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The Honorable Jerry R. CurTy

Adninistrator

Natienal Highway Traffic
Safety Administration

400 Seventh Straet, SW

%washington, D.C. 20590

Dear General Curry:

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) has
recently written several domestic vehicle manufacturere seeking
infarmation about "foreicgn produced components that could pase a
safety hazard to the American m¢toring public.* According to the
letter, NHTSA was prompted to take this action after recelving
nexpreasicns of.concern from both individual and Congressional
gources about aftermarket or replacement automotive <component
parts manufactured offshors,”

Since tha Institute is concerned with reducing both economic and
human losees resulting from vehicle crashes, we have examined
claims by some vehicle manufacturers that the use of cospetic
body parts that are not produced by original equipment manu-
“facturers (OEMs) might pose a safaty problem, Because our nain
concern is human Iinjury, the Institute would coppose any practice
designed to save money, including the use of certain replacemsnt
parts, If the result of that practice were to increase the xisk

of human injury.

The coametic body pazts in question, guch as feénders,
quarterpanals, door panels, grlills, hoede, and trunk lids, serve
no structural or safety functlon bhut instead serve as the
cosmatic skin of the vehicle, These parts do not fnclude the
bagic structural parts ¢f the vehicle, such as frame ralla or
vehicle subframesz, which have mn important energy-absorbing
functicn in & crash. There Iz only one federal standard,
Stagdard 219 on windshiald Intrusion, where compliance could
possibly be affected by competitive non-OEM cosmetic paxts. Qur
examlnation of competitive hoods indicates that the crumple
pointe have been copled as well asz the rest of the hood,
furthermore, the hinges and attachment systems which atill come
from the OEMs are more likely to be the critical areas of
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perfarmance. pagad on our review of the safety issues, the
Institute published the enclosed advisory in January 1987, which
concluded that the source of cosmetic body parte does not have an
offect on the poseibility of imjury in cars after thaey have been
repaired. - _

as pointed out in that advisory, in instances where replacement
parts do have a safety function, NHTSA has established a Federal
Hotor Vehicle Safety Standard to set gafety-related perfcrmance
requirements for thet équipment. For example, Standa=d 108
specifies pexiormance requirements for lights, reflective |
devicea, end associated equipment, whether they are uesd QN new
carg or a8 replacement partsa. Although there is a federal
standard for 1lights and associated equipment, thaxe are no
standards that apply to cosmetic body parte, either as criginal
équipment or raplacement parts. As noted in the 1987 advisory,
vehicla manufecturers concerned about the safety of neplacement
parts could petition NHTSA to set standards for those new and
replacament parts, ar the manufacturers could publish thelr
aexisting internal safety standards so competitive parts could bha
tested to those standards. - Vehicle manufaciurers have chesen not
to pursue either of these alternatives. ' :

Even though there are not any federal standards foxr replacement
craesh parts, the Institute esponsored & crash test in 1987 to show
that it is not the cosmatic sheet metal that makes a car safe in
a crash -- it is the underlying construction af the vehlicle that
absorbs energy in 2 crash, In August 1987, the Transportation
Research Center (TRC) in East Llberty, ohit conducted a fully
instrumented front-into-barrier crash test for the Inastitute to
mazsure the compliance of & 1987 Ford Escort with Federal Moton
vehicle Safety Standards. To show that casmetic body parts are
{rrelevant to meating federal safety requlrement, the grill, left
and right frant fendars, and the shest metal from the front doors
wara removed. Since some automakers have especially raised
gsafety concerme about the use of competitive hoods, the vehiclie
was equipped with a competitive hood to measura tha car's
compliance with the hood intrusion reaistance requirements of
Standard 21%. As documented in the enclozed crash test report
from TRC, the vehicle camplied with Standards 208, 212, 219, and
301 _-- by a wide pargin, in fact. For example, the head injury
oriterion far the driver wae 296 and 339 for the passenger, far
below the maximum xeading of 1,000 permitted by standard 208. I
_have also enclesed a November 1987 Institute advieory &umparizing

the test results.
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T hope that this data will be of help to NHETSA In its current
inquiry about the safety of competitive parts, BAs the data
.clearly show, whether coametic hody parte are made by an QEM or
competitive factory does not affect tha safety performance of &
vehiclae. If your staff has any questions about the naterial
submitted by the Institute, we would ba glad to answer them.
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ccs Mr. George Reagle
Agsociates Administrator for
Enforcement {NEF-01)
Naticnal Highway Txaffic - =~
safaety Administration — ]

- 400 Seventh Street, SW Room 5321
Waghington, D.C. 20590 )

Mr. Robert Hsllmuth, Directer
Office of Vehicle Safety Compliance [NEF-30)
Maticnal Highway Trafflc )
Safety Administration
. 400 Seventh Street, SW Room 6111
- - Washington, D.C. 20330
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