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Deaar Ms. DaMater:
Subject: EA03-010:NVS-212mjl

Attachaed is tha Forgd Motar Company (Ford) reaponse to the agency's September 2, 2003
laitar raquasting cartain Information reganding alr bag assemblies in 2000 and 2001 modai
year Ford Taurus and Marcury Sabla vahiclas, Tha complata answers to your naqusats o
found in the attachment.

In ita Iatter, the agency defines the "elleged defoct™ as "any falkure of a frontal alr bag to
deploy in frontal or near-frantal crashy; or any allegation of non-depioyment of a frontal air
bag." Asthe agency is aware, supplemental air bag systems, incuding tha subject air bag
aystam, are not dasignad or Intended to daploy In &l frontal collisions. It is, thersfons,

Inappropdate to conaider gny “allure” to daploy ar any allegation of a non-deployment as a
potential "defact.”

Ford unceverad no evidence to inclcata that there in a pattem of a defect ralated to non-
deployments of the frontal air bags In the subject vehicles in collisions warranting such
deploymenta. There is no evidenca demonatrating that air bags are not deploying in the
subject vehicies when involved in colllsions of sufficlent iongltudinal deceleration to require
gupplemental restraint from the driver and/or front pasaenger frontal air bags.

The air bag system in 2000 modsl yaar Taurua and Sable vehicles represantsd a significant
advancemeant in technology. These vehicles weare the first vahicles to be aquippad with
Ford's advanced Pergonal Safety System {System). This System built upon the many years
of Ford air bag degign exparience that bagan with a small flaet of vehiclas squipped with
aupplemental air bags in 1971 by including a number of new and unique featuras to further
enhance the already high lavel of occupant protection for the drivar and front eeat passenger
in moderate to savers frontat collisions. Most notable was Ford's first use of dual thrashold
supplemental driver and passenger &ir bags. Inputs to the System include the saverity of the
collision as well as safety halt use and driver aeat poaltion. This design had the irtended
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effect of increasing the threshold required to deploy frontal air bags in certaln crashes to
enhance the effectiveness of the aystam and the aafaty of socupants,

Modem supplemental alr hag systems ares exiremaly complex. Sensor eystema that are
deeigned to datermine whather an alr bag will deploy in a given accldant rely upon
complicated algorithms. Even with state-of-the-art tachinologies available today, alf alrbag
systems of all wehicle manufacturers include deployment threehold gray zonee where an air
bag may or may not deploy in a collislon consistent with the design intent of the vehicle. in
ackition, Ford ia not sware of any air bag system technology capable of snawring that an alr
bag wil always ceploy a3 designed in each and every accident regandiess of saverity or
unkjueness of the crash circumstances,

The complaxity of modam supplemantal alr bag aystems and the uniqueness of each
Individual collision maka it axtremealy diffizult to avaluate system performance In real workd
accidents. If is well understcod that vehicls speed or readily observable colision damage are
poor praciictors of system performance. Experiance also has shown that customers do not
have a good understanding of air bag system performance, and systems with faatures Jike
aafaty belt use asnsor that can substantially raise the deplayment threshold, make this
determination aven mora difficut. Exparienca alao shows that customars may receive
Injuries In accldents whara an air bag properly has not deployed according ta tha dasign
intent of the vahicle manufacturer, however, tha overwhalming majority of theas injurfas ars
minar bacause the velocity change i kbw. Astordingly, customer complants for a given
vehicle are an Inharently unreliable indicator of proper system parformance, and a thorough
ﬂuaﬁnn of sach collislon ganerally la mmasary to determine If tha aystem functioned as
gnad

in the case of the 2000 mods] year Taurus that promptad this investigation, a thorough
review of the accident, the vahicla, and Itg rasirainta contral module by Ford and the agency's
Speclal Crash Investigation unit did not establish why the alr bag did not depioy In thie unique
accident. During the course of this inquiry, ona additional avent involving a 2001 Marcury
Sable wae identtfied. The circumstances of that accident are unusual and significantly
different from the Taurus accident giving risa to this investigation. The unusual and
signiflcantly different clrcumstances of the Mercury accident do not give rise to a defact in the
aubject supplementel alr bag system or provide evidence of a defiect trend, Further details of
tha Incldent sumounding the 2001 Mercury Sable are Included in the attachment.

The vary favorable real world data for the lange poputation of 2000 and 2001 model yesr
Taurus and Sable vehiclas, and the extansive work of the Special Crash Inveatigation unit
claarly dernonstrate that theas vehicies are rellably providing a high level of occupant
protaction for our customars and that these vehlclaa do not contain a defect in the
supplemantal air bag ayatem nor do they prasent an unreassonable riek h motor vehlcle

safety.
H vou have any questions, pleasa call my office.

Sincarely,

N R 2

~~lames P. Vondaia

Attachment




ATTACHMENT
October 22, 2003

FORD MOTOR COMPANY (FORD) RESPONSE TO EA03-010

Ford's response to thls Enginsering Analysis Informaticn raquest was prepaned pursuant to a
diligent search for the Information requested. Vwhila we have esmploved our best efforta to
provide reaponsive inforrmation, the braadth of the agancy's request and the requirement that
Information be previded on an expedited basis make this a difficult task. We neverthelssa hava
made every effort o provide thorough and accurate irfermation, and wa would be pleased to
mest with agency parsonnel to discuss any aspact of this Engineering Analysis.

The scopa of Ford's Investigation conductad to locate rasponsive information focused on Ford
amployeas most llkaly to be inowladgeabls about the subject matter of this inquiry and on
raview of Ford fliaa in which reaponsive infarmation ardinarily would be expectsd to be fourd
and to which Ford ordinarily would refer, aa mora fully describad in this nesponse. Ford notes
that aithough alectronie Information was Included within the scopa of ita asarch, Ford haa not
ettemptad to retriave from computer storege slactronic flas that were overwritien or daleted. As
tha agency Is awars, such flles generally are unavallable to the computer usar aven Hf thay stll
exist and ars retrlevable through export means. To the extant that the agency's definition of
Ford includes suppllers, contractors ang affiliated antarprisas far which Ford does not exercise
day-to-day oparational control, we nota that information balonging to sich anitieq ordinarily is
not in Ford's possassgion, custady or control. Ford has construed this raquest as peraining to
vehicies manufactured for sala in tha Unltad States, ita protectorates and tarritorias.

During Preliminary Evalustion PEQ3-002, Mr. Michasl Laa of the agency informed Ford
personnal that the investigation pertained to frontal or near-frontal impacts only and did not
include impacts which can ba determined to be sirictly fo the sida or rear of the vehicle under
which circumstances a daploymant of the frontal air bage would not be expactad. Ford has
appiled tha sama critéria to this Information request.

Arvunaars ta your specific questions are set forth below. As requested, after each numeric
designation, we have sat forth verbatim the request for infformation, followed by our responee.
Lnlass ctherwisa atated, Ford has undertaken to provide responsive decumeants dated up to
and including September 2, 2003, the date of your inquiry. Ford has searched businese units
and/or affilistes within the following offices for responsive doctments:  Envirornmentgl and
Safaty Enginaaring, Ford Customar Service Divislon (FC3D), Quality, Resaarch, Global Core
Enginasring, Office of the General Counsel, Vehicle QOperations, and Ford Car Praduct
Devalopment.

Bequest |

Sta't&..by modat ard model year, the number of subject vehicles Ford has manufactured
for sale or lsasa in the Unlted States. Separately, for each subject vehicle manufactured
to date by Ford, state thae following.

Vahicle Identification number (VIN).

Make;

Medel,; :

Modal Year,

Date of mamufacturs;

Date wan'anty covarages commaencad; and

Tha State in the United States where tha vehicle was originully sold or leased {or
dallvared for eala or leasa).

RS YR
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. Pravida the tabls in Microaoft Access 2000, or a compatible farmat, sntitiag
"PRODLUCTION DATA."

Angwer

Tha requestad information was previously previded in Apoesndix A of Ford's Mareh 24, 2003
ragponsa o Request 1 of PEO3-002.

Request 2

Stata the numbaer of each of the follewing received by Ford, or of which Ford is otherwige
awara, which ralate to, or may relats fo, the alleged defact in the subject vehicles:

a. Consumer complainis, including thoae from flast operators;
b. Flald raports, Including dealsr fiskd raports;
c. Reports involving a ¢rash, injury, or fatality, based on claims against the
manufacturer involving @ death or injury, notices received by the manufacturer
alleging aor proving that a death or Injury was caused by a possible dafa:t ina
subject vehlcle;
Proparty damage ar parsanal Injury clalms;
8. “:Hm arbitration proceadings whens Foard is or was a purly to the erbitration;
a
' f. Lawsults, both pending and closaed, in which Ford is or wae a defandant or
(] codsfendant,

For subparts "g" through "d,” stats the total number of each item (s.g., consumer
complamts, fisld reports, ete.) separately. Multiple Inciderts involving the same vehicle
are to be countad separataly. Multiple reports of the same incidant are also to ba
counted saparately (i.e., 8 consumer complaint and a fiald report involving the same
incident In which a crash cccumed are to be countad as a cresh report, a fleld report and
a consumer complaint).

a

in addition, for itams “¢” thraugh "f,” provide a summary description of the allegecd
problem and causal and contributing factors and Ford's asssasmant aof the problem, with
a summary of the significant underlying facts and evidance. For itams “a™ and "f," Identify
tha parties to the action, as well as the caplion, court, docket number, and date on which
tha complaint or other document initiating the action was filed.

Answer

For the purpose of [dentifying reporta of Incidents potentially involving the aliegad defect and
any related documents, Ford has gathered "swner reports” and "fiald reporta” maintalned by
FCSD, intensified Customer Concem Definition (ICCD) data malntainad by Ford's Ciuallty
Office, fiest reports maintamed in a Fleet Tast Database, and claim and lawsult information
maintained by Ford's Offica of the General Counssl {OQC).

Ford has not attemptad to gathar information from tha Unifled Database {UDB) due to the

. nature of the information contaired within . UDB tracke cartaln service part salea imformation
from voluntesring dealers In an effort to Improve customer service and provide service parte ina
timely fashlon. Wa believe that bacauss incidenta potantially relatad tc the alleged defect are
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the reault of an accidert and not related to normal service repairs, any auch information that
may ba contained in VDB would likely ba duplicative of corresponding cwner complaints, field
reports, lawsults or claims. Furtber, UDB is typically searched by part number. Because the
alleged defect |s non-deployment of an alr bag, and therefare, the air bags would not require
replacament, a ssarch by air bag pant number would yield no relevant results.

Dascriptions of the FCSD owner and fleld report systems, the ICCD and the Fleet Test
Database systemg, and the criteria used to search sach of thess are provided elecironically in
Appendix A (flename: 2003-10-22 Appendix A - Searchea) on tha anciosad CD.

Tha following categorizations were used in the review of reporte located In sach of theas
searches:

Cateqory  Allegation

At | Allsged Nor-daployment — No mention of injuries
A2 Allegad Nor-deployment — Alleged Injuries

Owner Reporis: The search and review of the Ford Master Owner Relations Systems (MORS)
databasa recards, as dascribad In Appendlx A kientified the following numbsar of cwner reports,
In addition to thoas providad in our March 24, 2002 responga to PE03-002, in accordance with
the categories described above:

Category | Al | A2
Reparts 37 | 57

Copies of theea ownar reports ans pravided In tha MORS 1] partion of the electronic databasa
contained in Appendix B (MNename: 2003-10-22 Appendix B — EDDS) on the enclosed CD.
Additonally, two hardcopy reports also s being provided In Appendix B. The categorization of
each report Is Identlfied in the "Category” field. Where we wene able to identfy that responsive
{i.e., not ambigucua) duplicate owner repoits for an alleged Inckiant wera recelved, each of
thesa duplicate reports was marked accordingly, and the group countad as one report. In other
cases, cartain vehicles may have expenienced more than one incident and have more than one
raport assnciatad with their VINs; these reports have been counted separately.

Ford has alao Inciuded owner reports that are ambiguoLs as to whethar thay mest the allege<
dafact criteria. We are providing slsctrenic coples of these repoits in Appendix B as "non-
spacific allegatione” for yaur raview bacauss of the broad scope of the raquast. Based on our
snginearing judgment, the Information in thesa reports |a insufficlent to support & determination
that they pertain to the alleged defect. Far example, the report for VIN 1FAFPEIUYA118046
Indicates tha vehicle was purchazed from a leasing company. After purchasing the vehicle the
owner drove the vehicls to 8 Ford dealer with a complaint that the air bag Bght was llluminatad.
Although thers was no allagation of an alr bag non-deployment during an accldent, the
dealership noted apparently minor damage to the front bumper and grill Indicating that the
vehicle had been in an accidant. The dealership notad that the air bag had baen tampered with,
and the pretensioners had bean "disconnected." From the detalls contained within the report
Ford iz unable to discarn any of the delails prior to the vehicle being presented at the dealsrship
for repalr. (n an abundance of caution Ford Is providing such reparts as part of the response.
Thesa reports ara [dentifled by a B in the Category fleld.
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Legal Coptacts: Ford is providing, In Appendix A, a deacription of Legal Contacts and the
activity that Is responsible for this Infformation, Litigation Prevantion. To the extent that

respanaive (1.&., not amblguous) owner raporta reflact that they are Lagal Contacte, Ford has
gatherad tha related flias from the Litigation Pravention section. Based on this asarch, 31 filas
corasponding to reaponsive owner reports vware lcated; the associated documenta are
providad in Appendix C. We nots that we wenra unable to locate one Litigation Prevention flle
corresponding to an apparently regponsive ownsr raport.

1CCD Information: A search of the ICCD database, as deacribed In Appandix A, located no
reports that relate to the alleged defact in the subject vehicles and no reporta that ans
ambiguous as to whather they raiate to the alleged defect.

Fleat Raports: In addition te flast reporta that may be containad in the cwner reports or fisld
reports idantifled In this responss, Ford conducted a search of its Flast Test Databass, as
describad in Appandix A for reports that may relate o the alleged dafact in the subjact vehicles.
Thia search did nat idantiy any such flset raports.

Fisld Reports; A ssarch and review of the Ford Common Guality Indicatar Systern {CQIS)
database records, as described in Appendl A, idantifiad the following number of field repats, in
addition to our March 24, 2003 responas to PE03-002, In accordance with the categorias
describad above:

Catagory | At | A2
Reports | 1 | ©

A copy of the aingle identiflac field report is provided in the CQIS partion of the electronic
databasa containad in Appendix B on the enclosad CD. The categorization of the report |s
Idantifiad in the "Category” fleld.

Ford has alao included fiald reports that ara ambiguous ag to whethar they mast the allagad
defact criteria. Wa are providing electronic copies of thaaa raports In Appendix B as “non-
spechlic allegations" for your review becauss of the broad scope of the request. Based on ouwr
engineering judgment, tha Information In thasa reports ie insufficient to support a detemination
that they pertain {o the alleged defact. Thess reports are identified by a B in the Categary field.

Crash/injury/Fatallty: Becauss sach of the raparts provided in responsa to this
Information request relates to an alleged non-daployment of a frontal air bag during a collision,
Ford has not separataly categorized claima of vehicla crash.

Ford has construed this request to include reports of all alleged Infuries, even those that are
minor in nature, because it is not always poesibla based upon avallable information to reliably
classify those reports that are AIS 2 or greater. For purposes of identifying alleged injusies
potartially related to the allaged defect, Ford has raviewsd respansive {1.8., not ambiguoLs)
owner and fiald repats, lawsults and claims, and warmanty claims. Basad on a reasonable and
diligant smarch, Ford located 68 reports that alloge injury.

Ford has Identiflad ona report alleging a fatality related to a non-deplcyment in this reaponse.
The allegad event involved a 2001 Mercury Sabls (VIN 1MEFM30U41G823711). Ford bellevas
the Sabie impacted 2 flat bed truck that was In the process of placing construction {barmricade)
barrels in a construction zone. The police report states that witnessas cbeerved the Sable _
being oparatad arratically prior to the accldent. The police report aleo states that & witness was
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in contact with 911 amergency personnal prier to the alleged collision in an affort to repart the
driver's ermatic cperation of tha Sable, Witnesses also stated that the Sable swerved to avold
the rear of the truck just prior to tha alleged Impacst and Impacied the right rear portton of the
truck bed. A review of the subject vehicle by Ford auggests that the helght diference between
the truck bed and the Sable resulted In an Initial impact along the hood fine, windahiald and A-
pillar partially collapsing the passenger compartment. Impact to the lower front structure of the
Sable was secondary as tha vehicie continued ta travel under the rear of the truck. According to
the police report tha cparator waa battad. Inspection of the vehicle found that the belt
pretensioners dikl deploy. While Ford's investigation Into this matier is incomplete, Ford
believes the accident sequence played a role In the sensor's decision to not dapioy the alr bag.
Further, Ford's Invastigation noted significant slectrical system damage from ths unique
underride of tha crash that also may have affectei the performance of the System.

Claims hitration i Matters: For purpoass of
idanﬂfying i'ﬂdants putantially ralatad to th& aﬂagad daﬁﬂd an.'l hu gatherad lawauits, claims,
arbliirations, sarly notlcea, and miacsilansous mattars maintainaed by Ford's OGC. Ford's OGC

- i3 responsible for handling product llabliity lawsuits, claims, and consumer breach of wamanty

[awsuita and arbitrations againat the Company.

Basad on a reasonabla and diligant saarch, Ford located five lawaults, 16 claims, one early
notice, no caraumar braach of warranty lawauits, and no arbitratlons that appsar to relate to the
allaged dafact In tha subjact vehicles. Of these, 11 suits and cialms appear to be duplicative of
MORS reparts and ara included along with the othars In Appendix C,

A log of [awsuits and claims with allegsad injuries is provided in Appendix D. With reapect to the
lawsuit and claims, Ford has not undartaken to contact outside lew firms to obtain additional
documentation,

Request 3

Saparately, for aach tam or raport (conaumar compiaint, flald report, claim, notice, or
matter) within the scopa of your response to Request No. 2, state the fuﬂnwlng
informatlon:

a. Ford's file number or other identifier used;

b. The catagory of tha ltam, as idantifiad In Request No. 2 {i.e., consumer
complaint, ffeld report, atc.);

Vehicle owner or flest name (and flast cortact person), address, and talaphone
numbear;

Vehicie's VIN;

Vehicle's make, model and model year,

Vehicle's milsags at tima of incidant;

Incident dete;

Report or claim date,

Whether a crash is alleged;

Whether property damage is allaged,

Number of allegad injurias, If any;

and Number of alleged fatslltles, If any.

n

d.
0.
f.
g.
h.
i.
.
k.
L

Provide thiz information in Microaoft Accass 2000, or a compatible format, entitied
"REQUEST NUMBER THREE DATA."
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" Angwer

Tha requested information, to the axtent it s available, is provided in Appendicea B, C, and D,
as discussad In responss to Request 2.

Reguecst 4

Produca copies of all documents related to each item that involves a serious Injury or
fatality (i.e., an injury of Abbreviated Injury Scals greater thah or equal to 2) to a front
seat ocoupant, within the scopa of Regquest No, 2, The teim "all documents” Includes,
but i not limited to, vehicke photographs and RCM date. Onganize the documents
saparately by catagory {L.e_, conaumar complaints, fisld reports, etc.) and describa the
method Ford ussd for arganizing the documeants. Also, clearly identify Ford's file number,
vehicle owner or floet name, and VIN for each item responsiva to this request.

ANEwer

Ford saldom has available to it reports containing medically assigned AIS numbers.
Accordingly, we are producing copies of documents related to alleged injuries identified in the
reparts related o allegations of injury greater than gensral bruising or sorenass.

Regusst 5

Siate, by model and model year, a total count for all of the fofowing categoriea of cialma,

. collectively, thet have been paid by Ford to date that relate to, or may relats to, the
allaged defact in the subject vehicies: warranty claims; extended werranty claima; claims
for good will aervicas that were provided; fieid, zone, or similar adpstments and
ralmbursamerms; and warranty claims or rapairs made in accordance with a procedune
specified in a technical sarvica bulletin or customer satisfaction campalgn. Saparatsly,
for aach such claim, state tha following infermation:

Ford's claim numbaer;

Eﬂ#lﬁle ownar or fleet name (and fleet contact person) and telephons number;
Repair date;

Vahlcle mlleage at time of repair;

Rapalring dealar's or facility's name, telephone number, city and state or ZIP
cada;

Labar operation number,;

Problem code;

Replacemeant part number(s) and description(g);

Concern stated by customer; and

Comment, if any, by daadartachnician relating to clalm and/or repan.

of WX

o

Provide this information in Microsoft Access 2000, or a compatible format, entithed
"WARRANTY DATA,"

Answer _
. In responding to this Information request, Ford electronlcally searched ite Analytical Warranty
Systam (AWS) for all claims meeting the critaria described In Appendix A. The reaulting claima
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were then reviewad Indivicually for allegations that may relate to the alleged defect. This search
and review of the Ford AWS database recorde identified a single warranty cialm for the aubject
vehicles, which is duplicative of the single CQIS report identified previously. An efectronic copy
of this clalm iz provided in the AWS porion of the elactronic database contained in Appendlx 8.

Request 8

Deecribe In detal the search criteria used by Ford to identify the claims Identifiad in
response to Request No, 5, including the labor operations, problem codss, part numbers
and any other pertinent parametere usad. Proviie a list of alt labor operations, labor
operation descriptions, problem codes, and prablem code descriptions applizable to the
alleged dafect in tha subjact vahicles, State, by make and model vear, the tanms of the
new vehlcle warranty coverage offered by Ford on the subject vehicles (|e., the numbar
of months and mileage for which coverage Ia previded and the vehicle systema that are
covarsd). Daacribs any sxtanded warranty coverage option(s) that Ford offerad for the
subject vehicles and stats by option, model, and modal yaar, the number of vehicles that
are covered under each such sxtended warranty.

Answer

The search critaria usad by Ford to idantify rasponatve claima is dascribed in the AWS saction
of Appendix A

The warranty coverage information was prawviously provided in Ford's March 24, 2003 responsa
o Request 8 of PEQ3-002. .

Raguest 7

Produce copies of all sarvice, wartanty, and other documents that redate to, or may
relate o, the allaged defect in the subject vehicles, that Ford has issusd to any deslers,
regional or zone officas, fisld offices, figst purchasars, or other antities. Thig inchudes,
but k8 not limited to, bulletine, advisories, Informational documents, training doecuments,
or cthar documents or communications, with the exception of standard ahop manuals.
Also, include the {atest draft copy of any communication that Ford is planning to issus
within the next 120 days.

Answer

The requestad Information was previously provided In Ford's March 24, 2003 response to
Request 7 of PEQ3-002. Thera is no new imformation to neport since the tima that response was

provided.
Request §

Fumish copies of all communications betwaen Ford and each supplier of the sublect
components for subject vehicles pertaining to the dasign, manufacture, performance,
durabillty, quality, testing, or modification of the subjact compaonents that relats to, or
may relats to, the allegad defact. if any communications on this subject were oral,
provide a written transcript or summary of aach such communication, and intlude a
statement that identifies all participants and the data of the communication.




EAD3-010 -8 - October 22, 2003

Answer

After a reascnably diligent search and Inquiry, Ford states that it has not basn able to locate
documenta raaponalve to this raquest.

Request 9

Produce copies of all decuments related to all frontal or near-frontal pode or pole-like
{e.9., impact into concrete bridge rall in 8CI case no. CAOO-020) crash texts of the
subject vehicles (Including pre-production vehicles) conducted by Ford, or on bahalf of
Ford, from the start of vehicle development to date.

Answar

The raquested informatlen Ia provided In Appandix F. Ford understands this requast to mean
"vehicle development” ralated to the D18€ platform that the subjsct vahicles are based upon.
Development of that platform began In support of the 19868 model ysar, Accordingly, In
responsa ta ihls request, Ford is providing Information related to davalopmsnt of the D188
platform, but did not andeavor ta includa Information on the prior platform dua to the extensive
diffsrences betwaan the platforms and restraint systems.

Raquest 10

Fumish the deceleration va. time and velocity va. tims requiremsnis {e.g., threahold
profias) of ail "must fime" deployment thresholds for the frontal air bags and
pretengionars in tha sublact vahicies.

Angswer

Ford understands this request to mean that the agency s seeking data collected during Ford
crash testing of the subject vehiclas. Decelaration v3. time data is contained in graphical form in
th& crash test reporis provided in response to Request 5. Velocity vs. time data (the
mathematical integral of the decelsration deta) is used on a vary limited basis and typically only
on & specific data channel whan an engineer desires (o gain a battar understanding of the
avant. Within Ford, velacity va. ime data Ia typleally transiant data and |s not storad aa part of
the parmanant event record. To the extent that such data axists, it would be included In the
crash test reports provided in response to Request 9. '

It should be noted that Ford sets "must deploy” targets based upon gccupant protection
abjectives that are similar throughout the industry. A spead |3 datermined to meat the-oblactive,
and this target-related speed s used in crash testing 1o capture accalaration signals that are
used In sensor modeling and system calibration devalopment. The acceleration/deceleration
data from tha crash test is usad to davelop asnaor and system sirategy to mest &n occupant
protection objectiva. Tha decsiaration vs. ime data provided In responsa to thia quastion ia not
considered by Ford to be “threshold profiles,” but rather the vehicular/sensor system responses
to crash events.

Request 11

Provide Ford's time-to-fire requirements for the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety's
{lIHS) 40-mph frontal offset defurmable barrier craeh teet.
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Angveer

Ford conducted two separate tests related to the Insurance Institule for Highway Safety's {IIHS)
40-mph frontal offest deformable barriar crash tes. The time-ic-fire requiremants for the two
tests ans:

Test ID 10621
Unbelted stage one target deployment time was 31 msac.
Baltad siaga one target daploymant time was 38 msec.
Stage two beltad and untelted deployment target was "non-deployment.”

Tast ID 11388
. Unbelied stage one target daployment target time was 20 msec.
Baitad stage one targat daployment tima was 36 masc,
Stage 2 balted and unhattedfﬂuﬁnmﬂw target was "non-deployment."

Complata copias of the rasults from both of theas tests ars Included in responss to Request 9.

Bocuost 12

Describe all assasamerts, analyaes, tasts, studles, aurveys, simulations, mvestigations,
inquiries, anl/or avaluationa {collectively, "actiona") that ralate to, or may relate to, the
allsged defact in the subject vehicies that have beaen conducted, ars being conductad,
are planned, or are being planned by, or far, Ford. For each such action, provide the
following Information:

Actlon ls or IdentHter;

The actual or planned start dats;

The actual or expectad end date,

Brisf surmmary of the subject and objectiva of the action,

Enginesding group(sysupplier(s) reaponalhie for dasigning and for conducting tha
action; and

f. A briaf summary of tha findinga and/or conclusions resulting from the action.

cooon

Faor aach actlon ldentified, provida copias of all documents related to the action,
raegardiess of whather the documants are in interim, draft, or final form. Organize the
documents chronategleally by actlon.

Answer

The requested information was previously providsd in Appendix O of Ford's responss to
Request 10 of PEN3-D02. Additional infermation |8 provided in Appendilx E.

Raquest 13

Dascribe all modifications or changes made by, or on behalf of, Ford in the design, material
composition, manufacture, quallty cantral, supply, or installation of the subject components,
from the start of peoduction to date, which relate to, or may relats to, the allaged defact In
the subject vehicles. For sach such modificetion or change, provida the following
information:
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The date or approximate date on which the modification or changa was incorporatad
Inte vehicle producton:

A detalled description of the madification or change;

The reason(a) for the modiflestion or changa;

The part numbers (sarvice and angineearing) of tha original component;

The part numbar {sarvice and engineering) of the modified componant;

Whether the original unmodified componant was withdrawn from production and, or
sale, and H so, whan;

Whan the modified component was made available as a eervica component; and,

- Whether the modiified componsnt can be interchanged with eariier production
components.

~eanw

@

Far sach component part number, provide the supplier's name, addrees, and appropriate
point of contact (neme, #itle, and telephone number). Also [dentity by make, modal and
modal yaar, any othar vehiclea of which Ford ia aware that contaln the Identical
component, whethaer Instalied In production cr In sarvice, and state the applicable dates
of production or gervice usage.

Angwer

The requested Information was previously provided In Appendix L of Ford's March 24, 2003
rasponas ta Raquasat 13 of PEO3-002.

Requesgt 14

State whether Fond aver consldered subetituting an atamative deslgn{s) or component(s)
for the subject componants in the subject vehicles that relete, or may relate, in any way to
this investigation. If so, identify and describe each such alternative design or component,
and state:

a, Tha date it was first proposed;

b. The dispogition of that proposal {i.e., approved, disapproved, or still baing
avaluated); and

¢. The raasone for that action.

Anewer

Fard did not cansides any altemative dasigna or components ae a result of any conditions
ralated to the allegad defect Documaents responsiva to this request are baing submitted with a
raquast for confidentiality under saparate cover ag Appendix G to the agancy’s Office of tha
Chiaf Counssl purauant to 48 CFR, Part 512.

Reguest 15

Describe the differences in the subject components and vehlde siructure between the
subjact vehicias and modal year 2002 Taurus/Sable vehicles.

Answar

There are no structural differences batwaen the sublect vehicles and 2002 model year
Taurus/Sable vehicles that affectad fw crash sansing or resiraint system.
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Differancas batwaen the alr bag aystems in the gubject vehicles and theea In 2002 mode| year
Taurus and Sable vehiclea wera made aa a part of routine technological enhancaments across
saveral different platformsa withln Ford. None of theae changes were In response to any specific
conditions or avents. [t should be noted that the gyatem introduced Into the 2002 model year
Taurus/Sable was under developmant and under-going validation tasting for Ford Motor
Company prior to the incldent noted by the agency.

A new reslraint control module (RCMYYsystam, identified as ARM 300/400, was introduced in
the 2002 modal year Taurug/Sable. The system/component aupplier to Ford ramained the
same. The system contained in the sybject vehicles utilized an ARM100 RCM/system. The
ARM100 systam waa dasigned apadfically for the Taurus/Sable platform and did not comaln the
flexikillty ta incorporate future technology or to be intagrated acrass several vehicle platforms
(l.e., emall sedans, large plckup trucks, SUV'a and vans). Tha new ARM3D0/400 series system
and ths former ARM100 series share few componante other than housings, fastanars, and basic
alectronic components. Among the additional fealures and capebilities of the ARM300/400
system in the 2002 model vear Taurus/Sable include, are:

Increased number of side satellte sensor channels (from 2 to 4 maximum)
Programmabile logic for daploymant contral formerty fixed kogle)

Intarfaca for Pagsenger Alr Bag Daactivation {formeddy not provided)

Inm}ted rollover sensing and actuation control (formerly no rollover sansing or
co

58-pin connector from 37-pin connector

32 bit’32 MHz microcontroller {formerty 18 bit10 MH2 mlu‘ac-nnh'nllar]
ABIC-based, continuous data-streaming satellites (formerly microcontroller-based,

decigion-making)
« Addition of high apsad CAN data fink
Regyuast 16

Produce coples of all affidavite, depoaitions, or other statements of aupport ralatad to the
alleged defect in Schasffer v. Ford Motor Co. that were provided by expert witneases on
behalf of Ford or the mppliar{s}_ of the subject nqlnpnnanh.

Answer
Documents responsive to this Requeat are pravidad in Appendix H.
R 17
Fumlsh Ford's assassment of the alleged dafact In the subject vehicles, including:

a. The caugsl or contributory factor{s);

b. The fallurs machanlsm(s);

¢. The fallure mode(s); and

d. The riak to motor vehicle safety that it posas.
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Answer

The agency's letter defines the "allaged dafact™ as "any falltre of & frontal air bag to deploy In
frantal or near-frontal crash; ar any allegation of non-deployment of a frontal alr bag.” As the
agency is awara, supplemantal ar bag systems, including the subject air bag system, are not
designed or intendad to deploy in all frontal collisions. K is, thersfore, Inappropriate to consider
a0y “failure of a frontal alr bag to deploy” an a "defect." As will be described balew, the air bag
syatem is very comgplex. Vehicle opsrators cannot reasqanably be expacted to know or to
understand circumstances under which an alr bay should deploy and those under which It
should not.

Ford has found no svidance of a defect pattem related to non-deployments of the frontal alr
bags [n the aubjact vehiciaa whan Invalved in collisions of sufficient longitudinal decsleration to
raquire supplemaental restraint fer the drivar and/or front passenger frontal air bags. Furiher,
Ford is not aware of any technology capable of ensuring that an alr bag will deploy, as
designed, in every frontal impact regardiees of the nature of the impact.

Brisf Overview of the Personal Safety System

The 2000 model year Ford Taurus and Marcury Sable ware tha firet vehicles produced by Ford
to be equipped with Ford's Personal Safety Systom.

The Personal Safety Systemn conalsts of:

s Safety balt pretansioness

« Duakstage drivar and frant pagsenger air bag modules, the daployment of which
depands on the sevesity of tha crash, the fore/aft position of the driver's gest, and
whether safaty belts are buckdad or unbunldud. (Fora/aft poaition of the drivar asat
and buckiad/unbuckled status of the driver and front passenger safety belts will be
refarrad to throughout simply a8 "occupant status."}

+ A rastraints control module (RCM), located in the centsr tunnel beneath the
Ingtrument panal, which provides Information ragarding the severity of the crash and
pradicts tha lsvel of appropriate aupplemantal restraint according to inputs racalved
from the various sansom.,

» A front crash sensor (FCS), located in front of the radiator, which promdn additional
information regarding the severity of the crash.

In the event of a frontal or near-frontal collision, the RCM predicts the longitudinal deceleraticn
of ths vahicis basad on the input recaived from tha FGS and its own cragh severity sensing. If
the pradictad changs In iongitudinal veloclty le great snough, the RCGM will make a dacision that
soms form of suppleamental restraint is appropriate to reduca the potential for severs Injury to a
front saat occupant. Depanding on a combination of the praclictex] severity of tha crash and the
occupant status, the leval of supplemantal restraint will vary. In sorne cases, daploying only
safely balt pretensioners will bs appropriate, while in cthers, fromtal air bags may be deployed to
provide additional supplsmental restraint,

Tha system is also able to shift the threshold at which the air bags are deployed and the
inidation iming of the two stagas of tha dual-atage inflator acconding to occupant status.
Genarally, tha "must daploy” threahold for bslted occupants ia higher than those for unbalted
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occupants allowing the safety belts to provide the appropriate level of occupant ation
without I_Jnmmmrily deploying the air bags. prote

The fact that air baga do not deploy curing a callision 18 not an indlcation of a defact in the
Peragnal Safety System. Furthar, the amount of damage sustained by & vehicle Is an unrellable
Indicator as to whather or not the air bags should have deployed. Longitudinal deceleration of
the vehicks and occupant status are the determining factors. Longitudinal deceleration ia
affectsd by what & vehicle impacts (8.5., an animal, another vehicle, a guard rall, etc.) and the
angle of that impact. Under-ride collisions, which genemlly result In the appearence of a savars
impact, typically reduce deceleration loads transfemsd through the vahicle chassis o the RCM
and often may result in & fower longitudinal deceleraiion than that raquired for alr bag
deployment. Additionally, frontal alr baga are not designed to deploy In side, rear, rollover, or
minexr front Impacts, whers jongitudinal decalarations sre likely to be Insufficlent to warrant
frontal air bag depioyment. Therefore, despite what may appear to ba relatively significant
vieible damage to a vehicle, the Personal Safsty System may predict that the longitudinal
decsleretion i not sufficient to warrant tha deployment of a frontal alr bag.

Just a8 non-deployment of frantal air hags during an impact Is not an indication of a defect in the
Personal Safety System, nelther |s the daployment of a singls frontal alr bag. In certaln
situationg, the Perscnal Safely Syatem Is capable of deplaying one frontal air bag but not the
other depanding on the occupant status. For exampls, this situation may arles If the driver is
unbeltad and the passsnger ia belted. Depanding on the longitudinal deceleration, the Personat
Safety System may determine that the unbelted driver would benesfit from the incremental
protection afforded by an alr bag, while the safety belt of the belted passenger would provide all
of the necassary protection. Thus, in thés particular eampile, the driver frontal air bag would
daploy and the passanger frontal air bag would not  This performanca ia not a defect in the
system but rather is proper function based upon the occupant etatus and conditions of the
accident. A number of repaorts provided in this response relate to incidents like this axample.

Furiher detall regarding the operation of the Parsonal Safaty System can be found In Appendix |
and Appendlx J in response to Requeat 8 of PEC3-002. Further, aa a courteay, Ford is
providing a copy of the presentation made by the syatam auppller to ODH on Jure 12, 2003 to
aid in understanding the complaxity of thia system. This information is baing submitted with a
raquest for confidentiaiity under separate cover aa Appsndix | to the agency's Office of the Chief
Counsel purauant to 48 CFR, Part 512

Detanmining That The Peraonal Safety Systemn Functionesd as Designed

In order to make a determination that the Pergsonal Safely System functlonad ae dasigned In
frorte! or near-frontal impacts and that air bag non-deployment was appropriate, we first
raviewad owner and fisld reports for avidence that a deployment or non-deployment dacision
had been mads. Such avidence Includas the daplocyment of a supplemental restraint {8.g., a
safety belt pretensioner or a single air bag) or reporis of the presence of appropriate diagnostic
cades. '

If no auch svidanca was four, the raports wera then raviewad to determins f the Imformation
regarding the circumstances of the Incident wera sufficient ta make a determination that the
non-deployment decision was appropriate. Such information would includs where the vehicle
was struck and some basis by which to judge the [ongitudinal decsleration. In colligions whare
the impact was not in the front or near-front of tha vehicle, ar the longitudinal decsleration was
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balcow the deployment threshokls appropriate for the occupant status, the deployment of an air
bay would not be expected, indicating the syatem functioned as designad.

Basad on this review, we determined that the repcrts fall Into thres broad categories: 1) reports
whera ths technical svidance supporis a non-deployment decislon, 2) reports where the
conditions of the accident support a non-deploymant deciglon, and 3) reports which do not have
sufficient Information by which to judge the appropriateness of the non-deployment dacialan.
Each of these categories ia discusaed In grestar datail below.

Analysia of Reports with Evidence that Supports a Non-Deployment Declslon

Approximately 4% of all owner and fisid reports include diagnostic svidenca submitted by dealar
technicians or Ford representatives indicating that the system did function as designed. Such
avidance includes air bag diagnostic frouble codes indicating that an accldent had been
detected upon which a non-depioyment decision was based, and Inspactiona and opinions
renderad by outsida agenciea that the system functioned as designed. A review of the allaged
Injuries associated with thass Incidents provides support that the decision was appropriate. In
two of the thres reports contalning dlagnostic svidence, no Injuies are allsged. The event that
allegas an injury describas the Infury as a "cardiac contusion” sufferad during a "severe front
impact" Thia type of Injury |8 ordinasily asasociated with a asat bait restraint and resulls from
loading of the aeat belt. This type of Injury can eccur even with an air bag deployment.

In a small percantage of thess reports, the diagnostic svidence of a non-deploymaent dacision
included the dapioymant of some portlon of the supplemental reatraint ayatem, such as a
pratansionar, or a single air bag. A single front air bag deployment is appropriate under
conditions related to safety belt usage and occupant saat position. In these instances, no
serious injuries ware reportad. Ford hefiaves it ix fair to conclude from these mports that, in
thags casas, the decision by the RCM not to deploy one or both of the air bags was appropriate.

Ford's ability to categorize the reports is ganerally inhibited by lack of imMormation containad
within the reports themselves. Ford believes that the number of reports containing svidence of
a corract non-deploymant daclsion could be much higher. However, the reports do not contain
sufficlent detall to allow Ford to draw reasanable conclusions about the appropriatenssa of the
deployment decigion. Detaile that are missing includs information about pretensioner
deployment and whether the report of a non-deployment rafers to both alr bags or a singhe air
hag. Bacause moast cistomers do not possass sufficlent tachnical expertise to determine
whather pretansioners deployed during an Incident, for instanca, this Information Is unavallable
to Ford, '

As discugsad abova in tha brief overview of the system, alr bag non-deployment by ltaelf ia not
an indication of a defect in the Paraonat Safety System i, a3 In the axampls noted above, non-
deployment is appropriats. Rather, such non-deployments are mersly an indication that the
longitudinal decelaration and the occupant stakes were such that the system predicted that -
supploemental regiraint was not nacaasary for the clrcumstances. YWe belleve that In sach of the
abova incidants, the Paraonal Safety System functioned as designed.

Analysis of Reports Where the Conditions of the Accldent Support a Hdn-D-pluymant

Approximately 35% r.rlr ail owner reports provide soma limited event detalls. The limited
information proviced in these reporta suggasts that the alleged avent aither was not a sevare
frontal or near-frontal Impact, or may not have been a frontal or nearfrontal Impact at all. Thess
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dlleged Incidants Involve a myrlad of corditions including crossing typs Impacts In “failura to
yield" eituations, parking lot impacts, driveway Impacta, animal impacts, vehicias "bumping™ or
"apping" the vehicle In front of them, vehiclea baing rear-andsd and pushed into the vehicie In
front of them, vehicles running down embankmsnta or off Into the median, or damaga describad
s being to the side of the vehicle. As an sxample, one owner (VIN 1FAFP55U51A188725)
impectad a camant pole In & parking lot, and then continued to his destination, attended an
appointment, and drove 400 miles to his home prior to 8eeking repaire or madical attention whiie
he allagas a broken stemum. This set of circumstances seeme unlikely at baat and not
avidence of a dafect ralated to non-daployment of an air bag. While the lack of definlive detsit
praciudes fully analyzing thesa Incidents, the Information supports a conclugion that the
System's non-cleployment decision was appropriate.

In addition to the limited alleged accldent details avallable, the alleged injuries assoclated with
these specific Incidents provide further evidence that the declsion not to deploy air bags was
appropriate. in approximately 41% of these reports, no injuriea are allagad. In approximataly
52% of the raports, only minor injurias typical of posi-collision complaints arising from the naturs
of thesge events are alleged, or tha alleged injuriee ame describad such that wa ara unabls to
broadly clasalfy the Injurles. Only 7% allegs more severs injurias which stlll can oceur with
lowsr apsad crashss wham an air bag nen-dsploymant la conalstant with the design of the
system. Thersfors, due to the low number and minor nature of the vast majority of these
injuries, we conclude that deployment of the air bags in thess particular incldents would have
besn unilkely to provide additional benefit to the occupants and that the non-deployment
decision by the Persaonal Safsty System was appropriats.

Reports with insufficlent Evidencs to Make a Determination

Approximately 98% of tha raparta fall Into this category; neithar the cwners nor tha Insurancs
companigs followsd Ford's sugpgestion to have the Ford/Lincoln/Marcury dealarship of their
cholce parform dlagnostics on the restraint system. Inmany cases, Ford waa contacted only
after the vehicle sither was repaired or otherwise disposed. In these instances the owners were
usually seeking financial asslstance due to setiemant shart falls or "third party" suggestions that
the restraint system did not function properly. Some ownars commented that they contacted
Ford (after repgim or dispoaition of the damaged vehicle) as a result of publiclty nelated to tha
agency's Investigation of the sublect vehicles.

ﬁnpart from thosa reports discusaad above, tha majority of owner and fleld reports do not contaln
anough information regarding the nature of the impact or occupant statue 1o reasonably
determing whather or not deplioyment of air bags waa appropriate.

Of the reperis alleging some type of damage to the front of the vehicle, the vast majority do not
Indicate what the vehicle collided with or provide any ssatimation of vehicle speed at the ime of
tha colligion. Such Information s nacaasary to make a Judgment of the' longltudinal
dacalaration. Noris spesd an accurats indicator of daceleration In a crash.

Even in those reports whees a vehicle apaed was Indicated, we know that drivers often parceive
vehiclk speed at the moment of collision to be much higher than other avidence suggasts,
Estimatea of vahlcls spsad by customers are likely baged on the |ast known speed and likely do
not account for alowing as a result of braking or other evasive manauvars iImmediately

 pracading the impact.

The amount of frontal damage sustalned by the vehicle may also lead customers to report that
thay wers travaling faster than what they actually were. Vehicls front ands are designed to




EAQ3-010 -16 - Oclober 22, 2003

dissipate the energy of the impact by crumpling In spacific crush zones reducing the amaunt of
Impact energy iransferred to the occupant compartment. Tha amount of damage to shest metal
body components resulting frem an impact may causes customsrs to assume thelr spead
immediately prior to the impact waa graater than it actuslly was. [In reality, aubstantial sheet
matal deformation may reducs langitudinal deceteration below that required for air bag
deployment. Sheet matal damage la not a rellable Indicator of whether an alr bag deploymant is
warranted. )

Although a majority of the owner and flekd reports do not contaln enough informaticn by which to
judge the appropriatenass of the non-teplcyment, there |3 no evidence Lo suggest that the
Parsonal Safety System did nat function a3 designed. Apart from the single |sclated case of the
2000 Taunsa craah which prompted this inveatigation, Ford ls not aware of any other Incldenta in
which the air bags did not deploy in circumstancaa in which they would likely have basn
warranted. Based on the sxtensive and thorough testing conductad by Ford in the developmant
of thls system, and the lack of evidente to the conirary, we conclude that the system operated
a9 designad and intendad i the reports of non-deployment received by Ford.

A likely axplanation for raports of non-deploymant g that customars do not understand the
complaxity of the daclaton by the Personal Safety System to daplay or not daploy tha alr bags.
Based on the amount of visible damage to thelr vehicles, customers may incorractly balleve that
the air bags should have daployad, when In fact the Persongl Safety System comractly predicted
that no additional supplemental restraint was required. As an example, we cite tha repcrts
involving collisions with animals or padestrians. Although such impacts are sometimes capable
of causing significant damage to the front of a vehicle, the longltudinal deceleration typically is
not sufficient to wamant deployment of an air bag. It is of interest that many owners who contact
Ford make mention that they are making the contact becauas the “insuranca adjuster,”
"independsnit mechanic,” "police officer,” "family member* or other ndivikiuala who may not have
an understanding of the air bag aystsm complaxity told them the "alr bag should have
deployed.” As noted proviously, some contacts have basn made solely dus to publicity
sureunding agency announcements.

in instances where tha collialon involves anothar vehlcle, customara may not fully comprehend
the spead &t which another vehicle can be siruck without the nesd for a supplemental alr bag
rastraint. This is particulary trus when the deployment thrashold is shifted upwards for a belted
driver. {(Appendix J, provided in responss to Request § of PEQ3-002 reganding the descripticn
of tha systam, provides detalls of thaas thrashalda.) Bacausa the bodies of bath vehicias
crumple in such an accident, impact snergy |s diasipated, and the RCM may comectly predict
that incremental protection from an air bag is not wamanted.

In order to limit the potential for such misundersiandings, a general axplanation as to the
operation of the Parsonal Safaty System |a Includad in the Owner Guida of tha asubjact vehicles
(ses Apperdix M of the response to PE03-002).

Injuries

‘A revigw of the reports alleging injuries reveala that, whan considered in a light most favorable
to the complainant, approximately 7% of the allsged injuries are of the nature of bruissd or
brokan ribs, sorsness, and, In two cases, broken stamums. One report allegea a fractured
knes, and several others allege only bruises. Approximately 35% of the incidents describe
minor injuries, and another 17% cannot be classified from the descriptions providad. This data
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further supports that the air bag deployment declsiona made by the restraint system were
appropriate.

Proper uge of safety bedis is the single moat sffactive occupant protaction device available for
raducing the risk of injury or daath. A supplamental frontal alr bag is designed to work with the
safety belt to help protect front seat occupants from certain upper body injuries in maderate to
severe frontal collisions. For impacts with sufficlent longitudinal decaleration to deploy the
frontal air bags, safety belte and pretensionars help to restrain the occupants in a position to
maximize the effactivenass of the air bags.

With respect to allegations of injury, Ford cannot determine whether each occupant was
properly baltad prior to the accident. Neverthelass, a properdy balted occupant in a colllslon will
not be [solated from post-collision complaints such as brulsing, whiplash or ofher paine that may
be a direct result of the coftgion forces during impact regardiess of whether or not an air bag

has deployed,

Complaints of injuries also may includa those that frontal alr bags are not designed to halp
protect against, such as miuries to the upper and lower extremities, contact Injuries that resuilt
directly from a deplaying air bag, or those that may result from lateral movemnent of the vehicle
such as those likely to ba sxperienced in accidents involving side, angled, near-frortal, or
roflover Impacts.

Summary

The Parscnal Safety System was designed to provida a high lewal of accupant protection to
front seat occupants during higher sevarity impacts. The systam |s designed to precict the
saverity of the impact and appropriately deploys supplemental restraints according to occupant
status. Non-deployment of an air bag ia not an indication of a defect in the system,; it simply
indicates that the Personal Safaty Systam dstermined that additional supplemantal restraint was
not required to provide an adequate level of occupant protection.

The complexity of modem supplemental air bag systems and the uniqusness of avary crash
maké it axtramaldy difficult to svaluata system parformance in real world crashes, It is wall
understcod that vehicle spesad or readily observable crash damage frequantly are not good
pradictora of system parformance. Experlence has shown that customers do not have a good
undergtanding of air bag systam parformance, and systemas with features like safaty belt use
ssnaors that can substantlally ralsa the deployment threshcid, make this determination evan
more difficult. Experisnce also has shown that customers can receive injuries in crashes where
an alr bag proparly has not deployed according to the design intent of the vehicls manufacturer.
Howavar, the cverwhsiming malority of these Injurles are minor bacalias tha velocity changa |s
low. Thus, customar complaints for a given vehicle ane an inherantly unrellable Indicator of
proper system performancs, and a thorough svalustion of sach crash ganarally 1s necassary to
datarmira if the system functioned ag designed.

In the casa of the 2000 modal year Taurus that is the subject of this Investigation, a thorough
review of the crash, the vehlcle and lts crash daeta recorder by Ford and the agency’s Special
Crash Investigation unk did not establish why the air bag did not deploy in this unique crash.
Wa believe that this is an isolated and wigue incident and we are unaward of similar casas.
The avallable real world data for the antire population of 2000 and 2001 Taurus and Sable
vahicles, and the work of tha Speclal Crash Investigation unit, clearly demonstrate that these
vahicles are reliably providing a high level of occupant protection for our customers and that



EAQ3-010 -18 - October 22, 2003

9 thess vehicles do not contaln a defact In the suppiemental alr bag system, nor do they repreaant
an unreascnabla risk to motor vehicls safety.

Ford balievas that the Parsonal Safsty System is functioning as designed and providas
appropriate levels of occupant protection. We do not bellave that reporta of alr bag non-
daploymants in the subject vehicles represent a defect of the Personal Safety System nor an
unreasonable risk to motor vehicls safety,




