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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, work with DaimlerChrysler, review of substantial literature, review of parts, including DaimlerChrysler 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.’ For the last ten-plus years I have restricted/devoted my consultations to the products of DaimlerChrysler Corporation.  I have testified in this expert capacity in jury trial, deposition and report.
3.
I am aware from my involvement in existing and previous litigation, DaimlerChrysler 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 DaimlerChrysler’s failure to install the brake-shift interlock (sometimes called “Park-Shift Interlock”) : 

a.
DaimlerChrysler was also sued in class actions to force safety retrofits. The courts 


(except Tennessee and South Dakota) were forced to dismiss these class actions 


based on legal arguments posed by DaimlerChrysler that were not related to the 


merits of the Brake-Shift Interlock safety issues.

4.
I am aware that a lawsuit has been filed against DaimlerChrysler, in United States District Court, Southern District of Iowa, alleging that the auto maker placed RALPH A. AHLBERG at grave risk by failing to install a rudimentary safety device called “Brake-Shift Interlock” in its vehicles equipped with automatic transmissions, specifically the 1999 Dodge Ram pick-up truck.
EDUCATION AND EARLY WORK EXPERIENCE

5. 
I hold a Bachelor’s of Science Degree (BS) in Mathematics and Physics conferred in 1978, by the State University of New York (SUNY).  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 of my studies 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 


Graduate School of Management, Department of Economics. I was assigned to 


investigate and author the aerospace portion of a national energy position paper, 


commissioned by the U.S Department of Energy (DOE).  My report 
was based on 

extensive visitations and interviews with the engineers of the National Aeronautics 

and Space Administration (NASA).  My paper was presented to the U. S. Congress in 

1979 by world-renown energy economist Professor Robert Lind.
PROFESSIONAL AUTOMOTIVE EXPERIENCE – GENERAL BACKGROUIND
6.
After graduation from Cornell University, I was hired by Ford Motor Company at their headquarters location in Dearborn, Michigan.  I worked at Ford from 1981 to 1984.  My responsibilities included program management, vehicle production planning, automotive product planning, and power train planning.  The latter involved interaction with the transmission engineering groups.  I was promoted once, and earned several substantial salary increases during this 1981-1984 period. 

7.
In July 1984, I accepted an unsolicited promotional offer from DaimlerChrysler Corporation.  The new position represented a significant increase in responsibility :   


a.
My work at DaimlerChrysler was focused in two main areas: engineering programs 

management and product programs management.  As a matter of DaimlerChrysler 


Personnel and Management policy, these areas do not require an engineering degree 

per se, but did require and utilized my extensive understanding and education in 


science and technology (see ¶46),

b.
I am one of only three people in-history to receive the “Chairman’s Award” from Lee 

Iacocca during his tenure as Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer.  I 

received this award as a result of being nominated by the Chassis Engineering 


department for my work on Dodge Truck exhaust systems engineering (Exhibit 1).
8. 
My career at DaimlerChrysler spanned July 1984 until December 1994.  During this period I served the DaimlerChrysler customers by working as a professional manager in product planning, program planning, and engineering programs management.  As an Engineering Programs Manager, I was responsible for the work of hundreds of both DaimlerChrysler internal engineers and external engineers at DaimlerChrysler suppliers :


a. 
My work as an Engineering Programs Manager received recognition in the internal 

periodical called The Chrysler Times (Exhibit 2),

b.
The assignments described in ¶8a were directly involved with the powertrain systems 

of the Dodge Ram Pick-up truck, internally referred to by various engineering codes 

such as T-300 or the BR-Body.   Mr. Ahlberg’s 1999 Dodge Ram pick-up truck is a 

BR-Body (see ¶22),
I was regularly promoted in my responsibilities and compensation, and I received positive properly executed performance reviews during my DaimlerChrysler career (Exhibit 3).
DAIMLERCHRYSLER HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

9.
In 1998, DaimlerChrysler was acquired by Daimler Benz of Germany to form DaimlerChrysler Corporation.  Daimler Benz is the original manufacturer of the Mercedes Benz automobiles. The new DaimlerChrysler AG is a German company.  In this affidavit I will use “DaimlerChrysler” when referring to the marketing brands of Plymouth, Dodge, and Chrysler.
10. 
Since 1990 DaimlerChrysler automotive vehicle product development has occurred within an internal organization called “Platforms.”  These vehicle Platforms include:

a.
Minivan Platform

b.
Small Car Platform

c.
Large Car Platform

d.
Jeep Platform 
e.
Truck Platform
Each of these five Platforms employs dedicated staff from product operations, engineering, procurement, design, manufacturing, et al.
11.
For example, the Minivan Platform develops minivan product which is/was marketed under the brands of Dodge, Plymouth and Chrysler.  The Truck Platform develops the Dodge Ram pick-up truck such as Ahlberg vehicle.  These North American based brands of DaimlerChrysler are sold and/or serviced by approximately 5,000 independent dealerships.  These brands are also sold in foreign markets by several hundred foreign independent dealerships.

12.
Replacement parts, warranty parts, and repair & retrofit procedures for the DaimlerChrysler brands are provided by the Service & Parts Division.  The trade name of Service & Parts is MOPAR.  DaimlerChrysler dealerships also rely on MOPAR for components and procedures relating to safety defect recalls.  A vast majority of these parts are purchased from outside suppliers for resale to the DaimlerChrysler dealerships or the customer.
13.
Throughout my career at DaimlerChrysler, I performed duties pertaining to competitive automotive product (Ford, Toyota, etc.)  These duties included drive-evaluations of competitive vehicles.  These vehicles were managed by Mr. Richard Posk, Competitive Cars Coordinator.  These competitive vehicles were routinely evaluated by the highest level of DaimlerChrysler management.  The primary purpose of these drive-evaluations was identification and documentation of superior design and feature content.  To the best of my knowledge, the practice of competitive drive-evaluations continues at DaimlerChrysler to this day.  
14.
Throughout my career at DaimlerChrysler, my duties pertaining to competitive automobiles included detailed review of competitive engineering of components and systems.  Competitive vehicles were fully dismantled by 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 DaimlerChrysler 

executive management.

b.
Competitive Teardown Report: Documentation which was distributed throughout the 

DaimlerChrysler organization, including the highest levels of DaimlerChrysler 


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. 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 referred to as “The Boards,”


d.
Competitive Teardown Office visits: Involve open, non-formal inspection, by both 

DaimlerChrysler employees and suppliers, on an as-needed basis,
As part of my duties at DaimlerChrysler 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 DaimlerChrysler to this day.
BRAKE – SHIFT INTERLOCK (BSI) HISTORY

15.
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.  My responsibilities included the Dodge pick-up trucks.  I assisted with the coordination of a Dodge Dakota electronic features prototype.  A major purpose of this prototype was development of driveline controls.  The latter included a brake-shift interlock (BSI) designed by an outside supplier to DaimlerChrysler:

a.
Just prior to my double-promotion into JTE I worked in Dodge Truck Product Development. My primary assignment was co-authorship of the 1992 Dodge Ram pick-up truck Renewal Program.  Acquisition of American Motors in July 1987 forced delay of the renewal until 1994.  The 1994 Dodge Ram renewal was originally called the “T-300 Program.”  As Engineering Programs Manger at JTE, during September 1987 until February 1991, it was my responsibility to provide both gasoline and diesel engines to the T-300 program, later coded BR-Body.
16.
The brake-shift interlock (BSI) is an incremental safety system, and is separate from any other automotive safety system. BSI will prevent inadvertent movement of the automatic transmission shift lever from the “Park” position, until the brake pedal is securely engaged.  BSI ensures that the transmission shifter is not accidentally or unintentionally moved into “Reverse” or “Drive” or “Neutral” while the key is in the ignition, in the unlocked or ‘on’ position:

a.
BSI ensures that a conscious application of the brake pedal occurs prior to movement 

of the automatic transmission shift lever from the “Park” position.
17.
In 1988, the Japanese Auto Manufacturers Association (JAMA) recommended that all automatic transmission vehicles be equipped with BSI as basic safety equipment.    DaimlerChrysler executive management was/is aware of this JAMA safety mandate:

a.
As a result of the 1988 JAMA recommendation, Nissan Motor Corporation 
recalled 

and retrofitted all of its products with BSI.  These Nissan products included cars, 


trucks and sport utility vehicles. This 1988/1989 Nissan BSI retrofit activity was 


well-publicized and was well-known to DaimlerChrysler management,
b.
In 1988, DaimlerChrysler sold vehicles manufactured by Mitsubishi 
Corporation of 

Japan, for sale under DaimlerChrysler nameplates.  These nameplates included the 

Dodge Colt, Eagle Summit, et al.  By 1990 these Mitsubishi manufactured products, 

sold at DaimlerChrysler dealerships, were all equipped with BSI. The sale of 


vehicles manufactured by Mitsubishi Corporation, which are equipped with BSI, 


continues at DaimlerChrysler to this day.
18.
In 1988, DaimlerChrysler engineers had proposed that BSI be installed in all vehicles, beginning with the 1990 model year.  This engineering proposal resulted from their assessment that BSI could easily be designed for and retrofitted into all existing and future vehicles.  This proposal was rejected by the executive manager of DaimlerChrysler Engineering :

a.
BSI systems, proposed for installation in all DaimlerChrysler vehicles no later than 
the 1990 model year, were not engineered by DaimlerChrysler engineers. Detailed design 
engineering for these BSI systems was provided by suppliers.  This 
process is referred to 
as “ODD Box,” meaning outside design and development.  Contractual relations with 
outside suppliers are controlled under DaimlerChrysler ‘Process Standard 7000.’
19.
In 1989, DaimlerChrysler personnel acknowledged, in correspondence with outside parties, including the National Highway Transportation Safety Administration (NHTSA), that BSI was under consideration because this safety system prevents automatic transmission vehicles from being inadvertently shifted out of ‘Park.’  This acknowledgement was made by DaimlerChrysler in documents submitted to NHTSA and others, including ODD Box suppliers.

SHERIDAN TRANSFER TO MINIVAN OPERATIONS – EARLY BSI DISCUSSIONS

20.
In February 1991, I accepted a new DaimlerChrysler position as a Product Manager in the Minivan Operations group.  I remained in Operations until December 1994.  My general duties included but were not limited to:

a.
General business and product management of existing and future minivan models.  

Included co-authorship of the minivan Product Plan, and presentation of the Plan to 

the highest levels of DaimlerChrysler management,


b.
Interaction with the other platforms to solicit and share inputs of design, 



development, and manufacture of DaimlerChrysler products (see ¶10). 


c.
Interaction with internal organizations such as 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 research companies, 

consumer research companies, consulting companies, advertising agencies, etc.

21.
While in Minivan Operations my specific responsibilities included body components, chassis systems, exterior ornamentation, product complexity and logistics, competitive products analysis, regulatory compliance planning, engine and transmission systems planning.

22.
Historically, DaimlerChrysler minivans have involved three primary body design editions.  During its original conception in the early 1980’s, our minivan was internally coded T-115, where “T” stood for truck.  DaimlerChrysler had purposely designated the minivan in government submissions as a ‘Truck’ to accommodate/ease regulatory compliance requirements such a fuel economy minimums (CAFÉ).  In-turn, this ‘Truck’ designation also allowed DaimlerChrysler to avoid the more stringent ‘passenger car’ safety standards.  These facts are not generally known to the customer.  Now, each minivan body design edition is referred to by a two letter code :


a.
AS-body - manufactured between 1983 and 1995,

b.
NS-body - manufactured between 1995 and 2000, 


c.
RS-body - manufactured since 2001 (post DaimlerBenz acquisition, see ¶9),
While in Minivan Operations I was responsible for both the AS-body and NS-body.  In addition to my general duties on the AS-Body, I was periodically asked by Vice Chairman Robert Lutz to conduct special studies of the AS-Body minivan.  (Lutz is now chairman at General Motors of North America, where BSI has been standard on GM vehicles since approximately 1992.)

23.
My duties in Minivan Operations involved transmission controls.  In early 1991 I attended meetings with Automatic Transmission Controls Engineering, and Electronics Engineering.  These meetings reviewed the fact that as a result of prior management decisions, no DaimlerChrysler engineered product offered BSI.  Again, the only DaimlerChrysler brands that offered BSI were those being manufactured by our Japanese affiliate (see ¶17).  Detailed information regarding the cost, technical feasibility, and production dates of BSI were discussed.  I strongly proposed at these meetings that all DaimlerChrysler minivan designs include a “protect-for” provision for BSI:


a. 
The term “protect-for” describes the technical process which presumes that a future 

management decision to install a system, such as BSI, can be accommodated at a 


future date with minimal re-engineering. In other words, “protect for” makes a 


subsequent retrofitting of a 
system or component very easy.

The “protect-for” provision that I had originally proposed in early 1991 was accepted.  As a result, all DaimlerChrysler NS-Body minivans that are currently in-use can easily be retrofitted with BSI.
SHERIDAN APPOINTMENT TO CHAIR FIRST-OF-ITS-KIND GROUP :
MINIVAN SAFETY LEADERSHIP TEAM (SLT)

24.
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 document, my supervisor Mr. Richard Winter made the following remark :
“(Mr. Sheridan) is very good at monitoring safety and regulatory needs.”
25.
While in Minivan Operations, I developed extensive files relating to competitive products.  By 1992 these files indicated that all competitors were installing BSI in all their cars, trucks, and minivans.  This fact was also well-known to DaimlerChrysler management (see ¶38).

26.
In 1992, DaimlerChrysler 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.
By 1993, BSI had been unanimously endorsed by the SLT,


b.
During 1993 the SLT unanimously agreed to the following purpose of BSI:



“This system prevents inadvertent movement of the automatic transmission shift 


lever from the ‘park’ position unless the brakes/brake pedal are first engaged.”

c.
The official letter which announced the formation and mandate of the SLT was 


signed on January 27, 1993 (Exhibit 4).  The Honorable Court should note that the 

subject of Exhibit 4 is “Minivan Safety Leadership Team.”  The Honorable Court 


should also note that this exhibit states that the “SLT activity will be formatted to be 

transferable/accessible to other platforms,” such as the Truck Platform (see ¶10).

d.
Just prior to formation of the SLT, Mr. Iacocca resigned as Chairman of Chrysler, 


and was replaced by Mr. Robert Eaton (formerly of General Motors Corporation).
27.
As chairman of the SLT, I routinely made presentations to an executive management group called the Product Direction Team (PDT):


a.
During a February 1994 presentation to the PDT, I recommended installation of BSI 

in the DaimlerChrysler minivan.  I read-aloud the purpose verbiage described above 

(see ¶26b), and presented BSI as an incremental system. I explained that BSI was an 

industry standard, used in all major competing cars, trucks, and minivans. I presented 

the production piece cost for BSI: approximately nine dollars ($9.00).  


b.
This SLT presentation is attached (Exhibit 5; see pages 1, 11, 12, and 18).  The 


Honorable Court should note that on Page 12 and 18 of Exhibit 5, BSI is referred to 

as ‘Park-Shift Interlock.’


c.
In response to this SLT recommendation, executive manager Mr. Chris Theodore, 


formerly of the Jeep and Truck Engineering Platform, rejected the proposal and made 

the following summary comment:



“If we put it on the minivan, we’ll have to put it on all (DaimlerChrysler) vehicles, 



and we can’t afford the investment.”
Mr. Theodore left DaimlerChrysler in 1999 to join Ford Motor Company, where BSI has been standard on Ford vehicles since approximately 1992. 
28.
Subsequent to the February 1994 presentation to the PDT, DaimlerChrysler management and Legal staffs escalated their rejection of the proposal to install BSI in minivans.  In March 1994 the legal staff had threatened Ford with legal actions. Ford had been claiming minivan “safety leadership” in its advertising.  The DaimlerChrysler lawyers had demanded that Ford withdraw these ads.  Earlier however, I had informed Mr. Lewis Goldfarb of our legal staff that Ford justified its claim of “safety leadership” on the specific fact that they had installed BSI in all of their cars and trucks; whereas DaimlerChrysler had failed to do so. A small portion of the exchange between our legal staff and Ford is attached as Exhibit 6.
BRAKE-SHIFT INTERLOCK (BSI) : FUNCTION, BENEFITS AND DAIMLERCHRYSLER RETROFIT AND LITIGATION HISTORY
29.
I am aware that DaimlerChrysler argues, in many existing and settled lawsuits, that BSI is a device that is designed solely to prevent the driver error of pedal misapplication.  This is known to be false.  At the SLT meetings the many purposes of BSI were documented.  It is well-known in the industry that pedal misapplication is only one scenario that justifies installation of BSI:

a.
It is well-known in the automotive industry that in those vehicle roll-away accidents 

where 
children have caused “inadvertent movement of the automatic transmission 


shift lever from the ‘park’ position,”  the issue of pedal misapplication is irrelevant 

because children typically cannot reach the pedals,

b.
I have read the deposition of Mr. Robert Banta in the Ahlberg case.  To the 



best of my knowledge, Mr. Banta's testimony represents the 1st time in 



DaimlerChrysler BSI case history that a spokesman has told the truth regarding the 

pedal misapplication issue. In all BSI severe injury and death cases in which I have 

been involved (prior to Ahlberg), DaimlerChrysler has claimed that lack of pedal 


misapplication data, in its vehicles specifically, was used to justify management’s 


decision to omit BSI.
30.
A grave concern that consumed the Safety Leadership Team discussions on BSI, was the real world safety issues associated with children.  By failing to inform the consumer that their minivan did not have BSI, DaimlerChrysler exacerbated the likelihood of tragedy.  This exacerbation also occurred through aggressive advertising targeted at families-with-children who are known to be sensitive to claims of safety leadership.  It was/is foreseeable that during the daily lives of families, the children could inadvertently shift the transmission out of ‘Park’ if DaimlerChrysler failed to exercise due care by installing BSI:


a.
I am aware from my involvement in existing/previous lawsuits, that DaimlerChrysler 

has settled and sealed other litigations, and paid substantial damages to plaintiffs who 

have been severely injured or killed as a direct result of DaimlerChrysler’s failure to 

install BSI.  The majority of these tragedies involve children. 
31.
In 1993 I requested funding for customer safety research.  My request was granted in August 1993 by Minivan Platform Executive Mr. Ted Cunningham. During this research every customer group presented their all-consuming fear of accidentally backing over children:

a.
Prior to but also in response to this customer input, the SLT continued to analyze 


accident scenarios where “inadvertent movement of the automatic transmission shift 

lever from the ‘park’ position unless the brakes/brake pedal are first engaged” was a 

cause. The SLT decided unanimously to recommend BSI (see ¶26, ¶27 and ¶28),

b.
The SLT also analyzed safety systems that increased overall safety whenever a 


vehicle was “in reverse.”  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.  The SROD system 

was also qualified by a consumer quote :

“This should be mandatory!”


b.
After executing all necessary internal documents, external documents with suppliers, 

and detailed entry into the minivan product and engineering plans, the SROD system 

was unilaterally removed by the same executive manager of DaimlerChrysler 


Engineering that had rejected installation of the BSI for 1990 (see ¶18),

c.
It should be noted by the Honorable Court that all Chrysler respondents polled in my 

November 1993 research were owners of the AS-Body minivan.  A copy of
the 


‘Customer Focus Group’ research of November 1993 is attached as Exhibit 7.
32.
I am aware that DaimlerChrysler has argued that BSI is not necessary due to an existing system: the locking of the steering column upon removal of the ignition key as required under Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard 114 (FMVSS-114).  This is known to be false.   It was fully understood that FMVSS-114 was enacted for, and is entitled “Theft Protection.”  It was understood that FMVSS-114 was specifically and narrowly intended to address the issue of vehicle theft subsequent to removal of the key from the vehicle.  It was understood that BSI was incremental, and served the distinct additional purpose of preventing rollaway accidents for the opposite scenario (when the key was not removed from the vehicle):

a.
I am aware that DaimlerChrysler has argued that “the real issue . . . is why anyone 


would risk leaving a child unattended or unsupervised in a running vehicle?”  


However, DaimlerChrysler makes this argument while being fully aware that the 


defective DaimlerChrysler vehicles do not need to be “running” for the risk of 


inadvertent movement of the transmission shift lever to occur: The key need only be 

turned out of the column lock position (e.g. for the playing of the radio, etc.).

b.
At no time was the SLT told that FMVSS-114 was a basis for rejecting its 



recommendation to install BSI.
33.
 I am aware that DaimlerChrysler has produced affidavits of Ray Rowell, in which he has testified that retrofitting existing products with BSI would be complicated.  This is known to be false.  Mr. Rowell is employed in Product Analysis, a subgroup of the Legal department.  To the best of my knowledge, Mr. Rowell has been in Product Analysis since at least 1990.  Mr. Rowell was not present at, nor was he party to any of the engineering design meetings and decisions during development of the minivan.  Neither Mr. Rowell nor any other members of the Legal staff were present during any of the meetings of 1991 with Automatic Transmission Control Engineering where I proposed that all minivan designs include a “protect-for” provision for BSI (see ¶23):  


a.
I have personally performed the retrofitting of BSI to the NS-Body minivan 


steering column, doing so on my home work bench in approximately 35 minutes, 


using simple hand tools.  I have taught others this simple BSI retrofit procedure.
34. 
Unlike the United States government, the government of Taiwan requires that all vehicles be equipped with BSI.  DaimlerChrysler exports several vehicle types to Taiwan.  As a result of this lucrative export business, DaimlerChrysler has/had developed BSI retrofit procedures in order to comply with the Taiwanese mandate.

35.
I am aware that DaimlerChrysler, through its suppliers, developed a retrofit for the Jeep products.  Due to notorious media coverage of injury and death, and the attendant lawsuits which alleged that the Jeep vehicles were defective due to omission of BSI, DaimlerChrysler recalled eight different configurations of the Jeep products under recall notice #733 (Exhibit 8).
36.
I am aware from my involvement in now-sealed lawsuits that DaimlerChrysler has produced an affidavit from employee Thomas Dziegielewski.  The Dziegielewski affidavit makes extensive reference to a vehicle computer system called “Intelligent Power Module (IPM).”  The Dziegielewski affidavit proclaims that since selected DaimlerChrysler vehicles do not use this specific IPM system, the retrofitting of these vehicles with BSI is impossible.  This is known to be false.  An example of DaimlerChrysler vehicle retrofit to BSI is the many versions of the Jeep SUV vehicles.  Although the Dziegielewski affidavit does not plainly state this fact, none of the recalled and retrofitted Jeep vehicles, or the Taiwan retrofitted minivans utilize this IPM (see ¶34 and ¶35).
PAUL V. SHERIDAN DISMISSAL FROM DAIMLERCHRYSLER: 
HISTORICAL FACTS AND ONGOING ACTIVITY
37.
Circumstances similar to those described above, wherein DaimlerChrysler executive management refused to act responsibly regarding rudimentary safety issues, including but not limited to BSI, forced me into the role of “corporate whistleblower.”

38.
In late 1994 I announced to my supervisor my intention to report safety defect information to government agencies.  As a result, during the Christmas holidays of 1994, during a time that it was known to DaimlerChrysler lawyers and executive management that I was out-of-town, the following related and coordinated events took place :

a.
I was fired without notice,

b.
I was sued, and “muzzled” as a result of an ex parte hearing at a Michigan court,

c.
The letter that officially announced my dismissal from eleven years of professional 

service to the DaimlerChrysler customer was not written by my supervisor or a 


member of the DaimlerChrysler Personnel department; the letter was written and 


distributed by a lawyer of the DaimlerChrysler Legal department,


d.
My DaimlerChrysler office and eleven years of file materials were confiscated by 


DaimlerChrysler Security at the direction of the DaimlerChrysler Legal department 

on December 19, 1994 (see ¶24),


e.
At a meeting of December 21, 1994 which took place on DaimlerChrsyler premises, 

wherein my dismissal was discussed/finalized, an outside product liability defense 


attorney Joseph Marshall was present.  Prior to, during, and after this meeting, Mr. 

Marshall and his law firm were actively involved in defending DaimlerChrysler on 

one of the issues of my intended reports to governmental agencies,


f.
To the best of my knowledge, the facts presented in ¶38d and ¶38e represent the first 

time in DaimlerChrysler history that an employee’s office was confiscated without 

notice, and prior to being officially dismissed.

39.
During a then-secret meeting of November 17, 1994, NHTSA concluded its investigation of an issue I had intended to report.   NHTSA announced to the DaimlerChrysler lawyers and executives in-attendance that my report issue was indeed a “safety defect”:  

a.
I was not informed of this secret NHTSA meeting by DaimlerChrysler management 

prior to, during, or after I announced my intention to report (Exhibit 9),

b.
I was interviewed by NHTSA regarding my Chrysler vehicle safety defect report 


items on April 11, 1995.


40.
During 1994 and 1995 DaimlerChrysler executive management was actively discussing the merging of Chrysler with DaimlerBenz (see ¶9).  The accounting firm of Goldman-Sachs International (GSI) was hired to do the financial study code-named “Project Blitz.” The findings of “Project Blitz” were presented to DaimlerChrysler management on October 4, 1995:


a.
The proxy statement of August 6, 1997, page 68, includes a section entitled, 


“Interests of Certain Persons in the Chrysler Merger,” which details the proposal 


that top Chrysler executives be compensated collectively 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” was completed in early 1998.

b.
Later in 1998, Mr. Ahlberg’s 1999 Dodge Ram pick-up truck was manufactured 


without BSI, a rudimentary safety system which cost approximately $10.

c.
At the time Mr. Ahlberg’s 1999 Dodge Ram pick-up truck was manufactured, and at 

the time “Project Blitz” was consummated, BSI 
had already been in-use on 



MercedesBenz automotive and truck products for approximately ten years.
41.
In June 1997 DaimlerChrysler announced its intention to pursue a “damages” claim against me.  Two years after its airing, but just before my testimony at a federal trial involving the death of an eight-year-old boy, DaimlerChrysler filed an $ 82,000,000.00 damages claim for my appearance on ABC News 20/20.  I was interviewed by ABC News 20/20 regarding the safety defect I had already reviewed with federal authorities (see ¶39a). Similar to BSI, this defect involved children and had caused severe injury and death. The total airtime of my interview was 88 seconds (Exhibit 10) :

a. 
It was later revealed that the “corrective advertising” that was sought as part 

of the damages claim, had never been spent, and further, that there was never any 

intention of such monies being so spent. 

b.
At no time during the testimony given by Chrysler “damages experts” was it 

alleged that my ABC News 20/20 interview contained fraudulent or misleading 

information, or that my statements were false by omission,

c.
In a hearing, DaimlerChrysler attorney Mr. Thomas Kienbaum (then-president of 

the Michigan Bar Association), admitted to the following:

“I never intended to collect.”

d.
DaimlerChrysler filed a retraction of the $ 82,000,000.00 damages claim, which 

was granted by the Court that had issued the original “muzzle 
order” (see ¶38b).

42.
In September 25, 2000 I wrote to Mr. Rodney Slater, then Secretary of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT).  Section C of this letter is entitled, “Chrysler Minivans Do Not Protect from Injury and Death in Roll-Away Accidents.”   The Section C discussion is on page 4 of 8.  On page 8 of 8 I conclude with the following hypothetical question (Exhibit 11) :

“If ex-Chrysler Chairman Robert Eaton had lost a loved one to a Chrysler minivan roll-away accident because none of these vehicles offer Park-Shift Interlock, such as all competitive models, how fast do you suppose Mr. Eaton would have ordered a safety defect recall?”


a.
Three years after I (again) noticed the U.S. Government regarding my concerns over 

lack of BSI in DaimlerChrysler vehicles, Mr. Ahlberg was killed in a roll-away 


accident involving a vehicle that was not equipped with BSI (see ¶40 above),

b.
A mere five months after I wrote my letter to the DOT, Mrs. Nancy Whitt was 


crushed to death in a roll-away accident involving a DaimlerChrysler vehicle that 


was not equipped with BSI (see next section.).
SHERIDAN ABC NEWS PRIMETIME TELEVISION INTERVIEW : 

LACK OF BRAKE-SHIFT INTERLOCK (BSI) ON CHRYSLER VEHICLES
43.
I granted an interview with ABC News Primetime which aired on May 3, 2001 (a video copy is attached as Exhibit 12).  On the day that my interview was aired, Chrysler sent a three-page email to its 5000-plus dealerships.  The following statement is made on page-one of the email (Exhibit 13):

“Our new minivans, RS models, do have BSI.  This (Primetime) story focuses on older models and their lack of brake-shift interlock, but we do not want consumers to think that this condition exists on our RS minivans.”
It was fully understood by the Safety Leadership Team that “this condition” (i.e. lack of brake-shift interlock) would lead to tragedy in the real world:


a.
On the very same day that my Primetime interview was aired, Mrs. Nancy Whitt, 

a 41-year-old mother and wife, was killed in her own driveway.  Her 5-year-old 

son “accidentally knocked the van into reverse,” backing over Mrs. Whitt and 

crushing her to death.  The Whitt minivan was not equipped with BSI.

b.
On December 9, 2002 I was disposed in the death case of Whitt v DaimlerChrysler.  

My letter of September 25, 2000 to the DOT was requested by DaimlerChrysler prior 

to this deposition.  The Whitt case was settled and sealed from the public shortly 


thereafter (see ¶42 above).

c.
Less than one year after the Whitt case documents were sealed, Mr. Ahlberg was 


killed in a roll-away accident involving a vehicle that was not equipped with BSI. 

d.
On the day that my Primetime interview was aired, Chrysler sent an email to its 

5000-plus dealerships.  On page 2 DaimlerChrysler states that my WPA lawsuit 

was “dismissed as having no merit.”  This is known to be false (Exhibit 13).
SHERIDAN ENGINEERING EXPERTISE :

OPINION OF DAIMLERCHRYSLER CO-WORKERS AND SUPERIORS
44.
Just prior to the events discussed in ¶37, ¶38 and ¶39, the Executive Engineer in charge of all minivan chassis systems design submitted his assessment of my work based upon his two years of direct, day-to-day interaction.  His handwritten comments appear on my official employee job performance appraisal document covering 1993 and 1994:

“Overall I think Paul Sheridan has done an excellent job . . . He is always eager to 
get involved . . . Always very open and candid . . . good planning skills . . . Good team leader.”

This chassis systems Executive Engineer was a party to the “protect-for” provision for minivan brake-shift interlock (see ¶ 23).
45.
Just prior to the events discussed in ¶37, ¶38 and ¶39, the Minivan Engineering Programs Manager submitted his assessment of my work based upon his two years of direct, day-to-day interaction.  His handwritten comments appear on my official employee job performance appraisal document covering 1993 and 1994:

“I find (Paul Sheridan) to be very innovative and certainly not afraid to push the envelope.  His professional yet open demeanor easily wins the respect of his colleagues.  He is extremely knowledgeable, and may very well be the best all-around technical persons on staff.  Paul is a valuable asset to the minivan platform and I rely on him to accomplish our goals.”

46.
While I am not a registered engineer, or a degreed engineer, I performed engineering work by virtue of my reputation, education and specialized training/experience.  It is well-known to the DaimlerChrysler engineering groups, since at least 1985, that I possess detailed technical understanding of electromechanical and mechanical interlock safety systems
(Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 4).
CONCLUSIONS AND OPINIONS
47.
Just prior to the events discussed in ¶36, ¶38 and ¶39, an internal lawyer from the DaimlerChrysler Office of Regulatory Affairs submitted his assessment of my work based upon his two years of direct, day-to-day interaction.  His handwritten comments appear on my official employee job performance appraisal document covering 1993 and 1994:

“Paul Sheridan does a thorough, detailed, organized, and tireless job.  He became an active promoter of advancing safety in the (minivan) program only slowing when the reality of the interest from management became apparent to him.

48.
I have formed certain expert opinions based upon my factual knowledge of DaimlerChrysler, my 15-year professional work experience with DaimlerChrysler and Ford, my continuous close monitoring and ongoing awareness of DaimlerChrysler managerial practices, components and subsystems, vehicle products, and engineering philosophy. I have formed certain expert opinions based upon review of documents produced during the last ten-plus years in DaimlerChrysler product liability litigation.  I have formed certain expert opinions based upon my specialized education and training.  I am reasonably professionally certain about these matters:
a.
My extensive experience of over 25 years with the automotive industry has taught me that 
safety is always a management issue and not an engineering issue per se.  In February 
2005, in the death case of Mohr v. DaimlerChrysler, I testified at-trial as a ‘General 
Automotive Safety Management Expert’ to this crucial point.
b.
In 1990 I presented a report to DaimlerChrysler management which expressed my deep 
concern with the broad negative effects of excessive executive compensation.  I have 
personally observed these negative effects on everything from employee loyalty/morale to 
automotive product development such as inclusion of low cost safety systems such as BSI,
c.
Unintentional shifting has caused, and will continue to cause dangerous vehicle roll-away  
accidents resulting in severe injury and/or death.
d.
DaimlerChrysler omitted BSI from vehicles it manufactured from 1988 to 2000 or later.  
DaimlerChrysler consciously chose to do what no other major auto manufacturer had done: 
It chose not to install BSI for 10 years or more after every other major manufacturer had 
1) 
installed BSI as standard production equipment and/or  2) retrofitted existing vehicles in the 
field.   This decision was not made by the engineering or technical staffs, this decision was 
made by executive management.  
e.
The technology existed since not later than 1988, within the automobile industry and at 
DaimlerChrysler, to include BSI in Mr. Ahlberg’s 1999 Dodge Ram Pick-up truck, as a 
standard production safety system; installed at the assembly plant at low cost.
f.
The technology existed since not later than 1988, within the automobile industry and at 
DaimlerChrysler, to include BSI in Mr. Ahlberg’s 1999 Dodge Ram pick-up truck, as a 
retrofit; installed at the DaimlerChrysler dealerships at reasonable cost,
g.
The historically singular DaimlerChrysler decision to omit BSI from the 1999 Dodge Ram 
pick-up truck was not based on any type of technical or engineering considerations 
whatsoever. 
At no time did the engineers at DaimlerChrysler or their counterparts at 
outside BSI system 
suppliers declare that technical non-feasibility was a justification 
for omission (see ¶18, ¶18a, ¶23 and ¶23a). DaimlerChrysler executive management was 
aware 
that its business decision, not to invest in BSI, resulted in millions of vehicles being 
placed into the stream of commerce that contained a safety defect by omission: the 
absence of BSI (see ¶27),
h.
I am aware from my years of experience with DaimlerChrysler product liability litigation 
that in at least one major instance, DaimlerChrysler actively solicited and received 
assistance from the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) to assist with defense of the 
Freedom 
of Information Act (FOIA) lawsuits and requests filed by plaintiffs with NHTSA.  In this 
major instance the plaintiffs were seeking NHTSA safety defect investigation file 
materials 
which, by definition, had been paid for by the taxpayer.  In my expert opinion, this 
level of influence over the safety regulatory process leads to scenarios wherein fundamental 
safety systems, such as BSI, are not made mandatory by governmental bodies such as 
NHTSA.  Were it not for this level of influence, Mr. Ahlberg’s 1999 Dodge Ram pick-up 
truck might have had BSI.  I have testified at-trial on the issue of improper influence in the 
two recent cases of Mohr and Flax; plaintiff verdicts of $58,000,000 and $105,500,000 
respectively (Exhibit 14),
i.
In my expert opinion, from my years of experience with NHTSA, the lack of a specific 
federal regulation does not mitigate or reduce the responsibility of automotive executive 
management regarding safety defects.  This fact is well-known to DaimlerChrysler 
executives. For example, although NHTSA did not have a then-existing regulation 
concerning the issue discussed above, the agency officially declared that a “safety defect” 
existed (see ¶2 and ¶3, and Exhibit 15).  In my expert opinion, this same logic applies to 
BSI: Although NHTSA does not have a specific regulation requiring BSI, but because BSI 
is so fundamental to the safety of the automotive public, the omission of BSI constitutes a 
safety defect status,
j.
The death of RALPH A. AHLBERG was reasonably foreseeable. The DaimlerChrysler 
personnel communicating with NHTSA essentially acknowledged that “inadvertent 
movement of the automatic transmission shift lever from the ‘park’ position unless the 
brakes/brake 
pedal are first engaged.” posed a known and foreseeable risk.  This risk was 
also known to be remediable, best and most acceptably throughout the industry, with BSI.  

k.
The primary facts of this expert report are also well-known to DaimlerChrysler lawyers.  
On May 16, 2003, during my participation in the severe injury BSI case of Johnson v. DCC, 
DaimlerChrysler national defense counsel Mr. David Tyrrell proclaimed his agreement with 
the function of BSI to the Florida court:
“A brake shift interlock prevents people from being inside the vehicle

and inadvertently shifting the gear shift lever.”


This is the exact issue and general accident scenario that the SLT attempted to address by its 
recommendation to install BSI in DaimlerChrysler vehicles.  This is the accident scenario of 
the instant case, Ahlberg v. DaimlerChrysler Corporation.
49.
On February 22, 1998 Mrs. Kim Golden was killed in a roll-away accident involving a DaimlerChrysler vehicle that was not equipped with BSI.  Many of the highest ranking executive managers at DaimlerChrysler were either deposed or filed affidavits seeking to avoid being deposed in the case of Golden v DaimlerChrysler.  The Golden death case documents were sealed after the case was settled.  However, a relevant result of the Golden case is that DaimlerChrysler executive management had direct 
knowledge and was “on notice” regarding the dangers of vehicles that were not equipped with BSI:


a.
Mr. Ahlberg was killed on October 5, 2003, over five years after management was 

informed of or involved in the Golden BSI death case.  The decision not to offer BSI 

retrofits or the decision not provide notification regarding the specific danger of the 

1999 Dodge Ram pick-up, were management decisions.

50.
I am prepared to testify as a ‘General Automotive Safety Management Expert’ on behalf of the Plaintiffs in Iowa, in the event trial is conducted, and I am asked by Plaintiffs’ counsel to do so. 

Paul V. Sheridan, BS, MBA
Date of Report : May 20, 2005
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