1. ANALYSIS OF EVIDENCE

As Congress and various states began tb demand increased mileage and better emissions
performance from automobile manufacturers, the old “breaker points” ignition technology became
inadequate to the task. All automobile manufacturers, including defendant Ford Motor Company,
turned to electronic ignition systems to meet the challenge posed by these changes in the law. See
Austin Tr. at 6357:16-6358:7 (“the breaker points in a mechanical, non-electronic ignition system
were identified as a frequent source of emission problems in vehicles in customer service™); Davis
Tr. at 4658:16-4659:5, 4659:6-4660:6 (the electronic ignition system assists with fuel economy and

with emissions because both require accurate spark and timing)."

Ford’s first effort was the “Duraspark,” commencing in the 1970s, See TX 154 at 3 (“all
passenger cars incorporated electronic ignition systems beginning in 1975 and all light trucks
adopted similar systems beginning in 1976"). The original Duraspark technology called for remote
mounting at least in part because Ford knew that the reliability of electrical components depended

on keeping them below maximum design temperatures. Miller V at 30:6-14, 34:2-38:5.

The decision to remote mount the Duraspark followed numerous meetings, at which people
responsible for designing the engines and ignition systems for Ford vehicles sought to place the
ignition electronics inside the passenger compartment. Their goal was to “avoid issues of splash,

and as much of the temperature issue as we could from the engine directly . . ,.” This suggestion to

'As used in this Statement of Decision, all citations to “Tr.” are to the official trial transcript; all citations to
“V* are to the videotaped deposition transcripts presented at trial; and all citations to “TX” are to trial exhibits that were
admitted into evidence.
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