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flies that were located that are related to the responsive owner reports are provided 
electronically in Appendix D (folder name: 2008-11-21 Appendix D.pdf). Ford notes that it was 
unable to locate two files (VIN 1FAFP58S62G  and VIN 1FAFP56S72G ). The 
customer contacts are cataloged in the MORS portion of the electronic database contained in 
Appendix C. 

Field Reports: Records identified in a search of the Common Quality Indicator System (CQIS) 
database, as described in Appendix B, were reviewed for relevance and categorized in 
accordance with the categories described above. The number and copies of relevant field 
reports identified in this search that may relate to the agency's investigation are provided in the 
CQIS portion of the electronic database contained in Appendix C. The categorization of each 
report is identified in the "Category" field. 

When we were able to identify that responsive duplicate field reports for an alleged incident 
were received, each of these duplicate reports was marked accordingly, and the group counted 
as one report. In other cases, certain vehicles may have experienced more than one incident 
and have more than one report associated with their VINs. These reports have been counted 
separately. In addition, field reports that are duplicative of owner reports are provided in 
Appendix C but are not included in the field report count. 

VOQ Data: This information request had an attachment that included 363 non-duplicative 
Vehicle Owner's Questionnaires (VOQs). Ford made inquiries of its MORS database for 
customer contacts, and its CQIS database for field reports regarding the vehicles identified on 
the VOQs. Ford notes that in some instances where the VOQ does not contain the VIN or the 
owner's last name and zip code, it is not possible to query the databases for owner and field 
reports specifically corresponding to the VOQs. Any reports located on a vehicle identified in 
the VOQs related to the alleged defect are included in the MORS and CQIS portions of the 
electronic database provided in Appendix C and have been identified by a "Y" in the "VOQ Dup" 
field. 

Crashllniurv Incident Claims: For purposes of identifying allegations of accidents or injuries that 
may have resulted from the alleged defect, Ford has reviewed responsive owner and field 
reports, VOQs, and lawsuits and claims. A chart identifying potentially relevant allegations is 
being provided electronically as Appendix G (filename: 2008-11-21 Appendix G.pdf). Copies of 
all available reports related to these alleged incidents are provided in the MORS, CQIS, and 
Analytical Warranty System (AWS) portions of the electronic database provided in Appendix C. 
Ford's comments relating to these allegations are provided in response to Request 14. 

Ford has identified six allegations of minor "accidents" (none involving collisions with other 
vehicles) associated with the alleged defect, including one minor allegation of an injury. Four of 
the reports have been identified through the Ford system and are included in Appendix C. Two 
reports were received, from the agency, as VOQs only. Since no contact has been made with 
Ford with respect to these two allegations, we have not included them in Appendix C. 

Claims, Lawsuits, and Arbitrations: For purposes of identifying incidents that may relate to the 
alleged defect, Ford has gathered claim and lawsuit information maintained by Ford's OGC. 
Ford's OGG is responsible for handling product liability lawsuits, claims, and consumer breach 
of warranty lawsuits and arbitrations against the Company. 

Lawsuits and claims gathered in this manner were reviewed for relevance and categorized in 
accordance with the categories described above. 
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coverage is not available are understandably agitated at the prospect of paying hundreds of 
dollars in replacement eXpElnSes. Nevertheless, analysis of these reports supports the various 
tire related vehicle evaluations that find such vehicles remain easily controllable under these 
conditions. In fact, the number of reports received by Ford that even alleges any type of safety 
concern is extremely low. Even with a publicly announced campaign on similar vehicles, over 
1.5 million subject vehicles sold (with tens of billions of cumulative miles) Ford has received only 
four allegations of minor "accidents." None of these involve collisions with other vehicles and no 
police reports were filed, insofar as Ford is aware, suggesting that the allegations are not really 
describing "accidents." Two other "accident" allegations were made to NHTSA, though no 
corresponding communication was made to Ford relating to either. In each one of the four 
"accident" allegations made to Ford, the primary purpose of the claimant's contact was to seek 
financial coverage for repair of the spring and tire. 

In July, 2004, Ford announced programs 04M04 and 04S17 in response to a known condition of 
corrosion pitting in front coil springs. These actions extended the warranty on front coil springs 
for the 1999 through 2001 model year Taurus and Sable vehicles (04M04) and provided spring 
catchers for vehicles in the 21 corrosion states plus Kentucky (04S 17). Ford agreed to conduct 
the action as a safety recall to avoid a protracted dispute with the agency despite the benign 
consequence of this condition to vehicle control, supported by a complete absence of 
allegations of accidents or injuries attributed to the condition (despite a significant vehicle 
population and number of associated reports of spring fracture). At the time of those 
campaigns, and as verified in Ford's response to the agency's inquiry PE04-044, field data 
repeatedly supported the conclusion that a front spring fracture in these vehicles does not pose 
an unreasonable risk to motor vehicle safety. It is most likely that current allegations of loss of 
control on these subject vehicles is related to customers' frustrations with lack of related 
financial coverage for spring repair when compared with earlier model year vehicles. 

As previously stated, two of the claimants who alleged accidents filed only vehicle owner 
questionnaires (VOQs) with the agency and did not contact Ford. One of these claimants who 
alleged a passenger side front coil spring fracture, VIN 1FAFP53U42G  reported " ... the 
front of the vehicle dropped and the vehicle spun counter-clockwise about 90 degrees crossing 
the two south bound lanes, hopped over the curve (rounded corner) and struck a tree." While 
Ford does not question the claimant's recollection of events, the behavior of a vehicle that had a 
coil spring fracture and sudden air loss on the right front side of the vehicle would not be a spin 
in the counter-clockwise direction. It is quite possible that that this claimant experienced some 
other unrelated event and either fractured the spring during the incident, or an already fractured 
spring was only identified following the incident. Ford conducted an extensive search in local 
municipalities for police accident reports, tow or body shop repair records, etc. in an effort to 
better understand the circumstances surrounding this incident and found no such reports or 
records. There is no factual basis to conclude that a front coil spring fracture caused the 
phenomenon reported in this VOQ. 

The other individual that filed a VOQ without contacting Ford, VIN 1 FAFP55U62A  also 
reported the only injury (" ... struck her head and sustained whiplash."), alleged only that " ... the 
front end shook." She referenced the safety recall on the 1999 through 2001 Taurus in her 
contact with the agency. Since she did not contact Ford, further details of her concerns are not 
known. 

Of the four "accident" allegations made directly to Ford, none reported to have filed insurance 
claims, and only one, VIN 1 FAFP58S62G , indicated that a police report was filed (Ford 
was unable to locate the report). This claimant contended "The engine assemble (sic) was 
damaged and replaced by customer." Months later, the claimant discovered a fractured front 
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coil spring on this vehicle. It was only at that time that he made contact with Ford and, citing 
program 04M04, alleged that the coil spring was the cause of his previous accident and 
requested a repair refund. Ford does not have enough information to determine whether the 
coil spring fracture occurred at the moment of the accident, was the result of the accident, or 
occurred during the ensuing months following the accident. 

Another claimant alleging an "accident" in a report to Ford, VIN 1 FAFP53U12G , stated 
in his initial contact with Ford's Customer Assistance Center that he was " ... not worried about 
it." (the coil spring fracture) and only requested reimbursement for repair costs. He noted that a 
family member with a 1999 model year Taurus had received coverage for the action on his 
earlier model year vehicle. It was only after Ford denied compensation for his vehicle repair that 
he filed a VOQ with the agency. 

Another "accident" allegation to Ford, VIN 1 FAFP53U72A  was non-specific in nature. 
The claimant reported "No structural damage" and requested $418 for the repair. Because this 
cost is roughly the cost of replacement simply for a spring and tire, it is quite likely that this 
claimant is calling a coil spring fracture and tire puncture event an accident. From the available 
information, there is no basis to conclude that the event reported resulted in any loss of control 
or accident. 

The final "accident" allegation reported to Ford was from a claimant who allegedly went into a 
ditch due to coil spring fracture (VIN 1 FAFP55S62G ). The customer indicated he, 
" ... wanted to know why this wouldn't have been involved in the recall." "Gust seeking 
reimbursement for the repairs on the veh-cust seeking to also have assistance in the possible 
replacement of other spring ... " The complainant stated that his cost of repair was $800, which 
after replacement of the spring and tire would leave limited dollars for collateral damage. It is 
unlikely that, beyond the spring and tire, any significant damage occurred to the vehicle. 

An additional ambiguous allegation relates to a 2003 model year vehicle (provided in response 
to Request 2, but not counted as an accident). This ambiguous allegation stated, " ... caused 
wife a wreck ... " Ford does not have enough information to determine whether the claimant was 
alleging an accident or commenting on his wife's emotional state at the time of the incident. 
However, he did state that damage was repaired for $300. At that cost, it is unlikely that any 
damage extended beyond a coil spring and tire. 

In an effort to better understand each of the accident allegations discussed in this response, 
Ford attempted to gather additional publicly available information. We were unable to locate 
any associated police reports, towing service records, or collision shop repair records that might 
have provided further insight into any of these allegations. With an absence of associated 
records, there was little opportunity for additional research or clarification surrounding these 
allegations. 

Ford attempted to locate additional information to understand the condition reported in each of 
the "accident" reports we have received. However, in each instance there is nothing additional 
to reflect a loss of control as a result of a front coil spring fracture. Because the fracture of a coil 
spring is an unanticipated event, a strong reaction, or perception, might be expected. But a 
Taurus or Sable vehicle that experiences a front spring fracture, even with a tire puncture and 
rapid loss of air, even in the unlikely event that it occurs at higher speeds, remains controllable. 
Again, NHTSA's own Safety Compliance Testing for FMVSS 110, on a 2002 Taurus subject 
vehicle, showed that when a tire (front or rear) was blown by an explosive charge (creating a 
2.54 cm diameter opening), and the vehicle brought to a stop within approximately 165 to 215 
meters, the deviation from a straight line was reported to be zero. 






