
1. Letter dated 27th March 2006, addressed to Alex Phelan, Customer Services Manager 
 
“Dear Mr Phelen, 
 
At approximately, 08.10BST on the morning on 27th March 2006, I was travelling towards 
Brighton along the South-bound A23 carriageway in Lane 3.  I was driving a Blue Renault Clio, 
GU53 FPA, travelling between 65-70mph between Pyecombe and Patcham.  
 
When I approached the main Brighton entrance monuments (located at the outskirts of the city), 
the bonnet of the Clio shot up and smashed directly into and lodged within the Windscreen.  
Disabling my line of vision through the front windscreen, this resulted in me having to do an 
emergency stop due to not being able to see where I was going, and carefully transitioned from 
Lane 3 to the side of Lane 1 (LHS).   
 
I reported the incident to the Sussex Police (Incident Number: 21127), as I was unable to travel off 
the carriageway in the current state.  I also reported the incident to the AA Renault phone line, to 
arrange for the car to be picked up – which arrived and towed the car to Baldocks Renault of 
Wivelsfield, near Haywards Heath. 
 
The last time I had inspected under the bonnet was over 3 weeks ago to refill the windscreen 
washer.  I had closed the bonnet the same way I have done previously – ensuring that it was closed 
and unable to lift up.  During this time there were no issues experienced. 
 
I can not understand why the bonnet lock failed in this manner, although Baldocks Renault 
indicated that the “safety catch had not been lubricated recently and was found to be stiff”.  The 
car was with Baldocks for a service on 17th October 2005.  Even though it was recommended to 
only have a service after 18,000 miles or 2-years, I had already completed a service after the first 
year, in September 2004, and a further service in October 2005, as indicated above.   
 
The car is still within the 3-years warranty, and the repair should be completed and covered under 
the warranty.  The estimate received from Baldocks quotes that the repair would cost 
approximately £2700. 
 
We are about to receive delivery of two new Renault Clio’s from Tate’s Renault Hollingbury, 
Brighton, on 31st March 2006.  This incident has caused us some concern and dented our 
confidence in Renault.  
 
Within the repair in mind, this will also cause us considerate inconvenience and we will not be 
able to take delivery of the new car as planned, the (now-damaged) Clio was to be used for a part-
exchange for one of the new cars. 
 
The events of today not only shocked me, physically and mentally, but also meant that I had to 
leave work early, due to discussions and preparations that I had to make to put right. 
 
I would firstly like to ensure I receive a courtesy car until a time when my car is ready for 
collection and would like Renault to take every possible step to ensure that the repairs are 
completed efficiently to enable me to take delivery of my new car as soon as possible.   
 
By the very fact that this is a relatively new car in a good condition with a spot-less service 
history, I do not see how this could have been due to any fault of me.  It was purely luck that I did 
not have a direct accident with any other motorist; this could have been a far graver incident.  I 
therefore hope that Renault can do everything possible to put the matter right. 
 
Please contact me on my mobile 07960 014168 as a matter of urgency to discuss and to 
understand what Renault UK are going to do to resolve.” 
 
 
No reply to previous letter, however had phone conversations with Lisa Moxon, she was very 
reluctant to summarise anything in writing – blatant denial of issue?



2. Letter dated 29th March 2006, addressed to Renault MD (Philippe Talou-Derible) and 
cc’d to the Services & Quality Director, Selisik Ergin. 
 
“Dear Mr Talou-Derible, 
 
I am writing to you to inform you and ask for your assistance regarding an incident which I 
experienced on Monday, 27th March when I was driving my Renault Clio. 
 
Please make reference to my letter sent to Alex Phelan dated 27th March which outlines the 
incident in further detail. 
 
You should also be made aware that we are looking to take delivery of 2 new Renault Clio’s on 
Friday, 31st March – with the current Clio being used as a Part Exchange from Tates Renault in 
Hollingbury. 
 
My key concern is that I have not had the level of service that I would normally have expected 
from Renault UK, and more importantly regarding the potential safety defect that may have 
contributed to this potentially “life-threatening” incident.  I and other motorists could have been 
involved in a fatal crash in what was coming up to rush-hour traffic on a busy stretch of road.  It 
was pure luck that no other motorists were affected by my quick reactions to the incident. 
 
At approximately 15:00BST on 27th March, I formally raised a case file to Renault UK Customer 
Services.  Due to the nature of the incident this was immediately forwarded to Alex Phelan to deal 
with, I was advised that I would expect an acknowledgement call first thing the next business day.  
I did not receive this, so phoned to ask for a status update at approx 10:00BST.   
 
I was advised that Mr Phelan had forwarded the case to Lisa Moxon to deal with.  Having spoken 
with Ms Moxon, she understood my concerns and stated she would analyse the circumstances and 
get back to me. 
 
Ms Moxon later contacted me during 28th March, to advise that Renault UK would not accept any 
liability or fault with the incident experienced, and that she was now looking to address the issue 
with respect to the situation with the new cars.  I advised her that I had not had a satisfactorily 
response specifically to the root-cause of the incident, advising that if she had indicated Renault 
UK was not to blame then she is implying that it was down to me, the Driver.  
 
I advised her that I am aware that she would continue her internal-dealer conversations regarding 
the new car, but still wanted further details and discussions relating to the potentially safety defect. 
 
Having discussed with Baldocks Renault, Wivelsfield (where I purchased the original Clio from 
new), they commented that the Lubrication of the Bonnet latch was not mandatory and was done 
at the discretion of the dealer as part of any service.  The fact that the same dealer reported that the 
“safety catch had not been lubricated recently and was found to be stiff” implies that there a 
possibility that there was an issue with the catch. 
 
My mother continued the discussions during 29th March with Ms Moxon, although Ms Moxon 
was concentrating in resolving the new car issue.  Both my mother and I have emphasised to Ms 
Moxon that this is a separate issue, and Ms Moxon still urgently needs to address the safety 
concerns raised to her.   Ms Moehn did not return the call as promised, and left without without 
providing any further update.  Surely with such a potentially safety-related issue, it should have 
the necessary focus and attention of the Customer Servicing Team to address and resolve. 
 
To this stage, I have not received any confirmation that she has addressed or reported this with 
your internal Safety / Quality teams and that she was going on advice provided by the photographs 
received by Baldocks Renault dealer.  During various conversations at times when we requested 
clarity on any point regarding the fault, Ms Moxon replied with she was “unable” or not 
“qualified” to comment.  If Ms Moxon was unable to comment, surely she should re-dress with 
representatives who were in the position too, including escalating. 
 



As I have been out of action, I immediately requested support by means of a courtesy car to 
Baldocks and also Renault UK.  Ms Moxon did not provide any assistance in resolving 
commenting that I had to deal with Baldocks directly.  Baldocks advised that although a car was 
available, I would not be able to take possession until the initial liability claim had been 
established – not forgetting at this time Renault UK was not accepting any liability. 
 
In short, I do not believe I am receiving the necessary attention to resolve what could be an issue 
with the servicing, maintenance or functionality of the safety catch – and this has yet to be 
addressed by anyone within Renault UK.   
 
I have incurred a great deal of inconvenience and shock dealing with this, and may have to make 
an insurance claim for something which I feel I am not liable for.  I have been attempting to deal 
with this issue as part of the 3-year Renault Warranty – and so far have not received any joy in 
proceeding with the case. 
 
I am holding Renault UK liable for all losses and damages because Renault has supplied me with 
a vehicle that was faulty, dangerous and not fit for the purpose for which it was intended.  This 
will not doubt include any additional Insurance Premiums should I have to file a claim, as it will 
probably increase my premium.  
 
Baldock’s Renault has provided a quote for the repairs and labour at over £2700.  Personally, my 
losses are also being incurred, from the loss of the use of vehicle, to taking time off work, to 
additional journeys by other means and of course dealing with Renault UK and the dealers.  I am 
looking to get an Independent Engineering Report for the incident. 
 
I look to you and your Service & Quality Director to address and resolve by means of looking into 
as a matter of urgency on my behalf. 
 
Thank you for your time, and I look forward for your acknowledge and personal reply.” 
 
 
This letter resulted in a reply from Lisa Moxon now advising that a Technical Report will be 
published – notice that this is coming up to 2-weeks after the incident!  (It was over 2 weeks by 
the time the visit took place!) 



 



3. Letter dated 15th April 2006, addressed to Selisik Ergin, Services & Quality Director. 
 
“Dear Mr Ergin, 
 
Thank you for the response to my earlier letter sent on your behalf, regarding the incident I 
experienced last month. 
 
I understand that Ms Moxon has now received a report from your Technical Engineer’s which 
confirms that there were no known “mechanical defects” with the bonnet catches.  Renault UK has 
commented that the main bonnet and safety catches “were not broken”. I have also confirmed that 
when I inspected under the bonnet last, the bonnet was closed properly and was flush.  I also 
established that when I left that day there were no signs that the bonnet had released itself or was 
on ‘safety-only’.  Therefore, I am still at a lost and so far am not convinced that Renault UK is 
indeed taking this matter seriously to warrant further investigation. 
 
Although Ms Moxon has provided some support and dealt with some elements of the case 
presented, I do not feel that she has provided the level of support that I was seeking from the 
Customer Support department.   
 

 Failure in duty of care to assist with the issue – Ms Moxon was focused on resolving the 
two new cars.  She neglected to deal with the severity of the issue in a timely manner.  In 
short, I have not yet received my new car, nor have I been informed the cause of the 
issue. 

 
 Failure to instruct Technical Engineer – According to Ms Moxon, the technical 

investigation was not warranted when the case was first presented to her, she accepted the 
photographs as sufficient evidence in the case.  

 
 Implication of Cause – Ms Moxon believed that the bonnet was not closed properly, and 

aimed to close the case.  The facts that I have presented prove to the contrary – the key 
question remains: why the bonnet released itself without breaking any of the catches? 

 
 Failure to Identify Conditions to Gesture – Ms Moxon recently indicated that she is 

sending me a disclaimer requiring my signature to enable the continuation of the car 
repair.  I found this very unhelpful as my aim is to find out the cause of something that 
could have had detrimental effects to me.  Surely, the same aims which Renault UK 
should be seeking.   

 
Maybe within Renault UK the incident should have been treated as an accident and therefore 
Renault UK should have take ownership of the damaged car for a more intensive inspection. I 
would have expected the Customer Support department to undertake and be more active. 
 
Because of the lack of support I have been received by your Customer Support Department, this 
provides me a reason to seek a settlement from Renault UK.  I am not happy in the way that 
something which was deemed serious by Mr Talou-Derible and yourself, has not been acted as 
such by your Support department.   
 
I need your assistance to ensure that I take ownership of my new car, resolve the issue relating to 
the stress and inconvenience caused by this issue and explanations behind the root-cause of the 
issue. 
 
I look forward to your personal reply in the near future.  I appreciate the time taken and hope you 
are able to resolve on my behalf as a loyal family customer who has had 7 Renaults over a 12 year 
consecutive period.  I need Renault UK to restore my confidence in purchasing Renault cars.” 
 
 
Resulting in a response from Alex Phelan



 

 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



4. Letter dated 22nd April 2006, addressed to Alex Phelan, Customer Services Manager. 
 
“Dear Mr Phelan, 
 
Please now find attached the signed form in regards to the above case. 
 
I am grateful for Renault UK to cover the repairs costs for the car.   
 
I look forward to take delivery of the new car at the earliest, and hope you can assist in expediting 
the repair process with the dealer.” 
 
 
Attached letter on next page – I made it clear to Alex that I was signing only because I wanted 
swift delivery of my car and was signing under duress.  He acknowledged. 



 
 



5. Letter dated 13th May 2006, addressed to Alex Phelan, Customer Services Manager. 
 
 
“Dear Mr Phelan, 
 
Further to my letter dated 22nd April 2006, I can confirm that I have now taken delivery of my new 
car – over 6 weeks later than planned.  
 
I believe the issue around the level of support provided should be addressed now as a new case – 
with another look at compensation.  The key support points offered by your department were not 
undertaken, that of assisting the prompt delivery of my new car, ensuring that I am supported 
during the time that my car was in repair and identifying the root-cause of the incident.  Renault 
UK failed on all counts, some of which you noted in your most recent letter. 
 
Given the level of detail you have provided in your letter, this is a testament of the level of 
dissatisfaction we have had since the case was first filed to Renault UK on 27th March.   
 
Addressing your last point, I am unsure how Renault UK could have misinterpreted the severity of 
the incident.  The case was first escalated to the appropriate levels, i.e. filed to your attention on 
27th March 2006, but the focus was not provided after this initial escalation – even though it was 
seen as serious, unusual and concerning and warranted further investigation – and after the matter 
was made to the attention of your MD and SQD.  In short, this led, in part, to the delay in 
receiving the new car.   
 
Despite the fact that you had already received a number of reports of similar ‘bonnet catch’ issues 
(whereby the bonnet released itself during transit), I am astounded that Renault UK chose to take 
the position that mine was a “unique case” with no known previous reports received by your 
department.  We now know this to be an untrue and inaccurate statement. 
 
Your department repeatedly emphasised the fact that the “bonnet was not closed properly” – due 
to the fact that “both catches were not broken”.  However, based on the now known facts that 
there is a possibility that the safety-catch may not be “enabled” (even though the bonnet seems to 
have been closed properly); there seems to have been an issue with the way the catches operate.  
However, this still does not clearly identify how the “main catch” was released (therefore 
releasing the bonnet itself).  Shouldn’t a safety-catch be a secondary device only if the main catch 
failed?  As the main catch should only have been released by the internal release lever – how 
could have the bonnet still have released itself?   
 
The only “limited” support provided was around the repair costs, and this was only due to us 
buying two new Renault cars.  It was even indicated that if we had not done so, it would have been 
very unlikely that any assistance would have been provided ‘to support us’.  In short, I feel it very 
inappropriate to link the ‘gesture’ to the new car purchase and to also add “conditions” at a latter 
juncture.  
 
I am still at a lost as to the specific cause – it is clear that something serious has gone wrong with 
the catch system – some ‘dealer’ comments implied that this is related to the fact that the catches 
are not lubricated during maintenance.  I am aware that Renault UK seemed to not be interested 
pursuing the root-cause, and would rather see all filed cases settled without further investigation.   
 
In summary, although you have indicated that my initial case has been closed, and the repair costs 
settled, I see a separate request for a claim for compensation due to lack and failures in the support 
received by Renault UK.”   
 
No reply received, and it was superseded with a letter sent to the Renault Group CEO/Chairman. 
 



6. Letter dated 1st June 2006, addressed to Carlos Ghosn, Chairman and CEO Renault / 
Nissan Group 
 
“Dear Mr Ghosn, 
 
I do apologise for having to write to you in such circumstances, but I am not happy in the way 
Renault UK has dealt with the potentially life-threatening incident which I experienced and 
reported to Renault UK on 27th March 2006. 
 
The bonnet of my Renault Clio released itself (without prior warning) whilst I was driving 
towards Brighton in the fast-lane of the 3-lane carriageway, resulting in the bonnet getting lodged 
into my windscreen and disabling my view of sight through the front of the car.  I was very 
fortunate that I, nor any other motorists, were involved in a more severe or fatal incident. 
 
Having reported the incident to Renault UK, they accused me of not closing the bonnet properly.  
There have been numerous failures in the approach undertaken by the support teams, and this has 
involved me requesting a suitable level of support I would expect from the regional head office, 
even involving Mr Philippe Talou-Derible and Mr Selisik Ergin. 
 
As we were buying two new Renault Clio’s on 31st March 2006, Renault UK made sure that 
limited support was provided.  But the support provided was so slanted on this fact, the support 
teams failed to look into the root-cause in sufficient detail to reassure me that this incident will 
never happen again to me or any other motorist. 
 
In short, I am after the following actions: 
 Explanation as to what the root-cause of the incident is. 
 Confirmation of what remedial actions are going to be ‘looked into’ from a design or 

maintenance perspective. 
 Agreement that there have been a level of shortcomings in the way that my support case was 

dealt with. 
 An understanding on what Renault are intending to provide me to cover the stress, shock, 

inconvenience, shortcomings and failures that Renault UK has already admitted too and the 
other points which they have failed to address. 

For your information, Renault UK agreed to cover the repair costs (again, only because we were 
buying the new cars), but have offered absolutely nothing to me personally.  I received a 6-week 
delay in receiving my new car, there has been apologises but nothing more offered to me. 
 
I will be more than willing to provide further details of my account of what happened, after all it is 
very lucky that I am still hear to tell the tale. 
 
Thank you for your time, and I look forward for your reply.” 
 
 
Resulting in a further response from Alex Phelan



 
 



7. Letter dated 2nd July 2006, addressed to Alex Phelan, Customer Services Manager, cc’d to 
Renault MD (Philippe Talou-Derible) and Carlos Ghosn, Chairman and CEO Renault / 
Nissan Group 
 
“Dear Mr Phelan, 
 
I am writing in reply to your letter sent on behalf of Mr Ghosn, your President and Chief 
Executive Officer. 
 
I am not accepting your explanations without sight of your Technical Reports to support your 
comments. 
 
You have accused me of not closing the bonnet properly; I repute this point, as I know that the 
bonnet was flush and closed when I last inspected under the bonnet (3-4 weeks prior to the 
incident) and when I left for my daily commute on 27th March. 
 
You have stated that the main and safety bonnet catches were “functioning correctly”, as designed 
– by the fact that the bonnet catches “were not broken”.  You have linked the state of the bonnets 
to the mechanical functionality, as per 19th April letter. However, you must agree that functioning 
does not mean that the catches were engaged (‘locked into place‘).  It is possible that the bonnet 
catches were a contributable factor if they had not engaged properly, especially as your dealer 
quoted that the safety catches appeared stiff, and may not have locked correctly.  Your point about 
closing the bonnet in accordance to the handbook relates to when the bonnet was flush (in my 
case) and assumed the catches were functioning (we are doubting this, based on the fact the 
catches were not broken and were stiff). 
 
Referring to your 19th April letter again, we acknowledge your point stating that the “catches were 
not broken and the bonnet release cable was operating normally”; if the bonnet catches were 
applied but not engaged your statement is not applicable, and they still appears to be an apparent 
failing in the way the catch design / mechanism operates. 
 
The very fact that we had to fight each step to seek the truth and the reason behind the incident, 
we have not had the support that you, your MD and SQD advised would have been forthcoming.  
We did not have a “quick remedy” to the problem, 6 weeks is not a quick resolution.  An 
‘ultimatum issued’ does not warrant a good level of support. 
 
The very fact that the dealer had doubts behind the cause and that there were numerous cases 
previously reported to you, despite the fact that you implied ours was “unique” means that you 
were not dealing with the case seriously enough.  The dealers also have doubts with your 
maintenance programme as Renault does not mandate the lubrication of the main or safety bonnet 
catches – which you also concurred, is the case. 
 
I was grateful that Renault provided a single escalation representative for our case, however, if 
that person does not have, nor is willing to obtain, technical input, then this makes the support 
very ineffective and further delays any quick resolution of the repairs, remember you stopped the 
repairs twice.   
 
We still believe Renault is fully liable for the root-cause behind the incident.  You have confirmed 
that the repair costs “goodwill gesture” was based that we were buying two new cars, and not 
because of the incident.  I am seeking a goodwill gesture towards my personal suffering 
(physically and mentally), the inconvenience that your department has caused throughout the case 
and the delays in the delivery of my new car. 
 
In summary, here are the facts: 
 
 I closed the bonnet, it was flush.  
 The bonnet without any intervention by me, opened during transit, 3-4 weeks after I last 

inspected under the bonnet and ¾ of the way through the journey. 
 Main and safety catches reported to be “stiff, and had not been lubricated recently” – even 

though the car had a major service in October 2005. 



 Main and safety catches “were not broken”.  
 Your inspection was not carried out until after 2½ weeks after the incident. 
 This incident is not unique and there are known reports nationwide and in France. 
 We were meant to take delivery of both cars on the same day, and the delivery of my new car 

was delayed by 6 weeks, due to this incident. 
 Renault has confirmed that it is not mandated to lubricate either the main or safety bonnet 

catches as part of the maintenance programme. 
 
The very fact that you have not undertaken any significant preventive measures regarding you cars 
proves that you are not taking this matter seriously – especially as numerous recent cases continue 
to occur – I am aware of further cases on 19th June and 29th June.   
 
Is it still the case that everyone (all 100+ reported cases) whom experienced this incident are not 
“closing the bonnet properly”?  Then something appears wrong with your mechanism for this to 
occur!   
 
I have heard that when reported, a number of your dealerships fail to deal with concerns raised to 
them and still do not take the potential safety issue seriously, even after the statement Renault 
issued after the BBC Watchdog programme.  This conflicts with any reassurance communication 
that you made after the programme was broadcast. 
 
You need to prove that the catches had engaged properly prior to the incident.  If you are not able 
to, Renault is liable and there is a potentially fault.   
 
I re-request a copy of the technical report, which you provided to VOSA, on return.” 
 
 
Further response provided by Alex Phelan



 
 
 
 



 
 



8. Letter dated 26th July 2006, addressed to Alex Phelan, Customer Services Manager, cc’d 
to Renault MD (Philippe Talou-Derible) and Carlos Ghosn, Chairman and CEO Renault / 
Nissan Group 
 
“Dear Mr Phelan, 
 
I believe it is necessary to take a synopsis view of the where we are at and the possible causes 
behind the incident.   
 
At this stage, can you accept that there are other possibilities outside of human error, which could 
have caused the incident, considering that you are not 100% sure of the specific cause? 
 
When I closed the bonnet 3-4 weeks prior to the incident, I ensured that the bonnet was flush; with 
no known signals identifying that both the main and safety catches were not engaged, the bonnet 
was secure when tugged.  I walked towards the car when I left on the morning of 27th March; there 
were no signs that that bonnet had been disturbed.  The bonnet remained flush.  There were no 
signs that the bonnet catches were not engaged during transit.  The bonnet released itself without 
warning some ¾ of the way, some 15-20miles, into my journey. 
 
What other indications was I expected to see, or receive, to identify that the bonnet catches were 
not engaged? 
 
It is agreed that the catches were stiff and may not have locked into place, as the catches had not 
been lubricated recently – even after a major service by your dealership.  Could this have caused 
the mechanism to jam or not engage fully – either the spring part of the main catch or the locking 
mechanism?     
 
This still leaves questions as to why the safety catch did not stop the bonnet releasing itself 
completely; you are responsible for answering this point – as it is part of the safety mechanism of 
your bonnet design?  Could the end part of the safety-catch not have engaged properly due to 
metal fatigue or lack of lubrication?   
 
Unfortunately, Renault decided to not look into any other possible causes but choose to take the 
only solution which exonerates blame to Renault.  This is very unhelpful especially when it relates 
to a potential safety and life-threatening issue and the fact that you are not 100% sure of the root-
cause, even though you have full access to the car during the early stages of the case. 
 
At this juncture, I would welcome the opportunity to come to Renault UK to discuss with your 
senior management and technical teams and for you to demonstrate to me how came to your 
conclusion, so we can finally conclude this matter once and for all.” 
 
 
Another response provided by Alex Phelan 
 



 

 
 



9. Letter dated 24th August 2006, addressed to Alex Phelan, Customer Services Manager, 
cc’d to Renault MD (Philippe Talou-Derible) and Carlos Ghosn, Chairman and CEO 
Renault / Nissan Group 
 
“Dear Mr Phelan, 
 
Further to your recent correspondence dated 7 August 2006.  I am very unhappy about the lack of 
support you are offering and furthermore the continuing false implications that the person who last 
closed the bonnet did not do so properly.  I can assure you that not only am I telling the truth but I 
refute these unsubstantiated implications in their entirety.   
 
My reasons are outlined below: 
 
 I have visited several garages (a number of which were Renault dealerships) and all have 

confirmed that my approach for closing the bonnet was sound and adheres to any standard 
guidelines.  I have been driving since 1997 and am aware of the key aspects of running and 
maintaining a car, including how to close a bonnet, I believe it unwise to state that I do not 
know how to close the bonnet properly.   

 
 The garages concurred in my concern on the timing of the bonnet sudden release so far into 

my journey, commenting that if the bonnet was not engaged properly (or at all) then the 
bonnet would have released soon as I initiated my journey.  It did not make sense that it took 
¾ of my journey to release.  They also confirmed that if a bonnet is flush, this proves that the 
main locking mechanisms should have been engaged, and more importantly as the main 
locking mechanism engages after the safety catch mechanism, this means the safety 
mechanism should have also been engaged.  The very fact that both appeared to fail, still 
implies something has gone wrong with mechanism, without wishing to discuss the root-
cause, all were in agreement. 

 
 When a bonnet is flush and secure when tugged, this is the proof that one be assured that the 

bonnet is safely closed.  If the bonnet then fails, then it’s the catch mechanism at fault, not the 
manner in which the bonnet was closed.  I also refute your comments that as the catches do 
not appear to have been damaged that this leads to an issue with the manner in which the 
bonnet was closed prior to the incident, actually all this proves is that the catches were not 
engaged at the time of the incident.  This very point is the key concern, why weren’t the 
catches engaged?  It seems to be me providing the potential alternatives, rather than Renault 
offering advice and support based on your engineer’s and safety team’s technical knowledge. 

 
There is an error in Renault’s judgement in believing that it is not possible for a Renault’s Clio’s 
bonnet to release itself without warning – whether it is mine or any of the other cases where this 
has been reported.  The very fact that these incidents have happened has highlighted that the 
possibilities of this, although small, are real. 
 
It seems that there is the possibility that although the catches may have appeared to have been 
engaged initially, in terms of the bonnet appearing flush and secure when tugged (everyone (apart 
from you) are in agreement that is sufficient to verify that the bonnet is closed properly), there 
appears to be the possibilities of a catch releasing itself, especially if the catches are not well 
lubricated.  A number of engineers have commented that due to the basic design, dirt and other 
debris could collect in the recess, which may hinder the main mechanism operating efficiently, 
albeit appearing to be engaged initially (when tugged).  One implication is that the bonnet is not 
fully engaged in the ‘locked position’, and the stress and torsion the bonnet goes through during 
transit, is sufficient enough to force the mechanism to then release, without warning.  Added to 
this, the possibility that the safety catch was stiff, it may not have returned to the default hold 
position; potentially resulting in the safety catch not being engaged at all – this is something I 
have been advised would not have been able to be verified when the bonnet is closed / flush.  Then 
there is an unlikely, but possible chance that both mechanisms fail to function, which results in the 
bonnet, ultimately, to release itself during transit, thus explaining the various incidents. 
 
I have also spoken in length with other people who also experienced the same incidents; many 
have shared the same pattern of events.  Thus far, everything points to problems with the way the 



catch mechanism operates.  This failure to provide proof also makes it impossible to accept any of 
your current lines of statements and accusations. 
 
Does your report prove that all parts of the mechanism (including the catches) were satisfactorily 
lubricated and functioned correctly on the day of the incident?  You commented that you are not 
100% of the root-cause – and this is with your report, but can you realistically rule out all types of 
manufacturing, design, maintenance and safety defects with absolute certainty?   
 
I feel it inappropriate to wholeheartedly lay the blame with me, without any documented proof, as 
these are unfounded accusations.  The failure to satisfy my requests for you to back up your 
statements and for the report, and the manner in which you declined a meeting, only implies that 
that there are severe concerns within Renault that you are not willing to share with your 
customers.  You stated that the operation of a bonnet locking mechanism is “straightforward”.  
This is one of the reasons for the opportunity to meet, as I want you to illustrate this to me and 
demonstrate how the failure could have occurred.  The truth is a failure of some kind occurred 
without my intervention.  You are continuing to fail in your duty of care to support me. 
 
Again, to really address all of these points, a more fruitful discussion is required, by means of a 
face-to-face meeting; I feel I am not achieving this by conventional mail.” 
 
 
This resulted in what now seems like the last response I will receive from Alex Phelan / Renault. 



 



10a. Letter dated 10th December 2006, addressed to Philippe Talou-Derible, Managing 
Director of Renault UK  
 
“Dear Mr Talou-Derible, 
 
Although, Renault UK’s Customer Services Department are not prepared to discuss this matter 
further with me, I still feel that Renault UK have the duty of customer care to respond to some 
unanswered questions regarding the “sudden bonnet release” incidents. 
 
I have summarised these below, and hope this will in some way allow me to be in a position to 
close this matter once and for all: 
 
 Why did Renault UK imply that mine was a “unique” incident when they had been numerous 

previous reports in recent years with similar circumstances?  Why has Renault UK not shared 
your Technical report after requests made?  And why have cases continually been occurring 
which I have subsequently heard about? 

 
 Renault UK commented a bonnet catch as “a very simply mechanism”.  Why, based on this, 

do incidents keep re-occurring and which Renault UK accused is due to whoever last opened 
the bonnet implying that they did not close the bonnet properly?  Can this be the only 
explanation in all reported cases? 

 
 If a safety catch is independent from the main catch mechanism, why is it that neither bonnet 

catches were engaged if and when the bonnet is flush, and closed in accordance to your 
manufacturing guidelines?  What’s the purpose of the safety catch if the design of it means 
that in some cases it does not function, especially after a bonnet has been checked to be 
closed? 

 
 Why is it that the maintenance of the bonnet catch mechanism seems to be a contributable 

factor to the reported incidents, when there is nothing in the documentation or hand-over that 
indicates that it is the driver’s responsibility, and that your maintenance checklist does not 
mandate the servicing of the said catches?  This implies that Renault UK is responsible for the 
maintenance of the catches. 

 
Renault UK needs to prove without reasonable doubt that the incidents are not caused by any 
safety, mechanic, design or maintenance defect?  I have not reviewed any such documentation or 
communication outlining the causes of the incident, based on thorough, impartial and unequivocal 
technical explanation.   
 
Based on discussions with your Renault UK, this simply proves that your company are attempting 
to cover up the seriousness of this potential safety defect, as any issue that potentially endangers 
the lives of your customers and those motorists around them should be seen as extremely severe, 
requiring immediate redress.  You should be aware that this inaction would have a detrimental 
effect to your customer’s safety. 
 
Although you have declined to discuss this face-to-face, I would still like an opportunity to discuss 
this matter with you with my legal representation, as to determine the rationale behind the 
statements that your company have currently made.  This is not something that I deem appropriate 
with your Customer Support department. 
 
CC:  Mr Carlos Ghosn, President and Chief Executive Officer, Renault Group. 

Mr Selisik Ergin, Services & Quality Director, Renault UK” 
 
Response from Renault UK indicated no change in position: 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 



10b. Letter dated 11th December 2006, addressed to Carlos Ghosn, Chairman and CEO 
Renault / Nissan Group 
 
“Dear Mr Ghosn, 
 
It is extremely disappointing to confirm to you that following my previous correspondences, the 
reported incidents of Renault Clio bonnet’s releasing themselves, without any intervention, keeps 
re-occurring, and Renault’s stance remains unchanged. 
 
Renault UK do not appear to be taking this matter as seriously as I would have expected from a 
‘safety-conscious’ manufacturer and feel it is your duty as a vehicle manufacture to ensure your 
vehicles are as safe as humanly possible.  Renault Clio’s, from 1997 to 2005, seem to be 
susceptible to experience similar “sudden bonnet-release” incidents.  Although Renault might not 
deem as a safety defect, the incidents are impacting the safety of the vehicle’s occupants and to 
those motorists around the vehicle. 
 
 
It is Renault’s responsibility to take any design, mechanical, safety or maintenance defect into 
question, if it is seen as a potential contributable factor behind the reported incidents.  This does 
not appear to be something your organisations is currently doing, and I am worried that your 
customer’s lives are being put into jeopardy based on this inaction. 
 
I have attached my recent correspondence which I have sent to Mr Talou-Derible and Mr Selisik 
Ergin, the MD and SQD of Renault UK, as I feel that there remains numerous unanswered and 
worrying questions which Renault have the duty of care to respond too. 
 
My hope is that after all of these communications, you as CEO of the organisation should take the 
right stand and ensure your Country managers act upon what is being becoming a far too common 
occurrence.  Remedial actions are required, and it is only right for Renault to act upon this. 
 
Thank you for your time, and I look forward for your reply.” 
 
 
 
Response from Renault Group (France) indicated that it’s Renault UK’s responsibility to look 
into: 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



11. Letter dated 3rd February 2007, addressed to Alex Phelan, Customer Services Manager, 
cc’d to Philippe Talou-Derible, Renault UK MD; Selisik Ergin, Renault UK Servicing and 
Quality Director,  Carlos Ghosn, Chairman and CEO Renault / Nissan Group, Hervé 
Chapuis, CEO’s Customer Relations Department. 
 
“Dear Mr Phelan, 
 
Further to your letter dated 15th December and Mr Chapuis’ dated 18th December, it would 
appear that numerous questions and comments remain unanswered, you have chosen to decline or 
insufficiently respond to these.  Contrary to your belief, my case remains far from concluded.  
 
Your department has already acknowledged that it is not qualified to comment on the bonnet catch 
mechanical design and functionality, so why are you attempting in continuing to do so?  I also do 
not accept that you are writing in the best interests of Renault UK or Renault France – as this has 
been escalated to the senior management teams within Renault; therefore, it should be dealt with 
by their respective offices. 
 
There are over 400 reported media cases in the UK alone (not to mention those incidents 
unreported nationally); this is no longer an isolated matter for which you should personally deal 
with.  I expect that you will pass the case to your superiors to complete a more effective 
investigation.   
 
Thus far, since you have not provided any technical documentation whatsoever (even after 
repeated requests), it is not possible to categorically rule out any safety / mechanic defects with 
the bonnet 2-catch mechanism.  Giving the opportunity, I would be more than happy to have my 
representatives to discuss this matter directly with your teams to illustrate the potential cause to 
you all.   
 
Since there is a growing possibility that the safety catch does not function as designed (i.e. is not 
engaged) in all cases, then this is, and should be dealt with as, a safety design defect.  Any “safety-
conscious” manufacture ought to do the correct thing in the context of safety, and notify all 
owners of the vehicles in question – to prevent injury or fatalities, a death is waiting to happen, if 
not already.  I am amazed that with national media coverage, you continue to take the stand that 
you are not responsible or liable for any of the cases reported, nor prevention of any further cases.  
The 34 cases you have completed only make-up 8.5% of the reported cases – not to mention only 
representing 0.01% of all Clio’s on the UK roads.  I am amazed that you have made such an 
important safety judgement on such a small number of inspections; you should have completed all 
of the 400+ inspections of the reported cases, by now.  This approach and decision is totally 
irresponsible from a company that prides itself on safety.   
 
Maintenance is only part of the effects of the reported incidents.  Therefore, your attention should 
be brought back to the safety-catch mechanism; how it has been designed and how it operates in 
normal conditions / usage.  I am glad, however, that you have addressed the maintenance aspect, 
by accepting that your dealerships should have the responsibility in maintaining the catch 
mechanism (since it is “safety-related”) when a vehicle is brought into your dealerships for 
servicing.  Regardless whether it is “maintenance” or “manufacturing/design” related, Renault UK 
are responsible for both aspects – since the vehicles are the responsibility of Renault UK as part of 
the servicing process.  In this context, Renault UK is liable for all damage caused by the lack of 
maintenance of the bonnet catches, until the time when you issued instructions to your dealerships, 
i.e. prior to 23rd January 2007. 
 
Regarding what you deem as ‘settlement’ of my case, let me put the context of how it was offered 
and accepted.  The “gesture of goodwill” was offered when I proposed that Renault UK should 
cover the repair costs of the damage caused, namely because of the delay the repair would have in 
the delivery of the two new cars, and because I felt it should be deemed as part of the 3-year 
warranty.  You offered the gesture under the pretext that I was a “loyal customer” and it was not 
linked to the root-cause of the incident.  Therefore, it was accepted under this context, after which 
I indicated I would continue to press for answers to the cause of the incident.  This was 
acknowledged at the time of settlement, including during conversations with Peter Tilbury and 
Lisa Moxon.  Although, a condition was later added, once the gesture had been offered and 



accepted, in order for me to receive the repairs costs settlement.  My intention was to always find 
out what happened for the sake of other Renault Clio owners; surely you have the same intention 
in your investigations?  Why did you put a condition on the gesture, under these circumstances? 
 
Under my consumer rights, I’ve made numerous requests for a copy of the Technical Report 
which I requested on my car, which you have continually refused to provide.  Renault UK’s 
statement to BBC Watchdog was also inaccurate; I was never offered the opportunity to attend the 
inspection personally, even though I requested to do so.  Under this context, you should have no 
issue in supplying the report to me.  I await receipt within 14 days of this letter. 
 
Renault UK has the duty of care to re-investigate my case, and ensure all avenues have been 
investigated fully, ensuring documented technical evidence is provided to me, to prove that the 
incident was caused by me not closing the bonnet properly.  This is still something I 100% refute, 
as I am aware that I left that day with the bonnet flush and secure – without any signs that the 
safety catch was not engaged.  The owner’s handbook – indicating how a bonnet should be closed 
– was followed exactly, there is nothing contrary to what is outlined in the handbook that points to 
an issue in the way I closed the bonnet, contrary to your belief. 
 
It is clear that the design makes is possible that the safety mechanism fails to operate in relatively 
common circumstances, especially during normal road-use.  If it is an issue caused by the vehicles 
owners, as you imply, why does this not happen as frequently in other cars and even your other 
Renault models then?  Your statement does not therefore hold under this circumstance. 
 
Lastly, any opinions from Renault which conflicts with Technical Experts is not seen as a wise 
move from an organisation which prides itself on safety, all this does is bring into question the 
reliability and experience of those representatives who make the statements. 
 
I await a more fruitful discussion with your superiors.  Thank you for your time.” 
 
 
Standard “no further comment” response received from Mr Phelan: 
 



 
 
 
 



11. Letter dated 2nd March 2007, addressed to Philippe Talou-Derible, Renault UK MD and 
Selisik Ergin, Renault UK Servicing and Quality Director. 
CC’d to Carlos Ghosn, Chairman and CEO Renault / Nissan Group, Hervé Chapuis, CEO’s 
Customer Relations Department. 
 
“Dear Mr Talou-Derible, Mr Ergin, 
 
The last two replies that I have received from Mr Phelan question his professionalism, integrity 
and ability to respond as a representative of Renault UK.  It would appear that his comments 
conflicts with the philosophy and values of Renault on ‘safety’ issues.  I do not believe Mr Phelan 
is in the appropriate position to further comment on this matter.  I would prefer to communicate to 
the Executive Office going forward, as the credibility of your UK Customer Service Department 
has repeatedly come into question during the case. 
 
A matter should only be settled once all parties are in agreement with the findings of a case.  The 
only way the case is to be concluded to my satisfaction is after a true, complete and transparent 
assessment by Renault and VOSA, behind the root cause of the incident. 
 
Since the incident, I have yet to receive the comprehensive responses to all of the questions I 
raised – a number of which would provide an insight into the potential causes of the incident.  
Renault still owes me a duty of care as and to respond satisfactorily to the numerous questions and 
statements which remain unanswered.  This is the approach that I would consider to allow me to 
look at settling this case. 
 
Renault has commented that it is “unable to give a definite cause of the incident” (in the letter 
dated 19th April 2006) – after completing the inspection on my Clio.  The letter implied that “as 
the catches weren’t broken” this enabled Renault to reach its conclusion that it is “not a 
manufacturing defect”.  This assumption linked the two points (incorrectly in my opinion) that as 
the catches weren’t broken this would mean the mechanism operated as it should.  A catch does 
not necessarily have to be “broken” to signify that it is not functioning correctly, all this proves is 
that the catches “released themselves” as part of the incident – without causing damage to the 
catches themselves.  This point should simply raise the question as to why the catches released 
themselves without the safety catch engaged or being deployed fully “as designed” – thus, 
indicating an apparent failure in the safety catch mechanism. 
 
In Renault’s letter dated 13th June 2006, it indicated that “Safety is of paramount importance and 
in an event of an inherent problem arising with our vehicles, as a responsible manufacture we will 
inform our customers and take corrective action”.  I don’t believe advising your ‘dealership’ to 
maintain this catches will suffice under this context.  This statement and your current stance as 
quoted within your BBC Watchdog statement are in contradictions with one another. 
 
Renault indicated on 14th July 2006 that “Any problem with the operation of the bonnet lock and 
catches would be noticed during routine checks and maintenance” – how can this occur if your 
dealerships weren’t responsible for maintaining these during servicing?  This is further 
compounded by Renault’s statement on 7th August 2006 which advised that “the process [of 
closing the bonnet] is self perpetuating, so it does no rely on any particular level of maintenance”.  
If this is the case, why are you implying to your dealerships and customers that “lack of 
maintenance” is a contributable factor?  Design, maintenance and the safety performance of the 
catch mechanisms are seemingly inter-related and there is a cause of doubt in the functionality of 
the mechanism by the current viewpoints provided.  If this is the case a recall is the only suggested 
option available to you “as a responsible manufacturer”.. 
 
I maintain that I was accepting the settlement for the repair costs – noted as a “goodwill gesture” – 
only to take delivery of my new car; there was always a need to find out the root-cause of the 
incident, which still remains an unknown.  Renault has not shown any accuracy in the way the 
investigation was completed nor the way the gesture was offered and accepted.  I would like to 
direct you to Renault’s letter dated 13th April 2006 which mentioned that “due to the loyalty to 
Renault UK, it has been agreed that as a goodwill gesture, we [Renault UK] will cover the cost of 
the repair, in order for you to take delivery of the new vehicle from Tate”.  Settlement of the repair 



costs was nothing to do with the root-cause analysis or my additional follow-up discussions; at 
this stage I have not received anything relating to experiencing the incident itself.   
 
By this very nature, you are implying you are not only aware of the issue (and that it is common to 
Renault vehicles), but also there is reason to doubt the integrity of the catch functionality in 
circumstances when the catches may become stiff and not 100% effective.  Now in conclusion, 
this has implied an inherent issue with not only the manufacturing and design of the catch, but the 
maintenance process – which I re-iterate is the responsible and liability of Renault UK up to your 
statement dated 23rd January 2007 – which transitioned the liability to your dealerships. 
 
My final point would therefore be that I hold Renault UK wholly liable and responsible for the 
root-cause behind the incident.  I have not received any supported evidence that counters this 
statement; Renault needs to offer support and guidance to ensure the root-cause of the issues are 
fully resolved and agree upon an amicable settlement for the Clio owners affected by this apparent 
safety-defect.” 
 
 
[Reply pending…] 



Letter dated 9th December 2006, addressed to Stephen Tetlow, CEO of VOSA 
 
 
“Dear Mr Tetlow, 
 
I am currently in dialogue with one of your Senior Safety Engineer regarding an incident I 
experienced with my Renault Clio back in March 2006. 
 
Personally, I am not happy in the way VOSA are dealing with this case, and the seriousness of it, 
based on the fact that I have not had the support or commitment that the matter is being treated 
seriously nor fairly, from a safety viewpoint, especially for something that could have caused me 
fatal injuries! 
 
I will briefly explain the background for your information, and then would welcome your 
comments in how this is not seen as a mechanical, safety or design defect.  Your Engineer classes 
the issue as a “maintenance” issue only – and this is to someone else, I have yet to hear any 
official response from you, even though it was me who filed to the case to him. 
 
When driving at 70mph in a fast-lane in rush-hour traffic, the bonnet my Renault Clio Extreme 1.2 
released itself without warning.   The bonnet smashed my windscreen and became dislodged 
disabling my view, therefore I had to do an emergency stop (in the fast lane) and then manoeuvre 
my way across 3 lanes of heavy traffic to the LHS.  Not only was this extremely shocking to 
experience, I was lucky that I nor any other motorist experienced a more life-threatening road 
traffic accident. 
 
When I addressed this with Renault UK (Head Office) I was not treated with any respect or 
integrity, and was advised this was a unique incident and that there was nothing they could do to 
help.  As we were (regrettably) buying two new Clios (new models) and that my Clio was still 
within the 3 years manufacturing warranty, I asked them that this was unacceptable and that they 
had to look into this as a matter of urgency – based on what appeared to be a mechanical or safety 
defect.  This matter has subsequently been reported to the MD and Servicing and Quality 
Directors of Renault UK and CEO of Renault Global. 
 
The very fact that these incidents are continuing to happen imply that there is a more sinister 
explanation that needs to be explored, and this may mean that a more detailed investigation, 
analyse and post-resulting actions delivered to Renault.  My views is that this involves 
communicating to their Clio customer based the concerns around the performance of their bonnet 
catches.  You can talking about cars from 1997-2005 – that’s an awful lot of potential “death-
traps” or life-threatening incidents waiting to happen on the road.   
 
One day someone will be involved in a fatal crash (if not already) linked to the bonnet catch 
failures, all of which could be prevented by the folks in Renault and VOSA.  As a member of the 
public it is my duty to present my thoughts to the relevant bodies, but I am far more satisfied that 
your organisation is taking this matter seriously and ensuring Renault treats it as such too! 
 
If it is not deemed a safety or mechanic issue, why are they cases keep getting reported to me and 
the other members of an Internet forum, why did BBC Watchdog have to air a report about the 
same very point?  Why did Renault lie to me?  Why is Renault not willing to share their report to 
me?  Why did Renault cover the costs of my car but not of anyone else?  Why did Renault have to 
send a communication out to their dealer network after the BBC Watchdog programme – if there 
are “no issues”?  Why did the main catch not work and more importantly why did the safety catch 
not work?  There are two many questions and your organisation has not been able to assist in 
identifying answers to any of them! 
 
If a bonnet is flush (in all reported cases thus far) and is closed in accordance to the handbook 
(which doesn’t explain anything about bonnet catch maintenance), why do these incidents keep 
occurring?  If it is a maintenance issue, why doesn’t Renault mandate the servicing of their 
catches during major or minor servicing?  They don’t, and they appear to be no documentation 
outlining the maintenance of this particular catch. 
 



What I would propose is a meeting between Renault, VOSA and myself to discuss how and why 
you have both come to the conclusion that there is nothing wrong with the bonnet catch 
mechanism.  I find this extremely surprising as you cannot accuse every case experienced so far to 
fall down this same conclusion (especially since you nor Renault have not completed inspections 
or reports on all of the reported cases!).  How can you or Renault justify this?  I know even of 
cases where a car is available for inspection, you have declined to come out and complete your 
own internal analysis on the car itself?  I know this is cynical, but how can you then come up with 
a judgement without evidence?  In my case you have chosen to go with a Renault report which I 
haven’t even seen – do not forget I feel this is a biased report on the fact it was completed by a 
Renault engineer.  It is not exactly going to fault Renault is it? 
 
Maintenance issues link predominantly to a safety issue – if the resulting issues cause an accident 
on the road that could engage the lives of the occupants of the said-vehicle and those around the 
vehicle at the time of the incident.  What would have happened if there was a minibus full of 
school children following or a petrol tanker that potentially couldn’t stop it time – it doesn’t bear 
thinking about, does it? 
 
I very much look forward to your response and hope that you willing to discuss this case in more 
detail, and identify what else VOSA is prepared to do.  I do not accept this to be down to driver-
error in 100% of cases, and because of this I feel it is not down to blaming the driver – and 
therefore closing your case regarding this issue.” 
 
Response from Hugh Edwards, VOSA’s Director of Goods Vehicle – whose remit covers the 
VSB: 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 



 
Separately, I received this from Stuart Jenkins, Senior Engineer in the Defect Investigation 
department of the VSB: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Letter dated 23rd January 2007, addressed to Hugh Edwards, Director of Goods Vehicles, 
VOSA 
 
“Dear Mr Edwards, 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 20th December and Mr Jenkins letter of 12 January.  My 
apologises for the tardiness in my reply to your letter, but I have been out of the country on 
holiday for the last few weeks, and only have now been able to review your letter in detail. 
 
I understand the position and procedures that VOSA / VSB have to follow with regards to 
potential Safety defect cases.  I would have to reply to some of your comments in your letter 
which do not seem to be 100% accurate, based on the actual events. 
 
At no time did I receive any conclusion communication from the VSB until this very week.  I 
mentioned in my previous letter I have only heard of the outcome of you investigations from 
another source, and received nothing from VSB.  I also believe you are mis-informed about the 
level of communication and who instigated these communications with me (the person who filed 
the original case to VOSA).  It would appear that in ALL cases, it was me who asked for updates, 
no effort was made from the VSB to provide timely or efficient updates to me, as you implied.  In 
short, I do believe VSB has failed in its duties in communicating updates on on progress in a 
professional manner as we ought to expect from a Government agency. 
 
I understand that the VSB have been in contact with Renault UK and Renault Global (France), and 
that the last indication I received from the VSB was of a meeting in December 2006.  Only you 
have implied a further meeting was scheduled for this month.  This is evidence of the apparent 
lack of transparency within your organisation – which I do hope you will redress accordingly. 
 
I feel despondent in the VSB’s role as a “safety agency”, as at no times have I felt comfortable 
that you were acting with the public’s interest in mind, and that you were driving the manufactures 
in dealing with the said cases.  It appeared that it was the opposite in my case.  I am aware that 
you investigations involve the close collaboration with the manufacture, but you are the 
Government body responsible for safety – and for this very reason, I felt the VSB has not acted 
appropriately throughout the case. 
 
To my case in particular, I am disappointed that the VSB has taken the line that you do not feel 
this fits under the Code of Practise of Safety Defects.  The VSB had full access to my car and also 
those who recently experienced the similar circumstances (incidents of bonnet releasing 
themselves).  At no time did VOSA nor the VSB take the seemingly advisable approach and 
inspect those vehicles (even after given the rights to do so by the vehicle owner).  Instead, you 
mentioned that you took possession of cars provided to you by Renault UK.  No doubt these 
would be “well-maintained” and “serviced” – compared with the “similar” cars that are on the 
road and those that have experienced this issue.  This alone makes me feel that you have not 
completed a comprehensive analyse of the root-causes behind the issue – and for which the VSB 
has based its ultimate decision on in my case. 
 
I believe it would be incompetent of the VSB and Renault to shift the blame directly on the driver, 
without firm evidence.  On this point, I would request, under the Freedom of Information Act, 
copies of all conversation transcripts, meeting minutes, e-mail correspondence and other mailings 
which relate to the Renault bonnet cases that have originated or been sent to VOSA or the VSB.  If 
Renault have nothing to hide, why are they not willing to share their technical report?  From the 
information I have available, the comments imply that there was no broken catches, but could this 
be because the safety catches could have potentially stuck “open”, even though the bonnet 
appeared flush and secure.  This means the only catch ‘active’ was the main catch, which has also 
been reported could easily give, resulting it the catastrophic results that 250+ reported cases have 
thus far experienced. 
 
VSB should re-direct my request and absolutely push that I obtain a copy of the technical report 
completed on my car.  If other reports exists that counter’s comments made by Renault, then this 
should be used to disprove any theories which the manufacture may have documented.  Technical 
reports do exist that imply that there is a design flaw and lack of maintenance – both are seen as 



primary factors – both of which Renault, as the manufacture, and liable for.  Renault has declined 
to accept these findings, as per the recent Watchdog programme. 
 
At this stage, I am unable to accept the outcome of your internal investigations without evidence 
which categorically proves that the incident was caused by the person who last inspected under the 
bonnet of my car, which would be me.  I require technical evidence which disproves without any 
doubt that there are no maintenance, mechanic or safety issues with the bonnet catches.   
 
In short, I believe VOSA and the VSB need to continue your investigations, especially in light 
with reports of 250+ cases being filed to BBC Watchdog – growing all the time.  The VSB must 
also take into consideration that technical comments (analysis etc) have identified potential issues 
with the main and safety catches, for which counters your findings.  Per my earlier point, there are 
possibilities that the main catch may release itself during a journey (due to the simplicity of the 
mechanism and poor maintenance effects), and that the safety catch may be lodged open, even 
though the bonnet may seeming be flush and secure (the bonnet closure being in accordance to the 
owner’s handbooks).  All of which seemingly link to the conclusion that there is a potential 
maintenance, mechanic, design and safety issue with the catch mechanism.  Renault needs to 
prove to the contrary, I do not believe that they have yet, else incidents would not have continued 
to happen, and Renault would not have needed to advise their dealerships to “act”.  Renault need 
to prove that in ALL cases, there is no evidence of a safety defect, the very fact that they (and the 
VSB) have not investigation ALL cases, means that this statement does not hold. 
 
By keeping the line that there is no need for a recall makes your department seem incompetent, 
and I do hope in light of the new evidence and my comments in this letter, you will re-look at this 
before you formally close the cases filed to VOSA. 
 
There is still a chance for the VOSA and VSB group to prove itself, and I hope you will do the 
right thing, in the interest of public safety.  If we find there is a death that is contributable by your 
organisations inactions, your organisation would be seen in a similar light as the manufacture.  It’s 
only a matter of time that there is a dealt due to these components.” 
 
Mr Edwards’ reply follows: 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 



Letter dated 19th February 2007, addressed to Hugh Edwards, Director of Goods Vehicles, 
VOSA 
 
“Dear Mr Edwards, 
 
Based on the current status of your department’s inactions towards Renault Clio Mark 2’s, and the 
very fact that hundreds of cases have been reported across the UK; I am astounded that you have 
chosen to comment on the historical statistics of your organisation.  This has no bearing on my 
case.  I am interested in the 350,000 potential death-traps that remain on the road, resulting in one 
of these vehicles which caused an incident which could have caused me fatal injuries.   
 
Even with growing media coverage across the UK, there are still Clio owner’s that might not 
realise that they are driving with a bonnet mechanism that has the potential to “release” itself 
without warning.  Your statement simply indicates that this is not seen as an issue!  How can this 
be?  A safety device should be designed to cover all aspects of usage – including the potential fact 
that it may not be maintained as efficiently as it should be (isn’t this the purpose of the safety 
catch?)  Why only one model of car is in question then?  Did Renault choose to only utilise this 
design on Renault Clio Mark 2’s?  I would welcome your insights here. 
 
How can you state that 2 vehicles – which VOSA has completed ‘comprehensive’ analysis, and 3 
spot checks – are ‘sufficient’ to make the VOSA safety decision for this particular issue?  Your 
statement advising VOSA are still interested in continuing the investigation although indicates the 
right position, seemingly contradicts that of the VSB’s own comments – who confirmed to a 
number of people that no further cases would be looked into, as it is considered closed?   
 
I am amazed that your stance remains unchanged – especially, as you organisation is meant to 
represent “safety”.  Any catch which has a greater chance of release without warning should be 
deemed as a safety defect.  Else, this makes a mockery of the whole safety policies of VOSA and 
the VSB. 
 
Why didn’t the VSB inspect the entire case-file of vehicles themselves (or obtain reports for them 
by independent engineers) – and then compile an unbiased and unequivocal report?  I also 
question the validity of the “Renault” report – based on the fact that it was compiled by the 
manufacture without any independent witness present (even after I requested to be present at the 
inspection) and because I have not had the liberty of reviewing it myself; my assumption is that 
this includes evidence which indicates an issue with the mechanism.  I do not feel that a 
satisfactory inspection was completed on the car; Renault’s statements hold no ground – and my 
case is not considered closed.  In short, you have not completed any meaningful inspections on 
damaged Clio’s – required to make a reasonable judgement. 
 
Where is the technical evidence from Renault which proves without any doubt whatsoever that it 
is not a mechanical, maintenance or safety defect?  I have not thus far viewed anything from 
Renault or VOSA which indicates this stance for any reported cases, so would continually 
question the validity of the statement indicating the same.   
 
There is nothing to indicate that that the bonnet was not closed properly in my case, nor damage to 
the bonnet or catches.  The only indication was that the bonnet safety catch were stiff and may not 
have engaged properly – noted by an official Renault inspection after the incident, with a family 
member present.  This alone indicates a potential issue due to the maintenance procedure and 
safety performance of the mechanism – linked to the fact that Renault did not stipulate the 
maintenance of these mechanisms during servicing.  If there is cause for “maintenance” to create a 
state that means a particular safety device is prone to failure – then surely this is linked to the 
design and manufacturing of the device itself - therefore classed as a mechanical or design defect 
– as it would pose a safety risk to the mechanism functionality. 
 
Also, the (bonnet) closure point is not actually related to the said-cases (it’s a red-herring); it is the 
performance of the bonnet catches, not whether you closed the bonnet properly.  In the worst case 
that one didn't close the bonnet properly, there are four options of “logical-state” - which Renault 
need to disprove (so far they have failed to do so!): 
 



1. The main and safety catch is engaged – then BOTH catches have failed (released 
themselves) mysteriously - this would actually be more worrying as a simply two-
catch mechanism is not meant to be designed to both fail! (That's the whole purpose 
of the safety catch right?) (Issue: Main and safety catch) 

2. The main catch is engaged but not the safety – the bonnet would be flush, it's just 
the safety may not been gone back into it’s ‘safe’ state. Why and how did the main 
bonnet release itself? (Issue: Main catch) 

3. The main catch was not engaged, but the safety was – this would mean the bonnet 
is not flush, as a flush bonnet would engage the main catch mechanism. The bonnet 
would therefore have to be ajar. This would be the potential position if the driver 
didn't close the bonnet properly.  However, if this were the case, why didn’t the 
safety hold (as ‘designed’)? (Issue: Safety catch) 

4. Neither the main or safety catch were engaged – this would mean the bonnet is 
simply “resting”, the bonnet would be ajar, and could move freely (up and down).  
This is what Renault is implying (without any sensible reasoning) as the potential 
position in my case, as if the driver didn't close the bonnet properly (Issue: none of 
the catches - as none would be engaged (see next point)) 

 
 
Now the only one that holds any ground based on Renault’s stance is scenario 4 - but can you 
honestly believe 400+ people are this stupid and this is the case is ALL cases, I know I am not this 
daft!  I do not believe this scenario holds any value; therefore the only reasoning is scenario 1 or 2 
– which means a catch has to have failed – one of which is classed as a “safety” catch! 
 
I look forward to your responses to the above comments.  At this stage, the public have been let 
down by the inactions of VOSA’s safety division.  You have not completed a thorough 
investigation, and you do not have enough evidence to make your ultimate judgement.  Therefore, 
please collect evidence which together should indicate that there is a safety issue and a safety 
recall is the only option that Renault has to undertake going forward.  It’s a simply decision, 
which you should have the power to control.” 
 
[Reply pending…] 



Separately, I received this from VOSA’s Information Access department: 
 
 
 
 
 
 



I recently received an update following my FoI request to VOSA’s Information Access 
department: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[Reply pending…] 
 


