmental ratings that
they had looked at. The moderator probed the groups to determine
whether anyone realized that these environmental ratings did
not take into account the pollutants emitted from power plants
that generated the electricity to charge the vehicle battery. When
the moderator asked directly whether participants thought this
pollution was included in the environmental information on the
vehicle fuel economy labels, about half of the participants across all
the groups indicated that they had realized that it was not included.

The moderator then asked the participants whether they thought
this label should include information on pollutants created
from generating electricity to charge the vehicle battery. Most
participants reported that this point was not that important to
them. Many participants discussed how you would not include the
pollutants created to generate the gas for your car as part of the
pollutants created by your car, so why include the pollutants from
generating electricity to charge a car battery. Many participants,
especially those in the Seattle groups, pointed out that the amount
of pollutants created from generating the electricity needed to
charge vehicle batteries varies greatly depending on the power
source. For example, in the Pacific Northwest most power comes
from hydroelectric plants which are much cleaner than power
created by coal plants in the other parts of the country. Generally,
participants stated that they did not think this information needed
to be included on the vehicle labels, but thought it would be helpful
to have this information available on a website.

The moderator then asked whether they liked the phrase ‘the
environmental ratings are based on tailpipe emissions” being added
to the fuel economy label. Almost all participants in all the groups
stated that that terminology was acceptable, although many did
not think it was necessary.

Although the Seattle groups were a bit more passionate about this
subject, there were no specific gender or city differences in terms of
how this information should be included on the vehicle label.
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Annual Cost and Annual
Gallons Assumptions

The moderator asked the participants to consider whether they had
a preference on the annual mileage assumption used to calculate
the annual cost and annual gallon information used on the fuel
economy labels. Participants were asked to consider whether it
made any difference to them if these calculations were based on
the average number of miles driven by U.S. consumers during the
first year they owned their vehicle (15,000 miles), or the average
number of miles driven annually by all U.S. drivers (12,000 miles).

The majority of participants stated that this did not matter to them
as long as the basis used was consistent and clearly explained. A
few participants stated that they thought that using 15,000 miles
would be a better assumption to have on the label because they
drove at least 15,000 miles each year. The few who stated that they
preferred the annual cost and annual gallon assumption based on
12,000 miles said that they drove their vehicles for more than a
year from their time of purchase and assumption based on 12,000

miles was a more accurate assumption in their case.

No major city or gender differences were found with regard to
participants’ preference for the annual mileage assumption used to
calculate the annual cost and annual gallon information used on
the fuel economy label.
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Placement of the Fuel
Economy Label within the
Monroney Label

The moderator showed participants three different options for
placement of the fuel economy label within the Monroney Label
(see Appendix AB). The options included placing the fuel economy
label in the upper right, lower left, or upper left area of the
Monroney label.

The majority of participants across most groups chose the upper
right as the best placement for the fuel economy label. This
included participants that were left-handed. According to those
who liked upper right as the best placement, price and other vehicle
specifications such as safety ratings were more critical to them
and they wanted to see that information before the fuel economy
information on the Monroney label.

The participants who liked upper left as the best placement for
fuel economy label explained that they considered fuel economy
as a very important consideration in their vehicle purchase and
wanted to see it at a prominent place on the Monroney label. Their
thinking was that people read from left to right and therefore this
placement made the most sense. Only a handful of participants
across any of the groups liked the placement of the fuel economy
label on the lower left side of the Monroney label.

In addition, when asked if they thought the Monroney label itself
should be larger, almost all participants stated that the size was fine as

presented. Just a few participants stated they thought it should be bigger.

No major city or gender differences were found with regard to
participants’ preference for label size and placement.
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Overall Summary

Understandability of label design options

When considering all vebicle technologies, Option C was chosen
most often as the most understandable label design. Option C was
selected as the most understandable for electric vebicles, extended
range electric vehicles, and by the six female groups for the plug-in
hybrid electric vebicles. The groups selected Option B as the most
understandable label design for gasoline engine vehicles, and Option
A was selected by the six male groups as most understandable for
plug-in bybrid electric vehicles.

Gasoline vehicle labels

Option B was perceived as the most understandable gasoline engine
vehicle label design. Participants were split between Option A and
Option C as the least understandable design. Participants preferred
Option B because they wanted the separate city and highway fuel
consumption estimates and the annual cost and consumption
information, and liked how the information was laid out in a side-
by-side format.

Electric vehicle labels

Option Cwas perceived as both the most and the least understandable
electric vebicle label design. Participants who thought Option C
was the most understandable said it was well organized and easy
to read. It contained the information that the participants stated
was important to them such as charge time and MPGe, they liked
the estimated annual and monthly fuel cost, and the black and
white format. Participants who thought Option C was the least
understandable did not like the black and white format or the grey
fuel economy comparison bar and struggled with the MPGe metric.
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Extended range electric vehicle labels

Option C was perceived as the most understandable extended range
electric vehicle label design. Participants who thought Option C
was the most understandable thought this option was the most
informative and found the format appealing including how the
information was presented on the label with related information
together in separate boxes. They liked how information for gas
and electric operation was presented side-by-side (but in separate
boxes), the range and charge bar illustration, and the use of MPGe
to describe fuel economy.

Plug-in hybrid electric vehicle labels

Option A and Option C were both perceived as the most
understandable plug-in hybrid electric vehicle designs. Option A was
chosen as the most understandable primarily by the six male groups,
while Option C was chosen as the most understandable primarily
by the six female groups. For both label designs, participants
liked how the information was laid out and grouped together to
make it easy to read and understand. They liked the use of boxes
to separate information and liked the use of the MPG and MPGe
metrics. Participants found Option B least understandable because
they found it hard to find the information they were interested in on
the label and struggled with how to use MPG with kW-hr metrics.

Using the fuel economy labels to
determine vehicle fuel efficiency

Generally, for all label design options and vehicle technologies,
participants were able to determine which of the vebicles was the
most fuel efficient when comparing labels across design options.
Participants used MPG, MPGe. annual fuel cost and consumption
information, RW-br per 100 miles, miles per Kw-br, and CO,
emissions. For Options A and C, all but a few participants were
easily able to determine which was the most fuel efficient vebicle.
For Option B, participants in the groups that viewed the label with
the kRW-br per 100 miles metric struggled more with determining
which was the most fuel efficient vehicle. This was especially true for
EVs where forty percent were unable to determine which vebicle was
the most fuel efficient. This was because participants struggled with

J

48

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign



-

the concept that a lower kW-br per 100 miles number is more fuel
efficient. This problem was not as prevalent for these groups when
they did this exercise with the EREV and PHEV Option B labels
because they could rely on the MPG numbers in addition to the
annual fuel cost and consumption numbers. Participants in groups
that viewed the Option B label design that used the miles per kW-
hr metric did not experience this same difficulty because the larger
miles per kW-br number indicated the more fuel efficient vehicle.

Suggestions to improve the vehicle label
designs

The following participant suggestions to improve the vehicle label
designed were consistent across all label design options and vehicle
technologies. More specific suggestions for each vehicle technology
can be found within the body of this memorandum.

e Use larger font sizes for the most critical pieces of
information like MPG and MPGe, and annual fuel cost
and consumption information

°  Avoid the use of white text on black or colored backgrounds

°  Use the MPG and MPGe metrics to show fuel economy

*  Include separate MPG and MPGe for city and highway
travel on gasoline and electric vehicles (more important to
participants then having a combined city/highway number)

°  Include Smartphone interactive scan code

° Do not use stars for environmental ratings

e Use a side-by-side format for different fuel modes

*  Include the gas pump and plug-in graphics

°  Change ‘within class’ language to reflect actual class (mini-
vans, SUVs, etc.)

o Use terms ‘best” and ‘worst’ in comparisons
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Using fuel economy label to compare
across vehicle technologies

Participants were asked to determine the most fuel efficient vehicle
to use for a 30 mile, 50 mile, and 100 mile trip. Each group
was asked to choose among the three vehicle technologies they
discussed in their group. For each situation, participants used the
information available on the vehicle labels to make their choices
based on maximizing the use of electric power for the distance
to be traveled. Participants used the electric range of the vehicle,
MPG and MPGe numbers, estimated annual fuel costs, and CO,
grams per mile to make their choices. Participants chose the EV
then the EREV for the 30 mile trip, the EV then the PHEV for the
50 miles trip, and the majority were split between the EREV and
PHEV, with a few choosing the EV, for the 100 mile trip. In terms
of choosing which vehicle was the most environmentally friendly,
when the EV was a choice for the group, participants chose that
vehicle technology as the most environmentally friendly. If the
EV was not a choice for the group, participants split their choices
between EREV and PHEV.

Annual cost and gallons assumptions

Participants in all groups expressed no real preference between
using the 15,000 miles per year that drivers typically drive their
new cars during their first year of ownership, or the 12,000 miles
that all drivers drive on average each year to calculate annual fuel
consumption and cost information. Participants stated it didn’t
matter as long as it was consistent and the assumption used was
clearly stated on the vehicle label.

Placement of the fuel economy label
within the Monroney label

Almost all participants stated that they preferred the fuel economy
label be placed in the upper right corner of the Monroney label.
In addition, almost all participants stated that the size of the fuel
economy label was fine as it was, with just a few participants stating
it should be larger.
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Appendices

e Moderator introduces herself/himself.

e [Explain:] Afocus group is a group discussion where we can learn
more in-depth about peoples’ ideas and opinions (compared to
telephone or written surveys).

* My jobis to facilitate the discussion and make sure that everyone
has an opportunity to speak.

* Mention observers in separate room. As you know from when
we recruited you, our discussion today is being recorded. These
recordings allow us to write a more complete report, and to
make sure we accurately reflect your opinions.

e Housekeeping — Toilets and refreshments.

Mention ground rules:

There is no right or wrong answer; we're interested in your
honest and candid opinions and ideas.

Our discussion is totally confidential. We will not use your
name or contact information in any report.

Please only speak one at a time, so that the recorder can
pick up all your comments.

It is important to tell YOUR thoughts, not what you think
others will think, or what you think others want to hear.

Please turn off cell phones
Your stipend will be provided as you leave.

Relax and enjoy

Thank you all for participating in the survey we sent to you in advance.
Today we will continue the discussion talking about new car purchases
and the fuel economy label that appears on all new vehicles. Any questions
before we begin?
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e Let's start off by getting to know a little more about each other.
I'd like us to go around the room with each person answering the
following questions (Listed on poster chart):

e Your first name
*  When did you buy your last new vehicle?

* Did you consider buying a hybrid, or clean diesel, or some
other alternative fuel vehicle?

* Do you drive more city, highway, or combined?

e About how many miles do you drive a year?

(THREE OF THE FOLLOWING 4 VEHICLE TECHNOLOGIES WILL BE
COVERED IN EACH GROUP. THE ORDER OF PRESENTATION WILL
BE ROTATED ACROSS GROUPS. TOTAL TIME SPENT ON THESE 3
TECHNOLOGIES WILL BE 75 MINUTES.)

Moderator starts off by letting them know that the fuel economy label
appears within what is called a Monroney label (show large version of this
on the wall; hand out copies in actual size to each participant so they can
see the size of the fuel economy label within the larger label). Moderator
to regularly remind them to keep this in mind as we work through the
remainder of the focus group.

Now we are going to take a look at some fuel economy label designs for
3 different vehicle types. (For each of the groups, three out of the four
technologies were discussed)

1. (Hand out the gasoline engine label work sheet #1 and the
individual copies of the designs. Show them the 3 options on
large boards.)

a. Please indicate on your worksheet which option is most
understandable and which is least understandable. For
each choice write brief bullet points explaining why.

b. (Then show two versions of each of the 3 label designs,
each pair identical in every way except that one label will
be for a vehicle that is more fuel efficient.) On the same
worksheet | would like you to identify the vehicle which is
more fuel efficient from each label pair and what you are
basing that on.

(Tally results from section ‘a’ above and this section
and open up to discussion). Probe on how the vehicles in
each pair compare in regard to the following metrics: fuel
consumption, fuel cost, and environmental impact. This
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probing needs to uncover any misunderstandings.

e |f costs are broken out by city/highway or just
combined, draw their attention to this and probe on
which they prefer.

c. Of these designs, which most clearly demonstrates the fuel
efficiency of the vehicle?

2. What top 2 pieces of information did you get from the labels?
Can you suggest improvements to these label designs, not
just in how they look, but also in regard to content? Probe
on metrics or other information that would increase their
understanding and how that would influence their choice of a
fuel efficient vehicle.

Collect worksheets and ask client if they have any questions at this time.

Read the following (Handout copies and read the following statement:
Leave the conventional vehicle label showing for reference.)

Electric Vehicles use electricity stored in batteries to propel the
vehicle. The battery is charged by plugging it into an electrical
outlet. This could be a standard electric outlet or a high voltage
custom-installed charging station for more rapid charging. Like
hybrid vehicles, some energy is recovered when the brakes are
applied. The vehicle travels until the charge is depleted or it is re-
charged. There is no option to run it on gasoline.

3. (Hand out the EV label work sheet #2 and the individual copies
of the designs. Show them the 3 options on large boards.)

¢ Please indicate on your worksheet which option is most
understandable and which is least understandable. For
each choice write brief bullet points explaining why.

e (Then show two versions of each of the 3 label designs,
each pair identical in every way except that one label will
be for a vehicle that is more fuel efficient.) On the same
worksheet | would like you to identify the vehicle which is
more fuel efficient from each label pair and what you are
basing that on.

e (Tally results from section ‘a’ above and this section
and open up to discussion). Probe on how the vehicles in
each pair compare in regard to the following metrics: fuel
consumption, fuel cost, and environmental impact. This
probing needs to uncover any misunderstandings.
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e |f costs are broken out by city/highway or just
combined, draw their attention to this and probe on
which they prefer.

e Which of the designs would most influence you to
purchase a fuel efficient vehicle? Why? Listen for and
probe on any misunderstandings of metrics.

4. What top 2 pieces of information did you get from the labels?
Can you suggest improvements to these label designs, not
just in how they look, but also in regard to content? Probe
on metrics or other information that would increase their
understanding and how that would influence their choice of a
fuel efficient vehicle.

Collect worksheets and ask client if they have any questions at this time.
Extended Range Electric Vehicle Label Designs (25 minutes)

Read the following (Handout copies and read the following statement:
Leave the conventional vehicle label and EV label showing for reference.)

An EREV has 2 modes of operation and can be plugged in to
charge the battery.

1. It uses wall electricity to propel the vehicle (like an EV) until
the wall electricity is used up.

2. Once the stored wall electricity is used up, it runs like a
gasoline hybrid, using gasoline to propel the vehicle and some
energy is recovered when the brakes are applied.

Important: daily driving distance can GREATLY affect amount of
gasoline used. Can go all the way from zero gasoline (if shorter
commutes and plenty of recharging) to entirely gasoline (if longer
drives and no recharging). Validate that they understand this.

5. (Hand out the EREV engine label work sheet #3 and the
individual copies of the designs. Show them the 3 options on
large boards.)

a. Please indicate on your worksheet which option is most
understandable and which is least understandable. For
each choice write brief bullet points explaining why.

b. (Then show two versions of each of the 3 label designs,
each pair identical in every way except that one label will
be for a vehicle that is more fuel efficient.) On the same
worksheet | would like you to identify the vehicle which is
more fuel efficient from each label pair and what you are
basing that on.
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(Tally results from section ‘a’ above and this section
and open up to discussion). Probe on how the vehicles in
each pair compare in regard to the following metrics: fuel
consumption, fuel cost, and environmental impact. This
probing needs to uncover any misunderstandings.

e |f costs are broken out by city/highway or just
combined, draw their attention to this and probe on
which they prefer.

c. Of these designs, which most clearly demonstrates the fuel
efficiency of the vehicle?

6. What top 2 pieces of information did you get from the labels?
Can you suggest improvements to these label designs, not
just in how they look, but also in regard to content? Probe
on metrics or other information that would increase their
understanding and how that would influence their choice of a
fuel efficient vehicle.

Collect worksheets and ask client if they have any questions at this time.

(Handout copies and read the following statement).

A PHEV has 2 modes of operation and can be plugged in to
charge the battery.

1. It uses wall electricity intermingled with some gasoline to
propel the vehicle until the wall electricity is used up.

2. Once the stored wall electricity is used up, it runs like a
gasoline hybrid, using gasoline to propel the vehicle and
some energy is recovered when the brakes are applied.

Important: daily driving distance can GREATLY affect amount
of gasoline used. Validate that they understand this.

7. (Hand out the PHEV label work sheet #4 and the individual
copies of the designs. Show them the 3 options on large boards.)

a. Please indicate on your worksheet which option is most
understandable and which is least understandable. For
each choice write brief bullet points explaining why.

b. (Then show two versions of each of the 3 label designs,
each pair identical in every way except that one label will
be for a vehicle that is more fuel efficient.) On the same
worksheet | would like you to identify the vehicle which is
more fuel efficient from each label pair and what you are
basing that on.
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(Tally results from section ‘a’ above and this section
and open up to discussion). Probe on how the vehicles in
each pair compare in regard to the following metrics: fuel
consumption, fuel cost, and environmental impact. This
probing needs to uncover any misunderstandings.

e |f costs are broken out by city/highway or just
combined, draw their attention to this and probe on
which they prefer.

c.  Which of the designs would most influence you to
purchase a fuel efficient vehicle? Why? Listen for and
probe on any misunderstandings of metrics.

8. What top 2 pieces of information did you get from the labels?
Can you suggest improvements to these label designs, not
just in how they look, but also in regard to content? Probe
on metrics or other information that would increase their
understanding and how that would influence their choice of a
fuel efficient vehicle.

9. What top 2 pieces of information did you get from the labels?
Can you suggest improvements to these label designs, not
just in how they look, but also in regard to content? Probe
on metrics or other information that would increase their
understanding and how that would influence their choice of a
fuel efficient vehicle.

Collect worksheets and ask client if they have any questions at this time.

10. Is there a particular part of the label that would help you
compare across vehicle technologies? Probe on fuel cost and
fuel consumption. Is there something that would work better?

MODERATOR: ASK GROUP WHICH LABEL DESIGN TO USE FOR THIS
NEXT EXERCISE. I[F NO CONSENSUS, WORK TO TEST THE TOP PICKS.
THE LABEL DESIGN TYPE TO BE USED IN THE EXERCISE NEEDS
TO ENSURE THAT EACH DESIGN IS USED AT LEAST ONCE (AND
PREFERABLY TWICE) ACROSS ALL FOCUS GROUPS .

11. Show participants a label for each of the three vehicle types
and pass out worksheet #5.
* Please indicate on your worksheet:
e Which type of vehicle is better for a trip of 30 miles?
e Which type of vehicle is better for a trip of 50 miles?
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*  Which type of vehicle is better for a round trip of 100
miles?

e Which type of vehicle is most environmentally friendly?

(Possible Tally)

Then open up to discussion and probe on what information they
used to compare and make their choices.

12. Looking across the labels you preferred for each technology,
are there portions of the labels that could be removed without
affecting your ability to compare within or across vehicle
technologies?

e Could the design of the label be modified to assist you in
making these comparisons?

e |s the information you would want to see for comparison
purposes easily found on label?

13. If group has not reached a consensus on a label design that
is the same for all technologies, moderator to display the
choice options from the group and tell them to work to reach
consensus. Probe on eventual level of agreement -- is it a fairly
strong consensus vs. “I can live with that design.”

Collect worksheets.

Now we'd like to explore some ways to communicate the environmental
impact of vehicles.

14. (Hand out worksheet #6) Show participants the 4 possible
metrics (see below) and ask them to individually rank their
preference for understanding and to briefly explain why they
chose their #1 and #2 rankings. Tally results in regard to
how many ranked each option as their number 1 or number
2 choices. Then open to discussion regarding reasons behind
their preferences. Probe group on what the metric information
meant to them to see if they understood, which one was most
intuitive, does it provide enough information, and which one
they would be most likely to use.

Also probe on their reaction to the following:

e Leafs and stars and 0-10 rating bars are a relative scale
(comparisons to other vehicles rather than objective
measure for a specific vehicle)
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e Rating criteria could change each year as the fleet of
vehicles improved, that is, a vehicle with a certain
emissions level in one year might get 4 leafs, but the
next year might only get 3 leafs if the technology did not
change

(1) 2 enviro ratings which are relative --1-10 for both
CO2 and Air Pollution (Label A)

(2) 1 enviro rating which is relative for CO2 (using
stars) and another that is relative (using stars) for air
pollution (Label B)

(3) 2 enviro ratings depicted by leafs for both CO2 and Air
Pollution (Label C)

(4) A mixed approached-- leafs for air pollution but
absolute number for CO2 (Label D)

15. For vehicles that run on electricity, the environmental ratings do
not take into account any pollutants emitted from the power plant
that generated the electricity to charge the battery. Probe on:

e How many realized that (show of hands)?

e Should that information be on the fuel economy label?
(show of hands) Why or why not?

e |s the following language sufficient — “The environmental
ratings are based on tailpipe emissions.” Why or why not?

Collect worksheets.

16. Moderator to point to the “annual cost number and annual
gallons” and indicate that this is based on the average number
of miles driven by a U.S. consumer the first year they own
their new vehicle. Get their reaction to this.

Then ask if EPA instead based the annual estimate for both the
annual gallons of gasoline used and the cost on the average
annual miles driven by all US drivers (which is closer to
12,000). Get reaction to this. Probe on why or why not?
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Monroney Label Placement (3 minutes)
17. Show 3 versions of Monroney label with the EPA fuel economy
label in different locations. Ask for show of hands as to which
version they would find:
e Most useful and why?
*  Most appealing and why?
(Probe on left-handed and right-handed person issue.)
18. What do you think about the size of the fuel economy label?
(Listen for and probe on whether it needs to be bigger and why
or why not.)
Wrap-Up (3 minutes)
19. Is there information that we have not discussed today that
would influence you to choose a fuel efficient vehicle?
20. Anything else you would like our clients to know about you
thoughts about fuel economy labels?
Ask client if they have any last questions.
N _J
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Appendix C: Gasoline Engine Labels Understandability Handout

n Gas Vehicle Labels

A

E PA Fuel Economy &
Environmental Information

Fuel Economy

combined
City/Hwy
3 . 9 gallons/100 mi.

Rating among all vehicles

dok ok

3 out of 5 (5 is bast)

ranges from 10 to 50.

Consumption & Cost

586"  $1,641=

These estimates based on 15,000 miles per year at $2.80 per gallon.

Visit www fueleconomy.gov to calculate estimates
persenalized for your driving, and to download the
Fuel Economy Guide (also available at dealers).

Gasoline Vehicle /%

Combinad fuel economy for this class

Your actual mileage will vary
depending on how you drive
and maintain your vehicle.

Environment

Rating among all vehicles

Erers I

3 outof § (5 is best)

s dekokk

4 out of 5 (5 is best]

347

Fuel Economy &
Environmental Information

SEP,

Gasoline Vehicle

(Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost

Rating {among all vehicles)

* Ak

3outof 5 (5 is bast)

26 MPG
22 32
combined ety highway

Combined fuel economy for this
class ranges from 10 to 50 MPG.

$1,641
Annual cost based on

15,000 miles per year
at $2.80 per gallon

gallons
peryear

r -
Environment
Rating among all vehicles

Other Air Pollutants

Foutof 5 (5 is best)
Greenhouse Gases

2.5 out of & (5 is best)

347 grgrzn&"m'lle

Your actual mileage will vary depending on how you drive and maintain your vehicle.

Visit www.fueleconomy.gov
+ Calculate personalized driving estimates
= Download the Fuel Economy Guide
{also available at dealers)

(3
Smartphone Interactive @&
Sean code for more information o
about this vehicle or to compare
it with others.

J/

J
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C g E PA Fuel Economy and ER——
\ Environmental Impact Estimates asefine vehucie

Mileage

a MPG Comparison iwhin see
3 9 gallons par 10 wpce 26 103 wre
L] 100 miles _

Worst Best

combined city/hwy

Consumption Environment

among all

Rating vahicles
586~ $1,641 OG0 347

4 out of § {5 is bast) €Oz grams/mile
49 gallons per month ~ $137 per month Includes greenhouss gases

and other air pallutants.

Your actual mileage and costs will vary with elactricity cost, temperaturs, driving conditions, driving habits and how you maintain your ve
Consumption estimates based on 15,000 miles per year at $2.80 per gallon. *33.7 kW-Hrs = 1 gallon gasoline energy equivalent. .,

Visit www. fueleconomy.gov to calculate estimates personalized for your f
driving, and to download the Fuel Economy Guide (also available at dealers).
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Option 1A Option 1B Option 1C

Seattle Female Group: 05/17/2010

Most Understandable 4 2 0
Least Understandable 0 2 4
Most Understandable 2 3 3
Least Understandable 5 0 3

Seattle Female Group: 05/18/2010 — Not Used for this Group

Seattle Male Group: 05/18/2010 — Not Used for this Group

Female Most Understandable
Female Least Understandable
Male Most Understandable
Male Least Understandable
Overall Most Understandable
Overall Least understandable
Group Most Understandable

Group Least Understandable

Charlotte Female Group: 05/19/2010

Most Understandable

| Female Most Understandable | o |
FemaleleastUndestancaole | 0 | 2 | 4
| MaleMostUnderstangable | 2 | 3 | 3
| MalelesstUndersancale | s | o | 3
OwralMostundersangabe | 6 | s | 3
Owralleastunderstanciable | s | 2 | 7|
GrowpMostunderstandaple | 1 | 1 | o
| Gowteosttndersondable | 1 | o | 1

o
(%]
w

(o)}
[y
[uny

Least Understandable

Charlotte Male Group: 05/19/2010

Most Understandable 0 7 1
Least Understandable 2 1 5
Most Understandable 0 6 2
Least Understandable 4 1 3

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign



Option 1A tion 1B Option 1C

Charlotte Male Group: 05/20/2010
Most Understandable 0 6 2

Least Understandable 2 1 5

| Male Most Understandable
Male Least Understandable
Overall Most Understandable
Overall Least understandable
Group Most Understandable
Group Least Understandable

Houston Female Group: 05/24/2010

Most Understandable 0 7 1

Least Understandable 2 1 5
Houston Male Group: 05/24/2010

Most Understandable 0 5 0

Least Understandable 3 0 2

Houston Female Group: 05/25/2010 — Not Used for this Group

Male Group: 05/25/2010 — Not Used for

wsntomtnsomois |5 |0 | 2|
vt e | 0| w1 ]
ettt | 0| 1|0 ]
ey S IR IS

Phase 3 Focus Groups
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0] n 1B Opti
Chicago Female Group: 05/26/2010
6 2

Most Understandable 0

Least Understandable 6 0 2
Most Understandable 1 4 3
Least Understandable 2 2 4
Most Understandable 2 6 0
Least Understandable 2 2 4
Most Understandable 1 4 3

Least Understandable

N

Female Most Understandable
Female Least Understandable

Male Most Understandable

o

Males Least Understandable

Overall Most Understandable

N
o
[N

-
H

Overall Least understandable

Groups Most Understandable

[any

Groups Least Understandable 1 3

COMBINED TALLY FOR ALL GROUPS
Female Most Understandable —

Female Least Understandable

Male Most Understandable

N

(=)
w
II
= e
N | ©

Male Least Understandable

23

Overall Most Understandable

I
N

Overall Least Understandable

Groups Most Understandable

Groups Least Understandable

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign



n Gas Vehicle Labels

Which is more fuel efficient?

A1

Fuel Economy &
Environmental Information

EPA

3 out of § s best)

Consumption & Cost

586" %164

Thesa sstimates based on 15,000 ik par yaar ot §280 per galkan

Visit vwrwn fueleconemygor ia caleulats estimates Yaur actual mileage will vary
perzonalized for your driving, and to dawnload the depending on hew you drive
Fuel Ezonomy Guide (alse available st dealers). and maintain your vehiole.

Gasoline Vehicle -~

Fuel Economy Environment

Rating ameng all vehisles Rating smong sll vehisles

2 6 O * kX S WhK
City/Huey ST
3.9 e o ek
gallons/100 mi

4outofs (s iz ezt

347 .

Fuel Economy &
Environmental Information

E PA Gasoline Vehicle <~

Fuel Economy Environment

- Rating amang all vehicles Rating among all vehisles
: s T
28 ko 1 8.8.0. *k

3.5 out of § [Elabeat)

et e
35 T e dedeoke
gallons/ 100 mi.

4 cut of § 5 Iz bast]

3135,

Consumption & Cost

529g"  $1480="

Thase astimates bzsac an 16,000 milcs par yuar ot 4250 par gallan.

Visit wwwedueleconomy.gov to cakulate estimates Your astual mileage wil vary
personalized for your driving, and to download the dzpending on how you drive
Fusl Ezonemy Guide (slso avsilable st deslers). and maintain your vehicle,

Fuel Economy &
E PA Environmer':tvgl Information eIt

Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost Environment
Faiing amzng al vahicles
Rating camong snvaniciss thar Alr Pollutants
529:- | Gz
pery=ar 3.5 cutal 5 (513 best)

25 out el (515 bast] 1 Gresnhouss Gases

480
MPG $1.480 o GG
i LA A
25 34

Cambinad fusl sconamy far this
clazs ranges from 1010 60 MPG

combined ity highway 3 1 3 grahsimils

how, Yo

Visit www.fueleconomy.gov Smartphone Interactive

+ Calullate personalizsd diving ectimates Scan code for morsinfarmation

+ Download the Fuel Economy Guide aboutthis vehicle or 10 compars
{also available st deslers) itwith cthers,

E P Fuel Economy and N N
A Environmental Impact Estimates Gasoline Vehicle

Mileage

MPG
gﬁ 26 3.9

combined cityhwy

Consumption Environment

amang ail

Rating hic
B 586 $1,641 s 2

annual gallens

€0 gramaimike

49 gallons per month  $137 per month

osts wil vary with alectrichty cost, temparaturs, civing conditions, drfing habits and hew you maintain your vehick.

i miaaga and
Coneumplon st based on 15000 i par ot ot 8285 ot ot -35. F41rs 1t gmnnmqnqumm

WVisit www.fusleconomy.gov to calculsts sstimatas personaiized for your .\! @

driving, and to downlead the Fusi Economy Guide {also avallable at dealers).

Phase 3 Focus Groups

Fuel Economy &
E P Environmental Information eI

Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost Environment
Faing amang af vahiche

Rating wmengan venicisst Gther Alr Pallutants

b86:: | Goo

$1,641 a’ﬂ'ﬂ'

i
Annual cost basad on ‘
15,000 miles per yrar 250Ut of 5 15 & bark)
2 32 at $2.80 per gallon
i co,
comines 5 347 2

Combined fusl aconarmy for this
alazz ranges from 10 1o BOMPG,

Vour ¥ dupanding on how you drive and yo @@

Visit www.fusleconomy.gov Smartphone Interactive
* Cakulsts perscnalized driving ssiimates. Soan code for more informaticn
+ Download the Fuel Evcnomy Guide bt this vehicks arta compare

lalso available at dealers) it wit ers.

Joutars (5 s bast)

E P Fuel Economy and y N
A Environmental Impact Estimates Gasoline Vehicle

Mileage

a 28 MPG Comparison R s~
)
3. 5ame wmIW e

combined sityhwy

Consumption Environment

ameng all

Eﬁ. Rating &hifié: > SmartWay

529 ~ s1480 GEGGL 313

€0, gramaimile

44 gallons par momth  §123 per month ared bt e pol

‘Your axtusl milaags and sosts will vary with olackristty cost, tamperatur, driving oncitions, cving habits and haw you maintai your vehisla,
Corsumption astimates basad on 15,000 milas per ysar at §3.80 par gallon. *34.7 KA:Hrs - 1 galo npnun.nm.qumlm

Visit www.fusleconomy.gov to caiculate estimates personallzed for your ) @
driving, and to download the Fuel Ezonomy Guide (also avallable at dealers).
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Option 1A1 Option 1A2 Option 1B1  Option 1B2  Option 1C1  Option 1C2

Seattle Female Group: 05/17/2010

eattle Male Group: 05/17/2010

o o
(o] (]
[o:] v
o o
o o
o v

Seattle Female Group: 05/18/2010 — Not Used for this Group
Seattle Male Group: 05/18/2010 - Not Used for this Group

Most fuel efficient n 1

Charlotte Female Group: 05/19/2010

I
[
w

o
0o
o
o
[y
~

Charlotte Male Group: 05/19/2010

o
(e}
~
iy
o
0o

Charlotte Female Group: 05/20/2010

[y
~
o
[y
o
~

Charlotte Female Group: 05/20/2010

[y

I
H\‘
Hm
IO
Io
Hm

Most fuel efficient

Houston Female Group: 05/24/2010

[uny
~
0o
o
N
(o)}

Houston Male Group: 05/24/2010

Houston Female Group: 05/25/2010 — Not Used for this Group
Houston Male Group: 05/25/2010 — Not Used for this Group

Most fuel efficient

Chicago Female Group: 05/26/2010

I
I
[uny
w
I
[uny
o

o

(o]

(o]
o
o
0o

Chicago Male Group: 05/26/2010

o

0o

0o
o
o
0o

Chicago Female Group: 05/27/2010

Chicago Male Group: 05/27/2010

0 8 3 0 0 8
0-A 32
Most fuel efficient 32 32

COMBINED TALLY FOR ALL GROUPS

L T O T I I

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign



n Electric Vehicle Labels

Appendix G: Electric Vehicle Labels Understandability Handout

A

-

Fuel Economy &

Fuel Economy
Rating among all vehicles

MPGe*
e kkkok
City/Hwy
5 out of 5 (5 is best]
4 Combined fuel economy for this class.
KW-hrs/100 mi. ranges from 10 to 109

All Electric Range

On & full charge, vehicle
ean travel approximately:
miles

Consumption & Cost

15355 36185,

Thes astimates based on 15,000 miles per year at 12 cents per kilowatt hour.

Visit www.fueleconomy.gov to calculate estimates Your actual mileage will vary
personalized for your driving, and to download the  depending on how you drive
Fuel Economy Guide {also available at dealers). and maintain your vehicle.

Electric Vehicle :.

Environment

Rating among all vehicles

e T S e S A

5 out of § (5 is best)

s e e e e e

5 out of 5 (5 is best]

o,
grams
par mils

ﬁ US EPA Cortified

e,

*33.7 kW-Hrs = a
1 gallon gasoline £
energy equivalent - P

Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost

Rating tameng an venicies)

Yok k 5153

5 outof 5 (5 is best)
$618

miles Annual cost based on
per kW-hr 15,000 miles per year at
12 cents per kilowatt hour
e 30 28

combined ety highway

Combined fuel economy for this
class ranges from 10 to 109 MPGe*.
This vehicla gets 98 MPGe,

E P Fuel Economy and
Environmental Impact Estimates

Mileage

* MPGe* Comparison & winin dess

gallnn gas 10w
equ'wa\sm worst
par 100 miles

combined cltyfhwy
Range & Charge

on a fully charged battery, veh n travel about...
10 60 70

Electric Vehicle

Range
On a full charge, vehicle
can travel about:

99....

Charge time
12 hours
1|+ JEAaa

Environment

Rating among all vehicles

Other Air Pollutants  Greanhousa Gasas

GOGGG GGGGG

Soutof 55 is bast) 5o0utof 5 (5is best)

0 co,
grams/mile

%\ % :-mmdy-

Electric Vehicle

among all vehicles

109 wece
Bt

Ful Bmw Chargs time
miles 12 hours

Consumption Environment

annual gallon annua\
¥ 163 $618:

per month

- il Sl USEPA Gertifisd
Rating 55" W Smar tway-

GEGEG G

i 5 out of 5 (5 is best)
13 equivalent gallons $52 per month P e 06
and othar air pollutants

ar !

€O, grams/mile

“Your actual mileage and costs will vary with electricity cost, temperature, driving conditions, driving habits and how you maintain your vehicle.
3.7 K

Consumption estimates based on 15,000 miles per year at 12 cents par kW-hr.

Visit www. fueleconomy.gov to calculate estimates personalized for your
driving, and to download the Fuel Economy Guide (also available at dealers).

Hrs =1 gallon gemhnuensrskuwalnnt

0
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Option 2A Option 2B Option 2C

Seattle Female Group: 05/17/2010

Most Understandable 2 2 2
Least Understandable 1 2 3
Most Understandable 2 2 4
Least Understandable 1 6 1
Most Understandable 2 3 3
Least Understandable 2 2 3

Seattle Male Group: 05/18/2010

Most Understandable

Least Understandable

Female Most Understandable

W | & [NSENE]

Female Least Understandable

(9]

Male Most Understandable

00 (W | U1 | U1 ENSEEEEY

4
3
5
6
8
4

~

Male Least Understandable

N (o

(=)

Charlotte Male Group: 05/19/2010 — Not used for this Group

Charlotte Female Group: 05/20/2010

Most Understandable 1 5 2
Least Understandable 2 3 3
Most Understandable 1 3 4

Least Understandable 4 3

1
Total
owivoae | 2| | o
owiesonie | o | e | 4
oo otiesane | 0 | 1| 1

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign



( )
Option 2A Option 2B Option 2C
Houston Female Group: 05/24/2010
Most Understandable 0 3 5
Least Understandable 6 2 0
Houston Male Group: 05/24/2010
Most Understandable 0 2 3
Least Understandable 2 1 2
Most Understandable 1 3 4
Least Understandable 2 3 3
Houston Male Group: 05/25/2010
Most Understandable 1 1 6
Least Understandable 2 5 1
eworvoeraoe |+ |1 |
Total
owstvortge | 2|« | o
vt | o |0 |
copmorusermae | 0| o | 4
Groups Least Understandable
Most Understandable 4 2 2
Least Understandable
Most Understandable 3 2 3
Least Understandable 2 2 4
fomevonvngerae | & |2 | 2 |
Total
owsvorvee | |« | s
copmoruermae | 2| o | o
Copiseioe | 0 | 1|2
- J
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Option 2A Option 2B Option 2C

COMBINED TALLY FOR ALL GROUPS

=
(=)

[
N
w

[y
w
[y
w

Female Most Understandable

[y
[N
[
H
[y
w

Female Least Understandable

Male Most Understandable

=
o
[y
[N
[y
©o

Male Least Understandable

[y
(o]
[y
N

Overall Most Understandable

22

w
N
N
wv

Overall Least Understandable
Groups Most Understandable

Groups Least Understandable

[ B

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign
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n Electric Vehicle Labels

Appendix I: Electric Vehicle Labels Fuel Efficiency Handout

Which is more fuel efficient?

Fuel Economy &

E P Environmental Information Electric Vehicle i

Environment
Rating ameng all wehicles

Fuel Economy
10955  Akkkk  =kkkxx

BT iieom, SR n ek

5 outaf € |5 i boe,
All Electric Range

Onaullchange,
oo,
ey
i 99, e
Consumption & Cost

pormila
ﬁ 94 Corrifind
\g-nrw
Estimatod $
quivaant gators
par yaar i
Thasa asiimates bsecd an 15,000 milas par yoar gt 12 ents par Kkowait hour,

it 1o Your nctual mileage will vary 337 Ki¥-Hrs = B
personalizad far your driving, and to dawnlsad the  depending an hew you drive 1 gallon gasoline &
Fuel Economy Guids [alse svailabls st dealers), and maintain your vahicle, snargy equivalert “-\-.

Electric Vehicle

Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost an%e
On afull charge, vehisle

. travel abaut
Rating among anvanicize canfravelane

* %%k 5153 99....

S ouk of 55 Is best] arge time
$618 Craraer

miles 12 hours
Annual cost based on Mring 320w cuthet).
: ! 9 per kW-hr 1E,000 miles per ysar st °
12 cants par kilowstt hour
L 3.0 28 Environment
combined ety highwary Faling ameng all vahicles

Cambined fuel sconomy for this
clazs ranges from 1010 108 MPGe®
This vehicle gets % MPGe.

Other Alr Pollutants  Gresnhouss Gasss

GhOGE GHGEGG

Tawolzzie outaf 213 in best]

0:::
gramaimile
g,

E PA Fuel Economy and
Environmental Impact Estimates Elactric Vehicle
Mileage

* 9 MPGe

sombinzd cwmw
Range & Charge

Comparison Mot g
£ )

99 Fat e Chamgaiime
) miles (R 12 nours

Consumption Environment
Raling n?n all ﬁ .;mr.enl
#

¥ 153 $618 ooGGG

13 squivalent gallcns $52 par month 5 ourcrs 5 1 vastl €O gramaimile
Tl evarvare uans
per mont et e .

our astusal mi ‘Wil vary with sleciriclty cest, temparaturs, criving oor P its an umaintain our vehice.
Cansumption on 15,000 miles par yoar gt 12 cents par KA.
=

WVisit www.fuslecomomy.gov to calculste estimates personaiized for
driving. and to download the Fusl Economy Guide (slso avallable at dealars].

3 E P Fuel Economy &
Environmental Information

Fuel Economy

ElectricVehicle =il

Environment

34 KWAhra(100 mi. e oot o Y kA

5 out of § 5 iz bost]
All Electric Range

oo
grarns
par ks

STy

Consumption & Cost

163#F— $618FC

Thess astimates basad on 15,000 milas par ysar at 12 sants per Klawats hour.

Visit wewwelueleconcmy.gey to cakulate estimates  Your astunl mileage will vary  *327 kiW-Hrs = !,/‘“‘1
persanalized for your driving, and to dewnload the  depending on how you drive 1 gallon gasoline i
Fusl Ecancmy Guide (also available at dsalers). and maintain yeur vehicle energy squivalent \M_

Electric Vehicle

Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost ange
on afu aharge,vehw\e

Rating ameng anvericies) can dravel aba

*xk 46205 99....

Sout il 5 5 ks bast)
miles Annual cost bszad an ‘ﬁr,:'fmm
per kW-hr 1,000 miles per year st
30 12 cent per kilawat hour

Charge time

n " A -
combined oy hghwey Environment
Cembined fuel scoromy for this
olass ranges from 10 to 109 MPG='
This vehicle gets 108 MPGe,

Other Alr Palkutants  Gresnhouse Gases

GUOGG GOGGE

Soutal3jzisbest 3awolzin

0 co,
gramaimile.
S o

% Fuel Economy and
E PA Environmental Impact Estimates

Mileage

o8 vanictas

* MPGe Comparison inawhin g
gnl\on Fw:t 1re Uﬂ-u.
p.. o ias et rrr—

combined sityhwy
Range & Charge

- Ry Chargs ims
D) 99 mites R 12 neurs

Consumption Environment
L amengal g
* 137 amalgalon QR A s Rating i s
equivalenas GOGGG
11 squivalent gallans $46 per manth TS| COz gramaimile
per mon

Yoursatus mileags and sosts wil va city cas, tsmpsraturs, diiving oancltions, criving hibits ane haw you maintain your vebika.
Gormumplion astimatsa basad on 16,500 milss per yesr at 12 sants par kW-hi. *23.7 KW-Hra - 1 gallan gamcilne anargy -qumllm

Visit www:iieleconomy.gov to calculate estimatss personalized Tor your

driving, and to download the Fuel Economy Guide (also svallable at dealers) \ /
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Option 2A1  Option 2A2  Option 2B1  Option 2B2  Option 2C1  Option 2C2

Seattle Female Group: 05/17/2010

Seattle Male Group: 05/17/2010

6 0 2 4 0 6
7 1 2 6 0 8
8 0 4 4 0 8

Seattle Female Group: 05/18/2010

Seattle Male Group: 05/18/2010

8 0 2 6 0 8
Charlotte Male Group: 05/19/2010

5 3 4 4 1 7
Charlotte Female Group: 05/19/2010
8 0 3 5 0 8

Charlotte Male Group: 05/20/2010 — Not Used for this Group

Charlotte Female Group: 05/20/2010 — Not Used for this Group

Houston Female Group: 05/24/2010

Houston Male Group: 05/24/2010

6 2 3 5 1 7
4 1 4 1 0 5
8 0 0 8 1 7

Houston Female Group: 05/25/2010
Houston Male Group: 05/25/2010
7 0 0 7 0 7

Chicago Female Group: 05/26/2010 — Not used for this Group

Chicago Male Group: 05/26/2010 — Not used for this Group

Chicago Female Group: 05/27/2010

8 0 0 8 0 8

Chicago Male Group: 05/27/2010

8 0 0 8 0 8
T e | e | ow |

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign



Appendix K: Extended Range Electric Vehicle Labels
Understandability Handout

ﬂ EREV Vehicle Labels

A

Fuel Economy &
Environmental Information

E PA IijtLe!ra\dIeElﬁlﬁlg:a Electric Vehicle * @

Electric Mode h Gas Mode /h—\ Environment

Both modes, merged
Fuel Ecunnmy Fuel Economy Rating among all vehicles

985w 34w 38 e 2 T | FK KKK
pating peting e o 0 o o)
anersan e e Yo Yo ke ameman Yo e de G

5 outof § 5 s best) 8 outof 5 (5 bezt
Combined fusl economy for this class Combined fuel economy for this class
ranges from 10 to 115. ranges from 10 to 50. O
Range Ona full charge, using €O grams per mile
anly slsctricity, vehicla

can travel spproximatsly: aige

Consumption & Cost

it el ==

These estimates based on 15,000 milas per year at $2.80 per gallon and 12 conts per kilowatt hour,

Visit www fueleconomy. gov to calculate estimates  Your actual mileage will vary  *33.7 KW-Hrs =
personalized for your driving, and to download the  depending on how you drive 1 gallon gasoline
Fuel Economy Guide (alsa available at dealers). and maintain your vehicle.  energy equivalent

Fuel Economy & Dual Fuel Vehicle:
Environmental Information Extended Range Electric Vehicle
Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost Ran
. On & full charge, before switching to
ating i .F::;::E;r";ﬂ J?;'{“O‘g ;A-;;e*‘ Gas Only, vehicle can travel about:
{among all vehicles)  &o\utafs 6 s best) This vehicle gets 56 MPGe. 30
miles

All-Electric whenfulychargsd | aAnnual Gonsumption & Cost

" Charge time
miles per
* 29 KW-hr 2731 + 187 1+ Jet

Whrsperyear  gallons per year

Gas Only when battery is ampty) $851 Environment

Rating armong all vehicles, both mades (merged)

Estimate based on 16,000 miles per
MPG year at $2.80 per gallon and 12 cents per Other Air Poliutants  Greenhouse Gases

kilowatt hour, split between both modes

4 outef & (5 is best) 4.5 out of & (5 is best)
Your actual milsage will vary depanding on how you driva and maintain \
‘your vehicle. *33.7 kW-Hrs = 1 galion gasoline energy equivalent. 1 1 1 CO,
gramsimile

Visit www.fueleconomy.gov Smartphone Inturlctlva = "ﬁ!\ S EPA Cortified

* Calculate personalized driving estimates Scan code for more information , SmartWay*

* Download the Fuel Economy Guide  about this vehicle or to compare

{also available at dealers) itwith others. (=]

C a’ E PA Fuel Economy and Dual Fuel Vehicle:

Environmental Impact Estimates Gasoline-Electricity

Mileage "allElectric Operation Gas Operation

Whan battery is fully charged, first 30 miles only. When electricity is usad up, vehicle runs on gas.
‘ MPGe B& MPG
i
(0 ERuiain: 2.7 sgerse=r
Der 00 miles o & Toomies
combined cnwhwv combined cityhwy

equivalent gal.  cost per yaar if always run 0allons per year cost per year if always
per year in all-electric operation run in gas operation

Q Full Bty Charge time
oW oY @D 4 rours

e

Comparison Environment

D USERA Certified
Ameng all vehicles and within class Rating among all vehicles
Both modes (merged) Both modes (merged) = SmartWay*

5 GaGGEGE m
10 wrze _ 103 wec. 5 out of 6 (5 is best) COz grams/mile
Worst Beost Inclucles greenhouse gases
and ather ai pollutants

Your actual mllmgl A g S T S L ST, 40 L T T T
Consumption s based on 15,000 miles per year at $2.80 per gallon & 12 cents per KW-hr. *33.7 kW-Hrs = 1 gal. gasoline energy equivalent.

Visit www.fueleconomy.govto calculate estimates personalized for your
driving, and to download the Fuel Economy Guide (also available at dealers).

- J
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Option 3A Option 3B Option 3C

Seattle Female Group: 05/17/2010

Most Understandable 0 2 4
Least Understandable 3 2 1
Most Understandable 2 1 5
Least Understandable 4 3 1
Most Understandable 1 6 1
Least Understandable 6 0 2
Seattle Male Group: 05/18/2010
Most Understandable 2 3

Least Understandable 2 2

Female Most Understandable “

Female Least Understandable “

Male Most Understandable

Male Least Understandable _

Overall Most Understandable
— s
[ o]

Overall Least understandable

Group Most Understandable

4
13
7
2
1

Group Least Understandable

Charlotte Female Group: 05/19/2010

Most Understandable 5 0 3
Least Understandable 2 3 3
Most Understandable 5 2 1
Least Understandable 1 5 2

Charlotte Female Group: 05/20/2010 - Not used for this Group

Charlotte Male Group: 05/20/2010 - Not used for this Group

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign



Option 3A Option 3B Option 3C

Female Most Understandable
Female Least Understandable
Male Most Understandable

Male Least Understandable

Overall Most Understandable

| Overall Least Understandable

Groups Most Understandable 2
Groups Least Understandable
Houston Female Group: 05/24/2010

Most Understandable 0 2 6
Least Understandable 5 3 0
Most Understandable 0 1 4
Least Understandable 4 1 0
Most Understandable 0 1 7
Least Understandable 4 3 1
Most Understandable 0 1 7

Least Understandable 2

5 1
Femcotunsesnaaie | 0 | > | n
e seeee |5 | o | 1|
eworvnsenee |0 | 2| w |
ek |6 | e | 1|
Total
oot | 0| s | |
oo |0 | o | 4 |
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Option 3A Option 3B Option 3C

Chicago Female Group: 05/26/2010 - Not used for this Group

Most Understandable 5 1 2
Least Understandable 1 6 1
Most Understandable 2 3 3
Least Understandable 2 3 3

Chicago Female Group: 05/27/2010 - Not used for this Group

Chicago Male

I
I

Female Most Understandable
Female Least Understandable
Male Most Understandable
Male Least Understandable
Overall Most Understandable
Overall Least Understandable

Groups Most Understandable

Groups Least Understandable

COMBINED TALLY FOR ALL G

‘
-l
(7]

=
IIIIIII

=
IIIIIII

I
IIIIIII

-
[N
Jany
N
N

Female Most Understandable

N
[y
[any
~N

Female Least Understandable

-
[N
[any
[N
N

Male Most Understandable

Male Least Understandable

N
N
w

Overall Most Understandable

w
()
e
=

Overall Least Understandable
Groups Most Understandable

Groups Least Understandable

EPA Fuel Economy Label Redesign



H EREV Vehicle Labels

Appendix M: EREV Labels Fuel Efficiency Handout

Which is more fuel efficient?

Fuel Economy & b

A 1 E P Environmental Information E:ﬂfﬁfntaﬂmwmb * ®
Electric Mode
Fuel Economy

98 5 34w

Ratin.

e o s kokk

Environment
Bth e merged

Fuel Economy

385 2. 7w
8 Jrde ok

Fating amang all vshicles

e k.t

AB et a1 i

s e e ke o

AB et a1 i

Combined g my w

rangos from 1010 1. Farges from 10 to 50.

Ranga On s ullcharge, wing
anky slacicn, vabice
cantranl sppresinasal:

miles
Consumption & Cost

268FE" 5851 s

Thesa st tas Bagad o 15,000 milas per year at 250 par gallan and 12 G par HKTWAE hor.

o i Your actual mileoge will vary 237 kit-Hrs =
personalized for your driving, and todownlosd the  depencing on how you drive 1 gallon gasoline |
Fuel Economy Guide falso available at dealers) and maintain your vehiole,  snergy squivalert 0

E PA Fuel Economy & Dual FuelVehicle
Environmental Information Extended Range Electric Vehicle

Fuel Economv, Consumption & Cost Range
©n a full charge, befors switching to

Fuel soanamy for this dazs Gas Only, vahicle can travel abaut
{amang Jl\wﬂlml **** ranges from 10to 103 MPGs",

Ut o5 15 s baer) Thiz wehicle gets 62 MPGe,

. miles
All-Electric whan taiychamsa  Annusl Consumption & Cost

¥ 3.3 2385+ 172 M“I-T-}.t.“:::;:w

frs perypear gallons per year

Gas Only wren satsey 1 smpey) $767 Environment
Estimate based on 16,000 miles per Rargamorg Aluehicle, oth mocks(masgods
MPG :_;urnsf-wwr‘gﬂlonmd;g:mgﬂ Other AIr POIIants  GROANROUSS 63538
ot hour, split becween both modes
ﬂfﬂﬁl GaGEGL
Samefricken 4 et ke

Your yo malutain
your VGRicia. *337 K¥LHS = 1 galion gaoling cncrgy aquivant 102 co,
gramaimile

Visit .ﬁ;\ ("melm‘

falza availabl= at dealers) with cthers,

E PA Fuel Economy and Dual Fuel Vehicle:
Environmental Impact Estimates Gasoline-Electricity

All-Electric Operation Gas Operation

Whan batiary I fulky chargad, first 30 mllmunly When alectridlty b usad up, vanida runs o gas.

1120 | %41 ;...

mnmnnmm ‘cormbinect olty/Invy

¥ 134 3540 B365 s1023

e e e S e

Range & Charge

_JI Q = chugetine
All-Elactric Range (batt e Extended Range (gasi

T 3 owoY (D 4 rour

= w©

Comparison Environment

2t g v v R

m B GOOGG 102
kel . i sqmarziskbonl €Oz gramsimike
st ieul ot

‘astusal mileaga and costs will vary with olectricity oost, temparaturs, criving bandHions, drhing habits and how you maintain your vehicle.
Caneumpilon sximates based on 15,000 il per aar s galon & 12 2onts ar KW-Ar. *32.7 Ki-Hia ~1 ga. genciin anargy aqudlsnt

-

A2

E P Fuel Economy &
Environmental Information
Gas Maode

Fuel Ecnnomv

41 5 2. 4
B e A deAod

DualFuelk e W

Environment
B madr, merged

Electric Mode
Fuel Economy

===
B hkdokk

Rating amang all wehiclas

o i

PR

L ettt

A o8 a ke

¥ i
ranges fram 10t 115, ranges from 10 to £4.
Ronga On s bl cherge, using

b alace ity vahizl
can vl sppresimataly et

Consumption & t:nll
T e

Thesn setimatas basec cn 16,0060 ks per year a 32,80 per alon and 12 Cants per IoWe haur.

Visit wrwevefuelconomy gov to cokulate estimates  Your ostual mileage will vy *337 Ki-Hrs =
personalizsd far your driving, and 1o download the  depending on how you drive 1 gallan gasoline
Fuel Economy Guide {also available ot dealers) and maintain your vehiole.  energy squivalent

) E P Fuel Economy & Dual Fuel Vehicle:
Envirenmental Information Extended Range Electric Vehicle

Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost Range
On a full charge, bafars switching to

rge.

Fuel sconamy for this class : :

- a"a |m‘ ****i R e o . G Only, vehicke can travel abodt:
3 5 outorS 1 pasey This vehicle gets 6 MPGe,

- miles
All-Electric when iy charssdt | gpnyal Consumption & Cost

¥295- 27131+ 187 Ch“m(‘um;m

hrs peryear  galons peryear
Gas Only iwhon burtary iz ompty) $851 Environment
- Estimats based on 16,000 milea por g ameng 2k whies, balh ks (mergedl
\ MPG Ib RQ;WP"IEG“MM";?:“";; Other AF POILIEANGS  Groanncuss Gases
ikoweant hour, 5pin batuvesn both mo,

[

Houtalnisibas)  AZowoFE b

Your actual milsagawilvary dapancing on how yau ive and maintain
yoUr vanidla, =233 KVHrs = 1 gallon graselina ey cquskAL. 111 co,
grarhaimile
Visit = g,
- e
{alze available at dealers) itwith others, N |

e Fuel Economy and Dual Fuel Vehicla:
I E PA Environmental Impact Estimates Gasoline-Electricity

All-Electric Operation Gas Operation

Wher batiany I fully charged), irst 30 milas only: ehan luctricHy Is ussd up, vehicle nrs an gas.

¥98 o= | #3827.

combinsd oty cambined oithry

¥ 153  se18 398 s11m1

squiilam g ghetpar yea s B r year B foryearie amays
por year in ol sperat un .33t caratica
Range & Charge

war Chargs e

All-Elsetric Rangs (b Extended Range (gas) ﬁ
R A S _arorc? (D 4 neirs

i " C]

Comparison Environment

fmong vt ang etz g g s
o i e S e e

1
5 m— T {?fﬁ” M
bt ot b

Your actual miloage and sosts will vary with alockriclty cost, temperatur, driving cancitions, civing habits and how you maintain your vehicla,
Oonaumption astimates hasact on 15,090 milas per year at £2.80 par gallon & 12 cert s per K. *30.7 KW.Hrs - | gal. gusalne enarpy squivalent.
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Seattle Female Group: 05/17/2010

Seattle Male Group: 05/17/2010

Seattle Female Group: 05/18/2010

o o o
~ 0o (o)}
~ 0o (o)}
o o o
(o)} 0o (o)}
o o o

Seattle Male Group: 05/18/2010

[

I
I\l
Hm
HO
Ic>°
HO

Most fuel efficient
Charlotte Female Group: 05/19/2010

o
0o
0o
o
0o
o

Charlotte Male Group: 05/19/2010

Charlotte Male Group: 05/20/2010 — Not Used for this Group

Charlotte Female Group: 05/20/2010 — Not Used for this Group

Most fuel efficient

Houston Female Group: 05/24/2010

i
i
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N
I
i
w
I

o
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o
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Houston Male Group: 05/24/2010

o
w
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N
w
o

Houston Female Group: 05/25/2010

o
(o]
(o]
o
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o

Houston Male Group: 05/25/2010
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I
H\‘
Hw
I"U
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IuJ

Most fuel efficient

Chicago Female Group: 05/26/2010

o
(o]
(o]
o
(o]
o

Chicago Male Group: 05/26/2010

COMBINED TALLY FOR ALL GROUPS

Total
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Appendix O: PHEV Labels Understandability Handout

n PHEV Vehicle Labels

A

Fuel Economy &
Environmental Information

E PA R}.ﬂl_ﬂ"! I-'I:ygr?dl:Elentric Vehicle * @

Electric+Gas Mode:.\ Gas Mode /Q—\ Environment

Both modes, marged

Fuel Economy Fuel Economy Rating among all vohicles
MPGe* o0
65 17w+ | 38 %u 2 Fowm | =-ddkkk
City/Hwy City/Hwy 100 mi. 6 out of 6 (5 iz best!

Os“‘“"“ =
me Ak Ak | Eedkkoky | TORERY

B out of B (5 s bazt 5 cut of 5 5 i best)
Combined fuel economy for this class Combined fuel economy for this class
ranges from 10 to 103. ranges from 10 to 50.
Range 0na ful chargs, using 2 bland €O grams per mile
of elastricity & gas, vahicle 5

can travel spproximately:

Consumption & Cost

280 == 85e =

€OZ grams per mils

Thesa estimatas based on 15,000 miles per year at $2.80 per gallon and 12 cants par kilowatt hour.

Visit www.fusleconomy.gov to calculate estimates  Your actual mileage will vary ~ *33.7 kW-Hrs =
personalized for your driving, and to download the  depending on how you drive 1 gallon gasoline
Fuel Economy Guide (also available at dealers). and maintain your vehicle.  energy equivalent

E PA Fuel Economy & Dual Fuel Vehicle:

Environmental Information Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicle
Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost Range
. Fuel economy for this class On a full charge, before switching to
amon ﬁithﬂgsgsj * * ranges from 1010 103 MPGe*. Gas Only, vehicle can travel ahout:
. 5out of (5 is best) This vehicle gets 53 MPGe. 5 0
miles

Gas+Electric whoncharosd  Apnual Gonsumption & Gost Electric only: first 11 miles

m Charge time
+
29958 170 .om1

Gas Only when batery is empty) $858
Estimate based on 15,000 milss per Environment
MPG year at $2.80 per gallon and 12 cents per Rating ameng 3l vehicles, both modss (mergsd)
kilowatt hour, split between both modes Other i Polutants. Groonhouse

GEGE " GOEGL

4 outof § (5 is best) 45 out of & (5 is best]

Your actual mileage will vary depending an how you drive and maintain
your vehicle. *33.7 kiW-Hrs = 1 gallon gasoline energy equivalent. co
2
137 &

isit www fueleconomy.gov Smartphone Interactive [E3
n ‘ Uﬁ!!’ll[rrhfnl
~SmartWay-

« Calculate personalized driving estimatss Scan cods for more information
+ Download the Fuel Economy Guide  about this vehicle or to compare.
{also available at dealers) itwith others.

C E PA Fuel Economy and
Environmental Impact Estimates

Mileage "G5 s Electric Operation Gas Operation

Whan battary is fully chargad, first 50 miles only. Whan alactricity is usad up, vehicla runs on gas.

MPGe- ix 3 8 MPG
B 6 5 D= 2. s

combinad mwmwy combinad cityhwy
-

PSS m SErmrdmmm Q8110ns per year cost per year if always
per yaar in all-glectric oparation Fun in gas oparation

Range & Charge

Full Battey Chargae time
Extended narye {gas) = .
A I ge " oWoY @D 4 nours

-5

Comparison Environment

fmang all vehicies and within class Rating among all vehicles
Both mades (merged) Both madas [marge

10 ed 103 137
N wa. 5 outof 5“(5,5 best) €02 gramsimile
b r = RanaskLen .,

and cthar air pollucants.

Your actual mllsage and costs will vary with electricity cost, temparaturs, driving conditians, driving habits and how you maintain your vehicle.
Consumption astimatas based on 16,000 milas per year at $2.80 par gallan & 12 cents par KW-hr. *33.7 kW-Hrs = 1 gal. gasolin ane uivalent.

Visit www. fusleconomy.govto calculate estimates personalized for your
driving, and to download the Fusl Economy Guide (also available at dealers).
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Option 4A Option 4B Option 4C

Seattle Female Group: 5/17/2010 - Not used for this Group

Seattle Male Group: 5/17/2010 - Not used for this Group

Seattle Female Group: 5/18/2010

Most Understandable

F QRN
NoD
N W

Least Understandable

Seattle Male Group: 5/18/2010

Most Understandable

Least Understandable
Female Most Understandable

Female Least understandable

Male Most Understandable

Male Least Understandable

Overall Most Understandable
Overall Least Understandable
Groups Most Understandable

Groups Least Understandable

rlotte Female Group: 05/19/2010
Most Understandable

|

=y
o
»

N
w
=

Least Understandable

Charlotte Male Group: 05/19/2010

Most Understandable 6 2 0
Least Understandable 0 6 2
Most Understandable 3 0 5
Least Understandable 1 6 1

Charlotte Male Group: 05/20/2010
Most Understandable 3 1 4

Least Understandable

Total

Male Most Understandable | | |

T T R R
ovcntomonase |5 | w ||
ot |3 |0 | 3]
e S N NN
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Option 4A Option 4B Option 4C
Houston Female Group: 5/24/2010 - Not used for this Group
Most Understandable 0 1 7
Least Understandable 6 2 0
Most Understandable 1 0 7
Least Understandable 2 6 0
ow [eeuovmone |0 |1 | 7 |
I e RS IS I
 [eewowwewewe [ [ o [ 5
e [ 2 [ [ o]
 owomvewwewene [ 5 [ 1 | w ]
 owmmwmemene [0 [ [ o |
 eweewwewene [0 [ o [ 3|
I e S S RS R
Most Understandable 3 2 8
Least Understandable 2 2 4
Most Understandable 4 1 3
Least Understandable 2 4 2
Most Understandable 6 2 0
Least Understandable 0 4 4
Most Understandable 5 2 1
Least Understandable 1 1 6
foevorvenese | > | 4 | 5
oo || o |+
T IS N R
g | 5| s [
Total
om0 | o
T RS R R
- J
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Female Most Understandable
Female Least Understandable
Male Most Understandable

Male Least Understandable

Overall Most Understandable
Overall Least Understandable
Groups Most Understandable

Groups Least Understandable

OUPS
 MoleMostUndersonciable | 21|
| OverlleastUnderstancatle | 24|
| GroupsLesst Understandable |2

Option 4A
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=
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Option 4B
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Option 4C
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w
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Appendix Q: PHEV Labels Fuel Efficiency Handout

n PHEV Vehicle Labels

Which is more fuel efficient?

Fuel Economy &
Environmental Information

A1

EPA

Electric+Gas Mode

Dual Fuel:nmk‘ul“ */‘ﬁ.

Environment
Bt maden merged

Fuel Eennumy <) Fuel Economy Rating ameng all vankies
58 &5 %2%‘#" 35 2.9mx | =—WAXXI
o

B e e Ao matng s AR hk

o Ty
ranges rom 1010 103,

b e ......m...a50

by .,.w.....s, e

my
Fages rom 10 10 50.

Consumption & Cost

3dge= 960 ==y

Thase aatimatas bsad on 16,000 ilas per pear at 250 par gallon and 12 cers par Miawatt haur

it o
persanalizad for your driving, and to download the
Fuel Ecanomy Guide (also available at deslers).

“Your actual mileage will vary
depending an how you drive
‘and maintain your vahiole.

BT k-Hrs =
1 gallon gasaline
anergy equivalent

®

E PA Fuel Economy &
Emmonrnantal Information

Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost

g 12809 e Fe e

Sout el £S It bast)

Dual FuelVehicle:
Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicla

Range
©n a full charge, hefore switching to
Gas Only, vehicle can travel about:

50...

Elsctric only: first 11 miles

Fuel esoncmy for thiz dlass
ranges fram 1040 |D1MPGQ'
This vehicle gets 53

Gas+Electric when darges

®99-538
* MPG wne

Gas Only whenbattsry s smpty

E%38 MPG

your uahicla, *33.7 kVEHrs = 1 gallon gasolina cnergy squivalant.

Annual Consumption & Cost

1770 + 231

s perysar  gallons paryear

$858

Estimate hased an 15,000 miles per
yeor ot 52,80 per gallon and 12 c=nts per
Kilawatt hour, split between both medes

Yowclzizibe)  AZcuh3 3 e

Q@ 137-..

Charge time

Emlronment
Faailng amory) ol vshiclos, both modss (margac

o Alr PIUTANTS  GIoaNoUSS G3556

GUGG. GGGk

\ E PA Fuel Economy and
Environmental Impact Estimates

Gas + Electric Operation

When batiary Is fully chargsd, first 50 milas only.

- MPGe
") 1.7 88,

‘cormbinad oity/hary.

T260

0 2848
B e pimm

Gas Operation

‘When slkcirdity s uzad up, vahicla runs o gas.

9&35 MPG

2.9
e

m428 s1197

Feryuar  cost per year IFalways
R in gas opsratian

o, oz e
{lanl-)

v

Range & Charge
Extended Ranfe (gas)

Gk W 3 n £ = w B " ©  an

Environment
by

Comparison
P ap—
Ameng 2 veriles st i cass R SmartWay
o — rodelod Lo S
Werm| Ber ko qrestheee gres
T e e bt

‘Your aetud milsage and cost;
Cansumption astimates

‘Wil vary with akectriclty

s 18, civing candiions, drhving hblts and hew you maintain your vehizis.
samad on 1,000 milas par yoas

‘gallon & 12 cants par KW.hr. *33.7 KW-Hrs = 1 gul. gmolina onargy oquivalant.

A2

B2

E PA Fuel Economy &
Environmental Information
Gas Mode

Fuel Economy

385
e A dkkd

Electric+Gas Mode
Fusl Eennnmy

65 1 [
e ok dok

alors
o mi

B arn e cent

Dual Fuel:
Plug-in Hybrid Elsctric Vehicls:

Environment
B medas, margel

2.7

A outors 3 ba

e it
Range Ona kll chirgs, uring  Hend
e e

an traval spprosimately.

ke

Consumption & Cost

283 ==

¥
Fanges om 10 ta 50

$858 sammmes

“Theso setimatas basec on 15,000 miles per year 42,80 per galien and 12 con per Hiavealt hour.

Visit wewevefuel=conomy.gow to cakulate estimates
personalized for your driving, and 1o dawnlaad the
Fuel Economy Guids (also available at dealers)

Your astual mileage will vary
depending on how you drive
and maintain your vehicle.

337 Ki-Hrs =
1 gallan gascline
energy equivalent

EP

Fuel Econo

Envirenmental Information

& MPG

Gas+Electric iwhon chargon)
©92:4.6

Gas Only iwhen batiary 1z smpeyy

m35 MPG

Fuel Economy, Consumption & Cost

R 588 8

fangesfrom 1010
4.5 outcTE (5 s bast]

witee | 2224 + 248

e hrs perysar

$960

Fuel sconomy farthis clas:

vehicle gets 42 MPGe.

Annual Consumption & Cost

aslone peryear

Estimat= based an 16,004 miles per
yeor of $2.60 per gallon and 12 eents per
Kikswatt hour, split between both modes

Range
On afullcharge,

o
102 M PGe,

50....

Electric only: first 11 miles

Charge tima

En\nronm ent

four vehicls. *23.7 ki.Hrs = 1 gallon gasolina seegy squivaknt.

@@ 146:..

=

E PA Fuel Economy and

Environmental Impact Estimates

Range & Charge v
Extendad Rande (gas)
El » W © B e =

bl 0

Gas + Electric Operation
Whn: Eatary I fully chargec st 50 milas only.

- MPGe*
B 1.5

combined citghay

£229 s737

ialartgal  cest par yaar I sl run
;‘.‘.,.., R

Gas Operation

‘e slaciriziy |5 uzsd up, vehida runs an gas.

238"

2. 7w
e

W398 s1.114

§RIET par yoar  contBoryear 1 uays
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@ ey chargs s
oGy (D 4 s

Comparison E
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Consumption astl

with algctriatty cost, tempsraturs,

nvironment
e
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Smartay
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R

, ditving pancitions, criving habits and haw you maintain your vehi
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Dual Fuel Vehi
Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicle

befare switching to
Gas Only. vehiole can travel abeuts
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Option 4A1  Option 4A2  Option4B1  Option4B2  Option 4C1  Option 4C2

Seattle Female Group: 05/17/2010 — Not used for this Group

Seattle Male Group: 05/17/2010 — Not used for this Group
Seattle Female Group: 05/18/2010

1 7 8 0 1 7
Seattle Male Group: 05/18/2010

0 8 7 1

0 8
Charlotte Female Group: 05/19/2010

2 6 5 3 1 7

0 8 8 0 0 8

3 5 7 1 2 6

1 7 7 1 0 8
I T T N T T TR

Houston Female Group: 05/24/2010 — Not used for this Group

Houston Male Group: 05/24/2010 — Not used for this Group

Houston Female Group: 05/25/2010

[
~
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o
o
o

Houston Male Group: 05/25/2010
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Io
Hm

Most fuel efficient

Chicago Female Group: 05/26/2010
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Chicago Male Group: 05/26/2010
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o
(o]

Chicago Female Group: 05/27/2010

o
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o
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~

Chicago Male Group: 05/27/2010

o

I
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Most fuel efficient
COMBINED TALLY FOR ALL GROUPS

Total
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Appendix Y: Environmental Metrics Handout
n Environmental Metrics
A [Environment ) B [Environment h C [Environment
Rating ameng all vshicks Rating ameng all vahisles Rating ameng all vehicles
e o con
10
Eﬂﬁiﬁl* doutof & 515 b-aunﬁ"
|| Othar Air Pollutants Orther Bir Pollutants
| ] | ] B out of B (5 is beat) 3.5 out of B 5 is besti
347 Er?ﬁufmilo 34 7 g:r?rf-.,rmilu
%\ u.um:mr'ﬁ:y. ) ﬁ\ uumun.:,rl-;.)" | %\a‘:‘;rm:r’un‘
D [Environment ) E [Environment h
Rati Mg among all vehides
FIating arnoreg all vehiclss FEZ
gago!
i s g $347)
347, -
grams/mile _— Dithier Bir Pollutants
[ A
% LS EPA Cartified 'E:?::?T 3.6 out of & (5 is best)
>SmartWay- -
e LS FPA Cartitied
., - . 1‘\ Sma A
J
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LABEL A LABEL B LABEL C LABEL D LABEL E

Seattle Female Group: 05/17/2010

Rated as #1 2 3 0 1 1

Rated as #2 0 0 4 1 1

Total 2 3 4 2 2
Seattle Male Group: 05/17/2010

Rated as #1 5 2 0 0 1

Rated as #2 2 3 1 0 2

Total 7 5 1 0 3
Seattle Female Group: 05/18/2010

Rated as #1 1 2 5 0 0

Rated as #2 2 3 1 2 0

Total 3 5 4 2 0
Seattle Male Group: 05/18/2010

Rated as #1 2 0 1 1 4

Rated as #2 2 2 2 0 2

Total 4 2 3 1

2

o | % | w | w | s | wu ]

rlotte Female Group: 05/19/2010

6
Total

Rated as #1 1 1 3 1 3

Rated as #2 0 3 4 0 1

Total 1 4 7 1 4
Charlotte Male Group: 05/19/2010

Rated as #1 2 1 2 1 2

Rated as #2 1 3 3 1 0

Total 3 4 5 2 2
Charlotte Female Group: 05/20/2010

Rated as #1 0 0 3 3 2

Rated as #2 2 3 3 0 0

Total 2 3 6 3 2
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LABEL A LABEL B LABEL C LABEL D LABEL E

Charlotte Male Group: 05/20/2010

Rated as #1 5 1 0 0 2
Rated as #2 1 0 4 1 2
Total 4

Rated as “#1”

Overall

Houston Female Group: 05/24/2010

Rated as #1 2 0 3 2 3

Rated as #2 0 3 5 1 0

Total 2 3 8 3 3
Houston Male Group: 05/24/2010

Rated as #1 2 1 1 1 0

Rated as #2 0 0 3 1 1

Total 2 1 4 2 1
Houston Female Group: 05/25/2010

Rated as #1 3 2 1 2 0

Rated as #2 1 1 3 2 1

Total 4 3 4 4 1
Houston Male Group: 05/25/2010

Rated as #1 6 2 0 0 0

Rated as #2 1 1 0 2 4

Total 0 4

s | 5 | o | s | a1

Chicago Female Group: 05/26/2010

Total

Rated as #1 4 0 1 3 0

Rated as #2 1 2 3 1 1

Total 5 2 4 4 1
Chicago Male Group: 05/26/2010

Rated as #1 2 2 2 0 2

Rated as #2 1 1 2 3 1

Total 3 3 4 3 3
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LABEL A LABEL B LABEL C LABEL D LABEL E

Chicago Female Group: 05/27/2010

Rated as #1 2 1 3 1 1

Rated as #2 1 4 1 1 1

Total 3 5 4 2 2
Chicago Male Group: 05/27/2010

Rated as #1 6 1 1 0 0

Rated as #2 0 3 0 1 4

Total 6

4 1 1 4
Total

COMBINED TALLY FOR ALL GROUPS

Total
R I S S IR N
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Appendix AA: Environmental Metrics Option F Handout
n Environmental Metrics
F [Environment )
Rating among il venicies
Y,
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