
C O R P O R A T I O N  

April 11,2008 

George Person 
Head-Recall Management Division 
US DOT-National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Office of Defects Investigation (NBS-215) 
400 - 7th Street SW 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Gillirr Safety Recall- SAF Holland ADT, Suspension 

Post Office Box 3008 
Hayward, CA 94540-3008 

(51 0) 785-1 500 

RECEIVED 
2008 APRl L 16 10:30 AM 

OFFICE OF RECALL 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

08V-175 
(1 8 Pages) 

Dear Mr. Person: 

This letter is written to inform you of Gillig's intention to notify customers of a potential safety 
defect related to the installation of SAF Holland ADL rear suspension installed on Gillig buses 
manufactured in 2007. The recall effects 3 1 buses. 

SAF Holland discovered the defect which relates to the welded structured of the rear suspension 
and notified Gillig April 9,2008. 

Attached is Gillig's 573 report. If you have any questions, please give me a call at 5 10-264-503 1 
or e-mail chuck.koske@gillig.com 

Sincerely 

GILLIG CORPORA TION 

Charles E. Koske 
Senior Vice President Engineering 

CEWvo 
Attachment 

Cc: Robert Birdwell 
Steven R. Enochian 



Form Approved: O.M.B. No. 2127-0004 

Safety Defect and Noncompliance Report Guide for Vehicles 
PART 573 Defect and Noncompliance ~ e p o r t '  

On April 10, 2008 , Gillig Corporation decided that a defect which relates to motor vehicle safety_) exits in the 
motor vehicles listed below, and is furnishing notification to the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration in accordance with 49 CFR Part  573 Defect and Noncompliance Reports. 

Date this report was prepared: April 1 1, 2008 

Furnish the manufacturer's identification code for this recall (if applicable): N/A 

I. Identify the full corporate name of the fabricating manufacturer of the vehicle being recalled. If the 
recalled vehicle is imported, provide the name and mailing address of the designated agent as prescribed by 49 
U.S.C. $30164. 

Gillig Corporation Hayward, California 

Identify the corporate official, by name and title, whom the agency should contact with respect to this recall. 

Charles E. Koske Sr. Vice President 

Telephone Number: 5 10-264-503 1 Fax No.: 51 0-264-3897 

Name and Title of Person who prepared this report. 

Charles E. Koske -- 
Sr. Vice President 



I. Identifv the Vehicle Models Involved in the Recall 

2. Identify the Vehicles Involved in the Recall, for each make and model or applicable vehicle line (provide 
illustrations or photographs as necessary to describe the vehicle), provide: 

Make(s): Gillig Corp Model Years Involved: 2007 Model(s): 29 foot low floors 

Production Dates: Beginning: 912012007 Ending: 1211 912007 

VIN Range: Beginning: N/A 

Vehicle Type: Bus Bodystyle: low floor bus 

Descriptive information which characterizesldistinguishes the recalled vehicles from those model vehicles not 
included in the recall: 

The recall population was defined based on shipment dates and lot data provided by SAF Holland, the 
suspension supplier. 

Identify the approximate percentage of the production of all the recalled models manufactured by your 
company between the inclusive dates of manufacture provided above, that the recalled model population 
represents. For example, if the recall involved Widgets equipped with certain items of equipment from 
January 1,1996 through April 1,1997, then what was the percentage of the recalled Widgets of all Widgets 
manufactured during that time period. 

SAF Holland's 573 report claims less than 6% of the suspect lots will be found defective. Gillig installed 17 
potentially defective suspensions but needs to inspect 31 buses to capture the lots involved within the sub-fleets of 
buses. 

11. Identify the Recall Population 

3. Furnish the total number of vehicles recalled potentially containing the defect or  noncompliance. 

Number 
of Vehicles 

Model Year Potentially Involved 

29 foot low floor 2007 3 1 

Total Number Potentially Affected by the Recall: 3 1 



4. Furnish the approximate percentage of the total number of vehicles estimated to actually contain the 
defect or noncompliance: 

Per SAF Holland's 573 report less than 6%. 

Identify and describe how the recall population was determined--in particular how the recalled modeIs were 
selected and the basis for the beginning and final dates of manufacture of the recalled vehicles: 

SAF Holland provided Gillig with dates and lots of suspension kits which we correlated to the build of this model bus 
and identified 3 1 customer buses as potentially containing the 17 suspect units. 

111. Describe the Defect or Noncompliance 

5. Describe the defect or noncompliance. The description should address the nature and physical location of 
the defect or noncompliance. Illustrations should be provided as appropriate. 

A suspension structural member has defective welds as explained in SAF Holland's 573 report (attached) 

Describe the cause(s) of the defect or noncompliance condition. 

Welding operator error - see SAF Holland's 573 report. 

Describe the consequence(s) of the defect or noncompliance condition. 

Weld failure could lead to loss of vehicle control according to SAF Holland's 573 report. 

Identify any warning which can (a) precede or (b) occur. 

SAF Holland's 573 report claims a popping noise could be heard. 

If the defect or noncompliance is in a component or assembly purchased from a supplier, identify the supplier 
by corporate name and address. 

SAF Holland USA, Inc. 
1950 Industrial Blvd. 
Muskegon, Mi 49443-0425 

Identify the name and title of the chief executive officer or knowIedgeable representative of the supplier: 

James G. Huyge 
Director of Reliability & Risk Management 
(61 6) 546-6467 

IV. Provide the Chronology in Determining the Defect/Noncompliance 

If the recall is for a defect, complete item 6, otherwise item 7. 



6. With respect to a defect, furnish a chronological summary (including dates) of all the principle events that 
were the basis for the determination of the defect. The summary should include, but not be limited to, the 
number of reports, accidents, injuries, fatalities, and warranty claims. 

See SAF Hollands 573 report-attached. 
No Gillig vehicles have had this failure that Gillig is aware of at this time. 

7. With respect to a noncompliance, identify and provide the test results or other data (in chronological order 
and including dates) on which the noncompliance was determined. 

SAF Holland's 573 reports provided no additional data. 

V. Identify the Remedy 

8. Furnish a description of the manufacturer's remedy for the defect o r  noncompliance. Clearly describe the 
differences between the recall condition and the remedy. 

SAF Holland will inspect and replace any of the units containing the defect. The difference will be the weld detailed 
in SAF Holland's engineering drawings. See their 573 report. 

Clearly describe the distinguishing characteristics of the remedy component/assembly versus the recalled 
componentlassembly. 

Weld detail will be according to SAF Holland engineering drawings. 

Identify and describe how and when the recall condition was corrected in production. If the production 
remedy was identical to the recall remedy in the field, so state. If the product was discontinued, so state. 

SAF Holland corrected their manufacture on October 10, 2007------this improvement is reflected in Gillig buses 
manufactured after December 20,2007 

VI. Identify the Recall Schedule 

Furnish a schedule or agenda (with specific dates) for notification to other manufacturers, dealerslretailers, 
and purchasers. Please, identify any foreseeable problems with implementing the recall. 

Gillig will send out recall letters to the effected customers within 5 days of receiving the campaign number and 
review of the customer letter. 



VII. Furnish Recall Communications 

9. Furnish a final copy of all notices, bulletins, and other communications that relate directly to the defect or  
noncompliance and which are sent to more than one manufacturer, distributor, or purchaser. This includes 
all communications (including both original and follow-up) concerning this recall from the time your company 
determines the defect or noncompliance condition on, not just the initial notification. A DRAFTcopy of the 
notification documents should be submitted to this office by Fax (202-366-7882) for review prior to mailing. 

Note that these documents are to be submitted separately from those provided in accordance with Part 573.8 - 
requirements. 

TIIC Pri~ac.): Act of 1974 -Public Law 93-579, As Amended: This information is requestedpursuant to the authority 
~vsted in the National Highw0.v Traffic Safety Act and subsequent amendments. You are under no obligation to 
respond to this questionnaire. Your response maybe used to assist the NHTSA in determining whether a manufacturer 
should take appropriate action to correct a safety defect. Ifthe NHTSA proceeds with administration enforcement or 
litigation against a nzanufacturer, your response, or statistical summary thereof; muL. he used in support of the 
agenc:vfs clction 



E n g i n e e r i n g  Y o u r  R o a d  t o  S u c c e s s  

Gillig Corporation 
25800 Clawiter Road 
Hayward, CA 94545 

April 9,2008 

SAF-HOLLAND USA, Inc. 
1950 lridustrial Blvd. 

P.O. Box 425 
Muskeyon, MI 49443-0425 

TEL: 231.773.3271 
FAX: 231.777.251 5 

vvww.safholland.com 

Attention: Bob Birdwell 

RE: Notice of Safety Recall 

This is to inform you that on April 4, 2008; SAF-Holland Inc. notified NHTSA that it would institute a 
recall on our ADL Series suspensions. 

This recall will affect ADL suspensions shipped to your vehicle manufacturing facilities between July 1, 
2007 and October 9,2007. 

Description of Defect: 

An undetern~ined percentage of ADL suspension transverse beams, we believe less than 
6%, have a weld that was not located correctly. If the weld fails in the field, vehicle 
stability while cornering could be affected resulting in loss of vehicle control. In addition, 
the transverse beam could drop to the ground causing sparks that could cause a fire 
hazard. 

Proactive Approach by SAF-Holland: 

To date we have not had any ADL transverse beam welds fracture in the field as a result of this 
defect. As of October 10,2007, SAF-Holland initiated 100% inspection of its ADL transverse 
beams and believes only a very small percentage (less than 6%) of beams produced within the 
suspect time period contain the weld defect. 

To correct this potential weld defect, customers will be instructed to contact their OEM Dealer or 
Approved OEM Service Center to arrange for a visual inspection of the ADL transverse beam. 
This visual inspection should take no longer than 15 minutes to perform. If a weld defect is 
identified, SAF-Holland will provide a service replacement kit that contains a new transverse 
beam, all necessary installation hardware, and beam replacement instructions at no charge. 

You are required by NHTSA regulations to file a Part 573 Vehicle Safety Defect Report within 5 
days of receipt of this notification. Enclosed is a copy of SAF-Holland's Part 573 Equipment Safety 
Recall Report that was sent to MHTSA on April 4,2008. Also enclosed is a summary list of the ADL 
suspensions affected by this recall to assist you in preparing your report. A more detailed list of the 
affected products you purchased will be forwarded to you in the next few days. Although NHTSA 



regulations hold the vehicle manufacturer responsible for conducting a recall of its vehicles, they do 
allow for the original equipment manufacturer, SAF-Holland in this case, to conduct the recall and 
provide the quarterly reports to NHTSA. SAF-Holland will assist or conduct the recall for you to the 
fullest extent allowed by law or regulation per your discretion. 

SAF-Holland apologizes for any inconvenience this recall action causes you and your vehicle customers. 
Please be assured that SAF-Holland's primary concern is to provide the highest quality products for the 
transportation industry resulting in the upmost safety for our customers and end users. If you require 
additional information or assistance in completing your Part 573 report, please contact me directly at 
(23 1)777-4369. 

Sincerely, 

John Johnson 
Director, Customer Service 
SAF-Holland 
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Safety Defect and Noncompliance Report Guide for Equipment 
PART 573 Defect and Noncompliance ~ e ~ o r t ~  

On M a c h  28,2008, SAF-HOLLAND, Inc. decided that a defect which relates to motor vehicle safety 
exits i l l  itellis of motor vehicle equipment listed below, and is furnishing notification to the National 
Higliway Traffic Sarety Administration in accordance with 49 CFR Part 573 Defcct and Noncomplia~lce 
Ke!)orts. 

Daic this 1epol-t was prcpaled: 

FLII- I I~S~ the ~nanufacturer's identification code for this r.ecal1 (if applicable): 

Not Applicable 

I .  Idclltify the full corporate name ol*the fabricating ma~~~~racturer./brand name/trademark 
oninel- of  the recalled item of cqulpment. If the recalled item of equipment is imported, 
provide the name and lnai l ln~ address of the designated agent as prescribed by 49 U.S.C. 
$30164. 

SAF-HOLLAND: Inc 
PO Box 2099 
407 Ottawa Ave., 
Holland. MI 49422-2099 

]dcntify the corporate official, by name and title, whom the agency should contact with rcspcct to this 
recall. 

.lames G .  Iluyge, Directol- of Reliability & Risk Management 

Tclcpl~one Numbcr: (6  16) 546-6467 Fax No: (616) 396-151 1 

Name and Title of Pcrson who prcpared this leport 

.lames G. Huyge, Director of Reliability & Risk Management 

r 

' ~ a c h  manufacture~ 1nus1 fu~ntsh a rep ssoclale Admin~st ialo~ fol Safety Assulance, for each defect 01 

noncoinpl~ur~cr c o ~ l d ~ t ~ o n  which relates to motor vehrcle safety 

This guide was developed fiom 49 CFR Part j73, 'Defect and Noncomplia~~ce Reports" and also outlines info~mation 
cusseriily requested Any questions, please consult the complete Part 573 or contact MI.  Geo~ye  Person at (202) 366-5210 or 
by F A X  ar (202) 366-7882. or k-]Mails to KMD ODIOdot gov 



I. Identify the Recalled Items of Equipment 

2. ldentify the Items of Equipment Involved in this Recall, for each make and inodel or 
rlpplicable item of equiymentprodirct line (provide illustrations or photographs as necessary to 
~lescrihe tlr i t e~~r  of eq riiprtzent), provide: 

Generic name of the iten1 Transverse Beam Assernbly 

M a k e  SAF-Holland Model: ADL 

Part  Number 90547733 Size. For 38.6" Beam Centers 

1:unction: Aids in providing roll resistance of drivc axle suspension system 

Other information which characterizes/distinguislles the items of equipment to he recalled: 

Generic name of the item: Transverse Beam Assembly 

Nlake. SAF-Holland Model: ADL 

Part  Number: 905478 13 Size: For 38.9" Bcam Centcr-s 

Function: Aids in providing roll resistance of drive axle suspension system 

Other information which characterizesidistinguishes the items of equipment to he recalled: 

Generic name of the item. Tlansverse Bean1 Assembly 

Make: SAF-I-lolland Model: ADLSD 

Part Number: 90548443 Size: For 39.6" Beam Centers, Round Platc Version 

Function: Aids in providing loll resistance of drive axle suspension system 

Other illfor~natioa whicll characterizesldistinguishes thc items of equipment to be recalled: 

Identify the approximate percentage of the production of all the recalled models 
nlanufactured by your company between the inc1usive dates of manufacture provided 
above, that the recallcd model population represents. For example, if the recall involved 
Equipment equipped with certain items of equipment from January 1, 1996, through April 
1, 1997, then what was the percentage of the recalled Equipment of all Equipment 
nianufactured during that time period. 

10091 of the protl\lction of  ADI, Series during the period will be inspecteci and we espcct lcss 
~lian 6% will prove to be defective. 



11. Identifying the Recall Population 

3. Furuish the total number of items of equipment recalled potentially containing the 
defect or noncompliance. 

Number of Items 
Part Number Year Potentially Involved 

r 9 0 5 4 7 7 3 3  1 2 0 0 7  I 94 6 --l 

'Total Number Potentially Affected by the Recall: 

4. Furnish the approximate percentage of the total number of items of equipment 
estimated to actually contain the defect or noncompliance: 

Less than 6% 

Identify and describe how the recall population was determined--in particular how the 
I-ecalled niodels were selected and the basis for the beginning and final dates of 
nianufacture of the recalled items of equipment: 

As can he secn fionl the chronological summary in section IV, wc received compla~nts I i o ~ i ~  two 
separate body builders of failing transverse beams in their manufacturing facility. The body 
builclers along with the chassis manufacturer performed 100% visual inspection of  their 
invenlory and did not find any additional dcfective material. It would later be dctermined that 
the units In cluestion wcre produced by SAF-Holland in August 2007. The transverse beams 
shipped to the chassis manufacturer have an identification tag that identifies the part niunlbe~ ar~d 
the month it was manufactured. At this point it was thought that we had all isolated incidc~it nf 
two defective parts being produced. 

A third body buildel contacted SAF-Holland in February 2008 with a complaint of a failing 
ttansverse beam. It was determined that the failed unit was produced by SAF-Holland in 
Septcrnber 2007. SAF-Holland pcrsonal inspected approximately 387 of the chassis and finished 
n~otoi honles at this body builde~ and identified 20 additional units (5.4Oi;) of population 
~nspected) that may have contained the defect. It was determined that the majority of thcsc units 
were built by SAF-Holland in August 2007 but two were built by SAF-Holland in July 2007. 
'rhc n~ajority of transveise beams Inspected were built by SAF-Holland in August and September 
of2007. 

SAF-Holland in their root cause analysis also lound that starting on July 9, 2007 several new 
operators werc assigned to the weld cell that manufactures the ADL transverse beams. The weld 
cell can bc changed over several times during the week to manufacture one o r  three d~frerent part 
numbers in question We believe that one or morc operators were not setting the wcld cell up 
properly during their shift. From the population inspected at all body builder we believe that less 



than 6Yo of the transverse beams produccd in July, August, and September may actually contain 
the defect. However, because we carmot narrow down the population further we are 
recomn~ending inspecting 100% of all units produced by SAF-Holland from July 1, 2007 until 
we initiated 100% inspection at the weld cell on October 10, 2007. It is important to note that 
thc ADL Series has been in production since May 2002 and since production started we have not 
Ilad a con~plaint o f a  transverse beam filing in the field due Lo this weld defect 

111. Describe the Defect or Noncompliance 

5. Describe the defect or noncompliance. The description should address the nature and 
physical location of the defect or noncompliance. Illustrations should bc provided as 
appropriate. 

Thc defect is related to the SAF-Holland ADWADLSD suspension ploducts. An example of this 
product is shown in figure 1. The specific component o r  this systcrn is the transverse beam. An 
evalnplc of this component is show11 In Ggu-e 2. The appearance of a normal weld 1s shown in 
f i g i ~ ~ c  3. If the defect is present it will have an appearance similar to that in figure 4 'I'he defect 
may occur on either side of the asse~~lbly as shown by arrows in figu~e 2. 

Weld(s) shown at arrows 
Are not aligned properly with v-groove 

Figure 1 SAF-HOLLAND AIPI, StJSPENSIOK Figure 2 SAF-HOLLAND ADI, T-BEAM 
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Describe the cause(s) of the defect or noncompliance condition. 

Au undetermined percentage of transverse beams we believe less than 6% have a weld that was 
not located correctly. Ope1 ator did not verify set-up when changing part numbers and/or 
opelator did not re-verify torch after a loose clamp interfered with torch alignn~ent on thc fixed 
side of the fixlure. 

Describe the conscquence(s) of the defect 01- noncompliance condition. 

If thc wcld fails in the field, vehicle stability while coniering could be affected rcsulti~lg in loss 
of vehicle control. In addition, the transverse beam could drop to the ground causixig sparks that 
could cause a fire hazard. 

Identify any warning which can (a) precede or (b) occur. 

A popping noise has hecn reported when the weld breaks. 

I f  the defect o r  no~~compliance is in a cornpollent or assembly purchased from a supplier, 
identify the supplier by corporate name and address. 

Not applicable 

Identify the name and title of the chief executive officer or knowledgeable representative of 
the supplier: 

Not applicable 

IV. Provide t l ~ c  Cl~ronology in Iletermining the Defect/Noncompliancc 

If tlze recall is for a deject, cotttplete itetn 6, otherwise item 7, 

6. With respect to a defect, furr~ish a chronological summary (including dates) of all the 
principle events that were the basis for the determinatiou of the defect. The summary 
should include, but not be limited to, the number of reports, accidents, injuries, fat:rlities, 
and warranty claims, 

Date Event 

1 10-1 0-07 1 National RV reports T-beam failure in asseinbly with photographs, VIN numbers 1 
and product date code. -- -- I 

- 4 W e c t i o n  at SAF-Holland Muskegon . No defects .." found ~ -. --l 
1 10-1 1-07 1 Review photos which show weldmis-location - 1  
/-anspection at Freightliner Custom Chassis, National RV. No defects -1 



I I and determines that defect was easily identifiable and its functional response was / 

1 1 - 13-07 
1 1-26-07 
12-3-07 

1 / such that it would be detected before product would leave the final assembly process ) 

-- 
National RV t-beam received. Visual inspections performed. 1 
Tiffin reports T-beam failure in assembly with photographs, VTN numbers 
Teani ran through vehicle safety recall determination and implementation proccss 

L- 1 and as such does not justify a recall action. I 
1 12-4-071 Reviewed returned sample from National RV. Tested abnormal tube length t h e 0 1 7  

1 I and reviewed weld profile. Tube length does not pan out. Weld pr.ofile sets 1 
standard for visual classification of defect. 

- . -- 

Winnebago reports T-beam failure in assembly with photographs, 
roduct date code. 

2-1 1-08 SAF-Holland service representative visits Winnebago to inspect failed unit. 
1 2- 14-08 Continued inspections of remainder of installed suspensions at Winnebago. - -4 
I - l ~ o l l e c t i n ~  VlN and date code inlbrn~ation. 
b 2 0 - 0 8  I Second ~neeting at SAF-Holland 011 weld process hcld to rcview proposals on 

reventing mis-location of weld. 

b 2 - 0 8  !AF-Holland personnel complctcd 

i ) findings on these "suspect" units do not show reason to bc concerned about their 1 

I additional units wit11 suspicion of dcfccts. RGA 600.33420 writtell to return suspect 
units for further definition of defect. - 

1 integrity based on examination of the welds and con~parison against known ~vcld 
standards." Colnmitmc~lts madc to FCCC lo durability test samples, 
Test request initiated in SAF-Holland lab. Multiple samples scheduled for I 

2-27-08 

-- evaluation from Winncbago suspect population. ----- 
3-28-08 Meeting to review test r,esults. Determination was that defect produces a product 

Weld analysis of a set of returned transversc bcarns from Winnebago. - 

I ( that fails to meet durability expectations. I 
p~pp.p 2 

3-3-08 1 Letter written to Freightliner Custom Chassis (FCCC) reporting, "So far our 

7. With respect to a noncompliance, identify and provide tiie test results or other data (in 
chi-onological order and including dates) on which tiie noncompliance was determined. 

V. Identify the Remedy 

8. Furnish a description of tbe manufacturer's remedy for the defect or noncompliance. 
Clearly describe the differences between tiie recall condition and the remedy. 

The remedy is to visually inspect 100'!4 of thc units and replace any product c o n ~ a i ~ i n g  !hc visual 
defect. The difference between the recall condition and the rcniedy is the recall condition is not 
welded per the engineering drawing. 

Clearly describe the distinguishing characteristics of the remedy component/assembly 
versus tile recalled componentlassembly. 

The I-en~edy coniponent is welded per engineering drawing. 



Identify and describe how and when the recall condition was corrected in production. If 
the product io~~ remedy was identical to the recall remedy in the field, so state. If the 
product was discontinued, so state. 

Beginning on October 10, 2007 100% inspeclion of all production parls was implemented. 

V1. Identify the Recall Schedule 

Furnish a schedule or agenda (with specific dates) for notification to other manufacturers, 
dealers/retailers, and purchasers. Please, identify any foreseeable problems with 
implcme~iting the recall. 

Date Action 
v c a t i o n  to NHTSA - 

A D I ~ ~  7.2008 m a  teleohone) 

V11. Furnish Recall Communications 

May 9, 2005 
May 30, 2008 
May 30,2008 
May 30,2008 

9. Furnish a tinal copy of all notices, bulletins, and other communications that relate 
directly to the defect or  noncompliance and which are sent to more than oue manufacturer, 
distributor, or purchaser. This includes all communications (including both original and 
follow-up) concerning this recall from the time your company determines the defect or  
noncompliance condition on, not just the initial notification. A DRAFT copj~ of the 
~ ~ o t ~ ~ c ~ ~ t i o l z  duc~lme~'llls S I I O L I I ~  be submitted to tlzis office by Fnx. (202-366- 7882) or by E-Mail 
(RML),ODl@Yot.gos) fbr rr.siew prior to mailifig. 

Complete inspectioil instructions, repair procedure, and notification letters. 
OEM Dealers mailing -- of notification of recall and repair procedures. 
End User mailing of notification of recall and repair procedures. 
Replacement kits available for shipment from SAF-Holland. 4 

Note: These docunxerrts are  to be subn~itted separately from tl~osc provided in accordance 
with Part 579.5 requirements. 

See attached lette~ to Freightliner Custom Chassis dated March 3,2008. We are also providing 
our draft letter of notification we will be sending out to thc pu~chasers of ADI, Scries 
Suspensions in the target dale rage. 



E n g i n e e r i n g  Y o u r  R o a d  l o  S u < c e s r  

Mr. David Hoover 
Freightliner Custom Chassis 
552 Hyatt Street 
Gaffney, SC 29341 

March 3,2008 

SAF-HOLLAND USA, Inc 
1950 lndustr~al Blvd 

P O  Box125 
IJuskeyon, lvll 49443-0425 

T E L  231 773  3211 
FAX 231 777 2515 

wvLw.s~fholland corn 

Dear David: 

Since the discovery of the defect in our ADL transverse beam we have been researching the cause and 
looking for ways to improve the process to prevent its re-occurrence. We have assembled a discovery 
team with members from cross functional departments to investigate this and communicate our findings 
to you. Our quality department is using the corrective action report (CAR) process to communicate the 
findings. Additionally an oversight team from the managerial level is acting to process the findings and 
guide this situation to a conclusion we can all be comfortable with. 

The following is a summary of each incident and the actions and containment results. 

8-30-2007 
1 unit reported 
damaged during 
coach build 

rocess 

1 unit reported 
damaged during 
coach build 

FCCC GaffneyNork Stock check 100% at time 
of incidence 
SAF-Holland Stock check 100% at time of 
incidence - 100% visual inspection initiated 

Action Taken 
National stock check 100% at time of incidence 

ongoing - CAR 30644 initiated 

Items Found 
1 - Original 

Tiffin stock check 100% at time of incidence 
SAF-Holland holds team meeting for recall 
determination - team judgment is that no recall is 
justified at this time. 

process 
Winnebago 2-9- 
2008 

failed unit. 
No others 
reported 

Winnebago stock check 100% - 4 returned: 3 
suspect, 1 original failed unit. 

I unit reported 
damaged during 
coach build 
process 

1 - Original 
failed unit. 
No others 
reported 

2 --suspect cke tch  performed, I remaining 
suspect held for possible load evaluation. 

failed unit, 20 
suspect under 
review 

These efforts have also been the basis for the establishment of a suspect timeframe based on markings 
on the product over the range from July 2007 through September 2007. The only confirmed defects to 
date have been those that actually resulted as incidents in the table above (and were self detecting by 
nature of the events in the coach build process that caused them to be detected). All other suspect items 
were isolated in containment efforts based on the detection criteria established and will be evaluated for 
whether they actually contain the defect. Most of these suspect items are still in the evaluation phase. 



L n g r n e e r t n g  V o u ~  R o a d  t o  S v C c e , ~  

In an effort to determine whether there are less identifiable levels of this defect we have focused on 
"suspect" units discovered during the containment part of our investigations. So far our findings on 
these "suspect" units do not show reason to be concerned about their integrity based on examination of 
the welds and comparison against known weld standards. We will continue to perform similar 
inspections with other "suspect" samples found as they are received. We are readying a test bed to also 
perform durability and/or load testing on "suspect" product as well to hrther strengthen these 
conclusions. 

For the present time we understand that your customers are seeking reassurance about undetected or 
marginal conditions in their finished product. Please let this letter serve to communicate that while 
investigations are still under way there is no reason to question the integrity of product that has been 
determined to be free of the obvious defect during the containment efforts. 

We understand that the defect in the ADL transverse beams in your customer's assembly operations has 
given cause for alarm for your customers. It is also distressing for your company and equally so for 
ours. Providing a robust product is our goal and incidents like this are a blow against that aim that we 
take seriously. We will be in constant contact with you as our investigations continue. 

Regards, 

Collin Dinsmoor 
Director of Applications Engineering 
Suspension Systems (PVS) 

CciReview : 
Mark Molitor - Vice President of Engineering (PVS) 
John Wieringa - VP Quality and Environmental Management Systems 
Deb Hicks - Muskegon Facility Quality Manager 
John Johnson - Customer Service Manager 
Jim Hugye - Director of Reliability & Risk Management 
Ron Froese - Director, Powered Vehicle OEM Sales 
Kevin Motz - OEM Account Manager 




