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In January.of 2002 1 purchased a new Bounder Biesel, Model 39Z; which came equipped
with Michelin XRYV tircs in size 255/80R22.5 Load Range G. All of the tires on oy unit
were mammifactured in the 19® week of 2000, as marked on the tires sidewalls.
Shnfﬂyaﬁm‘pmchasﬂwmghndﬂmmhmﬂuﬂmgumhmrdmmnmﬂymeﬂmd
mthﬂlﬁmdsﬁlladmdnmmﬂmnmunbm:ﬂ Weights were as follows:

Front axle-8440 lbs.

Rear axle-15,640 ths. :

Gmsswmghtufvehmle—ﬂﬂﬂﬂlbs
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Front axle-9,500 ibs.

Rear axle-17,000 Ihs.

Gross weight rating 26,500 Ibs.

Using this information I believed 1 was well within the limits to operate this vehicle
safely.
Per the Michelin tire inflation chart that camve with my vehicle owners package, and using
the previously given axle weights, T determined my tire inflation pressures using the
following logic:
If the axle weights were evenly divided on the ends of the axles, correct pressures would
be as follows:

Front tire PSI-85 1bs.

Rear tire PSI-90 1bs.

Assuming an unbalance of 10% side to gide due to buflding/loading variations, The
weight on the heavy end of the axles would be as follows:

Front axle-4630 Ibs. = 95 PSI

Rear axle-8,600 lbs. = 35 PEI

Since most tire dealershipz recommend inflating truck tires to the PSI for the weight on
that fire plus 10 PSI to allow for some normal presmume losses without falling below
minimum pressure for the tire load, 1 added in the 10 PSI knowing I would still not be in
violation of the maximum inflation pressure as listed on the tire sidewall. This pressure
should have given me the maximum load carrying capacity of these tires in both the
single and dusl configuration.

Tire presaures on my tires are checked prior to driving the vehicle and are then checked
prior to every driving day during trips.

My first tire failure was the passenger side front while driving through Indiana on 7-17-
03. Failure occurred at @62MPH, the sidewal] blew out with explosive force, vehicle
centrol was good and vehicle was put on the gide of the road with no additional damage.
At the time of this occurrence the tire had 15,200 miles on it, tread wear was even, no
gouges or abrasions and the caging was checked after removal from the rim to determine
if a pumcture had oceurred. No cause for the failure could be determined. The new
replacement tire was alse an XRV model, bt when checked for inflation it was noted
that the sidewall information callad for 110 PSI maximum versus the 105 PSI shown on
the original tires, even though the maximum weight shown was still the samea—5205 1bs.



Thiz was the first tive to fail and thought to be an isolated incident, The bill was paid and
the roadside service technician tock the blown casing with him, as I have nowhere to
carry a blown out tire while traveling in the eoach.
Per the mamufacturers recommendation I kept both front tires inflated to 105 PSI even
though the new tire called for 110 P3I, thiz is necesgary to maintain proper steering and
The second tire fikare occumred at 16,400 miles on 9-13-03, again, tire inflation was
checked on all tires prior to driving the vehicle. After driving 11 miles one way to a
dump station, one mile shart of being back at my parking location the driver’s side front
tire blew out catastrophically at a speed of less than 5 MPE. The blowout and
subsequent tire damage on this tire was virtually identical to the first one.
Since I now had the feeling something wasn’t right about the tires on this coach, 1 opted
to replace this tire with a Michelin model XZE, per the tire dealer, this tire is a nearly
identical tire to the XRYV in all dimensions, but the side walls are somewhat heavier as it
is a truck designated tire and made from a different rabber compound.
Michelin customer service was contacted at this ime with my concerns about the safety
of these tires, Their position is that the XRV is a good tire and my failures are due either
to overloading or running under inflated. Michelin did agree to relmburse me for the
second failure with the understanding that it was being done as a “good will” gesture and
Wit not 3 Warranty issue.
The third tire failure was at 18,800 miles on 9-28-03, again it was a catastrophic sidewail
blowout of the inner passenger dual and oecurred at a dead stop after only 75 miles of
driving since the tire pressures had been checked prior 1o cominencing the days travel.
Again I opted to replace vith an XZE model, but had it put on the front axle where the
new XRV had been, thia was done to give me the two supposedly heavier tires on the
steer axle and also to keep all tires on the drive axle as matched a8 possible.
Agnin, Michelin customer service was contacted and they still insisted 1 was overloading
or under inflating even though they agreed that my weighis and pressures were good. At
this time I had axle weights omly, and Michelin felt I could be overloaded on individaal
tire positions (this baffled me ss my exle weight on the front was within spees but I had
bown both front tires ac far). Without individual wheel weights, 1 really couldn’t moumnt
a good argument, 50 I voiced my displeasure and left it at that,
While on this trip, I had an opportunity, finally, to get rry coach weighed for individual
tire weights as follows:

Left fromt—4800 1bs,

Right froni—41501bs.

Left rear—7250 1ba.

Right rear—8650 Ibs.

All of these weights mre within the load carryimg limits of the Michelin XRV tires per
Michelins inflation charts when tires are inflated to 105 PSI.

Michelin agreed that the weights are good but that the coach is somewhat heavy on the
diagonal corners and there really isn’t cnough “safety margin® on the heavy comers. No
one could give me a figure for this “safety margin™ in either pounds or percentage of load
capacity,



To date nothing has been resolved. Michelins newest inflation tables show the XRV tire
in 235/80R22.5 Load Range G a8 having a maximum inflation pressure of 115 PSI
{single) for a maximum load capacity of 5205 Ibs (this is the same weight mine were said
to carry at 105 PSI). When Michelir customer service was asked about thig, I was told it
was OK io inflate g1l of my XRYV tires to 115 PSI even thongh the sidewalls apecified
105PSI maximum_ I don™t buy that as 1 have always understood that a tire can be inflated
an additional 10 PSI over its proper load carrying inftation for safety but not to exceed
either the tire max inflation or the wheel max pressure, With this in mind I'm keeping
my XRV tires at 105 PSI as I believe the higher pressure is just asking to get injured.

So far | have gleaned the following information from this whole sequence of events:

Freightliner Corporation builds the XC chassis and sells it to Fleetwood with the load
specs and the Michelin XRV tires installed. In theory the tires are capable of handling
the axle rated weights,

Fleetwood builds the coach and markets it with all the capacitics within specifications set
by both Freightliner and Michelin.

In spite of all this, and the fact that Freightliner, Fleetwood and Michelin all agree that
my wheel weights are good, 1 have blown three tires so far, All occurrences were
catastrophic sidewall failures, none of the tires exhibited signs of abuse or puncturing nor
were they subject to any impacts beyonrd normal highway travel.

My conclusion ia that the XRV tires are not up to the task their specifications indicate, I
believe they are marginal at best. 1do not feel that my vehicle is safe on the highway
with thase firag on it.

If this supposed “safety margin™ exists, it should be given a real value and taken into
consideration when the decision is made to put tires on thess coaches.

If oy situation was unique I’d probably just accept my bad luck, pay the bill mvd go on
down the road, but after checldng the internet 1 find that I'm not the only victim, there are
mary mob: having problems with the XRV tires.

For what it’'s worth, ] am filing a complaint with the National Highway Transportation
Safety Admmistration and am spending a fair amount of my time contacting the other
victims and encouraging them to file complaints also, If enough people come forward we
just may be able to get,someone to actaally look into this problem.

[t seems a little strange to me that the 1999 American Tradition was recalled for fromt
tires that could be overloaded when the coach was used and loaded in its “intended
manor”. Somehow that seems like my exact situation.

This is not intended as a “get Michelin® story, I still believe they meke many good tires,
the 22,5 inch XRV just isn’t one of them, my intention is to put XZA tires on in the place
of the XR V=, ax they are a load range H tire and should give me the fictitions “safety
margin” that Michelin customer service told me about. Given my experience with the
XRV tires, I just can’t do any worse.



