ra ODI RESUME

Investigation: DP05-002

O on | Prompted By: Defect Peition (ES05-006490)

ertional Highway Date Opencd: 08/05/2005 Date Closed: OL/05/2006
;'rmm s::f';w Principal Investigator: Scott Yon
Adminisiration Subject: Vehicle Speed Control

Manufacturer: Toyota Motor Corporation, Toyota Motor North America, Ine.
Products: MY 2002 - 2005 Toyota Camry, Solara and Leos ES Models
Population: 1,950,577

Problem Description; Interrelated breke and acceleration problems that allegedly result in inapproprate and uncontrellable
vehicle accelerations in elecironic throtthe control (ETC) equipped vehicles,

FATLURE REPORT SUMMARY

ODI | Mamufacturer Total
Complaints: 1 NAs | R
Crashes/Fires: 1 NA 1
Injury Incidents: 0 NA 0
Fatality Incidents: 0 NA ]
Orther*: 1172 0 1172

*Description of Other: * - Reportg submitted by petitioner. ** - ODI did not request manufacturer complaint information.
*&¥ _ No other reporis were identified to support the Petlt:mm g allegations, therefore only his report is listed.

Action: This Defect Petiti been denied.

Engineer; <D, Scott Yon I [{p{ 1060 Date: 01/05/2006
Div. Chief: _7effrey £. Quandt Date: 01/05/2006
Office Dir.: _Kathieen . QeMeter Date: 01/05/2006

Suminary! In aletter dated July 8, 2005, and after sxperiencing two incidents (and one crash) where he allsges his model year
(MY 2002 Carory accelerated without driver input, Mr. Jonkm Ziprin petitioned the National Higheay Traffic Safety
Administration’s (NHTSA) Office of Defects Investigation (ODI) to commence a procesding to determine the existence of a
defect within the ETC system in MY 2002 to 2005 Tovota ad Lexus vehicles, or to reopen a prior investigation Preliminary
Evatuetion (PE) 04-021. In a letter dated August 18, 2005, Mr. Ziprin amended his petition to inchude allegations of interrelated
brake and acceleration problems that allegedly result in ineporopriate and uncontroltsble vehicle accelerations.

The 1172 Yehicle Owner OQuestionnaire reports cited by the petitioner involve 4 Lexos and 15 Toyota models defining e
population of 7 million vehicles. The reports typically alleged a defect in the brake system, the throttle control system, ora
combination of both systems. In its review of the reports, 091 A) failed to find evidence to support the existence of a bmke
related defect in the cited models, and B) detsrnmned that meony cited products were not ¢quipped with ETC. Accordingly, ODI
regtricted its analysis to the 432 petittoner reporis imvolviog MY 2002 to 2005 Canmy, Solara, axd ES models (all equipped with
ETC) that alleged an abncomat throttle contrel event (see the Janvary 3, 2005 Federal Register notice for further deails).

About 4(%% of the 432 repents firvolve a driveability concern where the opetator intentionally applies the throttle pedat, in
expectation that the vehicle will agcelerate, and then experiences a delay or hesitation in vehicle response. These reports involve
vehicle response to intetitional driver commands which QD considers vnrelated to the allegations raized by the petitioner.
Therefore, the veports do not prowide support for the investipadgon requested.

About 20%, of the reponts involve incidents where operators allege vehicle acceleration without driver input and an inabitity
of the brake system to contrel the vehicle when applied. MNeither the reports, nor the interviews conducted by ODI, identified any
vehicle-based cause to explain the incidents or disclosed evidencs to sipport that a failure of the brake or trottle conitrol system
had cecurred. Because these reporis do not indicate a distinct safety defect for investigation, the reports do not provide support
for the investigation requested by the petitioner

The remaining reports (- 40%, similar to the petitioner; and those of PED4-021) fypically describe incidents where & vehicls
is being manewrvered at slow speed in a close quarter situation at which point the operator atleges that the vehicle acceterates
without driver input and crashes. In the aftermath, operators are unsure of whether the brakes were applied or not, sometimes
stating there was ingufficient time to ose the brake; a crash ocourred and the operator telisves an mconmmanded acceleration
cawsed it In spite of the effort expended during PE04-021 aod during this analysis, ODI hes not identified any vehicle-based
cause to explait the repors, or utcovened any evidence to irdicate that a thioétle contenl system failure occured. Therefiae, the
reports have ambiguos significance and do not conatitte 2 basie on which any firthet itevestigative action is warmented.

Based on the analysis conducted, it is unlikely that the MHTSA would izsue ah order for the notification and remedy of a
safety related defecr at the conclusion of the investigation reJuested in the petition. Consequently, in view of the need to allocate
and priovitize NHTSA s limited resources to best accomplish the agency s safety mission, the petition is denied.




