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9 July 2012 By FEDEX 1283181-00003674 AND EMAIL

Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo, Esqg.
Grieco Oates & DeFilippo, LLC
414 Eagle Rock Avenue

West Orange, NJ 07052
973-243-2099

Subject: Matthew D. Stockwell Letter/Attachment of 18 June 2012
Reference:  Estate of Susan Morris Kline

Dear Ms. DeFilippo:

Regarding subject ATTACHMENT 1, we should first scrutinize the wording used by General Motors, as
documented on page 2 of the FaAA “Information Services” release, which claims:

“In a fatal side collision in which a fire occurred, however, the GM rate has been 0.019 per 10,000
registered vehicle years. The Ford rate has been 0.007 and the Dodge 0.005.”

NHTSA EA92-041 was not focused on fatalities caused by accident intrusion or G-force trauma. It was
well-known to GM that EA92-041 focused on fatalities/injuries caused by the fires which ignited after a
side collision to the exposed, unprotected “side saddle” fuel tank. It would be naive to accept an ad hoc
explanation that the wording/statistics deployed by GM on December 2, 1992, which failed to narrowly
specify that NHTSA focus (MHE = fire), was merely inadvertent. The inclusive wording purposely
misdirects (“a fatal side collision in which a fire occurred”).

From 1992 into 1994, NHTSA was focused on side collisions, with direct impact to an unprotected fuel
tank on GM pickup trucks, wherein the occupants survived the collision event, but were subsequently killed
or severely injured by the MHE: A fuel-fed fire. '

CORRECTION OF FAAA STATISTICS

But even if one overlooks the GM wording, the associated statistics also require scrutiny. During the
relevant period, the full-size pickup truck market was dominated by Ford and GM. In the table below the
statistics quoted above and approximate historical market share data is combined to provide a normalized
frequency; that is, the actual on-road danger to the general public.

L_ong—Term Historical Registered Vehicle Years: “Fa}tal SiQe Collisionin | GM Mu_lt_iplier Vs.
Brand Pickup Truck Market FaAA Stated / (Correctedj which a fire occurred” Competlt_lon_After
Share FaAA Stated / (Corrected) | “Normalization”
GM 40% 10,000 0.019 -
Ford 40% 10,000 0.007 2.714
Dodge " 20% (5,000) (0.0025) 7.600

The GM/Ford duel for full-size pick-up truck sales dominance has resulted in roughly equal long-term
market share. In this scenario, only the Dodge data requires correction to provide a normalized comparison
of on-road exposure via the “Registered Vehicle Years” dimension. """ Alternatively, as an example, if
25,000 full-size pick-up trucks are on-road; 10,000 would be GM, 10,000 would be Ford, but only 5000
would be Dodge. When “Registered Vehicle Years” is normalized by market share, a more representative
“GM Multiplier vs. Competition” is obtained.


http://www.fedex.com/us/?link=1
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CONCLUSION

1. Page 2 of the GM announcement of December 2, 1992 fails to confirm that the focus of the data
analysis, performed by FaAA, was limited to side collisions that were survivable ergonomically and
anatomically but not survivable once a fuel-fed fire erupted. Their wording states that side collision
fatalities with incident non-MHE fire data was combined with side collision MHE fire-death data. This
combined approach is deployed to create a larger denominator to accommodate their claim of “an
acceptable post-collision fire rate” versus competing brands.

2. Even if you flatter the FaAA analysis, indulging in fabrications such as ““Registered Vehicle Years,” it
must be normalized for factors such as the market share: GM vs Ford vs Dodge. 'V Otherwise the GM
promotion that ““the chances of being killed in a GM full-size pickup truck (is) less than either Ford or
Dodge,” appears truthful. This charade exemplifies the convoluted process of diversion. Specifically, the
death rate for the exposed, unprotected fuel tank of GM was nearly 3 times the Ford (with or without
correction), and nearly 8 times that of the Dodge. These comparisons are artfully skewed because the data
set utilized was not narrowly focused on collisions that were survivable, anatomically and ergonomically,
but not survivable after/because an unprotected fuel tank was breached and a fire had ignited. ¥

COMMENT
The last paragraph of Mr. Stockwell’s letter of 18 June 2012 deserves commenting (ATTACHMENT 1):

“| certify that the foregoing was not reasonably available or discoverable
by the exercise of due diligence sooner.”

Similar to many publicly available “Chrysler” documents that have not been properly received from the
defendant during the three years of the Kline litigation, the GM release of December 2, 1992 is widely
available, and has been for 20 years. As discovery counsel in Kline is probably aware, various relevant
GM media releases were part of my FMVSS-301 file. The attachment to Mr. Stockwell’s letter is also
widely available from the plaintiff or defense law firms. v

Contrary to recent discovery and defense counsel ruses regarding document production/origin, and contrary
to the quote above, it is also well-known that 1992 FaAA/GM releases, and voluminous documents of
similar portent, are “reasonably available”” from NHTSA file EA92-041. V"

Please do not hesitate to contact me at any time.

Respectfully,

Paul V. Sheridan

cc: Mr. Clarence Ditlow (CAS)
Mr. Lawrence Hershman (NHTSA-ODI)
Mr. Sergio Marchionne (Chrysler Group LLC)
Mr. Courtney E. Morgan, Esq.
Mr. Russell J. Sacco Jr., Esq.



ENDNOTES

' Similar to EA92-041 of 1992, the current NHTSA investigation EA12-005 is narrowly focused on collision data
involving the exposed, unprotected fuel tank of the Jeep Grand Cherokee; collisions that were survivable
ergonomically and anatomically, but death is caused by a post-collision fuel-fed fire (MHE = fire death event).

"' Even prior to being normalized for market share, relying instead on the skewed interpretation originally stated by

FaAA/GM, the columnar entries for Dodge would be 20%, 10,000, and 0.005. This incorrect FaAA analysis results
in a “GM Multiplier vs. Competition After Normalization” value for the Dodge of 3.800. This misleads the public
and NHTSA into believing that the on-road exposure for the Dodge was statistically double its true value; that is, as
if the Dodge enjoyed a market share equal to GM and Ford. Many other factors that affect the comparative rates are
also ignored by FaAA/Exponent. For example, their analysis declares that the durability/longevity/scrappage rates
were equal; GM/Ford to Dodge. This is not accurate.

" This “Registered Vehicle Years” dimension, when scrutinized in the context of engineering design-level safety
defects (FMEA criteria) amounts to a statistical shell-game. We are not interested in analysis that ostensibly claims
that luck is a viable intrinsic criterion for determining the existence of a real-world safety defect. We are interested
in safety-related failure modes that exist in the engineered product, and the effect of those modes on humans when
provoked in the real-world: The failure and its life-or-death consequences. Although practically institutionalized in
the NHTSA/Car Company safety defect and recall procedure, and intrinsic to the FAAA/Exponent analysis, luck has
no place in these discussions (ATTACHMENT 2).

V' These statistical fabrications are similar-to and created-by the same defense experts (FAAA/Exponent) that
attempted to subvert the NHTSA escalation of PE10-031 to EA12-005 for the Jeep Grand Cherokee. We have no
interest in vehicles that have merely been registered, have been used for 10,000 years, or were just parked, or were
driven but never tested via involvement in an accident that provoked the failure mode that was/is known to cause
injury/death. We will not hide behind irrelevant and (what GM claimed were) “identical FMVSS 301 safety standard
requirements™ as a basis for dictating ““an acceptable post-collision fire rate”” (Please see Endnote I11).

V' Esoterically related to NHTSA investigation EA12-005, it should be noted that the fuel tank system of the 1973
through 1987 full-size GM pickup trucks was not a viable design for compliance with FMVSS-214.

VI EA92-041 was part of my FMVSS-301 file, as well as my “Side Crashworthiness Issues’ and FMVSS-214 files.
Please see arrows on page 2 of the Courtney Morgan letter of July 14, 1995 (ATTACHMENT 3).

It should be emphasized that (in December 1994) EA92-041 was the diversionary focus of a conspiracy between
Chrysler executive management and their defense counsel, their counterparts at GM, and the following two members
of Congress: Representative Michael Oxley (R-OH) and Representative John Dingell (D-MI). The latter were
members of the House Commerce Committee which had direct budget review and approval authority over NHTSA.
This Chrysler/GM/congressional conspiracy attempted to defraud the public and NHTSA by feigning concern over
*“the NHTSA defect investigation process.”” This criminal conspiracy was in-play at the time the portent of
Attachment 3 was rendered. Documentation involving this “NHTSA pound sand” approach to safety has been part
of my Kline expert report as Attachment F - Tab 16 (ATTACHMENT 4). Attachment F — Tab 14 which presents the
triad conspiracy has also been part of my Kline expert report (ATTACHMENT 5).

VIl Although defense counsel has frequently proclaimed off-the-record the absurd notion that “NHTSA” will not be
admitted into the case/trial record of Kline, they continually propose the exact opposite when on-the-record. (This is
especially true of their strenuous arguments at the hearing of 21 March 2012, ATTACHMENT 6). However, regarding
the “not reasonably available” ruse, defense counsel would benefit by reading the third paragraph of the attachment
to his letter which states: “The results were immediately communicated to NHTSA, and all the results are public in
documents on file at NHTSA.” Defense counsel would also benefit by reading Attachment Z to my Kline expert
report which was submitted/received prior to the discovery deadline of 6 January 2012 (ATTACHMENT 7).

Attachment Z to my expert report includes the 24 Nov 1992 letter from Dr. Rose Ray, now a defense expert in the
Kline vs. Loman’s Auto Group. Paragraph 4 states that the GM pickup trucks that had the fuel tanks relocated in
1988 were “excluded.” This “analysis” is consistent with the approach by FaAA/Exponent in their recent PE10-031
presentation to NHTSA-ODI. The fuel tank of the 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee is located behind the rear axle,
below the rear bumper and unprotected; relocated/protected for the 2005 WK-Body. Analysis of the WK-Body and
AN-Body Dodge Durango was “excluded” from the Chrysler/Exponent presentation of 16Apr2011 to NHTSA-ODI.
1988 C/K and 2005 WK-Body fuel tank relocating had similar positive effects on the MHE = fire death statistics.
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VIA REGULAR MAIL

June 18,2012

Angel DeFilippo, Esq.

Grieco, Oates & DeFilippo, LLC
414 Eagle Rock Avenue, Suite 200
West Orange, New Jersey 07052

Re: Thomas Kline, et al. v. Loman Auto Group, et al.
Docket No.: MRS-1-3575-08
Date of Loss: February 24, 2007

Dear Ms. DeFilippo:

NEW YORK OFFICE

40 EXCHANGE PLACE

18TH FLOOR

NEW YORK, NY 10005
TELEPHONE: (212} 448-957(0
FACSIMILE: (212) 448-9772

PENNSYLVANIA OFFICE
196 WEST ASHLAND STREET
DOYLESTOWN, PA 18901
TELEPHONE: (267) 895-1767
FACSIMILE: {267) 895-1701

PLEASE REPLY TO NEW JERSEY

As you are aware, we represent Loman Auto Group in the above-referenced matter,

In respoitse to your questioning of Mr. Ditlow concerning Failure Analysis, and Mr. Ditlow’s
testimony concerning the 1973-1987 GM pickup settlement, we are hereby exchanging a December 3,
1992 press release from General Motors. Please also be advised that our expert Rose Ray may testify as
to this investigation and any information that Failure Analysis submitted to NHTSA. Although we are
not conceding that this information is in any way relevant to the instant litigation, we are reserving our

right to do so.

I certify the foregoing was not reasonably available or discoverable by the exercise of due

diligence sooner.

Very truly yours,

[
e et . )
Nt w = a S SR A&m&uu&gf G
MATTHEW D. STOCKWELL
MDS/cr
Enclosure
ce: M. Sheila Jeffrey, Esq.
Robert M. Cook, Esq.
James T. Gill, Esq.
Patrick J. Hermesmann, Esq.

Reeewed )20z



‘ ‘ WatCh DECEMBER 3, 1992

Information Services

PR NEWSWIRE {PR)

12/02 GENERAL HOTORS STATEMENT ON DATA SUBMITTED TO NHTEA

WARREN, Mich., Dec. 2 /PRNewswire/ -- General Motors (NYSE: GM} today
released the following: A ' '

Editors; During the past two weeks, General Motors has submitted
additional data to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
to assist in its.deliberations'regarding the 1973-1987 @M C/K .
light~duty pickup trucks. The following statement explains the events
that resulted in submission of additional data to the NHTSA last| week
and reinforces GM's pPosition that it has sound legal and factual ™~
arguments against the suggestion that these vehicles contain a
srlety-related defect. .

a4t a November 20 meeting, NHTSA questioned a particular statispical
technique used by Failure Analysis Associates (FaAA), a research firm
contracted by GM to analyze the available data. FaAh decided that
because occupants of all pickup trucks are entitled to the same: level
of overall safety -« since all light-duty trucks have to nmeet identical
FMVSS 301 safety standard requirements, or, in other words, because an
acceptable post-collisioen fire rate has to apply - uniformly across all
classes of vehicles that carry pPeople -- that it would compare the
“izld performance of M C/K pickups with all other light-duty )
vehicles, ,

NHTSA would have preferred that instead of comparing the '73-'87 gM
C/K pickups with all other pickups, that FaAA would have compared the -
'73-787 GM C/K pickups only with directly comparable full-size pickups,
that is, with Fora F-Series and Dodge D and.yw series pickups.

S0, this is exactly what FaAA did over the .ensuing weekend and on Aé:””’
Menday, November 23, and Tuesday, November . 24. The results were
immediately communicated to NHTSA and all the results are public, in
documents on file at NHTSA. - L o _ j

FaAh's initial report -- available to the public since mid-October --
compares GM full-size C/K pickups with all Ford pickups (small, medium,
large) and all Dodge pickups. 1In state data that it analygzed, the FalAl
report shows that the rate of post-collision fires hasg been essentially
the same for 1973-1987 GM, Forad and Dodge pickups. In the NHTSA's FaRrs
(Fatal Accident Reporting System) data, FaAA‘'s report, comparing: only
Tull-gsize models, now shows that:

-~ A person‘'s chance of being killed in a side impact has been
essentially the same in a GH, Ford or Dodge pickup (0.196 per 10,000
registered vehicle Years for GM; 0.199 for Ford; and 0.191 for Dodge) ,
but , _

For further information, contact Norens Williamson In Information Services at x7172
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shown the chances of being killed in a GM full-sige Pickup less thanp
either Ford or Dodge when their full lines were counted. Thig really
isn't a major change in gM's position that the trucks are safe ang that

Critics aren't saying that 173-1g87 GM Cc/K pickups, with their fye)
tanks outside the frame rails, are a smidgen, a little bit more prone
to very rare post-collision fires than are the 1973-1987 Ford ang Dodge
full-size pickups, all of which had their fuel tanks inside the frame
ruills.  The critics are saying that the difference ig profound, angd
that the inside—the—frama—rail—tank trucks are safe, implying that they
essentially never have post-crash fires, and certainly not in side
impacts, but that by contrast the outside—the—frame~rail tanks are
profoundly unsafe and that these things arentt rare at all and that the
GM C/K pickups are having these post-collision fires "weekly, if'not
daily" (Clarence Ditlow on cgs Evening News). The facts show that

Nothing in the Faaa Ieport -- no matter which statistical technique
is used -- gven comes close to Supporting the critics: wilg charges,
but rather convincingly disproves them, '

—— ot

Failure Analysis Associates (FaAA), of Menlow Park, California, is a
nationally respected engineering angd scientific firm, an orgsnization
that has been a NHTSA contractor itself and to which GM has turned on
many occasions in the Past. It has had a statistical Teport in the
Public docket on file at NHTSA since mid-October. @M asked Faah +o
Prepare this report. The report shows field accident statistics
gathered from two sources: '

- A collection maintained by NHTSA itself called Fagrsg (Fatal
Accident Reporting System). As the first word indicates, thisg
collection is limited only to collisions in which Someone was killed.
Therefore, asg NHTSA itself hasg recognized Tepeatedly, FARS data
generally comes from the most serious, the most violent accidents on

=~ Collections of accident data raintained in those states whose
pPolice and other accident reports contain notation that let researchers
know if there was & post-collision fire, Only a few states have this

Information Berviceg -
Page 2
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notation on the report forms. When NHTSA wanted to examine the
effectiveness of its fueil integrity standard, Federal Motor Vehicle
Safety Standarg 301, -in 1990, it turned to the data in these few
stataes.

/CONTACT: Eq Lechtzin of GM North American Operations, 313-986-5715,
17:56 EST '

Information Services
Page 3
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To:

Date:

From:

Mr. David L. Strickland *
NHTSA Headquarters

West Building

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20590
202-366-4000

15 June 2012

Mr. Paul V. Sheridan
DDM Consultants

22357 Columbia Street
Dearborn, M| 48124-3431
313-277-5095
pvs6@Cornell.edu

VIA FEDEX 8007-9341-5837

Subject : Correct Statistical Approach to NHTSA Defect Investigation EA-12-005 — File Update

Courtesy Copy List **

Mr. Clarence Ditlow, Director
Center for Auto Safety - Suite 330
1825 Connecticut Ave, NW
Washington, DC 20009-5708
(202) 328-7700

Mr. Sergio Marchionne, Chairman
Chrysler Group LLC

1000 Chrysler Drive

Auburn Hills M1 48321-8004

248-576-5741

Mr. Larry Hershman
Office of Defects Investigation, NVS-212

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

Washington, DC 20590

202-366-4929

Senator John Rockefeller 1V

Commerce, Science and Transportation Committee
531 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

(202) 224-6472

Mr. Courtney E. Morgan, Jr.

Morgan & Meyers, PLLC / Suite 320
3200 Greenfield Road

Dearborn, M1 48120

313-961-0130

*  Available with hyperlinks: http://links.veronicachapman.com/Sheridan2Strickland-4-Links.pdf
** By email or USPS
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DDM Consultants

22357 Columbia Street
Dearborn, Ml 48124-3431
313-277-5095

15 June 2012 VIA FEDEX AIRBILL # 8006-9341-5837

Mr. David L. Strickland, Administrator
NHTSA Headquarters

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20590

202-366-4000

Subject : Correct Statistical Approach to NHTSA Defect Investigation EA-12-005 — File Update

Dear Mr. Strickland:

Notoriously, Chrysler and its defense counsel have promoted various probabilities associated with the fire
death or injury outcomes which result from rear-end collisions to the Jeep Grand Cherokee (ZJ-Body and
WJ-Body). Unfortunately, NHTSA sometimes also promotes incorrectly formulated statistics as its criteria
for analyzing automotive defects, frequently using the ludicrous phrase “defect trends.” The underlying
incompetence in the approach of both organizations is use of the entire Jeep population as the denominator.
This approach is not remotely competent or responsible.

The denominator that is relevant is derived from the real-world rear-end collision events involving the Jeep
(and later use of the fire/injury outcome frequencies WITHIN that event population for various numerators).
Using a denominator which includes the larger portion of “lucky” Jeep owners, the datum that have never
experienced a rear-end collision, has no meaning; no statistically significant information. The fortunate
portion of the Jeep population has never been tested in the real-world and offers no subject-relevant insight.
By-definition, this portion contains no collision event outcome data. By-definition the lucky portion tells us
nothing about the crashworthiness of the Jeep fuel tank system.

And yet this is the historical approach that insidiously underpins everything from defense lawyer/expert
court room ruses, to the ongoing PR rhetoric from Chrysler.

The formulation of the correct denominator for NHTSA EA-12-005 involves the exercise of singling-out
ONLY those Jeep vehicles that suffered a rear-end collision event, and then WITHIN THAT population
determining the various event outcomes to arrive at meaningful probabilities. This approach by-definition
contains statistically significant information which is focused on and provides insight regarding the true
crashworthiness of the rear-mounted Jeep fuel tank system.

This correct statistical approach portends very bad news for the Jeep Grand Cherokee owners. When the
correct denominator is used, when the tested, unlucky population is the focus of statistical analysis, the
results are horrifically poor (i.e. too high). Alternatively, Chrysler makes the claim that the probability of a
rear-end collision in the Jeep Grand Cherokee that results in a fire-caused death is very low. In the narrow,
carefully coached legal and semantic sense, Chrysler is not guilty of lying. But in terms of ethics or
competence, the Chrysler rhetoric is diversionary at-best, outright deception for-sure. Indeed the real-world
reality is the opposite of the Chrysler rhetoric:

If you are involved in a rear-end collision in a Jeep Grand Cherokee, the probability that you are horribly
burned or die from fire is so high that only the unethical would feign no concern, and take no action. *


http://media.chrysler.com/newsrelease.do;jsessionid=729FF3E92086D77972CEE2A6474A70E3?&id=12580&mid=2

15 June 2012 Mr. David L. Strickland, Administrator
Page 2 of 2

This latter point needs elaboration. In my letter to you of 9 February 2011, | stated:

“As chairman of the Chrysler Safety Leadership Team (SLT), my priority involved Failure Mode
Effects Analysis (FMEA) as the basis of preliminary and ongoing examination of a safety concern.
In my role it did not matter that only one person may be affected during vehicle service life. What
mattered was that a failure mode existed, and when provoked would cause serious harm.
Hypothetically, the fact that a vehicle service life was statistically “lucky,”” and a failure mode was
provoked ““only once,” was not gala. Such an approach would merely confirm incompetence as a
safety manager.

For perspective, | have testified in litigation wherein defense counsel has deployed two themes: 1)
“compliance with all government safety standards’ and 2) various NHTSA statistics. However,
when the jury in Jimenez v Chrysler learned of the latter’s foreknowledge that FMVSS-206 failed
to address the failure mode that was responsible for the death of an 8-year-old boy, that standard
and related NHTSA statistics were rendered legally and morally worthless. Similarly, when the
jury in Flax v Chrysler learned that FMVSS-207 did not address the failure mode that was
responsible for the death of an infant, that standard and related statistics were deemed

irrelevant.” f

In NHTSA EA-12-005 there are indications that #2 may be deployed as the underlying criteria by which
dismissal could be executed. This is seen, by some, as insinuated by inclusion of the Jeep Liberty and the
Jeep Cherokee. Therefore to avert such misinterpretation, I request that the same correct approach, as
detailed above for the Jeep Grand Cherokee, be used for your additional investigation of the Jeep Liberty and
the Jeep Cherokee vehicle lines.

Relating to probabilities, I conclude with in-person insight: In all Center for Auto Safety (CAS) crash tests,
conducted to simulate the real-world crashworthiness of the Jeep Grand Cherokee fuel tank system, the

probability that the Jeep fuel tank system would fail was determined to be 100%. S

Please do not hesitate to contact me at any time.

Respectfully,

Paul V. Sheridan

Attachment
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Endnotes

" President Barack Obama and his family are datum of the lucky Jeep Grand Cherokee population.

" To the best on my knowledge, as a former employee of the Chrysler Jeep and Dodge Truck Engineering
(JTE) organization, no FMEAs were ever conducted on the rear-mounted fuel tank systems of ZJ-Body or
WJ-Body vehicle lines, these were only subjected to the Ford Pinto based FMVSS-301 compliance regimen.

Y As you are aware, a similar test conducted on the Ford Explorer, which has a similar chassis layout/fuel
tank system to the WK-Body, had no breach of the fuel tank system. As you are also aware, the WK-Body,
since introduction in September 2004 as a 2005 model year Jeep Grand Cherokee, has no subject-relevant
FARS data entries.

% In the 15 June 2012 New York Times article, Investigation of Jeep Grand Cherokee Portends a Recall,
Safety Advocate Says, CAS Director Mr. Clarence Ditlow is quoted, “We want NHTSA to move faster, but
the only way it would move faster is if it had more resources and authority. NHTSA’s band of defect
investigators is going up against trillion-dollar companies.”” After our introduction on 19 May 2010 in
Room 253 of the Russell Senate Office Building, | had a meeting with Senator Jay Rockefeller (D-WV).
During this latter conversation I alluded to the relationship between NHTSA’s very important role to that of
the ongoing debate on national health care costs. Briefly, | essentially remarked to Senator Rockefeller that
Congress and the Administration needed to review or reestablish the cost-benefit analysis between ““the
nickels and dimes spent on NHTSA to the effect that increased funding will have on reducing the hospital bed
population of highway accident victims™ (my words). In the context of the instant NHTSA investigation
(EA-12-005), one can deduce with confidence that the cost avoidance related to a Jeep Grand Cherokee burn
victim (that survives for three weeks on life-support, and then perishes) is comparatively miniscule. When
one objectively relates these facts to the general issue of furthering a connected, interrelated and competent
national policy on health care, the detractor and advocate alike are hard-pressed to establish a proverbial
downside to “more resources and authority” to NHTSA.
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Investigation of Jeep Grand Cherokee Portends a Recall, Safety Advocate Says

By CHRISTOPHER JENSEN

Chrysler Group1998 Jeep Grand Cherokee, one of the models included an upgraded federal
investigation relating to the S.U.V.’s safety performance in rear-impact collisions.

With the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration having decided to upgrade
its investigation of rear-impact fires involving Jeep Grand Cherokees, a recall of
millions of those vehicles is “certain,” said Clarence Ditlow, the executive director of
the Center for Auto Safety, the organization whose work prompted the federal inquiry.

Chrysler produced about three million Grand Cherokees belonging to the affected
model years, 1993-2004, of which about 2.2 million were still registered in 2011,
according to Experian Automotive.

Mr. Ditlow and his organization have insisted there was a heightened risk of fire in the
vehicles since at least 20009.

Eric Mayne, a spokesman for Chrysler, said in an interview that there was no safety
problem with the vehicles and that a recall was “absolutely not” certain.

In an e-mail, Karen Aldana, a spokeswoman for N.H.T.S.A., wrote that it was agency
policy to refrain from commenting on possible outcomes of ongoing investigations.

In its filing on Thursday, the agency said “rear-impact-related tank failures and vehicle
fires are more prevalent in the J.G.C. than in non-Jeep peer vehicles.” This marked the
first time the agency made such a strong condemnation in the case, directly refuting
thousands of pages of documentation provided by Chrysler to the agency.

The agency said it would expand the investigation beyond the Jeep Grand Cherokees
to include the 1993-2001 Cherokee S.U.V. and 2002-7 Liberty compact crossover.
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Combined with the three million Grand Cherokees, the investigation consists of 5.1
million vehicles — though the agency noted old age might have reduced the number of
vehicles in use.

Mr. Ditlow has argued that the Grand Cherokees were far more likely to experience
fast-spreading and deadly rear-impact fires for two reasons.

One is that the gas tank is positioned behind the rear axle, so it lacks the protection of
that structure and is in a location engineers often refer to as a “crush zone.” The other
reason relates to the fuel filler pipe, which can rip away in a rear impact, leaking
gasoline.

In its redesign of the Grand Cherokee for the 2005 model year, Chrysler positioned the
gas tank in front of the rear axle, but said the change was not undertaken for safety
reasons.

Mr. Ditlow estimated the cost of repairing the Grand Cherokees would be $100 per
vehicle. The vehicles would need a steel shield under the fuel tank and a check valve to
keep gasoline from leaking if the fuel-filler pipe were ripped off, he said.

Based on the estimate provided by Experian of 2.2 million affected Grand Cherokees
on the road, such a recall would cost Chrysler about $220 million, irrespective of any
recall action for the Cherokee or Liberty.

Mr. Mayne, the Chrysler spokesman, declined to comment on the possible cost of any
repair.

“The reality is there is no defect, so we are not contemplating costs,” he said.

Research and advocacy by Mr. Ditlow and the Center for Auto Safety prompted the
federal investigation. Late in 2009, Mr. Ditlow filed a formal request, known as a
defect petition (PDF), which argued that the agency failed to notice an important
safety issue: that Grand Cherokees from the 1993 to 2004 model years were more
likely to burst into flame when struck from behind than other S.U.V.’s in their peer
group

Federal regulations dictate that the agency must at least consider whether a defect
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petition merits an investigation. In August 2010, the agency granted the request and
began what was called a Preliminary Evaluation.

During that evaluation, the agency determined there was enough cause for concern to
merit an upgrade of the inquiry to an Engineering Analysis, which it announced
Thursday.

Allan Kam, a Maryland safety consultant who spent much of his career at the safety
agency and retired as its senior enforcement attorney, said in an interview there was
“frequently” a recall after the agency upgraded an investigation to an Engineering
Analysis. In a review by Wheels of 26 engineering analyses by the agency over roughly
the last two years, 18 were found to have resulted in recalls. The other eight ended

without action.

Mr. Ditlow lamented what he said was the slow pace of the investigation, but said the
agency had its hands full. “We want N.H.T.S.A. to move faster, but the only way it
would move faster is if it had more resources and authority,” he said. “N.H.T.S.A.’s
band of defect investigators is going up against trillion-dollar companies.”

This post has been revised to reflect the following correction:
Correction: June 15, 2012

An earlier version of this post misidentified the author as Jonathan Schultz.
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Thomas G. Kienbaum, Esq.
500 Woodward Ave., Suite 4000
Detroit, Michigan 48226-3406

Re Chrysler vs. Sheridan

L1

Dear Mr. Kienbaum:

I am in receipt of your most recent correspondence regarding the
magistrate’s recommendation and our providing of information to you
regarding office materials. I do not know how you could have
reasonably concluded from the correspondence that was forwarded to
you that we are of the opinion that there is no basis to conclude
that evidence may have been tampered with in this case. 1Indeed,
the anxiety exhibited by the fact that you immediately faxed your
reply to me suggests that in reality you hold the opposite opinion.
Due to the necessity of my attendance at federal court in Wichita,
Kansas this week, I did not pelieve that I was going to be able to
comply with the July 14, 1995 deadline. Now, it appears that we

are in a position to comply.

nder is based upon our limited and
terials which were allegedly seized
from Mr. Sheridan’s work space. That review is neither complete,
nor did it have as its purpose the ferreting out of all details of

evidence tampering which may exist. Lack of inclusinp qf any
specific item in this list shall not be taken as an admission of

the authenticity of such a document or other tangible item.

The information provided hereu
restricted ability to review ma

itted by the plaintiff entitled, "cConfidential

Inventory of Material from Paul V. sheridan’s Cubicle at the
Chrysler Technology Center", dated March 16, 1995, has numerous
general inconsistencies and inaccuracies based on defendant’s

knowledge and cursory examination of the actual inventory:

The document subm



CHAMBERS OTEINER

Page 2
July 14, 1995

1. This "inventory" fails to list and does not contain the

following files:

2. The

"inventory"

Liftgate Latch - General
Liftgate Latch - Competitive

Safety Leadership Team - Meeting Minutes
Safety Leadership Team - Preliminary
Liftgate Latch - Safety Office

H. G. Cook Study

FMVSS 206 - General
Seat Back Strength - General

Seat Back Strength - FMVSS 207 Specifications

Offset Impact - General

Rear Crash Survivability - General

FMVSS - 301

Side Crashworthiness Issues

FMVSS - 214

Bumper Issues - General

NS-Body Bumper

Taillamp Studies - Zarowitz
Amber Taillamp - NS-Body

Rear Seat Headrest - General and Zarowitz

Back-up Light - General

lists files but 1inaccurately portrays

their original/current contents:

Box #1 - File '"NS Liftgate System". This file
contained subfiles such as '"Customer Injury",
"Saginaw", et al. Also contains photographs that

were originally in the "Liftgate Latch - General"
file which is missing per #1 above. (see page 4 of

inventory).


Paul V. Sheridan
Line

Paul V. Sheridan
Line

Paul V. Sheridan
Line


CHAMBERS STEINER
Page 3
July 14, 1995

- Box #1 - File "NHTSA News" contains only half its
original contents (see page 4 of inventory).

- Box #1 - File on "Muth Techndlogies" not listed;
subfile "RSZ" not listed (see page 4).
- Entry on page 8 of inventory indicates that a file

contained "correspondence for Dr. Detroit
Motorsports". No correspondence was ever sent to

Mr. Sheridan’s Chrysler office for Dr. Detroit
Motorsports, nor was any on file at that location.

3. The "inventory" identifies files and file locations by
box number but the location identified was found to be inaccurate.

4. The "inventory" fails to explain/list file materials that

were found in the actual inventory by defendant:

- Documents relating to FMVSS-208 dated December 21
were found in Box #1 in file "NS-Restraints". This

file is not listed on inventory. (see page 4)
5. This "inventory" fails to accurately explain/list

documents allegedly found in the cubicle, as described during the
deposition of plaintiff’s investigators.

6. The "inventory" fails to list files that were found 1n

the actual inventory.

7. The "inventory fails to 1list/identify location of
specific video tapes:
- Environmentally Safe 01l Changes

- Formula SAE

- IIHS Bumper Tests

- Etc.



CHAMBERS STEINER
Page 4
July 14, 1995

8. The "inventory" fails to accurately 1list contents of

computer disks and computer hard drive.

This response 1is not complete. Further examinations of
inventory is still pending. Preliminary examinations cover
documents listed through page 18, but not Box #7. Document

listings from page 18 through 39 have not yet been examined.

Sincerely,

f? OVNT / o BV

Courtney E. Morgan, Jr.

CEM/mn
cc: George Googasian, Esqg.
(Via Facsimille)
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To: Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo, Esg.
Grieco Oates & DeFilippo, LLC
414 Eagle Rock Avenue
West Orange, NJ 07052
973-243-2099

Date: 7 June 2012 VIA FEDEX GROUND (1283181-00003629) AND EMAIL

From: Mr. Paul V. Sheridan
DDM Consultants
22357 Columbia Street
Dearborn, Ml 48124-3431
313-277-5095
pvs6@Cornell.edu

Subject: Defense / Discovery Counsel Challenges to Document Origin and Availability
Reference 1: David Dillon Deposition of 7 June 2012: Kline v Lomans Auto Group, et al.

Reference 2: The “tell NHTSA to pound sand” memo authored/endorsed by Chrysler Executives

Courtesy Copy List

The Honorable David L. Strickland Mr. Sergio Marchionne
Administrator Chairman

NHTSA Headquarters/West Building Chrysler Group LLC

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 1000 Chrysler Drive
Washington, DC 20590 Auburn Hills M1 48321-8004
888-327-4236 248-576-5741

Mr. Clarence Ditlow, Director Mr. Lawrence Hershman
Center for Auto Safety NHTSA Headquarters

Suite 330 West Building

1825 Connecticut Ave, NW 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20009-5708 Washington, DC 20590

(202) 328-7700 888-327-4236

Mr. Russell J. Sacco, Jr. Mr. Courtney E. Morgan, Jr.
Suite E Morgan & Meyers, PLLC / Suite 320
6 Claremont Road 3200 Greenfield Road
Bernardsville, NJ 07924 Dearborn, M1 48120

908-953-0300 313-961-0130
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22357 Columbia Street
Dearborn, Ml 48124
313-277-5095
pvsheridan@wowway.com

7 June 2012 BY FEDEX GROUND (1283181-00003629) AND EMAIL

Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo, Esq.
Grieco Oates & DeFilippo, LLC
414 Eagle Rock Avenue

West Orange, NJ 07052
973-243-2099

Subject: Defense / Discovery Counsel Challenges to Document Origin and Availability
Reference 1: David Dillon Deposition of 7 June 2012: Kline v Lomans Auto Group, et al.
Reference 2: The “tell NHTSA to pound sand”” memo authored/endorsed by Chrysler Executives

Dear Ms. DeFilippo:

You have indicated that defense and discovery counsel, who were present at Reference 1, challenged the
origins and availability of an exhibit entered into the Kline case record during plaintiff’s examination of
Mr. David Dillon. Their challenge relates to the “NHTSA pound sand” letter written by Chrysler Vice

Chairman Thomas Denomme to Chairman Robert Eaton and President Robert Lutz.

I am confused by this challenge since it is well-known to Chrysler counsel that this Dillon deposition
exhibit was part of a series of documents (of similar content and tone) that were presented to the jury in the
death case litigation of Jimenez v. Chrysler Corporation. It is well-known to Chrysler counsel that |
testified over a period of three days in October 1997 as plaintiff’s expert in Jimenez, and contributed to a
record jury verdict of $262,500,000.00. This verdict was featured in a front-page article of the Wall Street
Journal on November 30 1997.

In other words, the subject documents, which depict what many consider criminal activity on the part of
Chrysler executive management and their defense counsel, have been notoriously public for over 14 years.

By way of background, and exemplifying the true status of the exhibit, NHTSA had reported to Chrysler
executives the following on November 17, 1994:

“The latch failure is a safety defect that involves children.”

It is well-known that the exhibit that Chrysler counsel is now feigning as “confidential” was featured on a
prime-time CBS Evening News program. | am enclosing a DVD copy of that broadcast of January 7, 1998.
In that nationally televised program, CBS News anchor Anthony Mason quoted paragraph 9 of that exhibit;
documenting the secret Chrysler plan regarding the NHTSA “safety defect” report quoted above:

“If we (Chrysler) want to use political pressure to try to squash a (NHTSA) recall letter, we need
to go now.”

A superficial and/or trivial analysis of this historical information might render it off-point. But, as the real
world has once-again demonstrated, this managerial historical behavior with-respect-to safety is directly
relevant to the Kline litigation, the defective fuel system of the 1993 through 2004 Jeep Grand Cherokees,
and the current NHTSA PE-100-31 investigation into the latter (Please see *‘Conclusion’ below).


http://links.veronicachapman.com/Sheridan-WSJ.pdf
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Fp19qR_juOg

7 June 2010 Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo, Esq.
Page Two of Two

You have indicated that defense and discovery counsel, who were present at Reference 1, also challenged
the “sharing” of this Dillon deposition exhibit. That is absurd.

Attachment F - Tab 16 is attached. This is unchanged from my original expert report of 6 December 2009.
Due to case record changes, case rulings, defense expert report inclusions, mid-stream replacement of
defense counsel by defendant Loman, etc., | have reacted in-kind and on-point with updates to my report.
However, at no time has Attachment F - Tab 16 been deleted or revised in any way.

During plaintiff’s examination of Mr. Clarence Ditlow on 31 May 2012, defense counsel openly boasted
that he had Attachment F - Tab 16. Touting his iPad, Mr. Chris Fusco declared, “I have the entire case
right here!”” In other words, the very same defense counsel, that is challenging the origins and availability
of an exhibit, had, one week earlier, openly confirmed his knowledge of the origins and availability of that
exhibit . . . as well as its “sharing.”

Conclusion: Relevance of Dillon Deposition Exhibit to Kline and NHTSA Investigation PE-100-31

Given prior criminal behavior during NHTSA safety defect investigations,
it is predictable that Chrysler would object to inclusion of the “NHTSA

~ pound sand” exhibit into the Kline record. Again, this historical behavior
is also relevant to the Kline litigation, as well as to the NHTSA fuel system
defect investigation of the Jeep Grand Cherokee.

Pictured at right is 4-year-old Remington Cole Walden. The details of his
fire-death in a Jeep Grand Cherokee on 6 March 2012 are too horrific to
document here. But Remington’s death can be directly connected to the
historical behavior documented in the “NHTSA pound sand” exhibit.

Specifically, paraphrasing the 1994 NHTSA quote above, the Jeep Grand
} Cherokee fuel system failure is a safety defect that involves children . . .

It should be noted that the executive vice president that has been deposed in Kline, and was responsible for
the design and production of the Jeep Grand Cherokee, was also central to the internal Chrysler meetings
and discussions as documented in the “NHTSA pound sand” exhibit.

Respectfully,

Paul V. Sheridan

Enclosures: DVD copy of CBS Evening News program of January 7, 1998.
Attachment F - Tab 16 from Paul V. Sheridan expert report of 6 December 2009



Attachment 1

Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo, Esq.
7 June 2010

Subject: Defense / Discovery Counsel Challenges to Document Origin and Availability
Reference 1: David Dillon Deposition of 7 June 2012: Kline v Lomans Auto Group, et al.
Reference 2: The “tell NHTSA to pound sand” memo authored/endorsed by Chrysler Executives

DVD copy of CBS News Program “Eye on America” of November 7, 1998 (included with hard copy)

Video link here: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Fp19gR juOqg
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Attachment 2

Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo, Esq.
7 June 2010

Subject: Defense / Discovery Counsel Challenges to Document Origin and Availability
Reference 1: David Dillon Deposition of 7 June 2012: Kline v Lomans Auto Group, et al.
Reference 2: The “tell NHTSA to pound sand” memo authored/endorsed by Chrysler Executives

Attachment F - Tab 16 unchanged from Paul V. Sheridan original expert report of 6 December 2009,
includes the “tell NHTSA to pound sand”” memo authored/endorsed by Chrysler Executives.
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Jimenez, et al. vs. Chrysler

Multi-Page ™

Kobert J. karon
August 28, 1997

the assumption that we will eventually be

A That’s what this says and there's no question

13
that's one of the situations that we were

Page 103

1

2 requested to do a recall.”

3 Q Thank you. )

4 A That’s a totally different statement than what

s  we were just talking about, our operating under
6 the assumption. ; _ _

7 Q You were assuming -- I tried to use his words in_
§ my prior questions but vou were assuming back in
9 December of 19 -- strike that. T
10 In December of '94, you were continuing
11 to operate under the assumption that you would
12 eventually be requested to do a recall, correct?

i Page 106
Well, if you look at the e

Q
attached document, it’s dated March 3, 1995?

Hl—l—il—ll—tl—ll—l—il—li—l_
nmmqmuhum—*mmmqmuhum.—

23 Q In other words, you all got NHTSA to agree that

14
15  dealing with, but there was also -- i 5 A s e e e i
16 Q And did you think about -- strike that. PP TS V2P AT
17 But if you thought you were going to have = -,
18 (o at some point do a recall, did 1t occur to . : . ‘
19 ou that perhaps you should be letting consumers T e
20 ow sooner rather than later that there may be _ THE WITNESS: My recollection is that
21  aproblem with thetr car? 21  this investigation wasn’t concluded for a long
22 A There was no defect. You must understand that. 22  time after that. 2.Yg:3
23 There wasn’t any, there isn’t any. There was 23 Q (BY MR. GERSTEIN): Okay. Well, look at No. 2,
24  nothing to notify. . ‘ 24 paragraph two. Do you see where it says, "NHTSA
25 Q And, well, NHTSA was going to find a defect if 25 ﬂzs agreed that a Chrysler service campaign
i . i , Page 104 _ ' Page 107
1 you didn’t strike a deal with them, right? 1 would fully satisfy all their concerns?"
2 A Absolutely not. ;'.\H-: o . 2 A Yes.
3 Q Gkag'. Let me shdw you Exhibit 21. The title of B D ————— e o
4  the document is Minivan Latch [ssue Prn;msed e
5 Agreement with NHTSA. Do you see that’ 5 O |
6 A ;(:s. sir, Ichu. i 6 eomirm———
7 Q In paragraph one, you ot NHTSA to agree 7 o e R A RN .
g8  that they would deny all Freedom of Information S i . - 1l
9  Act requests to place their investigative files 9 : .
10 including the crash test video in the public 10 s : '
11 record and that the Justice Department would 11 : .
12 defend any lawsuits seeking to compel production 12 TSRO
[5 (Onderthe Freedom of Informaiion-Act;"1s-that 13 TG A LS BRI Y
14 correct? - 14 Q (DwmeSBROPDR: asiuitinwir R o
15 o it o Ol I3 75 15 . ,
16 <auntatten. 16 : ]
17 vt S i I | 17
tg W 18 Ernfdu ou sEch'.rvyhtlzr: it says, "NHTSA hﬁd
1 Yy ‘ 19 ag a sler service action wo
20 A FOIA. 340 *9‘.9 20 fully satisfy all their concerns and they would
21 Q Freedom of Information Act. 21 1ve full Ifuhlic support to such an effort?”
22 A Okay. 22 A Yes, sir, I do. _ ok
Q Do you see where it says, "The critical elements

23

24  that differentiate the service action from a

24  they would keep or fight the public in finding
25  out what their crash test video showed, correct? 25 recall (mostly reflected in the" - attached —
i Page 105 Page 108
1 B e e s o] 1  "the two attached letters) are as follows.” Do
2  feueTETT————. 2 you see that?
3 | THE WITNESS: That was while the _ 3 A {’ts.
4 investigation was %um on, I assume. Obviously 4 Q And then it says, "No admussion of defect or
5  they were ultimately released, so there wasn't 5  safety problem.” Do you see that? Do you see
6 —youknow, I don't know. _ 6 where 1t says, "Stated se of the campaign -
7 Q They were released. I think there was a lawsuit 7 to ensure piece of mind in light of media
8  to get them, but in any event, are you aware of 8 coverage?
9  any deals being struck with NHTSA? 9 A I can assure you that was exactly what the
10 A I do recall - no, I'm not. I clearly remember 10 safety action was all about.
11 that we were continually — this investigation 11 :
12 was hampered by leaks in various sensationalism 12 e T .
13 in the press -- sensationalist press and we 13  emshedoumbiiovronispar e
14  wanted all the facts to get out there and 14 e T
15  obviously all the data so that a proper B e aan arausiu BB
16  conclusion could be made, and there isn’t any 16 et SN TR
17 doubt that we would not want to see pieces of e e e S e
18  the information get out until the investigation 18 ww—
19 fnas cumplcttlc, blﬂl I‘ﬁn not t;aamilia.r with, you 19 B canes
20 know, exactly what happened. i 20 Q (BY MR. GERSTEIN): Did you ever see this
21 Q Well, this is L the umglzh: investigation was 3:47 33 |2 2 ocument? ; .
_1;% effectively complete, wasn't it? 22 A No, sir, I don’t believe so. _
2 23 Qﬂmﬂh—_qg——
24 iQuadeiem + 24 ’ o
25 A TeERMEES: What is the date? 25 Were you consulted by executives in your

Freelance Court Reporters (810) 779-1800

Page 103 - Page 108



4> CHRYSLER
YaY CORPORATION

Robert J Eaton
="4"=13r 2* =g dcarg
=" 2 Zeeculve Jitcer
arch 30, 1995
/

The Honorable John D. Dingell

House Commerce Committee \/)

2125 Rayburn House Office Building

U. S. House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Dingell: CD

| want to thank you for your personal involve t on behalf of Chrysier and other auto

manufacturers regarding the NNTSA defect investigation process. | believe your oversight
of NHTSA has played a signiticapt role in causing NHTSA to alter its mindset as well as its

processes in its handling 4f complex safety investigations. We at Chrysler ig
continue to speak out gn this issu& ang” hope you will continue your probi an improved

investigatory proces

| also want to pro

r latch for
rmination that

an er our absolute
Insistence o safety issue actually exists.
i havee@: doubted that NHTSA's evaluation of ts in this matter would eventually

conclude in their closing the case without an inding. But to reach that conclusion
would take many more months during whichourexposire to continuing media barrages

would not be abated.

It is regrettable that the NHTSA investigative~process is wholly deficient in protecting the
rights and reputations of manufacturers where there are: (1) large numbers of vehicles
involved; (2) complicated technical issues; and (3) post facto and subjective determinations

by NHTSA of on-road crashworthiness safety performance. | want to assure you that .
Chrysler will work diligently for changes to bring fairness to this system. | hope you will

continue your invaluable oversight efforts to that end.

Thank you again for your support.

Sincerely,

Chrysler Corparation
* 2000 snresier Drve

O o o o @
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The Honorable Michael G. Oxley

Chairman-Subcommittee on Commerce,
Trade and Hazardous Materials

House Commerce Committee

2125 Rayburn House Office Building

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

| want to thank you for your perspnal invglvement on behalf of Chrysler and other auto
manufacturers regardin defe?:\ investigation process. | believe/ '
of NHTSA has played-a
processes in its handl
continue to speak

de yoursome insight on our recent decisioff on the inivan latch issue.
to initiate.a

| have never doubted that NHTSA's evaldation of the facts in this matter would eventually
conclude in their closing the case without\an adve¢se finding. But to reach that conclusion
would take many more months during which\our exposure to continuing media barrages

would not be abated.

It is regrettable that the NHTSA investigative process is wholly deficient in protecting the
rights and reputations of manufacturers where there are: (1) large numbers of vehicles
involved; (2) complicated technical issues; and (3) post facto and subjective determinations
by NHTSA of on-road crashworthiness safety performance. | want to assure you that
Chrysler will work diligently for changes to bring fairness to this system. | hope you will
continue your invaluable oversight efforts to that end.

Thank you again for your support.

I'DO00089

Chrysier Corporation
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@f ; ) Di o Liad o
i y\ Denomme S minutes
¢ Update S’h&ast Meeting ”® Dawkins/Goldfarb 10 minutes Q

e@g@(atch Status for F'ul“/}arqpaign Th%gé\/ 10 m:nmu\</&/

N

\
Review of Commuhuicaticas Plans for a NHT Liebler \ﬁums
Confrontation s \ Q)
® Review of anz Group Research (/_,\ Liebler & 10 minutes

® Discussion of Combined foar &epla e/ Dennm% 10 minutes
Confrontation Strategy

® Political Strategy Q : Cg%;r\atnrl 10 minutes

® Business Decision

® Opening Cam

20 minutes
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A\ Re Point £1 ... en talking to The (}\wif
today re haldlnﬁ\/ latch story. Bud has ocked.out

i

\—) December 9, 1994
<§<\ o~ |

\

4
*\T. G. DENOMME

an arrangerment\wiereby they will not nyn
weekeand a 8,will agres to give mamﬁ\nd ay lead

if we Tdi?q do a customer-friendly action only (a
vGIU\ call). %

df“w\q_ecidu to take on NHT. K nderstand that

wo\/\ will need to involve all q’l’n at decision. Q_)

it should be noted, hnné@r. if there are more
leaks, or someons als k¥ this story, then the News

will go with thu[rs.s
&

TGD:bw
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A pravie ext Tuesday's meeting:
cail from Bryan Gruley ( News Washington Bureau)

y & ,&&E .« Yostarday we race
ng on a story for th n the “raging debats %/

r

~~ who told us he and Blil Viasic
\gilﬂrv er on whether to re e or take on NHTSA", » which may go on
nnett wire (USA Today) will rate customer and dealer . and could forcs

: leq In. Don't know t urcs,)but the fact that their Washington Bursau got on It sugs Wr
s a NHTSA or a Con r%g CY sourcas. \ &
7. % was little discussion an \uhnlual prasantation Im‘h%. The
consensus is thg: &a new data we presentsd-has us a littie time ... ‘ bably be
another tachnical session to discuss N : P:ﬁ to our data ... but it's unll we have
changed their minds. Accordingly, we wi to operats under the pton-that we will
aventually be requested to do a recall.

i s8 we have chosan O contact extarnal
rough. But Chris vlﬂ\likuty report that we could have
‘91 to 'S4 modeis by tqdnq.lndﬂunawlmchfnrmu
| do not know whaers ‘we on costs.

3. Latch Fix ... Chris Theodora will u
suppliers, our cost/timing estimates
some quantity of latches aval
pre-'91 models in about nine

4. Take On NHTSA Strateqy ... Tem Kowaleski will taks “script® for a media conferancs
laying out our case. Bud Liebler will review the ads in conjunction with a decision to

fight a recall. We will also review dealer/customer co N materials,

5. Rasearch ... We are doing some focus group tm take-on-NHTSA approach. No one has
seen the resuits yet, but early Indicators are that mers “tune out® statistical arguments about

accidants, fatalities, latch pulil tasts, etc., and focus-on *what's Chrysier going to do to address
customer concsms”. There is no dnub};tgc.@fvuaf has a special Image and relationship with
sa :

minivan customers when it comas to
B

8. A Third Aporoach ... In addition to the voluntary recall path and the take-on-NHTSA path, a third
path melding elemeants of a voluntary recail and a take-on-NHTSA approach will be discussed.
Essentially, we would ssize the high ground by going out with an offer to raplace the lstch for any
of our owners who request a replacement (note this wording ... [t Is much softar and less urgent
than the language NHTSA Insists on under their recall procedure) and, at the same time, teil
NHTSA to "pound-sand”. The obvious benefit of this approach is that we address our customer
concarns without admitting to & defect (because there is no defect) and simulitaneousty engage

NHTSA in the fight over principle.

TD000100


Paul V. Sheridan
Rectangle


| shqQuid also point out that we have several other important
Wﬁ]udlnq minivan brakes, that we need to keep in mind

cases under investigation by NH
before we engage them in a fi

8.

%h, continues to be a dhﬁd%u on what we should do oncs we know

that NHTSA will sandus a latter. 1/\—\

® Sales/ rkating ... Wants us to addfess customar/daaler concerns prefers a voluntary
fldld\c.a\ ign to a public fight on princi %

ﬂulaﬁnn: . Agrees wfth

s&qlnuudnq ... Prafars uh /\,S

® Reguiatory Affairs . urn we take on NHTSA i.’but e of the third altamative

described in poin /L\ (_/—\\/

%Q T-%i
® \Washi also sses some adva he
niturn!ﬁvu.: £\<IQ\ i

S. Einal Point ... Rob Liberators makas the raqurd!uu of what course on we takas,
we should mount an aggressive sffort n@ﬂq:un to pravent the &d'vuru use of bursaucratic
power within NHTSA, :peciﬂcalty ng. from Congress, the process which allows NHTSA to
design tasts fg: the public mgiz p{ to the media and trial m}ﬁm ruling on a dsfect,
the lack of objective criteria In whaether a recall ext s to be made, and the very
fact that they can request a establishing that a ufacﬂuﬁm. | could not agree mors.

\/
Ifw-wunttnuupdfﬂcﬂprgmmwmmm:m%’ e need to o now. We cannct

expect to be succassful if we don't activats until we notified that a [etter s coming.
Of course, the risk of sarty action is that it may prm%/ from exercising a close-the-case
option.

TGD:bw

TDQOO101
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CUSTOM FIT

The Detroit Transportation Club
hosted a U.S. Customs Service
Special Agent at their February
luncheon — he spoke on customs
fraud, its application to shippers
and the responsibilities of all par-
ties involved.

See CUSTOMS, page 2 »

DEALERSHIP LOYALTY

Along with improved customer
satisfaction, that's what Chevrolet
is trying to promote with its new
Career Builders program that hon-
ors salespeople who stay at deal-
erships for more than three years.

See CHEVROLET, page 6 » .

MOTOWN HOEDOWN

The Motown Museum hosted its
annual fund-raising dinner and
dance last week to help with ren-
ovation of the old Hitsville USA
studio on West Grand Boulevard
in Detroit's New Center Area.

See PARTY, page 6 »

CLEAN AND CLEAR

Orbital Engine Co. has long said
it would provide automakers with
an alternative to the four-stroke
engine with its two-stroke, how-
ever, LIS, emissions standards

Lunvwrer &bewenel i thie wavy oof the in

Oakland Tech News

OAKLAND COUNTY'S AUTO INDUSTRY AND BUSINESS NEWSPAPER

Tl "{l‘-‘{,ﬁ':ﬁ:«,;ﬂ-\v AR 1 1.:.: il

e b e

By Scott Roush
Staff Writer

Chrysler Corp.'s  Chairman
Robert Eaton wrapped up the 1995
SAE International Congress and
Expo with a speech that criticized
the federal government for regu-

lations stifling the growth of the
auto industry.

From wvoluntary recalls and
workplace streamlining to the av-
erage cost of today’'s vehicle,
Eaton questioned the govern-
ment's role in regulating business
during his “Engineering for Value”
presentation.

But Eaton did approve of what
some of the government is doing.
The Chrysler boss praised House
Speaker Newt Gingrich and other
Republicans’ attempts to reduce
some of the bureaucracy in
Washington through the “Contract
with America.”

Eaton discussed how the auto-
motive industry has reduced its
workforce since 1950 and how the
federal government has failed to
reduced its workforce over the
same time period. This, according

See EATON, page 4 »

OUR 13TH YEAR

NEWS & ADVERTISING
CALL (810) 879-8200

MARCH 6, 1995

> i

CHRYSLER CHAIRMAN Robert Eaton’s speech at the SAE Congress and Expo banquet at Cobo Center was
critical of the number of industry regulations coming from Washington.



science and technology on marcn o rom
noon -1 p.m. Call (810) 370-3574.

QUALITY WORKSHOPS A nine-week
workshop, Improving Productivity
Through Statistical Quality Control,
starts March 20, from 6 -9 p.m. at
Oakland University. Another workshop at
OU, Improving Customer Satisfaction
Through Process Control and Quality
Planning, starts March 21 from 6 -9
p.m. Call (810) 370-3120.

“LOVE LETTERS" St. Dunstan’s Guild
of Cranbrook presents “Love Letters”
by A. R. Gumey March 10, 11, 17 and
18. This performance piece delivers let-
ters exchanged over a lifetime between
two people who grew up together, went
their separate ways but continued to
share confidences. The show starts at
8 p.m. In St. Dunstan's Playhouse in
Bloomfield Hills. Call (810) 644-0527.

VOLUNTEERS NEEDED The Oakland
County Retired and Senior Volunteer
Program (RSVP) seeks volunteers 55
years and older to become Involved with
community agencies who need assis-
tance. Varled opportunities are available
at schools, hospitals, libraries, human
service agencies, and cultural institu-
tions throughout Oakland County.
Contact Linda Kanlewski at (810) 333
3716 ext. 115.

CHILD SAFETY “Northwest Troy
Partnership Talks Safety” will be pre-
sented March 8, 7 -9 p.m. at Hamilton
Elementary School on Northfield
Parkway in Troy. Presentations by mem-
bers of the Troy Police Department will
include: home security, bike safety, how
to use your police department, K-9 of-
ficers, child safety and personal safety.
Admission is free. Call (810) T40-0431.

MUSICAL CELEBRATION Inspired by
stories from and about the AIDS
Memorial Quilt, *“Quilt, A Musical
Celebration” fills the theater with im-
ages of laughing, living, leave-taking and
love. The show takes the stage March
10 and runs for three consecutive week-
ends. Cal (810) 370-3013.

CANCER PROGRAM Crittenton
Hospital in Rochester and the American
Cancer Soclety are sponsoring a four-
week “| Can Cope” program that began
Feb. 22 and continues for four con-
secutive weeks. “| Can Cope”™ will be

lax SUralegles. redluied spoancis ur
clude Peter Bewrchy, Richard Falck and
Davis Senatore, financial consultants.
The seminars will take place at the
Columbia Center in Troy across from
the Troy Marriott. Call (810) 227-1931.
“ROYAL TOMBS OF SIPAN" This her-
alded exhibit will be on display at the
Detroit Institute of Arts from now
through April 30. Tomb robbers un-
earthed treasures from a pyramid near
Sipan, Peru, and flooded the interna
tional art market with gold and silver
artifacts. The exhibit features exquisite
gold and silver jewelry, semi-precious
stones and other artifacts excavated
from the richest tombs ever explored in
the Americas. Call (313) 833-2323.
BIRDS OF PREY Join an expert or-
nithologist for a talk featuring live
Michigan wildlife March 14, 7 -8 p.m.,
at Edsel and Eleanor Ford House.

Speclal guests could Include a Barn
Owl, Red-tailed Hawk and American

Eagle, among others. Suitable for adults
and children 6 and older. Admission is
$3. Call (313) 884-4222.
AUTOMOTIVE MAGNESIUM The
International Magnesium Assoclation is
sponsoring an educational seminar on
magnesium in automotive applications,
Apr. 4, 8 a.m. -4 p.m., at Laurel Manor,
39000 Schoolcraft in Livonia. There is
no charge for attending the seminar.
Form reservations call (703) 442-8888.
RAPID PROTOTYPING Register now
for the Rapid Prototyping &
Manufacturing '95 Conference and
Exhibition, May 2 -4, at the Hyatt
Regency in Dearborn. The event, spon-
sored by the Society of Manufacturing
Engineers, will feature 60 exhibitors and
40 conference presentations. Keynote
speaker is Mary L. Good, undersecre-
tary of technology at the U.S.
Department of Commerce. For more in-
formation call 1-800-733-4763.
MANAGING DIVERSITY The University
of Michigan-Dearborn's Center for
Corporate and Professional Develop-
ment helps you update your managing
skills, The CCPD will be offering a
course on “Diversity: Awareness &
Understanding”™ March 20 and 21, 8
a.m. -5 p.m. The cost for this inter-
esting program Is $536 per person. Call

Eaton Says Governmental Regulations
Negatively Impact Industry’s Progress

From page 1

to Eaton, just one way the auto
industry has streamlined and the
government hasn't.

In 1978, the auto industry was
at its peak employment at 1 mil-
lion workers. That same year the
federal government employed 2.8
million civilians. “Today the auto-
motive industry has reduced its
workforce to 575,000, he said.
“What happened to those 2.8 mil-
lion federal employees in the
meantime? They grew by 100,000
(almost the size of Chrysler
Corp.)."

Eaton also talked about process.

“We ligured out a few years ago
that managing the process makes
a lot more sense than just trying
to manage the outcome,” he said.
“That’s how we cut our workforce
so much and got so productive.”

Eaton continued by saying that
no industry is more heavily regu-
lated than the auto industry. He
added that because the industry
is so visible, there is no better tar-
get when the government pursues
a crusade like voluntary recall.

Voluntary recall is negative for
the industry, Eaton said, because
of the bad public relations that go
with a product recall.

“If you do what the government
asks you to do, in the eyes of the
public you must have a faulty
product,” he said. He referred to
the dispute General Motors had
concerning its pickup trucks as a
prime example of where the au-

tomaker faces a no-win situation
in public opinion.

Chrysler might be in a similar
situation with one of its vehicles.
Reports have criticized the car
company for flawed rear door
latches on its best-selling mini-
vans from 1985 -94,

“The cost and the risk of del: -
ing them are too great for many
companies to even contemplate,”
Eaton said of the agencies who
regulate the industry.

Regardless, today's auto work-
ers are more productive than in
the past because of better man-
agement according to Eaton. In
1978, the industry produced 13 ve-
hicles per employee. This year
that figure is 21 vehicles per em-
ployee.

“We can continue this process,”
Eaton said of the improved pro-
duction.

The federal government an-
nounced that the average price of
a 1995 vehicle rose to approxi-
mately $20,000. Eaton said the
government failed to include in-
centives when it calculated those
figures, but that number could
soon be reached due to govern-
ment regulations.

“The public mood is decidedly
anti-Washington, and that means
the appetite for more rules and
regulations is just about gone,”
Eaton said.

The auto industry itself needs
to improve the affordability of
cars, but with governmental In-
terference it will be difficult to

promote “Engineering for Value"
according to Eaton.

“The future profits have to come
from the product instead of the
customer,” he said. “Costs have to
be engineered out, and they have
to come out without compromis-
ing product integrity.”

"I like religious fanalics, Sims—
especially when they worship me."
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Reference: Estate of Susan Morris Kline




o > —

14



Dow Jores Interactive Publications Library http://nrstgls.djnr.com/cgi-bin/DJ...ts=default& AdditionalSources=DTNS+

Article View

Article 8 of 14
BUSINESS
Chrysler joins forces with Dingell in attempt to avoid minivan recall Firm, congressman argue
U.S. can't request a recall without first proving that vehicles pose unreasonable' safety risk.
Bryan Gruley

02/01/95

The Detroit News
2DOT

Page E1
(Copyright 1995)

Detroit News Washington Bureau

Chrysler Corp., with the help of two key congressmen, is trying to throw an unusual legal obstacle in
front of federal safety regulators who would like the automaker to recall four million minivans.

In a Jan. 20 letter to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Chrysler lawyer Lewis

Goldfarb argued that the administration cannot request a recall without first proving that the minivans
pose an "unreasonable" safety risk.

Reps. John Dingell, D-Dearborn, and Michael Oxley, R-Ohio, made similar arguments in a Jan. 17
letter to NHTSA chief Ricardo Martinez.

Oxley 1s chairman and Dingell 1s the ranking minority member of a House panel that soon will be
reviewing the agency's budget.

The letters, obtained by The Detroit News, question NHTSA's long-used tactic of sending a written
request to a manufacturer for a recall before reaching a final determination that a vehicle is unsafe.

The request 1s designed to give an automaker a chance to show why a recall is unwarranted.

The manufacturer can decline the request _ as General Motors Corp. did in 1993 when NHTSA asked
for a recall of its 1973-87 pickup trucks or agree to a voluntary recall.

Dingell's letter said a recall request unfairly and publicly casts the manufacturer in a negative light
before NHTSA has completed its work.

"Several auto companies raised this concern” in the wake of the controversial GM truck case which
was settled last December, a congressional aide said.

The pleas by the congressmen and Chrysler suggest the automaker is leaning toward resisting a
recall of 1ts 1984-94 minivans, which are alleged to have defective rear-door latches that allow
passengers to be ejected in crashes.

Last month the automaker sharply criticized NHTSA in two letters alleging that: NHTSA conducted
crash tests that, in Chrysler 's view, were designed specifically to make the rear latches fail. "We
know that any minivan can be opened with a similar test," said Steve Harris, a Chrysler spokesman.

NHTSA's statistical analyses are flawed because they do not include all vehicles with rear hatches,
such as station wagons and sport utility vehicles.

1 of 2 15-Oct-98 11:01 AM
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Sources close to the investigation say NHTSA officials don't consider the crash test to be their most
important evidence and that a recall may be in order, although a final decision has not been made.

Some Chrysler officials have privately urged that the automaker take steps to remedy the latches.

" Return to Headlines

Copyright © 1998 Dow Jones & Company, Inc. All Rights Reserved.
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R~b Eaton, Tom Denomme, Ron Boltz, Frang 'sga}ﬁing. Rob Liberatore, Bud Liebler
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s MINIVAN LATCH CASE

Cva Mgy

Al Slechter 938-00-00

Attached is the letter ;: Rick Martinez which we have been working on with Hill
staff. The final éxs:gne by Mike Oxley a n Dingell. Several things should
be noted: &

A 1}5 *\. . \%? Bliley was briefed oh\ this subject by staff an fr.: whatever
‘..3 \)? ﬁ sons, he decided }o{e the signature tu . This can be
Y | ead as the first ex %‘f the "Blilay pruc s:gnals less Q
> attention by Bliley % industry proble % nd reading, <</
howaver, is lationship hatwau d Oxley has baan\/

gamawh ‘t;:j and that Bhiey is o Oxley’s

subcom Q;\ diction. k \

s "

y - b o J As yagu e, the |etter was ally toughened by sta

»? N '!,i P% k(a we arex@ware that Dingell’s sg_/ s'instrumental in hing
N lattar.

\}/ : F}ﬁ L out the qusstions raised in t
+

. v
uﬁ’ s b ‘ﬁﬁ{s c As you may be aware delayed their approval of this letter in the
/!

final stages of drafting

e

Al k -

v \

‘?Aﬁfé _ %

Vg o It would not be surprising if, when ees the final product, they are

their input. We have only
t of this type of letter once it
| work.

"D':" exercised that we did not give fu
“(7/} so much influenca on the speci
is put in the hands of the staff fo

o From my vantage point, ikis a3 much improved and tougher product
and will hopefully have a tive effect on our situation.

AJS/st

REC="'=0

JANL 1233

¥y
AT ZoY

EXHIBIT NO.— /‘j?




LMD | ROEE LD, G -Orod Then J PO PR WCalt o

vr) Pestiamam vy b ral ORI ae P Poed-y -
1L7A8 (ot T § WA CTY, MMATSAS o FTTE " ~» Af AL Aot w

gy o A A5, Ry of Repraseatates
nmu;rm ALl ma:fu‘:n&

g g kdengthaliipes TGt 2 AR X FWW ~3 1T Rtz 2028, Repbuns Mg U Baflive~
LER BT LAY, /1 7w, mw:::im-m s a —
T T e e e alan;ludun, wE 2035156118
L2 Qe T rLs Patimgy) (TR Twary

ALY A FOANRL, T alCTRNT Bl g \MATER L | OTT by AR
im.: ChAMY Kbl L LT T MDYV, G ey -

R Troech OO Cousr s MTER ORI OG0 Jl.ﬂﬂu}' 17, 1993
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Ur. Kichard miarinez

Adminigirator

National Hishway Traffic Safaly Adminisinton
Depariment of Transpenauon

400 Seventh Streeg, S.W,

Washiogloa, D,C. 20350

Dexr Dr, Maninez;

As vou kaow, early thy year thic Conueerce Commitzz will consider leslalapon 1o
teguthorize the Nadonal Righway Traffic Safey Administrailos QOITSA). As part of oo
review of Lhe 432ncy's ativilles we will be examining tha process by which NHTSA carrles out
its statutory mandsic 10 enire motor vehicle safery,

[n light of ihe Inspacter General's (iG) November 30, 1554 repodt to Cangraes regardies
the NHTSA investigation of Genetal Mowocs’ C/K trueks, we wodd lile b0 exemice 2 fomber
aof NHTSA procedures. Oze of t prouedures, the regueet for wolemary recell, flgures
pruminently inthe 1G's amoiysis of the propricty afmmmmmm;m_
In addition (0 respomding to the specific quastiops set forth below we ask thet yoor offics
condus? a thorough review of e wse of this tnformal prxcedure in light of seme of the prodlems
that emerged in the coursé of the CM lnvestigation

Our undersiarding is thal the request foc & voluntary recall 12 musde by the Offics of
Defect Investizations (OD1) at the conclusion of 3o engincering amalysls (EA) bnt before there
has Dexn any daermination of a aafary defect. The leller sequasting voluntary recall, which is
made public, staiss the reasons why ODI telrcves sl thete may be a safety relru! defect and
infocrmally requests e snanufacturar to canduct a recall, If 1o mmnufacturer declinmy, 8 defegs
revisw pancl then detcrinioss whetbar the mantet should e glosad of prosesd 10 4 foreeal dafect
investigation,



We are coscamed with this voluniary reeail process for sevarsl reazars. The request for
volunzary recall, beesuse i is mace public, 029 bave 30 sdvaras irpact on thic saf27y ceputation
of the product 25 well vs the mazufacmucer. It can creats anxisty amoug all wehicle gwrner
Tegarding the svfety of ihelr vehicles. It forces the ammiaehuer to cloos: berwme Comiumng
a costly recali pricr w agy findiog of defont ON rickies 3 GUBLE perceoton thot tie vehicles oo
ursafs, Witk the arterdant Mad press. Ths expioitadon of this procexs By trisd Awyers o othars
fs also ooublesome. Givea the frequeney of ODI's subsequard closing of the csse pfier the
mamufacturer declines 2 recall request, the process an be seen in many cases a2 a cosroive
device used 10 Impose reyuirecoents beyond the jaw,

General Moters” experience with the C/X inick suggests taat thare 1nay be 2 catzgory of
imvestigations where the wee of the volustary reesl] letter is contrary to the slatulory pursosss
of the Safety Act. Jo e OM 222 the 1G found that the regall requast was male premafyraly
because in February 1595 Department cificials weansd to speod 12 an fovestipesion bezan 2k,
two months earlier, thareby misleadug the public rezacding the safety of the GbI truck ard
causing great bardanlp to GM, To placate thoss officials, NHTSA, 25t the GDI, recommendag
in Apeil 1993 that the Sesretacy authorize ODI fo send a volumzsy recall leder 1o GM and to
require GM o provide 2 detathed justificatioa if they refused to da so. ODI antleiaied GMs
response would be pegaitve amd that the explanstion wodld provide additiom! information
relevant to the Investigation. T2at was.a niisuee o@g_mtaa:d 00 PaTfarence I the
iovestigaticn by ¢ Departmeam, The hamm was componnded Whea the Sscrctsry anmcuocad an
initial decisiun bated, in part, oa kis apparast belief that the voluatiry reeall requast by ODI was
anamount to a sl flodisg of defect.

While the OM case may ba unique in cettain respents, it claarly illustrates how 3 well-
intemtioned, informal procadure can be grossly miswconstrusd by the gublic ard senior policy
makers, with extremely hannfl consequences 10 3 manufacturer anz its products, Tie misuse
of such 3 procedure, it se=ms 0 us, doss a distarvice w3 the agency and 113 miesion to ensore
the safety of our highways.

[n addizlon 1o your geceral review of (b2 yoiuarary recall requast we aak that you respord
(o e following questicss:

(1) What Is NHTSA'S authorily umler the Motor Yeliivle Sefety Act for asing this process?
(2)  ¥hat procedurss are in glacs (o easurz unlfosm application of whis process?

(3) I3 2 threshold level of evidence required before a letizr msy be sect?

(d)  Arz caff dicisions to request volumbary recali reviewed at & higber leyel?

(3)  Ialight of e G ease, is it reazonable for vs to assume that these procedires ar not
binding on the GDI{ or NHTSA and that they can te ignored at the whim of Departoenial
officlals? Clearly, the ODI Conof Plan is only 3 suldellze decument,

()  What is the frequeacy of se closings after 2 volumtssy recall cequest is sam?

(5) At the Ume a request for voluatary cecall is inade, how close I8 the agazey 1o ap aitial
decision af defect of closuge?



(6)

(7
(8)

(%)

(10)

(11}

(12)

(13)

Has NHTSA camsidased any 2lierpatives (o this process fhet would secomplish the mame
purpesa but avoexd aofairly dspuraging 2 preduct axd glamuing its owren?

Can this proisss be revised o avoid the kindz of problems documented i the GM 2ase?

In light of the [C's finding in t G case that NHTSA felt pressured to iss0e z recall
tequest leter prormafurely, what safegoards do you plan to put i place to sssure that
recall roquest leliers ans not issusd until @ appropriat bnvestigedon has preceded the
declsion w0 scad such a leged?

The IG"s repa'tccm"lrmdthlt&t "racall request eﬂa‘mammué::mxﬂdw ard
that eyen ke Sc:::my of Trarsporation missomiried thc nnportarxs of the lca.r
ermemzoasly ikvasg it W Tefiagt 3 defimtve fzusey postliza, Givens this eonfosio
sbout the meaning aod import of 3 *recall pequest letter, ® ishmw:ppm‘gmmwmn
(he neceess by which 1t is decided 1o send & letizer? [n pareioular, whit are the sdverteges
ammmtm:gEJﬂfdehymngcmﬂnmemmmwm;&rth.
evidepce b1 the mavestipatun hat bDeen thoroughly reylewed by tHm Associxts
Adermistrater foe BEnforcemen and tha Dofet Review Panel?

It §ocrns that & recall requett lemsr resembled & sstlemend proposel, in which the 2gency
saff suggests that (s copoens abowt 2 maner cold be reoived if Hre tarpzted coupany
agrees 1o teke 3 particular mrtion, in this cz<2 g vodumtary eall, Cther lxw enforcement
sgencias uncer the prisdiction of thin Comamitiee, such a3 the Corsurrer Prodast Safely
Commissian end the Fedemsl Trade Coomission, ccm‘iéa thdr mmpm'ahlc Drocedres

m be confdanial semdement discissions, and ecores periaining o mexch
discussions o the publis petond.  What is the rationets bch]nd TSA"S precoes of

preparing wrigen “recall soquest latzre® and placing them in the pudblle record, ratber
than trediing such staff reqoests 3y confidential scitlement propasals? Why sbouldn't
NHTSA consider a “recail reousst’ (o be 8 conlidertial setflement proposal Bensesq the
agency arxd the regulaed pary?

At what stages of an lovegtigulon is irforoaton mads public by NHTSA or ODI prior
to any demrminston of defect? Vhat Is tie odgia of thiy pelicy? Is this & sound
preclice Whed an investigation may oot be suffickeatly corapicts to determice & dafecs?

Does NHTSA have tha legal suthority to favie i defect lestigation procedurer in
order 10 eal *recall requests” ss confidential sedlement proposals?

tn light of the GM expeticnse, what scliors are you faking or plarming o ke (o
ymprove e imegrity of the Invesdaative procezs as contempleted by the regulatons and
{he precedents so that ODT experis c2a conduct fnvestigations la a dmaly 264 fakr manner
without yongcessary imerference from Degertmmeantsl officials?



4

‘We appreclate your alteation to tus matizr, and mspeeifally cequast your resoonse witiia
10 bosioess days. We [rresumse that cow that the GM cz:e {g clesed, vour recusal will no longer
preciude you from responding to these matters. I that is net de case, pizase explzia why azd
save the Depury Adminisrator respoad.

Simcarely,
; -
ALK /
~h R\ T IS <
Michecoi t %3 GEEJ}' joha . B‘nﬁell .
Chzirman Racking Dermocratic Memkber
Subcamralteee on Commerce, Trade and Committ22 on Cagnnstea

Hazardous Matemals
Comrnit:u ca Commerce
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9 July 2012

Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo, Esqg.
Grieco Oates & DeFilippo, LLC
414 Eagle Rock Avenue

West Orange, NJ 07052
973-243-2099

Matthew D. Stockwell Letter/Attachment of 18 June 2012
Reference: Estate of Susan Morris Kline
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GRIECO, OATES & DE FILIPPO, LLC FILE D
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
414 EAGLE ROCK AVENUE MAR 2 12012
SUITE 200 VD B, RAmD, pj oy
WEST ORANGE, NEW JERSEY 07052 - REES ianERs
Telephone No. (973) 243-2099 T FLOURTHOUSE
Attorneys for the Plaintiff(s)
THOMAS KLINE, AS ADMINISTRATOR ; SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
AD PROSEQUENDUM OF THE HEIRS LAW DIVISION
AT LAW OF SUSAN MORRIS KLINE, :
(DECEASED), AS ADMINISTRATOR - MORRIS COUNTY
OF THE ESTATE OF SUSAN MORRIS DOCKET NO. MRS-L-3575-08
KLINE, and THOMAS KLINE, :
INDIVIDUALLY,

CIVIL ACTION
Plaintiff{(s),
V. : ORDER

VICTORIA MORGAN-ALCALA,
CARLOS ALCALA, NATALIERAWLS,
DAIMLER CHRYSLER CORPORATION, :
A/K/A/ CHRYSLER CORPORATION,
LOMAN AUTO GROUP, CHRYSLER
GROUP, LLC (For Discovery Purposes),
JOHN DOES, A THROUGH Z, (Names
Being Fictitious), ABC CORPORATIONS, :
1 THROUGH 100, (Names Being Fictitious):

Defendant(s)

THIS MA'TTER having been opened to the Court by Motion of Callahan and Fusco, LLC, attorneys for Loman
Auto Group, and opposition having been filed by Grieco, Oates & DeFilippo, LLC, attorneys for Plaintiff(s) for an
Order to Dismiss plaintiff’s punitive damages claim, and the Court having considered this application as well as
oral argument on March 16, 2012, and for good cause shown;

-
misontis 225 day of March 2012;
ORDERED that, should Defendant Loman Auto Group’s motion to dismiss plaintiff's claim for punitive
damages is hereby DENIED WITHOUT PREJUDICE; and it is further

ORDERED that a copy of the within Order be served upon all parti ithigf sg¥en (7) days hereof.

A I : '
e o Hhae vesocd gn

Romanen Pag $his onder oy %‘s{é@;@ 20 s 18.cf DAVID B. RAND, P.J.CV.
. [ = o -
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By Bryan Gruley
NEWS WASHINGTON BUREAU

WASHINGTON — A new Gen-
eral Motors Corp. analysis shows
that GM's 1973-87 fullsize pickup
trucks have a higher death rate in
crashes than Furd and Chrysler mod-
els.
The new analysis, produced at the

request of federal regulators, appears
to contradict one of GM's key de-

fenses of its pickups, which critics
say have killed at least 115 people in
crash-related fires. ‘ ‘

Clarence Ditlow of the Center for
Auto Safety, a Washington consumer
gTOUD, GM of *rigging the
data” to make its trueks look safer
until regulators called a halt.

GM spokesman Ed Lechtzin said
the company was merely cooperating
with the the government's prelimi-
nary investigation of the trucks.

The National Highway Traffic

e —— .

Safety Administration (NHTSA) is
considering whether to recall the
vehicles, an estimated 5 million of
which remain on the road. At issue is
whether their sidesaddle fuel tanks
are vulnerable to puncture in a crash.
GM repeatedly has said the trucks
have a lower overall death rate in
crashes than comparable Ford and
Chrysler models.
ut a revised study a GM
consultant shows the GM fullsize
models with a fatality rate higher

-

than that of both competitors.
Despite the new findings, GM
spokeaman Lechtzin said the fatality

New'stidy shows more deaths in GM picku

“rates are “still comparable.”

But, he said, “We can’t make the
specific statement we made earlier.”

In a Nov. 24 letter, GM General
Counsel Harry J. Pearce apologized
to NHTSA Administrator Marion
Blakey for providing data which “ob-
fuscated” the automaker's belief that
the trucks are safe. '

*We are redoubling our vigilance

“'-'.I
ey

c,‘.
.

L]

rl

A

to preveni guch an occurrence in.th'e
future,” Pearce wrote, adding, “there
was absolutely no intention to rnis:

lead anyone.”
"NHTSA most decide by Dee. 14
whether to Iaunch a full-scale inves.

tigation of the trucks. The Center fo}
Auto Safety has asked the agency

order a recall. o
“Ii's obvious that GM is now

rigging the daia to justify having

Please see Plckups, 2;5
1y

Pickups: New numbers differ

From page 1E

killed so0 many Americans in fire
crashes,” center dirsctor Ditlow asid,

GM's previous claim that its
trucks had a lower fatality rate than
Ford and Chr;.mler models was based
on a comparison of GM's fullsize
pickups to fullsize and smaller trucks
made by its rivals. :

At NHTSA's prompting,
asked its eomultnnlz. Fa(lljura s;ln?l?rd
sis Associates Inc. of Menlo Park,
Calif,, to redo the study minus the
smaller Ford and Chrysfer models,

The result: GM trucks had 1.51
deaths per 10,000 crashes of all types,
Ford 1.45 and Chrysler 1.186.

,NHTSA investigators are strug.
gling to determine whether the dif-
ferences between those numbers
matter, .

GM trucks fared better in other

_compntriaom}.l Fu;? e:damhzle, in side-
impact crashes, Fo d & hi
fatality rate than GM. ° higher

The rate of fatal fires in CM
guh:yk:l ::.1 higher than either Ford or

Lechtzin said Pearce wrote
NHTSA “so that the small discrep-
ancy betwee-n those (new) numbers
and our original numbers doesn’t
overshadow our good, sound
that the vehicles are ufe..'? cae

A NHTSA official who spoke cn
the condition of anonymity said
M's revision appe to be an
honest effort to help the agency,
Agency officials Tuesday briefed
Sen. Richard Bryan, D-Nm{, on the
truck matter. Bryan, who chairs a
lubcnmmmeg with jurisdiction over.
the agency, is said to favor a full-

il

scale investigation of the trucks.




GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION

POST OFFICE BOX 23112
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48232

Y I, PEARCE mcnnnmwmo

RCCUTIVE VER MRETDENT XD WEST GRAND BOULEVAAD
AND CEXEXAL COUNIEL TELDFOME JMYHaLa

November 24, 1992

The Honorable Marion C. Blakey

Adminjstrator
National Kighway Traffic Safety
Administration

400 Seventh Strest, S.W.
Washington, DC 205590

Dear Administrator Blakey:

Geaeral Motors is cormmitted to working witk the agency in a forthright and
consiructive fashion to resolve the questons that have arisen zbout our 1973-
1987 C/X pickup trucks. As you know, it is our strongly-heid belief that we
have sound legal and- factual arguments against the suggestion that these
vehicles contain a safety-related defect. Given that, I was quite dismayed to
learn yesterday that some aspects of the statistical analysis prepared by Failure
Analysis Associates at our request and presented to the agency last month --
an analysis obvicusly submitted to the ageacy in an attempt to clarify our
position - may unfortunately have obfuscated it.

We ars redoubling our vigilance to preveat such an occurzence in the future, |
You have my assurance that there was absolutely no inteantion to mislead
anyone, and we trust that the additional information we are submlmng to the
agency will put this matter behind us.

Very tuly yours,

ENES




Folure AnGlyslt Associates. c,
- Engineedng ond Scionltic Sanicer

"9 Commonwealth Dive. P.O. Box 3015

Menio Pork, Calfomia $#4025

(415) 688-7100 Telex 204215 Fax {415) 2E-299%

© Dr. RogerL McCathy, P.E.
Crolman end Prosicent

YIAFAX
24 November 1932

Mr. William Boehly, Associate Admyinistrator for Enforcement
U.S. Department of Transportation

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

400 Seventh Street, SW, Room 5321

Washington, DC 20590
Re: Failure Analysis Associates, Inc, repert concernirg GM C/K series pickups.
Dear Bill; ‘

This letter is a written summary of the information provided by Mr. Robert Lange of
Failure Analysis Associates, Inc. (FaAA) concerning the various categories of accident
datz analyzed in connection with our report concerning GM C/K series trucks. I also
wish to reiterate the offer made by Mr. Lange that we would be most interested and
willing to replicate the various analyses that the agency has performed on available
accident data, using the agency selected definitions and categories, to insure that there is
agreement on what the available accident data indicates. I am certain that all involved
would prefer to move beyond any questions related to data, and instead discuss relevance
and interpretation.

It is my understanding that there may have existed some confusion as to whether the
analysis we performed concerning other manufacturers incleded only "full size” pickups or
“all" pickups. We regret any confusion that may have existed. As set forth in our two
page discussion of "Comparison Vehicle Selectlon,” our report compares GM C/K pickup
post collision fire rate "performance to the performance of all [emphasis added] other
Light-duty vehicles on-the-road and subject 1o the same collision environment as are the
GM C/K pickup trucks.” {pg. 20] Further, on the same page, we explicitly define the
comparison sets to accomplish this goal by stating:

"In suminary, post collision fire rates of GM C/K pickups were compaxed to
the following vehicle sets:

o Chrysler Pickups;
o Ford Pickups;
o Nissan Pickups;

Fahaw Analys A L™ 0K GNG T DOMTOUNG walfy Grack I @ Mackman of The Foiles Grovo. e
mmmlﬂe_comdhmwmmumnmn ~UNITED) STALRS RGOS CANADA,




o Toyota Dickups;
o Average Passenger Car;
o 95 percentile Passenger Car.” (pg. 20]

I am informed by Mr. Lange that you inquired in the recent meeting if we had refined the
analysis doge in the report down to a comparison of "full size” GM pickups to "full sizc*
Ford Pickups. We bave developed datz on selected *full size” pickup moadels subsequent
to our initial report, and all this information will be provided this week. This analysis was
not performed for the original report for reasons stated in Section 3.3 of our report:

*Fundamentally, occupants of pickup trucks are entitled to the samc [evel of
overall safety (that is, the same level of relative rarity of collision-fire
events) as ars occupants of other light-duty motor vehicles: passenger cars,
vans, utility vehicles, and special purpose vehidles. That is, 2 determination
of an acceptable collision-fire rate must apply uniformly across all classes of
-vehicles likely to be used as passenger conveyances. NHTSA implicitly
adopted this philesophy in defining the appropriate motor vehicle fuel
system integrity requirement for vatious classes of vehicles when it
promulgated FMVSS 301 to apply equally to passenger cars, light trucks,
and utility vehicles.” [pg. 19]

Apart from the fundamental considerations set forth zbove, as you are aware, there
simply is not a uniformly agreed upon definition of a "full size” pickup, just as there is no
uvoiform definition of a “full size” car. The National Highway Traffic Safety
Admipistration has obtained directly from Ford and Chrysler definitions and/or a list of
“full size” models. FaAA does not have this information. Therefore, any set of "full size”
vehicles FaAA selec:s runs the risk of being inconsistent with the manufacturer’s
definftions, and potendally opens FaAA to criticism if we were to inadvertently omit
group of "full size” trucks from analysis of another manufacturer’s production that
significantly affected the results one way or the other. Subsequent to our veport we have
performed the previously mentioned analysis of selected "full size” competitor models,
which we hope will be helpful,

While a comparison of fire rates amongst "full size trucks” of various manufacturers siight
be an interesting academic exercise it is not clear how that would relate to the question of
whether the subject GM vehicles presented an "unreasonable” fire risk to their occupants,
and thus contained a defect. Whatever the relative ranking of fire risk amongs: the
various full size trucks is, their rates all fall within the range of those for other vehicles, If
we chose another accident mode, such as rollgver, the rankings would certainly change,
The FMVSS quite correctly do not set one standard for "full size” pickups, and another for
different vehicle classes. :




.. _Tundensiand these was some discussion of the standard for compmbﬂ;ty‘moermng
'mdantratesatlastl?ndafsmeeﬂng. FaAA is comfortable with theé well reasoned -
mndudsofwmpuahﬂmrthattheN}HSAhasesmbhshedmpmmesﬁgaummchas

the petition relating to the CJ 5/7, and has used the term in that manner.
I am looking forwacd 10 our further {nteraction.
Sincerely, '

fﬁ’oger L. McCarthy, PE,

Chief Executive Offcer

cc: Raobert C, Lange, Regional Vice President
Edward Canner, Manager of Product Investigations
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VIA FAX
November 24, 1892

Mr. Terry M. Kleln
DOT/NHTSA

40Q 7th St. NW
Washington D.C. 20590

RE: C/K Plckup Analysls - Differences between NHTSA and FaAA Analyses
Dear Mr. Klegin:

| have reviewed the NHTSA programs which were glven to me at the
Navambhar 20, 1997 maesling Ry nomparing this sade with the analysls
performed by FaAA, | was able to |dentlfy the following differences between
the NHTSA and FaAA analyses. | have not yet had opportunlty to replicate the
NHTSA {ype analysis using FaAA’s databases. There may be additional
differences which | was unabis to discarn from the programs which ware
provided o ms, '

1. Restrictlon to Fatal Vehicles

FaAA used only fatal vehicles, that is vehlicies In which an accupant of
the vehlcle was killed In the accldent. NHTSA used all vehlcles
Involved In a fatal accident. '

Restriction to Collision Vehicles

Only collisian vahiclas wars includad in tha TaAA analysis, NHTGA
apparently made ne such resiriction. The definition of a collision
vehicle was included in the October 12, 1982 reporl. For your
convenience, the definition of collision vehicte is as follows:

& FARS variable: Manner of Collision 1-6; or
¢ FARS variable: Rotlover 1 or 2; or

¢ FARS varlable: Inltlal Impact Polnt 1-15 (1975-81), 1-16 (1982- 1920);
er

¢ FARS varlable: Maln Impact Polnt 1-15 (1875-81), 1-16 {1982- 1880).
2, Method of Selection of Vehicles

DFG3-c/é -3¢




Tarry M. Kain
Pags 2 i
November 24, 1582

NHTSA used the FARS maks cods ahd tha FARS model ysar and ths
FARS VINA model to maks vehicle selactions. FaAA’s sslection Is
based upcn the VINA/VINDICATOR decaded VIN information.

o  VINANINDICATOR to gelect Vehicls Typs =L (Light Truck);and

¢+ VINA/VINDICATOR to select Body Style = (CP, CU, PC, PK, PM,
PS, SP, CB, CH, CL, CS FB, IC, ST, YY) - Plckup Truck;

®  VINA/VINDICATOR identified Make
¢  VINA/VINDICATOR identified Model Year

o VINA/VINDICATOR ideniified VSER to idantify GMC and Chevy
C&K. VYSER = {C10, C15, C20, CC2, C25, C30, C35, R10, R15, R20,
R25, R30, R35, CR3, K10, K15, K20, K25, K30, K35, GM4, V16, V15§,
V20, V25, V30, V35, CV3, SIE); the 1888 and later modael year with

. inside the frame rail tanks were éliminated by excluding GMC or
CHEVY lruchs wilh [ifth pusilion of lhe VIN vither C ur K.

3. Vehicles Ussd

NHTSA used only the F series Ford Pickups and the D&W series Dodge
Pickups. FaAA used all Ford and All Chrysler pickups as identified by
maks and body type. Note that tha VINA/VINDICATOR program did not
""""" idehiify Lbdgs 4 wheei drlve’ vehicies ‘prior {0 'modsiygar i977. Ths
corrasponding POLK registration was sliminated from the analysis.
4. Moaodel Year

NHTSA restricted analysls lo model| years 1973-1987. FaAA Included
model years 1973-1889 In the FARS analyses. Model years 1973-1981
were used in the state analysis. The C&K pickups with inside the frame
raii gas tanks in model ysars 1988 and latsr were excluded. The GM
R/V series which ware produced 1988 and later were included.

5. Dlrection of Impact

NHTSA apparently used only the FARS IMPACT1 to define Impact.
FaAA Included Information on rollover as well as directlon of Impact,
and supplemented the Princlpal Impact code with the Initlal Impact
code when the Princlpal Impact code was missing. The Impact
calegories used by FaAA are:

Collision Subcategories:
*Principal Impasl precedes Initial Impact

1). Rollover: Single Veh Acc and First Harmful Event=01;
or

Roilover = 1, 2 (78 +); or Most Harmful Event =01,
2).Left :08-10 clock points h

3). Right : 02-04 clock polnts

4). Rear - : 05-07 clock paints




Terry M. Klain
Paged .
November 24, 1852

ki oo * N

“""-"'sids Iricludes Right and Left.”
6. Definltlon of post coilision fire.

NHTSA apparently used all fire_explosions, FaAA eliminated First
Harmful Event fires.

Please feel free to call me to discuss. | will be out of the office on Wednesday,
November 25, 1982. You may reach me at (510) 524-1820.

Sincarsiy,

Rase M. Ray, Ph.D.
Managing Sclentlst e

cc: Edward Conner, GM Manager of Product Investigation
cc: Robert Lange, FaAA Regional Vics President
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November 25, 1992 GM-425A

Mr, Charles L. Gauthier, Director
Office of Defects Investigation Enforcement
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
400 Seventh Street, §.W.
Washington, D.C. 20590
NEF-121jry
Dear Mr. Gauthier: : DP92-016

This completes our response to your letters of November 10, 1992 and
November 23, 1992 requesting clarification of our October 2, 1992 response
concerning the fuel storage system of certain General Motors C/K pickup
trucks. General Motors requested Failure Analysis Associates to assist in -
responding to Questions 1 through 4 of your November 23, 1992 request,
The responses to your numbered requests are detailed below.

1. The following relate to the trucks used as "comparison" vehicles by
FaAA for establishing the relative "crashworthiness” of the subject C/K
plickups:

a. Was the Ford Ranger (a mid-size pickup) included in "Ford pickup”?
If so, please fully explain why.

Response: Ford Ranger pickup trucks were included in the
designation "Ford pickup” as indicated in the FaAA
report.

Non-GM, small and medium-duty pickup trucks were included in
FaAA's analysis along with all other light-duty vehicles.
Such vehicles were included in FaAA's study based upon the
rationale in Section 3.3 "Comparison Vehicle Selection" of
FaAA's report (p. 19). FalAA stated: '

"Fundamentally, occupants of pickup trucks are entitled to the
same level of overall safety (that is, the same level of
relative rarity of collision-fire events) as are occupants of
other 1light-duty motor wvehicles: passenger cars, vans,
utility wvehicles, and special purpose vehicles. That is, a
determination of an acceptable collision-fire rate must apply
uniformly across all classes of vehicles likely to be used as
passenger conveyances. MHTSA implicitly adopted this
philosophy in defining the appropriate motor vehicle fuel
system integrity requirement for various classes of vehicles
when it promulgated FMVSS 301 to apply equally to passenger
cars, light trucks, and utility wvehicles. '

30200 Mound Road/S3-EA Warren, MI 43090-9010

DP7z-0/ é;:? 3




w w
Fotg ot
Letter to Mr. C. L. Gauthier

Novembex 25, 1992
Page 2

In this study, the postcollision fire rates of the GM C/K type
pickup trucks were compared to the postcollision fire rates of
comparison wvehicles. The comparison included pickup trucks
produced by 21l major manufacturers (Chrysler, Ford, Nissan,
and Toyota) and passenger cars...”

b, Was the Chevy S10 and/or GMC S15 pickup (a mid-size pickup) included
in "C and K pickup"? If not, please fully explain why not.

Response: No, Chevrolet S10 and GMC 515 pickup trucks were not
included in the accident data tabulated for GM C and K
pickup trucks, or calculations relating to GM C and K
pickup trucks because the Center for Auto Safety's
Petition and the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration's (NHTSA) investigation relate solely to
the C/X pickup trucks with outside the frame rail fuel
tanks. This tank location was not used on the Chevrolet
510 or GMC S15.

¢. Was the Dodge D50 (a mini-pickup produced by Mitsubishi) included in
"Chrysler pickup?” If so, please fully explain why.

 Response:; Yes. Dodge D50 pickup trucks were included in the
designation "Chrysler pickup” as reported in FaAA's
report.

Non-GM, small and medium-duty pickup trucks were included in
FaAA's amalysis along with all other light-duty vehicles.
Such vehicles were included in FaAA's study based upon the
rationale in Section 3.3 "Comparison Vehicle Selection" of
FaAA's report (p. 19); the relevant portion of which is quoted
in the respomse to question l.a above and is incorporated by
reference herein.

d. Was the Chevy LUV pickup (a mini-pickup produced by Isuzu) included
in "C/K pickup?” If not, please fully explain why not.

Response: No. Chevrolet LUV pickup trucks were not included in
the accident data tabulated for GM C and K pickup trucks
since the LUV truck never utilized outside the frame
rail fuel tanks. |

2. Was an analysis of the relative crashworthiness of the GM C/K series
versus Ford F-100, F-150, F-250 and F-350 series conducted while
preparing the FaAA report, "Analysis of Light-Duty Motor Vehicle
Collision Fire Rates?" If not, why not and if so, please provide a
copy as we discussed.
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onse: A complete set of corresponding data on Ford F-series

pickup trucks was not developed while preparing the FadA
report for the reasons set forth in Section 3.3
"Comparison Vehicle Selection®™. However, after the
report was filed, selected data from FARS has been
separately broken out for Ford F-series pickup trucks.
That data is tabulated in Table 1 attached hereto.

Subsequent to our meeting on Friday, November 20, 1992, GM has
asked FaAA to complete a comparison of GM C and K series trucks,
Ford F-series trucks, and Dodge D and W series trucks, This
analysis was completed and the results of FaAA's analysis are
attached in tabular form hereto as Table 2 - FARS All Collisions,
Table 3 - FARS Side Collisioms, Table 4 - All Collisiomns Six
States Combined, and Side Collisions Only Six States Combined,

Small numerical differences might occur between rate data
reported for C/K pickup trucks in Tables 2 through 4 attached
hereto and the corresponding data iIncluded in Tables 4.2.1
through 4.4.2 from FaAA's report, because the model year
restriction varies somewhat among the tables.

3. State, by model and model year, those Nissan and Toyota trucks pot used

as

"comparison vehicles"” in the FaAA analysis provided with your

response. For each vehicle identified, please fully explain why it was
not inecluded.

Response: All Toyota and Nissan pickup trucks were included in the

grouping of comparisons vehicles in FaAA's report.
Table 5 attached hereto lists all of the Nissan trucks
utilized in FsAA's comparison, and Table 6 attached
hereto is a listing of all of the Toyota trucks utilized
in FaAA's comparison.

4. Provide a listing (similar to the one enclosed with this letter), by
make, model, and model year, of all trucks included in FaAA's analysis.

Response: Tables 5 and 6 list the Nissan and Toyota trucks used in

FaAA's report., Tables of the other manufacturer's make,
model and model year trucks used in FadA's report were
to have been FAXed to the NHTSA from GM's Washingtom,
D.C. office on Friday, November 20, 1992; a duplicate of
this communication will be forwarded to Mr. Terry Kline
by the end of the day Wednesday, November 25, 1992,
Table 7 lists the requested information for Dodge pickup
trucks used in FaAA's just completed restricted analysis
{(ref., Tables 2 through 4 attached hereto), and Table 8
lists corresponding information for the Ford trucks used
in FaAA's restricted analysis.
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Please contact me if you require further information about this response
or any of the attached material.

Very truly yours,

=L

E. E. Conner
Manager
Product Investigations

Attach.
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DEFZSTE NoUT T
December 1, 1992 ¢ GM-425A
Mr. Charles Gauthier, Director poa357
0ffice of Defects Investigations
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
400 Seventh Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20590

NEF-121jry

Dear Mr. Gauthier; DP92-016

This is in reference to our telephone conversation on November 30,
1992, regarding the letter to Administrator Blakey from Harry
Pearce dated November 24, 1992.

This will verify that the "additional information” referred to in
Mr. Pearce’s letter consists of the material provided with my
tetters of November 24 and November 25, 1992, together with the
material provided directly to the agency from Failure Analysis
Associates, Inc., during the week of November 23, 1992.

If there are additional questions regarding the material provided,
please contact me.

. Very truly yours,
E. E. Conner |

Manager
Product Investigations

DPGA-0/é~ 3 e

General Motors Corporation 30208 Mound Rosd  Wasren, Michigan 48090-9010
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9 July 2012

Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo, Esg.
Grieco Oates & DeFilippo, LLC
414 Eagle Rock Avenue

West Orange, NJ 07052
973-243-2099

Subject: Matthew D. Stockwell Letter/Attachment of 18 June 2012 (Attachment 1)
Reference:  Estate of Susan Morris Kline
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