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Ford Can’t'Shake $47M Liability

‘K..OT'I' bIMON‘FO?\
Special to the Daily Repory

has vpheld 2 $47.7 million

Sl juey verdicr wgainse Ford

Motor €, in the cose ol « child wha
was pactlyzed after a var aceidenr,

F“l I"{lé Georgia Coure of Appeals

Fonls appeal argued, among

other things, that a new rral should
have beea pranced becapse the
plaintiffs explanation of haw e
injury scenricd wasn't credible,

Attorness (or the p!nmnﬁ rold jumas.

that u mfc(y defeee cuused a back
SAE Lo oollnpsc and tyreli forward

»mqu.a(um tm!

during & ollision, permangney
injuring .ﬁ-yq« old Kclwy Satm.r,
1 sitting lft the baclk seat-and
weirliig lier -a;f‘cty bele.

Both sides ni.knmrlcdgc st
when rescue wockers amived at the
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scenc, the gid was lving in the [ront sear
of her moghérs 2000 Lincola 1.S. But
‘while Sasser’s mother and siscer cestified
e sheresawled fom e Lk vl 10
the frontalters the accident, aworneys-for
Ford conzended that Sasser-actually had
ba:a riding in die: [ront scat-when the
wh:ch. collided with-a pn:kup truck.
Ford, prcscun:d testimiony from
br.mndcts 1, ruise doudt thar Sasser had

been siaced in.the back at the tme of”

th uceidens.: Ford also pruﬁ'c«:d state-
ments: from ‘the irl's: mocher and sis-
ver—laver. recanited—rhiar Sasser rode in
the front seat.

Testilying for the plaindif, ar least
two of Sasser's doctors zold the jury that
the girl did not become: paralyzed unl
aiter she way taken to che hospical.: The
appezls. court also:noted that emer-
geudy pésonncl whio trearcd herar che
sceng, ‘described her @5 moving and

oombatm.

.II

& Question for the Jury
This dppealy courte ruled on July 35

“saying’ir would: not sccond-guess. the

SURTs ccmcluslons dbout the facts; Ford

Androw Scherffius represented at trind o Gryear-old girl who Was:paralyzcd.

. for Jury, Not Appeals

Motor Co. v.Sasser, No. AOSA1152.
“This conuuhctory evidenoe, pre-
sented 2 classic-question for the jury W
resolve," wrote Presiding Judge G, Alaa
Blackbum. Judges Debra H. Bemes.
and John J. Bllington concurred.
The appeals covrr-also noted thata

‘hiscory of safesy problems plagued the
:‘mecln LS bad.-soat laching sys-

‘this- argument,
Supetior-Court J udgc Joery, W. Buxter

Mokpay, Juiy 31,2805

‘i ord’s Claim Was Question

shewas steing in frone and impropeey’
‘weasing ier'sear bejt. The expem Al
Sasser worg: hc. Tap- Beleibur hat hér
shoulder belt,

Tord's medical expezvsubsequently
soughr treazment foc caneer and could
nor restify avrial. Thecompany's
second expers olfered ‘a -different

‘explanarion for the injury: During the
‘colliston, as-the girl leaned [orward, 2
sideairbag deployid and struck herm

the back.

The- sutomaker'’s sppeal said chac,
during closmg arguments, the plin-
tifT"s atcorneys claimed that Ford
changed :medical experts because the
fitse expert’s theoty youldn’e satisfy u
jury. Ford: ~claimed  chat, by -allowing
Fulton County

Eailed to enforce an-in limine: ruling
Rmhlbmng references to Ford's fint
cxpeit and his :hecmas

The appeals coure dissgreed, citing
the brogder concext. of the plaincff’s
argumcenis, The pl:nnuﬁ‘s acormneys
dxdnt fefer to chi firsg expers, but to

«erash: tests conducred for analysis. bv

che: first: c&pcr: as: “Ford’s dheory, of

‘the case:" ﬁddmonnll\, Fo;d% scoonsl




The appeauls conrcalsa noced thita

hmoty ofsafety problems plagu c¢ the:

Lincoln LS buckscir. latching sys—

tem, “according o tie aucounuler's.

intérnal. dacutients: nnd the cesrinony
of Ford eiigincers,

Fotd kﬁéemdclmg an appeal. tu the
Gcorg;z Supreme “Coure, spokes-
waman Kuthleen Yokes said Th irglay.
R ord s auorneys, Donald H, Dwvson
Jroand Kamleen A. Clarle of Daveson &
Clak in Treeeoit, wnd Philippa V. .L‘llis

cof Owen, Glcaton, Egan, Jones &
' bweoncy in Alinea, dic not returs g!ls
sccking commenc, l'on[ relcased fa
statement snying it "dmppnmcd“
in the appcabs mlmg.
 "As thecouri ieself muog;hires," the
sratoment said, “there was evideace
showing Uhag this tugedy accurred not
becanse of any (lcfccl in’ the:vah éle
bur becuuso che child was improgerly
restrained in‘the frout scat”
_ nc of the amornéys: represendng
Sasser, Jeffrey R. Marris of SeherlTus,
Nallard, Seill & Ayres, said bord
alrcidy hid ramcd those pomn drn ng
ial, Tharris, v who mprcs::nuxiSass'c
ndrew, M, Séherffing lﬂ
ingd ‘[am:m. N ‘Ayres. s3id the uprpeals
coulT ‘was exhanstive in citing Fats
’Oram the cise to bntrress its ruling,
“Ihey siid those-armaments an: geat
in frong ol aery; but lhq haveno przux in
Troat of an aopelfnm ¢oun. Hams saie.

Two Experts, Tivo Theorles
Inicially, Fords medizal oxpert suid
the girl’s injuru:s were euked becutse

erusa cests conduered or uml?ms by
‘the ﬁhst expertay “Foid's theory: of

d\;: r-nse." Additi onally. Ebrd's sevond

“eapert roliod on pordions of the'crish

tosts to redch s conclusinns, rhe ]

: opfmou sy

This Co(z:radiétaﬁ)’.
evidence presented
« classic question
Sorihe jury
9 resolve, r3
—Judge G Alarnt
Blackburn

e plaintifls closing agument
cliimed that when those crish rests:
showasd Sasser conldn'e have Leen pag-
alyzedl even il she was improperly
heleed inw the [rone seut, Fad knew

“ethe o is°in the diteh" und hmd the
medical exped who rostified st trial,

Blueldurn'y m'ou: ‘thist thc (outt dist
nae order, nor :g! Fore. Tequest (lm
the plﬂiuuff vefrain (fosm meationing .
the crash tose, Aho. tho court. noted,
the p.amuff'; ATAl[Iey Never refcrml
to the first expert or his depesirion-or
theories, 1




