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Palm City, Florid

APril 18, 2006

BBB AUTOLINE
4200 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 800
Arlington, VA 22203-1838

Re: £1c07 FrRD0639556: Il vs Lincoln 1LNHMB1We6Y |

I am dissappointed in the arbitrator's (MR. William J Wadsworth)
decision and the logic behind it. The fact that his right foot was
large encugh to hit both the brake and accelerator at the same time
and caused the engine to accelerate to the 3500 RPM range in no way
duplicated the problems I encountered. If this was truly the cause
of the problems I encountered,why were mechanics from Wallace Lincoln
Mercury and engineers from Ford unable to duplicate these conditions
during their testing procedures?

In the last incident I encountered, why did the high engine RPM con-
tinue after turning the ignition on and off three times?

Why did I suddenly have a problem with a new 2006 Town Car that I
never experienced with many miles of driving a 2000 and a 2003 Model?

If Ford has changed the configuration and proximity of the brake pedal
to the accelerator, this in itself must have created a safety prolem

that makes the entire 2006 Town Car model year a Lemon from a safety
standpoint. ‘

Mr., Wadsworth test drove the car and caused sudden acceleration on an

unoccupied residential road with no traffic in anticipation of causing
a braking problem. With the sudden acceleration he created, he never

did cause major braking problems such as those I encountered.

The mere fact that the car can suddenly accelerate without adequate
braking response should be enough of a safety hazard for Ford Motor
Co. to want to do something about it. Whether this safety defect is
caused by an electronic, computer, mechanical malfunction or a poorly
designed brake and accelerator relationship is immaterial. The fact
is that the car is susceptable to unintended incidents that create

a safety hazard that can cause serious accidents and aimost did in my
case,

Very Truly Yours

cc: BBB AUTOLINE, W. Palm Beach
Wallace Lincoln Mercury, Attn: Mr Lee Smith, President
Ford Concumer Intervention, Attn: Julie Cochoe ' @,
Center for Auto Safety, Attn: Mr. Clarence Ditlow &

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration p
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For each problem {(current and past) listed on the Agreement to Arbitrats, indicate
the fallowing information. List briefly the relevant evidence in suppott of ach of
yvour conclusions (i.e., repair arder numbers, dates, testimony, Ingpection andfor
test drives, technical expert reports, atc.).

Problem {2z listed on Agreement to Arbitrate):

Sudden acceleration and lack of braking response.

Exists NMow? {Please Explain}

The complaint, according to the manufactures, couid never be
duplicated and there were no problems siored in the veh.

diognostic system. Also, when a speciai computer was added

to the vehicl's diognostic system, no defects were

recorded. However during the test drive the arbitrator was able

o duplicate the complaint but not easily at first but then after

several attempis in became easier to duplicate. The complaint

appears to be as a result of brake being applied af the same

time as the accelerator.

Number of Repair Attempts

4
Number of Days Out of Service:
10

~ REASCONING —~

" Question 1.

For aach problem listed on the Fact Sheet, please explain whether or not you
helieve the problem was caused by a defect in materiais or workmanship covered
by the manufacturer's new vehiclie warranty. Please explain how you reached your
canciusion.

i do not believe that the customers complaint is caused by a defect

in matenials or workmanship covered by the new vehicle

warranty. This conclusion was reached by the fact that the

complaint cotld not be duplicated by the manufacturer and that no

error codes were stored in the vehicles computer. Also, the

arbitrator was able to duplicate the same complaint by pushing the
brake: pedal with the left side of his right foot and at the same time
pushing the gas pedal. !t took some effort but once done it was

easy lo duplicate at will.

Question 2

For each problem you decided was caused by a defect in materials or
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workmanship covered by the manufacturer's new vehicle warranty, please explain
whether or not you believe this problem is a substantial impairment of the use,
value or safety of the vehicle.

This complaint does not effect the use value or safety of the vehicle

if the vehicle is driven in a normal manner. It took quite a bit of

effort on the arbitrators part to duplicate the complaint. But | can

see how alarming if would be to have this happen with no warning.

Quesiion 3

Pleane address the following aspects of your state’s lemon law balow:

During the applicable ime period specified by this state’s lemon law, the vehicle
has been ottt of sarvice by reason of repair to vehicle problems for a cumulative
tatal of how many days?

10

Has the standard for & reasonable number of repair attempts under this state's
lemon Jaw been met? {Yes or No)

Yes

Please explain how you reached this conciusion.

Based upon the warranty repair records that show days out of
service and the number of repair attempis.

1s this consumer entitied to a repurchase or replacement under all other
provisions of this state's lemon law {l.e., eligible consumer, eligible vahicle,
applicable time frames {if any), notice provisions (if any), reasonable pumber of
repair attempts, 2tc.]7 Please explain how you reached this conclusion.

NO, even though all time frames have been met. All notice
provisions wera filed in a timely manner and there have been a
reasonable number of repair attempts have been made the vehicle
does not have a substantial defect or nonconformity that effects the
value, safety or use of the vehicle. £

Question 4

State your dacision (i.e. Repurchase, Replar.ement, Interim Repair, Denial) snd
expiain why it is appropriate.
DENIAL. This decision is appropriate for the folowing reasons:

1-No verifiable defects.

2-Does not meet the Florida Lemon Law criteria.

Question &

If awarding a repurchase or replacement:
Show the formula you used for yyaking a reasonable use deduction and the
amount deducted, ur expiain why no reasonabla use deduction was made.

N/A

List any damage to the vehicle beyond normal wear and tear, and explain how you
arrived at any amount deducted for the damage.

N/A
If you've decided not 1o award all collateral or incidental charges that were

requested on the Agreement to Arbitrate, please indicate your reason for doing
0.

NIA

Question €

https://www.auto.bbb.org/scripts/cyiip.exe/ WService=DevT est/snow/printhtm.wvecase=F...

The following materials and documents were submitted by the parties as part of
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