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$860,720 Verdict – Products liability – Defectively designed high-speed roll up door – Lack of “hold open” device – 
Plaintiff struck by door – Mild traumatic brain injury – Permanent cognitive deficits. 
Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania
The male plaintiff, a 55-year-old employee of Merck Pharmaceuticals 
in West Point, Pennsylvania, contended that he was struck by a high 
speed roll-up door at the facility. The defendants in the case included 
the manufacturer of the door and the architectural firm which 
specified the door to Merck. The plaintiff claimed that the door was 
defectively designed without a "hold open" device which would have 
prevented the accident. The plaintiff also contended that the door was 
inappropriate for its intended use. Both defendants denied that the 
door was defective. The defendant door manufacturer maintained that 
the codefendant architect was responsible for specifying an 
appropriate door. The defendant architectural firm contended that it 
approved the shop drawings for the purchase of the door, but never 
had the opportunity to review the final specifications. 
The plaintiff was an electric tractor-train operator at Merck at the time of the 
accident. His position involved delivering product from one building to 
another in an electric transport cart. The evidence revealed that the high-
speed roll door in question was used for climate control and access from 
one section of a building to another. 
The plaintiff testified that he pressed his remote control to open the roll up 
door, that the door opened and that he began to pass under it. However, 
the plaintiff claimed that the door suddenly dropped, knocking his hands off 
the train controls. The weight of the vehicle caused it to continue to roll 
forward, trapping the plaintiff between the door and the roll bar of his train. 
The plaintiff's expert engineer testified that there were sensors built into the 
door frame and the leading edge of the door. However, in this use, the door 
should have included a "hold open" device which, once the door was open, 
would have sensed an oncoming vehicle before it reached the door frame 
and would have kept the door from dropping back down until after the vehicle 
had passed. 
The plaintiff's expert architect testified that the defendant architectural firm 
was obligated to discuss the option of a "hold open" device with the owner 
of the building. The plaintiff claimed that the architect in charge of the door 
installation was not aware of the option of a "hold open" device. The plaintiff 
also contended that other available doors would have been preferable for 
this use, in that the door installed was tethered to the doorframe and did not 
break completely away upon impact. The tethering prevented the door from 
breaking fully away, resulting in the plaintiff becoming trapped between the 
door and the vehicle's roll bar, according to the plaintiff's claims. 
The plaintiff's physicians testified that the plaintiff sustained a mild traumatic 
brain injury as a result of the accident. The plaintiff attempted to return to 
work briefly, but claimed that continuing headaches, memory difficulties and 
learning problems prevented him from continuing his employment. An MRI 
showed a frank compression of the plaintiff's spinal cord. 
The plaintiff's neuropsychologist testified that the plaintiff underwent 
neuropsychological and psychological therapy for approximately four 
months. The neuropsychologist testified that follow-up testing after therapy 

showed that the plaintiff's brain injury was not resolving and he remains 
under the therapist's care. This expert opined that the plaintiff has been left 
with a permanent cognitive impairment. The plaintiff's wife testified that 
since the date of the accident, the plaintiff has become forgetful, his 
personality has changed and that he is frustrated because of his disability. 
The defendant manufacturer's expert engineer opined that the door was 
acceptable for its intended purpose. However, he agreed that a "hold open" 
device would have been safer. This expert maintained that the codefendant 
architectural firm should have included such a device in its specification for 
the door when it was installed. The defendant architectural firm argued that 
it did not have the opportunity to recommend such a device because it 
never saw the final blueprints and specifications for the door. The 
architectural firm contended that it approved only shop drawings for 
purchase of the door. 
The defendant's neurologist testified that there was no objective 
neurological evidence that the plaintiff was disabled from working. This 
expert testified that the CT scan of the plaintiff's brain was negative and it 
could not be determined if the frank compression of the spinal cord shown 
on MRI film was causally related to the accident. 
The defendant's vocational expert opined that the plaintiff could return to 
the work force in certain areas such as delivering vehicles or working as a 
security guard. She opined that the plaintiff did not sustain a diminished 
earning capacity as a result of the accident. 
The jury found the defendant architectural firm 80% negligent and the 
defendant door manufacturer 20% negligent. The plaintiff was awarded 
$860,720 in damages. The defendant architectural firm has filed post-trial 
motions. The plaintiff has also filed a petition for delay damages. 
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