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INTRODUCTION 
 

1. My name is Paul V. Sheridan.  I reside at Dearborn, Michigan.  All facts and opinions 
recited in this report are either known to me personally as matters of fact, or represent 
opinions I have formed based upon my specialized education, specialized training, 
specialized experience, observations, knowledge, employment with Chrysler Corporation 
(hereafter “Chrysler”), involvement with DaimlerChrysler Corporation, involvement with 
Chrysler LLC, involvement with Chrysler Group LLC, work with Chrysler automotive and 
truck dealerships, review of substantial literature, review of parts, including Chrysler parts 
and vehicles, as well as parts, vehicles and literature of competitive automotive 
manufacturing companies such as General Motors, Ford, Toyota, et al. 

2.  I am currently engaged in the automotive safety consultation profession as a ‘General 
Automotive Safety Management Expert.’ I was certified as such by Judge Robert Childers in 
the matter of Mohr v. DaimlerChrysler, Circuit Court of Shelby County, Tennessee, in 
February 2005.  My status was affirmed by the Court of Appeals at Jackson, Tennessee in 
July 2007.  For fifteen years I have offered my safety consultations on Chrysler Corporation 
products.  I have testified in this expert capacity in jury trial, sworn deposition and report: 

a. In July 2005 I won the National Champion Award from the Civil Justice 
Foundation for my work as a General Automotive Safety Management Expert.  I am 
the only person in history to win this award for contributions to automotive safety. 

3. I am aware from my involvement in existing and previous litigation that Chrysler has 
settled and sealed many lawsuits, and paid substantial damages to plaintiffs who have been 
severely injured and/or killed as a direct result of Chrysler’s failure to adequately inform and 
failing to adequately protect the general public  regarding the known safety defects that are 
inherent in the fuel system of their 1993 through 2004 model year versions of the Jeep Grand 
Cherokee and Jeep Grand Wagoneer sport utility vehicles. 

4. I am aware that a lawsuit had originally been filed against Chrysler LLC, in the 
Superior Court of New Jersey, Morris County, alleging that this auto maker placed SUSAN 
MORRIS KLINE at grave risk by failing to adequately inform and failing to adequately 
protect her, her family and the general public, specifically regarding the known safety defects 
that are inherent in the fuel system of the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee sport utility vehicle: 

a. I am aware that subsequent to this original lawsuit filing against Chrysler LLC, 
the auto maker filed for bankruptcy protection on April 30, 2009 in the U.S. 
Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District of New York seeking relief under Chapter 
11 of the U.S. Bankruptcy Code. 
b. Protection was granted on June 1, 2009 forming two entities Old Carco LLC 
and Chrysler Group LLC. Old Carco LLC has a value of zero.  Both continue function 
at the original address: 1000 Chrysler Drive, Auburn Hills, MI 48326. 
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c. I am aware that Chrysler Group LLC denies any product liability responsibility 
for the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee sport utility vehicle, such as that previously owned 
and previously operated on February 24, 2007 by SUSAN MORRIS KLINE, 
d. I am aware that subsequent inquires from the United States Senate relating to 
paragraph 4c influenced a public relations announcement by Chrysler Group LLC 
which claim that it would assume product liability responsibility for “all Chrysler LLC 
vehicles purchased before June 10, 2009 and involved in accidents after that date.”  
This August 30, 2009 announcement did not offer revisions to honor the product 
liability responsibilities associated with the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee sport utility 
vehicle previously owned and previously operated by SUSAN MORRIS KLINE and 
was involved in an accident on February 24, 2007, 
e. I am aware that defendant Loman Auto Group historically routinely sold and 
serviced the following vehicle brands: Ford, Subaru, Chrysler and Jeep.  Under 
bankruptcy restructuring, Chrysler Group LLC “rejected” transfer of existing 
dealership franchises for ~800 Chrysler, Dodge, Dodge Truck and Jeep dealerships.  
Loman Auto Group was rejected by Chrysler Group LLC, and is therefore no longer 
franchised to sell Chrysler or Jeep vehicles. However I am aware that Loman Auto 
Group sold and serviced/prepped the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee sport utility vehicle, 
which was previously owned and previously operated by SUSAN MORRIS KLINE 
and which was involved in an accident on February 24, 2007, 

i. Having earned substantial revenue from the sale and service of Jeep 
vehicles, defendant Loman Auto Group is thoroughly familiar with the three 
engineering iterations of the Jeep Grand Cherokee sport utility vehicle: 1993 
through 1999, 2000 through 2004, and 2005 through 2009 (See ¶ 5). 

 
 

JEEP GRAND CHEROKEE – GENERAL PRODUCT HISTORY 
5. Chrysler vehicle engineering programs are designated by two-letter codes.  These 
codes change when modifications to the original engineering design occur, including 
relatively minor revisions. The term ‘Jeep Grand Cherokee’ is the brand name for the 
consumer market, which was based on internal engineering programs which were/are 
historically coded as follows: 
 a. ZJ-Body: Produced for the 1993 through 1998 model years, 
 b. WJ-Body: Produced for the 1999 through 2004 model years, 
 c. WK-Body: Produced for the 2004 through 2010 model years, 
 d. WL-Body: Produced for the 2011 through ongoing model years. 

6. The first iteration of the Jeep Grand Cherokee (ZJ-Body) was approved for production 
by management in 1987 for production in January 1992 as a 1993 model year vehicle: 
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a. The ZJ-Body was designed with the fundamental safety defect of locating the 
fuel tank behind the rear axle in what is called the “crush zone,” and without adequate 
shielding/protection from foreseeable real-world collisions, 
b. Upon the 1993 introduction of the ZJ-Body version of the Jeep Grand 
Cherokee, no other competitive sport utility vehicle was sold with a fuel tank behind 
the rear axle, below the rear bumper, and without adequate shielding/protection from 
foreseeable real-world rear under-ride collisions. 
c. Since introduction in 1993, the ZJ-Body version of the Jeep Grand Cherokee 
has been the focus of many fire-related deaths and/or severe injury accidents, and 
lawsuits that have been settled & sealed by Chrysler lawyers. 

7. The second engineering iteration of the Jeep Grand Cherokee, the WJ-Body, was 
approved for production by Chrysler management in approximately 1995, for initial 
production in September 1998 as a 1999 model year introduction: 

a. Although a substantial number of parts/components were revised, the 1999 WJ-
Body did not involve major revisions to case-relevant structural or overall vehicle 
layout/configuration,  
b. The WJ-Body continued with the fundamental safety defect of locating the fuel 
tank behind the rear axle in the rear “crush zone,” and without adequate 
shielding/protection from foreseeable real-world under-ride collisions, 
c. Upon the 1998 introduction of the WJ-Body version of the Jeep Grand 
Cherokee, no other competitive sport utility vehicle was sold with a fuel tank behind 
the rear axle, below the rear bumper, and without adequate shielding/protection from 
foreseeable real-world rear under-ride collisions. 
d. At the time of the 1998 introduction of the WJ-Body version of the Jeep Grand 
Cherokee, Chrysler Corporation had just been “merged” with DaimlerBenz to form 
DaimlerChrysler Corporation.  To the best of my knowledge, no DaimlerBenz 
engineering inputs were incorporated into the WJ-Body version of the Jeep Grand 
Cherokee due to time constraints, etc. 
e. Since introduction in 1998, the WJ-Body version of the Jeep Grand Cherokee 
has been the focus of many fire-related deaths and/or severe injury accidents, and 
lawsuits that have been settled & sealed by Chrysler lawyers. 

8. The third engineering iteration of the Jeep Grand Cherokee, the WK-Body, was 
approved for production by Chrysler management in approximately 1999, for initial 
production in September 2004 as a 2005 model year introduction: 

a. The WK-Body represents a very substantial re-design of the Jeep Grand 
Cherokee. The fundamental safety defect of locating the fuel tank behind the rear axle 
in the rear “crush zone,” and without adequate shielding/protection, was eliminated by 
relocating the fuel tank to the middle portion of the vehicle, in front of the rear axle, 
and providing substantial shielding/protection from foreseeable real-world collisions, 
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b. At the time of program approval in 1999, the WK-Body benefited from the just-
prior formation DaimlerChrysler Corporation, which allowed substantial incorporation 
of DaimlerBenz design and engineering inputs.  It is well-known that incorporation of 
substantial DaimlerBenz design and engineering inputs continues and is extended with 
the all-new 2011 version of Jeep Grand Cherokee, despite the fact that Chrysler Group 
LLC is no longer part of a DaimlerBenz “merger,”  
c. Locating the fuel tank to the middle of the vehicle, in front of the rear axle, and 
providing substantial shielding/protection from foreseeable real-world collisions, is 
standard industry practice of twenty-five-plus years.  To the best of my knowledge all 
DaimlerBenz sport utility vehicles have adhered to this location practice. 
d. Since introduction for the 2005 model year, the re-design of the WK-Body 
version of the Jeep Grand Cherokee has not been the focus of any fire-related deaths 
and/or fire-related severe injury accidents, and has not been the focus of any fire-
related death and/or severe injury litigation leading to lawsuits that have been settled 
& sealed by Chrysler or dealership defense lawyers, 

i. Recent news media reports have claimed that “only one” WK-Body 
version of the Jeep Grand Cherokee has been involved in a “fire related death” 
since the 2005 model year introduction.  This is completely false.  The accident 
referenced by the news media occurred on October 11, 2007 in Florida, which 
involved a 2008 Jeep Grand Cherokee, did not have any fire related deaths. The 
accident report, that I only recently acquired shows that there was no fuel tank 
related fire, there was no other colliding or under-riding accident vehicle; this 
was a one-car rollover accident, involving ejection of the driver and passenger; 
death of the latter is attributed to “blunt force trauma.” From the police report it 
appears that the fuel tank in this WK-Body version remained intact. 

 
 

CHRYSLER CORPORATE / ACQUISITION HISTORY 
9. In 1998, Chrysler was acquired by DaimlerBenz AG of Germany to form 
DaimlerChrysler AG.  DaimlerBenz was the original manufacturer of Mercedes-Benz 
automobiles.  This acquisition was referred to by both Chrysler and DaimlerBenz executive 
management as a “marriage made in heaven” and a “merger of equals”: 

a. During 1994/1995 Chrysler executive management discussed the merging of 
Chrysler with DaimlerBenz. The accounting firm of Goldman-Sachs International 
(GSI) was hired to do the financial study code-named “Project Blitz.” Project Blitz 
was presented to Chrysler management on October 4, 1995, 
b. The August 6, 1997 proxy statement includes “Interests of Certain Persons in 
the Chrysler Merger,” which details that top Chrysler executives be compensated with 
cash and stock totaling “$395 million.”  It was later reported that ex-Chrysler CEO, 
Robert Eaton, received in excess of $200 million after the “merger” of early 1998, 
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c. During the period when DaimlerChrysler Corporation was a subsidiary of 
DaimlerChrysler AG, open communications between the engineers, product planners, 
external suppliers, et al. of DaimlerChrysler of Auburn Hills, Michigan and Mercedes-
Benz of Stuttgart, Germany were routine, and mandated by an internal program called 
“Post Merger Integration” (PMI): 

i. During PMI, Chrysler vehicles were shipped to Mercedes-Benz of 
Stuttgart, Germany for detailed review of engineering of components, systems 
and subsystems, 
ii. During PMI, Mercedes-Benz vehicles were shipped to DaimlerChrysler 
of Auburn Hills, Michigan for detailed review of engineering of components, 
systems and subsystems (See ¶ 22 and ¶ 23 below). 
 

d. Owing to my expert consultations in the Jeep crashworthiness litigation of 
Gillespie v. DaimlerChrysler, during the time that DaimlerChrysler Corporation was a 
subsidiary of DaimlerChrysler AG and considered part of a “merger of equals”, 
DaimlerChrysler was ordered to provide a witness described by the court as: 

“. . . the person at DaimlerChrysler most knowledgeable about rollover testing 
conducted by DaimlerChrysler and rollover testing done by MercedesBenz.” 

Shortly after this order was issued the Gillespie litigation was settled out-of-court. 
 

10. In May 2007 DaimlerChrysler was sold into an affiliate of a private equity firm, 
Cerberus Capital Management, L.P., and renamed Chrysler Corporation LLC (“Chrysler 
LLC”) which then continued to produce and sell Chrysler, Dodge and Jeep vehicles: 

a. DaimlerChrysler AG retained 20 percent ownership in Chrysler LLC. 

11. In April 2009, prior to a deadline demanded by the Obama Administration, the 
remaining 20 percent ownership of Chrysler LLC by DaimlerChrysler AG was sold to 
Cerberus Capital Management, L.P. Chrysler LLC then filed for bankruptcy protection on 
April 30, 2009 in the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District of New York seeking 
relief under Chapter 11 of the U.S. Bankruptcy Code: 
 a. DaimlerChrysler AG is now Daimler AG. 

12. On June 10, 2009 Chrysler LLC was reorganized into Chrysler Group LLC as part of 
an “alliance” with foreign auto maker Fiat Group Automobiles S.p.A. based in Turin, Italy.  
Chrysler Group LLC continues to produce/sell Chrysler, Dodge and Jeep vehicles worldwide. 
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PAUL VICTOR SHERIDAN EDUCATION AND EARLY WORK EXPERIENCE 

13.  I hold a Bachelor’s of Science Degree (BS) in Mathematics and Physics conferred in 
1978, by the State University of New York.  I hold a Master’s in Business Administration 
(MBA) in General Management and Logistics conferred by Cornell University in 1980: 

a. During the first year of my studies at SUNY I simultaneously worked as 
‘Assistant to the Director’ at the University Computer Center, 
b. During the last two years at SUNY I was promoted to ‘Chief Technical 
Assistant to the Engineer’ at the SUNY Nuclear Accelerator Laboratory, 
c. During my studies at Cornell University I was employed as University Liaison 
by the Graduate School of Management, Department of Economics. I investigated and 
co-authored the aerospace portion of a national energy paper, commissioned by the 
Department of Energy (DOE).  My report was based on extensive visitations and 
interviews with the aerospace engineers of NASA.  My paper was presented to the 
U.S. Senate in 1979 by energy economist Professor Robert Lind. 

 
 

SHERIDAN PROFESSIONAL AUTOMOTIVE EXPERIENCE – GENERAL 

14. After graduation from Cornell University, I was hired by Ford Motor Company at their 
headquarters location in Dearborn, Michigan.  I worked at Ford from 1980 to 1984.  My 
responsibilities included program management, vehicle production planning, automotive 
product planning, and power train planning. I was promoted regularly, and earned several 
substantial salary increases during this 1981-1984 period.  

a. Assignments also included Emissions Components Planning and Corporate 
Average Fuel Economy (CAFÉ) duties.  These duties required existing and ongoing 
acquisition of expertise in automotive fuel systems design and testing. 

15. In July 1984, I accepted an unsolicited promotional offer from Chrysler Corporation.  
The new position represented a significant increase in responsibility:    

a. Work at Chrysler focused in two areas: (1) engineering programs management 
and (2) product programs management.  Chrysler Personnel Policy did not require an 
engineering degree per se for assignment to these areas, but did require and utilized 
my extensive understanding and education in science and technology (see ¶ 13), 
b. I am one of only three people in-history to receive the “Chairman’s Award” 
from Mr. Lee Iacocca during his tenure as Chairman and Chief Executive Officer.  I 
received this award as a result of nomination by the Chassis Engineering department 
for my work on Dodge Truck exhaust systems engineering (Attachment A). 
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16.  My Chrysler career spanned July 1984 to December 1994. I served Chrysler customers 
with work in product planning, program planning, and engineering programs management: 

a. As Program Planning Manager I was central to the reformation of Engineering 
into “Business Groups.”  I was co-author of the Business Group Charter, and 
organized presentation of this proposed organization to the highest levels of executive 
management.  Upon approval eleven Business Groups were formed that divided the 
vehicle engineering duties: 

    Body Structures 
    Exterior Trim 
    Paint & Anti-Corrosion 
    Interior Trim 
    Climate Control 
    Body Electrical 
    Engine 
    Transmission & Driveline 
    Powertrain Components 
    Chassis Systems 
    Fuel Systems 
 

I was assigned to the Paint & Anti-Corrosion, Body Systems, Chassis, and Fuel 
Systems Business Groups.  The latter affirmed and extended my expertise in fuel 
systems design, 
b. As Product Planning Manager I budgeted, organized and authored the ‘Truck 
Dealer Visit Program.’  I was responsible for solicitation/documentation of both 
Chrysler and competitive dealer-principal interviews and report summaries.  This 
experience provided general and specialized expertise in auto dealer operations 
including showroom design, customer relations, and vehicle service procedures. 

17. Owing to my experience, expertise and reputation, in 1987 I was promoted into Jeep 
and Truck Engineering (JTE) as an Engineering Programs Manager.  I remained at JTE from 
September 1987 until February 1991.  This assignment involved engineering programs 
management of all vehicle systems including but not limited to powertrain, chassis, 
electrical/electronic, body systems, and regulatory compliance. My responsibilities initially 
included the Jeep Grand Wagoneer (SJ-Body), but were later dedicated to the Dodge trucks: 

a. As Engineering Programs Manager, I was responsible for the work of hundreds 
of both Chrysler internal engineers, and external engineers at Chrysler suppliers, 
b. In 1988 I was moved to the Engine Engineering Group with responsibility for 
both gasoline and diesel engine systems, 
c.  My work as Engine Programs Manager received recognition in The Chrysler 
Times, the only manager so-recognized (Attachment B). 
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18. I was regularly promoted in my responsibilities and compensation, and I received very 
positive job ratings on properly executed performance reviews during my career at Chrysler. 

CHRYSLER INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL ORGANIZATION AND OPERATIONS 

19. In 1990 the Chrysler vehicle product development process was reorganized into an 
internal organization called “Platforms.”  These vehicle Platforms include: 

a. Minivan Platform 
b. Small Car Platform 
c. Large Car Platform 
d. Truck Platform  
e. Jeep Platform 

Individually these five Platforms were dedicated to each vehicle type and employ staff from 
product operations, engineering, procurement, design, manufacturing, etc. (Attachment C). 
20. The Jeep Platform developed the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee which was previously 
owned and operated by SUSAN MORRIS KLINE:  

a. These Platforms created the engineering and product content of the Chrysler 
branded vehicle product lines (Plymouth, Dodge, Chrysler, Jeep, etc) that are now sold 
& serviced by 4,000 independent dealerships.  These are also sold in foreign markets 
by several hundred foreign independent dealerships. 
b. Each Platform was led by an executive that functioned both in staff and line 
roles.  The Jeep Platform, which developed the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee which was 
previously owned and operated by SUSAN MORRIS KLINE, was headed by Mr. 
Francois J. Castaing.  Simultaneously, Castaing’s line role was ‘Executive Vice 
President for Engineering.’  Mr. Castaing was simultaneously responsible for the 
product management decisions and resulting engineering executions respectively 
relating to the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee.  Mr. Castaing is aware of the customary 
practices of the Detroit-based automotive industry, including the fact that management 
decisions and philosophies precede and delimit engineering design & development; 
the latter includes components and systems that support a range of vehicle functions 
from convenience features to safety requirements. 

21. Replacement parts, warranty parts, and repair & retrofit procedures for the Chrysler 
brands are provided by the Service & Parts Division, trade-named MOPAR.  Chrysler 
dealerships rely on MOPAR for components and procedures relating to safety defect recalls 
and safety-related retrofits.  A majority of these parts are purchased from outside suppliers by 
MOPAR for resale to the Chrysler dealerships or directly to the customer: 

a. Throughout my career at Chrysler I routinely received the MOPAR Service & 
Parts Bulletins which announce, update and describe the details of all approved vehicle 
maintenance, service, and safety procedures.  The bulletins were regularly distributed 
both electronically and in hard-copy format to the-then 5,000 independent dealerships. 
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b. Defendant Loman Auto Group is thoroughly familiar-with and was a regular 
recipient-of the MOPAR Service & Parts Bulletins.  This included distribution of the 
February 2002 safety recall bulletin entitled: 

“Safety Recall No. A10 – Fuel Tank Blocker Bracket” 
which involved the Jeep Grand Cherokee vehicle, and the inability of 71,000 
production units of that vehicle to comply with the minimal regulatory requirements as 
set forth by, and defined as such by, the National Highway Traffic and Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) under “Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard (FMVSS) 
No. 301 – Fuel System Integrity”:   

i. In this context, among others, Defendant Loman Auto Group is familiar 
with the optional sales code “XEE” offered by Chrysler for the Jeep Grand 
Cherokee to new car buyers entitled “Fuel Tank Skid Plate Shield.” 
ii.  In this context, Defendant Loman Auto Group is familiar with the fact 
that regarding Jeep Grand Cherokees, Safety Recall No.A10 states: 
 

“Those vehicles that have already been repaired by having a skid plate 
installed do NOT require any additional service.” 

 
c. Defendant Loman Auto Group is familiar-with and was a regular recipient-of 
the MOPAR Accessories Catalogs which included many Jeep Grand Cherokee safety 
retrofits, including but not limited to the fuel tank skid plate: 

i. In this context, Defendant Loman Auto Group is familiar with the fact 
that the original new purchase sales code “XEE” offered by Chrysler to buyers 
entitled “Fuel Tank Skid Plate Shield” involves components that can be 
retrofitted to the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee which was previously owned and 
operated by SUSAN MORRIS KLINE.  This retrofit would have offered 
shielding/protection for the exposed rear-mounted fuel tank from foreseeable 
real-world rear end underride collisions, 

d. Defendant Loman Auto Group is also thoroughly familiar-with and was a 
regular recipient-of the MOPAR PARTS EXPRESSIONS trade magazine which 
frequently featured aftermarket activities such as recreational off-roading: 

i. In this context, Defendant Loman Auto Group is familiar with the 
instructional videos offered through MOPAR entitled, “The World of Four-
Wheeling: Off-Road and Winter Driving Techniques.” 
 

22. Throughout my career at Chrysler, I performed duties pertaining to acquiring detailed 
knowledge-of and experience-with competitive automotive product (Ford, Toyota, etc.)  
These duties included drive-evaluations of competitive brands.  These vehicles were managed 
by the Chrysler Competitive Cars Coordinator, and were also routinely evaluated by Chrysler  
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executive management. The primary purpose of these drive-evaluations was identification 
and documentation of superior aesthetic and engineering design, and feature content.  To the 
best of my knowledge, the practice of competitive drive-evaluations continues at Chrysler 
Group LLC to this day. 

a. Competitive sport utility vehicles were routinely provided by the Competitive 
Cars Coordinator for evaluation by Chrysler management and engineering staffs. 

23. Throughout my career at Chrysler, my duties included detailed review of competitive 
engineering of components, systems and subsystems.  Competitive vehicles were fully 
dismantled by technicians from the Competitive Teardown Office.  This “teardown” function 
is an integral part of the engineering and product development process.  Its purpose is to 
accumulate detailed engineering information of competitive component and system design.  
The teardown process resulted in the following reports and review duties: 

a. The Competitive Teardown Review:  These formal reviews were presented by 
the engineering staffs, and frequently attended by Chrysler executive management. 
b. Competitive Teardown Report: Distributed throughout the Chrysler 
organization, including Chrysler executive management. These reports included 
detailed information about competitive components content, design, cost, weight, 
supplier sources, etc. 
c. Reviews by individual engineering or product planning personnel as part of 
their day-to-day responsibilities. The teardown components were displayed on 
vertically hung 4 x 8 sheets, for analysis and inspection by the individual engineering 
or product planning groups.  This display area was referred to as “The Boards,” 
d. Competitive Teardown Office visits: Involve open, non-formal inspection, by 
both Chrysler employees and suppliers, on an as-needed basis, 
e. Competitive sport utility vehicles were routinely fully dismantled by 
technicians from the Competitive Teardown Office for evaluation by Chrysler 
management and engineering staffs. 

As part of my duties at Chrysler I routinely provided managerial input on the selection of 
which competitive vehicles would be budgeted for teardown.  To the best of my knowledge, 
the practice of Competitive Teardown Review continues at Chrysler Group LLC to this day. 

 

SHERIDAN TRANSFER TO MINIVAN OPERATIONS 

24. In February 1991, I accepted a Chrysler position as a Product Manager in the Minivan 
Operations group.  My general duties included but were not limited to: 

a. General business and product management of existing and future minivan 
models:  Updates to the Program Objectives Summary (12-panel chart), co-authorship 
of the minivan Product Plan, presentation of the Plan to Chrysler management, 
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 b. Interaction with the other platforms to solicit and share inputs of design,  
 development, and manufacture of Chrysler products,  

c. Interaction with the internal organizations of engineering, legal, manufacturing, 
design, marketing, sales, customer relations, procurement, international planning, 
finance, consumer research, regulatory affairs, etc., 
d. Interaction with external organizations such as suppliers, market and consumer 
research companies, consulting companies, advertising agencies, etc. 

25. My specific Minivan Operations responsibilities included body components, chassis 
systems, exterior ornamentation, product complexity and logistics, competitive products 
analysis, regulatory compliance planning, engine and transmission systems planning. 
26. I remained in Minivan Operations until December 26, 1994. 

 
SHERIDAN APPOINTMENT TO CHAIR SAFETY LEADERSHIP TEAM (SLT) 

 

27. In Minivan Operations I developed extensive files relating to competitive products, 
including safety records/history. This fact was well-known to Chrysler management. 
28. While in Minivan Operations I developed extensive files relating to the minivan 
product, market segment, safety, and regulatory compliance.  In my 1991 employee job 
performance appraisal, supervisor Mr. Richard Winter made the following remark : 

“(Mr. Sheridan) is very good at monitoring safety and regulatory needs.” 
29. In 1992, Chrysler executive management appointed me to chair a first-of-its-kind 
management group called the Minivan Safety Leadership Team (SLT).  The SLT was 
comprised of 15-plus representatives from engineering, manufacturing, marketing, finance, 
legal, international products office, regulatory affairs, procurement, design, competitive 
information, et al.: 

a. The January 27, 1993 letter which announced the formation and mandate of the 
SLT states the “SLT activity will be formatted to be transferable/accessible to other 
platforms,” such as the Jeep Platform (see ¶ 19). 
 

b. In my capacity as SLT Chairman, I routinely made presentations to middle and 
executive management groups. 
c. The three main areas of SLT analysis included but were not limited to: 
 i. Crash Avoidance 
 ii. Crash Survivability (“crash worthiness”) 
 iii. Other 
The primary concern in the instant matter is the crash survivability/crashworthiness of 
the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee which was previously owned and operated by SUSAN 
MORRIS KLINE, 
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d. The SLT analyzed safety systems that increased overall safety whenever a 
vehicle was being approached from behind, and therefore in potential danger of a rear-
end collision (crash avoidance).  The SLT unanimously recommended that a system 
called SROD, (side and rear object detection) be installed in Chrysler vehicles.  SROD 
and associated safety systems were researched in 1994, and were graded as “the best 
liked featured” by the Chrysler Consumer Research department.  SROD system was 
also qualified by a consumer quote: 

“This should be mandatory!” 
e. After executing all necessary internal documents, external supplier documents, 
and item entry into the product and engineering plans, the SROD system was 
unilaterally removed, without appropriate internal consultations, by Executive Vice 
President of Engineering Mr. Francois J. Castaing. 
f. The SLT was abruptly disbanded by Chrysler executive management and legal 
staffs without explanation in October 1994 (Attachment D). 
 

JEEP/TRUCK ENGINEERING (JTE) : 
BACKGROUND AND KEY EVENTS OVERVIEW 

30. Chrysler Corporation purchased American Motors Corporation (AMC) in July 1987.  
This purchased occurred at the request of Chairman Lee Iacocca for the specific and narrow 
purpose of acquiring the Jeep product line.  All former AMC (and Renault) vehicle products 
were eventually dropped by Chrysler management; whereas the Jeeps remain on sale through 
Chrysler Group LLC to this day: 

a. After acquisition of the Jeep products, Chrysler management approved the all-
new ZJ-Body for production as a 1993 model year, which included the Jeep Grand 
Cherokee which was previously owned and operated by SUSAN MORRIS KLINE. 

31. During the 1987 purchase of AMC I was employed in the Dodge Truck Operations 
Group, reporting directly to Mr. Herb VonRusten, who reported to Mr. Dale Dawkins, who 
reported to Mr. Jerome York, who reported to Chrysler Chairman Mr. Lee Iacocca: 

a. Prior to acquisition I was the liaison between Chrysler and AMC responsible 
for the transfer/review of confidential documents and trade secret information which 
were used to “smooth” the organizational transitions inherent in a business acquisition 
of this size and scope.  During these liaison duties I reported directly to, and only to, 
Mr. Jerome York, Executive Vice President of Chrysler Finance.  This assignment 
involved visitations to AMC facilities prior to the July 1987 purchase.  I was chosen 
for these duties on the basis of an established record of competence, loyalty and 
integrity.  I was the first “Chrysler guy” to establish an office in a former AMC 
facility, at the American Motors Engineering Center, Plymouth Road, Detroit, 
Michigan.  This facility was later renamed Jeep/Truck Engineering (JTE), where both 
Dodge truck and Jeep engineering were consolidated ‘under one roof.’ 
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b. The knowledge and experience gained from these duties form part of the basis 
of my management expertise. 

32. In September 1987 I was promoted into the newly formed JTE as an Engineering 
Programs Manager, with original responsibility for the Jeep Grand Wagoneer (SJ-Body), the 
Dodge Dakota pick-up truck (AN-Body) and the full-size Dodge Ram Van (AB-Body): 

a. In this new position I reported to Mr. John C. Miller, who reported to Mr. 
Francois J. Castaing, then Vice President of JTE, 
b. During 1987 and 1988 I was temporarily assisted by Mr. Gregory A. Netter, a 
former AMC engineer with extensive experience in the aftermarket and recreational 
uses of the Jeep product line, including but not limited to the nationally renowned off-
road event called the “Jeep Jamboree,” 
c. During 32-b Mr. Netter recounted to me, in writing and vocally, the details of 
the Jeep Jamboree event including but not limited to: 
 i. Drive routes, both on-road and off-road, 
 ii. Jeep vehicle types traditionally used for the Jeep Jamboree and other off-

road events, such as the Jeep Wrangler (YJ-Body), Jeep Cherokee (XJ-Body), 
Jeep Grand Wagoneer (SJ-Body), etc., 

 iii. Jeep vehicle preparation and modifications necessary for safe event 
participation, including but were not limited to installation of fuel tank skid 
plates on the Jeep fuel tanks, 
iv. Details on Jeep Jamboree and other off-road event participants, including 
but not limited to the participation of Mr. Francois Castaing, then VP of JTE, 
v. Because Mr. Netter was a member of my staff I arranged a work 
schedule that allowed his participation in the Jeep Jamboree and other off-road 
events, which were in-place prior to the Chrysler acquisition of AMC. 

 
33. As an Engineering Programs Manager I was responsible for authoring and presentation 
of the ‘Engineering Program Review Summary’ for the Jeep Grand Wagoneer (SJ-Body), the 
Dodge Dakota pick-up truck (AN-Body) and the full-size Dodge Ram Van (AB-Body).  
These bi-monthly reviews included cost, investment weight, engineering design, engineering 
development, supply, manufacturing, and regulatory compliance status details.  The audience 
for my ‘Engineering Program Review Summary’ was Mr. Francois Castaing, VP of JTE: 

a. My JTE counterpart that was responsible for the 1996 model year Jeep Grand 
Cherokee (ZJ-Body) which was previously owned and operated by SUSAN MORRIS 
KLINE was Mr. Richard T. Scott, who reported to Mr. John C. Miller, who reported to 
Mr. Francois J. Castaing, then Vice President of JTE. 
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34. I reported directly/indirectly to Mr. Castaing for four years, from September 1987 to 
January 1991.  From JTE and subsequent Chrysler assignments, and legal experiences 
including attendance at depositions of Mr. Castaing, I can report the following facts: 

a. Mr. Castaing does not possess a Bachelor’s degree in any area of engineering, 
b. Mr. Castaing does not possess a Master’s degree in any area of engineering, 
c. Mr. Castaing does not possess a Doctorate’s degree in any area of engineering, 
d. Mr. Castaing does not possess a Professional Engineering Certification, 
e. In his May 19, 1999 deposition Mr. Castaing was forced to admit to 34-a 
through 34-e, claiming to possess a “diploma of engineer” degree from 1968, 
f. Official Chrysler Personnel Office guidelines strictly require that all 
engineering positions have a Bachelor’s level degree in engineering or a related 
subject (e.g. physics, mathematics, etc.) as a minimum education before an 
employment candidate is merely offered an employment interview.  Despite this 
blatant violation of well-known Personnel Office guidelines, Mr. Castaing was 
retained in the position of Vice President of JTE, and therefore ultimately responsible 
for the 1993 model year Jeep Grand Cherokee (ZJ-Body) which was previously owned 
and operated by SUSAN MORRIS KLINE. 

i. Implicit to this educational training/qualifications is  knowledge and 
execution of ‘Failure Mode Effects Analysis’(FMEA).  To the best of my 
knowledge, at no time during ZJ-Body development did Mr. Castaing design or 
deploy an FMEA for any portion of its fuel system, 

g. In light of 34-f, Executive Vice President of Chrysler Engineering Mr. Robert 
M. Sinclair, who possessed a Bachelor’s and Master’s degree and a Professional 
Engineering Certification, resigned from twenty-plus years of employment with 
Chrysler.  In 1988 Mr. Castaing was promoted, to replace Mr. Sinclair, assuming the 
position of Executive Vice President of Engineering.  Mr. Castaing was replaced at 
JTE by Mr. Bernard I. Robertson. 

 
35. In 1987, during the Chrysler acquisition of AMC, I was aware of events occurring 
under Mr. Castaing that were known to members of his staff as “shredding parties”: 

a. Prior to acquisition by Chrysler it was well-known that AMC was defending 
numerous lawsuits regarding alleged crashworthiness-related defects in its Jeep 
products.  It was well known, and I have testified that the “shredding parties” involved 
the destruction of internal crash test documents that related to or potentially related to 
the numerous Jeep lawsuits, 
b. It was well-known that certain AMC employees participated in this ‘destruction 
of evidence’ just prior to the acquisition by Chrysler in July 1987, 
c. It was well-known that AMC employee Mr. Richard C. Swando who was a 
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prior Chrysler employee, was threatened by Mr. Castaing with demotion or dismissal, 
over the his refusal to participate in the Jeep crash test document “shredding parties,” 
d. It was also well-known that after acquisition of AMC Mr. Swando was 
transferred from JTE to the International Planning Group headed by Mr. Peter C. 
Badore.  This transfer was characterized by ethics concerns voiced by Mr. Swando 
regarding the ‘destruction of evidence’ that occurred under Mr. Castaing during the 
AMC “shredding parties.” 

36. In the severe injury litigation of Tenaglia v. Chrysler, Mr. Castaing was examined by 
plaintiff attorney Mr. Larry Coben regarding his professional managerial and engineering 
knowledge of Jeep vehicle crashworthiness. In this March 14, 1996 deposition Mr. Castaing 
testified as follows: 

Coben: What does the term crashworthiness mean in terms of design of a 
product? 

 Castaing: I don’t know. Tell me. 
 Coben: You don’t know the phrase?! 
 Castaing: No. 

Coben: Well, let me make sure I’m clear on this. As the chief engineer of the 
(Chrysler) company, are you at all familiar with the use of the phrase 
crashworthiness by the engineers of the company? 

Castaing: Crashworthiness is so vague that you have to tell me what you intend 
by that. 

 
An excerpt of the Castaing deposition discussed above is available for viewing here: 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=25roI1nhOwI
 
I will re-emphasize that Mr. Castaing was the Jeep Platform Executive responsible for 
managerial and engineering decisions relating to development of the 1996 Jeep Grand 
Cherokee which was previously owned and operated by SUSAN MORRIS KLINE. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=25roI1nhOwI
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REAR END ACCIDENTS: THE WELL KNOWN “UNDER-RIDE” SCENARIO 
37. When a rear colliding vehicle has a front bumper/structure height that is lower than the 
impacted vehicle, the static submersion that occurs is called under-ride: 

a. The issue of static bumper height mismatch has a history spanning 
approximately forty years and is well-known to all participants of the automotive 
industry, including but not limited to: 

 i. The original equipment manufacturers such as Chrysler, Ford, Toyota, etc. , 
ii. The United States Government safety agencies such as the National Highway 

Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), the National Transportation Safety 
Board (NTSB), etc., 

iii. The automotive insurance industry, including the Insurance Institute for 
Highway Safety (IIHS), etc. 

By no later than 1991 I was added to the mailing lists of NHTSA and IIHS.  This 
included frequent communications in my capacity as a Chrysler executive with IIHS 
director Mr. Brian O’Neill.  I have maintained continuous contact with these 
organizations in my capacity as a General Automotive Safety Management Expert. 

38. In a dynamic real-world accident scenario, the bumper height mismatch malady is 
exaggerated due to the further lowering of the front bumper/structure during the hard 
accident-avoidance braking of the colliding vehicle:   

a. The dynamic aspects of the real-world under-ride scenario are so well-known to 
the IIHS and their insurance company clients, that the latter has used simulation of this 
accident event type in their advertising: 

i. In a television advertisement shown nationally by Allstate, a Toyota 
Camry vehicle is depicted under-riding a Dodge Durango sport utility vehicle 
during hard accident-avoidance braking, 
ii. In a television advertisement shown nationally by Allstate, a Ford 
Taurus vehicle is depicted under-riding a Jeep Grand Cherokee (ZJ-Body), 
which was previously owned and operated by SUSAN MORRIS KLINE, 
during hard accident-avoidance braking, 

39. To the best of my knowledge NHTSA has failed to address this well-known issue of 
under-ride in any of its safety regulations, 

a. In this historical context, in my opinion, the NHTSA Federal Motor Vehicle 
Safety Standard 301 (FMVSS-301) entitled “Fuel System Integrity,” has no practical 
or legal relevance to the instant matter, 
b. Industry-wide awareness of the under-ride issue, and the FMEA and due care 
exercised by all sport utility manufacturers, except Chrysler w.r.t. the ZJ-body and 
WJ-Body versions of the Jeep Grand Cherokee, is the focus of the instant litigation. 
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THE SAFETY LEARDERSHIP TEAM (SLT) ENDORSES THE REAL-WORLD 
 

40. SLT duties included the monitoring of competitive safety activity.  On March 16, 1993 
I played a CBS News 60 Minutes television video tape wherein safety in rear end collisions, 
and competitive practices and attitudes toward safety were presented.  American and 
Japanese manufacturers refused to be interviewed for the February 16, 1992 program.  But 
MercedesBenz safety engineer Dr. Tom Bologa was interviewed, and stated:  

“At Mercedes-Benz we test to see what is going-on in the real world.” 
The SLT unanimously endorsed this MercedesBenz interview comment regarding the “real 
world” and also unanimously agreed to the following concepts/realities: 

a. The NHTSA regulatory process was fatally flawed, and frequently did not 
formulate requirements that could be reasonably expected to protect our customers in 
foreseeable accidents, 
b. Merely complying with NHTSA so-called safety standards was not a moral or 
legally viable approach to the SLT mission of offering true safety leadership, 
c. Compliance with NHTSA regulations was merely a “starting point” that was 
required of all manufacturers, and the SLT would look instead to the “real world” for 
its guidance exercising due care and therefore protecting our customers  

As SLT chairman I authored minutes of March 16, 1993 meeting which were distributed 
throughout the Chrysler organization, including Mr. Francois J. Castaing, then Executive 
Vice President of Chrysler Engineering.  I was subsequently informed by Mr. Ronald S. 
Zarowitz, the representative from the Chrysler Regulatory Affairs Office, that: 

“Castaing is livid” 
Mr. Zarowitz also informed me that Mr. Castaing was demanding that all copies of the SLT 
meeting minutes for March 16, 1993 be “retrieved and destroyed.”  I retrieved all copies of 
the SLT meeting minutes for March 16, 1993, but refused to destroy all of copies, retaining 
two copies in my SLT office files. 

41. On December 16, 1994, Assistant Chrysler Corporate Counsel and Lead Product 
Liability Counsel Mr. Lewis H. Goldfarb ordered that my office be entered and all my office 
files and personal possessions be confiscated.  At the time that Chrysler Security and 
Personnel representatives performed this “office raid” it was known that I was out-of-town 
for the Christmas holidays: 
 a. As of this report, all of my personal possessions have still not been returned, 
 b. All previous computer hard drive and computer floppy disk files have never 

been produced in-tact, despite fifteen-plus years of subpoena requests from plaintiffs, 
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c. All previous office and safety files have never been produced in-tact, despite 
fifteen years of subpoena requests from plaintiffs.  Failure to produce includes but is 
not limited to the following files relevant to the instant litigation (Attachment E): 

  i. “Safety Leadership Team – Meeting Minutes” 
  ii. “Rear Crash Survivability – General” 
  iii. “FMVSS – 301” 
  iv. “IIHS Bumper Tests” 

42. Subsequent to the order issued by Mr. Goldfarb, I was sued without service or 
notification and was placed under an ex parte “muzzle order” by a Michigan judge: 

a. Chrysler legal representative Mr. Thomas Keinbaum later amended the original 
lawsuit to include a “damages” claim of $82,000,000.00 for an 88-second interview I 
granted ABC News 20/20 regarding lack of crashworthiness in Chrysler vehicles.  No 
other entity that participated in the 20/20 program was sued, just the former chairman 
of the Chrysler Safety Leadership Team, who had direct knowledge of Chrysler safety 
programs and defect issues (Paul V. Sheridan), 
b. The details of what motivated the $82,000,000.00 “damages” claim, as well as 
the Chrysler practices/attitudes toward NHTSA are summarized in Attachment F. 
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OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

O&C-1 At the time of its approval by Chrysler executive management the ZJ-Body 
iteration of the Jeep Grand Cherokee represented the only SUV that was sold with a fuel tank 
located behind the rear axle, below the rear bumper, and without adequate shielding and 
protection from foreseeable real-world rear under-ride collisions.  During the engineering 
design & development phase, Vice President of JTE, Mr. Francois J. Castaing, and his staff 
were made aware of the dangers to Chrysler customers created by this “fundamental safety 
defect,” in both official JTE Engineering Program reviews and his ongoing/concurrent 
participation in recreational on-road/off-road events (See ¶ 32). 

O&C-2 The issue of offering fundamental protection against direct collision impact to 
the ZJ-Body fuel tank during the real-world rear-end underride accident scenario focused 
discussion on the offering a fuel tank skid plate as standard equipment.  Although not yet 
designed for the ZJ-Body, the fuel tank skid plate was in-use and available for the Jeep 
vehicles for at-least the ten years prior to ZJ-Body approval.  The JTE staff discussion to 
offer the skid plate as standard equipment was rejected by JTE Engineering Programs 
Management on the following basis: 

a. The overall safety strategy deployed in the ZJ-Body program was to merely 
comply with NHTSA requirements, and use then-upcoming compliance as justification 
for not incurring the base vehicle cost increase (approximately $35 in 1987). 
b. The skid plate as standard equipment would reduce overall corporate profits 
through elimination of two existing revenue sources:  

i. Option profits resulting from the customer choosing the “Fuel Tank Skid 
Plate Shield,” option code XEE, 
ii. Option profits resulting from the customer choosing the “Fuel Tank Skid 
Plate Shield,” through dealership sales via MOPAR, 

c. It was later openly admitted to the Jeep dealerships that use of the skid plate 
“repaired” issues related to fuel tank safety (See ¶ 21). 

O&C-3 In my expert experience I have personally/professionally examined the 
consumer response to safety recalls.  This response rate, or yield, is dependant on the safety 
issue involved and, although the precise statistics are claimed to be a “trade secret” by the 
automotive industry, it is well-known that the highest safety defect recall yield by far 
correlates to customer notices that involve the elimination/reduction of a vehicle fire risk: 

a. I am confident that if the SUSAN MORRIS KLINE family had been made 
aware of the salient facts contained in the main portion of this report and was offered, 
in a formal Chrysler recall, a retrofit that afforded the protection of a “Fuel Tank Skid 
Plate Shield,” they would have responded responsibly by having their 1996 Jeep 
Grand Cherokee retrofitted by a competent Jeep dealer (See ¶ 21-c-i): 
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OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS – con’t 

i. The issuance-of and service response-to safety defect retrofit recalls is 
well-known to defendant Loman Auto Group.  Approximately five years prior 
to the accident of February 24, 2007 that took the life of SUSAN MORRIS 
KLINE, defendant Loman Auto Group was notified of, and potentially 
performed fire-related retrofits of a competitive brand (e.g. Service Part 
Numbers 3W7Z-9B007-AA, 3W7Z-9B007-BA and 3W7Z-9B007-CA). 

O&C-4 In an effort to alert the existing 1993-1998 ZJ-Body (and 1999-2004 WJ-Body) 
owners of the risk of fire related death of severe injury, I granted an interview with ABC 
News television which was aired on October 7, 2009: 

a. In an effort to effect correction of the fundamental safety defect in 1993-1998 
ZJ-Body and 1999-2004 WJ-Body vehicles, I participated in the authorship and 
submission of a petition to NHTSA which demands a full safety defect investigation 
of, and subsequent retrofit recall of these vehicles.  Discussion of this petition was the 
focus of an ABC News follow-up which aired on October 9, 2009 (Attachment G). 

O&C-5 I am of the expert opinion that if Chrysler management had exercised due care 
and issued a directive to Chrysler Engineering that a ZJ-Body FMEA be deployed to ascertain 
the failure modes associated with the underride accident scenario, the protection afforded by a 
“Fuel Tank Skid Plate Shield” would have emerged from the FMEA as one solution to the 
accident sequence of February 24, 2007 that took the life of SUSAN MORRIS KLINE.   

O&C-6 I am of the expert opinion that a ZJ-Body FMEA, deployed to ascertain the 
failure modes associated with the underride accident scenario, would have confirmed that the 
ZJ-Body fuel tank location (behind the rear axle in the “crush zone” and without adequate 
shielding/protection from foreseeable real-world collisions) represented/represents a 
fundamental safety defect that is not contained in any other competitive sport utility vehicle: 

a. The 2011 Jeep Grand Cherokee (WL-Body), which was reportedly heavily 
influenced by direct inputs/routine contacts from MercedesBenz engineers in Stuttgart, 
Germany, and will also use many MercedesBenz components, retains the safety-
prioritized design philosophy of the “real world” by continuing to fully shield the fuel 
tank (with a skid plate) and by locating the fuel tank in front of the rear axle similar to 
the WK-Body, which has experienced zero fire-related deaths/injuries since 
introduction in model year 2005. 

O&C-7 In my expert experience and opinion, safety is not an engineering issue per se, 
safety is a management issue. 
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Open Letter of 27 October 1999 to 
United States Attorney General Janet Reno 

 
 

 
From: 
 
Paul V. Sheridan, Former Chairman of the Chrysler Minivan Safety Leadership 
Team (SLT) and 2005 Civil Justice Foundation National Champion 
 
 
Subject : 
 
Department of Justice Assistance to Special Interests : Chrysler Corporation,  
FOIA Lawsuits and the NHTSA Defect Investigation Conspiracy 
 
 
 
 
 
Opening Paragraph: 
 
“I am currently the defendant in the largest damages claim against an individual citizen in the history of 
the United States: $ 82 Million (Tab 1).  The original lawsuit was filed ex parte by Chrysler Corporation 
during Christmas 1994.  Aware that I was never notified of the December 27th hearing, and had no legal 
counsel present, Judge Hilda Gage of Michigan’s Oakland Circuit Court issued a “muzzle order” against 
me.  The damages portion involves my March 1995 interview with ABC News 20/20, and my statements 
regarding the defective Chrysler minivan liftgate latch.  Chrysler lawyer Steve Hantler exclaimed: 
 

“We may ask for more . . .” 
 
President of the Michigan Bar, Thomas Keinbaum, the lawyer who filed the damages claim, refuses to 
comment publicly.  The implicit purpose of the $ 82 Million claim is the intimidation of any employee(s) 
whose opinion(s) regarding safety defects is opposed by Chrysler management.  The theme of 
intimidation is repeated throughout this discussion (Tab 2) . . . 
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October 2, 2009 

 

Ronald Medford, Acting Deputy Administrator 

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 

Washington DC 20590 

 

PETITION 
 
Dear Deputy Administrator Medford: 
 
The Center for Auto Safety (CAS) petitions the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

(NHTSA) to initiate a defect investigation into and recall all 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee 

with a fuel tank located behind the rear axle.  Unlike the earlier Jeep Cherokee, the fuel tank of 

the Grand Cherokee is plastic and extends below the rear bumper so there is nothing to protect 

the tank from a direct hit in a rollover or by a vehicle with a low front profile or one lowered by 

pre-impact braking.  

 

The design is so bad that Chrysler frequently settles lawsuits without extensive discovery and 

subject to confidentiality agreements.  A search of NHTSA’s FARS files for fatal fire crashes 

where there was a fire occurrence in a 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee from calendar year 1992 

through 2008 found 172 fatal fire crashes with 254 fatalities. (Attachment A.) With an additional 

known fatal fire crash in 2009, there have been at least 44 crashes with 64 fatalities where the 

Most Harmful Event is fire.
1
 (Attachment B.)  In comparison, NHTSA reported a total of 38 fire 

crashes involving only 26 fire deaths in the Ford Pinto when it issued its initial defect report in 

May 1978. (Attachment C.)  

 

The fuel system in the 1993-04 Grand Cherokee is defectively designed in that it contains a 

plastic fuel tank subject to rupture, degrades in performance over time, a fuel filler neck that 

tears off in a range of crashes, a hostile environment with sharp objects such as suspension bolts 

that can puncture the tank, extends below the bumper and is unshielded although Chrysler offers 

a optional 3/16" steel shield as a “skid plate” for off road use which would protect the tank in 

rear impacts where there is pre-crash braking of the striking vehicle.  Similar shields are offered 

in the aftermarket by companies like Quadratec and take advantage of OEM holes in the frame 

rail to mount the shields.
2
 

 

With funding from General Motors, the Motor Vehicle Fire Research Institute (MVFRI) has 

performed detailed technical assignments of the fuel tanks and fuel systems in motor vehicles.  

As pointed out in the assessment of the 2003 Grand Cherokee, the rear sway bar link bolt is only 

                                                      

     
1 This excludes FARS Case 60718 on March 16, 1996 in California involving a crash between a 1996 Grand 

Cherokee and a classic 1971 Ford Mustang which also had a known fuel tank hazard. 

     
2 http://www.quadratec.com/products/12500_301.htm 



2 
3 centimeters away from the plastic tank and could easily puncture the tank in a crash.

3
  MVFRI 

also  found that plastic fuel tanks, particularly those like the 1993-04 Grand Cherokee located 

behind the rear axle, degraded in performance over time and were more subject to leakage in 

crashes.
4
 

 

After it became a merged company with Mercedes, DaimlerChrysler moved the fuel tank in 

board of the rear axle in 2005 and shielded it.  Since the relocation of the fuel tank in 2005 and 

later Grand Cherokees, there has only been one fatal fire crash in the redesigned  vehicle.  And 

that fire occurred after both occupants had been ejected in a rollover of a 2008 Grand Cherokee 

so that the deaths were not caused by fire. 

 

Due to confidential settlements, the details of most lawsuits are not available.  What is available 

demonstrates the existence of a safety defect in this vehicle.  In Smith v Chrysler, the attorneys 

identified a common hazard as the location of the tank and a filler neck that easily torn off in a 

crash as fire hazards.  In this case, a 2001 Grand Cherokee was beginning to go through a green 

light when it was struck in the rear by a Town Car traveling at only 20 to 25 miles per hour.  

(Attachment E.)  In FARS case 360720 in Long Island NY on September 1, 1999, a stopped 

1997 Grand Cherokee was struck from behind by a braking Toyota MR2.  Two sisters in the 

back of the Grand Cherokee were severely burned when they could not get out of the Jeep due to 

jammed doors.  The driver of the MR2, a gardener from Whitmore’s, was fatally burned as he 

was enveloped by the burning fuel from the ruptured tank of the Grand Cherokee.   

 

Susan Kline of New Jersey was in a 1996 Grand Cherokee when it was struck from behind by a 

2004 Toyota Sienna.  The doors on the Jeep jammed in the impact.  Mrs. Kline climbed from the 

driver side to the passenger side trying to get out of the burning vehicle but was unsuccessful.  

Her skeletal body was found in the passenger seat.  (Attachment F.)  This crash and the Long 

Island crash both demonstrate the unique hazards of an unshielded tank extending below the rear 

bumper where it can be engaged by the lowered front of a striking vehicle and shoved up into the 

structure of the vehicle above the tank and ruptured.  The low hanging, exposed fuel tank of the 

1993-04 Grand Cherokee is also particular vulnerable in rollover crashes where it can strike 

fixed objects as it rolls.   Later model Grand Cherokees have a 1milimeter brush guard that is 

cosmetic and offers no protection.  The optional skid plate offered by Chrysler and aftermarket 

manufacturers is three times as thick and provides protection in such crashes. 

 

Just like the 1971-76 Ford Pinto and 1973-87 General Motors in which NHTSA made initial 

determinations of safety defects despite both vehicles meeting FMVSS 301, the Grand Cherokee 

purportedly met FMVSS 301 although early 2002 models were subject to a non-compliance 

recall, 02V-032.  However, as show above the Grand Cherokee contains safety defects not 

covered by the performance requirements of FMVSS 301 and should be recalled.   

 

Ironically, New Chrysler tried to escape liability for all future Grand Cherokee crashes occurring 

after the bankruptcy where the vehicle was sold before the bankruptcy.  Just days after the 

bankruptcy, Rodney Wood was killed in his 2004 Grand Cherokee on July 10, 2009 when it was 

                                                      

     
3 www.mvfri.org/Contracts/Final%20Reports/Biokinetics-Phase-II/ReportTool/vehiclefiles/index.html#2.   

     
4
 K Digges, et al, “Fire Safety Performance in Crashes,” ESV Conference 2003. (Attachment D.) 



3 
hit by a transit bus.

5
  The autopsy showed he died by fire, not by the trauma of the impact.  

Under intense public pressure, New Chrysler relented and agreed to cover future product liability 

losses.  (Attachment H.)   However New Chrysler still refused to accept responsibility for 

victims like Susan Klein whose tragic crashes occurred prior to the bankruptcy. 

 

The 1993-04 Grand Cherokee has a fatal crash fire occurrence rate that is about four times higher 

than SUVs made by other companies.  Comparing the 1993-04 Grand Cherokee with the 

exposed rear fuel tank to the 2005 and later Grand Cherokee with the shielded fuel tank in front 

of rear axle in the first five years of use for both vehicles so that it’s an apples to apples 

comparison, the defective old Grand Cherokee has a fatal fire rate six times higher than the new 

Grand Cherokee.   

 

To protect the public from more fire deaths and injuries in the 1993-04 Grand Cherokee as they 

continue to crash and burn, the Center for Auto Safety requests an immediate recall. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 
 

Clarence M. Ditlow

                                                      

     
5
 Attachment G is a copy of the initial police report. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment A 

MY 1993-2008 Jeep Grand Cherokee Fatal Fire Crashes, 1992-2008 

 

 



MY 1993-2008 Jeep Grand Cherokee Fatal Fire Crashes, 1992-2008 

 

This table includes known fire crashes obtained from NHTSA’s Fatal Analysis Crash System (FARS) for Calendar Years 1992-2008 and 

from public records for other years and for crashes not listed in FARS.  Where FARS indicates fire is the most harmful event, that is 

indicated.  Where FARS indicates vehicle in transport, striking tree or other object, that is indicated.   

 



Crash Date by 

State 

Name City/County Road Deaths Make/Model/Year FARS 

# 

Alabama       

09/26/01** FARS  (overturn) Blount Co.  US-SR74 2  2000 Grand Cherokee 10627 

04/12/06
F 

FARS  Montgomery 5466 1  2004 Grand Cherokee 10243 

04/25/07
F 

FARS  Macon Co.  I-85 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 10270 

Alaska       

10/12/02* FARS  Kenai Peninsula I-A3-2 Seward 2  2000 Grand Cherokee 20053 

Arizona       

02/01/98
F 

FARS  Gila Co.  Old Dripping Springs 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 40059 

08/18/98** FARS  (bridge rail) Mohave Co.  I-15 1  1995 Grand Cherokee 40506 

03/13/01
F 

FARS  Mohave Co.  I-40 2  1994 Grand Cherokee 40104 

11/26/06*†(1) FARS  Surprise US-60 R.H. Johnson Blvd. 1  1995 Grand Cherokee 40874 

Arkansas       

09/14/04*†(1) FARS  Carroll Co.  US-62-05 2  1999 Grand Cherokee 50451 

California       

03/06/96*†(1) FARS  Indio Country Club Dr. 2  1993 Grand Cherokee 60665 

03/16/96
F
†(5)

 
FARS  Carson 91 5  1996 Grand Cherokee 60718 

07/07/96
F
†(1)

 
FARS  Poway Espola Rd.  1  1993 Grand Cherokee 61698 

06/14/98**†(1) FARS  (barrier) Victorville I-15 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 60918 

10/27/99
F 

Young Sup Lee Los Angeles SR-170 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 62795 

05/07/00
F 

FARS  Orange Co.  SR-241 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 60499 

07/20/01
F 

FARS  San Bernardino Co.  I-10 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 61708 

08/07/01** FARS  (tree) Los Gatos  SR-17 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 62067 

03/23/02*†(1) FARS  Sutter Co.  SR-99 2  1995 Grand Cherokee 61045 

07/13/02** FARS  San Luis Obispo Co.  Orcutt Rd. 1  2000 Grand Cherokee 60896 

08/30/02
F 

FARS  Bakersfield SR-58 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 62653 

10/11/02** FARS  (overturn) Fresno Co.  I-5 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 62779 

10/04/03* FARS  Anaheim S. Harbor Blvd. 2  2004 Grand Cherokee 62897 

11/27/03** FARS  (utility pole) Commerce Slauson Ave.  1  1996 Grand Cherokee 63251 

02/05/04* FARS  San Bernardino Co.  I-15 1  1995 Grand Cherokee 60339 

05/26/04**†(2) FARS  (overturn) Vacaville I-80 4  2004 Grand Cherokee 61401 

06/08/04** FARS  (parked vehicle) Riverside Co.  I-10 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 61466 

08/18/05
F 

James Lindskog Oceanside Vista Way 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 63236 

05/24/06
F
†(1)

 
FARS  Orange Co.  SR-241 2   2001 Grand Cherokee 61349 



Crash Date by 

State 

Name City/County Road Deaths Make/Model/Year FARS 

# 

06/25/06** FARS  (tree) Sonoma Co.  Petrified Forest Rd. Sharp Rd. 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 62934 

Colorado       

07/24/94* FARS  Denver Martin Luther King Blvd. 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 80258 

09/02/02** FARS  (overturn) Douglas Co.  SR-470 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 80460 

01/10/05
F 

FARS  Mesa Co.  Rim Rock Dr. 1  2004 Grand Cherokee 80025 

07/06/08** FARS  (boulder) Garfield Co.  US-6 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 80229 

Connecticut       

04/10/97** FARS  (tree) Washington 199 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 90062 

04/19/02** FARS  (tree) Hamden New Rd.   1  1994 Grand Cherokee 90113 

Delaware       

09/11/03* FARS  Sussex Co.  CR321 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 100090 

D.C.       

Florida       

11/16/98*†(2) FARS  Hillsborough Co.  SR580 2  1998 Grand Cherokee 122093 

11/17/01** FARS  (overturn) Jacksonville I-295 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 122302 

09/05/07
F 

FARS  N/A SR-944 32
nd

 Ave. 2  1998 Grand Cherokee 122577 

Georgia        

12/04/97* FARS  Wilkes Co.  SR10 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 131268 

07/14/98* FARS  Echols Co.  US-SR89 3  1993 Grand Cherokee 130723 

12/13/98** FARS  (tree) Forsyth Co.  SR-371 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 131315 

05/30/99** FARS (embankment) Jones Co.  US-129(SR-11) 2  1994 Grand Cherokee 130444 

08/13/01** FARS  (barrier) DeKalb Co.  I-20 (SR 402) 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 130795 

10/30/04*†(4) FARS  Tift Co.  I-75 4  1999 Grand Cherokee 131171 

03/08/05
F 

FARS  Paulding Co.  N/A 1  1999 Grand Cherokee 130196 

03/09/05
F 

FARS  Macon Co.  SR-49 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 130197 

03/24/05* FARS  Barrow Co.  SR-11 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 130251 

06/20/06* FARS  Polk SR-101 1  2003 Grand Cherokee 130713 

09/04/07** FARS  (overturn) McDuffie Co.  SR-223 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 130958 

Illinois       

09/04/00
F 

Nguyen, Bui, Vo, Prith Chicago I-90/94 6  1993 Grand Cherokee 170827 

03/02/01* FARS  Elk Grove Village Thorndale Ave. 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 170153 

08/12/02** FARS  (tree)  Barrington Hills Spring Creek Rd.  1  1998 Grand Cherokee 170755 

03/16/03* FARS  Livingston Co.  SR-17 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 170248 



Crash Date by 

State 

Name City/County Road Deaths Make/Model/Year FARS 

# 

10/11/03*†(1) FARS  Union Co.  I-57 2  1996 Grand Cherokee 171040 

02/16/04* FARS  Kankakee Co.  SR-113 7000 West 2  1999 Grand Cherokee 170112 

06/02/05*†(1) FARS  Coles Co. SR-16 2  1999 Grand Cherokee 170556 

10/23/05*†(1) FARS  Iroquois Co.  I-57 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 170921 

01/04/06*†(1) FARS  South Elgin SR-25 2  2001 Grand Cherokee 170006 

03/18/07** FARS  (overturn) Du Page Co.  I-290 WB Ramp to 355S 2  1995 Grand Cherokee 170143 

10/16/07
F 

FARS  La Salle Co.  I-39 2  1993 Grand Cherokee 170830 

Indiana       

04/27/98*†(1) FARS  Clay Co.  I-70 3  1997 Grand Cherokee 180232 

09/16/04
F 

FARS  Warrick Co.  I-64 1  2004 Grand Cherokee 180705 

11/13/04
F 

FARS  Noble Co.  US-33 4  1997 Grand Cherokee 180723 

10/10/08** FARS  (tree) Taylorsville I-65 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 180552 

Iowa       

09/07/01** FARS  (overturn) Patterson US-92 1` 2001 Grand Cherokee 190254 

Kentucky       

02/13/00
F 

FARS  Bourbon Co.  Vemont Ln.  1  1997 Grand Cherokee 210052 

08/07/06*†(1) FARS  Boone Co.  SR-536 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 210489 

Louisiana       

08/31/00* FARS  Livingston Co. I-12 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 220509 

12/10/00* FARS  St. Martin Co. I-10 2  1997 Grand Cherokee 220771 

07/20/03
F
†(3)

 
FARS  St. Martin Co.  I-10 5  2000 Grand Cherokee 220401 

07/16/04** FARS  (utility pole) Bossier City US-80 SR-72 2  1999 Grand Cherokee 220414 

10/09/04** FARS  (tree) Franklin Co.  SR-4 School St. 1  1995 Grand Cherokee 220625 

Maryland       

11/29/98* FARS  Baltimore Co.  SR-147 2  1993 Grand Cherokee 240486 

Massachusetts       

03/04/07** FARS  (overturn) Centerville SR-28 Harrison Road 2  2004 Grand Cherokee 250100 

04/29/07** FARS  (tree) South Easton SR-106 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 250070 

Michigan       

12/04/97* FARS  Dickinson Co. 95 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 261050 

01/03/03** FARS  (tree) Ottawa Co.  Lakewood Blvd. 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 260036 

04/30/05
F
†(1)

 
FARS  Oakland Co.  I-75 3  2004 Grand Cherokee 260239 

08/16/08** FARS  (overturn) Kalkaska Co.  Plum Valley Rd. 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 260547 



Crash Date by 

State 

Name City/County Road Deaths Make/Model/Year FARS 

# 

Minnesota       

02/09/98* FARS  Carlton Co.  SR-33 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 270039 

11/15/98*†(1) FARS  Maple Grove I-94 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 270520 

11/03/02* FARS  Scott Co.  I-35 1  2001 Grand Cherokee 270542 

04/15/03* FARS  Aitkin Co.  28 1  2000 Grand Cherokee 270128 

07/14/03*†(1) FARS  Maple Grove I-94 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 270274 

12/29/03** FARS  (overturn) Lac Qui Parle Co.  T-148 1  1995 Grand Cherokee 270511 

06/06/04** FARS  (overturn) Washington Co.  T92 1  1999 Grand Cherokee 270160 

05/24/05** FARS  (overturn) Carver Co.  13 4  1994 Grand Cherokee 270148 

01/27/06* FARS  Brown Co.  25 1  2004 Grand Cherokee 270038 

03/21/08*†(1) FARS  St. Louis Co.  SR-169 CR88 2  1995 Grand Cherokee 270070 

Mississippi       

12/27/99* FARS  Hancock Co.  I-10 3  1995 Grand Cherokee 280793 

10/08/05** FARS  (tree) Tishomingo Co.  US-72 1  1999 Grand Cherokee 280587 

Missouri       

11/13/98** FARS  (overturn) Gasconade Co.  SR-KK 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 290877 

01/23/00*†(7) FARS  Platte Co.  I-29 10  1996 Grand Cherokee 290069 

12/03/00** FARS  (tree) Greene Co.  SR-13 3  1995 Grand Cherokee 290907 

08/02/02*†(1) FARS  Camden Co.  SR-C 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 290600 

09/04/02*†(1) FARS  Maryland Heights I-270 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 290695 

11/17/02** FARS  (tree) Kansas City 63
rd

 St.  1  1995 Grand Cherokee 290923 

06/05/04** FARS  (overturn) St. Louis Lee Ave. Fair Ave. 1  1995 Grand Cherokee 290473 

06/14/06* FARS  Kennett US-412 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 290392 

02/01/08*†(1) FARS  Osage Co.  US-50 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 290069 

Nebraska       

12/19/06
F
†(1)

 
FARS  Pierce Co.  553 Ave. 849 Rd. 1  2000 Grand Cherokee 310215 

06/24/08** FARS  (overturn) Dawes Co. Slim Buttes Rd. 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 310085 

Nevada       

New 

Hampshire 

      

07/21/00*†(1) FARS  Hampton SR-101 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 330066 

New Jersey       

01/05/01** FARS  (other object) Gloucester Co.  Cedar Swamp Rd. 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 340016 



Crash Date by 

State 

Name City/County Road Deaths Make/Model/Year FARS 

# 

09/23/05** FARS  (parked veh.) Union I-78 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 340462 

03/31/06* FARS  Mansfield US-130 1  1999 Grand Cherokee 340144 

02/24/07
F 

FARS  Parsippany I-287 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 340080 

New Mexico       

03/08/02*†(7) FARS  Guadalupe Co.  I-40 7  1999 Grand Cherokee 350350 

New York       

08/21/99
F 

FARS  Henrietta I-390 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 360956 

09/01/99*†(1) FARS  Southampton SR-27 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 360720 

09/02/99** FARS  (overturn) East Moriches SR-27 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 360153 

12/19/02** FARS  (parked veh.) Yonkers I-87 1  2002 Grand Cherokee 361116 

03/14/04*†(1) FARS  Wyoming Co.  CR-13 CR-16 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 360170 

08/14/04**†(1) FARS  (overturn)  Palmyra SR-21 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 360847 

12/17/06
F 

FARS  Greenfield Center SR-9 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 361158 

08/15/07
F 

FARS  Duanesburg I-88 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 360655 

06/19/08
F 

FARS  Churubusco River Rd. 1  2004 Grand Cherokee 360417 

North 

Carolina 

      

12/19/99** FARS  (tree) Columbus Co.  US-74-76 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 371297 

03/09/02*†(2) FARS  Nash Co.  US-64 2  1998 Grand Cherokee 370211 

North Dakota        

07/24/06** FARS  (overturn) Stark Co.  SR-10 114
th

 Ave. SW 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 380051 

Ohio       

07/30/95** FARS  (culvert) Hilliard Hayden Run Road 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 390650 

09/26/97
F 

FARS  Wood Co.  SR65 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 390948 

09/05/98* FARS  Delaware Co.  US-42 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 390810 

12/17/98* FARS  Guernsey Co.  I-70 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 391178 

11/23/99*†(2) FARS  Tuscarawas Co.  I-77 2  1996 Grand Cherokee 391139 

03/24/01** FARS  (tree) Chillicothe Belleview Ave. 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 390067 

06/29/02* FARS  Sandusky Co.  SR-600 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 390544 

05/28/03*†(1) FARS  Lawrence Co.  SR-378 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 390409 

11/29/03* FARS  Lakeview US-33 1  1999 Grand Cherokee 391018 

Oklahoma       

05/26/01
F
†(1)

 
FARS  Oklahoma City S. Choctaw Rd. 2  1993 Grand Cherokee 400185 



Crash Date by 

State 

Name City/County Road Deaths Make/Model/Year FARS 

# 

Oregon       

09/22/95* FARS  Grant Co. 5 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 410353 

09/20/97** FARS  (overturn)  205/DOT440 2  1994 Grand Cherokee 410303 

Pennsylvania       

10/24/98** FARS  (tree) Franklin Co.  I-76 2  1998 Grand Cherokee 421049 

03/05/00
F 

FARS  Bucks Co.  SR-309 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 420157 

09/21/03*†(1) FARS  Clinton Co.  SR-120 2  1994 Grand Cherokee 421054 

02/27/04* FARS  York Co.  I-83 2  2000 Grand Cherokee 420293 

07/03/05** FARS  (tree) Philadelphia SR-4013 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 420613 

04/05/06** FARS  (overturn) Clarion Co.  Nickleville Rd. 1  1995 Grand Cherokee 420249 

11/30/06* FARS  Warren Co.  SR-0059 1  1995 Grand Cherokee 421006 

11/12/07*†(1) FARS  Lackawanna Co. SR-435 1  2000 Grand Cherokee 421144 

02/16/08** FARS  (tree) Erie Co.  SR-5 1  2002 Grand Cherokee 420105 

Rhode Island       

07/12/02** FARS  (tree) Scituate SR-116 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 440023 

South 

Carolina 

      

08/06/99
F 

FARS  Marlboro Co.  259 2  1993 Grand Cherokee 450527 

05/21/00
F 

FARS  Hampton SR-68 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 450396 

04/25/05* FARS  Richland Co.  I-20 SR-277 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 450360 

07/07/08
F 

FARS  Georgetown Co.  US-17 545 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 450425 

South Dakota       

03/23/07** FARS  (overturn) Moody Co.  SR-34 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 460021 

Tennessee       

08/31/01
F 

FARS  Jackson McClellan Rd. 1  1999 Grand Cherokee 470731 

08/31/02
F 

FARS  Lawrence Co.  Old Jackson Hwy. 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 470669 

05/29/04
F 

FARS  Germantown  Stout Rd.  1  1996 Grand Cherokee 471036 

08/01/05** FARS  (bridge pier) Kingsport I-181 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 471107 

11/18/06*†(1) FARS  Wilson Co.  Saundersville Rd. Cedar Creek 

Village 

1  1998 Grand Cherokee 471136 

12/16/06** FARS  (tree) Mount Juliet South Greenhill Rd. 1  1999 Grand Cherokee 470904 

Texas       



Crash Date by 

State 

Name City/County Road Deaths Make/Model/Year FARS 

# 

06/22/97* FARS  Cass Co.  59 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 481932 

01/16/98
F 

FARS  Brazoria Co.  SR-288 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 480087 

11/11/00** FARS  (tree) Gonzales Co.  SR-97 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 482644 

06/09/04
F 

FARS  Victoria Co.  US-77 1  2002 Grand Cherokee 481205 

12/12/04*†(1) FARS  Dallas I-35E 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 483248 

08/06/05
F 

FARS  Bullard FM344 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 481685 

04/28/06* FARS  Dallas I-30 2  2000 Grand Cherokee 480867 

Vermont        

04/10/00* FARS  Swanton I-89 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 500019 

09/11/08* FARS  Waterbury SR-100 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 500049 

Virginia       

08/08/03* FARS  Washington Co.  SR-75 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 510627 

Washington       

03/15/06** FARS  (tree) Auburn SR-164 2  1995 Grand Cherokee 530101 

West Virginia       

12/06/03** FARS  (tree) Kanawha Co.   US-60 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 540342 

09/30/06
F 

FARS  Charleston Hickory Rd.  Overbrook Rd. 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 540269 

Wisconsin       

05/18/03
F 

FARS  Grant Co.  SR-133 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 550248 

07/03/04** FARS  (tree) Columbia Hopkins Rd.  1  1995 Grand Cherokee 550318 

07/03/07
F 

FARS  Nashotah  SR-16 1  2001 Grand Cherokee 550300 

09/09/07** FARS  (overturn) Greenfield I-43 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 550455 

Wyoming       

04/04/03* FARS  Converse Co.  I-25 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 560022 

 
F 

Indicated in FARS as most harmful: "fire/explosion."  

* Indicated in FARS as most harmful: "motor vehicle in transport" or “motor vehicle in transport in other roadway.” 

** Item in parentheses is most harmful event as indicated in FARS. 
F-A

 Fire listed as cause of  in autopsy report or  certificate 
F-L 

Fire indicated as cause of  in litigation. 
F-R

 Fire indicated as cause of  in accident report.   

† Fatality(s) (#) occurred in bullet vehicle 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment B 

MY 1993-2008 Jeep Grand Cherokee Fatal Fire Crashes with Fire/Explosion as Most 

Harmful Event, 1992-2008 
 

 



MY 1993-2008 Jeep Grand Cherokee Fatal Fire Crashes with Most Harmful Event as Fire/Explosion, 1992-2008 

 

This table includes known fire crashes where fire/explosion is listed as Most Harmful Event, obtained from NHTSA’s Fatal Analysis Crash 

System (FARS) for Calendar Years 1992-2008 and from public records for other years and for crashes not listed in FARS.   

 



Crash Date by 

State 

Name City/County Road Deaths Make/Model/Year FARS 

# 

Alabama       

04/12/06
F 

FARS  Montgomery 5466 1  2004 Grand Cherokee 10243 

04/25/07
F 

FARS  Macon Co.  I-85 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 10270 

Arizona       

02/01/98
F 

FARS  Gila Co.  Old Dripping Springs 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 40059 

03/13/01
F 

FARS  Mohave Co.  I-40 2  1994 Grand Cherokee 40104 

California       

03/16/96
F
†(5)

 
FARS  Carson 91 5  1996 Grand Cherokee 60718 

07/07/96
F
†(1)

 
FARS  Poway Espola Rd.  1  1993 Grand Cherokee 61698 

10/27/99
F 

FARS  Los Angeles SR-170 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 62795 

05/07/00
F 

FARS  Orange Co.  SR-241 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 60499 

07/20/01
F 

FARS  San Bernardino Co.  I-10 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 61708 

08/30/02
F 

FARS  Bakersfield SR-58 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 62653 

08/18/05
F 

FARS  Oceanside Vista Way 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 63236 

05/24/06
F
†(1)

 
FARS  Orange Co.  SR-241 2   2001 Grand Cherokee 61349 

Colorado       

01/10/05
F 

FARS  Mesa Co.  Rim Rock Dr. 1  2004 Grand Cherokee 80025 

Florida       

09/05/07
F 

FARS  N/A SR-944 32
nd

 Ave. 2  1998 Grand Cherokee 122577 

Georgia        

03/08/05
F 

FARS  Paulding Co.  N/A 1  1999 Grand Cherokee 130196 

03/09/05
F 

FARS  Macon Co.  SR-49 1  1997 Grand Cherokee 130197 

Illinois       

09/04/00
F 

FARS  Chicago I-90/94 6  1993 Grand Cherokee 170827 

10/16/07
F 

FARS  La Salle Co.  I-39 2  1993 Grand Cherokee 170830 

Indiana       

09/16/04
F 

FARS  Warrick Co.  I-64 1  2004 Grand Cherokee 180705 

11/13/04
F 

FARS  Noble Co.  US-33 4  1997 Grand Cherokee 180723 

Kentucky       

02/13/00
F 

FARS  Bourbon Co.  Vemont Ln.  1  1997 Grand Cherokee 210052 



Crash Date by 

State 

Name City/County Road Deaths Make/Model/Year FARS 

# 

Louisiana       

07/20/03
F
†(3)

 
FARS  St. Martin Co.  I-10 5  2000 Grand Cherokee 220401 

Michigan       

04/30/05
F
†(1)

 
FARS  Oakland Co.  I-75 3  2004 Grand Cherokee 260239 

Nebraska       

12/19/06
F
†(1)

 
FARS  Pierce Co.  553 Ave. 849 Rd. 1  2000 Grand Cherokee 310215 

New Jersey       

02/24/07
F 

FARS  Parsippany I-287 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 340080 

New York       

08/21/99
F 

FARS  Henrietta I-390 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 360956 

12/17/06
F 

FARS  Greenfield Center SR-9 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 361158 

08/15/07
F 

FARS  Duanesburg I-88 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 360655 

06/19/08
F 

FARS  Churubusco River Rd. 1  2004 Grand Cherokee 360417 

Ohio       

09/26/97
F 

FARS  Wood Co.  SR65 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 390948 

Oklahoma       

05/26/01
F
†(1)

 
FARS  Oklahoma City S. Choctaw Rd. 2  1993 Grand Cherokee 400185 

Pennsylvania       

03/05/00
F 

FARS  Bucks Co.  SR-309 1  1993 Grand Cherokee 420157 

South 

Carolina 

      

08/06/99
F 

FARS  Marlboro Co.  259 2  1993 Grand Cherokee 450527 

05/21/00
F 

FARS  Hampton SR-68 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 450396 

07/07/08
F 

FARS  Georgetown Co.  US-17 545 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 450425 

Tennessee       

08/31/01
F 

FARS  Jackson McClellan Rd. 1  1999 Grand Cherokee 470731 

08/31/02
F 

FARS  Lawrence Co.  Old Jackson Hwy. 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 470669 

05/29/04
F 

FARS  Germantown  Stout Rd.  1  1996 Grand Cherokee 471036 

Texas       



Crash Date by 

State 

Name City/County Road Deaths Make/Model/Year FARS 

# 

01/16/98
F 

FARS  Brazoria Co.  SR-288 1  1994 Grand Cherokee 480087 

06/09/04
F 

FARS  Victoria Co.  US-77 1  2002 Grand Cherokee 481205 

08/06/05
F 

FARS  Bullard FM344 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 481685 

West Virginia       

09/30/06
F 

FARS  Charleston Hickory Rd.  Overbrook Rd. 1  1998 Grand Cherokee 540269 

Wisconsin       

05/18/03
F 

FARS  Grant Co.  SR-133 1  1996 Grand Cherokee 550248 

07/03/07
F 

FARS  Nashotah  SR-16 1  2001 Grand Cherokee 550300 

    68   
F 

Indicated in FARS as most harmful: "fire/explosion."  

† Fatality(s) (#) occurred in other vehicle(s). 
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ABSTRACT 
 
The research reported in this paper is a follow-on to a 
five year research program conducted by General 
Motors in accordance with an administrative 
Settlement Agreement reached with the US 
Department of Transportation.  In lieu of a vehicle 
recall to reduce vehicle vulnerability to post-crash 
fires, a research program was undertaken to provide 
knowledge to assist reducing the fire vulnerability for 
all future vehicles. 
 
In this follow-on research project, GM agreed fund 
more than $4.1 million in fire related research over 
the period 2001-2004.  This paper summarizes the 
projects undertaken and the preliminary results. 
 
Research projects that have been initiated include the 
following:  (1) statistical analysis of field data; (2) 
assessment of state-of-the-art in fuel safety 
technology; (3) test and evaluation of fuel tanks 
exposed to fire and impact; (4) development of 
recommended practices for the fire safety of 42-volt 
electrical systems. 
 
For the year 2001, there were a total of 1,657 fatal 
crashes in which there was a fire.  This is about 2.9% 
of all fatal crashes.  Analysis of FARS data indicates 
that the fire rates in cars has dropped by 43.7% and 
LTVs (pick-ups, vans and SUVs) by 59.7% since the 
1979.  In 2000, the fire rate for passenger cars was 
5.14 fires/million vehicle years, compared to 6.39 for 
light trucks. 
 
For the years 1997-2000 the NASS/CDS contains 
228 cases with fires.  In these cases, frontal crashes 
accounted for 51.3% followed by rollover (24.1%) 
and side (18.4).  Rear impacts accounted for the 
smallest fraction – 6.1%.  The most frequent origin 
for the fire was the engine compartment, accounting 
for 64.5%.  The fuel tank accounted for 11.4%.  
There were a relatively large number of unknown 
sources – 17.1%.  The most frequent object impacted 
before the fire occurred was another vehicle (41.2%).  
However, a variety of roadside objects made up 

48.7%.  Narrow objects such as poles and trees 
contributed more than 25%. 
 
Plastic tanks of three different shapes were evaluated 
to fire and impact testing as required  by ECE R34, 
Annex 5 and US CFR 393.67 (e)(1).  The ECE R34 
fire test appeared to produce repeatable results and all 
tanks demonstrated the capability to withstand the 
test.  All tanks passed the ECE R34 impact test.  The 
US CFR 393.67 (e)(1) requires the tank  containing 
water equal to its rated weight of fuel to be dropped 
on its corner from a height of 30 ft.  All new tanks 
passed the test.  However, two of three tanks that had 
been in service for three years failed the test. 
 
Research is now underway to identify state-of-the-art 
technologies in present day motor vehicles.  Other 
research is oriented to developing test methods to 
assure the fire safety of materials used in vehicles 
with 42-volt electrical systems.  The results of this 
research will be made public as it progresses. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
On March 7, 1995, the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) and General Motors 
Corporation (GM) entered into an administrative 
agreement, which settled an investigation that was 
being conducted by the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) regarding an alleged 
defect related to fires in GM C/K pickup trucks 
[NHTSA 1994 and  2001].  
 
Under the GM/DOT Settlement Agreement, GM 
agreed to provide support to NHTSA's effort to 
enhance the current Federal Motor Vehicle Safety 
Standard (FMVSS) No. 301, regarding fuel system 
integrity, through a public rulemaking process.  GM 
also agreed to expend $51.355 million over a five-
year period to support projects and activities that 
would further vehicle and highway safety.  Ten 
million dollars of the funding was devoted to fire 
safety research [NHTSA 2001].   
 
Subsequent to the GM/DOT Settlement, GM agreed 
to fund an additional $4.1 million in research related 
to impact induced fires.  This latter research project 
was included under the terms of a judicial settlement.  
The fuel safety project objectives are defined by the 
White, Monson and Cashiola vs. General Motors 
Agreement dated June 27, 1996 [Judicial District 
Court 1996].  All research under the project will be 
made public for use by the safety community. The 
purpose of this paper is to provide an initial public 
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report on the projects that have been funded under 
this research program, along with results to date.   
 
Research projects that have been initiated include the 
following: 
1. A statistical analysis of field data to determine 

the frequency of fuel leaks and fires by model 
year and by other crash attributes. 

2. A case by case study of fuel leaks and fires in 
NASS/CDS and an assessment of opportunities 
for reduction of vulnerability. 

3. The assessment of the state-of-the-art technology 
to reduce the frequency of fires in motor vehicles 
and/or to delay the time for fires to propagate to 
the fuel or the interior of the occupant 
compartment. 

4. The evaluation of fuel tanks of various shapes 
when subjected to fire and impact testing 
required by ECE or other government standards. 

5. The development of recommended practices for 
the prevention of fires in vehicles equipped with 
42-volt electrical systems. 

 
The status and results of each of the above projects is 
summarized in the sections to follow. 
 
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF VEHICLE 
FIRES 
 
The occurrence of serious injuries and fatalities from 
fires has remained virtually unchanged over the past 
ten years.  Based on data published by the NHTSA 
for the year 2000, there were a total of 1,657 (2.9%) 
fatal and approximately 5,000 (0.1%) injury crashes 
in which there was a fire [NHTSA 2002].   Of these, 
328 crashes, totaling 552 fatalities, coded 
fire/explosion as the most harmful event.  Between 
1991 and 2000, the percentage of fire related fatal 
crashes has continued to range between 2.6 - 2.9% of 
all fatal crashes, and 0.1 – 0.2% of all injury crashes.  
Although driving exposure has increased over this 
time period, the occurrence of these fatalities and 
serious injuries warrants a more detailed 
investigation into the nature of these crashes.  
 
Previous work has focused on the seriousness or 
severity of fire related casualties, including injury 
and fatality frequencies during impact induced car 
fires.  Additionally, impact induced fuel leakage has 
also been studied, which may be another indicator of 
the performance and crashworthiness of fuel systems.  
Due to the continued occurrence of these events, 
there appears to be a necessity to reevaluate this topic 
as it applies to the current U.S. vehicle fleet.  This 
includes looking at the effects of model year, crash 

severity, fuel leak hazard, impact modes, and vehicle 
types.  Previous studies have not focused on the 
vehicle mix, which has changed dramatically over the 
past decade.  Of particular interest is the increasing 
population of light trucks (pick-ups, vans, and 
SUVs). 
 
Several resources were used to determine the factors 
related to the actual occurrence and impact of fires in 
light passenger vehicles.  These factors  included (1) 
an investigation into the availability of fire related 
data from state, federal, private, and international 
sources, (2) a statistical analysis of national data from 
1975-present, (3)  a statistical analysis of selected 
state accident records from 1978-present.  Results 
from item (2) will be presented here.  Work under 
item (1) and (3) is still underway and results will be 
published at a later date, along with updates in the 
other areas.   
 
Analysis of State and National Data from 1975-
Present 
 
Previously, Malliaris examined FARS 1975-1987 to 
understand certain trends in accidents associated with 
fire events [Malliaris, 1991].  The analysis reported 
in this paper further extends the Malliaris work to 
include the present vehicle fleet and provide a 
differentiation by vehicle type. 
 
Malliaris also examined Michigan state data for the 
years 1978-1984 to assess fire rates and fuel leakage 
rates in police reported crashes [Malliaris 1991].   At 
present the state data study is being updated and 
applied to states other than Michigan.  In 1990, 
Michigan discontinued reporting fuel leakage. 
Consequently, this condition could not be updated.  
Initial studies have confirmed a number of findings 
initially reported by Malliaris.  The extension of the 
analysis to later years in now underway and will be 
reported when completed. 
 
Fire Rates in Vehicles 0-4 Years Old Involved in 
Fatal Accidents  
 
Figure 1 shows the fire occurrence for vehicles 0 to 4 
years old at the time they were involved in fatal 
accidents.  To be counted, a fire had to occur in the 
vehicle after the crash and a fatality had to occur in 
the crash. The fatality may or may not have been in 
that particular vehicle or caused by the fire.  Figure 2 
displays the same data adjusted for vehicle exposure.  
The exposure metric used in the figure is the number 
of registered vehicle years by vehicle class, given as 
million vehicle years or MVY.    
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Vehicle Counts with Fire Occurrence in Fatal Crashes
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Cars Pick-ups Vans SUVs
Figure 1.  Frequency counts of vehicles involved in fatal crashes where a fire occurred in 
that particular vehicle (fatality did not necessarily occur in the vehicle with the fire).  Data 
is from FARS 1979-2000, vehicle age is 0-4 years, and distributions are by vehicle type. 
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Cars Pick-ups Vans SUVs
Figure 2.  Rates per million vehicle registered years of vehicles involved in fatal crashes 
where a fire occurred in that particular vehicle (fatality did not necessarily occur in the 
vehicle with the fire).  Data is from FARS 1979-2000, vehicle age is 0-4 years, and 
distributions are by vehicle type. 
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Fatality Counts in Vehicles Where Fire Occurred
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Cars Pick-ups Vans SUVs
Figure 3.  Fatality counts in vehicles where there was the occcurence of a fire/explosion 
(fatalty is not necessarily attributed to the fire event).  Data is from FARS 1979-2000, 
vehicle age is 0-4 years, and distributions are by vehicle type. 
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Cars Pick-ups Vans SUVs
Figure 4.  Fatality rates per million vehicle registered years in vehicles where there was the 
occcurence of a fire/explosion (fatalty is not necessarily attributed to the fire event).  Data 
is from FARS 1979-2000, vehicle age is 0-4 years, and distributions are by vehicle type. 
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Fatality Counts - Fire/Explosion as Most Harmful Event
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Cars Pick-ups Vans SUVs
Figure 5.  Fatality counts in vehicles where there was the occcurence of a fire/explosion 
and the fire event has been coded as the most harful event (i.e. cause of death).  Data is 
from FARS 1979-2000, vehicle age is 0-4 years, and distributions are by vehicle type. 
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Cars Pick-ups Vans SUVs
Figure 6.  Fatality rates per million vehicle registered years in vehicles where there was the 
occcurence of a fire/explosion and the fire event has been coded as the most harful event 
(i.e. cause of death).  Data is from FARS 1979-2000, vehicle age is 0-4 years, and 
distributions are by vehicle type. 
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This study looks at vehicles of age 0-4 years; 
therefore, FARS year 2000 includes models years 
1996-2000.  A significant occurrence took place 
during model year 1976 with the introduction of the 
FMVSS 301 standard for fuel system integrity.  
Based on data in these figures, FARS year 1981 
would be the first year with all vehicles FMVSS 301 
compliant.   
 
Figures 3 and 4 provide the fatality counts and rates 
for fatal crashes in which the fatality occurred in the 
vehicle where there was a fire.  In these figures the 
fatality was not necessarily attributed to the fire 
event.  Figures 5 and 6 relate the number and rate of 
fatalities to the fire event.  In these figures, the fire 
event has been coded as the most harmful event, 
indicating it was the cause of the fatality.  Often 
times it may be difficult to discern the cause of the 
fatality in these crashes (biomechanical trauma vs. 
fire trauma).  This distinction was not investigated 
and the coding was taken directly from FARS.  
Previous studies have attempted to investigate the 
uncertainty and difficulty in coding fire as the most 
harmful event [Davies 2002].  
 
It is positive to note that fire occurrence rates and 
fatality rates, including most harmful event rates, 
have declined since 1979 for all vehicle classes.  
With regard to fire occurrence counts and fatality 
counts, passenger cars and pick-up trucks have 
shown significant declines since 1979.  Vans have 
remained relatively constant, while SUVs have 
shown a slight increase in recent years.  The rise in 
SUVs is offset by the increased number of vehicle 
registrations over the same time period.  SUV 
registrations have increased by 790% since 1979, and 
by over 300% since the early 1990’s.  Even with the 
increased exposure, rates have declined. 
 
Passenger cars have shown the greatest decline in fire 
occurrence counts (207 fires - 51.6%), while pick-up 
trucks have the largest rate decline (9.62 fires/MVY).  
Pick-ups still maintain the highest rate for vehicle 
fires at 8.17 fires/MVY.  In 2000, the fire rate for 
passenger cars was 5.14 fires/MVY, compared to 
6.39 fires/MVY for light trucks.  When looking at the 
overall decline in fire rates, cars have dropped by 
43.7% and LTVs (pick-ups, vans, SUVs) by 59.7%.  
More importantly fatality rates by most harmful event 
have declined by 72.3% for cars and 79.7% for 
LTVs.  Tables 1 and 2 display data from 1979 and 
2000 for fire occurrence rates and fatality (most 
harmful event) rates respectively.   
 
 
 

Table 1. Fire occurrence rates, vehicles age 0-4 in 
FARS 

Cars Pick-ups Vans SUVs All LTVs All Vehicles
1979 9.13 17.79 13.91 7.79 15.86 10.56
2000 5.14 8.17 4.61 5.56 6.39 5.69

Change 4.00 9.62 9.30 2.23 9.47 4.87
Percent 43.7% 54.1% 66.9% 28.7% 59.7% 46.1%  

 
Table 2. Fatality rates by most harmful event, 
vehicles age 0-4 

Cars Pick-ups Vans SUVs All LTVs All Vehicles
1979 3.74 8.22 5.39 8.50 7.72 4.58
2000 1.03 1.45 2.77 0.99 1.56 1.27

Change 2.70 6.77 2.62 7.52 6.15 3.31
Percent 72.3% 82.4% 48.6% 88.4% 79.7% 72.4%  

 
This FARS data is also being reviewed for such 
variables as crash mode (frontal, rear, rollover, etc.), 
impacting object, and more.  Certain vehicle 
characteristics may reveal trends; however the 
relatively low number of fire events may prevent 
significant findings as the data is further categorized. 
 
CASE REVIEWS OF VEHICLE FIRES 
 
For the first phase of this study, the National 
Automotive Sampling System – Crashworthiness 
Data System (NASS/CDS) was used as the source of 
data in the analysis of detailed case studies.  There 
have been two primary tasks completed to this stage.  
These include 1) the development of a NASS 
analysis tool for fire and fuel leakage cases, and 2) 
the application of this tool toward the study of 
NASS/CDS cases. 
 
A crash query and case summary reporting tool is 
currently under development to help researchers 
review historical crash cases collected through 
NASS/CDS.  The web based query page allows a 
user to select a specific subset of crashes from the 
database, based on desired crash conditions.  It has 
been further enhanced to identify cases based on 
fire/fuel leakage variables. 
 
The NASS/CDS tool performs a query based on a 
series of limiting conditions, and then returns two 
sets of information.  First, data relating to the 
generated subset of crashes is available in tabular 
form.  Since a large set of crash variables may be 
returned, a user is able to perform sorting and 
scanning on the data to look for trends and 
relationships between variables not evident during 
the initial query.   
 
The second piece of information returned is a list of 
all cases that meet the query criteria.  A user can 
select a case for further investigation.  Following case 
selection, an automated summary sheet(s) is 
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generated with significant crash variables presented 
along with applicable pictures and scene diagram.   
 
This query tool was used to identify and summarize 
228 cases from 1997-2000 NASS/CDS in which 
there was a fire occurrence.  These cases have been 
further analyzed to identify certain attributes of the 
crashes, which include:  
• Investigate crash mode distribution in these cases 

(frontal, side, rear, rollover, etc.). 
• Identify the ignition sources of the fires, along 

with fire location within the vehicle. 
• Investigate accidents of similar severity and 

impact mode in which there was no fire, looking 
at injury distribution comparisons. 

Although this study is ongoing, some initial results 
are available.  It should be noted that NASS/CDS 
weighting factors were not used in this study due to 
the complexity and relative randomness of fire 
events.  It was felt that the weighting factors could 
not be definitively applied to the fire events.  
 
When looking at impact direction, the cases were 
divided into categories of impact that would be 
associated with the fire event.  For example, if a 
frontal impact occurred with another vehicle 
followed by a side impact to a tree, and the tree 
impact was the source of a ruptured fuel tank, this 
would be classified as a side impact for this study.  
Based on this criterion, frontal impacts accounted for 
117 cases (51.3%), side impacts 42 cases (18.4%), 
rear impacts 14 cases (6.1%), and rollovers 55 cases 
(24.1%).  These results can be seen in Figure 7.  It is 
interesting to note that rear impacts had the lowest 
frequency of fire events. 
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Figure 7. Distribution of fire events by impact 
direction. 
 
Each impact mode is being further investigated to 
identify any possible trends.  This includes impact 
mode in combination with impacting object and 
origin of the fire.  Rollover events are being reviewed 

to understand the various contributions of the role 
events.  This includes roll severity (number of ¼ 
turns), roll direction, and fire origin relative to roll 
events. 
 
The location and/or origin of the fire can provide 
useful information to researchers looking to further 
improve vehicle design and prevent fire events.  The 
distribution of the fire origin within these NASS/CDS 
cases is shown in Figure 8.  Of particular interest is 
that a large majority of fires (147 cases – 64.5%) 
initiated inside the engine compartment.  In 26 cases 
(11.4%) it could be definitively determined that the 
fuel tank was the source of the fire.  Often times it is 
difficult or impossible to determine the fire origin.  
This typically occurs in cases in which the vehicle 
was completely engulfed.  There were 39 cases 
(17.1%) with unknown fire origins.  This distribution 
is similar to previous studies and warrants further 
investigation into specific sources of fire initiation 
within the engine compartment.  
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Figure 8. Distribution of fire origin/location.  
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Figure 9. Distribution of fire events by impacting 
object. 
 
This initial review of the data also identified the 
distribution of impacting objects for fire events 
(Figure 9).  In 94 cases (41.2%) another vehicle was 
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the impacting object that was associated with the fire 
event.  Although Figure 9 shows a more detailed 
breakdown of the impacting object, it can be seen 
that in 111 cases (48.7%) a fixed roadside object was 
the source of impact and the fire event.  In a majority 
of these cases the fixed object is narrow and results in 
significant penetration at concentrated locations 
along the vehicle.  Though further investigation is 
warranted and ongoing, impacts with fixed narrow 
objects account for a larger portion of the fuel tank 
related fires.  
 
Of particular importance in any vehicle safety 
investigation is to study the relationships with 
occupant injury and fatality.  While it is interesting to 
look at injury distributions within a particular type of 
event, it is also necessary to gage the relative 
importance of the findings.  For this study, it can be 
done by comparing all crash events with fire events.  
Injury distributions based on MAIS is shown in 
Figure 10.  The data is displayed for all fire event 
cases along side all non-fire cases.  It should be noted 
that the MAIS for the fire cases is associated with the 
fire event.  For example, if the crash victim had an 
AIS 5 associated with steering wheel contact, and an 
AIS 2 associated with the fire event, the case is 
classified as MAIS 2 for this study.  This attempts to 
normalize to a certain extent for the fire event, but it 
should be noted that it is often difficult to discern 
these injuries at higher severities. 
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Figure 10. Injury distribution by MAIS for fire 
and non-fire cases. 
 
Results show some interesting initial findings.  Fire 
events tend to have a significantly greater percentage 
of MAIS 3+ associated injuries.  While fire events 
are relatively infrequent, their occurrence tends to 
have greater associated harm.  Further investigation 
into the injuries within each case is ongoing. 
 
 
 

 
SURVEY OF STATE-OF-THE-ART IN FIRE 
SAFETY TECHNOLOGY 
 
An investigation of the state-of-the-art in fuel 
systems has been undertaken with a focus on 
identifying fuel system fire safety technologies for 
preventing and/or mitigating post-crash fuel fires that 
may be in use today. An extensive survey will be 
conducted with in-vehicle evaluation and 
documentation of the various systems. Additionally, 
major fuel system components, such as the fuel tank 
itself, will be evaluated.  The project is divided into 
two phases: 
• Phase 1 defines the overall scope of the 

investigation and establishes procedures for 
carrying out the more specific review of 
individual systems. Included is a review of 
existing automotive fuel system standards. 

• Phase 2 comprises the in-depth evaluation of the 
fuel systems from vehicles identified in Phase 1. 

The work performed under Phase 1 of the project is 
discussed herein. 
 
Forty two different fuel system performance 
standards from world wide standards agencies and 
governing bodies were reviewed as part of the 
investigation into the state-of-the-art in fuel systems. 
These standards have been summarized and reported 
previously [Fournier 2001]. 
 
Various design strategies or technologies associated 
with the fuel system, which includes the evaporative 
emissions hardware, have been identified as potential 
countermeasures for preventing or mitigating the 
likelihood of post-crash vehicle fires. These strategies 
or technologies, which may already be employed in 
existing vehicles, include: 
• Filler check valve: If the filler hose is torn from 

the tank a check valve located at the spout on the 
tank would prevent excessive fuel loss. 

• Shielding: Shields may be used to increase the 
fuel system’s resistance to damage resulting 
from direct contact and debris by providing an 
additional layer of protection. 

• Tank materials, thickness: The choice of tank 
materials (plastic vs. metal) and its thickness will 
affect the resistance to punctures, tearing or 
bursting. 

• Multiple layered tanks: Although principally 
used to address emission issues, multiple layered 
constructions may improve robustness. 

• Tank bladders: Compliant and tear resistant 
bladders contained inside a tank prevent fuel 
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leaks if the rigid outer shell of the tank system is 
compromised. 

• Tear away fuel line connections with check 
valves: These connections are designed to 
disengage and seal if excessive tension is applied 
to the fuel lines. 

• Fire shields/blankets: Fire retardant shields, 
affixed to the hood fall into place to smother 
engine compartment fires. 

• Anti-siphoning: The routing of fuel lines are 
such that if severed they would not continue to 
siphon fuel from the tank. 

• EFI Fuel Pump shut off: The fuel pump would 
be deactivated if a crash is detected. 

• Active fire suppression systems: Fire detectors 
would trigger the release of fire suppressant 
chemicals. 

• Tank additives: Reticulate materials placed 
inside the tank to prevent explosions of the tank. 

• Location, tank environment and routing of fill 
and delivery lines: Placement of fuel system 
components relative to potentially intrusive or 
aggressive components to minimize damage in 
the event of a collision. 

• Slip-in-tube drive shaft: In a frontal collision of a 
rear wheel drive vehicle, the drive shaft would 
collapse along its length to minimize damage to 
a rear mounted tank. 

 
The North American fleet comprises over three 
hundred makes and models of vehicles, not including 
variations within a model. The inspection of each one 
is beyond the current scope of the review which 
intends to gain a cross-section view of the best 
practices in fuel system fire safety design. A subset 
of these vehicles has been proposed and consists of a 
cross section of vehicle type (car, SUV, truck, etc.), 
manufacturer, price range, country of origin, etc.  
Also, vehicles with known technology 
implementations will be reviewed. 
 
Information on each vehicle is collected and input 
into a Microsoft Access© database.  This includes, but 
is not limited to: 
• Tank shape and placement 
• Presence of technologies listed previously 
• Routing of fuel lines and components associated 

with the fuel delivery system 
• Type and location of batteries and power sources 
• Proximity of potentially “aggressive” structural 

components 
In addition to visual inspections, vehicle brochures 
and user manuals will be reviewed, along with repair 
and maintenance manuals.  Accompanying digital 
photos are also placed in the database. 

 
A sample vehicle inspection has been completed as 
part of phase 1 of this study.  Phase 2 – the inspection 
of 70 vehicles – is underway and all data will enter 
the public domain upon completion. 
 
EVALUATION OF PLASTIC FUEL TANKS OF 
VARIOUS SHAPES 
 
The purpose of this program is to conduct 
comparison evaluations of existing plastic fuel tanks 
to performance standards applied in Europe and also 
to standards applied to tanks for trucks in the US.  
The tests also examined degradation in service.  Two 
ages of tanks were tested; 1) “conditioned” tanks, not 
older than four years, and 2) “new” tanks, from 
original equipment manufacturers (OEMs).  The 
conditioned tanks were from vehicles that have been 
operated in a warm climate in the vicinity of San 
Antonio, Texas.  The new tanks were purchased from 
the OEM supply and not from an after market 
supplier.  The project evaluated three different tank 
design shapes.   
 
The three tank design shapes are as follows: 1) a 
“pancake” tank typical of tanks in front wheel drive 
cars with a thin shape mounted to an underbody near 
the rear seat area and in front of the rear axle; 2) a 
“long” tank with a narrow shape mounted inside the 
frame rail and in front of the rear axle; and 3) a 
“square” tank mounted behind the rear axle.  The 
three types of tanks are shown in Figures 11-13. 
 
Three types of tests were conducted for new and 
conditioned tanks for each of the three tank shapes.  
The tests were:  fire resistance, concentrated energy 
cold impact, and high energy impact. 
 
The fire resistance tests were conducted in 
accordance with the European Standard for plastic 
fuel tanks, ECE R 34, Annex 5, Fire Resistance 
Section.  This standard requires the plastic tank to 
withstand a pool fire for two minutes without leaking.  
In this test, the tank is mounted on the actual vehicle 
and filled with gasoline to 50% of capacity.  For one 
minute, the vehicle and tank were subjected to the 
full intensity of a fuel-fed pool fire positioned 
directly beneath the tank.  For the second minute, the 
intensity of the fire was mitigated by covering the fire 
pan with a screen.  If the tank survives for two 
minutes it is said to “pass.”  
 
In the research testing conducted under this project, a 
third condition was imposed.  In this third condition, 
the screen was removed and the high intensity fire 
was continued until tank leakage occurred.  Once 
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Figure 11. “Pancake” shaped tank pre-test. 
 

Figure 12. “Long” shaped tank pre-test. 
 

Figure 13. “Square” shaped tank pre-test. 
 

Figure 14. “Pancake” tank after fire test. 
 

Figure 15. “Long” tank after fire test. 
 

 
Figure 16. “Square” tank after fire test. 
 

leakage was observed, the fire was extinguished 
quickly by fire suppressants.  The results reported in 
Table 3 shows the number of seconds after removal 
of the screen at 2 minutes until the tank leakage 
occurred 
 
In these fire tests, all of the conditioned tanks were 
the original tanks installed on the 1998 model year 

vehicles that were subjected to the burn tests.  These 
conditioned tanks were tested before the “new” tanks 
were installed on the same vehicle.  In all cases, the 
fire exposure caused some loss of body material from 
the vehicle.  Consequently, added area for ventilation 
might exist in the second test.  To reduce the effects 
of differences in ventilation, the vehicle with the 
“pancake” tank was rebuilt for the second test.  The 
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other vehicles suffered less degradation and were not 
rebuilt.  The second test of the “square” tank resulted 
in tank leakage at 101 seconds – 19 seconds short of 
the requirement.   This difference could be explained 
by the increased ventilation permitted by the test 
buck.   
 
Table 3.  Number of Seconds After Removal of 
Fire Screen Until Tank Leakage Occurred 

Tank Type New Conditioned 
Pancake 90 90 
Long 38 21 
Square -19 10 

 
Other observations made from the tests included the 
location and size of the initial leak that occurred 
before the fire was extinguished.   The two pancake 
tanks leaked at the same place – the bottom left rear 
corner.  In both cases, the leaks were very small.  The 
two square tanks both leaked in locations that were 
associated with loading by the mounting strap.  Both 
tanks also leaked or were severely weakened at the 
front right top corner due to sagging of the tank.  The 
rate of leakage from the square tank was greater than 
for the pancake tank.  The two long tanks both leaked 
due to sagging of the front part of the tank that 
overhung the mounting straps.  The leakage occurred 
at the front of the tank or at the straps.  The rate of 
leakage was greater than the square tank.  The post 
test deformation of the “pancake” tank, the “long” 
tank, and the “square” tank are shown in Figures 14 
through 16. 
 
Impact resistance was conducted on three new and 
three seasoned tanks.  The impact tests were of two 
types.  First tests were conducted in accordance with 
the European Standard for plastic fuel tanks, ECE R 
34, Annex 5, Section 1 “Impact Resistance”.    
Second, tests were conducted in accordance with 49 
CFR 393.67, “Liquid Fuel Tanks”.   
 
For the ECE R 34 impact resistance test, the tanks are 
filled to rated capacity and chilled to -40 degrees C. 
At this temperature, they are impacted by a pyramid 
shaped 15 kg mass at an energy level of 30.1 Nm.  In 
the research tests, tanks were impacted at the right 
front corner at energy levels ranging from 30.1 Nm to 
43.6 Nm.  No leakage occurred in any of the tests. 
 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulation CFR 393.67 
“Liquid Fuel Tanks” requires an impact test condition 
that has not been applied to passenger vehicles.  
Section (e) (1) of the standard applies to side-
mounted tanks and requires a drop test of the tank.  In 
this test, the tank is filled with water to a weight 

equal to the rated weight of fuel and dropped on its 
corner from a height of 30 ft. onto an unyielding 
surface.  The standard limits the allowable leakage 
after the test to 1 oz per minute. 
 
Table 4.  Leakage rate in oz. per minute for Three 
Types of Tanks After 30 ft Drop Test per CFR 
393.67 (e) (1) 
Tank Type New Conditioned 
Pancake <1 <1 
Long <1 150 
Square <1 900 

 
The results of the 30 ft drop tests are shown in Table 
4.  All of the new tanks and the seasoned pancake 
tank passed the test.  However, both of the other 
seasoned tanks ruptured at the pinch-off separation.  
A typical breach of the tank is shown in Figure 17.  
 

 
Figure 17.  Seasoned “Long” Tank Post Drop Test 
 
This limited research indicates that the tested tanks 
performed in a repeatable manner when subjected to 
ECE R 34, Annex 5, “Fire Resistance” Section.   
However, considerable difference in the margin for 
passing the test was present for the three tank types.  
In addition, the amount of leakage that occurred once 
the leak was initiated was vastly different.  The 
behind the axle location of the “square” tank 
permitted the greatest amount of ventilation, and 
consequently may have been the most severe 
environment.  The overhang of the long tank beyond 
the supporting straps appeared to be the most 
vulnerable feature of that tank shape.  There was no 
identifiable difference between the performance of 
new and seasoned tanks in these tests. 
 
All three tanks performed satisfactorily when 
subjected to the ECE R 34 Impact Resistance test, 
even when subjected to an impact with approximately 
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50% more energy than required by the test.  No 
degradation was noted in the seasoned tanks. 
 
All three new tanks performed satisfactorily when 
subjected to the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Regulation CFR 393.67 (e)(1) 30 ft. drop test.  
However, the seasoned “long” and “square” tanks 
leaked excessively after the drop.  This result 
suggests some degradation of the resistance to severe 
impact with aging for these tanks. 
 
DEVELOPMENT OF RECOMMENDED 
PRACTICE IN 42-VOLT APPLICATIONS 
 
Major auto manufacturers are currently developing 
electrical systems that operate on 36-volt 
architectures, transitioning from the current 12-volt 
systems (14 volts when charging) typically used 
today.  The 36 volt architecture charges at 42 volts, 
with possible voltage peaks as high as 58 volts.  
Current best practice and recommendations from ISO 
restrict the ability for human interface with voltages 
above 60 volts, thus the selection of the 36-volt 
architecture.  Because the normal operating range is 
42-volts, they are typically referred to as 42-volt 
systems.    
 
There are several reasons why this transition is taking 
place.  Power demands have been growing at about 
6% per year for the last 15-20 years [SAE 2002, 
TOPTEC 2002, Intertech 2002].  Modern cars 
consume between one and three kilowatts of power.  
They are near the limit of what can be done with the 
12-volt architecture.  This growth in power demand 
results from the expanding use of electronics in 
autos: radio and hi-fi systems, navigation systems, 
use of electrical outlets for plug-in computers, etc.  In 
the future, there are many conventional systems that 
can be driven electronically.  Electrically assisted 
power steering is now on the market.  Electric brakes, 
electric rear wheel steering, electric suspension and 
stability control, electric drive for water and oil 
pumps, advanced automatic crash notification (ACN) 
systems, electric air conditioning and heating 
systems, and 110 volt AC outlets are all new 
applications which may be attractive after 42 volts 
becomes available.  Some of these new components 
have fuel economy, emissions, and/or safety benefits. 
 
Another major trend is toward “mild hybrids,” where 
the engine is shut off when stopped in traffic, and 
other systems, such as the air conditioning continue 
to operate.  This technology is commonly referred to 
as an integrated starter generator and can provide 
approximately a 10% fuel economy improvement in 
city driving.  

 
Even at 14-volts, there are fires caused by shorts and 
other malfunctions in the electrical systems.  As was 
shown previously in the data analysis, more fires 
occur in frontal impacts, and initiate within the 
engine compartment.  Since batteries are typically 
mounted in that region of the vehicle, and most of the 
under-hood fluids are flammable (including the 
engine coolant), there is reason to suspect that the 
battery may contribute to many under-hood fires.  
Batteries contain a great deal of energy (~ 3 million 
Joules for an 85 Ampere-hour battery).  A short can 
dissipate hundreds of Watts, and can ignite 
surrounding flammable materials.  A crushed battery 
can create either external or internal shorts and begin 
a heat release that can ignite the plastic battery case, 
and then spread to other under-hood materials.  
 
If a circuit is broken with a 14-volt circuit, some 
sparking may occur, but not a sustained arc.  With a 
42-volt system there is likely to be a sustained arc 
when a circuit opens or there is a short to ground.  
This arc has tremendous power associated with it.  It 
can easily produce 1000 Watts of power and release 
1000 Joules per second.  The temperature of the 
plasma can be 6000 C. This level of power can ignite 
most materials and can burn holes in sheet steel. 
 
There is also another phenomenon called “Carbon 
Tracking” which can be present at 14 volts, but will 
be more common at 42 volts.  It is caused by an 
electric field across an “insulator.” “Insulators” can 
conduct small amounts of electricity and gradually 
convert the hydrocarbons in the plastic to carbon - 
which is a good conductor.  After considerable time 
(i.e. 10-15 years of a vehicle lifetime), this deposit of 
carbon can grow until it is capable of conducting a 
large amount of current.  Shortly after the current 
builds up, the material will effectively short and 
cause an arc, and the material can flash into flame. 
 
This process is accelerated by having conducting 
liquids or solids on the surface of the conductor. Oil, 
dirt, grime and moisture, which are readily available 
in the engine compartment, can get on the plastic 
electrical components and speed-up the process.  
Road salt (and battery acid released in a crash) are 
also conductors which can exacerbate the situation.  
42-volt systems (with associated voltage margins) 
will be more susceptible to this phenomenon.   
 
MVFRI is working with the USCAR 42-volt 
Working Group to fund a 42-volt research project at 
Underwriter’s Laboratories (UL).   The purpose of 
this effort is to investigate Carbon Tracking 
phenomena with 25 different plastic samples that are 
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representative of materials used in connectors, 
terminal strips, and wire insulation.  A 5% salt 
solution, typical of spray from salted roads in winter 
conditions, will be used to stress the material.  One 
calibrated drop will fall every 30-seconds.  After 50 
drops (~25 minutes) the material is said to “pass.”  
Some materials will be tested for 500 drops to 
validate that 50 drops is an acceptable stopping point. 
 
The second effort under consideration will be to test a 
selection of materials to determine their flammability 
after being exposed to arcs likely to be created by 42-
volt systems.  These arcs are very high intensity and 
most materials will ignite if exposed long enough.  
The distinguishing factor is how much energy they 
can absorb before igniting.  The number of materials 
is potentially much larger in number than for the 
carbon tracking testing.  Any material that could be 
exposed to arcing needs to be tested - including some 
of the flammable under-hood fluids.   
 
Results from these studies will be published at a later 
date and it is expected that these works may form the 
basis for recommended best practice and/or test 
standards associated with 42-volt systems. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
For the year 2001, there were a total of 1,657 fatal 
crashes in which there was a fire.  This is about 2.9% 
of all fatal crashes.  Analysis of FARS data indicates 
that the fire rates in cars has dropped by 43.7% and 
LTVs (pick-ups, vans and SUVs) by 59.7% since the 
1979.  In 2000, the fire rate for passenger cars was 
5.14 fires/million vehicle years, compared to 6.39 for 
light trucks. 
 
For the years 1997-2000 the NASS/CDS contains 
228 cases with fires.  In these cases, frontal crashes 
accounted for 51.3% followed by rollover (24.1%) 
and side (18.4).  Rear impacts accounted for the 
smallest fraction – 6.1%.  The most frequent origin 
for the fire was the engine compartment, accounting 
for 64.5%.  The fuel tank accounted for 11.4%.  
There were a relatively large number of unknown 
sources – 17.1%.  The most frequent object impacted 
before the fire occurred was another vehicle (41.2%).  
However, a variety of roadside objects made up 
48.7%.  Narrow objects such as poles and trees 
contributed more than 25%. 
 
Plastic tanks of three different shapes were evaluated 
to fire and impact testing as required  by ECE R34, 
Annex 5 and US CFR 393.67 (e)(1).  The ECE R34 
fire test appeared to produce repeatable results and all 
tanks demonstrated the capability to withstand the 

test.  All tanks passed the ECE R34 impact test.  The 
US CFR 393.67 (e)(1) requires the tank  containing 
water equal to its rated weight of fuel to be dropped 
on its corner from a height of 30 ft.  All new tanks 
passed the test.  However, two of three tanks that had 
been in service for three years failed the test.  In both 
cases the failure was pinch off separation, suggesting 
a possible deterioration of this junction with time. 
 
Research is now underway to identify state-of-the-art 
technologies in present day motor vehicles.  Other 
research is oriented to developing test methods to 
assure the fire safety of materials used in vehicles 
with 42-volt electrical systems.  The results of this 
research will be made public as it progresses. 
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EXPERT WITNESS REPORT -  SECOND REVISION 

Kline v. Loman Auto Group, Victoria Morgan-Alcala, et al. 

 

MEMO ONE: 

In his “Amended Technical Report” of 24 March 2011, Mr. Robert Banta blatantly misquotes 
my paragraph 7-b. He inserted the following phrase inside quotation marks, leading the reader to 
believe that I made its assertion: 

“(not at issue in this case)” 

As the Honorable Court can see, I made no such assertion.  I make no such assertion.  Banta’s 
claim that I did so is unqualified in his report.  Regarding 7-b he also misleads by stating: 
 

“This statement demonstrates a complete lack of knowledge of the issue at hand. The WJ had 
entirely new frame rails with all new floorpan structures. Not one part was carried over from 
the previous model year.” 
 

Indeed, it is Mr. Banta that has “demonstrate(d) a completes lack of knowledge of the issue at 
hand.” The simple issue is the fuel system crashworthiness of the ZJ and WJ vehicles at the 
fundamental level that results from having “a fuel tank behind the rear axle, below the rear 
bumper, and without adequate shielding/protection from foreseeable real-world rear under-ride 
collisions”  (Please see my paragraphs 6-b and 7-c). No aspect of the revisions to the rear 
structure of the 1999 WJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee occurred in a specific engineering program 
to correct case-relevant fuel system crashworthiness and/or structural defects.  Banta is probably 
fully-aware of this rudimentary fact. 
 

Banta is presumably fully-aware that the change to the left-side frame rail on the 1999 WJ-Body 
only served to exasperate the notorious safety defects relating to the 1993 through 1998 ZJ-Body 
fuel tank filler hose thru-the-frame routing. Further: 
 

i. As demonstration of defect exasperation, the CAS commissioned a series of 
FMVSS-301 rear crash tests at KARCO Engineering, LLC (California) and 
FHWA (Virginia) during 2010.  In separate ZJ and WJ crash tests, total 
catastrophic failure of the fuel tank/filler hose was documented.  Again, rear 
crashworthiness of the ZJ/WJ is thee “issue at hand,” not the minor revisions and 
part number changes alluded to by Banta and Chrysler counsel (Attachment L). 

ii. As Mr. Banta and Chrysler counsel is fully-aware, in July 2009 a WJ-Body (2004 
Jeep Grand Cherokee) burst into flames during a real-world rear end collision on a 
highway in Fort Worth, Texas.  Completely consistent with the Kline case, with  
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MEMO ONE con’t: 

 

multiple vehicles and vehicle impacts were involved, the only death victim of the 
accident was the driver of the WJ-Body, who burned to death due to the fact that, 
in contrast to this misleading statement, “the 1999 WJ-Body did not involve major 
revisions to case-relevant structural or overall vehicle layout/configuration.” 

 
 
MEMO TWO: 
 
Regarding my paragraphs 6-b and 7-c, Mr. Banta’s “Amended Technical Report” of 24 March 
2011 claims: 
 
“This compound and complex statement is simply incorrect. General Motors produced 
Blazer sport utilities with behind the rear axle fuel tanks at this time…” 
 
Mr. Banta has admitted in his case report, he is not qualified (by education/experience) for, and 
never had any experience with the following automotive professional roles: Product Planning, 
Engineering Programs Management, engineering Design Release responsibility or experience, 
engineering Development Release responsibility or experience, MOPAR or racing/aftermarket 
programs, Dealer Relations, Supplier Relations, marketing/sales planning, etc.  
 
As Attachment M shows, Mr. Banta never worked at the Jeep and Dodge Truck Engineering 
(JTE) organization.  In truth, he has never had any product or engineering level responsibility 
for any Chrysler automotive product. 
 
During the four years that I was responsible for Jeep and Dodge truck engineering programs, 
Mr. Banta was never present, was not invited to attend, was not qualified to attend/participate, 
nor did he formally receive any of my or JTE staff product engineering memos, meeting 
minutes, workload assignments/duties, etc. that relate in any way to the planning, engineering, 
manufacturing or marketing/sales of Jeep or Dodge truck products.  As Mr. Banta states, he 
worked in an office that has a location/pay and organization codes that are assigned to the 
General Counsel’s office.  Although touted as “Product Analysis,” the group wherein Mr. Banta 
spent his career, is part of the internal Chrysler office of General Counsel which has never had 
any responsibility whatsoever with the planning, engineering, manufacturing or marketing/sales 
of any Chrysler automotive, Jeep or Dodge truck product.  Although the group name purposely 
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MEMO TWO con’t: 

seeks to lead the unaware/uninformed to another conclusion, the Product Analysis group is a 
legal group comprised of lawyers; not engineers or product planning executives, etc. 
In this context, and others, Banta’s misleading and uninformed report wording was anticipated.  
Specifically, Banta misleads with that statement inasmuch as he blatantly fails to qualify for the 
Honorable Court which “Blazer” he is attempting to use as a rebuttal to my paragraphs 6-b and 
7-c.  I address his lack of precision here: 
 

i. Use of the term ‘competitive’ in my original and revised paragraphs 6-b and 7-c is 
precise.  General Motors (GM) had and continues to produce/market a “Blazer,” 
but in four versions: Full size two and four-door (later renamed Tahoe), and mid 
size two-door and four-door versions.   

ii. The ZJ/WJ versions of the Jeep Grand Cherokee are mid-size sport utility vehicles 
(SUV) and, as such, did not and do not compete with full size versions of any 
sport utility vehicle.  The full size Dodge Ramcharger SUV was the vehicle 
marketed by Chrysler to compete with the full size GM “Blazer” entries, 
designated by GM as C/K-Body. (The Ramcharger was later replaced by the 
Dodge Durango which was larger than the ZJ/WJ in nearly every dimension.) 

iii. The ZJ/WJ versions of the Jeep Grand Cherokee are mid-size SUVs and, as such, 
competed with the other mid size SUVs. However, and precisely, the ZJ/WJ 
versions of the Jeep Grand Cherokee do not compete with the two-door mid-size 
GM Chevy Blazer (coded S-10).  A major detail that Mr. Banta fails to report is 
that the ZJ/WJ Jeep Grand Cherokee is available only in four-door versions and, as 
such, were/are marketed to compete with the four-door version of the S-10 Chevy 
Blazer.  But the most egregious and misleading portion of Mr. Banta’s report on 
this point is the fact that the four-door version of the S-10 Chevy Blazer does NOT 
have a fuel tank that is located “behind the rear axle, below the rear bumper, and 
without adequate shielding/protection from foreseeable real-world rear under-ride 
collisions.”  It is well-known that the four-door version of the S-10 Chevy Blazer 
has a fuel tank that is located in the middle of the vehicle and protected inside 
substantial steel/structural frame rails. Again, this is thee “issue at hand.”  

iv. Banta uses the December 2007 report of ExPonent which, in addition to being 
discredited, portrays the two-door S-10 GMC Jimmy and Oldsmobile Bravada as 
direct competitors to the ZJ-Body; this is false.  ExPonent coyly lists the S-10 
GMC Jimmy and Oldsmobile Bravada as having fuel tanks in the “Aft Axle” 
location.  At the time this report was issued its author was aware that the four-door 
vehicles have a fuel tank located in the middle of the vehicle and protected by 
substantial steel/structural frame rails. 
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v. The anticipated argument by Mr. Banta/defendants that the ZJ/WJ versions of the 
Jeep Grand Cherokee compete with the two-door version of the S-10 Chevy 
Blazer should be further qualified.  Although not mentioned by Banta, it is well-
known that the smaller XJ-Body Jeep Cherokee (non Grand) does come in a two-
door version and was marketed to compete with the two-door S-10 “Blazer.”  Both 
of these vehicles (XJ and S-10 two-door) have fuel tanks that are located “behind 
the rear axle.”  However, Mr. Banta also fails to mention that mere weeks prior to 
the 24 March 2011 submission of his “Amended Technical Report” an XJ-Body 
Jeep Cherokee was in a foreseeable rear collision accident in Raleigh-Durham, 
North Carolina.  On 1 March 2011, a three car accident occurred.  Once again, 
with facts very similar to the Kline accident, the only victims of serious life-
threatening injury were those in the Jeep vehicle.  Like the Kline accident, all 
other accident participants escaped with only minor injuries.  The driver of the 
Jeep Cherokee, which competes with the two-door version of the S-10 Blazer, 
incurred TBD burns, but the Jeep vehicle was totally destroyed by the ensuing 
fireball. I have added the ABC News report video as dvd Attachment N, and also 
available for viewing here: 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zTdm_wj4AlY&feature=relmfu

 
v. A vehicle that also was not mentioned by Mr. Banta, and did/does not compete 

with the ZJ/WJ versions of the Jeep Grand Cherokee, is the Suzuki XL-7 small-
size SUV.  The XL-7 has a fuel tank located behind the rear axle and (slightly) 
below the rear bumper (similar to the Jeep Cherokee XJ).  However, the XL-7 
does not utilize a thin sheet metal for its fuel tank.  Not only does the XL-7 use a 
heavy gauge TBD plate for tank construction, it also deploys a factory installed ~ 
3/16” steel plate which nearly encapsulates the tank, similar to a  skid plate, 
offering protection from the well-known rear under-ride collision. Please also note 
that Photo 8 of 9 shows an over-the-frame rail filler tube routing (Attachment O). 

 

At best, Mr. Banta’s rebuttal regarding the “Blazer” lacks precision.  Also, his discussion about 
SUV designs from the pre-Pinto 1970’s era has no relevance whatsoever. 
 
 
MEMO THREE: 
 
On page 5, paragraph VIII, Mr. Banta claims: 
 
“This writer has been involved in the investigation of numerous collision related fires 
cases . . .” 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zTdm_wj4AlY&feature=relmfu
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This statement is understood to mean that this expert has been involved in numerous Jeep 
Cherokee and Jeep Grand Cherokee collision related fires cases which have fuel tanks that are  
located “behind the rear axle, below the rear bumper, and without adequate shielding/protection 
from foreseeable real-world rear under-ride collisions.”  Mr. Banta continues: 
 
“. . . and has observed many cases where the vehicle was equipped with a skid plate or a 
trailer hitch or both . . .” 
 
However, the Honorable Court should note that Mr. Banta fails to declare the accident outcome 
of these alleged “fires cases,” which vehicles he is referring to and, most importantly, if the 
alleged “collision related fire cases” were real-world rear collisions of the type that killed Susan 
Kline. We are not discussing in this litigation the issue of fuel-fed fires in frontal collisions that 
involve vehicles that just-happened to have a skid plate mounted on the rear.  These broad 
generalizations should be fully scrutinized by the Honorable Court.  Mr. Banta continues: 
 
“ . . . There has been no definitive study or research that has ever identified a skid plate or a 
trailer hitch as a fuel leakage mitigation device.” 
 
This claim is absurd on too many levels to review here, but let me correct the record with use of 
two blatant examples. Example #1 has already become part of the Kline case record, was 
already discussed in my ‘Expert Report – Preliminary’ of 30 November 2009, and has already 
been testified to by me while under oath in court in this case with no rebuttal witnesses 
presented by the defendants.  In their secret recall entitled, “Safety Recall No. A10 – Fuel Tank 
Blocker Bracket,” Daimler-Chrysler openly states: 
 
“Those (Jeep Grand Cherokee) vehicles that have already been repaired by having a 
skid plate installed do NOT require any additional service.” 
 
In other words, as Mr. Banta is fully-aware, thee central issue of this secret recall was the fact 
that a skid plate was seen by an internal Chrysler “study or research” to act as a “fuel leakage 
mitigation device.”  Mr. Banta is also aware that skid plates are now the main theme of the 2011 
WL-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee advertising campaign wherein impact protection of underbody 
components, such as fuel tanks, is vigorously marketed to the public.  I have attached this Jeep 
Grand Cherokee advertisement as dvd Attachment P, and made available for viewing here: 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qs6S9p73VUo&feature= 
 
 
 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qs6S9p73VUo&feature
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Example #2 involves a well-known Chrysler document called the “Baker Memo.”  This memo 
was included in my submission to Mr. Clarence Ditlow, Director at the Washington-based 
Center for Auto Safety (CAS).  The format of this submission took form after I had lengthy one-
on-one individual discussions with Senator John Rockefeller (D-WV) and Mr. David L. 
Strickland, Administrator of the National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration (NHTSA).  
Dated 1 June 2010, this submission was also forwarded to NHTSA. It was the first I had made 
to the NHTSA Defect Petition 09-005.  Discussed in-detail, and of great interest to Mr. 
Strickland, I attached the 1978 Baker memo, which states under the section for trucks: 
 

“Chrysler is investigating fuel tank relocation ahead of the rear wheels for vans and 
multipurpose vehicles, but present plans for pickups through 1983 and for MPV’s and 
vans through 1985 have the fuel tank located behind the rear wheels.  In vehicles 
both with and without bumpers there is a concern with vertical height differences that 
create a mismatch with passenger car bumpers.  Where fuel tank location behind the 
rear axle is all that is feasible, a protective impact deflection structure may have 
to be provided whether or not a bumper is provided.  An investigation whether to 
relocate the fuel tank or to provide impact deflecting structures is presently 
underway.” (bolding added) 

 
As I state in my 1Jun10 letter to Mr. Ditlow (Attachment I), the phrase “protective impact 
deflection structure” is construed to be any structural element or vehicle add-on that protects 
against direct collisions such as that experienced in the Kline death accident. Or to borrow from 
Banta’s verbiage, any structural element or add-on that acts as a “fuel leakage mitigation 
device.”   
 
In other words, and of great interest to Mr. Strickland, this 1978 r memo” reveals that Chrysler 
engineers have known since at least 1978, during the era that NHTSA was investigating the 
notorious Ford Pinto and GM C/K truck fuel system fire death defects, that an “impact 
deflection structure” (i.e. skid plate) will function as a  “fuel leakage mitigation device.”   This 
“Baker memo” was widely forwarded to the JTE organization, and was part of my original 
Dodge Truck Operations file, prior to formation of JTE which occurred after the acquisition of 
American Motors by Chrysler Corporation in  July1987 (Please see MEMO TWO above). 
 
Further, although not manifest in the 1993-1998 ZJ-Body or 1999-2004 WJ-Body versions of 
the Jeep Grand Cherokee, the “Baker memo” did influence the decision to relocate/redesign all 
Dodge truck fuel tank systems (Attachment Q). 
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MEMO FOUR: 
 
On page 6, paragraph VIII, Mr. Banta makes claims under the section entitled “Impact Severity” 
in an attempt to rebut fellow plaintiff expert Neil Hannemann.  Mr. Banta states: 
 
“Hannemann notes that it is ‘recognized and excerpted that an impact of a magnitude to cause 
a fire should also be severe enough to cause life threatening orthopedic injuries.’ 
 
While this is a desirable goal, it is not recognized and accepted to my knowledge, nor is it the 
subject of any learned treatise, published study or recognized authority that I am aware of.” 
 
As just one example, unlike Mr. Hannemann, Mr. Banta needs to review the fundamental 
technical underpinnings of NHTSA safety regulation FMVSS-214. 
 
 
MEMO FIVE: 
 
On page 8, Mr. Banta claims: 
 
“O&C-2. This entire section is untrue.  There is no evidence offered that substantiates the 
allegations made in this section.  I was present at both the Vehicle Safety Office and the Product 
Analysis Department before during and after the time periods referred to herein. And found no 
occasions where any of these statements actually occurred . . . ” 
 
Mr. Banta’s over-reaching statement lacks credibility. 
 
It should be noted that in my section entitled O&C-2, I very specifically stated that the forums 
and contexts of my testimony involve the Jeep and Dodge Truck Engineering organization 
(JTE).  Mr. Banta attempts, rather blatantly, to divert the attention of the Honorable Court to 
claims about his alleged presence in “both the Vehicle Safety Office and the Product Analysis 
Department.”  That claim has absolutely no relevance to the issues described in O&C-2.  At no 
time was Mr. Banta or any Vehicle Safety Office personnel present for any of the discussions 
that I will testify-to in open court. As Mr. Banta and defendants’ legal counsel are fully-aware, 
my report on this matter is very narrow and specific to meetings and forums at my place of 
employment: JTE.  Mr. Banta never worked at JTE, and it is possible he never set-foot in that 
facility during the relevant time period. Further, my report draft was submitted to plaintiff’s 
counsel long before anyone declared Mr. Banta an expert in this litigation. 
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We should once again review Mr. Banta’s own report content.  During the four years that I was 
responsible for both Jeep and Dodge truck engineering programs, Mr. Banta was never present, 
was not invited to attend, was not qualified to attend/participate, nor did he formally receive any 
of my or other JTE staff product engineering memos, meeting minutes, workload assignments, 
duties, etc. that relate in any way to the planning, engineering, manufacturing or marketing/sales 
of any Jeep or Dodge truck products.  As Mr. Banta states, he worked in an office that has 
location/pay and organization codes that are assigned to the Chrysler General Counsel’s office.  
Although called “Product Analysis,” the group wherein Mr. Banta spent his Chrysler career is an 
internal law office which has no direct responsibility with the planning, engineering, 
manufacturing or marketing/sales of any Chrysler automotive, Jeep or Dodge truck product. 
Although the group name purposely seeks to lead the unaware/uninformed to another 
conclusion, the Product Analysis group is a legal group that reports to internal lawyers; not to 
engineering or product planning executives, etc. 
It should be specified that the so-called Chrysler “Vehicle Safety Office,” which I had extensive 
experience with during my career at Chrysler, also involves a title that is meant to mislead the 
uninformed.  In truth, the Vehicle Safety Office namesake promotes the assumption that its staff 
are involved in the design & development of vehicle safety equipment and systems.  The 
Chrysler “Vehicle Safety Office” was not involved-in or responsible for any automotive 
program engineering, manufacturing or planning. The name belies that fact that the primary role 
of the Chrysler “Vehicle Safety Office” is government relations and/or regulatory affairs.  The 
majority of its staff are not qualified in technical or engineering subjects.*  
 
Unlike Mr. Banta and defense counsel, it is emphasized that the key person in-attendance, at the 
meetings/forums that comprise my O&C-2 testimony, was JTE Executive Vice President Mr. 
Francois J. Castaing.  The defendants’ have repeatedly, in this litigation and others, failed to 
cooperate in their discovery responsibilities by producing Mr. Castaing for sworn deposition or 
trial testimony. (Please see my cover letter of 28 April 2011 originally submitted with Expert 
Witness Report – First Revision). 
 
 
* By way of example, during his deposition in the death case of Golden versus Chrysler, while 
being examined on technical matters, Mr. Ronald Zarowitz of the Chrysler Vehicle Safety 
Office declared, “I’m not an engineer!” Mr. Zarowitz is a lawyer by training. 
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DDM Consultants 
22357 Columbia Street 
Dearborn, MI  48124-3431 
313-277-5095 
pvsheridan@comcast.net
 
1 June 2010 
 
 
Mr. Clarence Ditlow, Director 
Center for Auto Safety - Suite 330 
1825 Connecticut Ave, NW 
Washington, DC 20009-5708 
(202) 328-7700 
 
Subject 1:  Jeep Grand Cherokee Defect Petition 09-005 (DP-09-005) File Update 
 

Subject 2:  Has Chrysler Group LLC Declared the Bankruptcy Order Void? 
 
 
Dear Mr. Ditlow: 
 
 
Review 
 

Previously I had submitted DaimlerChrysler Safety Recall No. A10–Fuel Tank Blocker Bracket 1 
as a file update to the subject (Attachment 1).  What remains significant about this document is 
that it represents the first time that three key words were used connectedly and simultaneously 
with respect to the Jeep Grand Cherokee: 
 

“safety” 
 

“skid plate” 
 

“repaired” 
 
Although the underlying portent is well-understood internally to Chrysler and its dealers, Safety 
Recall A10 represented the first admission that Grand Cherokee fuel tank safety/crashworthiness 
issues could be “repaired” by existence or installation of a skid plate.  Alternatively, I have not 
located MOPAR documentation or Chrysler new vehicle sales order guides that promote these 
three key words simultaneously.  MOPAR materials use phraseology such as “recreation” when 
selling the fuel tank skid plate to the aftermarket.  The new vehicle sales brochures/documents for 
option package “XEE” use similar descriptions. 2    
 
 
Again, prior to my discovery/submission of Safety Recall A10 to the lawsuit of Kline v. Chrysler, 
Lomans, et al., these three key words were never simultaneously offered to the public; either from 
Chrysler, from Chrysler dealerships, or from NHTSA (Attachment 1). 3

                                            
1  Dated February 2002, I was unable to locate Safety Recall A10 at the NHTSA website, and it was only recently that you located 
its cover letter of January 4, 2002 from Matthew Reynolds of the DaimlerChrysler Vehicle Compliance Office. 
 

2  Although refusing to be interviewed, Chrysler re-emphasized this public posturing/vernacular in their statement submitted to an 
ABC News report which described the death of Mrs. Susan Kline; a case we reviewed pictorially in Attachment F of DP-09-005. 
 
3  As you will see below, Chrysler’s promotional use of the phrase ‘fuel tank skid plate’ is misleading since it implies a purpose 
restricted to mere recreation.  In truth, the essential elements of fuel system crashworthiness are intrinsic to its purpose/design. 
Internally, for decades, and at the engineering level, it has been referred to as “a protective impact deflection structure.”  

mailto:pvsheridan@comcast.net
http://www.autosafety.org/sites/default/files/JeepGrandCherokeeDefectPetition(2).pdf
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TH_0izSyPk0&feature=related
http://links.veronicachapman.com/JeepGrandCherokeeDefectPetition-Attach-F.pdf
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Subject 1:  Jeep Grand Cherokee Defect Petition 09-005 (DP-09-005) File Update 
 

I recently re-acquired a document that was part of my Chrysler FMVSS-301 files (Attachment 2). 
This “CONFIDENTIAL” August 24, 1978 memo by Mr. Leonard Baker, former Safety Manager of 
Chrysler Engineering,4  is entitled: Fuel System Design–Chrysler Passenger Car and Trucks. The 
subsection “Truck – Fuel Tank Location” states:  
 

“ Chrysler is investigating fuel tank relocation ahead of the rear wheels for vans and 
multipurpose vehicles, but present plans for pickups through 1983 and for MPV’s and vans 
through 1985 have the fuel tank located behind the rear wheels.  In vehicles both with and 
without bumpers there is a concern with vertical height differences that create a mismatch 
with passenger car bumpers.  Where fuel tank location behind the rear axle is all that is 
feasible, a protective impact deflection structure may have to be provided whether or not a 
bumper is provided.  An investigation whether to relocate the fuel tank or to provide impact 
deflecting structures is presently underway. ” (Attachment 3) 

 
In stark contrast to an “on the surface” wording that was legally deployed in Safety Recall A10, 
this “Baker memo” of the former Chrysler Corporation (Old Carco) confirms detailed internal 
knowledge of the following fundamental fuel system defect/crashworthiness issues: 
 
1. The fundamental lack of safety when fuel tanks are NOT located “ahead of the rear 

wheels” (such as in the Ford Pinto or the 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee). 
 

2. The fundamental lack of safety when fuel tanks are located below the rear bumper, and 
are therefore vulnerable to the underride accident scenario due to “a concern with vertical 
height differences that create a mismatch with passenger car bumpers” (such as in 
the1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee). 

 

3. The fundamental lack of safety when fuel tanks are unshielded; that is, when these have 
NOT been provided with “a protective impact deflection structure” (i.e. a fuel tank skid 
plate, which would have “repaired” the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee driven by Mrs. Kline). 5

 
All three of these fuel system defect/crashworthiness issues were intrinsic to the accident 
sequence which occurred on  February 24, 2007; leading to the horrific death of New Jersey 
resident Mrs. Susan Kline.  All three fuel system defect/crashworthiness issues were corrected in 
2005 with the WK version of the Jeep Grand Cherokee; an engineering design which was heavily 
influenced by Daimler which has not had any fire related severe burn or death victims. 6

 
                                            
4  Mr. Baker later moved to an organization promoted as the Product Analysis Group.  In-truth Product Analysis is part of the 
Chrysler Legal department.  In this later role, Baker reported to staff such as Mr. Lewis Goldfarb (Lead attorney for safety defect 
litigation) and Mr. William O’Brien (Chrysler Counsel); both of whom were involved in the confiscation of my Chrysler office safety 
files (Attachment 2).  Attachment 3 was written to Mr. Robert M. Sinclair, who later became Executive VP of Chrysler Engineering, 
reporting to President Hal Sperlich and Chairman Lee Iacocca. 
   

5  Please see footnote 3, page one.  It should be recognized that discussion of  “a protective impact deflection structure”  was 
occurring/extensive during a period when plastic fuel tanks were not yet in use at Chrysler. 
 

6  Option “XEE” is not available on the 2005-2010 WK Jeep Grand Cherokee since these versions are equipped with “a protective 
impact deflection structure” (i.e. a fuel tank skid plate) as standard.  This is also true for the 2011 WL version which shares major 
development/part commonality with the Mercedes-Benz ML Class SUV (which has never included the three fuel system design 
defects described by Baker). 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TH_0izSyPk0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TH_0izSyPk0
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Sheridan-to-Reno-1.pdf
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Goldfarb-Glassman-NHTSA_reception.pdf
http://links.veronicachapman.com/SheridanSued-82Mil-Tab-1a.pdf
http://www.jeep.com/en/
http://www.autoweek.com/article/20100330/CARNEWS/100339976
http://www.mbusa.com/mercedes/#/classLanding/?vc=M
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Subject 2: Has Chrysler Group LLC Declared the Bankruptcy Order Void? 
 
I am sharing this “Confidential” Baker memo with no moral or ethical risk.  However, public 
disclosure of related or similar documents may pose a legal risk. 
 
On March 30, 2009 President Obama announced the determination by his ‘Auto Task Force’ that 
a taxpayer-funded bailout would require that Chrysler LLC (Old Carco) file for bankruptcy.  The 
latter was granted by Judge Arthur Gonzalez of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District 
of New York on June 1, 2009.  Since that ruling, billions of taxpayer dollars have been funneled to 
Chrysler Group LLC (New Carco), including a near-billion-dollar grant to Chrysler dealers.  In 
bankruptcy court filings Chrysler declared that it will: 
 
“Only pay incentives to those dealers that they believe have value to the acquiring company.” 
 
Respecting the President’s knowledge of the bankruptcy laws, Chrysler continually emphasized 
distinctions between entities that possessed value versus those that did not.  Old Carco, allegedly 
bankrupt circa June 1, 2009, was publicly and unequivocally declared as having no value. Indeed, 
minutes after the President’s announcement, plaintiffs nationwide hurriedly received a facsimile 
entitled, “Notice of Suggestion of Bankruptcy” alleging this ‘no value’ status (Attachment 4). 
 
However, in the case of Kline v. Chrysler, Lomans, et al., Chrysler Group LLC has ostensibly 
declared the bankruptcy status of Old Carco as void.  In response to discovery (served on April 
22, 2010 for production on May 7, 2010) Chrysler Group LLC has unabashedly reversed its 
earlier legal position regarding the ‘no value’ status of Old Carco by repeatedly resurrecting the 
following pre-bankruptcy rhetoric against plaintiffs: 
 

“Assuming an appropriate protective order is entered, Chrysler Group LLC will produce the 
documents by May 28, 2010.  Almost all the (Old Carco) documents you are seeking contain 
confidential commercial information.  As such, Chrysler Group LLC will not produce these (Old 
Carco) documents without a protective order in place.  I will forward a proposed protective order 
to you with the discovery responses.”  (Attachment 5) 

 
In order to secure the billion-dollar taxpayer-funded bailout, Chrysler Group LLC was compelled 
to liquidate the assets of Old Carco and declare it insolvent (i.e. bankrupt).  However, in the 
closed-door realm of safety defect litigation, Chrysler Group LLC is now proclaiming that this 
publicly promoted claim of liquidation/insolvency was merely a ruse; that in-reality Old Carco 
retains substantial value, and therefore the Baker memo and related or similar discovery 
documents which relate to an “investigation presently underway” are commercially proprietary, 
confidential, and valuable. 
         

Respectfully yours, 
 
 
 
 
 
        Paul V. Sheridan
 
Enclosures/Attachments 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-by-the-President-on-the-American-Automotive-Industry-3/30/09/
http://links.veronicachapman.com/ChryslerSeeks753MillionforDealers.pdf
http://links.veronicachapman.com/ChryslerSeeks753MillionforDealers.pdf
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Two-time_Victims_in_Chrysler_Bankruptcy.pdf
http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-04-21/chrysler-s-old-carco-assets-in-bankruptcy-can-be-liquidated.html
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Sheridan-PerfApprls.pdf
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FedEx Express
Customer Support Trace
3875 Airways Boulevard
Module H, 4th Floor
Memphis, TN 38116

U.S. Mail: PO Box 727
Memphis, TN 38194-4643

Telephone: 901-369-3600

February 11,2011

Dear Customer:

The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number 869667283908.

Delivery Information:

Status: Delivered Delivered to: Receptionist/Front Desk
Signed for by: T.MAPP Delivery location: 1200 N.J. AVE SE W41 306

20590

Service type: FedEx 2Day Box Delivery date: Feb 11, 2011 12:13

Shipping Information:

Tracking number: 869667283908 Ship date: Feb 9, 2011
Weight: 5.0 lbs/2.3 kg

Recipient: Shipper:
MR DAVID STRICKLAND PAUL SHERIDAN
NHTSA SHERIDAN, PAUL V
1200 NEW JERSEY AVE SE W BLDG 22357 COLUMBIA ST
20590 US 481243431 US

Thank you for choosing FedEx Express.

FedEx Worldwide Customer Service
1.800.GoFedEx 1.800.463.3339



FedEx Express
Customer Support Trace
3875 Airways Boulevard
Module H, 4th Floor
Memphis, TN 38116

U.S. Mail: PO Box 727
Memphis, TN 38194-4643

Telephone: 901-369-3600

February 17,2011

Dear Customer:

The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number 794420349759.

Delivery Information:

Status: Delivered Delivered to: Shipping/Receiving
Signed for by: .GEIGER Delivery location: 255 ULMERSTR 70327

STUTTGART 70327

Service type: Priority Box Delivery date: Feb 16, 2011 10:57

Shipping Information:

Tracking number: 794420349759 Ship date: Feb 14, 2011
Weight: 5.2 lbs/2.4 kg

Recipient: Shipper:
DR. DIETER ZETSCHE PAUL SHERIDAN
DAIMLER AG DDM
CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS 22357 COLUMBIA STREET
MERCEDESSTR 137 DEARBORN, MI 48124 US
STUTTGART 70327 DE
Reference NHTSA PE10-031

Thank you for choosing FedEx Express.

FedEx Worldwide Customer Service
1.800.GoFedEx 1.800.463.3339



FedEx Express
Customer Support Trace
3875 Airways Boulevard
Module H, 4th Floor
Memphis, TN 38116

U.S. Mail: PO Box 727
Memphis, TN 38194-4643

Telephone: 901-369-3600

February 15,2011

Dear Customer:

The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number 869667283919.

Delivery Information:

Status: Delivered Delivered to: Shipping/Receiving
Signed for by: S.WILLIAMS Delivery location: 6330 COLUMBIA APRK RD

20510

Service type: Express Saver Pak Delivery date: Feb 15, 2011 10:04

Shipping Information:

Tracking number: 869667283919 Ship date: Feb 11, 2011
Weight: 5.0 lbs/2.3 kg

Recipient: Shipper:
SEN JOHN ROCKEFELLER PAUL SHERIDAN
U S SENATE SHERIDAN, PAUL V
531 HART SOB 22357 COLUMBIA ST
20510 US 481243431 US

Reference PE10-031

Thank you for choosing FedEx Express.

FedEx Worldwide Customer Service
1.800.GoFedEx 1.800.463.3339



To:  Mr. David L. Strickland * 
NHTSA Headquarters 
West Building 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 
888-327-4236 

 
 
 
Date:  9 February 2011               VIA  FEDEX 8696-6728-3908
 
From:  Mr. Paul V. Sheridan 

DDM Consultants 
  22357 Columbia Street 

Dearborn, MI 48124-3431 
313-277-5095 
pvs6@Cornell.edu

 
 
Reference :  NHTSA Action Number  PE10031 – File Update 

(Jeep Grand Cherokee Fuel System Crashworthiness Defect Investigation) 
 
 
 
 
                                               Courtesy Copy List
 
Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo ** 
Grieco Oates & DeFilippo, LLC 
414 Eagle Rock Avenue 
West Orange, NJ  07052 
973-243-2099 

Mr. Courtney E. Morgan, Jr. ** 
Morgan & Meyers, PLLC / Suite 320 
3200 Greenfield Road 
Dearborn, MI 48120 
313-961-0130 

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

Senator John Rockefeller IV *** 
Commerce, Science and Transportation Committee 
531 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC   20510 
(202) 224-6472 

  
Dr. Dieter Zetsche **** 
Chairman of the Board of Management 
Daimler AG  
Corporate Headquarters 
Mercedesstr. 137  
70327 Stuttgart, Germany  
011-49-711-17-0 

Mr. Lawrence Hershman ** 
NHTSA Headquarters 
West Building 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 
888-327-4236 
 

 
 
 
*     Available with hyperlinks here: http://links.veronicachapman.com/Sheridan2Strickland-1.pdf
**    By email. 
***   Via FedEx 8696-6728-3919
****  Via FedEx 7944-2034-9759  

http://www.fedex.com/Tracking?tracknumbers=869667283908&cntry_code=us&language=english&clienttype=ivother&
mailto:pvs6@Cornell.edu
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Sheridan2Strickland-1.pdf
http://fedex.com/Tracking?ascend_header=1&clienttype=dotcom&mi=n&cntry_code=us&language=english&tracknumbers=869667283919
http://fedex.com/Tracking?ascend_header=1&clienttype=dotcom&mi=n&cntry_code=us&language=english&tracknumbers=+794420349759


DDM Consultants 
22357 Columbia Street 
Dearborn, MI  48124-3431 
313-277-5095 
 
 
9 February 2011     VIA FEDEX AIRBILL # 8696-6728-3908
 
Mr. David L. Strickland, Administrator 
NHTSA Headquarters 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 
888-327-4236 
 
 
Reference :  NHTSA Action Number  PE10031 – File Update 

(Jeep Grand Cherokee Fuel System Crashworthiness Defect Investigation) 
 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Strickland: 
 
I am writing to share with you my perspective, and the concerns I have regarding PE10031. These are 
qualified by experience-with and ongoing knowledge-of the defect investigation process/history of the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA).A  My perspective is partially documented by 
the enclosures.  My concerns and related requests relative to the reference are also offered. 
 
 

Enclosure 1 
 

My Letter/Binder of 27 October 1999 to Attorney General Janet Reno, Subject: Department of 
Justice Assistance to Special Interests – Chrysler Corporation: FOIA Lawsuits and the NHTSA 
Defect Investigation Conspiracy 

 
The setting of this enclosure is a defect investigation (EA94-005) conducted by NHTSA regarding a 
safety standard that was deemed ineffective in the real world.  FMVSS-206 did not and could not protect 
occupants during minor collisions in minivans.  Enclosure 1 documents NHTSA cooperation with 
Chrysler Corporation which ensured that crash test results would not be made public under the ruse of 
an “ongoing investigation” (which in-truth had concluded during a secret NHTSA/Chrysler meeting of 
November 17, 1994).B  I also detail the number of injuries/fatalities that were inflicted upon minivan 
passengers during NHTSA’s “ongoing investigation.”  The essence of the ruse, and confirmation of the 
agency’s direct participation, is presented under the colored tab.  Please note that former Chrysler Vice 
Chairman Robert A. Lutz and former Chrysler Chairman Robert J. Eaton both confirmed these basic 
facts while under-oath. 
 
During the NHTSA/Chrysler ruse, I was falsely accused of wrong-doing by Chrysler defense attorneys, 
fired on that basis during Christmas holidays, and sued in a Michigan court session, all ex parte, in late 
December 1994.  However, completely unaware of NHTSA’s conduct and perhaps naively, it was during 
this period that I was attempting to inform the agency of my concerns regarding the very same “safety 
defect” that was secretly presented/quoted as-such to Chrysler. C

 
 

http://www.fedex.com/Tracking?tracknumbers=869667283908&cntry_code=us&language=english&clienttype=ivother&
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Seymour-JohnDoe.pdf
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Enclosure 2 
 

Gala reception invitation of March 2002, provided by Washington-based product liability 
defense firm Hogan & Hartson L.L.P., held for former Chrysler product liability defense lawyer, 
and then recently appointed Chief Counsel of NHTSA, Ms. Jacqueline Glassman. 

 
The taxpayer is not aware of the practice of selected NHTSA officials attending gala celebrations which 
are funded by auto companies and/or their defense counsel.  Given that influence-upon or corruption-of 
the overall regulatory process by special interests remains a major political/social issue, it is reasonable 
for the taxpayer to assume that their real world safety interests are not prioritized. D  
 
To the best of my knowledge no plaintiffs or plaintiffs’ law firms have offered or funded similar galas for 
high-level NHTSA officials.  To the best of my knowledge no auto company, other than 
Chrysler/DaimlerChrysler, has offered and funded a similar gala for a high-level NHTSA official. E

 
Enclosure 3 

 
Eight-minute excerpt (DVD) of deposition testimony of former Chrysler Executive Vice 
President of Engineering and Jeep Products Executive, Mr. Francois J. Castaing, in the Jeep 
crashworthiness litigation of Tenaglia versus Chrysler Corporation, March 14, 1996. 

 
Chrysler Corporation acquired American Motors in 1987. The specific theme of that transaction, per 
Chairman Lee A. Iacocca, was acquisition of the Jeep product line.  Executive management approved 
the new Jeep Grand Cherokee program (ZJ-Body), with a planned introduction for model-year 1993. F

 
In September 1987 I was promoted from Dodge Truck Operations into Jeep & Truck Engineering (JTE).  
I worked at JTE until January 1991 when I was assigned to Minivan Operations.  During this four-year 
period I attended, as participant and presenter, numerous ‘Engineering Program Review’ meetings 
(EPR) where both Dodge truck and Jeep products were discussed.  EPRs were held by direction-of JTE 
Vice President, Mr. Francois Castaing.  He later assumed the position of Executive Vice President of 
Engineering, and became the Jeep Products Executive.G  As Executive VP of Engineering, Mr. Castaing 
was also a key participant in the discussions of Enclosure 1. H

 
Enclosure 3 highlights examination by plaintiff attorney Mr. Larry Coben regarding Mr. Castaing’s 
engineering knowledge of Jeep product crashworthiness:  
 

Coben: What does the term crashworthiness mean in terms of design of a product? 
Castaing: I don’t know. Tell me. 
Coben: You don’t know the phrase?! 
Castaing: No. 
Coben: Well, let me make sure I’m clear on this. As the chief engineer of the company, are you at 

all familiar with the use of the phrase crashworthiness by the engineers of the company? 
Castaing: Crashworthiness is so vague that you have to tell me what you intend by that. 
 

It should be emphasized that by the time of this sworn testimony Mr. Castaing was Executive Vice 
President of Engineering, and Product Executive responsible for all aspects of the Jeep product.  
Enclosure 3 should be viewed in the context of its historical and general implications for PE10031.

http://www.youtube.com/user/pvsheridan#p/u/19/25roI1nhOwI
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Concern 1 
 
During our introduction at the Russell Senate Office Building in May 2010, prior to your testimony before 
Senate Commerce Chairman John Rockefeller, I discussed and you cordially agreed to receive 
documents that would assist NHTSA with DP09005.  Of particular interest/relevance was the internal 
Chrysler letter referred to as the “Baker memo.” This August 24, 1978 memo states in-part: 
 
“ Chrysler is investigating fuel tank relocation ahead of the rear wheels for vans and multipurpose vehicles, but 
present plans for pickups through 1983 and for MPV’s and vans through 1985 have the fuel tank located behind the 
rear wheels.  In vehicles both with and without bumpers there is a concern with vertical height differences that 
create a mismatch with passenger car bumpers.  Where fuel tank location behind the rear axle is all that is feasible, 
a protective impact deflection structure may have to be provided whether or not a bumper is provided.  An 
investigation whether to relocate the fuel tank or to provide impact deflecting structures is presently underway. ” 
 
I had forwarded this material under cover of 1 June 2010 to Mr. Clarence Ditlow, Director at the Center 
for Auto Safety (CAS).  This material was received by your office on 4 June 2010.  My concern involves 
the fact that this material was only-recently entered into the public file, and only at the prompting of Mr. 
Ditlow.  I am unsure why this part of the investigation process took nearly one year (Enclosure 4).  
 
 

Concern 2 
 
Although I agree with your decision to elevate DP09005 to the referenced preliminary evaluation, I am 
concerned with some historically familiar NHTSA rhetoric.  Upon opening a defect investigation NHTSA 
typically pursues “preliminary examination of available data.”   
 
In contrast, 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. I

 
For perspective, I 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. J  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. K

 
Regarding PE10031, it appears that NHTSA is evoking FMVSS-301 and various statistics.  It further 
appears that the agency is misrepresenting the FMEA in question when in declares that CAS has 
“defined . . . vehicle being struck at the 5, 6 or 7 o'clock positions.”  This error needs to be clarified.  A 
central part of the FMEA that we have long-defined, and one that FMVSS-301 has never addressed, is 
the issue of collision underride: Specifically, this failure mode involves direct collision impact with the 
unprotected Jeep Grand Cherokee fuel tank and associated components.  In no uncertain terms, and 
despite compliance with FMVSS-301, the “Baker memo” confirms Chrysler foreknowledge of this direct 
collision impact issue via its “impact deflection structure” and “vertical height differences” verbiage. L
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Concern 3 
 
I was shocked to learn that only four original equipment manufacturers (OEM) were solicited for 
comment under PE10031. The most relevant OEM was not included: Daimler AG.  This error is serious. 
 
The 1993 ZJ-Body formed the engineering basis of the 1999 to 2004 WJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee. M  
However, the WJ-Body was tooled prior to the 1998 “merger” of Daimler-Benz and Chrysler.  This timing 
obviated the feasibility that the fuel system crashworthiness defect issue could be rectified by Daimler-
Benz engineers.  The WK-Body program was approved by post-merger DaimlerChrysler in late 2000. 
 
The earliest post-merger timing which allowed for Daimler-Benz engineering design practices to correct 
the original fuel system crashworthiness defect issue of the ZJ-Body occurred with the 2005 WK-Body.  
At the time of the “merger,” it was recognized that none of the decades-old Mercedes-Benz SUV vehicles 
located an unprotected fuel tank behind the rear axle and below the bumper. N  Mercedes-Benz M-Class 
SUVs are well-known examples.  Daimler-Benz engineering design inputs and commonized components 
with the Grand Cherokee are also boasted in Jeep media reviews and technical journals. O

 
NHTSA data confirms that since introduction of the Daimler-Benz influenced WK-Body, no fuel system 
related deaths have occurred.  In my opinion, this is typical of the results we can expect from a “real 
world” approach to engineering design.  It is well-known that the 2005 WK-Body and 2011 WL-Body 
Jeep Grand Cherokee fuel system design occurred as a direct result of Daimler influence.  On this basis 
alone it is a serious error, if not an outright breach of the public trust, that PE10031 has not yet solicited 
the comments of the very managerial and engineering personnel who are directly responsible for this 
laudable real world ‘zero deaths’ statistic. 
 
 

Requests (4) 
 
1) I hereby request that NHTSA PE10031 openly solicit comments from Daimler AG.  2) Please update 
the PE10031 file to correctly reflect Fiat S.p.A. as the “manufacturer” of the 1993 to 1998 ZJ-Body and 
the 1999 to 2004 WJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee vehicles.  3) Please add this letter and all enclosures 
to the PE10031 public file. 4) Please feel free to contact me at any time. 
 
 
 
 
        Respectfully yours, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        Paul V. Sheridan 
 
 
 
Enclosures (4) 

http://www.automobilemag.com/reviews/12_month_car_reviews/1102_2011_jeep_grand_cherokee_overland_4_by_4_january_update/index.html
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Endnotes 
                                                 
 
A  Some of this discussion will be new/unknown to you, and intrinsically unassociated with your good efforts. 
 
B  Please review Tab 4 of Enclosure 1. 
 
C  Please review Tabs 15 and 27 of Enclosure 1. 
 
D  For an introduction to the impression my safety priorities made please see Tab 27 of Enclosure 1. 
 
E  To the best of my knowledge Enclosure 2 was arranged in-part by former internal Chrysler Corporation lead 
product liability attorney Mr. Lewis H. Goldfarb (Please see Page 2-of-10 and Tab 16 of Enclosure 1). 
 
F  Formal ZJ-Body program approval occurred at the Product Planning Committee in late 1987. 
 
G  Please see Tab 20 of Enclosure 1. 
 
H  Please review Tabs 14 and 16 of Enclosure 1. 
 
I   A dramatic demonstration of the validity of the FMEA prioritization approach occurred on the morning of Tuesday, 
January 28, 1986. 
 
J  Please see Tab 12 of Enclosure 1. 
 
K  Please see Page 6-of-10 and Tab 21 of Enclosure 1. 
 
L  In at least one prior fuel system defect investigation, NHTSA has been made fully aware of the inherent dangers 
of direct collision impact with an unprotected fuel tank and associated components.  The automotive insurance 
industry also recognizes the underride collision event, showing this event in several television advertisements. 
 
M  Proclamations about the “numbers of new parts” comprising the “all new” WJ-Body in-fact relate primarily to 
cosmetic revisions and as-such have no relevance to the referenced discussion which focuses on the placement 
and resulting/ongoing defective crash performance of the ZJ/WJ fuel system. 
 
N  During 2009, Chrysler statements alleged that the re-positioning/re-engineering of the 2005 WK-Body Jeep 
Grand Cherokee fuel tank (forward of the rear axle and shielded by an “impact deflecting structure) occurred to 
accommodate “interior luggage space.”  On several levels this is absurd, especially when reviewing the well-known 
fact that a 1980’s version of the Jeep platform had already moved the fuel tank forward of the axle, and “interior 
luggage space” was not a consideration for that re-positioning.  At the time of the MJ-Body, the primary justification 
for the re-positioning was ease of access to the spare tire. 
 
O  Recent 2011 WL-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee television advertisements ostensibly declare the importance of 
“impact deflection structure,” referred to in the ad as a skid plate.  Such has been standard equipment on 
Mercedes-Benz SUV vehicles for decades. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j4JOjcDFtBE
http://www.youtube.com/user/pvsheridan#p/u/5/TH_0izSyPk0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qs6S9p73VUo
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ENCLOSURE  
TWO 

 



Dear Friends:

As you probably know, Jackie Glassman has recently been appointed Chief

Counsel of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.  We cordially

invite you to join us for a reception in Jackie's honor:

Thursday, March 14, 2002
5:30 pm — 7:30 pm

Fulbright Center
Hogan & Hartson L.L.P.
555 13th Street, N.W.

13th Floor — West Tower
Washington, DC 

R.S.V.P. to Angela Minor at arminor@hhlaw.com.



ENCLOSURE  
THREE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see: 
 
http://www.youtube.com/user/pvsheridan#p/u/19/25roI1nhOwI
 

http://www.youtube.com/user/pvsheridan#p/u/19/25roI1nhOwI


ENCLOSURE  
FOUR 

 



FedEx Express
Customer Support Trace
3875 Airways Boulevard
Module H, 4th Floor
Memphis, TN 38116

U.S. Mail: PO Box 727
Memphis, TN 38194-4643

Telephone: 901-369-3600

June 4,2010

Dear Customer:

The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number 869667283713.

Delivery Information:

Status: Delivered Delivery location: 1200 N.J. AVE SE W41 306
20590

Signed for by: T.MAPP Delivery date: Jun 4, 2010 13:15
Service type: Standard Box

Shipping Information:

Tracking number: 869667283713 Ship date: Jun 3, 2010
Weight: 2.0 lbs/0.9 kg

Recipient: Shipper:
DAVID STRICKLAND PAUL SHERIDAN
NHTSA-WEST BLDG SHERIDAN, PAUL V
1200 NEW JERSEY SE 22357 COLUMBIA ST
20590 US 481243431 US

Reference KLINE

Thank you for choosing FedEx Express.

FedEx Worldwide Customer Service
1.800.GoFedEx 1.800.463.3339
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To:  Mr. Clarence Ditlow, Director * 
Center for Auto Safety 
Suite 330 
1825 Connecticut Ave, NW 
Washington, DC 20009-5708 
(202) 328-7700 

 
Date:  1 June 2010     VIA EMAIL AND FEDEX 1283181-00003186 
 
 
From:  Mr. Paul V. Sheridan 

DDM Consultants 
  22357 Columbia Street 

Dearborn, MI 48124-3431 
313-277-5095 / pvs6@Cornell.edu

 
 
Subject 1:  Jeep Grand Cherokee Defect Petition 09-005 (DP-09-005) File Update 
 
Subject 2:  Has Chrysler Group LLC Declared the Bankruptcy Order Void? 
 
 
                                               Courtesy Copy List
 
Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo 
Grieco Oates & DeFilippo, LLC 
414 Eagle Rock Avenue 
West Orange, NJ  07052 
973-243-2099 

Mr. Courtney E. Morgan, Jr. 
Morgan & Meyers, PLLC / Suite 320 
3200 Greenfield Road 
Dearborn, MI 48120 
313-961-0130 

  
Mr. David L. Strickland 
NHTSA Headquarters/West Building 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 
888-327-4236 

Honorable Arthur J. Gonzalez, Chief Judge 
U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the  
Southern District of New York 
One Bowling Green 
New York, NY 10004-1408 
(212) 668-2870 

  
Senator Frank Lautenberg 
324 Hart Senate Office Building 
District of Columbia  20510-3003 
202-224-3224 

Senator Carl Levin 
269 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C.   20510-2202 
202-224-6221 

  
Ms. Silvia Gambardella 
Special Projects Producer- WTVD 
411 Liberty Street 
Durham, NC            27701 
919-687-2219 

Mr. Brian S. Malone 
Publisher/Editor 
Times of Trenton 
500 Perry Street 
Trenton, N.J.  08605 
609-989-5665 

  
  
 
 
* Available with hyperlinks here: http://links.veronicachapman.com/Ditlow-Baker-1.pdf

mailto:pvs6@Cornell.edu
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Ditlow-Baker-1.pdf
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DDM Consultants 
22357 Columbia Street 
Dearborn, MI  48124-3431 
313-277-5095 
pvsheridan@comcast.net
 
1 June 2010 
 
 
Mr. Clarence Ditlow, Director 
Center for Auto Safety - Suite 330 
1825 Connecticut Ave, NW 
Washington, DC 20009-5708 
(202) 328-7700 
 
Subject 1:  Jeep Grand Cherokee Defect Petition 09-005 (DP-09-005) File Update 
 

Subject 2:  Has Chrysler Group LLC Declared the Bankruptcy Order Void? 
 
 
Dear Mr. Ditlow: 
 
 
Review 
 

Previously I had submitted DaimlerChrysler Safety Recall No. A10–Fuel Tank Blocker Bracket 1 
as a file update to the subject (Attachment 1).  What remains significant about this document is 
that it represents the first time that three key words were used connectedly and simultaneously 
with respect to the Jeep Grand Cherokee: 
 

“safety” 
 

“skid plate” 
 

“repaired” 
 
Although the underlying portent is well-understood internally to Chrysler and its dealers, Safety 
Recall A10 represented the first admission that Grand Cherokee fuel tank safety/crashworthiness 
issues could be “repaired” by existence or installation of a skid plate.  Alternatively, I have not 
located MOPAR documentation or Chrysler new vehicle sales order guides that promote these 
three key words simultaneously.  MOPAR materials use phraseology such as “recreation” when 
selling the fuel tank skid plate to the aftermarket.  The new vehicle sales brochures/documents for 
option package “XEE” use similar descriptions. 2    
 
 
Again, prior to my discovery/submission of Safety Recall A10 to the lawsuit of Kline v. Chrysler, 
Lomans, et al., these three key words were never simultaneously offered to the public; either from 
Chrysler, from Chrysler dealerships, or from NHTSA (Attachment 1). 3

                                            
1  Dated February 2002, I was unable to locate Safety Recall A10 at the NHTSA website, and it was only recently that you located 
its cover letter of January 4, 2002 from Matthew Reynolds of the DaimlerChrysler Vehicle Compliance Office. 
 

2  Although refusing to be interviewed, Chrysler re-emphasized this public posturing/vernacular in their statement submitted to an 
ABC News report which described the death of Mrs. Susan Kline; a case we reviewed pictorially in Attachment F of DP-09-005. 
 
3  As you will see below, Chrysler’s promotional use of the phrase ‘fuel tank skid plate’ is misleading since it implies a purpose 
restricted to mere recreation.  In truth, the essential elements of fuel system crashworthiness are intrinsic to its purpose/design. 
Internally, for decades, and at the engineering level, it has been referred to as “a protective impact deflection structure.”  

mailto:pvsheridan@comcast.net
http://www.autosafety.org/sites/default/files/JeepGrandCherokeeDefectPetition(2).pdf
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TH_0izSyPk0&feature=related
http://links.veronicachapman.com/JeepGrandCherokeeDefectPetition-Attach-F.pdf


1 June 2010                                                                                         Mr. Clarence Ditlow 
Page 2 of 3 

 
 
Subject 1:  Jeep Grand Cherokee Defect Petition 09-005 (DP-09-005) File Update 
 

I recently re-acquired a document that was part of my Chrysler FMVSS-301 files (Attachment 2). 
This “CONFIDENTIAL” August 24, 1978 memo by Mr. Leonard Baker, former Safety Manager of 
Chrysler Engineering,4  is entitled: Fuel System Design–Chrysler Passenger Car and Trucks. The 
subsection “Truck – Fuel Tank Location” states:  
 

“ Chrysler is investigating fuel tank relocation ahead of the rear wheels for vans and 
multipurpose vehicles, but present plans for pickups through 1983 and for MPV’s and vans 
through 1985 have the fuel tank located behind the rear wheels.  In vehicles both with and 
without bumpers there is a concern with vertical height differences that create a mismatch 
with passenger car bumpers.  Where fuel tank location behind the rear axle is all that is 
feasible, a protective impact deflection structure may have to be provided whether or not a 
bumper is provided.  An investigation whether to relocate the fuel tank or to provide impact 
deflecting structures is presently underway. ” (Attachment 3) 

 
In stark contrast to an “on the surface” wording that was legally deployed in Safety Recall A10, 
this “Baker memo” of the former Chrysler Corporation (Old Carco) confirms detailed internal 
knowledge of the following fundamental fuel system defect/crashworthiness issues: 
 
1. The fundamental lack of safety when fuel tanks are NOT located “ahead of the rear 

wheels” (such as in the Ford Pinto or the 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee). 
 

2. The fundamental lack of safety when fuel tanks are located below the rear bumper, and 
are therefore vulnerable to the underride accident scenario due to “a concern with vertical 
height differences that create a mismatch with passenger car bumpers” (such as in 
the1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee). 

 

3. The fundamental lack of safety when fuel tanks are unshielded; that is, when these have 
NOT been provided with “a protective impact deflection structure” (i.e. a fuel tank skid 
plate, which would have “repaired” the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee driven by Mrs. Kline). 5

 
All three of these fuel system defect/crashworthiness issues were intrinsic to the accident 
sequence which occurred on  February 24, 2007; leading to the horrific death of New Jersey 
resident Mrs. Susan Kline.  All three fuel system defect/crashworthiness issues were corrected in 
2005 with the WK version of the Jeep Grand Cherokee; an engineering design which was heavily 
influenced by Daimler which has not had any fire related severe burn or death victims. 6

 
                                            
4  Mr. Baker later moved to an organization promoted as the Product Analysis Group.  In-truth Product Analysis is part of the 
Chrysler Legal department.  In this later role, Baker reported to staff such as Mr. Lewis Goldfarb (Lead attorney for safety defect 
litigation) and Mr. William O’Brien (Chrysler Counsel); both of whom were involved in the confiscation of my Chrysler office safety 
files (Attachment 2).  Attachment 3 was written to Mr. Robert M. Sinclair, who later became Executive VP of Chrysler Engineering, 
reporting to President Hal Sperlich and Chairman Lee Iacocca. 
   

5  Please see footnote 3, page one.  It should be recognized that discussion of  “a protective impact deflection structure”  was 
occurring/extensive during a period when plastic fuel tanks were not yet in use at Chrysler. 
 

6  Option “XEE” is not available on the 2005-2010 WK Jeep Grand Cherokee since these versions are equipped with “a protective 
impact deflection structure” (i.e. a fuel tank skid plate) as standard.  This is also true for the 2011 WL version which shares major 
development/part commonality with the Mercedes-Benz ML Class SUV (which has never included the three fuel system design 
defects described by Baker). 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TH_0izSyPk0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TH_0izSyPk0
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Sheridan-to-Reno-1.pdf
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Goldfarb-Glassman-NHTSA_reception.pdf
http://links.veronicachapman.com/SheridanSued-82Mil-Tab-1a.pdf
http://www.jeep.com/en/
http://www.autoweek.com/article/20100330/CARNEWS/100339976
http://www.mbusa.com/mercedes/#/classLanding/?vc=M


1 June 2010                                                                                        Mr. Clarence Ditlow 
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Subject 2: Has Chrysler Group LLC Declared the Bankruptcy Order Void? 
 
I am sharing this “Confidential” Baker memo with no moral or ethical risk.  However, public 
disclosure of related or similar documents may pose a legal risk. 
 
On March 30, 2009 President Obama announced the determination by his ‘Auto Task Force’ that 
a taxpayer-funded bailout would require that Chrysler LLC (Old Carco) file for bankruptcy.  The 
latter was granted by Judge Arthur Gonzalez of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District 
of New York on June 1, 2009.  Since that ruling, billions of taxpayer dollars have been funneled to 
Chrysler Group LLC (New Carco), including a near-billion-dollar grant to Chrysler dealers.  In 
bankruptcy court filings Chrysler declared that it will: 
 
“Only pay incentives to those dealers that they believe have value to the acquiring company.” 
 
Respecting the President’s knowledge of the bankruptcy laws, Chrysler continually emphasized 
distinctions between entities that possessed value versus those that did not.  Old Carco, allegedly 
bankrupt circa June 1, 2009, was publicly and unequivocally declared as having no value. Indeed, 
minutes after the President’s announcement, plaintiffs nationwide hurriedly received a facsimile 
entitled, “Notice of Suggestion of Bankruptcy” alleging this ‘no value’ status (Attachment 4). 
 
However, in the case of Kline v. Chrysler, Lomans, et al., Chrysler Group LLC has ostensibly 
declared the bankruptcy status of Old Carco as void.  In response to discovery (served on April 
22, 2010 for production on May 7, 2010) Chrysler Group LLC has unabashedly reversed its 
earlier legal position regarding the ‘no value’ status of Old Carco by repeatedly resurrecting the 
following pre-bankruptcy rhetoric against plaintiffs: 
 

“Assuming an appropriate protective order is entered, Chrysler Group LLC will produce the 
documents by May 28, 2010.  Almost all the (Old Carco) documents you are seeking contain 
confidential commercial information.  As such, Chrysler Group LLC will not produce these (Old 
Carco) documents without a protective order in place.  I will forward a proposed protective order 
to you with the discovery responses.”  (Attachment 5) 

 
In order to secure the billion-dollar taxpayer-funded bailout, Chrysler Group LLC was compelled 
to liquidate the assets of Old Carco and declare it insolvent (i.e. bankrupt).  However, in the 
closed-door realm of safety defect litigation, Chrysler Group LLC is now proclaiming that this 
publicly promoted claim of liquidation/insolvency was merely a ruse; that in-reality Old Carco 
retains substantial value, and therefore the Baker memo and related or similar discovery 
documents which relate to an “investigation presently underway” are commercially proprietary, 
confidential, and valuable. 
         

Respectfully yours, 
 
 
 
 
 
        Paul V. Sheridan
 
Enclosures/Attachments 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-by-the-President-on-the-American-Automotive-Industry-3/30/09/
http://links.veronicachapman.com/ChryslerSeeks753MillionforDealers.pdf
http://links.veronicachapman.com/ChryslerSeeks753MillionforDealers.pdf
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Two-time_Victims_in_Chrysler_Bankruptcy.pdf
http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-04-21/chrysler-s-old-carco-assets-in-bankruptcy-can-be-liquidated.html
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Sheridan-PerfApprls.pdf
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22357 Columbia Street 
Dearborn, MI   48124  
313-277-5095 
pvsheridan@comcast.net 
 
28 September 2010 BY EMAIL AND FEDEX GROUND 
 
 
Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo, Esq. 
Grieco Oates & DeFilippo, LLC 
414 Eagle Rock Avenue 
West Orange, NJ 07052 
973-243-2099 
 
Subject: Document Reliance/Review Report : 
  Expert Witness Report-Preliminary,  November 30, 2009 
 

Reference: Estate of Susan Morris Kline v. Chrysler LLC, Loman Auto Group, et al. 
 
 
Dear Ms. DeFilippo: 
 
Per you request I am attaching a ‘Document Reliance/Review Report’ which summarizes those 
documents that I relied upon, reviewed or was familiar-with prior to submitting my ‘Expert Witness 
Report - Preliminary,’ dated November 30, 2009. 
 
Specifically, I am also responding to the follow-up email sent to me by Ms. Karen Feldman on Friday, 
September 17, 2010 at 12:47 pm, which forwarded the following request wording from defense counsel: 
 
“Identify all documents reviewed or otherwise relied upon in preparing your November 30, 2009 report.” 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me at any time. 
 
 
 
        Respectfully yours, 
 
 
 
 
 
        Paul V. Sheridan 
 
 
Attachment 
 
 
cc: Karen R. Feldman 
 Neil Hannemann 

Courtney E. Morgan, Esq. 
Donald R. Phillips, PE 



Paul V. Sheridan Expert Witness Report – Preliminary 
Estate of Susan Morris Kline v. Chrysler, Loman Auto Group, et al. 

 

Document Reliance/Review Report (Five Pages) 
 

 
 
1993 through1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee service manuals. 
 
1999 through 2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee service manuals. 
 
2005 through 2009 Jeep Grand Cherokee service manuals. 
 
1998 through 2009 Dodge Durango service manuals. 
 
1991 through 2008 Ford Explorer service manuals. 
 
1992 through 2008 Ford Crown Victoria, Mercury Grand Marquis and Lincoln Town Car service 
manuals. 
 
1991 through 1999 Subaru Legacy service manuals. 
 
1998 through 2004 Mercedes-Benz M-Class SUV service manuals. 
 
Various editions of MOPAR Expressions magazine. 
 
MOPAR Accessories dealership catalogs for the ZJ version of the Jeep Grand Cherokee. 
 
Court filings, court orders, court transcripts, and legal correspondence, etc. relating to the litigation of 
Kline v Chrysler LLC, Loman Auto Group, et al., that occurred/existed through  November 30, 2010. 
 
Police traffic accident report of February 24, 2007 (Susan V. Morris-Kline, et al.). 
 
Chrysler Truck Dealer Visit Program, 1986 Phase 1 Summary report. 
 
Court filings, court orders, court transcripts, and legal correspondence, etc. relating to the litigation of 
Chrysler v. Sheridan 
 
Court filings, court orders, court transcripts, and legal correspondence, etc. relating to the litigation of 
Sheridan v. Chrysler. 
 
Gala invitation sent by Mr. Lewis H. Goldfarb (formerly Chrysler and DaimlerChrysler lead product 
liability attorney) from his employer, defense firm Fulbright Center Hogan & Hartson L.L.P., 
regarding (former Chrysler and DaimlerChrysler product liability attorney) Ms. Jackie Glassman 
appointment as ‘Chief Counsel of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’ 
 
Court filings, court orders, court transcripts, and legal correspondence, etc. relating to the litigation of 
Gillespie v. DaimlerChrysler, et al. 
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Court filings, court orders, court transcripts, and legal correspondence, etc. relating to the litigation of 
Mohr v. DaimlerChrysler, et al., including but not limited to Court of Appeals in Tennessee at Jackson 
ruling of October 14, 2008, # W2006-01382-COA-R3-CV. 
 
Court filings, court orders, court transcripts, and legal correspondence, etc. and various news media 
reports relating to the calendar-year 2009 bankruptcy filings and government bailout of Chrysler LLC. 
 
All Safety Leadership Team (SLT) documents and file materials created during the time period 
January 27, 1993 through November 3/November 7, 1994. 
 
File documents contained in the Chrysler office of Paul V. Sheridan on December 16, 1994 (e.g. Baker 
to Sinclair memo of August 24, 1978, Chrysler ‘Fuel Supply System Design Guidelines.’ FMVSS-301 
file, ‘Rear Crash Survivability – General,’ etc.). 
 
NHTSA Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard 301 (FMVSS-301) “Fuel System Integrity” 
documents and reports. 
 
Fire & Materials Communication “Human Survivability in Motor Vehicle Fires” by Digges, Gann, 
Grayson, et al., dated December 7, 2007. 
 
Photographs taken on April 1 and 2, 2009 at the vehicle inspection of same dates of the 1996 Jeep 
Grand Cherokee formerly driven by Susan Morris-Kline. 
 
Chrysler Personnel Office ‘Employee Performance Appraisal’ for Paul V. Sheridan of 1991. 
 
Attachments A through G to my report entitled ‘Expert Witness Report – Preliminary,’ dated 
November 30, 2009. 
 
Jeep-Truck Engineering (JTE) organizations charts dated from approximately September 1987 through 
December 1990. 
 
1996 Dodge Caravan dealership/sales brochure. 
 
Various Jeep-Truck Engineering (JTE) ‘Engineering Program Review Summary’ reports. 
 
SAE International paper, “A Research Program of Crash Induced Fire Safety” by Digges, Stephenson 
and Bedewi, #2004-01-0475. 
 
DaimlerChrysler “Safety Recall No. A10 – Fuel Tank Blocker Bracket.” 
 
Correspondence between Chrysler counsel and Muth Technologies. 
 
Deposition transcript of Francois J. Castaing of May 19, 1999. 
 
Deposition transcript of Francois J. Castaing of March 14, 1996. 
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Deposition transcript of Gregory J. Ridella of November 11, 1996. 
 
Deposition transcript of Robert Eaton of January 24, 2001. 
 
Deposition transcript of Judson B. Estes of May 26, 2005. 
 
Deposition transcript of Judson B. Estes of May 27, 2005. 
 
Deposition transcript of Robert D. Banta of July 31, 2007. 
 
Deposition transcript of Stephen D. Lazarus of May 26, 2005. 
 
Sworn affidavit of John M. Fonger of March 22, 1995. 
 
Correspondence of November 22, 2002 from Madeleine Johnson, Esq. to Mr. Dennis Ross, Esq. 
 
Correspondence of December 28, 1994 from Gregory J. Ridella, Esq. to Michael L. Pitt, Esq. 
 
Correspondence of January 5, 1995 from Joseph J. Trotta to Paul V. Sheridan. 
 
Correspondence of March 29, 1995 from Michael Mattei, Blue Cross-Blue Shield, to Paul V. Sheridan. 
 
Automotive News article dated November 12, 2001 entitled, “Lutz’s Supplier Side.” 
 
Chrysler Corporation presentation by Tom Sidlik, Executive Vice President – Procurement & Supply, 
dated 1999 (approximate) regarding the ‘Chrysler Extended Enterprise™.’ 
 
Presentation Discussion Materials Regarding Project Blitz’ authored by Goldman-Sachs International 
on October 4, 1995. 
 
Presentation ‘Project Blitz: Discussion Materials for Meeting with Dr. Eckhard Cordes’ authored by 
Goldman-Sachs International on August 9, 1997. 
 
Court filings, court orders, court transcripts, and numerous news reports, etc. relating to the litigation 
of Kerkorian v DaimlerChrysler. 
 
Correspondence of July 20, 1995 from Dale E. Dawkins to Ronald R. Boltz and Francois L. Castaing, 
and openly copied to Thomas G. Denomme and Lewis H. Goldfarb. 
 
Correspondence of June 14, 1999 from Jamie F. Jameson to ‘All Sales and Marketing Operations 
Personnel’ relating to subject ‘June 8 - Global Sales and Marketing Meeting.’ 
 
Meeting minutes of the Laminated Side Glass Task Force dated June 30, 1998. 
 
Meeting minutes of the Laminated Side Glass Task Force dated July 16, 1998. 
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Reference Manual for ‘Potential Failure Mode and Effects Analysis (FMEA),’ originally issued 1993, 
revised 1995, authored by engineering representatives from Chrysler Corporation, Ford Motor 
Company, and General Motors. 
 
Ford Motor Company Service Parts Division Service Procedure #01-21-14. 
 
Various aftermarket promotional sales and technical materials relating to availability of Jeep fuel tank 
skid plates. 
 
Florida Traffic Crash Report Long Form #76967425, dated 10/11/2007. 
 
Florida Highway Patrol Traffic Homicide ‘Field Notes’ by Corporal David Krantz, #FHP707-64-031, 
dated 10/11/2007. 
 
Ford Motor Company Service Instruction for ‘Optional Upgrade Kit,’ #SK3W73-19G376-AA. 
 
Ford Motor Company correspondence of September 2005 from Frank M. Ligon, Director of Ford 
Service Engineering Operations, to couch, taxi and transportation services companies. 
 
Correspondence of June 14, 1991 from D. M. Patrick, Manager of Technical Cost Planning, to Ronald 
R. Boltz, Francois J. Castaing, Robert A. Lutz, et al, relating to competitive vehicle teardown studies. 
 
2002 study entitled, ‘The Daimler Chrysler Merger,’ by the Tuck School of Business at Dartmouth 
College Professor Sydney Finkelstein, # 1-0071. 
 
1999 publication by Mitchell International entitled, ‘Body Builder’s Frame Guide.’ 
 
Chrysler dealer screenshot of DealerConnect for “XEE” option code content and applications listing. 
 
Correspondence of April 24, 2009 from Chuck Eddy, NADA Representative to the Chrysler National 
Dealer Council, Jim Arrigo, Co-Chair, Chrysler National Dealer Council, Hayden Elder, Co-Chair, 
Chrysler National Dealer Council, Andrew Koblenz and James Moors, National Automobile Dealers 
Association, to “All Chrysler Dealers.” 
 
2008 edition of National Automobile Dealers Association ‘Code of Ethics.’ 
 
2008 edition of National Automobile Dealers Association ‘Ethics Guide.’ 
 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) ‘Trip Report’ of May 10, 1995, interview 
of Paul V. Sheridan. 
 
Correspondence from Coleman R. Sachs, Esq., NHTSA Staff Attorney, to Paul V. Sheridan, dated 
December 10, 1996. 
 
Various correspondence from Chrysler outside suppliers regarding ‘Federal Motor Vehicle Safety 
Standards – Compliance Submissions.’ 
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Correspondence from Mikal C. Watts, Esq. to Thomas Kienbaum, Esq., dated March 24, 2000. 
 
Various website pages of the Loman Auto Group circa May 2009. 
 
Court order issued by the State Court of Gwinnett County, State of Georgia, in the litigation of Dize v 
DaimlerChrysler, dated December 3, 2001. 
 
Chrysler Corporation Engineering Standard ‘PS-7000: Outside Designed and Developed Items (ODD 
Box Items) Abstract,’ originally issued on October 25, 1979, revised June 26, 1995. 
 
1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 1990 and 1991 editions of the Dodge ‘Engineering Book of Knowledge’ 
(EBOK). 
 
Chrysler Corporation Honda Study Team report entitled, ‘Honda Study – Phase III,’ dated February 1, 
1988. 
 
Chrysler Corporation report entitled, ‘Introduction to ABC/ABM and Review Status of ABC at 
Chrysler – Corporate Training Class,’ dated November 1992. 
 
Chrysler Corporation report entitled, ‘Corporate Business Group Charter,’ dated February 28, 1985. 
 
Chrysler Technical Architecture Questionnaire #SP7DFD-0600 entitled, ‘CAIR Mirror Server for 
Legal Discovery,’ dated September 13, 1999. 
 
Customer Assistance Inquiry Request (CAIR) definitions page authored by Peter Edghill, dated 
October 9, 2000. 
 
DaimlerChrysler Quality Management System Procedure document # NCROP-001, revision #4, dated 
November 24, 1997. 
 
DaimlerChrysler Quality Management System Procedure document # NCROP-004, revision #4, dated 
November 24, 1997. 

-------- 
 
 

Paul V. Sheridan 
September 28, 2010 
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or see Video file folder “Attachment N.” 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zTdm_wj4AlY&feature=relmfu
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or see Video file folder “Attachment P.” 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qs6S9p73VUo&feature
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DDM 
22357 Columbia Street 
Dearborn, MI  48124-3431 
313-277-5095 
pvsheridan@comast.net
 
7 October 2010 
 
 
Ms. Angel M. De Filippo, Esq. 
Grieco, Oates & DeFilippo, LLC 
Suite 200 
414 Eagle Rock Avenue 
West Orange, NY           07052 
973-243-2099 
 
Reference: ESTATE OF SUSAN MORRIS-KLINE, and THOMAS KLINE 
 
 
Dear Ms. DeFilippo: 
 
As promised I am enclosing sample pages of the Chrysler ‘Engineering Book of Knowledge’ (EBOK).  These 
focus on the issue of fuel system design.  Note that in the 1984 edition, published three years prior to the 
approval of the ZJ program, the following statement is included as part of a list of engineering features: 
 

“All Dodges have fuel system features that provide protection against leakage during side, rear and angular 
front impacts.  These features include sturdy fuel tank retention with longitudinal and lateral reinforcements, 
strong fuel tanks, reinforcements in the rear body structural members and a rollover valve at the top of the 
tank to prevent fuel leakage during a 180 degree rollover.” 

 
Note that in the 1987 edition, published in 1986 just prior to approval of the ZJ program, the statement above is 
essentially repeated, however it is embellished to include location (but again, this statement remains part of a 
list of engineering features): 
 

 “All Dodge models have fuel system features that provide protection against leakage during side, rear and 
angular front impacts, including: sturdy fuel tank construction, fuel tank retention with longitudinal and lateral 
reinforcements, a special valve on the top of the tank to prevent fuel leakage during rollover, reinforcements 
to the body structural members and, on all models except the rear-wheel drive Diplomat,  the fuel tank is 
located forward of the rear suspension and between the body rails for extra protection.” 

 
With publication of the 1991 edition of EBOK (during the height of ZJ program development at Jeep-Truck 
Engineering, aka JTE), the issues of fuel system design/fuel tank location are no longer listed as engineering 
features; these are now listed as “Safety Features.”  Note that the revised location issue is specifically 
emphasized as being an engineering design response to “the event the car is subjected to rear impacts.”  
 
 
 
        Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Paul V. Sheridan 
 
Enclosures 
 
Cc: Courtney E. Morgan, Esq. 

mailto:pvsheridan@comast.net
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Jeep Grand Cherokee (ZJ) 
Real-World / Underride Crash Test (and Report) - 16 May 2011 
 
In April 2011 my expertise was solicited by Mr. Clarence Ditlow, Director for the Washington 
D.C. based Center for Auto Safety (CAS), regarding a planned real world crash test of a 1996 
ZJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee fuel system.  My role as representative for CAS also included 
confirmation of test vehicle (Jeep Grand Cherokee) condition as competent, representative and 
authentic for the stated test purpose(s).   
 
The context of this crash test was the ongoing CAS petition, which is requesting a safety defect 
recall, which was originally submitted to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
(NHTSA) under Defect Petition DP-09005 (Attachment G), which has been upgraded by 
NHTSA to Preliminary Evaluation PE-10031.  The latter occurred subsequent to my meeting 
with NHTSA Administrator David L. Strickland in May 2010, and my submission to CAS of 
June 2010 (Attachment I). 
 
The crash test occurred at the Karco Engineering, LLC facility in Adelanto, California, on 
Monday 16 May 2011 at approximately 11:30 am.   
 
The crash test “bullet vehicle” was a Ford Taurus four-door sedan.  As prior employee at Ford 
Motor Company, assigned to the Taurus program, I am very familiar with this vehicle 
configuration, and its ubiquitous real-world highway presence.  The speed of the Taurus upon 
impact was 40mph. 
 
Selected photos of my pre-test participation and post-test vehicle condition are sub-attached.  
Also sub-attached is the complete and official Karco Engineering test report of 6 June 2011. 
 
As can be rendered from the sub-attachments, the ZJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee contains a 
fuel system that cannot protect passengers, and others, in a foreseeable real world rear crash 
scenario.  This 16 May 2011 crash test demonstrated the well-known underride crash mode, 
wherein bumper mismatch facilitates direct impact to the unprotected fuel tank (please note my 
photos).  The attached crash test video provides visual confirmation of this simple geometry: 
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j0b6c-22_FM
 
The total time, from crash test impact to complete fuel tank emptying of all stoddard fluid 
(non-flammable liquid commonly used to simulate gasoline by automotive manufacturers and 
crash test facilities) was approximately/merely 90 seconds.  It was at this time that I advised 
Mr. Ditlow that the customary post-crash rollover sequence required by FMVSS-301 protocol 
was pointless, therefore none was performed. 
 
The ZJ Jeep Grand Cherokee fuel system failure in this test was utterly catastrophic from a 
safety point of view. 
 
Memo: Note that Data Sheet 1of  the sub-attached Karco Engineering test report describes the 
post-test condition of all ZJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee doors as “Jammed Shut.” 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j0b6c-22_FM
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KARCO Engineering compiled this publication for information gathering only. The 

findings and conclusions expressed in this publication are those of the authors and not 

necessarily those of any other organization. KARCO Engineering provides test services only 

and is not involved in consulting, product design or the manufacturing of any automotive 

products. KARCO does not warrant, supervise or monitor compliance of products or services 

except as specifically agreed to in writing. By their very nature, testing, analysis and other 

KARCO services are limited in scope and subject to expected measurement variability. No 

activity by KARCO Engineering can release a manufacturer from product or any other liability. 

The results, findings and conclusions expressed in this publication relate only to the items 

tested for the specific situation simulated in the test.   
 

 Prepared By:    

  Mr. Kelsey A. Chiu, Engineering Department Supervisor 
  KARCO Engineering, LLC.  
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  Mr. Mathew S. Hubbard, Quality Assurance Manager 
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SECTION 1 
PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TEST 

 

PURPOSE 
This 40 mph (64.4 km/h) 30% offset rear impact test was conducted to examine the fuel system 

integrity of the subject target vehicle, a 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-door MPV, when 

impacted by a target vehicle, a 1988 Ford Taurus 4-door sedan, under conditions similar to 

those of FMVSS 301.  

 

The impact test was conducted in accordance with instructions received by KARCO 

Engineering, LLC from The Center for Auto Safety. This test was funded by the Center for Auto 

Safety.  

 

SUMMARY 
A 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-door MPV (target vehicle) was impacted by a 1988 

Ford Taurus 4-door sedan (bullet vehicle) at a velocity of 65.53 km/h. The target vehicle was 

sitting stationary with the transmission in neutral and the parking brake disengaged. It was 

oriented parallel to the bullet vehicle facing the same direction, with a target offset of 574 mm.  

 

The test was performed at KARCO Engineering, LLC. on May 16, 2011. Pre- and post-test 

photographs of the vehicle and dummies can be found in Appendix A of this report. Two (2) 

real-time camera and three (3) high-speed cameras were used to document the vehicle to 

vehicle impact event.  

 

One Part 572E 50th percentile male anthropomorphic test device (ATD) was placed in both the 

driver and left front seating positions of the target vehicle. Both ATD’s were uninstrumented. 

One surrogate occupant was placed in both the driver and left front seating positions of the 

bullet vehicle.  

 

The 6 channels of data were recorded on an on-board data acquisition system. Appendix B 

contains the dummy response data traces.  

 

The maximum static crush of the target vehicle was 580 mm located at DPD 3 to the left of the 

vehicle centerline. Both the driver and passenger side doors remained closed during the impact 

event and were jammed shut after the impact.  
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The maximum static crush of the bullet vehicle was 370 mm located at DPD 4 to the right of the 

vehicle centerline1. Both the driver and passenger side doors remained closed during the impact 

event and were operable after the impact.  

 

The target vehicle had immediate Stoddard solvent leakage as a result of the impact with the 

bullet vehicle. Solvent leaked out from two (2) locations on the fuel tank, both of them were 

cracks formed on what was the bottom of the fuel tank. All of the Stoddard solvent leaked from 

the fuel tank from these two (2) locations after the impact, with only trace amounts remaining in 

the tank.  

 

The hoses routed to the fuel filler remained attached to the fuel tank and the filler neck, and 

were not severed. The fuel tank did end up with cracks in the plastic around the hose 

connections, but no Stoddard solvent leaked from that area.  

 

An FMVSS 301 rollover was not performed on the target vehicle as all of the Stoddard solvent 

had already leaked from the fuel tank.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 -Post-Test measurements were taken without the bumper fascia due to damage to the fascia as a result 
of the impact.  
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SECTION 2 
DATA SHEETS 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

CONVERSION FACTORS 

Quantity Typical Application Std Units Metric Unit Multiply By
Mass Vehicle Weight lb kg 0.4536
Linear Velocity Impact Velocity miles/hr km/hr 1.609344
Length or Distance Measurements in mm 25.4
Volume Fuel Systems gal liter 3.785
Volume Small Fluids oz mL 29.573
Pressure Tire Pressures lbf/in2 kPa 7.0
Volume Liquid gal liter 3.785
Temperature General Use oF oC =(tf -32)/1.8
Force Dynamic Forces lbf N 4.448
Moment Torque lbf•ft N•m 1.355  
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DATA SHEET NO. 1 
CRASH TEST SUMMARY 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

PRIMARY IMPACT DATA 

Parameter Units Value
Bullet Vehicle Velocity at Impact km/h 65.53
Bullet Vehicle Test Weight kg 1529.0
Bullet Vehicle Maximum Static Crush mm 370
Target Vehicle Test Weight kg 1899.0
Target Vehicle Maximum Static Crush mm 580
Impact Point (From Centerline) mm 560

 

BULLET VEHICLE DOOR OPENING AND SEAT TRACK DATA 

Description Driver Passenger
Front Door Opening Remained closed and operational Remained closed and operational
Rear Door Opening Remained closed and operational Remained closed and operational
Seat Track Shift Unknown Unknown
Seat Back Failure No No

 

TARGET VEHICLE DOOR OPENING AND SEAT TRACK DATA 

Description Driver Passenger
Front Door Opening Jammed shut Jammed shut
Rear Door Opening Jammed shut Jammed shut
Seat Track Shift Unknown Unknown
Seat Back Failure Yes Yes

 

VIDEO COVERAGE 

Description Number
High Speed Video Cameras 3
Real Time Video Cameras 2
Total 5

 

INSTRUMENTATION SUMMARY 

Description Number
Driver ATD Sensors
Passenger ATD Sensors
Bullet Vehicle Structure Accelerometers 3
Target Vehicle Structure Accelerometers 3
Total 6  



 5 TR-P31070-01-A 

DATA SHEET NO. 2 
BULLET VEHICLE PARAMETER DATA 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

Make
Year
Model
Body Style
VIN
Body Color
Delivery Date
Odometer Reading (mi)
Odometer Reading (km)
Dealer
Transmission
Final Drive
Type / No. of Cylinders
Engine Displacement (L)

Date of Manufacture

Front Rear Third
Bucket Bench

2 3

Tilt Wheel
Power Door Locks
Air Conditioning
Power Seat

No
No
No

AM/FM/Cassette

Rear Disc Brakes
Anti-Lock Brakes
Driver Front Airbag
Pass. Front Airbag
Power Windows
Power Steering

Cargo Weight (RCLW) (kg)

Engine Placement
Power Brakes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

Yes

GAWR Front (kg)

Capacity Weight (VCW) (kg)

BULLET VEHICLE INFORMATION AND OPTIONS
Transverse

Yes
Yes

Ford
1988

Taurus Front Disc Brakes

Front
V6
3.0

Number of Occupants
Type of Seats

DATA FROM CERTIFICATION LABEL

VEHICLE SEATING AND CAPACITY WEIGHT INFORMATION
968.0Feb-88

Ford Motor Co. 

4-Door Sedan

48,952

3-Speed Automatic

78,781

1FABP52U8JG196592
Tan

5/6/2011

67.8

Measured Parameter

2093.0

GAWR Rear (kg)

GVWR (kg)

Total

5
408.0

1176.0Manufactured By
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DATA SHEET NO. 2 … (CONTINUED) 
BULLET VEHICLE PARAMETER DATA 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

Front Axle Rear Axle Total Front Axle Rear Axle Total
Left kg 503.5 203.5 514.5 273.0

Right kg 401.5 268.0 461.0 280.5
Ratio % 65.7% 34.3% 100.0% 63.8% 36.2% 100.0%
Total kg 905.0 471.5 1376.5 975.5 553.5 1529.0

Units Value
kg 1376.5 A
kg 170.0 B
kg 67.8 C
kg 1614.3 A+B+C

Units LF RF LR RR
mm 696 693 654 647
mm 667 665 615 608
mm 649 695 628 609

Units Value
kg 0.0
kg 36.0

Rated Cargo/Luggage Weight (RCLW)

Measured Parameter

BULLET VEHICLE WEIGHTS

BULLET VEHICLE TARGET TEST WEIGHT CALCULATION

 BULLET VEHICLE ATTITUDES

Units
As Delivered Weights (UVW)

Weight of Surrogate Occupants

As Tested Weights (ATW)

Total Delivered Weight (UVW)

Vehicle Components Removed
Ballast Added

Calculated Vehicle Target Weight (TVTW)

As Tested
Post-Test

Description

Condition
As Delivered

 
BULLET VEHICLE COMPONENTS REMOVED: 

None  
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DATA SHEET NO. 2 … (CONTINUED) 
BULLET VEHICLE PARAMETER DATA 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

 
BULLET VEHICLE TIRE INFORMATION 

Measured Parameter Front Rear
Max. Tire Pressure (kPa) 245 245
Cold Pressure (kPa) 240 240
Recommended Tire Size P205/70R14 P205/70R14
Tire Size on Vehicle P195/70R14 P195/70R14
Tire Manufacturer Futura Futura
Tire Model 775 775
Treadwear 380 380
Traction A A
Temperature Grades B B
Tire Plies Sidewall 2 Polyester 2 Polyester
Tire Plies Body 2 Steel, 1 Polyester 2 Steel, 1 Polyester
Load Index / Speed Symbol 90S 90S
Tire Material Polyester, Steel Polyester, Steel
DOT Safety Code Left U9RW XC8 0304 B12L U9RW XC8 3003 B12L
DOT Safety Code Right U9RW XC8 0404 A12L U9RW XC8 0304 B12R  
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DATA SHEET NO. 3 
BULLET VEHICLE ACCELEROMETER DATA 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 
BULLET VEHICLE ACCELEROMETER PRE-TEST LOCATIONS 

X Y Z
1 Vehicle Center of Gravity 2187 0 272

LocationNo. Description

 
Reference Points:  X – Rear Surface of Vehicle (+ forward) 

 Y – Vehicle Centerline (+ to left) 

 Z – Ground Plane (+ up) 
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DATA SHEET NO. 4 
BULLET VEHICLE ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION DATA 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

VIN:
Vehicle Size Category:

No. Units Pre-Test Post-Test2 Difference
C1 mm 160 180 -20
C2 mm 60 110 -50
C3 mm 20 383 -363
C4 mm 20 390 -370
C5 mm 60 283 -223
C6 mm 160 271 -111
L mm 1507

Damage Region Length (mm):
Impact Mode:

Collision Deformation Classification:
Midpoint of Damage:

ACCELEROMETER DATA
Vehicle Center Tunnel
Drop Test / 6 months

Good

Accelerometer Locations:
Cal. Procedure/Interval:

CRUSH PROFILE

43.1
n/a

NHTSA Standard
65.53

Linearity:

Velocity Change (km/h):
Time of Separation (msec):

Integration Algorithm:
Impact Velocity (km/h):

VEHICLE INFORMATION

1529.0
UnknownWheelbase (mm):

4-Door Sedan
1FABP52U8JG196592

Test Weight (kg):

Crush Zone 3 at Left Side

Measurement Description
Crush Zone 1 at Left Side
Crush Zone 2 at Left Side

C1 to C6

Crush Zone 4 at Right Side
Crush Zone 5 at Right Side
Crush Zone 6 at Right Side

Vehicle Centerline
01FZEW2

1507
Offset Frontal

 
2 – Post-Test measurements were taken without the bumper fascia due to damage to the fascia as a 

result of the impact.  
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DATA SHEET NO. 5 
TARGET VEHICLE PARAMETER DATA 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

Make
Year
Model
Body Style
VIN
Body Color
Delivery Date
Odometer Reading (mi)
Odometer Reading (km)
Dealer
Transmission
Final Drive
Type / No. of Cylinders
Engine Displacement (L)

Date of Manufacture

Front Rear Third
Bucket Bench

2 3

Unavailable

Measured Parameter

2405.0

GAWR Rear (kg)

GVWR (kg)

Total

5
Unavailable

1248.0Manufactured By

5-Door MPV

172,686

4-Speed Automatic

277,911

1J4GZ78S7TC184529
White

5/6/2011

4x4
Inline-6

4.0

Number of Occupants
Type of Seats

DATA FROM CERTIFICATION LABEL

VEHICLE SEATING AND CAPACITY WEIGHT INFORMATION
1339.0Oct-95

Chrysler Corporation

TARGET VEHICLE INFORMATION AND OPTIONS
Longitudinal

Yes
Yes

Jeep
1996

Grand Cherokee Limited Front Disc Brakes

Yes

GAWR Front (kg)

Capacity Weight (VCW) (kg)
Cargo Weight (RCLW) (kg)

Engine Placement
Power Brakes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

AM/FM/Cassette

Rear Disc Brakes
Anti-Lock Brakes
Driver Front Airbag
Pass. Front Airbag
Power Windows
Power Steering
Tilt Wheel
Power Door Locks
Air Conditioning
Power Seat
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DATA SHEET NO. 5 … (CONTINUED) 
TARGET VEHICLE PARAMETER DATA 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

Front Axle Rear Axle Total Front Axle Rear Axle Total
Left kg 505.5 378.5 544.0 420.0

Right kg 502.0 359.5 533.0 402.0
Ratio % 57.7% 42.3% 100.0% 56.7% 43.3% 100.0%
Total kg 1007.5 738.0 1745.5 1077.0 822.0 1899.0

Units Value
kg 1745.5 A
kg 152.0 B
kg 136.0 C
kg 2033.5 A+B+C

Units LF RF LR RR
mm 810 810 825 824
mm 792 799 814 802
mm 806 781 690 728

Units Value
kg 52.5
kg 38.0

As Tested
Post-Test

Description
Vehicle Components Removed
Ballast Added

As Tested Weights (ATW)

Total Delivered Weight (UVW)

Calculated Vehicle Target Weight (TVTW)
Rated Cargo/Luggage Weight (RCLW)

Measured Parameter

Condition
As Delivered

TARGET VEHICLE WEIGHTS

TARGET VEHICLE TARGET TEST WEIGHT CALCULATION

 TARGET VEHICLE ATTITUDES

Units
As Delivered Weights (UVW)

Weight of 2 P572E ATD's

 
TARGET VEHICLE COMPONENTS REMOVED: 

Rear Door Panels (5.0 kg), Front Door Panels (7.0 kg), Rear Door Side Windows (12.0 kg)   

Outboard Mirrors (3.0 kg), Rear Door Speakers (2.0 kg), Spare Tire (21.5 kg), Front Door  

Speakers (2.0 kg)  

  

 

 



 12 TR-P31070-01-A 

DATA SHEET NO. 5 … (CONTINUED) 
TARGET VEHICLE PARAMETER DATA 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

 
TARGET VEHICLE TIRE INFORMATION 

Measured Parameter Front Rear
Max. Tire Pressure (kPa) 300 300
Cold Pressure (kPa) 248 248
Recommended Tire Size P225/70R16 P225/70R16
Tire Size on Vehicle P245/70R16 P245/70R16
Tire Manufacturer Kumho Kumho
Tire Model Solus KR21 Solus KR21
Treadwear 680 680
Traction A A
Temperature Grades B B
Tire Plies Sidewall 2 Polyester 2 Polyester

Tire Plies Body 2 Polyester, 2 Steel, 1Nylon 2 Polyester, 2 Steel, 1Nylon
Load Index / Speed Symbol 101T 101T
Tire Material Polyester, Steel, Nylon Polyester, Steel, Nylon
DOT Safety Code Left C0VH YP6V 2507 C0VH YP6V 2507
DOT Safety Code Right C0VH YP6V 2507 C0VH YP6V 2507  
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DATA SHEET NO. 6 
TARGET VEHICLE ACCELEROMETER DATA 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

TARGET VEHICLE ACCELEROMETER PRE-TEST LOCATIONS 

X Y Z
1 Vehicle Center of Gravity 1745 0 498

LocationNo. Description

 
Reference Points:  X – Rear Surface of Vehicle (+ forward) 

 Y – Vehicle Centerline (+ to left 

 Z – Ground Plane (+ up) 
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DATA SHEET NO. 7 
TARGET VEHICLE ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION DATA 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

VIN:
Vehicle Size Category:

No. Units Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
C1 mm 65 85 -20
C2 mm 0 303 -303
C3 mm 20 600 -580
C4 mm 20 543 -523
C5 mm 0 507 -507
C6 mm 65 520 -455
L mm 1465

Vehicle Centerline
07BYEW4

1465
Offset Frontal

C1 to C6

Crush Zone 4 at Right Side
Crush Zone 5 at Right Side
Crush Zone 6 at Right Side

Crush Zone 3 at Left Side

Measurement Description
Crush Zone 1 at Left Side
Crush Zone 2 at Left Side

VEHICLE INFORMATION

1899.0
2690Wheelbase (mm):

5-Door MPV
1J4GZ78S7TC184529

Test Weight (kg):

CRUSH PROFILE

34.9
n/a

NHTSA Standard
65.53

Linearity:

Velocity Change (km/h):
Time of Separation (msec):

Integration Algorithm:
Impact Velocity (km/h):

ACCELEROMETER DATA
Vehicle Center Tunnel
Drop Test / 6 months

Good

Accelerometer Locations:
Cal. Procedure/Interval:

Damage Region Length (mm):
Impact Mode:

Collision Deformation Classification:
Midpoint of Damage:
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DATA SHEET NO. 8 
TARGET VEHICLE PROFILE MEASUREMENTS 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

TARGET VEHICLE PROFILE MEASUREMENTS 

No. Measurement Description Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
1 Total Length of Vehicle at Centerline 4500 3970 -530
2 Rear Surface of Vehicle to Front of Engine
3 RSOV to Firewall
4 FSOV to Upper Leading Edge of Right Door 1383 1405 22
5 FSOV to Upper Leading Edge of Left Door 1385 1391 6
6 FSOV to Lower Leading Edge of Right Door 1430 1428 -2
7 FSOV to Lower Leading Edge of Left Door 1435 1422 -13
8 FSOV to Upper Trailing Edge of Right Door 2446 2469 23
9 FSOV to Upper Trailing Edge of Left Door 2448 2456 8

FSOV to Leading Edge of Left Door 1385 1391 6
FSOV to Leading Edge of Right Door 1383 1405 22
FSOV to Trailing Edge of Left Door 2448 2456 8
FSOV to Trailing Edge of Right Door 2446 2469 23

10 FSOV to Lower Trailing Edge of Right Door 2471 2479 8
11 FSOV to Lower Trailing Edge of Left Door 2469 2470 1

FSOV to Upper Trailing Edge of Right Rear Door 3351 3359 8
FSOV to Upper Trailing Edge of Left Rear Door 3351 3340 -11
FSOV to Trailing Edge of Right Rear Door 3351 3359 8
FSOV to Trailing Edge of Left Rear Door 3351 3355 4
FSOV to Lower Trailing Edge of Right Rear Door 3062 3067 5
FSOV to Lower Trailing Edge of Left Rear Door 3064 3053 -11

12 FSOV to Bottom of A-Pillar of Right Side 1431 1432 1
13 FSOV to Bottom of A-Pillar of Left Side 1433 1424 -9

FSOV to Bottom of B-Pillar on Right Side 2480 2477 -3
FSOV to Bottom of B-Pillar on Left Side 2480 2475 -5
FSOV to Bottom of C-Pillar on Right Side 3350 3358 8
FSOV to Bottom of C-Pillar on Left Side 3355 3313 -42

14 RSOV to Firewall, Right Side
15 RSOV to Firewall, Left Side
16 FSOV to Steering Column 1877 1935 58
17 Center of Steering Column to A-Pillar 402 400 -2
18 Center of Steering Column to Headliner 420 435 15
19 FSOV to Right Side of Rear Bumper 3813 4237 424
20 FSOV to Left Side of Rear Bumper 3814 3627 -187

 
All measurements in millimeters. 
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DATA SHEET NO. 9 
TARGET VEHICLE STRUCTURAL MEASUREMENTS 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 
TARGET VEHICLE STRUCTURAL MEASUREMENTS 

No. Description Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
1 Total Length 4500 4450 -50
2 Total Width 1765 2060 295
3 Bumper Top Height 705 735 30
4 Bumper Bottom Height 350 390 40
5 Longitudinal Member Top Height
6 Distance Between Longitudinal Members
7 Longitudinal Member Width
8 Engine Top Height
9 Engine Bottom Height

10 Engine and Gearbox Width
11 Front Bumper to Engine Distance
12 Front Shock Absorber Fixing Height
13 Bonnet Leading Edge Height
14 Front Shock Absorber Fixing Width
15 Front Bumper to Front Axle Distance
16 Front Axle to A-Pillar Distance 610 610 0
17 A-Pillar to B-Pillar Distance 978 975 -3

C-Pillar to Rear Axle Distance 433 355 -78
18 B-Pillar to Rear Axle Distance 1035 935 -100
19 B-Pillar to C-Pillar Distance 840 813 -27
20 Roof Sill Bottom Height 1522 1524 2
21 Roof Sill Top Height 1601 1600 -1
22 Floor Sill Bottom Height 361 365 4
23 Floor Sill Top Height 498 503 5  

All measurements in millimeters. 
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DATA SHEET NO. 10 
TARGET VEHICLE INTRUSION MEASUREMENTS 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

DOOR OPENING WIDTH 

Item Description Units Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
A Left Side Front Upper mm 980 975 -5
B Left Side Front Lower mm 921 926 5

Left Side Rear Upper mm 840 796 -44
Left Side Rear Lower mm 544 528 -16

D Right Side Front Upper mm 976 975 -1
E Right Side Front Lower mm 920 918 -2

Right Side Rear Upper mm 840 823 -17
Right Side Rear Lower mm 541 526 -15

 

WHEELBASE MEASUREMENTS 

Item Description Units Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
C Left Side Wheelbase mm 2690 2610 -80
F Right Side Wheelbase mm 2690 2690 0
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DATA SHEET NO. 10 … (CONTINUED) 
TARGET VEHICLE INTRUSION MEASUREMENTS 

Bullet Vehicle:   1988 Ford Taurus 4-Door Sedan  Project No.:  P31070-01  

Target Vehicle:  1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee Limited 5-Door MPV  Test Date:   05/16/11  

 

DRIVER COMPARTMENT INTRUSION 

Item Description Units Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
AB Door Opening (Inside Window Jam) mm 980 903 -77
CX Left Knee Bolster to X mm 302 320 18
DX Right Knee Bolster to X mm 325 285 -40
EX Brake Pedal to X mm 464 540 76
FX Foot Rest to X mm 690 600 -90
GX Center of Steering Wheel Hub to X mm 115 20 -95

X = Front of Seat Track (Stationary) 
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FIGURE 1. Bullet Vehicle, As Received 

 

 
FIGURE 2. Bullet Vehicle, As Received 
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FIGURE 3. Bullet Vehicle Manufacturer’s Label 

 

 
FIGURE 4. Bullet Vehicle Tire Placard 
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FIGURE 5. Target Vehicle, As-Received 

 

 
FIGURE 6. Target Vehicle, As-Received 
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FIGURE 7. Target Vehicle Manufacturer’s Label 

 

 
FIGURE 8. Target Vehicle Tire Placard 
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FIGURE 9. Test Setup, Left Side 

 

 
FIGURE 10. Test Setup, Left Front ¾  
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FIGURE 11. Test Setup, Front 

 

 
FIGURE 12. Test Setup, Right Front ¾  
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FIGURE 13. Test Setup, Right Side 

 

 
FIGURE 14. Test Setup, Right Rear ¾  
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FIGURE 15. Test Setup, Rear 

 

 
FIGURE 16. Test Setup, Left Rear ¾  
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FIGURE 17. Test Setup 

 

 
FIGURE 18. Post Test 
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FIGURE 19. Pre-Test Bullet Vehicle, Left Side 

 

 
FIGURE 20. Post-Test Bullet Vehicle, Left Side 
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FIGURE 21. Pre-Test Bullet Vehicle, Left Front ¾  

 

 
FIGURE 22. Post-Test Bullet Vehicle, Left Front ¾  
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FIGURE 23. Pre-Test Bullet Vehicle, Front 

 

 
FIGURE 24. Post-Test Bullet Vehicle, Front 
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FIGURE 25. Pre-Test Bullet Vehicle, Right Front ¾  

 

 
FIGURE 26. Post-Test Bullet Vehicle, Right Front ¾  
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FIGURE 27. Pre-Test Bullet Vehicle, Right Side 

 

 
FIGURE 28. Post-Test Bullet Vehicle, Right Side 

 



TR-P31070-01-A A-15

 

 
FIGURE 29. Pre-Test Target Vehicle, Left Side 

 

 
FIGURE 30. Post-Test Target Vehicle, Left Side 
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FIGURE 31. Pre-Test Target Vehicle, Left Rear ¾  

 

 
FIGURE 32. Post-Test Target Vehicle, Left Rear ¾  
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FIGURE 33. Pre-Test Target Vehicle, Rear 

 

 
FIGURE 34. Post-Test Target Vehicle, Rear 

 



TR-P31070-01-A A-18

 

 
FIGURE 35. Pre-Test Target Vehicle, Right Rear ¾  

 

 
FIGURE 36. Post-Test Target Vehicle, Right Rear ¾  
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FIGURE 37. Pre-Test Target Vehicle, Right Side 

 

 
FIGURE 38. Post-Test Target Vehicle, Right Side 
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FIGURE 39. Pre-Test Target Vehicle 

 

 
FIGURE 40. Post-Test Target Vehicle 
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FIGURE 41. Pre-Test Target Vehicle 

 

 
FIGURE 42. Post-Test Target Vehicle 
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FIGURE 43. Pre-Test Target Vehicle 

 

 
FIGURE 44. Post-Test Target Vehicle 
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FIGURE 45. Pre-Test Target Vehicle 

 

 
FIGURE 46. Post-Test Target Vehicle 
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FIGURE 47. Pre-Test Target Vehicle 

 

 
FIGURE 48. Post-Test Target Vehicle 
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FIGURE 49. Post-Test Target Vehicle 

 

 
FIGURE 50. Post-Test Target Vehicle 
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FIGURE 51. Post-Test Target Vehicle 

 

 
FIGURE 52. Post-Test Target Vehicle 
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FIGURE 53. Post -Test Target Vehicle 

 

 
FIGURE 54. Post-Test Target Vehicle 
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FIGURE 55. Post -Test Target Vehicle, Fuel Tank 

 

 
FIGURE 56. Post-Test Target Vehicle, Fuel Tank 
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FIGURE 57. Post -Test Target Vehicle, Fuel Tank 

 

 
FIGURE 58. Post-Test Target Vehicle, Fuel Tank 
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FIGURE 59. Post -Test Target Vehicle, Fuel Tank 

 

 
FIGURE 60. Post-Test Target Vehicle, Fuel Tank 
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APPENDIX B 
INSTRUMENTATION DATA TRACES



 B-i TR-P31070-01-A 

TABLE OF DATA PLOTS 

Plot  Page 

1 Bullet Vehicle Center Tunnel X B-1 
2 Bullet Vehicle Center Tunnel Y B-1 
3 Bullet Vehicle Center Tunnel Z B-1 
4 Bullet Vehicle Center Tunnel Resultant B-1 
5 Bullet Vehicle Center Tunnel X Velocity B-2 
6 Target Vehicle Center Tunnel X B-3 
7 Target Vehicle Center Tunnel Y B-3 
8 Target Vehicle Center Tunnel Z B-3 
9 Target Vehicle Center Tunnel Resultant B-3 

10 Target Vehicle Center Tunnel X Velocity B-4 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

 
 

  



Test Vehicle: 1988 Ford Taurus 4-Dr Sedan Project No.: P31070-01
Test Program: 40 MPH Rear Impact 30% Offset Test Date: 5/16/11

Curve Description
Bullet Vehicle Center Tunnel X

Plot Type SAE Class Units
001 FIL 60 G's
Max Time Min Time
0.9 299.9 -16.1 51.9

Time - Milliseconds

Curve Description
Bullet Vehicle Center Tunnel Y

Plot Type SAE Class Units
002 FIL 60 G's
Max Time Min Time
1.3 223.7 -4.1 50.3

Time - Milliseconds

Curve Description
Bullet Vehicle Center Tunnel Z

Plot Type SAE Class Units
003 FIL 60 G's
Max Time Min Time
7.0 71.7 -7.6 75.0

Time - Milliseconds

Curve Description
Bullet Vehicle Center Tunnel Resultant

Plot Type SAE Class Units
004 RES 60 G's
Max Time Min Time
16.7 51.9 0.1 0.0

Time - Milliseconds
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Test Vehicle: 1988 Ford Taurus 4-Dr Sedan Project No.: P31070-01
Test Program: 40 MPH Rear Impact 30% Offset Test Date: 5/16/11

Curve Description
Bullet Vehicle Center Tunnel X Velocity

Plot Type SAE Class Units
005 IN1 180 MPH
Max Time Min Time
40.7 0.0 13.9 178.9

Time - Milliseconds
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Test Vehicle: 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee 5-Dr MPV Project No.: P31070-01
Test Program: 40 MPH Rear Impact 30% Offset Test Date: 5/16/11

Curve Description
Target Vehicle Center Tunnel X

Plot Type SAE Class Units
006 FIL 60 G's
Max Time Min Time
17.4 53.1 -1.6 245.8

Time - Milliseconds

Curve Description
Target Vehicle Center Tunnel Y

Plot Type SAE Class Units
007 FIL 60 G's
Max Time Min Time
8.3 36.7 -4.5 58.0

Time - Milliseconds

Curve Description
Target Vehicle Center Tunnel Z

Plot Type SAE Class Units
008 FIL 60 G's
Max Time Min Time
27.1 53.1 -18.9 36.3

Time - Milliseconds

Curve Description
Target Vehicle Center Tunnel Resultant

Plot Type SAE Class Units
009 RES 60 G's
Max Time Min Time
30.2 53.1 0.0 291.3

Time - Milliseconds
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Test Vehicle: 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee 5-Dr MPV Project No.: P31070-01
Test Program: 40 MPH Rear Impact 30% Offset Test Date: 5/16/11

Curve Description
Target Vehicle Center Tunnel X Velocity

Plot Type SAE Class Units
010 IN1 180 MPH
Max Time Min Time
21.7 196.0 0.0 1.0

Time - Milliseconds
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APPENDIX C 
INSTRUMENTATION DATA CHANNEL ASSIGNMENTS 



40 MPH Rear Impact 30% Offset
Instrumentation Data Channel Assignments

Vehicle Accelerometers
5/16/11

1988 Ford Taurus 4-Dr Sedan

CH. LOCATION AXIS IDENT. NO. DESCRIPTION MFR MODEL UNITS

1 Vehicle Center Tunnel X J36724 Accel., Single Axis Endevco 7264-2000 G

2 Vehicle Center Tunnel Y AR17 Accel., Single Axis Endevco 7264-2000 G

3 Vehicle Center Tunnel Z AD99 Accel., Single Axis Endevco 7264-2000 G

1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee 5-Dr MPV

6 Vehicle Center Tunnel X J24512 Accel., Single Axis Endevco 7264-2000 G

7 Vehicle Center Tunnel Y BI14H Accel., Single Axis Endevco 7264-2000 G

8 Vehicle Center Tunnel Z J24533 Accel., Single Axis Endevco 7264-2000 G
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ATTACHMENT S * 
 
 

EXPERT WITNESS REPORT -  2 January 2012 REVISION  
 

Kline v. Loman Auto Group, Victoria Morgan-Alcala, et al.  
 
 
 
 
 

Page Range 68 
 

Pages 706 - 728  
 
 

* Please also see Video file folder “Attachment S” 



The Well-Known Issue of the Underride Accident Mode 
 
Mr. Francois J. Castaing, former Executive Vice President over all Chrysler Engineering, and then-
concurrent Product Executive over all Jeep products, periodically lauded internally and externally as the 
“Father of the ZJ” (the vehicle designation for the vehicle drive by Mrs. Susan Kline on the morning of 
February 24, 2007), was deposed on June 14, 2011.  I was in-attendance at this deposition which took 
place, at defendant’s demand, in Southfield, Michigan.  He was asked the following questions at various 
times during his sworn testimony: 
 
 
Q.  Okay. Now can you tell me whether or not the flat barrier test for the rear impact in 301 evaluates 
what happens in an underride impact? 
 
A. I don't -- I'm not sure I understand the term "underride". 
--- 
 
Q.  Okay. Can you tell me whether or not, as you understand the 301 rear impact test, it evaluates at all 
what happens in an underride impact that we've just now described? 
 
A.  I don't think it does. 
--- 
 
Q.  Tell me what was done to assure fuel system integrity for the Jeep Grand Cherokee in an underride 
rear impact? 
 
A.  It would be pure speculation on my part to discuss that. I don't know. 
 
Q.  Well, Mr. Castaing, you indicated that you were the head of Jeep/Truck Engineering and were 
deeply involved in the ZJ, were you not? 
 
A.  Yeah. 
--- 
 
Q.  Well, if you want to look at the earlier Exhibit 8, I think, the exhibit authored in 1978, some 10 
years or so before the ZJ was -- Exhibit 7, I'm sorry.   
 
A.  Yeah, I understand. I understand what underride means in the sense that there is a car that's lower 
than another one bump into the first one. I understand that. 
 
Q.  So the question is: Was underride testing feasible during the time period that the ZJ was being 
developed?  
 
A.  In principal, probably. 
--- 
 
As I have already testified in open court in this case, as I have already reported in my Expert Witness 
Report - First Revision of 28 April 2011, as I reported in my letter to the Center for Auto Safety of June 1, 
2010 while referencing the 1978 ‘Baker Memo’ (Attachment I), the issue of the underride crash mode is a 
well-known to anyone remotely connected to the automobile industry.  Knowledge of this mode also 
extends to groups only tangentially connected to automotive safety.  It is important to this litigation that 
examples of that extension be presented to the Honorable Court and its members. 
 



1) The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) Fatal Accident Report forms list 
underride as an accident choice.  This FARS form has been used since the time of the 1978 Baker Memo, at 
the same time NHTSA recalled the Ford Pinto for its defective fuel tank (Please see sub-attach). 
 
2) The Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE), which both Mr. Castaing and I were/are members, 
routinely writes of the underride accident mode as a serious safety issue. 
 
3) The police departments are all able to forthrightly explain what is meant by the term underride.  As 
one example of police experience, I offer to the Honorable Court and its members the following video: 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BCuo99ymQPw
 
Note that in this underride accident no fuel tank undergoes direct impact.  That is because the offending 
vehicle, a Toyota Camry which uses unibody construction, has a fuel tank that is located in front of the rear 
axle.  As you can see, no fire ensued despite this severe underride accident. 
 
(I emphasize the unibody construction issue because in his testimony Mr. Castaing insinuated that the 
reason he located the ZJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee fuel tank behind the axle, in the crash zone, was due to 
vehicle unibody construction methodology.  To be clear/sure, there is no connection between base vehicle 
construction methodology and (broad) fuel tank location/engineering decisions.  The full size Dodge Ram 
Van is an example wherein despite being a unibody, and originally having a fuel tank located behind the 
rear axle, its fuel tank was relocated to the middle in front of the axle (in 1995) without any changes to its 
construction methodology.) 
 
 
4) Relevant to this litigation is awareness of underride among automobile insurance companies.  As 
examples, I offer the Honorable Court and its members the following two videos: 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=16YDF213Igk
 
In this video a Toyota Camry undergoes hard braking just before rear collision with a Dodge Durango 
SUV.  Note that the mismatch between the Camry and Durango bumpers provokes underride.  In this 
instance, there is no danger of direct impact with a fuel tank since the Durango fuel tank is located in front 
of the rear axle.  I emphasize that the Durango was based on the AN-Body vehicle, which was an iteration 
of the N-Body that was used to construct the Dodge Dakota pickup truck; a frame-on-body construction 
methodology such as the Ford Explorer.  If Mr. Castaing had not prevailed, and the 1993 SUV was based 
on the N-Body rather than the ZJ-Body, the fuel tank, per the Baker Memo of 1978, would have been 
located in front of the rear axle.  The Durango which has a mid-mounted fuel tank was delayed until 
introduction in 1998. 
 
At 0:26 in this second video a Ford Taurus collides with a 1996 ZJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee:   
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0XRRQsNPShY
 
This video depicts underride at merely 5mph, therefore the fuel tank was not contacted.  But unlike this 
demonstration of minor low speed damage, when the collision speed of a Ford Taurus or a Toyota Sienna 
minivan is raised to merely 40mph, as tested at Karco Engineering, LLC on 16 May 2011, the foreseeable 
results include direct collision with and catastrophic failure of the fuel tank (Attachment R). 
 
5) The issue of underride is common knowledge among defense experts.  Defendant’s expert Dr. 
Nicholas J. Durisek openly admits in his report of March 14, 2011 that the accident that resulted in the 
death of Mrs. Susan Kline was an “underride impact.”   I anticipate that the reality that underride is a long-
standing well-known accident mode will be fully reviewed at the time of trial.  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BCuo99ymQPw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=16YDF213Igk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0XRRQsNPShY
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Office of Defects Investigation 
National Xighway Traffic Safety 

400 Seventh Street, S. W. 
Washington. D. C. 20590 

Administration 

i 

.. . . . .  

t h E ~ r i U n F l M 3  
Dnrborn. Mkhigm 4872f 

June 15, 1978 

.. . . __ __ . - , - .  . -._ . . .__.- 

lie: 1971-1976 Pinto and 1975-1976 Bobcat 
Fuel Systems (Except Station Wagons) 
Campaign No. 293 

As the Administration i s  aware, Ford Motor Company - 
has decided t o  recall 1971-1976 Pinto and 1975-1976 Bobcat 
sedans and %door Runabout models for modification of fuel 
systems despite our disagreement with the agenc ' 8  initial 

Snvolved in the fuel tank design and structural characteris- 
tics of these cars. 

pitted in accordance with the requirements of Part 573 of Title 
49, W e  of Federal Regulations -- Defect Reports. 

htermfnation that there is an unreasonable ris E to safety 
_ _  * -  The information set forth below I s  being Zrans- 

. _ _ _ . . _ _ _ I _ _ L _ . -  4 - .  - . . -  
Idatifying classifications of vehicles 

1971-1976 Pinto and 1975-1976 Bobcat sedans and 3-dOOr Bun- 
a b w t  models. 

Total number of vehicles potentially affected 
- 

WC have estimated that 1.4 million Pintos and Bobcats are 
in operation in the United States and other areas covered 
by the Safety Act. 
available. 

Final numbers will be forwarded when 
- I  

~ 

. . .. . . .  . _ . .  _... ... _ _  -, ... - ... . . . - ____._.___ ., . _ -  - . . __. 



. . . . . . . . 

: June 15, 1978 '.. knfestlgation : . .  

. .  

-. 
gs.gimated percentage of the potentially affected vehicles t 

100 percent. 

Deputy Administrator's description of defect 78\'-143 @ 
In a letter dated May 8, 1978, the Deputy Administrator of the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration informed Ford 
that "...analysis of information received and developed in- 
dicates that the fuel tanks and filler necks installed on these 
vehicles are subject t o  failure when the vehicles are struck 
from the rear. 
in the presence of external ignition sources can result in fire." 
and "Based on our investigation, it has been initially deter- 
mined that a defect which relates to motor vehicle safety exists 
in these 1971-1976 Ford Pintos and 1975-1976 Mercury Bobcats (a- 
cept station wagons) ." 

Such failure can result in fuel leakage, which 

Chronology of principal events that 
weze the basis f o r  the determination 

The principal events leading to the Deputy Administrator's 
determination are presumably contained in the NHTSA file -- 
Case Number 43-38.  

%.pair Measures 

Vehicles will be modified by replacement of the existing fuel 
filler pipe and eeal with a longer pipe and an improved seal 
and by installation of a polyethylene shield on the front of 
the fuel tank. 

Copies of dealer and Owner letters will be forwarded 
when issued by Ford Parts and Service Division. 

Very truly pouts, 

Director 
Automotive Safety Office 

. -  



Ford uota C0mp.w 
P.O. Box 9077 
UVoni.. MkhbM 48161 

Dear Pinto or Bobcat h e r :  

ments of the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act. 
The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration has determined 
that a defect which relates to motor vehicle safety exists in 
1971-1976 Ford P i n t o  and 1975-1976 Mercury Bobcat sedan and 
+door Runabout models. The Administration's defect determination 
does not apply to station wagons or to 1977 and later madel Pintos 
and Bobcats of any model. The Administration concluded that the 
defect involves an unreasonable risk of substantial fuel leakage 
in low to moderate ~ e d  rear-end collisions as a result of 
disconnection of the fuel filler pipe f r o m  the tank or punctures 
in the forward face of the fuel tank. 
ignition source, fuel leakage can, of course, result in a fire 
that endangers persons in or near the vehicle. 

This notice is sent to you in accordance with the require- 

In the presence of an 

In response to the Administration's determination, Ford 
Motor Company has decided to offer to owners of the vehicles in 
question, free of charge, me1 system modifications designed to 
reduce the possibility of substantial fke1 leakage due to fuel 
f i l ler  pipe discomection or punctures in the forward face of the 
fie1 tank as a result of a low to moderate speed rear-end collision. 
The principal modifications will consist of replacement of the fuel 
filler pipe and seal with a longer pipe and an improved seal and 
the addition of 8 polyethylene shield in front of the fuel tank. 
These new components are similar in function to ones developed for 
installation in 1m and later-model Pintos and Bobcats to- help 
them meet Federal rear-impact test requirements first applied to 
l~-modelgssenger cars. Although the modifications will not 
make the earlier-model cars equal to the 1977 and later models in 
meeting the Federal standard, they will significantly reduce the 
possibility that a low to nunierate speed rear-end collision would 



.) 

tbs fuel filler pbpe to separata from the fuel tank or 
that the front of the fuel tank would be punctured i f  pushad 
q & u i t  the rear axle. 

incorporate a new inner assembly, unless p u  have a locking or 
aftemarket filler cap. 
w i t h  an attractive, non-locking, chrome cap a t  no charge to you. 
Your locking or aftermarket f i l l e r  cap w i l l  be returned to you, 
but we reconrmend in the interest  of pur  eafety that it not be 
reinstalled on thie vehicle. 

The fuel filler cap on your car also will be modified t o  

Caps of those ty-pes w i l l  be replaced 

We urge that you have these m o r & t  safety modifications 

dealer of mmr choice on or after Seutember 11. 1978 t o  
&e t o  pur car. please contact an autlorized Ford or Lincoln- 

w e  arrane ements for vow: car t o  be modi- Although the time 
required to install the parts w i l l  be l e s s  than one hour, ve 
stqggeat that you f i r e t  contact your dealer to arrange for  an 
appointment. 

sented t o  the  dealer as it authorizes hire to modify pur vehicle 
a t  90 charge to p u .  
veripying that the mdification t o  your t-ehicle has been performed. 

The enclosed form identifies your whtcle  and should be pre- 

The dealer v i l l  return the form t o  us 

Should you have a q  questions relative t o  t h i s  offer, please 
coatact a Ford or Lincoln-Mercury dealer, or the nearest Ford 
Perfs and Servlce Division District Office, the address of which 
is s a l a b l e  from any Ford or Lincoln-Mercury dealer. 

If you are uuable t o  have the modification carried out on a 
timely basis and without charge, please complete the appropriate 
arm on the enclosed p rep id  postcard and m a i l  it to us hmwdiately. 
3f p u  should f i n d  that p u  are still unable to have the modification 
completed proplptly and without charge, p a  may wish to report that 
fact to the Adminiatrator, National Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
istration, Washington, D. C. 2D559O. 

If you no longer own the vehicle identified on the  form, 
please fill out the appropriate area on the enclosed prepaid post- 
card and rpail it to ua ao that we may adjust our records accordingly. 

I 

Sincerely, 

Serv-lce Engineering Office Manager 

Enclosures 

293 
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ll 
11 . SERVICERECALL 11 

%U LLET IN I1 . 

Ford&. 293 I 

-No. ,-, 

- .  a Ford and LIncoln-EgrcuyDealers 

Service Rscall 293, Announcement of a Recall of 1971-76 Pinto and 
1975-76 Bobcat 2-Door Sedans and 3-Door Ihmabouts f o r  Puel System 
Wificat ion6.  

&&~je@tr 

ds pou were imformed in a coplmunication dated June 9 ,  1978, from Nr. C. V. Barion, 
General w r ,  Ford Parts and & i c e  Division, the National Srghuay Traffic 
safety ddmfnistration has detarminsd that  a defect vfiich re lates  to  motor vehicle 
safety exists In 1971-76 Pinto and 1975-76 Bobcat 2-door sedans and 3-docr -bout#. 
The Adadnistration'8 defect determination does NOT apply t o  station wagons or to  
1m and latar model Pintos aad Bobcats. 
defect involves an unreasonable risk of substantial fuel leakage in low t o  moderate 
speed rear-end collisions as a result of disconnection of the fuel filler p i p  from 
the teak, and/or punctures in the forward face of the tank. 
idpzitton source fuel leakage can, of course, result in a fire that endangers person0 
in or near the vehicle. 

fn r r m e  t o  the Mminlstratlan~s determlnatlon, Ford %tor Company vi11 offer t o  
owners of the vehicles I n  qwstion, free of charge, fuel  system modifications de- 
signed b reduce the posaibllity of substantial fue l  leakage due t o  these factors. 
The modlfications w U l  consist of replacement of the fuel f i l ler  pipe, filler pipe 
meal, fuel cap diaphragm and cup'aesembly, instal la t ion of a polyethylene shield 
asae&?,y in front of the fuel tsnk and fkel tank mounting strap reinforcements. 

Tt in apparent that  the recent admrao puhucity 0 these vehicles l y a  

yi 

The lldminiatration conchled that the 

In the presence of an 

amat& a mat deal of c w t w s r  concwp. Therefore, i t is in the .uetPPeae 9 

To faoilltate that  effor t ,  the compans will be lraking direct nhlpmnts of parts t o  
xou at the outset of the recall as described in the "Parte Availability and (Meriqg 
Bifomm%ionn portion of this bulletin. Xb addition, the listing of unit8 for nhlcb 

I 

. .  i 



effioientlp complete these modifications. . .  

. _ .  . 
. 
.. . . , 

owners of oldur model unita believed t o  be in your vicinity, aa described below 
' W r  "oklfimtlon". It is hoped that these actions will enable dealers to more ?q . 

. .  Your follow-up list of owner lu~m~s and addr8eses differs f r o m  past practice in that 
it is not solely based on units invOiced to pur dealership. 
regbtaution r6cOI'ds and established groltpings of postal zip codes to produce a 
listing of unite believed to be currently in your inmediate vicinity. 
our need to properly develop the list,pou will receive it in two parts. 

It also uses state 

Because of 

The first portion Includes omez m a  ard addresses for uni ts  originally invoiced 
to 
looation. 
records Wate have the M ~ P B  s i p  code as your dealership. (Registration data from 
0- and Arkanew ham not been procsssed a t  this tfme). 

The mao& portion, to be mailed to you in  a b u t  six weeks, w l l l  olontain units which 
registration records indicate are close to gour dealemhip, based on p m d t y  of 
zip o o d ~ ,  end unite originally hvoiced to pur dealerahip for  which no registration 
records OmTently exist. (0- and Arkanma registration data vill be included.) 

dealership which registration records indicate to be still a t  the same 
It also i n c l ~ 3 e s  unite wfiich you m y  not have sold, but w h i c h  registration 

You ahould use these lists in an active follow-up effort ,  recording a l l  completions 
in your R w a U  Organizer which was mailed to you in June. 

E l i g b l e  vehlcles other than those on +e lists provided may be brought to pour 
d d e r s b i p  by their ownera for modification. T h o s e  d t e  a l s o  are to be mdified 
as pmmpt4  as possible. If the owner of any eligible vehicle doea not have a 
Ouetomer Hotification and Dealer Claim Form (FCS m), a blank 1864 should be 
c4Cqletad vu and sent in for reimbarscment. 

Uder Federal l a w  owners mt be told how to inform the B.H.T.S.A. if the mod- 
ifications pro not accomplished without charge within a reasonable time after the 
v&&cle ia brought in. Th%s haa been done in the owner l e t t e r .  Also, you must 
mtly report to p u r  Zone Mamger or M s t r i c t  R e c a l l  Coordinator any inatance 
of an owner not a l h h g  you to conplete this recall due to schedulhg or any other 
w o n .  

, 
t . O b m r v e  pmper d e t y  pn0sut;iona when hsndllng flanmuble l i qdds .  

. To drain the fwl tank uiae 6 tanker defueler/reUueler, m h  as a Rotuuda 
f u d  eforogr, tanker mdel  w, or an equivalent. 

i 
,J 

i 
.. *' 

i :  
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The floLlwlng proceduFes are t o  be used t o  modify fuel systems on vehicles subject 
t o  thie maall. 
oertain fuel system components. t The procedures include both installation of, and revisions to, 

Fill& TANKS MLE NOT TO 
T W  MCDIFICATIONS. 

LOWERED NOR SUPPORT STRBPS LOOSWED I N  PERFORMING 

-nt, aad kit part numbers are l i s ted  for  reference i n  Attachment I. 

Fusl Tank Shield and support Bracket Imtallation: 

1. phoe the vehicle on a hoist. 
boiat aud remove the l e f t  rear t i re .  

Inatell fuel tank shields (9aO07) and support brackets (9B224) as follow: 

b o *  the s lo t  i n  the support member with the bracket on the forward side of 
the' strap. 
right herd side only as shown i n  Attachment II. 
the end of the strap with the bracket between the tank and strap. 
bolt through the l e f t  hand bracket from the rear of the bracket. 
fprmed fuel tank shield ( g w - A )  on the l e f t  hand U-bolt holes as indicated on 
the ahield. D a t a l 1  plate on l e f t  hand P b c l t  and thread nuts. 
inSta;uStion aa shown in Attachments 11, In: and IV by install ing the U-bolt 
around the rear of the right hand strap and through the shield and bracket (no 
plate required for  right hand pbol t ) .  

Drain the fuel tank wrapletely, ra ise  the 

2. 

1971-73 vehicles - Install the r i g h t  hand bracket over the fuel tank strap 

Position the f la t  fuel tank support bracket shield (9Boo7-C) on the 
Install the l e f t  hand bracket over 

- t a l l  the U- 
Dstall the 

Complete the ' 

NCAE: (P 1971-72 vehicles bend fuel tube as required f o r  clearance t o  U-bolt. 

r 1g4-76 vehicles - Bstall the right and l e f t  hand brackets on the forward 
%e of the strap as shown in Attachment II. The l e f t  hand strap must be pushed 
toward the back of the s l o t  to allow installation of the bracket. Position the 
fuel tank support bracket shield (9aOO7-C) on the right hand side only as shown 
i n  Attachment 11. 
XI Qnd 111, using the l e f t  hand holes indicated fo r  1974-76 (the 
not used for  shield installation on these vehicles). 

$@@ 

Install ohe fuel tank shield ( p 7 - A )  as shown i n  Attachmenh 
9 m 3  plate is 

1 9 5  vehicles w i t h  dual exhaust require a unique fuel tank shield (9BOO7-A) 
as shown i n  Attachment V. 
bracket shield (9BOm-C) is installed on the right hand side o d y  and 
between the fuel tank strap and Fuel tank shield (9B007-A). 

On all 1971-76 vehicles the fuel  tank support 

3. U-bolt nuts t o  80-90 in-lbs. 

Bats must be bearing against the bracket or plate. m: 
&%a& bolt service part  number (58819-S2), f lat  washer service part number (382598-s2) 
and nut service part nmber (5573842) to the strap support member on the l e f t  hand 
&de of 1971-73 vehicles. 
sttached t o  both right hand and l e f t  hand sides of support member. 
Attschment VI .  

4. 

&I 7414-76 vehicles the above bolt. washer and nut arp 
Refer t o  

If the existing strap support member attaching bolt i s  not located a t  the 
squsre end of the s lo t  in the support member, relocate the bolt  toward the 
iquare end making sure square shoulder of the bolt (5881942) is in the $lot. 
Torque t o  23-9 ft. lbs. 
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5 .  npOar aombtion of the fuel tank' shield and fuel tank mounting strap reinforce-' L 

me& inSWatiOn, proceed vith instdlatdon of the fuel tank f i l l e r  pipe. 

+ Fuel Tank Filler Pim &atallation: 

m: WlllER NO C ~ ~ T M I C E S  ARE FILLER PEES FOR LEADFD FTEL VEBICLES (LACK OF 

HECIS Ow 6 € l X W I S E  DESIGNA'IZD AS HUNLEADED FUEL ONLY VEIIICLES. 
mmrcrm) TO m ~STNLZZJ CN VEBICLES EQUPPED WITH RESTRICTED FILLER 

1. Lower the vehicle fo r  filler pipe inetedlation. 

2. Remove filler cap and ret& for modification as described below. 

3. Reaoee curd retain (3) existing sheet metal screwe attaching the fuel f i l l e r  pipe 
t c t  ths quarter panel. Fkmove the f i l l e r  pipe (909). h o v e  the fuel tank 
fillrr pipe seal (9072) from the fuel tank. Apply a amall amount of lubricant 
(SAE l0W-b engine oil or petroleum jelly) t o  the outer diameter of the new 
serr3. and install with the sma l l  diameter in the tank 88 shown in Attachment V I I .  
Discard the f i l l e r  pipe and seal vhich were removed, but re ta in  the f i l l e r  cap 
for plodifieation as described below. 

4. To contain fuel vapors and t o  keep the fuel  tank clean, place body tape over 
the opening in the tank to seal i t  completely. 

U g n  the (2) holes - G e n t i f i d  w i t h  nTw in the reinforcement (9B2l1) with (2) of 
the (3) atfeting holes i n  the fuel filler pipe opening i n  the quarter panel. 
The vord "UPH should be visible from outside the vehicle ard indexed as indicated 
in Attachment V I I I .  lbstall (2) of the (3) existing 9/32" sheebetal screws 
removed i n  Step 3 above t o  hold the reinforcement in place. 

Drill (4) 5/1611 diameter holes in the quarter panel using the reinforcement as 
a talkplate. 
can be dispersed. 

Rcrpooe and discard the (2) s c ~ l w ~ l  attaching the reinforcement t o  the quarter panel 
opening, ard remove the reinforcement. 
&&ing mounting holes i n  the quarter panel opening. 
of the quarter panel opening nust be f ree  of all burrs. 

Remcrrre t h e  body tape from the fuel f i l l e r  pipe opening in the tank. 
d l  m u n t  of lubricant (SAE lOW-40 engine o i l  or petroleum jel ly)  to the 
inside oircumference of the seal and insert the new f i l l e r  pipe (909) directly 
into the tank from inside the left  rear wheel well. (Do not attempt to i n s t a l l  
the pipe through the quarter panel opening). 

mStsl l  the new gasket (9076) on the fuel f i l l e r  pipe flange and rotate the new 
f i l f e r  plpe into position so that the opening of the pipe protrudes sl ightly through 
the quaFter panel opening, and the flange is on the inside of the quarter panel. 
(Teaporarily place tape over f i l l e r  tube upper end t o  prevent entrance of d i r t  
duving inatallation of tube). 

5. 

6. 
If fuel vapors are present, DO NOT use electric d r i l l  unt i l  vapors 

7. 
Remove all metal protruding from the 

The back mounting surface 

8. Apply a 

9. 

10. Al$p the reinforcement (9B2l1) w i t h  the previously b i l l e d  5/16n diameter holes in 

Secure the entire sssambly t o  
tibe quarter penal opening. 
pipe flange are also aligned with the dr i l led holes. 

Refer t o  Step 6. Be sure that  the gasket (9076) and Pi l l e r  

the Qutside quarter panel opening with (4) screws (38827542). L 

Ford Special Service Tool D78P-9oO2-A supplied with t h i s  notification paoYsge, 
or othsr a i a l a r  tool, should be used t o  tighten these 4 screws. Also, dlQr- 
nate owew (5591442) as noted in Attachment I may be used. 
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11: &&&l the left mar wheel and lower the hoiet. 

W e r  Pice Cap Revlaca&mt: 

e q u i p n t  fuel filler pipe cap replacemente, (see Attachment 
somws which attach the diaphragm and cup ascwmbly, 

Ibr nw-lodbnp o 

(2) rmr zlcmws (517554%). 
the new diaphragm aad cup aesembw (9X"5) in the e d s t i n g  shell using 

is a locking or other af%nmrket cap, it is to be replaced. (See Attschr 
). Remove the cap from the filler pipe and place it in the passenger coqwu+ 

wt of the vehhle.  Assenbile the new diaphragm end cup assembly (9BO75) to the new 
i i l l~ cap ahdu end handle kit (9030). 

replace the fuel Nrmwed earlier PFm the fue l  tank. 

the new or reviaed filler cap. 

At, thin point the procedure i e  completed. 

The f i l l e r  cap shell end handle kit is  not pert of the single-pak mdif lca t i rn  
Ut. They are available on a "No Charge" basis. 
Instructionan below for suggested ordering procedures. 

See "Special Dealer 

1. For W ~ E  that have a locking fue l  filler cap or en aftermarket cap of any type, 

porr .hauld worm the e that the new cap, as installed, ie designed for the 
fuel system and phould r&& be replaced. 

BWBUW of the unknown number of units ha locking/eftermrrket filler caps 
(believed to be a small percent of the total ""i. , the shell and handle are not 
Araluded in the individual repair kits. Some dealers, who wil l  be receiving 
flve-p& kits on a direct  ship basis during the early st%ges of the Oampaign, 
vill. have one shell and handle kit (9030) per five-pak. All dealers are 
snoauraged t o  mrintaln e stock of these parte to avoid delays in completing 
the mdtfioations to these units. 

If p a  encounter a unit that requires additional mpir fo r  satisfactory in- 
s ta l la t ion of the modification (e.g. a fue l  task strap, fuel  tank or fuel 
u8e in need of replacement, or cntsrior sheetDleta1 corrosion sufficient to 
prealude attachment of the new filler pipe to the quarter panel), please 
oeatmt your District Office for  aseiatame. Under no circumetances are 
omem to be denied the fue l  ayeterm modification because of the requlramnt 
for additional repire of this sort. 

Ip pw. enoounter a unit with collision damsge which interferes with proper 
-tion of the modification oomponenta (e.g. a damged quarter panel), 
p rrhould have the m e r  seek repairs t o  the vehicle prior to undertaking the 
W L c a t i o n .  
curd dgned by authorised dealership pereolmel. 
dasmgo repaired and returns for the mdiflcatlon, you should ina ta l l  the 

pezforming the modification outlined in the "Technical Instructions" ab-, 

2. 

3. 

If the m e r  r e h e s ,  p ehould return the 1864 Form 80 noted 
If the m e r  later has the 

w&€%cation and conplete e blank 1864 Form for rehburaamnt.  &&el.leti on &Q&&w cat10 NOT to 0 .  
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611 parks mcapsary to perform the modification wil l  be packaged in kit form (except 
the 909 &ell and handle kit as noted earlier) .  
& & L e 4  and five-pdr with five-@ used only f o r  direct  shipment, and not avail- 
able fop. doaler order. 

Two types of kits w i l l  be used - 

&Itid R e d l  emphasis w i l l  be on 1971-74 Pintos. 

d e a r &  will be sent direct  shipments of the DlFZ-9BXS7-B and BPK kits described 
befow for them vehides beginning September 6, 1978 and continuing f o r  approximately 
four weeks. 
reinburtwnwnt being handled a8 described below. 

Direct sh ipents  will  be billed t o  the dede r ' s  parts statement, with 

Ford aad 
aod Boboa?%%es (Par t  No. D'jFZ-9B007-C and CF'K) in advance of notification of those 

-Marcum dealers w i l l  receive direct  shipments of kits for 1975-76 Pinbo 

omem - expected t o  be in early October, 1978. 

F Mdit%or&. kits that are required beyond these direct  shipments should be ordered fran 
your FadBg Parts Mstribution Center t o  assure that adequate inventories are maintainad. 

_ _  
*a dealers who anticipate receiving i n i t i a l  de& f o r  modification of 191- 

$%koa &%d order the DlFZ-WXV-B kit now from their  Facing Par ts  Distribution 
kntere on a "Mt Down" basis. 

class Description - 
AG Fuel syatem mcdification kit - 

shield assembly, f i l l e r  pipe, 
f i l l e r  pipe seal, f i l l e r  cap 
diaphragm and cup, attaching 
hardware (1971-76 leaded fuel 
single exhaust and '76 leaded 
fuel dual exhaust) 

Same content - f o r  1975 un- 
leaded fuel Single exh6U6t 
and all 1976 unleaded fuel  

AG 

Kit Code 

B 

C 

H m  Bwau6e some 1976 unleaded fuel, V-6 engine units may be equipped w i t h  dual 
exhausts, dealers are advised t o  exanbe a l l  these-vehicles prior t o  mcdifi- 
fation. If them vehicles have dual exhausts, they are t o  receive kit D5FZ- 
9B007-D. lY they have a single exhaust, they are t o  receive k i t  D5FZ-gB007-C. 

i 

D 5 E w s a 7 - D  Same content - fo r  1975 unleaded AG 923 78 D 

-E Same content - for  19'75 leaded ZC $23.78 E 

fuel duel exhaust 

fuel  dual exhaust (Canadian & 
Export) 

-BPK Five-Pak Hit for 1971-76 leaded Not $1 10.1 5 B 
fuel single exhaust and 1976 
leaded fuel dual exhaust 

Avail. 

Order 
for  Dealer 

d 
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D 5 r n W - C P g  Flw-Pak U t  for 1975 Wead- Not A w i l  $11.15 
ed bl single exhaust and 
all 1976 uuleaded fuel 

for  
Dealer Grder 

Fuel tank filler cap shell bo No Charge 
d hsldle kit 

Dlpz-rp3e-B 

\ 
C 

DISPOBITI mwEx BTMG SToCg 

Mer to Attaahment X for dlqmsit lon of edsting wrvice stock. 

Cibaal&e filler pipes can be returned for credit  ta pour facing Par t s  Distribution 
Center. 
340 W m  w i t h  the parts wing Code 'IB."other". 
must include the following" 

Bontlfy each returned filler plpe w i t h  an FP-718 tag, and forward an FPS- 
The  IT-718 tag and FPS-340 Claim 

"Obsolete Filler Pipes - Servlce Recall 293':. 

w t . t o n  Time Beart on 1864 C l a i m  in Box 
- 

Perfom puel System nDdificatlon ....... 0.8 Hr. B 

Admidrtrative Allowance ............... 0.1 Hr. 

The 0.1 hour administratim allowance muat be added to the appropriate labor allowance 
before entering the total labor t ima in the correct box. 

R E P W R I G  

Upon completion of the required mdlflcatlon, please return the second copy of the 
Form 1864 completely filled out and signed by authorlmd dealer personnel. 
Form 1864 vi11 be accepted f o r  cldma on this recall .  
this lweJ.1 should be discused w i t h  your Par t s  and Service Zone Manager. 

aIly the 
Any problems encountered u i th  

We appreciate your cooperation In caple t lng  t h i s  recell  as quickly as possible. 

s. -=E? P. Geo 
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2 
2 
2 
1 

-, 
Reinfer- - Fuel Tank DlPZ-9B211 -A 1 1 
Filler Pipe Flange 

meld - Fuel Tank Fo-d D1 FZ-9B007-A 1 1 

- Fuel Tank DlFZ-9-4-A 2 2 

D5FZ-9W7-A 

Shield Support 

Plate - FUeL Tmk shield DIFZ-9-A 1 
Support Eradcet 

Seal - Fuel Tank m e r  Pipe D7nZ-90'72-A 1 1 

2 
2 
2 
1 

*Fuel Tank Filler Cap 
S h e l l  and Xsndle K i t  

Bol t  - Carriage 3/8n - 16dn 
Washer - f lat  1/2 I D  x 1-1/2 OD 
Wut - HRX Locking 
3 t- sllpport 
Bracket 

I I *** I D1Fz-go3eB 

2 2 
2 2 
2 2 

981942  
38259842 
5573-2 --- 1 1 

1 
1 -+- 
' I  ' 

* To r a c e  locking and sfter mkek cap as required. 
+*when sped& driver (such as: Ford Special To61 No. D78p-9OCQ-A) is  not available, 

+It* 
use 559- sww -  he^ head 1/4" - 1 4 ~  3h"' 

Per Five-Pak version of this kit 

11. S. No. 4762 I August, 1974 



ATTACHMENT ll 
RECALL 293 

1971 - 73 LEFT HAND UNIQUE 
SUPPORT BRACKET 

1974.76 LEFT HAND SUPPORT 
BRACKET REQUIRES STRAP TO 
BE RELOCATED TOWARD BACK f OF SLOT FOR INSTALLATION 

/ / 
MEW LOOKING REARWARD 

1971 - 76 RIGHT HAND 
SUPPORT BRACKET 

FUEL TANK FORMED 
SHIELD (9B007-A) 

W I O N S  OF WICKEl'S ON SIIIHS IS INST- I.S. m.4m2 

( XXt REFERwiCE ONLY 



. -  
ATTACHMENTINI . 
RECALL 293 * 

1971 - 1978 RIGHT HAW FUEL TANK SHIELD 
SUPPORT INSTALLATION 

WPPORT 

FUEL TANK 

VIEW LOOKING REARWARD UNDER 
RIGHT HAND SIDE OF VEHICLE 

SHIELD (SBW7-A) 

‘ 1  i- 

...... 



1071 - 1073 LEFT-HAND FUEL TANK 
SHIELD SUPPORT INSTALLATION 

ATTACHMENT IV 
RECALL 293 

VIEW 4.0OKlNG REARWARD UNDER 
LEFT HAND SIDE OF VEHICLE 

I S .  NO. 47ea 



e .  . .. 
A f S ; i ~ ~ ~ j i j r ~ .  , .  '.'. 

RECALL299 ' ' . '' 

. .  SHIELD INSTALLATION 

Model Yea? 
74-75-76 
71,-72-73 . 

... . . 

, 
~ 

COMMON 1971.76 FUELTANKSHIEU) 
90007 

UNIQUE 1876 DUAL EXHAUST SHIELD 
90007 

IA NO. 4?6# 



ATTACHMENT VI 
RECALL 293 

EXISTING STRAP 
SUFWRT MEMBER 

EXISTING FUEL TANK STRAP 

LH. SHWN I011 - 73 

VIEW LOOKING FORWARD ON 
LEFT HAND SIDE OF VEHICLE 

FRONT OF VEWlCLE 

1.8. NO. 4782 



NOTE: 

ATTACHMENT VI11 
RECALL 283 

LE- REAR QUARTER PANEL 

, 

BE SURE THE WORD 
"UP" ISORIENTED AS 
SHOWN. IF BODY OUARTER PANEL AREA 

NEEDS SHEET METAL WORK - PRIOR 
DJ$TRICT APPROVAL IS REWIRED 

5/16"DlAMETER HOLE- 
4 PLACES AS SHOWN 

EXISTING HOLES 
IN QUARTER PANEL 
OPEN IN G 

FUELTANK FILLER 
PIPE FLANGE - (96211) 

FRONT OF CAR - \ 
ATTACH REINFORCEMENT 
(88211) TO QUARTER PANEL 
OPENING WITH EXISTING 
SCREWS AT HOLES 
MARKED '7" - 2 PLACES. 

DRILL (4) 5/18" DIAMETER 
HOLES USING REINFORCE- 
MENT AS A TEMPLATE 



. -  
* _  .~. - _- 

ATTACHMENT VI1 ' 

RECALL 203 ' ,j.: , . 
.. 

I BE SURE THAT SMALL DIAMETER 
END IS INSTALLED INTOTANK. 

IS. NO. 4162 



SHELL 

. OCD ASSEMBLY 

. .  . *- . *. "b-. 
' AFTACHMEN?Ix, , . 

RECALL193 . .' . '- 

, . . _  . . 3 :  . .  ~. 

t o  TWO SCREWS 
51755436 

NEW DIAPHRAGM 
AND CUP ASSEWLY 
98075 

SCREWS 

\ /  
HANDLE 
@KO01 

I.S. NO. 4?62 

. 





ATTACHMENT T 
 
 

EXPERT WITNESS REPORT -  2 January 2012 REVISION  
 

Kline v. Loman Auto Group, Victoria Morgan-Alcala, et al.  
 
 
 
 
 

Page Range 6 
 

Pages 730 - 735  
 
 
 



Defendant Lomans: Knowledge of Fuel System Defect Safety Recalls 
 
 
On pages 20/21 of my Expert Witness Report - First Revision of 28 April 2011, I state 
 
“O&C-3 In my expert experience I have personally/professionally examined the consumer 
response to safety recalls.  This response rate, or yield, is dependant on the safety issue involved 
and, although the precise statistics are claimed to be a “trade secret” by the automotive 
industry, it is well-known that the highest safety defect recall yield by far correlates to customer 
notices that involve the elimination/reduction of a vehicle fire risk: 

a. I am confident that if the SUSAN MORRIS KLINE family had been made aware of 
the salient facts contained in the main portion of this report and was offered, in a formal 
Chrysler recall, a retrofit that afforded the protection of a “Fuel Tank Skid Plate Shield,” 
they would have responded responsibly by having their 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee 
retrofitted by a competent Jeep dealer (See ¶ 21-c-i): 

i. The issuance-of and service response-to safety defect retrofit recalls is 
well-known to defendant Loman Auto Group.  Approximately five years prior to 
the accident of February 24, 2007 that took the life of SUSAN MORRIS KLINE, 
defendant Loman Auto Group was notified of, and potentially performed fire-
related retrofits of a competitive brand (e.g. Service Part Numbers 3W7Z-9B007-
AA, 3W7Z-9B007-BA and 3W7Z-9B007-CA).” 

 

The fuel tank on the “Panther” versions of the Ford Crown Victoria, Mercury Grand Marquis 
and Lincoln Town Car locate the fuel tank slightly aft and above the rear axle.  These vehicles, 
in the police/emergency configuration, were part of a NHTSA defect investigation on the basis 
of rear end accident collisions that resulted in fuel tank failure, fire/explosions, and the severe 
burn injury or death of occupants.  Unlike the ZJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee, these Panther fuel 
tanks are not exposed below the rear bumper, and are not subject to direct impact.  However, in 
view of real-world facts, Ford voluntarily recalled the Panther vehicles for retrofit. 

Ford through its dealerships, although officially making the retrofit available to police and 
emergency vehicles, will also provide for sale to the general public Service Part Numbers 
3W7Z-9B007-AA, 3W7Z-9B007-BA and 3W7Z-9B007-CA.  Ford dealership mechanics, such 
as those at Lomans Auto Group, can perform this retrofit in less than 30 minutes. 
 
According to Ford this retrofit will provide fuel tank safety integrity up 65mph. This minimum 
level of protection should have been made available to the owners of the ZJ-Body Jeep Grand 
Cherokee, and retrofit to such levels was/is possible.  In its current unprotected configuration, 
vehicles such as the 1996 Jeep Grand Cherokee, which were operated by Mrs. Susan Kline and 
serviced by Lomans, do not provide protection for very low speed impacts. 
 
Regarding O&C-3-a-i, I have personally performed this retrofit on my 1997 Ford Crown 
Victoria vehicle, on my back in my driveway. This retrofit required simple hand tools, a floor 
jack and safety stands (Please see sub-attached photographs). 













ATTACHMENT U 
 
 

EXPERT WITNESS REPORT -  2 January 2012 REVISION  
 

Kline v. Loman Auto Group, Victoria Morgan-Alcala, et al.  
 
 
 
 
 

Page Range 6 
 

Pages 737 - 745  
 
 
 



The Toyota Speedometer Issue and Ruse 
 
Background 
 
In 1982/3 I co-authored with Chief Engineer Daniel Eisenburg, the documentation for the Ford Motor 
Company Electronic Engine Controller Version Four, coded named EEC-IV.  The request that I assist 
Mr. Eisenburg came from Director of Powertrain Operations Mr. James Donaldson.  Mr. Donaldson 
requested that I assist with the documentation task on the EEC-IV on the basis of my knowledge of 
Powertrain issues, electronic and electronic Powertrain systems controllers, as well as my prior 
authorship of detailed technical papers for the both the Product Planning and Powertrain Operations 
groups.  My EEC-IV documentation manual was in my Chrysler office in Auburn Hills, Michigan 
when Chrysler legal and security staffs raided my office and confiscated all of its contents during the 
Christmas holiday recess of 1994. 
 
In 1985 I was not involved directly in the technical re-designing of the Chrysler Dual Board Electronic 
Controller (DBEC) into the Single Board Electronic Controller (SBEC), but assisted with the planning 
and budgeting of its development and implementation.. 
 
I am a current member of the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) and have 
remained fundamentally familiar with electrical, electronic, computational and plasma physics related 
topics. 
 
On page 4 of his 14 March 2011 report, defendant’s expert Dr. Nicholas J. Durisek deploys the 
following statement: 
 
“ . . . the Toyota was likely being driven at 68 to 77 miles per hour prior to being driven into the rear 
of the Jeep.” 
 
Ten days later, on page 5 of his report of 24 March 2011, defendant’s expert Mr. Robert D. Banta 
deploys very similar testimony: 
 
“ . . . the speed at impact was determined to be 68 to 77 miles per hour into this nearly stopped 
vehicle.” 
 
It is quite clear, from the actual physical condition of the subject vehicle, the critical evidence gathered 
by plaintiff’s experts, prior to defense expert spoliation (Attachment U); a 1996 ZJ-Body Jeep Grand 
Cherokee bearing vehicle identification number 1J4GZ58S9TC401311, that no such speed was 
“determined.”  
 
It is clear that defendant’s experts have based the two testimonies above on “other information.” 
Specifically, these defense experts are coyly using the post-accident speedometer reading that was 
alleged to have been observed, at the accident scene, on the 2004 Toyota Sienna minivan, that was 
driven by co-defendant, Ms. Victoria Morgan.  I have noted that they do not overtly and forthrightly 
state such use.   For this reason, and reasons that come from long-experience with products litigation, I 
do not intend to allow the plaintiff, the Honorable Court or its members to be victims of an in-court 
ruse regarding that alleged speedometer reading.  Necessarily I was therefore motivated to conducted 
extensive research into the Toyota electronic controls technology and related hardware, such as the 
speedometer system. 



 
I personally interviewed three Toyota mechanics, both by telephone and in-person at the Toyota 
dealership regarding the Toyota electronic speedometer and its control system.  In all three interviews I 
asked if a speedometer that was “stuck at 70 mph” was a reliable source of information, at any time, 
regarding vehicle speed.  All three Toyota mechanics, totaling over 40 person-years of experience, 
emphatically stated that such a “reading” could not be relied upon.  When I clarified that the ‘at any  
 
time’ portion of my question referred to a post accident scenario, their emphasis on “not reliable” 
remained emphatic or increased.  I then asked all three in-turn what was a reliable source of vehicle 
speed, all three responded, without hesitation, that the vehicle CAN, or Controller Area Network; the 
so-called “Black Box.”  But unlike aerospace systems, automotive black boxes continue to be, in my 
opinion, deficient. 
 
The CAN is an on-board data memory source that is routinely used by Toyota mechanics to diagnose 
everything from vehicle problems to vehicle abuse.  The CAN is the only vehicle source that can 
reliably provide recent vehicle speeds.  However, all three mechanics also explained that the CAN 
memory technology was volatile.  Specifically, in the case of a Toyota vehicle, the only device that 
maintains memory retention in the CAN is a fully charged and connected battery.  In an accident 
scenario, wherein not only is the alternator recharging system destroyed/inoperative but the battery is 
also destroyed, no CAN data survives.  In the aerospace data retention and recovery systems, the extra 
cost to provide non-volatile memory is required.1

 
The NHTSA / NASA Investigation of Toyota Sudden Acceleration 
 
The most recent and well-known NHTSA safety defect investigations involved allegations of defective 
Toyota electronic control systems that caused sudden and uncontrollable acceleration.  What is less 
well-know is the fact that NHTSA utilized the expertise of the National Aeronautical and Space 
Administration (NASA) to conduct detailed analysis of those Toyota electronic control systems.   
 
A central theme that evolved in the NASA investigation included the CAN.  Perhaps the more 
troublesome aspect of the NASA findings involved allegations that certain accident investigators were 
guilty of momentarily disconnecting the incident or accident scene Toyota vehicles for the explicit 
purpose of erasing the CAN data.  In other words, it is well-known that the CAN is the only reliable 
source of on-board data (not a “stuck” speedometer) and that being aware of the simple technical fact 
that CAN memory is volatile motivated spoliation. 
 
The salient NASA reports are available here: 
 
 http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/nvs/pdf/NASA_report_execsum.pdf
  

http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/nvs/pdf/NASA_FR_Appendix_A_Software.pdf
 
 
 
 
                                                 
1  In June 1985, over twenty-one years ago, under Tab 8 of 10 suggestions, I specifically requested that 
Chrysler investigate a non-volatile “Electronic Warranty Watch Dog” system.  My write-up and the 
official Chrysler response is sub-attached.  I possess long-standing familiarity with these issues. 

http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/nvs/pdf/NASA_report_execsum.pdf
http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/nvs/pdf/NASA_FR_Appendix_A_Software.pdf


 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
 
I am deeply concerned, given the report wordings of defendant’s experts Durisek and Banta, that a ruse 
may be deployed at-trial regarding the “stuck” Toyota speedometer alleged to have been observed at 
the accident scene of February 24, 2007, wherein Mrs. Susan Kline was killed.  I am compelled to alert 
the Honorable Court and its members that such a ruse is probable. 
 
Specifically, in neither of their expert reports do Durisek or Banta even mention the Toyota CAN data 
storage and recovery system.  Also, neither mentions any intention or attempt to retrieve this otherwise 
reliable source of vehicle speed data.  From my investigations as reported here, any attempt to do so 
would be fruitless because both the battery and the charging system of the 2004 Toyota Sienna 
minivan, that was driven by co-defendant, Ms. Victoria Morgan, was completely destroyed, which in-
turn deleted all power-dependent volatile memory that existed, prior to the collision, in the CAN. 
 
In the alternative, if there was “other information” that alleged that the offending 2004 Toyota Sienna 
minivan had a speedometer that was “stuck” at a very low reading, say 28 mph; given what I now 
know, as an honest expert, I would not and could not use that reading in an effort to assist the 
plaintiff’s case, nor would I reserve such “other information” as part of a courtroom ruse. 
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Subject Vehicle Spoliation by Defendant’s Experts 
 
The subject vehicle, the critical evidence in this litigation, is the 1996 ZJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee 
bearing vehicle identification number 1J4GZ58S9TC401311 which was driven by Mrs. Susan Kline 
(deceased) on the morning of February 24, 2007, and which was involved in a rear-end underride 
collision, which resulted in a fuel tank/system failure and ensuing fire.  The vehicle had/has been 
securely stored at plaintiff’s expense. 
 
I am personally aware that during 2008 and 2009 plaintiff’s counsel Angel M. DeFilippo made 
repeated offers to all defendants to access the subject vehicle for the purpose of evidentiary 
inspection within the automotive product liability litigation of Kline v. Loman Auto Group, Victoria 
Morgan-Alcala, et al.  The central theme of these offers included extensive effort to schedule and 
agree to joint and simultaneous inspection of the subject vehicle for the explicit purpose of avoiding 
the issue of, or any claims of spoliation by either/any parties.  Plaintiff’s explicit purpose throughout 
these efforts was to preserve the integrity of critical evidence.  The defendant’s have blatantly failed 
in their reverse obligation. 
 
I have been directly involved in automotive product liability litigation for sixteen years, specifically 
relating to cases involving an original defendant in the instant case, Chrysler Corporation.  In several 
cases Chrysler argued and prevailed in their effort to attain summary judgment or severe limitations 
of plaintiff’s alleged evidence, by inference to spoliation. In at least one case (Gardner v Chrysler), I 
was in complete agreement with Chrysler’s spoliation defense. 
 
The Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines the term spoliation as “the act of injuring especially beyond 
reclaim.”  The website Lawyers.com defines this term as “the destruction, alteration, or mutilation of 
evidence especially by a party for whom the evidence is damaging.” 
 
On Thursday April 2, 2009 I traveled to New Jersey and then to the storage site of the subject vehicle 
for the purpose of evidentiary inspection.  Plaintiff’s experts Mr. Don Phillips traveled from 
Pennsylvania, and Mr. Neil Hannemann traveled from California.  Initially I had assumed that 
defendant’s experts would be jointly involved in the evidentiary inspection of the subject vehicle.  
This was not the case, despite innumerable good faith efforts by plaintiff’s counsel. 
 
Upon arrival at the storage location, and upon information that the joint inspection would not be 
taking place, or at the very least include attendance by any representative of any defendant; that the 
inspection would only involve only plaintiff’s experts, I immediately and emphatically denied the 
requests by Phillips and Hannemann that the subject vehicle be lifted or moved.  The basis of my 
denial was the well-established history of claims of spoliation by Chrysler.  My position on this 
matter was affirmed by plaintiff’s counsel.  Further, to rebut any challenges to the contrary, I took 
numerous photographs of the subject vehicle in its undisturbed state.  In this scenario, and in this 
context, plaintiff’s experts pursued a detailed but visual-only inspection.  Under the circumstances the 
plaintiff’s experts denied themselves a full detailed physical inspection awaiting response from 
defendants to plaintiff joint scheduling efforts. Plaintiff experts exercised extreme caution to avoid 
destruction or altering of evidence of any kind.  Defendants were later made fully aware of this due 
care tendered by the plaintiff, as well as its context. 
 
 



 
In stark contrast, the defendant’s experts have acted consciously, willfully and in bad faith.  Despite 
knowledge of a long history of spoliation inference by defendant’s counsel, despite repeated good 
faith attempts by plaintiff’s counsel to schedule a joint inspection, defense experts prevailed on 
Tuesday June 29, 2010 and preceded to allow defendant’s experts to lift the subject vehicle (with a 
fork lift) and allow pursuit of unilateral physical inspection.  During the lifting procedure, as 
plaintiff’s experts had anticipated, the subject vehicle underwent extensive dimensional changes, 
components literally “fell off” the vehicle, and crucial rear suspension component positions were 
permanently altered from the February 24, 2007 accident scene status.  This destruction of evidence 
was blatant; it was witnessed by all in-attendance, including plaintiff’s counsel, the fork lift operator, 
the storage yard staff and, of course, the defendants experts themselves. 
 
Perhaps more insidious is the fact that defendant’s experts, Mr. Robert D. Banta and Dr. Nicholas J. 
Durisek have submitted reports to this litigation which neglects to mention any of the above or the 
clear evidence of (physical) spoliation.  In its current tampered condition, plaintiff’s experts are 
denied any reasonable possibility of confirming or refuting the alleged conclusions based on the 
alleged evidence obtained by defendant experts Banta and Durisek.  Indeed, at this point, pursuant to 
our expertise, we have no intention of attempting to do so. 
 
Vehicle evidence is known to be material in the Kline litigation.  Specifically, substantial 
disagreement exists regarding the impact speed of the accident.  In this context and her knowledge of 
prior spoliation defenses, at the very least, defendant’s counsel Ms. Sheila Jeffrey should have easily 
recognized the adverse inference this “inspection” would render to a reasonable person. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The textbook definition of spoliation is the intentional destruction of evidence. However, spoliation 
issues and claims also arise when evidence is lost, altered or cannot be re-produced. As I mentioned 
above, this is the exact tact that Chrysler has deployed in prior product litigations.  Also, spoliation is 
not limited to conduct that is intentional; it also has been applied to conduct that is negligent.   In this 
instance, I am of the studied opinion that the defendants are guilty of both.  A spoliation inference 
may be applied to this litigation because at the time that the subject vehicle evidence was lost or 
destroyed, a reasonable person in the defendant’s position was aware the subject vehicle was critical 
evidence.  Now, due to the actions of the defendants, agreement as to the physical evidence is utterly 
impossible.   
 
I am only cursorily familiar with New Jersey law, however it is my understanding that the power to 
sanction for spoliation comes from the inherent power of the court, not substantive law.  On this 
basis, and the above, I hereby recommend to the plaintiff that an appropriate motion to address the 
issue of subject vehicle spoliation and the resulting tainting of the expert reports of Banta and 
Durisek be filed with the Honorable Court. 
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GRIECO, OATES & DE FILIPPO, LLC 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
414 EAGLE ROCK AVENUE 
SUITE 200 
WEST ORANGE, NEW JERSEY 07052 
Telephone No. (973) 243-2099 
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),  :  

: AFFIDAVIT 
v. :       

:  
VICTORIA MORGAN-ALCALA,  : 
CARLOS ALCALA, NATALIE RAWLS,  : 
DAIMLER CHRYSLER CORPORATION, : 
A/K/A/ CHRYSLER CORPORATION,  : 
LOMAN AUTO GROUP, BUTLER :   
CHRYSLER JEEP, INC., JOHN DOES, : 
A THROUGH Z, (Names being Fictitious),  : 
ABC CORPORATIONS, 1 THROUGH  : 
100, (Names Being Fictitious) :   

: 
Defendant(s). :    

____________________________________ : 
 
 
 
 
I, PAUL V. SHERIDAN, residing at 22357 Columbia Street, Dearborn, Michigan 48124, of full  
age, hereby certify and say: 
 
1. I am an expert in the within matter, Kline v. Chrysler, et al. 
 
2. It is my understanding and direct experience in the instant matter that all documents and 
evidence, of any type or form, that plaintiffs intend to rely upon for deposition of defense witnesses have 
been and will be submitted to the defense counsel in accordance with the well-known, ordinary and 
customary rules of deposition discovery. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
3. It is my understanding and direct experience in the instant matter that all documents and 
evidence, of any type or form, that plaintiffs intend to rely upon at trial have been and will be submitted 
to the defense counsel in accordance with the well-known, ordinary and customary rules of discovery, 
and prior to the discovery deadline as set by the Honorable Court.. 
 
4. As defense counsel is fully aware, and consistent with the statements of plaintiff counsel Angel 
M. DeFilippo, in reference to the June 14, 2011 deposition of former Executive Vice President of 
(Chrysler) Engineering and Jeep Product Executive Mr. Francois J. Castaing, all documents that plaintiff 
relied on at deposition were submitted into evidence in accordance with the well-known, ordinary and 
customary rules of deposition discovery. 
 
5. As defense counsel is fully aware, and consistent with the statements of plaintiff counsel Angel 
M. DeFilippo, in reference to the June 15, 2011 deposition of former Chrysler executive Mr. Bernard I. 
Robertson, former Jeep and Truck Engineering General Manager, all documents that plaintiff relied on 
at deposition were submitted into evidence in accordance with the well-known, ordinary and customary 
rules of deposition discovery. 
 
6. As defense counsel is fully aware, and consistent with the statements of plaintiff counsel Angel 
M. DeFilippo, in reference to the June 15, 2011 deposition of former Chrysler executive Mr. Owen J. 
Viergutz, former Jeep and Truck Engineering Chassis Executive Engineer, all documents that plaintiff 
relied on at deposition were submitted into evidence in accordance with the well-known, ordinary and 
customary rules of deposition discovery. 
 
7. As defense counsel is fully aware, and consistent with the statements of plaintiff counsel Angel 
M. DeFilippo, in reference to the June 14, 2011 deposition of former Executive Vice President of 
(Chrysler) Engineering and Jeep Product Executive Mr. Francois J. Castaing, all documents have 
already been forwarded to plaintiffs for “inspection” by defense counsel.  It should be emphasized that 
none of these documents are “Chrysler documents” in the legal context; all are public documents such as 
service manuals, etc. 
 
8. In light of defense counsel’s false insinuation that plaintiff’s counsel and/or their experts are not 
completely forthcoming with respect to the proper production of documents and evidence, I am 
attaching my September 27, 2011 submission to NHTSA. Although the defendants are already aware of 
this submission, Attachment 1 serves the spirit of the Honorable Court’s order since it was created 
subsequent to the depositions discussed above. 
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FedEx Express
Customer Support Trace
3875 Airways Boulevard
Module H, 4th Floor
Memphis, TN 38116

U.S. Mail: PO Box 727
Memphis, TN 38194-4643

Telephone: 901-369-3600

October 2,2011

Dear Customer:

The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number 869667283746.

Delivery Information:

Status: Delivered Delivered to: Receptionist/Front Desk
Signed for by: T.MAPP Delivery location: 1200 N.J. AVE SE W41 306

20590

Service type: Express Saver Pak Delivery date: Sep 29, 2011 13:11

Shipping Information:

Tracking number: 869667283746 Ship date: Sep 27, 2011
Weight: 3.0 lbs/1.4 kg

Recipient: Shipper:
MR DAVID STRICKLAND PAUL SHERIDAN
NHTSA-WEST BLDG SHERIDAN, PAUL V
1200 NEW JERSEY AVE S E 22357 COLUMBIA ST
20590 US 481243431 US

Reference PE-10031

Thank you for choosing FedEx Express.

FedEx Worldwide Customer Service
1.800.GoFedEx 1.800.463.3339



To:  Mr. David L. Strickland * 
NHTSA Headquarters/West Building 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 
888-327-4236 

 
Date:  27 September 2011    VIA FEDEX AIRBILL #8696-6728-3746 
 
 
From:  Mr. Paul V. Sheridan 

DDM Consultants 
  22357 Columbia Street 

Dearborn, MI 48124-3431 
313-277-5095 
pvs6@Cornell.edu

 
 
 
Reference :  NHTSA Action Number  PE10031 

(Jeep Grand Cherokee Fuel System Crashworthiness Defect Investigation) 
 
Subject : Chrysler Group, LLC Request for Confidential Treatment of Public Information 
 
 
 
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. Courtney E. Morgan, Jr. ** 
Morgan & Meyers, PLLC / Suite 320 
3200 Greenfield Road 
Dearborn, MI 48120 
313-961-0130 
 
Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo ** 
Grieco Oates & DeFilippo, LLC 
414 Eagle Rock Avenue 
West Orange, NJ  07052 
973-243-2099 
 
 
 
 

* Available here: http://links.veronicachapman.com/Sheridan2Strickland-2.pdf

** Via Email 

mailto:pvs6@Cornell.edu
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Sheridan2Strickland-2.pdf


DDM Consultants 
22357 Columbia Street 
Dearborn, MI  48124-3431 
313-277-5095 
 
 
27 September 2011     VIA FEDEX AIRBILL #8696-6728-3746 
 
Mr. David L. Strickland, Administrator 
NHTSA Headquarters 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 
888-327-4236 
 
 
Reference :  NHTSA Action Number  PE10031 

(Jeep Grand Cherokee Fuel System Crashworthiness Defect Investigation) 
 
Subject : Chrysler Group, LLC Request for Confidential Treatment of Public Information 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Strickland: 
 
The Chrysler Group has requested the sealing of materials submitted to NHTSA in response to 
PE10031.  This request was made by Mr. David D. Dillon on 15 October 2010 (Attachment 1).  Mr. 
Dillon, who is deployed by the Chrysler Group as a defense witness in product litigation involving fire 
deaths and/or injuries in the1993 thru 2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee, stated in-part: 
 

“The business information for which confidential treatment is sought is 20 engineering 
drawings . . . This submission is subject to the substantial competitive harm standard set forth 
in 49 C.F.R. § 512.15(b) . . . The engineering drawings contain the detailed design specifics 
for various components of two vehicles.  Competitors could use this design information to 
improve their own designs without incurring the time and expense associated with 
independent design efforts.  As a result, Chrysler Group’s competitors could bring to market 
their products much quicker and at less cost.” 

 
 
The purpose of this instant submission is to present why Dillon’s demand, in this instance involving 
information that has been in the public domain for 25 years, is disingenuous. Although there are 
additional topics that support this status, I will restrict this presentation to six main topics: 
 
1. Reverse Engineering and Anti-Reverse Engineering 

2. Automotive Companies Practice of ‘Competitive Teardown’ 

3. Competitive Information Office 

4. Inter-Automotive Company Defections 

5. Chrysler Group relationships with OEM Outside Suppliers (PS-7000) 

6. Chrysler Group (MOPAR) relationships with Replacement/Aftermarket Suppliers 

 
 

http://www.fedex.com/Tracking?tracknumbers=869667283746&cntry_code=us&language=english&clienttype=ivother&
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Reverse Engineering and Anti-Reverse Engineering 
 
In far too many forums Chrysler Group defense lawyers (in particular) and internal government relations 
staff have declared that “reverse engineering is impossible.”  You should presume that such declarations 
are meant to insult our integrity and intelligence; other than outright inveracity, there is no other 
explanation for such preposterous outbursts. 
 
Accredited four/five-year engineering degree programs (which fulfill Chrysler Group Personnel Office 
minimums for existing or potential Engineering Department staff) require core coursework in reverse 
engineering.  An entry level engineer is expected to be familiar with and capable of this standardized, 
routinely taught skill. This is well-known. 
 
Reverse engineering is not a matter of cheating or stealing.  It is common that an organization will be 
forced to reverse engineer a component or system because, through the passage of time, documentation 
has been lost or mistakenly destroyed. 
 
But the more strident examples of reverse engineering involve military hardware, and its implications for 
national defense.  Reverse engineering is deployed to acquire detailed and exact information about 
devices and equipment that were created by a strategic opponent.  In this context, Chrysler Group LLC is 
in a special position as an automotive company given its history of transferring Chrysler Defense Group 
and Chrysler Electronics Group engineers into their automotive engineering departments.  I interacted 
with engineering and product development staff who exemplified this personnel history.  In the opposite 
scenario, Chrysler defense lawyers would do well to educate themselves on the basic history of the 
Tupolev TU-4; a creation of the Soviet Union that was the result of the infamous reverse engineering of 
America’s Boeing B-29 Superfortress. 1

 
But we must stress an esoteric issue.  In the area of strategic defense, high-end military suppliers are 
contractually obligated to include protection by use of anti-reverse engineering designs.  If an opponent 
acquired U.S. military equipment, that opponent would be thwarted, at least for a time, from determining 
“design information to improve their own designs without incurring the time and expense associated with 
independent design efforts.”  2

 
By way of comparison and example, at no time did Mr. Francois Castaing, then Executive Vice President 
of Chrysler Engineering and Jeep Product Executive, direct that any aspect of any Chrysler product 
include anti-reverse engineering protections.  Also, at no time was a requirement for anti-reverse 
engineering demanded of our suppliers, which provided up to 55% of Chrysler product content. 
 
As will be detailed below, the moment a competitor acquires a Chrysler product, that product undergoes 
reverse engineering; a practice that is anything but impossible.  The ability to reverse engineer a design 
that has been protected is difficult, but even that is far from impossible.  But the 1993 ZJ-Body Jeep 
Grand Cherokee, that was designed over twenty years, can easily be reverse engineered.  I can assure 
you our competitors did so immediately upon acquiring the ZJ-Body at market introduction in 1992 
 
It is well-known to Chrysler government relations staff such as Mr. Dillon that reverse engineering in the 
automotive industry is routine,  but that anti-reverse engineering protection is non-existent.   
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Automotive Industry Practice of ‘Competitive Teardown’ 
 
As is well-known to Chrysler Group defense lawyers, I have testified about ‘Competitive Teardown.’ 
Excerpted below is a portion of my many prior expert reports in behalf of plaintiffs: 
 

“Throughout my career at Chrysler, my duties pertaining to competitive automobiles included 
detailed review of competitive engineering of components and systems.  Routinely competitive 
vehicles were fully dismantled by Chrysler technicians from the Competitive Teardown Office.  This 
“teardown” function was/is an integral part of the engineering and product development process.  
Its purpose was/is to accumulate detailed engineering information of competitive component and 
system design.  The teardown process resulted in the following report and review formats: 
 

a. The Competitive Teardown Review:  These formal reviews were presented by the 
engineering staffs, and frequently attended by the highest levels of Chrysler executive 
management. 

 
b. Competitive Teardown Report: Documentation which was distributed throughout the 

Chrysler organization, including the highest levels of Chrysler executive management.  
These reports included detailed information about competitive components and 
subsystem content, cost, weight, supplier sources, etc. 

 
c. Reviews by individual engineering or product planning personnel as part of their day-

to-day responsibilities. Typically the teardown components were displayed on vertically 
hung 4 x 8 sheets of plywood, for analysis and inspection by the individual engineering 
or product planning groups.  This display area was affectionately referred to as “The 
Boards.” 

 
d. Competitive Teardown Office visits: Involve open, non-formal inspection on an as-

needed basis. 
 

As part of my duties at Chrysler I routinely provided managerial input on the selection of which 
competitive vehicles would be budgeted for teardown.  To the best of my knowledge, the practice 
of Competitive Teardown Review continues at Chrysler to this day.” 

 
 
During the last two decades no rebuttal to my above trial testimony has been offered into evidence by 
Chrysler defense lawyers.  At no time during my 31-year involvement with the automotive industry has 
anyone decided that competitive teardown be suspended because “reverse engineering is impossible.”  
It was never suggested that the internal funds allocated for Competitive Teardown be axed because it 
was not valuable, and that the budgetary savings be redirected to other engineering activities.  As a 
former Engineering Programs Manager for Chrysler, I certainly never made any such suggestion.  
 
From 1992 until my ex parte dismissal in 1994 I was Chairman of the Chrysler Minivan Safety Leadership 
Team (SLT).  A member of the SLT was Mr. Fred Schmidt of Engineering Programs Management.  Part 
of Mr. Schmidt’s role included reports on the selection and scheduling of competitive teardowns.  In this 
context, SLT review of “The Boards” was focused on acquisition of detailed information on competitive 
safety components and systems.  One prominent example in this era was SLT review of competitive 
minivan liftgate latches that were compliant with FMVSS-206 (Attachment 2). 3
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Competitive Information Office 
 
A standard practice within and among automotive companies is the open solicitation of competitive 
information directly from competitors.  A part of Sales & Marketing, the Chrysler group responsible for 
this activity was the ‘Competitive Information Office’ (Attachment 3). 
 
A two-year member of the Chrysler Minivan Safety Leadership Team (SLT) was Mr. Michael Delahanty.  
He would update the SLT regarding details of existing and anticipated competitive activity. Mr. Delahanty 
focused on competitive safety components and systems, and also upcoming competitive sales, 
marketing and advertising claims regarding safety. 
 
Institutionalized inside the industry, Competitive Information Office activity is also known-to and endorsed 
by defense lawyers, as well as the highest levels of automotive executive management. 
 
 
Inter-Automotive Company Defections 
 
On June 14, 2011 I attended the deposition of Mr. Francois Castaing, former Executive Vice President of 
Chrysler Engineering and Jeep Product Executive.   He was deposed in the Jeep Grand Cherokee fire-
related death case of Kline vs. Lomans Auto Group, et al. 4   In preparation I provided a work file entitled 
‘Defections.’  This file documents a plethora of employment defections between direct competitors at all 
levels of automotive engineers and executive management. 
 
My file includes pronouncements regarding my former boss, Mr. Robert Lutz. 5  The 3 August 2001 front 
page Detroit News article, “LUTZ RIDES IN TO REV UP GM: DCX LOSES VALUED ADVISOR” explained with 
gala that Lutz would deploy the detailed information that he acquired during his twelve years at a direct 
competitor: Chrysler Corporation.  But Mr. Lutz is just one example.  To emphasize the relevant point 
made below, a small sampling of my Defections file follows: 
 
 

1.  “VW HIRES FORMER GM EXEC BROWNING AS PART OF SALES DIVISION OVERHAUL”  Automotive  
News,  4 June 2010. 

2.  “EX-CADILLAC MAN HELPS INFINITI GO GLOBAL”  Automotive News, 27 March 2009. 

3.  “CHRYSLER RECRUITS ANOTHER TOYOTA EXECUTIVE”  Automotive News, 2 May 2008. 

4.  “GM HIRES EX-NISSAN EXEC MCNABB IN SALES REORGANIZATION” Automotive News, 26 Apr 2008. 

5.  “Chrysler hires Toyota’s Meyer to lead global marketing”  Automotive News, 15 August 2007. 

6.  “BIG 3 TALENT JUMPS SHIP TO RIVALS”  The Detroit News, 25 April 2005. 

7.  “DAIMLERCHRYSLER HIGH RANKING OFFICERS LEAVE FOR FORD”  Reuters, 1 March 1999. 
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8. “FORD RECRUITS PLANNER FROM DAIMLERCHRYSLER”  Bloomberg News, 1 April 2000. 

9.  “GM HIRES AWAY PT CRUISER’S DESIGNER FROM DAIMLERCHRYSLER”  WSJ, 23 April 2001. 

10.   “VW NAMES COST-CUTTING FORMER CHRYSLER EXEC TO TAKE OVER MAINSTAY BRAND”  Detroit Free 
Press, 6 October 2004. 

11.  “DCX EXECUTIVES PINCH-HIT FOR FORD”  Automotive News, 16 February 2004. 

12.  “BRAIN DRAIN: WHY ARE SO MANY TALENTED EXECUTIVES LEAVING FORD”  Automotive News,              
7 November 2005. 

13.  “AUDI HIRES MERCEDES MANAGER FOR MARKETING POSITION”  Automotive News, 24 May 2006. 

14.  “FORD COMBATS RAIDS ON TOP DESIGNERS”  Automotive News, 7 November 2005. 

15.  “CHRYSLER DESIGN STAR BOLTS TO FORD”  The Detroit News, 2 May 2005. 

16.  “MITSUBISHI RECRUITS FORD JAPAN CHAIRMAN”  Automotive News, 28 May 2002. 

17.  “GM hires Ford’s Devine as CFO”   Automotive News, 13 December 2000. 

18.  “LOVELESS LEAVES CHRYSLER TO JOIN KIA AS SALES CHIEF”   Automotive News, 15 June 2007. 

19.  “MITSUBISHI REPLACES U.S. CEO WITH HYUNDAI’S O’NEILL”  The Detroit News, 31 August 2003. 

20.  “FORMER FORD PR BOSS TO LEAD CHRYSLER PR”  Automotive News, 18 December 2003. 

21. “DAIMLERCHRYSLER NABS FORD MARKETING PRO”  The Detroit News, 21 February 2001. 

22.  “VOLKSWAGEN CHOOSES FORMER BMW BOSS AS NEW CHIDE EXECUTIVE”  The Detroit News,            
8 September 2001. 

23.  “BMW POWERTRAIN LEADER TO HEAD FORD’S GLOBAL R&D” Automotive News,12 Dec 2000. 

24.  “ANOTHER FORD MAN WILL TRY TO SAVE MITSUBISHI”   Automotive News, 1 April 2005. 

25.  “DAIMLERCHRYSLER HIRES LEADING GM EXECUTIVE”  The Detroit News, 11 May 2000. 

26.  “VW MIGHT PICK OFF (DAIMLER’S) BERNHARD”  Automotive News, 30 August 2004. 

27.  “NISSAN HIRES VP FROM FORD”  Automotive News, 22 May 2003. 

28.  “OUSTED DAIMLERCHRYSLER EXEC FINDS HOME AT FORD”   Automotive News, 26 March 2001. 

29.  “GM RECRUITS TOYOTA VET AS QUALITY EXPERT”   Automotive News, 17 February 2003. 

30.  “GM VETERAN NAMED PRESIDENT OF TOYOTA”   Automotive News, 28 June 2006. 
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This list of 30 samples is not diatribe; it is meant to serve a relevant point that can be exposed with a few 
obvious questions:  
 
1. Are we to believe that the inter-automotive company defections, at the highest levels of executive 

management, are not facilitated by complicity among the corporate defense bar?   
 
2. Are we to believe that the inter-automotive company defections, at all levels of engineering and 

executive management, were accompanied by “appropriate protective orders” regarding  
“confidential, proprietary and trade secret information” that was known to be in the possession of 
these defectors? 

 
3. Are we to believe that recruitment of inter-automotive company defectors, including the highest 

levels of executive management, targeted only those individuals that were utterly ignorant of 
“confidential, proprietary and trade secret information”?   Or is it well-known that the exact 
opposite was routinely targeted? 

 
Regarding question #2, I have repeatedly advised plaintiff’s, for over sixteen years, to discover such 
“appropriate protective orders.”  None can be legally discovered because none exist (Attachment 4). 6

 
 
Chrysler Group relationship with OEM Outside Suppliers (PS-7000) 
Defections of executive management are not restricted to OEM competitors, but extend to the 
automotive supplier base.  A small sampling of that category from my Defections file includes: 
 

A. “DANA NAMES GM MIKE BURNS CEO”   Automotive News, 4 February 2004. 

B. “AUTO SUPPLIER TAPS DAIMLERCHRYSLER EXEC AS CEO” The Detroit News,18 September 2002. 

C. “HAYES-LEMMERZ HIRES FORMER FORD VP”  Automotive News, 23 July 2002. 

D. “GM’S HOGAN DEFECTS TO MAGNA”  The Detroit News, 19 August 2004. 

E. “EX FORD EXEC NOW HEAD OF COVIANT”  Automotive News, 28 June 2002. 

F. “FORD’S LIGOCKI LEAVES TO LEAD TOWER” Automotive News, 29 July 2003. 

G. “DELPHI’S ALAPONT LEAVING FOR FIAT TRUCK UNIT”  Automotive News, 4 September 2003. 

H. “DURA HIRES FORMER FORD EXEC SZCZUPAK AS COO”  Automotive News, 10 December 2006. 
 

In view of defections to & from suppliers, we can also pose the same three questions about “appropriate 
protective orders.”  Again, no such protective orders have ever been sought by the defense bar, and 
none can be legally discovered. 
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But an important supplier issue involves Chrysler Group Engineering Standard PS-7000.  This public 
document was first issued in 1979 (after the “Baker memo”). 7  Only minor revisions to PS-7000 have 
occurred.  The Page 12 section “NON-CONFIDENTIALITY” remains in-force: 
 

“ It is Chrysler’s policy not to enter into formal confidentiality agreements with its suppliers 
or potential suppliers. 
 
To foster the exchange of proprietary information or confidential information, Chrysler and 
the supplier shall rely on each other’s ethics to handle each other’s proprietary or 
confidential information in the same manner as each handles its own proprietary or 
confidential information. ” 

 
In strict legal terms, the instant that Chrysler documents (such as the “20 engineering drawings” that Mr. 
Dillon claims are “subject to the substantial competitive harm standard”)  become the possession of 
suppliers, said documents become public. 8  Chrysler defense lawyers are fully aware of PS-7000. 9

 
The following section provides specificity with respect to Mr. Dillon’s “20 engineering drawings.” 
 
 
Chrysler Group (MOPAR) relationships with Replacement/Aftermarket Suppliers 
 
The importance, participation and exposure of OEM’s to the replacement/aftermarket industry extends to 
the Chairman of the Board.  For example, both former Chrysler Chairman Robert Eaton and former 
DaimlerBenz Chairman Jűrgen Schrempp were featured on the front cover of SEMA News magazine. 10

 
In this context please re-review the 8 January 2010 submission to DP09-005 by Mr. Clarence Ditlow, 
Director of the Center for Auto Safety (CAS).  At their request I had forwarded to CAS pages of the 
Mitchell International Unibody and Chassis Frame Specifications and Dimensions Manual for the Jeep 
product line.  Please note that I added highlights to emphasize the location and configuration of the 
defective fuel filler routing issue on ZJ-Body and WJ-Body Jeep Grand Cherokee vehicles. 
 
But importantly, please note the copyright date on the lower portion of the Mitchell International drawings.  
Note that the 1996 ZJ-Body drawing has a copyright of 1996. Likewise, the 1999 WJ-Body drawing has a 
copyright of 1999.  The 1993 ZJ-Body pages (the first year that the Jeep Grand Cherokee was available) 
similarly lists a copyright of 1993.  Mitchell International, as just one of many aftermarket examples, 
relied on immediate access to detailed Chrysler drawing information for the purpose of servicing the 
replacement and aftermarket arena.  Their well-known role is the dissemination of detailed specifications 
and design details which facilitate the work product of replacement and aftermarket suppliers for Chrysler 
vehicles.  A prominent example, that is well-known to Chrysler defense lawyers, is the aftermarket 
manufacture and sale of Jeep Grand Cherokee skid plates. 
 
In other words, the information contained on the “20 engineering drawings” that Mr. Dillon now claims  
“is subject to the substantial competitive harm standard”  because  ”competitors could use this design 
information to improve their own designs”  has continuously been in the public domain concurrent with 
each model-year introduction of the ZJ-Body and WJ-Body.  This is consistent with the fact that PS-7000 
also applies to the replacement/aftermarket part suppliers to Chrysler/MOPAR (Attachment 5). 
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Conclusions and Opinion 
 
In my experience, the concept and legal enforcement of “trade secrets” in Detroit is entirely dependent 
on the context, and who/what are involved.  You should react with suspicion when repeatedly confronted 
with the reality that so-called confidential information is alleged as such but only when either or both of 
the following categories are involved: 
 
 

i. Product liability litigation 
ii. NHTSA Safety Defect Investigations 

 
 
But since he is an active defense witness in existing Jeep Grand Cherokee product litigation, the request 
made by Mr. David D. Dillon on 15 October 2010 involves both categories.  Given the six main topics 
presented above, Mr. Dillon’s claim that 25 year-old data is somehow being sought by competitors is 
beyond absurd; it is insulting on many levels.  In my opinion you should deny the Chrysler Group LLC 
request that such information receive confidential treatment on at least one crucial basis: 
 

The alleged competitors would not view information that they already have in their possession as 
“trade secrets.” In this instance, they would view the “20 engineering drawings” as confirmation of 
how not to design a fuel system.   

 
Consequently, release of this information could save lives. 
 
 
 
 
 
       Respectfully and sincerely yours, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       Paul V. Sheridan 
 
 
 
 
 
Enclosures/Attachments 
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ENDNOTES 
                                                 
1 Regarding PE10031, it is ostensibly suggested Chrysler defense lawyers and internal government relations staff 
that a massive intercontinental strategic nuclear weapons certified bomber could be reverse engineered, but 
regarding the 1993 thru 2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee“reverse engineering is impossible.” 
 
2 In the 1970’s I was a personal friend of Dr. Frederick Arlotta, then Chief Systems Engineer at Grumman 
Aerospace in Bethpage, L.I., New York; assigned to the F-14 Tomcat program.  I have been versed in the process 
of anti-reverse engineering for four decades. 
 
3 Please review NHTSA file EA94-005. 
 
4 Unless I am mistaken, the Kline death accident was an example of a highway accident statistic that was not 
originally included in the FARS data base. 
 
5 While working for the Dodge Truck Operation Group I reported to and frequently communicated one-on-one with 
Mr. Lutz. 
 
6 A typical further example is my former JTE supervisor, Mr. Chris Theodore.  He originally worked for Ford 
Motor Company.  Then he worked for General Motors.  Then he worked for American Motors Corporation.  Then 
he worked for Chrysler Corporation. After turning down employment solicitation from Nissan, he again worked for 
Ford Motor Company in 1999. In 1999 Theodore was interviewed by the Automotive News, and stated: “There are 
no trade secrets in Detroit.”  Then he worked for at least two different outside suppliers to the Detroit automotive 
companies. (Mr. Theodore was also the Minivan Platform Engineer during EA94-005, who had insisted, contrary to 
my SLT, that the Chrysler AS-Body minivan single-stage liftgate latch, which could not comply with FMVSS-206, 
was not defective.  However, Mr. Theodore never volunteered nor appeared to testify in open court regarding his 
technical rationale/justification for his opinion.) 
 
7 Please see Enclosure 4/Attachment 3 of the Paul V. Sheridan letter of 9 February 2011 to Mr. David L. Strickland. 
 
8  Ignore the watermark, placed by Chrysler defense lawyers, which claims that PS-7000 is subject to a protective 
order; it is not.  Like the documents and information described therein, PS-7000 itself is routinely and firstly shared 
with outside suppliers and merely potential suppliers.  The watermark ostensibly but falsely proclaims that a 
working document that declares non-confidentiality, is confidential (?).  It is also common for Chrysler defense 
lawyers to routinely make documents as if subject to a protective order while being fully aware that such has/have 
already been in the public domain for years/decades.  I have worked with many plaintiffs that were initially tricked 
by this ruse. 
 
9 As you are aware, the relationship between the OEM manufacturer and the outside supplier is so close that the 
latter is self-certified with respect to regulatory compliance with the Transportation Safety Act.  
 
10 As Chrysler Group LLC defense lawyers are fully aware, I am very active in the replacement and aftermarket 
(e.g. motorsports) arena.  I am a 25-year member of the Specialty Equipment Market Association (SEMA), an 
annual attendee at the Performance and Racing Industry (PRI) show; I work on and maintain my own vehicles, and 
have built and driven national record holding race vehicles that have been featured in many automotive enthusiast 
magazines, etc.   



Attachment 1 











Attachment 2 







Attachment 3 







Paul V. Sheridan
Line



Paul V. Sheridan
Line



Attachment 4 



Paul V. Sheridan
Line





Attachment 5 



Howell, Rosa (NHTSA) 

From: Hershman, Larry (NHTSA)

Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2010 9:28 AM

To: Howell, Rosa (NHTSA)

Cc: Yon, Scott (NHTSA)

Subject: FW: Jeep Grand Cherokee Fuel System Petition

Page 1 of 1

1/13/2010

Rosa, 
Here is another supplement to the Jeep Grand Cherokee petition, file # DP09-005, for inclusion into Artemis.  
Thanks, 
Larry  

From: Demeter, Kathleen (NHTSA)  
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2010 11:47 AM 
To: Hershman, Larry (NHTSA) 
Subject: FW: Jeep Grand Cherokee Fuel System Petition 
 
Another submission 
  

From: Clarence Ditlow [mailto:cmdiii@autosafety.org]  
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2010 9:58 PM 
To: Demeter, Kathleen (NHTSA) 
Cc: Yon, Scott (NHTSA) 
Subject: Jeep Grand Cherokee Fuel System Petition 
  
  
Please include and consider in our petition the attached drawings scanned from the Mitchell International 'Unibody and Chassis 
Frame Specifications and Dimensions Manual.'  These manuals are used routinely inside the automotive OEM and repair/service 
industry.   
  
Please note the mark-ups of the Jeep frame section drawings that depict the location (or lack-thereof) of the fuel filler tube pass-
thru holes.  The yellow comment boxes have been added only to highlight the subject locations. 
  
 At the Center’s request, Paul Sheridan has personally inspected many model-year versions of Jeep Cherokee and Jeep Grand 
Cherokee vehicles to confirm that the fuel filler tube is made of rubber and passes through the frame rail in 1993-98 Jeep Grand 
Cherokees and under the frame rail in 1999-04 Jeep Grand Cherokees.  We are sending out another investigator to examine 
Grand Cherokees in Florida to confirm this information.   Also attached are detailed photos of the steel filler neck, the rubber filler 
tube and the plastic tank in the Grand Cherokee examined by MVFRI. 
  
This is a defective design of the fuel filler tube whose performance is not measured by FMVSS 301.   
  
Please do not hesitate to contact me as needed. 
  
Paul Sheridan 
  
Clarence Ditlow 
Executive Director 
Center for Auto Safety 
1825 Connecticut Ave NW 
Washington DC 20009 
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1999-2004 WJ-Body:Fuel Filler Tube Pass-Thru Hole DELETED from Frame Section; Fill Tube Routing Revised to 'Under-Frame' Configuration
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ATTACHMENT X * 
 
 

EXPERT WITNESS REPORT -  2 January 2012 REVISION  
 

Kline v. Loman Auto Group, Victoria Morgan-Alcala, et al.  
 
 
 
 

Page Range 2 
 

Pages 820 – 821 
 
 
 

* Also please see enclosed file folder: 
 

“Attachment X: 16Nov2011 Orlando ZJ Fire Death Inspection” 
 

and 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=83lnbTVVGjk&feature=related
 

and 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GDW3t2g2DAc&feature=related
 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=83lnbTVVGjk&feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GDW3t2g2DAc&feature=related


22357 Columbia Street 
Dearborn, MI   48124-3431 
313-277-5095 
pvsheridan@wowway.com 
 

15 December 2011     VIA FEDEX AIRBILL # 8696-6728-3790 
 
Ms. Angel M. DeFilippo, Esq. 
Grieco Oates & DeFilippo, LLC 
414 Eagle Rock Avenue 
West Orange, NJ 07052 
973-243-2099 
 

Subject 1: Expert Report / Referenced Litigation File Update 
Subject 2: Jeep Grand Cherokee - Orlando, Florida Fire Death accident of 16 November 2011  
Reference: Estate of Susan Morris Kline 
 

 
 
Dear Ms. DeFilippo: 
 

Subsequent to my expert report submission of 10 August 2011, I expended effort to remain informed of 
any developments that are directly relevant to the referenced litigation.   
 

On 1Dec2011 I inspected a 1997 Jeep Grand Cherokee located/previously operated in Orlando, Florida. 
 This ZJ-Body vehicle is similar to that driven by Mrs. Susan Kline on the morning of 24Feb2007.  On 
16Nov2011 the subject vehicle was involved in a foreseeable rear-end collision.  And similar to the 
Kline death accident, both occupants survived the crash, but then suffered horrific burn injury (driver) 
and horrific death (front-seat passenger).  
 
Enclosed are the file materials that I have developed/acquired thus far that document this Orlando Jeep 
Grand Cherokee fire death/injury accident: 
 

1. Letter of 5 December 2011 to NHTSA Administrator Mr. David Strickland, 
2. Photographs that I took at the tow yard where the Subject 2 vehicle is stored, 
3. Preliminary Florida Highway Patrol accident report, 
4. Video stills of local Orlando television news reports of 16Nov2011 accident, 
5. Video/YouTube files of (1) news coverage and (2) accident witness filming of scene. 

 

Items 1 thru 5 can be found on the enclosed cd, and item 5 can also be viewed in the enclosed DVD. 
These materials are preliminary/ongoing.  Please amend Subject 1 to include these, and any additional 
materials that I acquire/develop prior to the litigation discovery deadline of the reference. 

 
 
Respectfully, 

 
 
 
 
 

Paul V. Sheridan 
 

Enclosures 
 



 
 
Courtesy Copy List (via email) 
 
N, Hannermann 
C. Nash 
D. Philips 
R. Sacco, Jr. 
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EXPERT WITNESS REPORT -  2 January 2012 REVISION  
 

Kline v. Loman Auto Group, Victoria Morgan-Alcala, et al.  
 
 
 
 

Page Range 2 
 

Pages 823 - 824 
 
 

 * Also please see enclosed file folder: 
 

“Attachment Y: 1997 Jeep ZJ BTSI Recall – ABC News Primetime” 
 

and please see: 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S7BhONk4Bj8
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S7BhONk4Bj8
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Pages 826 - 838 
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Kovcmbez 24. 1992 

. 
The Honorable %.on C. Bb!q 
Admiiisuator 
National Eighway. Tnfiic Safety 

400 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Wasirir;p,DC 20SW 

Dear Adminimator B W y :  

Gcxsl  Motors is conmittd to worhdng with $e agency in a forttkht and 
wnsttuctive fashion to resolve the qucsiions that have zriwn h u t  JU 1973- 
1987 Vi pickup trucks. As you know, it is our strongly-held belief thar we 
have sound Iegal md. faaual arpxents against the suggestion that these 
veSc1es contain a 9fety-relatal defect. Give? that, I ms quite dirmayed to 
lean yesterday that some aspectf of the statistical analysis prepared by Failure 
Analysis Assodates at our request and presented to the aggcy last month - 
an asalysis obviously submitted to h e  a g a q  in an arsmpt to clarify our 
pi t ion  - may UnfortanatCIy have o b f d  it. 

Administdon 

We ar= doubling our vigilance to p e a t  such an oaxren I C e i n ~ f u t u r e . ~  
You h3ve my asllIaace that the WZI abso1dy no intention to mislead 
anyone, and we hust that tbe additional informarion we are submitting to the 
a p c y  will put this matter behind us. 



YUFAX 

24 Noycmbcr 1992 

Mr. WilliamBcchty,AnodateAdminis~torhrEnforameot 
U.S. Department of Tmsportation 
The National H~ghmy Traffic Safety Admhistra,tion 
400 Smntb Street, SW, Room 5321 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Failure Analysis Aaodates, Inc. repcrt concernkg GM C/K series pickups. 

Dear Bill: . 
This letter is a wriucn sllmmar). of the information provided by Mr. Robert w e  of 
Failure Analysis .&sociates, Inc. ( F a )  concerning the various categories of accident 
dat;? analyzed in connectionwith our report concerning GM C/Kseries trucks. I also 
wish to reiterate the oEer d e  by Mr. b g e  that we would be most interested and 
willing to replicate the various analyses that the agency has performed on mailable 
accident data, using the agency selected definitions and categories, to insure that there is 
agreement on what the available accident data indicates. I am Ctrtain that all involved 
would prefer to move beyond any questions related to data, a d  instead discuss releMnce 
and intrrprctatiuu 

It is my understanding that there m a y  have existed some confuson as to whether the 
analysis we performed concerning other manufamea included 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 Sclectloq" our reporr mmpares GM C/K pickup 
post collision fire rate "pdomme to the performance of all [emphis added] other 
light-duty vehicles on-rhe-road d subject IO the same colIicion Cmrironment as are the 
GM C/K pickup trucks." Ip& 201 Further, on the same page, we cxpliatty de& the 
comparison sets to accomplish this god by stating: 

"In Surninary, post collision &e rates of GM C/K pickups were compared to 
the followinguehide srtc 

o CllryslerPiChrps; 
o FordPickups; 
0 NsraaPickupq 



o ToyofaE&pq 
o Average kisenga &, 
o 95 percentile Passenger Car.' (p& 201 

I am infomed by Mr. bilge that you inquired in the recent meeting if we had rehacd the 
analysis done in the report down to a comp& of xJ1 sjzc' GM piJEups to 'H4 Site' 
Ford Pickups. We have developed data on selected 'fun sire' pickup models subseqoent 
to ourinitialmr~ and all this informationwillbe~rovided this week. This anabiswas 
not performed for tbe original report for reasons sta;ed in scetion 33 of our r e p %  

TundaincntaUy, occupamr ofpickup truciu arc. cntitlcd to the same lwel of 
overall safety (that is, the same level of relative nrity of coIlision-fire 
events) as are occupants of other light-duty motor vehides passenger gn. 
vans, utility vehicles, and special purpose vehicles. That is, a determination 
of an acceptable collision-fit rate must apply uniformly across all dasses of 
vehicles likely to be used as passenger conveyances. PElTSA implidtiy 
adopted rbis pbilusophy in deiining the appropriate motor vehicle fuel 
system integrity rsquirrment for d o u s  dvses of vehicles when it 
promdgated FMVSS 501 to apply equally to passengs cars, light ttucks, 
and utiiity vehides." [pg. 191 

Apart &om the fundamental comiderations set forth above, a s p  are aware, there 
simply is not B uniformly egreed upon definition of a "full size"pi&~p,jaSt as there is no 
uniform dekirion o€ a "full ste" car. The National Highwag Traf€ic Safety 
Adminimation has obtained dkcdy from Ford and Chrysler defiaiitions and/or a list of 
'W size" models. F a  does not have this intbtmation. Tberefore, any set of "frill Size* 
vehides F U  selecs NDS tbe risk or' being inconsistent with ;he marmfactureis 
demdons, and potentiany opens FaAA to crfddsm if we were to inadvcrtcntly umit a 
group of "full size" trucks from anatysis of another manufkmer's production that 
signifkantly &ected the nsults one way or the other. Subsequent to OUT reportwe have 
performed the previously mentioned analysis of selected "full size' competitor mode4 
wbich we hope will be helpful. 

while a comparison of fire rates amonga "full size m&' of v d o u  manufacturers might 
be an intuesthg academic exercise ir is not clear how &at would relate to the question of 
whether the subjen GM vehicles presented an "unrasonablt' &e risk to their occupants, 
and thus contained a defeu whatever the relarive zankiog of fire risk amongsi the 
~arious full size trucks is, their rates all fall within the range of those for othe.rvcbides. If 
we chose another accident mode, such as rollooer, the mkings wodd ccrtajnly change. 
The FMVSS quire correctly do not set oue standard Tor Ydl si& pickups. and another for 
different vchide &sei. 



Chief ExccuhGf6cer 

ec: Rabat C Laage, Regional Vice President 
Edward Cnnner, Manager of Roduct Iuvestigations 

. 

.. . . 



Failure 

VIA FAX 

November 24,1992 

Mr. Terry M. Kleln 
DOTINHTS A 
400 7th St. NW 
Washington D.C. 20590 

RE: CIK Plckup Analysls - Dlffetences between NHTSA and FaAA Analyses 

Dear Mr. Klein: 

I have revlewed the NHTSA programs whlch were glven to me at the 
Nnvnmhnr 711. 1%W rnnetlng Ry cnrnpnrlna fhls f&lft? urlth the nnalysln 
periormed by FaAA, I was able to ldentlfy the followlng dKferences between 
the NHTSA and FaAA analyses. I have not yet had opportunlty to repllcate the 
NHTSA type analysis using FaAA's databases. There may be additional 
diff8renCe8 which I wa6 unable to discam from tha program8 which were 
provided to me. 

1. Resirlctlon to Fatal Vehlcles 

. 

FaAA used only fetal vehlcles, that Is vehlcles In whlch an occupant of 
the vehicle was killed In the accldent. NHTSA used all vehlcles 
Involved In a fatal accident. 
Restriction to Collision Vehicles 

Only eallisian vshielas war6 ineludad in !he fdAA analysis. NHTGA 
apparently made no such restridtion. The definition of a collision 
vehicle was included in the October 12, 1992 report. For your 
convenience, the ddnlllon of collision vehicle Is as follows: 

FARS variable: Manner of Collision 1-6; or 
FARS variable: Rollover 1 or 2: or 
FARS variable: lnlllal Impact Point 1-15 (197581), 1-16 (1982- 1990): 
or 

* FARS varlable: Meln lmpect Polnt 1-15 (197581), 1-16 (1962- 1990). 

2, Method of Selection of Vehicles 



NHTSA Used the FARS make code and the FARS model year and the 
FARS VlNA model to make vehicle selections. FaAA'a aelection Is 
based upon the VlNANlNDlCATOR decoded VIN Information. 
1 VlNANlNDiCATOR to reled Vehicle Type EL (Light Truck);ond 
+ VINANINDICATOR to select Body Style = (CP, CU, PC, PK, PM, 

PS, SP, CB, CH, CL, CS ,Fa, IC, ST, W) - Plckup Truck: 
@ VINANlNDICATOR identified Make 

VlNANlNDlCATOR identified Model Year 
VINANINDICATOR identlfled VSER to Identify GMC and Chevy 
CBK. VSER = (C10, C15, C20, CC2, C25, C30. C35, R10, R15, R20, 
R25, R30. R35, CR3, K10. K15, K20. K25, K30, K35, GM4, V10. V15, 
V20, V25, V30, V35, CV3, SIE); the 1988 and later model year with 

. inside the frame rail tanks were eliminated by excluding GMC or 
C H E W  lruchs wilh fin11 punrriliori of Itit: VIN tdtier C or K. 

3. Vehicles Used 

NHTSA used only the F series Ford Pickups and the D8W series Dodge 
Ptckupe. FaAA used all Ford and All Chrysler pickups as identified by 
make and body type. Note that the VINANINDICATOR program did not 
iabhiify %age 4Hmeei arlva'venicies'prior i'o'moaei'y66r isi7. Tine 
corresponding POLK registration was ellminated from the analysis. 

......... .. 

4. Model Year 
NHTSA renrlcted analysls to model years 1973-1987. FaAA Included 
model years 1913-1989 In the FARS analyses. Model years 1973-1991 
were used in the state analysis. The C&K pickups with inside the frame 
rail gas tanks in model yearn 1988 and later were excluded. The GM 
R/V series which were produced 1988 and later were included. 

5. Dlrectlon of Impact 
NHTSA Rpparsntly I L S ~ ~  nnly Iht! FARS IMPACT1 tn define Impact. 
FaAA Included lnformatlon on rollover as well as dlredlon of Impact, 
and supplemented the Prlndpal Impact code wlth the lnltlal Impact 
code when the Prlnclpal Impact code was mlsslng. The Impact 
categories used by FaAA are: 

Colllslon Subcategories: 

'Principal Impad precedes Initial Impact 
1): Rollover: Slngle Veh Acc and First Harmful EventtOl; 
or 
Rollover = 1, 2 (78f); or Most Harmful Event -01. 

2). Left 
3). Rlght : 02-04 clock polnts 
4). Rear : 05-07 clock polnts 

: 0510 clock points 



6. beflnltlon of post colllslon fln. 
NHTSA apparently used all fire - explosions. FaAA cllrninated First 
Harmful Event fires. 

Please feel free to t e l l  me to dlscuss. I wlll be out of the office on Wednesday, 
November 25,1992. You may reach me at (510) 524-1820. 

Sincerely, 

Rase M. Ray, P k D .  
Managlng Sclentlst 

CC: Edward Conner, OM Manager of Produd Investigation 
CC: Robert Lange, FaAA Regional Vice President 



. . .  

November 25, 1992 

Mr. Charles L. Gauthier, Director 
Office of Defects Investigation Enforcement 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
400 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Dear Mr. Gauthier: 

teneral Motors Corporation 

GM-425A 

NEF-12lj ry 
DP92-016 

a i s  completes our response to your letters of November 10, 1992 and 
November 23, 1992 requesting clarification of our October 9, 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 
pickups: 

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

Fesuonse: 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 
F a ' s  report (p. 19). FaAA 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 light-duty motor vehicles: passenger cars, vans, 
utility vehicles, 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. NHTSA 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 tqcks, and utility vehicles. 

30200 Hound Road/=-EA Uarren. M I  48090-9010 
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In this study, the postcollision fire rates of the GM C/K type 
pickup trucks were compared to the postcollision fire rates of 
comparison vehicles. The comparison included pickup trucks 
produced by all major manufacturers (Chrysler, Ford, Nissan, 
and Toyota) and passenger cars..." 

b. Was the Chevy S10 and/or GMC S15 pickup la  mid-size pickup) included 
fn "C and K pickup"? 

Resoonse; 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/K pickup trucks with outside the frame rail fuel 
&j&. This tank location was not used on the Chevrolet 
S10 or GHC S15. 

If not, please fully explain why not. 

C. Was the Dodge 050 (a mini-pickup produced by Mitsubishi) included in 
"Chrysler pickup?" 

Fesoonse; Yes. Dodge 050 pickup trucks were included in the 
designation "Chrysler pickup" as reported in FaAA's 
report. 

If so, please fully explain why. 

Non-GM, small and medium-duty pickup trucks were included i n  
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); the relevant portion of which is quoted 
in the response to question 1.a above and is incorporated by 
reference herein. 

d. Was the Chevy Lw pickup (a mini-pickup produced by Isuzu) included 
in "C/K pickup?" 

ResDonseL No. Chevrolet LW 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. 

If not, please fully explain why not. 

2. W a s  an analysis of the relative crashvorthiness 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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Resoonse ; A complete set of corresponding data on Ford F-series 
pickup trucks was not developed while preparing the FaAA 
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 GH 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 Collisions, Table 4 - All Collisions 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 included 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 not used 
as "comparison vehicles" in the FaAA analysis provided with your 
response. For each vehicle identified, please fully explain why it was 
not included. 

Resoonse : A l l  Toyota and Nissan pickup trucks were included in the 
grouping of comparisons vehicles in FaAIL's report. 
Table 5 attached hereto lists all of the Nissan trucks 
utilized in FaAA's comparison, and Table 6 attached 
hereto is a listing of all of the Toyota trucks utilized 
in F a ' s  comparison. 

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

Tables 5 and 6 list the Nissan and Toyota trucks used in 
FaAA's report. Tables ofthe other manufacturer's make, 
model and model year trucks used in F a ' s  report were 
to have been FAXed to the NHTSA from GM's Washington, 
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 F a ' 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. 

make, model, and model year, of 

Pesoonse : 
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Please contact me if you require further information about this response 
or any of the attached material. 

Very truly yours, 

E. E. Comer 
Manager 

Product Investigations 

Attach. 
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444357 Hr. Charles Gauthier, Director 
Office of Defects Investigations 

. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
400 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Washington. D.C. 20590 

Dear Mr. Gauthier: 

This is tn 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 
letters o f  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. 

NEF-121 jry 
DP92-016 

Very truly yours, 

E. E. Conner 
Manager 

Product Investigations 
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    Sport Utility Vehicle Sampling : Wheelbase to Fuel Tank Location/Protections Comparison 
 

(KLINE VERSUS LOMANS, ET AL.) 
 

 

Model Year/ Make/ Model 
/Doors Version 

Wheelbase 
(inches / mm) 

 
Fuel Tank Location / Material 

Standard Added Fuel 
Tank Protection / 
Impact Deflecting 

Structure 

Fuel Tank Skid 
Plate Availability 

1984-2001 Jeep Cherokee  
(XJ-Body) / 2 & 4 door 101.4 / 2576 Aft of rear axle, below rear bumper 

structure / Steel None RPO/RDIO 

1993-1998 Jeep Grand Cherokee 
(ZJ-Body) / 4 door 105.9 / 2690 Aft of rear axle, below rear bumper 

structure / Plastic None RPO/RDIO 

1999-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee 
(WJ-Body) / 4 door 105.9 / 2690 Aft of rear axle, below rear bumper 

structure / Plastic “brush guard” RPO/RDIO 

2005-2010 Jeep Grand Cherokee 
(WK-Body) / 4 door 109.5 / 2781 Mid-mount, driver side, inside and 

above frame rail / Plastic Skid Plate standard 

2011- 2012 Jeep Grand Cherokee 
(WL-Body) / 4 door 109.5 / 2781 Mid-mount, driver side, inside and 

above frame rail / Plastic Skid Plate standard 

 
1991-1994 Ford Explorer / 
2 door 102.1 / 2593 Mid-mount, pass side, inside and above 

frame rail / Steel TBD TBD 

1991-1994 Ford Explorer / 
4 door 111.9 / 2842 Mid-mount, pass side, inside and above 

frame rail / Steel TBD TBD 

1995-2001 Ford Explorer / 
2 door 101.8 / 2568 Mid-mount, pass side, inside and above 

frame rail / Steel TBD TBD 

1995-2001 Ford Explorer / 
4 door 111.6 / 2834 Mid-mount, pass side, inside and above 

frame rail / Steel TBD TBD 

2002-2010 Ford Explorer / 
4 door 113.8 / 2890 Mid-mount, pass side, inside and above 

frame rail / Steel TBD TBD 

2011-2012 Ford Explorer / 
4 door 112.6 / 2860 Mid-mount, pass side, inside and above 

frame rail / Steel TBD TBD 

 
1983-2005 Chevrolet S-10 Blazer/ 
2 door 100.5 / 2553 Aft of rear axle, below rear bumper 

structure / Steel 
Heavy gauge steel plate 

encapsulation n/a 

1983-2005 Chevrolet S-10 Blazer/ 
4 door 107.0 / 2718 Mid-mount, driver side, inside and 

above frame rail / Steel None TBD 

 
2001–2006 Suzuki Grand Vitara 
XL-7 / 4 door 110.2 / 2799 Aft of rear axle, below rear bumper 

structure / Steel Skid Plate standard 

 
Paul V. Sheridan 
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September 1, 2011 

 

Sergio Marchionne, Chairman 

Chrysler Group LLC 

1000 Chrysler Drive 

Auburn Hills MI 48321-8004 

 

Dear Chairman Marchionne:  

  

      On May 8, 2011, you gave a commencement address at the University of Toledo in which 

you stressed social responsibility.  You charged: "I believe that the future is not just the 

responsibility of governments. It's an individual and collective responsibility. It's a challenge that 

calls for a concerted and shared commitment. Closing our eyes, or thinking that finding a 

solution is someone else's role, makes us part of the problem."   

 

 How apt that you made this address in Toledo the home of the Jeep and where the Grand 

Cherokee is made because the terrible and rising fire death toll of the 1993-2004 Grand 

Cherokee represents the largest social responsibility facing Chrysler today.  Like a toxic waste 

site, these vehicles are legacy of the old Chrysler which the new Chrysler is called upon to clean 

up.  As you told the Toledo graduates, "The essence of leadership, when all is said and done, is 

the personal assumption of the moral duty to be proactive in building our future."  The future of 

the new Chrysler lies in not only the marketability of its new models but also how it handles the 

legacy of its older models, particularly the toxic 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee depicted in the 

hauntingly surreal photo of the burned out hulk of the 1997 Grand Cherokee that terribly burned 

the Austin sisters and burned Jose Sierra to death. Note the lack of structural damage showing 

there would have been no injuries but for the fire. 

 

 

Picture 1 – Austin/Sierra Crash Post Accident Photos 
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The Safety Problem 

 

The 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee is a modern day Pinto for soccer moms.  As with the 

Pinto, the fuel tank is located behind the rear axle: a dangerously vulnerable area in the rear 

impact crush zone.  The tank is made of plastic and has a fuel filler hose that is vulnerable to 

separation in a rear crash.  The tank itself has no valve that would ensure containment of fuel in 

the event of such a separation.  In the United States alone from 1993 through 2009, there have 

been 184 fatal fire crashes in Jeep Grand Cherokees that have resulted in 269 deaths and 

numerous burn injuries.  At least 78 of the deaths are due to fire according to available medical 

and government records with the real number of fire deaths higher. 

 

In 2005, under pressure from its merger partner Daimler-Benz, Chrysler moved the fuel 

tank forward of the rear axle to the safer location used almost universally in light motor vehicles. 

Despite the fuel tank not only being behind the rear axle but also extending below the rear 

bumper, a 3 mm fuel tank shield or skid plate produced by Chrysler was not made standard on 

any 1993-2004 Grand Cherokee.  The 1999-2004 Grand Cherokees had an inadequate 1 mm 

brush guard that did no more than what its name implied – guarded the tank from brush.  

 

In 1978, Chrysler Automotive Safety Manager LL Baker laid out the basic principles for 

fuel system safety for Chrysler cars and trucks based on the Ford Pinto which included moving 

the fuel tank ahead of the rear axle and ensuring the filler neck, cap and tube remained attached 

to the fuel tank to avoid fuel leakage.
1
  In SUVs, Baker recommended a protective impact 

deflection system for the fuel tank recognizing the mismatch between bumpers that allow lower 

passenger car to come under and impact the fuel tank if it could not be relocated forward of the 

rear axle in an SUV.  Yet none of these recommendations were carried out in the 1993-2004 

Grand Cherokee.  If they had, many Grand Cherokee crash fire victims would have lived. 

 

The vulnerability of the fuel tank is exacerbated by the dangerous design of the fuel filler 

hose.  In 1993-1998 Grand Cherokees, the filler hose goes through the frame rail unlike any 

other passenger vehicle.  In the event of a rear impact, the filler hose is likely to be pulled out of 

the fuel tank as the frame rail bends upward.  In 1999-2004 Grand Cherokees, Chrysler relocated 

the filler hose under a redesigned, solid frame rail and improved the connection between the tank 

and filler hose.  With this revised design, the filler hose became vulnerable to separating from the 

filler cap housing and inlet pipe at its upper end.  The plastic fuel tank itself is vulnerable to 

puncture from sharp objects that are part of either vehicle in a rear impact crash.  None of the 

1993-2004 models has an effective check valve in the fuel tank to stop fuel flow when the filler 

hose is pulled loose.  Other similar vehicles at that time such as the Ford Explorer and 

Oldsmobile Bravada had check valves that prevent fuel flow if the filler hose pulled loose from 

either the tank or the filler neck. 

 

                                                 
1
 “Fuel System Design – Chrysler Passenger Cars And Trucks,” Memo from L.L. Baker, Manager  Automotive 

Safety,  to R.M. Sinclair, Director International Product Development, August 24, 1978. (Attachment A from 

Sheridan Submission to NHTSA Administrator Strickland, February 11, 2011.  
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 Picture 2 – Ineffective Grand       Picture 3 – 2002 Ford Explorer 

                  Cherokee Check Valve      Check Valve 

 

Grand Cherokee Has Highest Fire Death Rate of Similar SUV's – 20 Times Explorer 

 

 Chrysler's own analysis of rear impact fire deaths in NHTSA's Fatal Accident Reporting 

System database (FARS) shows the Jeep Grand Cherokee to have by far the worst fire death rate 

of any SUV with more than one fire death.  Chrysler's FARS analysis shows 22 fatal rear crashes 

in nine different 1993-2004 SUVs with fire as the Most Harmful Event - 12 of them in 1993-

2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee's. Three of the nine SUVs have no fatal rear MHE fire crashes and 

three have only one fatal rear MHE fire crash. The Jeep Grand Cherokee with a MHE fire death 

rate of 0.44 per million vehicle years of use is by far the worst performing SUV in rear impact 

fire crashes. The Grand Cherokee's biggest competitor, the Ford Explorer with a fuel tank in 

front of the rear axle had a MHE fire death rate of only 0.02 per million vehicle years of use, 

making the Grand Cherokee twenty times higher than the Explorer.
2
  

 

The Grand Cherokee fire death rate would be even higher if Chrysler had included the three 

other rear fire crashes identified by CAS where an occupant of a Grand Cherokee died by fire. 

And still higher yet if deaths to the occupant in the striking vehicle were included as NHTSA did 

in the FMVSS 301 rulemaking and the GM Pickup Defect Investigation. Chrysler's FARS 

analysis did not include Jose Sierra's burn death because he was in the striking vehicle. (See 

Picture 1.) Nor did it include the burn death of 4 year old Cassidy Jarmon even though Chrysler 

confidentially settled the case. 

 

                                                 
2
 See Chrysler presentation to NHTSA, “1993-2004 MY Grand Cherokee Chrysler’s Analysis of FARS Data” 

http://www-odi.nhtsa.dot.gov/acms/cs/jaxrs/download/doc/ACM17259863 

and Center for Auto Safety letter to NHTSA Administrator David Strickland: 

https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&pid=explorer&chrome=true&srcid=0B08yVa_bKjAVODZhNjMzYzYtODQ2

Ny00MDM4LTk4OWMtNGVkNDc4ZDIxYmI4&hl=en_US  

http://www-odi.nhtsa.dot.gov/acms/cs/jaxrs/download/doc/ACM17259863
https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&pid=explorer&chrome=true&srcid=0B08yVa_bKjAVODZhNjMzYzYtODQ2Ny00MDM4LTk4OWMtNGVkNDc4ZDIxYmI4&hl=en_US
https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&pid=explorer&chrome=true&srcid=0B08yVa_bKjAVODZhNjMzYzYtODQ2Ny00MDM4LTk4OWMtNGVkNDc4ZDIxYmI4&hl=en_US
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Picture 4 – Cassidy Jarmon   Picture 5 – Jarmon Crash Photo 

 

 

Old Chrysler's Defect Knowledge  

 

Chrysler engineers knew about the deadly defects in the Jeep Grand Cherokee early on.  

Crash tests conducted by the company demonstrated failures of the fuel tank, frame rail and filler 

hose connections coupled with fuel flow from the tank unstemmed by any effective check valve.  

For example, Chrysler Test 5380 had the fuel filler pull out of the fuel tank with a massive leak 

unstemmed by an effective check valve used by other manufacturers.
3
   

 

Chrysler engineer Judson Estes discussed the problems of both filler hose and fuel tank 

location in a deposition in Austin- Sierra v. Chrysler.
4
  Mr. Estes’ deposition showed throughout 

that the behind the  rear axle location of the fuel tank in the crush zone led to repeated contact 

with transmission and suspension components in crash tests.  (Id. at 72, 75.)  Mr Estes also 

testified that in crash test 5380 the connection plug holding the fuel hose and vent lines pulled 

loose from the fuel tank allowing the fuel to flow out of the tank. He attributed this to a failure of 

the ultrasonic weld securing the plug fitting to the fuel tank. (Id. at 101-04.)  This is precisely the 

failure mode shown in the FHWA crash test depicted below. 

 

                                                 
3
  Attachment B is test 5380. 

4
  A copy of the deposition is posted at http://www-odi.nhtsa.dot.gov/acms/cs/jaxrs/download/doc/ACM13345717 

http://www-odi.nhtsa.dot.gov/acms/cs/jaxrs/download/doc/ACM13345717
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Picture 6 – Fuel Filler/Emission Control Line Plate Failure 

 

Mr. Estes went on to testify that the frame rail bent upward and closed on the fuel hose and 

vent line pulling them away from the tank.  (Passim 60-101.)  Mr. Estes testified that a frame rail 

reinforcement bracket was added to keep the frame rail from closing on the fuel lines.  (Id. at 

117.) The reinforcement bracket added to strengthen the frame rail is shown below.  

 

 
Picture 7 – Reinforcement Bracket 
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FHWA and CAS Vehicle to Vehicle Crash Tests 

 

Three recent crash tests of various models of these vehicles conducted by the George 

Washington University for the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and by the Center for 

Auto Safety have confirmed and demonstrated that the design flaws and vulnerabilities of the 

fuel tank and its connections result in major fuel spills and fire in rear impacts.  All three crash 

tests were vehicle to vehicle 30% offset rear impacts similar to new Federal Motor Vehicle 

Safety Standard (FMVSS) 301 with the striking vehicle being a Ford Taurus.  Two of the tests 

were run at the 50 mph impact velocity in FMVSS 301 while the third was run at only 40 mph. 

On the earlier models (through the 1998 model year) the filler and the vent hoses are routed 

through the left rear frame rail while in the later models, they are routed under the left rear frame 

rail.  The earlier models had no standard shield protecting the fuel tank.  On the later models, 

there is either a 1 mm brush guard or a 3 mm skid plate covering the underside of the tank. The 

skid plate is bolted to the rear frame rails so that the two hoses entering the tank are effectively 

tied to the frame rail.  If the frame rail and fuel tank do not move together in a crash, this forces a 

separation of the filler hose from the tank.  If they do move together, the filler hose can pull lose 

from the fuel filler inlet. 

 
Picture 8 – Grand Cherokee Fuel Lines Routed through Frame Rail 

 

When these vehicles were marketed, they were among a very few that continued to place 

the fuel tank behind the rear axle, and they are the only known vehicles that route the fuel filler 

through the frame rail.  Manufacturing the tank out of plastic also makes it vulnerable, in the 

event of a fuel fire, to being melted or burned so that it can no longer contain any fuel. 
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The crash tests conducted at the FHWA Turner-Fairbank facility and at KARCO 

Engineering highlighted significant shortcomings of the Grand Cherokee fuel tank design 

beyond its location and the routing of fuel lines. The tank has no effective check valve at the 

entry point of the fuel filler hose that would seal the tank and prevent fuel leakage in the event of 

a separation of the fuel filler hose from the tank.  While it does have a check valve that can 

prevent backflow into the filler line if the pressure in the tank is greater than atmospheric 

pressure, that check valve will open once the pressure on either side of the valve is equalized. 

 Thus, in the first of the KARCO Engineering tests, this valve opened once the vehicle was rolled 

in the spit test rquired by FMVSS 30, permitting all of the fuel (actually Stoddard fluid used for 

testing because it is not flammable) in the tank to flow out.  (See Picture 2 for Chrysler check 

valve.) 

 

 

 

Picture 9 – Stoddard Fluid Leaking from Fuel Tank 

The fuel filler and vent lines are attached to a small plastic plate that is “welded” to the 

tank.  In the Turner-Fairbank test of a 1995 Grand Cherokee equipped with the optional 3 mm 

skid plate, this “welding” failed completely and the entire plate came free of the tank.  (See 

Picture 6.)  This is precisely the failure mode identified by Chrysler in crash test 5380 and 

discussed by Chrysler engineer Judson Estes. The back pressure check valve came out along 

with the attached hoses.  This failure left a large hole in the left side of the tank permitting 
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massive loss of fuel during the impact.  The Delta V (change of speed experienced by the Grand 

Cherokee in the crash) was 23 mph, far below the 35 mph Delta V in NHTSA's New Car 

Assessment Program which vehicle occupants survive.  But for fire, these tests show the 

occupants should easily survive the crash forces in 50 mph rear impacts. 

 

In the first KARCO Engineering test at 50 mph 30% offset rear impact, the upper end of 

the fuel filler hose of the 1999 Grand Cherokee came off its attachment to the fuel filler inlet 

tube.  (See Picture 10 below.) When the vehicle was rolled in the spit test required by FMVSS 

301, the fuel was free to flow out through the filler tube as shown in Picture 9. In this test, the 

Delta V was 26 miles/hour.  Like the FHWA test, this vehicle was equipped with the 3 mm skid 

plate. 

 

Picture 10 – Fuel Filler Detachment 

Rollover fires are all too common in Jeep Grand Cherokees with the FARS database 

showing 23 deaths in 15 fatal fire crashes involving rollover of 1993-2004 Grand Cherokees.  Of 

these, 21 were coded by FARS as MHE fire which undercounts actual fire deaths.  For example, 

Bennett Hartsel was burned to death according to the autopsy report in the rollover of the 2002 

Grand Cherokee which is shown in Picture 11 below.  The lack of an effective check valve used 

by other manufacturers in their SUV's could have prevented many of these fire deaths. 
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Picture 11 – Bennett Hartsel Crash 

  

The second KARCO Engineering test of a 1996 Grand Cherokee was conducted at a 

substantially reduced impact velocity of 40 mph to demonstrate the vulnerability of Grand 

Cherokees with fuel tanks behind the rear axle in lower speed impacts. This Grand Cherokee was 

the standard vehicle without the optional plate under the tank. The Delta V was only 21 mph 

which is a clearly survivable crash if there were no fire. The filler hose remained attached to the 

tank and to the filler inlet but the tank ruptured and spilled its entire fuel content immediately. 

(See Pictures 12 & 13 below showing the ruptured tank and the fuel pouring out of the tank into 

collection containers.).  
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Picture 12 – 1996 Grand Cherokee Punctured Fuel Tank 

 

Picture 13 – Fuel Leakage from Fuel Tank 
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The 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee designed by the old Chrysler Corporation and corrected by 

relocation of the fuel tank in 2005 by DaimlerChrysler has and will continue to claim a terrible 

toll of burn victims.  As the CEO of the new Chrysler Group LLC who has spoken out about the 

social responsibility of leaders not to close their eyes to problems but to find solutions, the 

Center for Auto Safety and the families of victims call on you to recall all 1993-04 Jeep Grand 

Cherokees and remedy the defects in their fuel systems so this defect does not claim any more 

victims.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

Clarence Ditlow 

Executive Director 
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Octaber 14,201 1 

Clarence Ditlow 
Executive Director 
Center for Auto Safety 
1825 Connecticut Ave NW 
Suite 330 
Washington, D.C. 20009-5708 

Dear Mr. Ditlow: 

Your letter to Sergio Marchionne c Septen .er 1, 2011 has b referred to me for 
response. As you know, NHTSA opened PE10-031 to investigate whether the fuel 
systerrr of 1993-2004 Model Year Jeep Grand Cherokee vehicles presents an 
unreasonable fire hazard in rear impact crashes. The contentions you made in your 
letter to Mr. Marchionne have also been part of various submissions the Center for Auto 
Safetyhas made to the PE10-031 docket and, as such, are being evaluated by NHTSA. 

Chryshr Group LLC (Chrysler Group) has responded to NHTSAs information requests 
in connection with PE10-031. Chrysler Group’s examination of the fuel system design 
history of 1993-2004 Model Year Jeep Grand Cherokee vehicles supports its belief that 
soundengineering judgment and due care were used in the design and development of 
the fuel systems of these vehicles. The vehicles were tested to ensure that they 
exceeded the applicable rear impact requirements of FMVSS 301. 

The vehicles’ fuel system performance has been closely monitored in the field over the 
past n’mteen years with over 300 billion miles driven by these vehicles. Rear impacts 
resultiing in fire are extremely rare. All of the Jeep Grand Cherokee rear impact collision 
fires that Chrysler Group has investigated over the past nineteen years involved high 
energy rear impact collisions with substantially higher energy levels than the applicable 
FMVSS 301 energy levels. Noneeof these fires were attributable to a design or 
marmfa6during defect in the fuel system. 

Further, Chrysler Group has analyzed publicly available statistical data involving over 
21,000 rear impacts in the subject vehicles and their peers. It is apparent from this data 
that there is no meaningful statistical difference of rear impact and/or rollover crash 
events resulting in fire between the 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee and its peer 
w w .  

Based on Chrysler Group’s analysis of the design and testing of the vehicles, its 
knvestlgation of accidents in the field, and its analysis of statistical data, Chrysler Group 
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concluded that the 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee vehicles are neither defective ' 
nor do their fuel systems pose an unreasonable risk to motor vehicle safety in rear 
impolots. 

David D. Dillon 
Senior Manager 
Regtll#xy Affairs - Product investigations and Campaigns 
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November 17, 2011 

 

Sergio Marchionne, Chairman 

Chrysler Group LLC 

1000 Chrysler Drive 

Auburn Hills MI 48321-8004 

 

Dear Chairman Marchionne:  

  

On September 1, 2011, the Center for Auto Safety (CAS) asked you to recall all 1993-04 Jeep 

Grand Cherokees for fuel fed fires in rear impacts that have claimed far more lives than the 

infamous Ford Pinto. Just yesterday, November 16, the Jeep Grand Cherokee claimed yet 

another life and severely burned another person on I4 in Orlando FL. If Chrysler had recalled the 

1993-04 Grand Cherokee as CAS requested or as Ralph Nader requested in January 2011, the 

Orlando Grand Cherokee occupants would not have been burned. The tragic question is how 

many more fatal fire crashes will it take before Chrysler recalls this Pinto for soccer moms.  The 

known toll now stands at 185 fatal fire crashes with 270 deaths and numerous burn injuries. At 

the time of its recall, NHTSA reported only 28 deaths in fire crashes of Ford Pintos. 

 

Chrysler responded to CAS’ request to recall the Grand Cherokee and save lives with a letter 

long on rhetoric and short on facts from Chrysler’s recall manager. (See attachment A.)  

Nowhere does Chrysler address the fact that NHTSA FARS data show the Grand Cherokee has a 

fatal rear impact fire death rate 20 times higher than the Ford Explorer.  Nowhere does Chrysler 

address the fact that crash tests done by FHWA and CAS show the Grand Cherokee suffered 

catastrophic fuel system failures at energy levels both significantly below and slightly above 

present FMVSS 301 levels.  Nowhere does Chrysler address the fact the 70 mph FHWA crash 

test on a Ford Explorer had an energy level nearly twice that of FMVSS 301 and suffered no 

breach of the fuel system.  (See Table below.) 

 

Test Impactor Impactor Weight Impactor Speed Crash Energy 

old FMVSS 301 flat face barrier 4,000 pounds 30 mph 121,000 lb-ft 

new FMVSS 301 contoured barrier 3,015 pounds 50 mph 253,000 lb-ft 

FHWA Explorer 2003 Taurus sedan 3,110 pounds 68 mph 483,000 lb-ft 

FHWA Grand 

Cher. 

2000 Taurus SW 3,296 pounds 49.7 mph 274,000 lb-ft 

First Karco test 1987 Taurus sedan 3,387 pounds 51.4 mph 301,000 lb-ft 

Second Karco test 1988 Taurus sedan 3,364 pounds 40.7 mph 187,000 lb-ft 

 

Chrysler’s failure to respond to CAS’ request to recall the Grand Cherokee and save lives is 

inexplicable other than as a defensive tactic in view of the cooperative relationship between 

Chrysler and CAS in the past.  In 1992, CAS conducted an independent crash test of a 1993 

Chrysler L/H sedan provided by Chrysler at a DOT approved test facility.  (Attachment B.)  If 

http://www.autosafety.org/chrysler-ceo-marchionne-asked-show-social-responsibility-he-stresses-recall-jeep-grand-cherokee-fire
http://www.autosafety.org/one-dead-crash-interstate-4
http://www.autosafety.org/one-dead-crash-interstate-4
http://www.autosafety.org/i-4-lanes-reopen-after-4-car-fatal-crash
http://www.autosafety.org/sites/default/files/imce_staff_uploads/Chrysler%20to%20CAS%20Jeep%2010-14-11.pdf
http://www.autosafety.org/sites/default/files/imce_staff_uploads/1992%20Chrysler%20CAS%20Crash%20Test.pdf
http://www.autosafety.org/sites/default/files/imce_staff_uploads/1992%20Chrysler%20CAS%20Crash%20Test.pdf


Chrysler accepted our crash test then, why not accept our crash tests now, all done at DOT 

approved facilities. 

 

 

In December 1990 CAS asked then Chrysler CEO Lee Iacocca to take responsibility for A-604 

Ultradrive transmission failures by redesigning it and helping consumers who had already bought 

one of these lemons. In response Mr. Iacocca personally came to Washington to meet with CAS.  

Chrysler Vice President Theodore Cunningham made specific, public promises from Chrysler to 

repair all Ultradrive transmissions, waive the $100 deductible in the warranty, provide loaners, 

buy back any 1989-91 models with Ultradrives that could not be fixed and to improve the quality 

of the Ultradrive in future models. At the same Chrysler invited CAS Executive Director 

Clarence Ditlow to make a presentation to Chrysler’s Board of Directors on safety and consumer 

issues. (Attachment C.) 

 

Our September 1, 2011 letter to you said: “As the CEO of the new Chrysler Group LLC who has 

spoken out about the social responsibility of leaders not to close their eyes to problems but to find 

solutions, the Center for Auto Safety and the families of victims call on you to recall all 1993-04 Jeep 

Grand Cherokees and remedy the defects in their fuel systems so this defect does not claim any more 

victims.”  The Orlando Grand Cherokee crash on November 16 shows our prediction was correct.  

How many more people will be killed and tragically burned in Grand Cherokee fire crashes before 

Chrysler agrees to a recall?  As outlined by Ralph Nader to Fiat Chief Engineer Harald Wester 

in Milano, Italy on January 26, the recall remedy is simple and inexpensive. 

Just like Ford recalled the Pinto, Fiat needs to recall the Grand Cherokee and 

remedy the fuel tank defect by installing (1) an optional frame rail reinforcement 

bracket on the 1993-1998 Grand Cherokee, (2) optional skid plates on all 

1993-2004 Grand Cherokees that do not have them, (3) an effective check valve 

system to shut off the flow of gasoline if the filler hose is pulled out of the fuel tank 

or filler neck, and (4) additional shields to protect the fuel tank from sharp 

objects in the crush zone impacts. To ensure these inexpensive remedies are 

adequate, Fiat should conduct a public crash test program just as was done for 

the Ford Pinto recall. 

 

Once again, the Center for Auto Safety asks you as Chrysler’s CEO to do the right thing and 

recall the 1993-2004 Jeep Grand Cherokee. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Clarence Ditlow 

Executive Director 

http://www.autosafety.org/sites/default/files/imce_staff_uploads/CAS%20Address%20to%20Xler%20Board%20Feb%201991.pdf
http://www.autosafety.org/sites/default/files/imce_staff_uploads/CAS%20Address%20to%20Xler%20Board%20Feb%201991.pdf
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Ethics Guide

National Automobile Dealers Association

 

Ethics Guide

 

 

In addition to the Code of Ethics poster, NADA has published an Ethics Guide that focuses on four 
key areas of dealership operations: sales, service, financial services and advertising:

1. ADVERTISING

This dealership is committed to advertising its products and services in a clear, conspicuous and 
accurate manner that fully complies with applicable legal requirements. This includes disclosing credit 
terms in accordance with the federal Truth in Lending Act and consistent with state and local law.

2. FINANCIAL SERVICES

Implicit in these standards is the requirement that NADA members comply fully with all federal, state, 
and local laws governing their businesses.

At this dealership, the finance and insurance professionals will at all times...

■     Disclose fully to customers the costs, terms, and contractual obligations of credit and lease 
transactions. Documents will be written in a simple, plain, and unambiguous manner to the 
extent permitted by federal and state law. 

■     Offer optional insurance or other optional products in a clear and informative manner. Any 
purchase of such a product must reflect a voluntary choice by the consumer. 

■     Advertise financial services products in a clear and non-deceptive manner. 

3. SALES

Implicit in these standards is the requirement that NADA members comply fully with all federal, state, 
and local laws governing their businesses.

At this dealership, the sales professionals will at all times...

■     Embrace the spirit and the letter of the law governing the retail sales of new and used vehicles. 
■     Be honest and truthful when dealing with customers. 
■     Have a thorough knowledge of the product and be able to apply that knowledge to help satisfy 

the transportation needs of the customers. 
■     Provide each customer with a thorough and clear explanation of the steps involved in the 

purchase or lease of a vehicle and follow those steps diligently. 
■     Always treat each customer in a professional manner. 
■     Be responsible for the prompt performance of post-sale administrative and delivery procedures. 

http://www.nada.org/Publications/CodeOfEthics/Guide.htm?PF=1 (1 of 2)3/1/2010 12:51:17 PM



Ethics Guide

■     Represent the dealership and the automobile industry in a professional manner. 

4. SERVICE

Implicit in these standards is the requirement that NADA members comply fully with all federal, state, 
and local laws governing their businesses.

At this dealership, the service professionals will at all times...

■     Perform high quality repair service at a fair and competitive price. 
■     Employ trained and skilled technicians. 
■     Furnish an itemized invoice for parts and services that clearly identifies any used or 

remanufactured parts. Replaced parts may be inspected upon request. 
■     Have a sense of personal obligation to each customer. 
■     When appropriate, recommend corrective and maintenance services, explaining to the customer 

which of these are required to correct existing problems and which are for preventive 
maintenance. 

■     Provide each customer a price estimate for work to be performed, upon request, or as required 
by law. 

■     Make available copies of any warranties covering parts or services. 
■     Obtain prior authorization for all work done. 
■     Notify the customer if appointments or completion promises cannot be kept. 
■     Maintain customer service records as required by law. 
■     Exercise reasonable care for the customer's property while in the dealership’s possession. 
■     Maintain a system to provide for a prompt response to all customer complaints. 
■     Uphold the highest standards of service in our profession. 

Purchase Ethics Guide Online

The Ethics Guide pamphlet is available for purchase by NADA members in bulk quantities of 25 
pamphets. To purchase online click here, or contact NADA Management Education at (703) 821-
7227, or e-mail: me@nada.org.

Return to Code of Ethics page

© 2010 National Automobile Dealers Association 
8400 Westpark Drive, McLean, VA 22102, (703) 821-7000, help@nada.org

http://www.nada.org/Publications/CodeOfEthics/Guide.htm?PF=1 (2 of 2)3/1/2010 12:51:17 PM

http://eseries.nada.org/scriptcontent/ProductDetail.cfm?pc=MEDPRETHG
mailto:me@nada.org
http://www.nada.org/Publications/CodeOfEthics/default.htm
mailto:help@nada.org
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