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s that diagnostic inspections are
ective, and publicly acceptable

Based on the results of the diagnostic demonstration
jects, the Administrator of NHTSA believes that diagnostic
sections are feasible, effective, and publicly accnpt~

e, and a princ ns of providing consumers with in-
formation about the deficiencies of their autos. However,
she also contended that, to be effective and efficient, a
State-administered nationwide vehicle inspection program can
succeed ﬁn]y if it includes vehicle safety, fuel economy,
noise, emission control, and other auto repair needs and if
the inspection facilities are totally separated from the
air industry. Separation from the repair industry would
»r greater public credibility toward the inspection
process.

In October 1977, NHTSA published a report on the results
of the Motor Vehicle Diagnostic Inspection Demonstration
Prmj@ct'. The report shows improvemnnts in the condition of
s ated equipment, emission levels, and fuel economy
aftwr cars were diagnostically inspected. The following is
a brief summary of several major conclusions reached from the
NHTSA demonstration projects:

ion: About 75 percent of the vehicles in

O Y ‘ailed the initial inspection. For brakes

“ lt was found that 36 percent of the cars failed the
1n1t1d1 inspection. On the average, a rejected vehicle
had about three defects. For items considered important
for safety, such as brakes and tires, the failure rates
dropped by half over the life of the program.

Hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide levels de-
p@rcmnt and 12 percent, respectively, in the
¢ program. The vehicle inspection failure rate
for emissions decreased from 23 percent to 10 percent
over a l-year period.

Fuel economy: Gasoline mileage of the diagnosed cars
improvwd by 4.7 percent immediately after performance
of emission repairs, which means, projected nationally,
savings of 1.8 billion gallons of gasoline per year.

Jnnecessary repairs: Analysis of a small sample of re-
pai coeipts from the Alabama project indicated that un-
ary repairs were being performed. The diagnostic

) . suggest a potential for reducing the occurrence
and magnitude of these repairs.
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Consume ‘peacqun: Consumer reaction to the program

was tive. A total of 93 percent of program partici-
pants surveyed said that they would rejoin the program
if offered again. Over 85 percent of the participants
said that the inspection should be required by law and
63 percent said they were willing to pay $10 or more

for diagnostic services.

There is no average cost figure for establishing a typi-
cal independent dAiagnostic facility. A NHTSA official stated
that this was due to potential variations, such as size, de-
sign equipment, and location. Officials at the University of
Alabama at Huntsville estimate that the cost to establish a
three—lane diagnostic center in their State would be about
$250,000 to $300,000.

Huntsville project officials cite positive
benefits and a need for more testing

We visited the federally sponsored diagnostic center
(Auto Check) in Huntsville, Alabama. Auto Check was estab-
lished by the University of Alabama in Huntsville for the
Alabama Office of Highway and Traffic Safety. The original
Federal project grant of about $2.8 million was awarded on
Ooctober 5, 1974, and lasted until June 1, 1976. The Univer-
sity funded the center from June 1, 1976, to December 31,
1976, and received additional Federal funding of about
$200,000 from January 1, 1977, to September 30, 1977. The
center, designed, constructed, and equipped to support the
NHTSA demonstration project, had three diagnostic inspection
lanes. The overall inspection capacity was 228 vehicles in
an 8-hour day. The center served 18,000 motorists and per-
formed about 30,000 inspections.

Auto Check maintained its own computerized data base
for storing all diagnostic inspection results. The data base
provided Auto Check with the capability of conducting a
variety of consumer-related studies based on the Huntsville's
environment and 1968 through 1973 model year vehicles. Some
conclusions about diagnostic motor vehicle inspections made
from this data base by Auto Check officials include:

1. The unnecessary repair rate for the diagnostic cri-
tical systems was reduced in half--from 26 percent
to 13 percent.

2. The annual repair cost savings for only two systems,

brakes and engine, was estimated to be a minimum of
$19 per year.

88



APPENDIX VII APPENDIX VII

3. A mandatory inspection program could reduce accidents
up to about 12 percent over a noninspection environ-
ment. .

4. persons not skilled in auto mechanics can make ex-
cellent diagnostic inspectors. However, lane super-
visors and motorist counselors need to have a good
knowledge of automobiles.

Auto Check officials are confident that diagnostic inspec-
tions are feasible, but believe that additional testing of the
concept is needed. They cited the following limitations of
the demonstration projects:

——The demonstration diagnostic project test data are now
somewhat obsolete because of changes in automobile
design, which include more electronics and more front
wheel drive vehicles. The average model year in the
diagnostic tests was 1971,

—~The diagnostic demonstration test was relatively short,
and more time to see the effect of the centers over
several years is needed.

-~The NHTSA study performed insufficient diagnostic test-
ing in large metropolitan areas and cold weather cli-
mates .

The officials believe that additional testing would further
prove the value of diagnostic inspections and that such test-
ing would be appropriate before the centers are introduced on
a national scale.

A representative of the Chrysler Corporation's Huntsville
Flectronics Division, which provided Auto Check with training,
technical, and general engineering support, expressed mixed
feelings about the independent diagnostic center concept.
While he believes the concept shows good potential, he is not
as confident that results similar to those of the NHTSA study
would be obtained if diagnostic centers were established on
a national scale. 1In addition to the limitations mentioned
by University of Alabama at Huntsville officials, he noted
that the tests were strictly voluntary and no feeg were
charged to motorists. The Chrysler representative also
stated that some motorists with diagnostic information could
obtain better automotive service because the automobile repair
facility may give them special attention by assigning one of
the shop's best mechanics. However, he noted that, if every-
one had a diagnostic report, the automobile repair facility
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might not be able to give such special attention. In con-
trast, NHTSA officials believe that the presence of a high
quality diagnostic center which circulates diagnostic reports
throughout the local repair community helps to upgrade repair
services in the area served.

Title III demonstration projects have
not led to implementation of the

independent diagnostic center concept

Though the demonstration projects showed some positive
results, the five diagnostic inspection centers established
under title III of the act are no longer involved in a formal,
public diagnostic inspection program. However, the University
of Alabama at Huntsville is currently using one of its three
diagnostic lanes to provide diagnostic inspections, for a fee
of $10, as a public service. A proposal is currently under
consideration in Alabama to use all three lanes in a vehicle
inspection program directed at safety and emission control
systems. A University official said that motorists would
receive information similar to that provided under the demon-
stration projects.

The other centers are being used for a variety of pur-
poses. Two of the three centers established in Puerto Rico
are being used by the University of Puerto Rico to train
mechanics. The other is being used by the Municipality of
Bayamon for safety inspections of its vehicles. 1In Arizona,
the diagnostic centers emission analyzers are used in con-
junction with the State's emission control program. The
Tennessee center is being operated by the City of Chattanooga
for periodic motor vehicle safety inspections. The Washing-
ton, D.C., facility is being used for periodic vehicle safety
inspections and some diagnostic inspections of city-owned
vehicles.

Some officials who were involved with-the diagnostic
centers said that the future of State-sponsored diagnostic
inspection centers is not favorable. The basic reasons the
centers ceased diagnostic inspections included lack of State
funding to continue operations and lack of receptivity by
State legislatures.

INDUSTRY GROUPS GENERALLY OPPOSE ESTABLISHING

INDEBENDANT DIAGNOSTIC CENTERS

We obtained industry views on establishing independent
diagnostic centers. Most views were negative for many rea-
sons, such as the large investment cost needed for plant and
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equipment, lack of trained diagnosticians, and a,belief that
problem diagnosis should remain with private industry at
locations where repairs are also provided. Examples of
negative and positive industry comments follow.

The Independent Garage Owners of Massachusetts does not
favor establishing independent diagnostic centers because
of the belief that initial costs would be prohibitive. The
initial capital outlay would include the cost to obtain land,
building, and equipment. The group's director also guestions
whether enough consumers would use the centers to make the
concept financially feasible. Officials of the National
Automobile Dealers Association see a problem with staffing
diagnostic centers with qualified mechanics. These officials
believe that the centers would need many qualified mechanics
at a time when they see a shortage of mechanics. NADA also
believes that if a small portion of the money needed to estab-
lish diagnostic centers was placed into mechanic training,
it would alleviate the training problems of the entire auto-
mobile industry. In addition, NADA officials do not see
diagnostic centers eliminating the problem of misdiagnosis.

The Automotive Parts and Accessories Association believes
that private industry should perform diagnostic inspections
and repairs at the same location. They do not favor separate
diagnostic inspection centers by any level of government.

They believe that separation of repair and diagnosis would
create additional inconveniences for the motorist because of
traveling back and forth between the diagnostic center and
the repair facility.

In contrast with some industry groups, the Automotive
Service Councils, representing about 5,000 independent repair
shops in 44 States, favors a nationwide diagnostic inspection
program. Its position is based, in part, on its observation
that the rapid rate of new technology and the shortage of
skilled mechanics will result in more auto repair problems
and an increasing amount of consumer complaints in the years
ahead. The Council estimates the capital outlay at about
$1.5 billion to establish a comprehensive nationwide diag-
nostic system, and that over the long run consumer benefits
would well exceed this cost and the estimated annual operat-
ing costs of $800 million. The Council believes such a system
would include support from private industry, States, and the
Federal Government.
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STATE VIEWS REFLECT CONCERN
ABOUT DIAGNO STIC CENTER COSTS

In response to our guestionnaire, most State officials
believe that independent diagnostic centers would help reduce
auto repair problems. Specifically, 75 percent of the State
officials responding believed that the centers would help to
a moderate, substantial, or very great extent.

In personal contacts, however, several State officials
expressed considerable concern about the high costs involved
in establishing diagnostic centers. A Michigan official be-
lieves that the costs would be too high to make them feasible
in that State. A Rhode Island official believes they could
be feasible, provided the Federal Government helped fund the
startup costs.

Wisconsin does not currently operate diagnostic inspec-
tion centers, but the State's Department of Transportation
studied ildgno>tlc inspections as an alternative to periodic
mandatory vehicle inspections during the late 1960s and early
1970s. Proposals were developed on the basis of the study for
a network of State-established diagnostic inspection facili-
ties. Based on one proposal, the State estimated annual

operating costs at about $9.5 million and the number of em-
ployees at about 1,100. Recovery of center costs would have
been achieved by charq1nq motorists a $5.31 fee per vehicle.

The proposals to establish the centers, however, were
never acted upon by the State legislature. According to one
State official, the legislators viewed inspections of vehicles
as an imposition on consumers, with little benefit. In addi-
tion, a State official noted that establishing diagnostic
facilities lacked support by the Governor because of high
startup costs and the need to place about 1,100 staff on the
State payroll, even though the costs of the program would be
recovered by user fees. ’

NHTSA IS CONTINUING ITS
ANALYSIS OF DIAGNOSTIC CENTERS

The Administrator of NHTSA believes the Federal role in
diagnostic inspection is suggesting ways for States and
localities to find the capital to put diagnostic inspection
stations in place and recommending useful diagnostic models
for States to follow. Consequently, NHTSA is conducting and
planning efforts to compile, analyze, and document a practical
set of alternatives so that States and local governments or
consumer groups can make unbiased automobile diagnostic
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available to motorists. The evaluation will
.al features of operation, including facility

iral considerations, eguipment requirements,
jures and sequences, ordganization, personnel,

ProCe
and cc

NHTSA will also study and recommend ways to finance the
centers. The study will address the implementation costs
for various alternative types of combined vehicle inspection
and maintenance programs which include safety, emissions and
ned inspections, and fuel and maintenance economy. The
11 also examine funding possibilities and financing
and evaluate existing diagnostic programs and services.

NHTSA will also evaluate the trade-offs between providing

more d ynostic equipment built into new automobiles versus
moy e ated and versatile diagnostic equipment for the

sophistic
ir and service industry. NHTSA will assess the auto-
engine and safety components and control systems,

and the character s and availability of suitable sensors
and computer ulipment .

NHTSA will work with States that plan to expand their

: - vehicle inspection programs, which includes

ntrol testing, to obtain information concerning
and problems. One of EPA's requirements for
ivate repair facilities in their vehicle
sting program is to provide motorists with a
sferce lane in cases where the owner disagrees with the

: In the States where the referee lanes are established,
NHTSA believ that it may be useful to perform emission,
noise and fu economy inspections, and to provide diagnos-
tic inf on for motorists. NHTSA has selected sites in
i and Florida to gather information about referee
lane startup costs and problems. The startup cost infor-
mation and problems experienced from the two projects will
documented and provided to States contemplating such
Hansions .
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MORE ANALYSIS IS NEEDED TO DETERMINE WHICH

DISPUTE RESOLUTION APPROACHES WORK BEST

Consumer dissatisfaction with auto repairs has created
a demand for quick, effective, and inexpensive dispute res-
olution mechanisms, In response, States, consumer groups,
and the automotive industry established a variety of ap-
proaches to help consumers with auto disputes, which are
among the most difficult to resolve. While these programs
help many consumers, their effectiveness is hampered because
they have weaknesses in one or more areas, such as lack of
enforcement authority, limited staff and resources, inability
to provide consumer redress, or limited availability or ap-
plicability. In addition, legal alternatives can be too ex-
pensive and/or time consuming. Most State and local govern-
ment officials responding to our questionnaire indicated
that improved dispute resolution efforts would help reduce
auto repair problems to a substantial or very great extent.
But, there is a lack of information showing which types of
programs are most successful in resolving consumer auto re-
pair disputes.

STATE PROGRAMS VARY BUT
PRIMARILY RELY ON MEDIATION

State complaint handling activities provide consumers
with information on their legal rights and serve as a forum
for airing consumer problems. They also provide State agen-
cies with information on complaint trends and the need for
law enforcement actions. Some States use radio and televi-
sion advertisements, information pamphlets, posters in re-
pair shops, and general mailings to licensed drivers or
auto registrants to publicize their programs. Advertising
focuses on making consumers aware of the State program
and how to cont.ct the agency if they have a complaint.

Procedures to handle consumer complaints are not
standardized among the States reviewed. Some States allow
the immediate recording of complaints received over the
telephone while others require consumers to submit complaints
in writing.

Each of the seven States reviewed use some form of
mediation to resolve disputes. However, most of these States
first suggest that consumers contact the repair facilities
to resolve the dispute. If the consumer is unsuccessful,
State officials attempt to mediate the dispute. Mediation
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is a process whereby a third party intervenes tq reconcile
the di rences between the consumer and the business and
tries to obtain a settlement. If mediation fails, States
generally refer the consumer to small c¢laims court,

Differences in State dispute resolution approaches
include organizational structure, staff size and experience,
and extent of auto repair legislation. While some States
have established a separate auto repair unit, use investiga-
tors previously employed as mechanics, and can rely on spe-
cific auto repair legislation, other States handle dispute
resolution in an agency using staff responsible for a wide
variety of consumer problems and/or have no special auto
repair legislation,

Massachusetts

In Massachusetts, the Consumer Protection Division of
the Attorney General's Public Protection Bureau is the State
regulatory agency responsible for enforcing the auto repair
regulations. Auto repair, however, is 7just one of many
consumer complaint categories handled by the Division staff.
Accordingly, no staff members are specifically responsible
for handling auto repair complaints.

The Department of the Attorney General encourages the
formation of local consumer groups throughout the State. In
1978 there were 30 such groups in operation. The State
established a $200,000 fund to supplement local funding and
volunteer efforts of these groups. Local consumer groups
ease the caseload of the Consumer Protection Division by
mediating consumer complaints referred to them by the Divi-
sion.

The Consumer Protection Division mediates those con-
sumer complaints that cannot be referred to a local consumer
group and those complaints referred but unsuccessfully
mediated. The Division employs on a part-—time basis about
100 volunteer college students to mediate consumer disputes.
For example, a Massachusetts consumer complained to the
Division that she was given an estimate of $80 to $95, but
charged $117 for a brake repair. The Division mediated the
complaint by contacting the owner of the repair facility
which agreed to refund the $22 difference.

If Division mediation is unsuccessful and there are no
similar violations, the Division will suggest the consumer
seek a private attorney or consider small claims court. For
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example, a Massachusetts consumer brought his vehicle to a
facility for repair of a leaky radiator, which the facility
estimated would cost $35 to $75. Subseguently, the consumer
was charged $175 for radiator replacement which the consumer
tatoed he did not authorize. The consumer then filed a com-
plaint with the Consumer Protection Division seeking a re-
fund. fThe Division attempted to mediate the dispute, but the
facility refused to refund any money. The Division closed
the case by referring the consumer to small claims court.
The Division will generally take further action (sue the
repair facility) only if there is a pattern of fraud or un-
fair and deceptive practices.

A Division official estimated that of the 15,000 com-—
plaints received annually about 40 to 50 percent are automo-
bile repair-related. He also stated that because of their
complexity, the auto repair resolution rate is lower than
for other consumer disputes (50 percent versus 70 percent) .
Division officials noted that staff and resource limitations
restrict their auto repair involvement but believed they are
doing a good job, considering the large size of the problem.

Michigan

The principal agency responsible for handling consumer
auto repair complaints in Michigan is the Bureau of Automotive
Regulation. The Bureau's field investigative staff of about
30 members is composed equally of ex-police and ex—auto me-
chanics. The investigator mechanics are required to pass the
State's mechanic certification tests and the National Insti-
tute of Automotive Service Excellence mechanic certification
tests. (See appendix IX for further detail on these tests.)

The Bureau's authority under the Motor Vehicle Service
and Repair Act of 1974 was not fully enforceable until
November 1978. The Bureau receives, investigates, and medi-
ates complaints and reviews cases in an administrative
hearing. The Bureau tries to resolve consumer disputes on
a voluntary basis through mediation. In cases involving a
violation of the act, the facility may agree to a voluntary
settlement, including consumer redress, or have the case
prescented in an administrative hearing. If the hearing of-
ficer's decision goes against the facility, it may have its
registration suspended or revoked.

Because the act has only been fully in effect since No-
vember 1978, Bureau officials state they have not been able to
adequately assess the effectiveness of its dispute resolution
nrocess. But Bureau officials do believe their staff is suffi-
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1it, and an oil leak developed which had not been observed
previously. This condition persisted, even though the con-
suer returned the vehicle to the facility several times and
the shop spent 11 days trying to repair it. The administra-
tive law judge determined that the repair facility failed to
perform guality work, overcharged the consumer, and performed
unauthorized repairs. Although the repair shop was penalized
for these violations, the judge did not have the authority

to order the facility to refund her money. Division offi-
cials stated that legislation had been proposed that would
authorize the judges to award consumer redress.

From April 1, 1978, to March 31, 1979, the Division re-
corded the following statistics:

Complaints related to practices
covered by State law Complaints

No action {(consumer did not cooperate

or had no basis for the complaint) 1,232
Resolved centrally 2,014
Sent for investigation 4,025

Total 7,271
Action involving shops (after
field investigation) Actions
No action 1,381
Warnings issued 1,304
Hearings recommended 539
Total 3,224

Action for consumers Cases

Money returned 730 ($160,380)
Vehicles re-repaired 438
Total 1,168

The Division has no written evaluation demonstrating
the extent of program effectiveness. However, Division of-
ficials do examine operating results: complaints processed,
disputes resolved, money refunded, vehicles re-repaired, and
actions taken against repair facilities. Division officials
believe they are achieving positive results by helping
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rheir auto repair disputes and are reduc-—
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Dnrinw fiscal years 1977 and 1978 the Bureau recorded
the following statistics:
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7/77 7/76
to to
6/78 6/77
Complaints received 26,660 27,472
Complaints closed related to
auto repair problems covered
by State law:
Refund/adjustment
Rework
Nonmonetary settlement
Refer and/or cooperate with
another agency 5,516 3,080
Refer for disciplinary action 31 77
Complaint registered/withdrawn 1,105 1,838
Subtotal ' 12,151 11,550
Complaints closed related to
problems not covered by State
law:
Refund/adjustment 841 816
Rework 605 757
Nonmonetary settlement 114 476
Refer and/or cooperate with
another agency 5,454 5,036
bata recorded 4,554 7,177
Complaint registered/withrawn 1,837 1,469
Subtotal 13,405 15,731
Total closures 25,556 27,281
Results of complaint closures
Monetary settlement of repair-
related complaints:
Total amount in dispute $2,992,281 $2,416,380
Total amount of refund/
ad justment/rework $658,864 $799,155

Unsatisfactory or faulty repair work--the number one complaint
received by the Bureau--is not specifically addressed by the
act and is considered by Bureau officials to be "non-juris-
dictional."” The Bureau attempts to mediate disputes in-
volving unsatisfactory or faulty repair work, but if it is

not resolved, the Bureau refers the consumer to small claims
court.
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The Department of Agriculture's Consumer Protection
Division resolves auto repair disputes, other than warranty
complaints which are handled by the Department of Transporta-
tion, through mediation. When mediation is unsuccessful,
the Division refers consumers to small claims courts to re-
cover their losses and, if warranted, may also refer the
case to the Department of Justice for criminal action. Dur-
ing 1978 the Division received about 1,400 auto-related
complaints. Information on the number of complaints resolved
was not available, but a Division official noted they re-
covered about $11,000 for consumers.

Rhode Island

The Consumer Protection Division of the Department of
the Attorney General is the primary agency for resolving con—
sumer auto repair disputes. In 1978 the Division received
about 1,100 auto repair complaints and obtained cash or
value for consumers in about one-third of those cases. The
Division relies primarily upon mediation to resolve disputes.
If mediation fails, the Division takes formal action only
if a pattern of fraud or unfair and deceptive practices
exists against that facility. The Rhode Island Consumers'
Council and the Rhode Island Department of Business Regula-
tion also assist consumers with auto repair disputes. A
Council official estimated that it received about 75 to 80
auto repair complaints in 1978 and helped resolve most of
them. The Auto Body Division of the Department of Business
Regulation in 1978 received and resolved 71 consumer com-
plaints.

The Department of the Attorney General attempts to re-
solve consumer disputes.through mediation. If mediation is
unsuccessful, the Department generally suggests other alterna-
tives, such as small claims court. In 1978 the Department
received about 400 auto repair complaints, but information
on the number of auto complaints resolved was not available.

INDUSTRY TAKES A STEP IN THE RIGHT DIRECTION

The automotive industry has taken some measures to re-
solve auto-related disputes. Domestic auto manufacturers
have begun dispute settlement mechanisms and the National
Automobile Dealers Association has had a similar mechanism
for over 6 years. These mechanisms use a form of arbitration
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whereby the consumer and dealer and/or manufacturer present
their dispute te a third party for resolution. The decision
is binding on the industry member and, in some cases, it is
also binding on the consumer. Although these programs are
somewhat limited considering the universe of auto repairs,
they are certainly a step in the right direction.

Auto manufacturers' dispute resolution
programs use arbitration

All four major domestic auto manufacturers use similar
procedures to initially handle consumer complaints. Con-
sumers are first urged to contact the dealer if they have
not done so. Complaints still unresolved are then referred
to a manufacturer's representative for investigation and
mediation. 1In addition, domestic auto manufacturers are
currently experimenting with new dispute resolution mech~
anisms.

In September 1977 Ford Motor Company established its
pilot dispute resolution program in North Carolina to re-
solve disputes between consumers and Ford or its dealers.
Ford's program uses a panel consisting of two dealers and
three consumers who are public consumer officials, community
leaders, consumer advocates, or educators. The panel's de-
cision is binding on Ford and/or its dealers, but not on the
consumer.

Ford officials believe their experience with the North
Carolina program was very positive and led them to expand
the program to Oregon, Washington, New Jersey, Marvyland,
Virginia, the District of Columbia, and California. Ford
officials noted that with their expansion, the programs
cover markets representing about 23 percent of their U.S.-
vehicle population. Ford officials also believe that these
programs motivate dealership personnel to take a greater
interest in improving customer relations.

A Ford official stated that consumers filed about 1,600

complaints with Ford panels between September 1977 and August
1979. The panels reviewed 920 cases with the following results:
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i
wWgment against consumer 529
Judgment against Ford 255
Judgnment against dealer 17
Judgment against Ford/dealer 31
Case deferred 88
Total 920

General Mctors Corporation was the second auto manu-
facturer to establish an experimental dispute resolution
mechanism, M began its program in the Minneapolis-St. Paul
area in June 1978, with the assistance of the Better Business
Bureau and t American Arbitration Association. Arbitrators
are chosen from a list prepared by the BBB.

GM has committed itself to binding arbitration with
respect to any issue involving the interpretation or coverage
of the new vehicle warranty. In addition, GM dealers are
of fered the opportunity to use this program for disputes in-
volving service transactions exclusively between the dealer
and the consumer,

A GM official stated that the program received 373 com-—

plaints from 5 inception in 1978 through August 1979. Of

se, 276 disputes were resolved through mediation while 77
sent tc rmal arbitration (the remaining 20 were still
pending). Specific results were not readily available. GM
has expanded the program to Buffalo, San Francisco, Philadel-
phia, and the entire State of Minnesota. The arbitrator's
decision is binding on GM in each of the programs. The de-
cision is not binding on the consumer in the Buffalo and
San Francisco programs, but it is binding on the consumer
in the other programs. GM officials believe that results
of their arbitration programs are encouraging. GM officials
note that ‘tion to the programs has been favorable and
that customers generally have been satisfied with the proc-
ess and, in some cases, were extremely complimentary.

-

i

In March 1979, Chrysler Corporation established a new
arbitration mechanism in Nassau County, New York. Chrysler is
the first auto manufacturer to establish a dispute resolution
program in line with Federal Trade Commission regulations.

FPTC Rule 703 (16 C.F.R. 703) implements section 110 of the
Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act (15 U.S.C. 2310) by establishing
minimum standards for dispute resolution procedures. These
standards include independent panel members to decide disputes,
a deadline of 40 days for resolving disputes, and recordkeep-—
ing requirements that will allow auditors and FTC staff to
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measure the program's success. However, adoption of dispute
resolution mechanisms under the act is strictly voluntary.

Chrysler's arbitration panel was organized with assist-
ance from the Nassau County BBB and consists of five members:
a consumer advocate, a mechanic certified by the National
Institute for Automotive Service Excellence, a representative
of the public, a Chrysler zone office manager, and a Chrysler/
Dodge dealer. Chrysler officials do not vote on panel deci-
sions. Similar to Ford, panel decisions are binding on the
company but not on the consumer. A Chrysler official stated
that, as of December 13, 1979, the panel received 17 com-
plaints, resolved 11 to the consumer's satisfaction, and had
6 pending. Chrysler officials noted that, while it is still
too early to draw any firm conclusions, results look promising.
Chrysler officials believe the program has made everyone try
harder to settle complaints quickly and fairly. Chrysler of-
ficials plan to expand their program to other areas.

American Motors is the only domestic auto manufacturer
that has not developed a dispute resolution mechanism using
an arbitration format. According to AMC officials, however,
they will participate in a program currently being implemented
by the Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Asscciation and the Council
of Better Business Bureaus in Washington, D.C. This program
is intended to resolve disputes with any of the auto manufac-
turers.

National Automobile Dealers Association's
Automotive Consumer Action Panels

The National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA) is
also active in dispute resolution efforts. In 1973 NADA
along with State and local dealer associations established
Automobile Consumer Action Panels (AUTOCAPs) to provide a
swift, accessible, and inexpensive forum for resolving any
sales or service problems consumers may have with participat-
ing member dealers. As of July 1979, there.were 44 AUTOCAPs
across the country.

Until recently AUTOCAP could use either a single member
arbitrator or a committee panel consisting of both dealer
and consumer representatives. In October 1979, however, NADA
announced minimum operating standards for all AUTOCAP programs.
Under the standards, all AUTOCAPs must have mediation panels
composed of both industry and consumer representatives. The
standards stipulate that consumer representation be no less
than 50 percent. In addition, the panel's decisions are now
binding on participating dealers, but will continue to be
nonbinding on consumers.
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A
AUTOCAP staff initially attempt to mediate consumer com-
plaints before they are forwarded to the panel. According to
NADA officials, during 1977 the AUTOCAPs received about 7,000
complaints. Of these, about 5,800 were resolved through medi-
ation and another 900 with panel intervention. Of those re-
maining, 100 could not be resolved and 200 were pending.

AUTOCAPs' effect on the overall auto repair problem is
limited because the program only resolves disputes against
member dealers. Also, a NADA official did not believe it was
likely for the AUTOCAP concept to be expanded to independent
auto repair facilities because of the difficulty that would
be involved in such an organizational effort.

According to NADA officials, one of the most successful
AUTOCAP programs in the country is the Massachusetts AUTOCAP.
The panel is composed of four consumer representatives and
three automobile dealers. The four consumers have a variety
ob experience:

——The consumer affairs adviser to the Speaker of the
Massachusetts House of Representatives who is also
the president of the Massachusetts Association of
Consumners.

—-A lawyer active in consumer issues.

--A former vice president of the Massachusetts Associa-
tion of Consumers.

--A former State representative who was also a past
member of the President's Consumer Council.

From its inception in 1977 to June 18, 1979, the Massa-
chusetts AUTOCAP received about 2,300 written complaints and
resolved about 2,100. About 8 percent of the total cases
reviewed have gone before the panel. The panel decided 60
percent of these cases in the consumers' favor. Not all
AUTOCAPs, however, handle as many complaints as Massachusetts.
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Other industry groups also have
dispute resolution programs

Other industry groups also have systems to resolve con—
sumer disputes. For example, Shell 0il Company tries to re-
solve complaints against its dealers on a case-by-case basis,
as does the Service Station Dealers Association of Michigan,
the Automotive Service Councils, and some chapters of the
Automotive Legislative Council of America.

OTHER GROUPS ALSO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE

In addition to State regulatory agencies and industry
mechanisms, we contacted other groups who also resolve con-
sumer disputes. These included local consumer groups (e.g.,
Boston Consumers' Council and Concerned Consumers League
of Milwaukee), Better Business Bureaus, and American Auto-
mobile Associations. These groups handle a wide range of
consumer complaints and assist consumers by opening lines
of communication, providing information, and where appro-
priate referring them to the proper organizations. These
groups generally have no enforcement authority, and some
are affected by limited staff, restricted membership, or
lack of public awareness.

Most groups contacted estimated they successfully mediate
the majority of all consumer complaints. While mediation can
resolve most disputes involving simple misunderstandings,
more complex problems often require additional efforts or
authority. For example, the Director of the National Associa-
tion of Consumer Agency Administrators noted that consumer
auto repair complaints are among the most difficult to re-
solve.,

The AAA is experimenting with binding arbitration as
part of its Approved Auto Repair Services program. Under
the program's requirements, repair facilities seeking AAA
approval must agree to submit disputes to binding arbitration
and abide by the decisions which are not binding upon the
consumer. The arbitration is only available to AAA members.
As of December 1979, AAA had approved 500 repair facilities
in seven States and the District of Columbia.

LEGAL ALTERNATIVES:
CONSUMERS' LAST RESORT

When third party attempts fail at resolving consumer dis-
putes, consumers are often referred to small claims court.
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small claims courts were developed to provide quick, inex-—
pensive, fair, and effective resolution of smaller civil
claims. Small claims courts, however, have been criticized
by various studies as being ineffective for providing con-
sumer redress. Deficiencies that have been noted include:
(1) some court sessions are inconveniently scheduled, thereby
requiring consumers to miss work and lose income, (2) some
courts are inconveniently located, (3) maximum claim limita-
tions are often too low, and (4) collection of judgments is
frequently difficult. Bringing suit in civil courts also
has its disadvantages.

DESIRABLE FEATURES IN A MODEL AUTO
REPAIR DISPUTE RESOLUTION MECHANISM

From examining existing dispute resolution mechanisms,
we believe the features described below would be desirable
in a model auto repair dispute resolution system. Although
none of the mechanisms reviewed contain all of these features,
it does not mean the mechanisms are ineffective. Statistics
clearly show that existing mechanisms do successfully resolve
many consumer disputes. However, we believe that the effec-
tiveness of existing mechanisms can be substantially improved
and that the confusion, frustration, and dissatisfaction ex-
perienced by many consumers having auto repair disputes can
be reduced. A model auto repair dispute resolution mechanism
should include most of the following features:

--LOow cost to consumers.

--Applicability to all repair facilities.
--Availability in all States.

--Authority to award consumer redress.
--Ability to identify patterns or trends.
--Industry input and participation.
--Periodic evaluations.

Low cost Lo consumers

Of the individual auto repair disputes reviewed, the
amounts involved were generally less than $500. Therefore,
the consumer's cost to resolve these disputes should be kept
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to a minimum. Additionally, low-income consumers more
frequently experience unresolved complaints or disputes than
other groups, according to the Director of the U.S., Office
of Consumer Affairs.

Applicability to all repair facilities

Auto repairs are performed by independent automobile re-
pair shops, service stations, dealerships, retail outlets,
and tire, battery, and accessory stores. Ideally, auto re-
pair resolution mechanisms should be able to resolve consumer
complaints against any of these facilities. While this is
true for many State, local, and independent consumer groups,
formal industry dispute resolution efforts primarily address
new autos.

Availability in all States

A major limitation of the automotive industry's dispute
resolution mechanisms is that they have been available only
in a limited number of States. All consumers having auto
repair disputes should have the opportunity to take advantage
of effective dispute resolution mechanisms.

Authority to award consumer redress

Consumers seeking assistance in resolving auto repair
disputes generally desire either their money returned or
their vehicle repaired properly. Dispute resolution mech-
anisms rendering decisions in the consumers' favor should
have a means to award consumer redress and to get commitment
from repair facilities to abide by the decisions. Without
effective redress provisions, both the consumers' and repair
facilities' time may be wasted.

Ability to identify trends

A dispute resolution mechanism should monitor consumers'
complaints on an overall basis. This information could in-
dicate problem trends or patterns and identify industry prac-
tices needing attention. Thus, in addition to resolving dis-
putes on a case-by-case basis, dispute resolution mechanisms
could help prevent similar disputes from occurring in the
future.
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Industry input and participation

Industry should cooperate with consumers and State of-
ficials in establishing and operating mechanisms to resolve
auto repair disputes. Industry participation also provides
a balancing viewpoint as well as technical expertise to re-
solve some of the more complex disputes.

Periodic evaluations

Periodic evaluations identify program areas needing
lmprovpmont% as well as focusing attention on specific
auto repair problems. Program officials could use informa-
tion, such as consumer surveys, statistical data {including
number and type of complalnts, number resolved, and results
of resolution), followup review of consumer referrals, and
information on repeat violators to assess the program's
effect on the auto repair problem.

THE DISPUTE RESOLUTION ACT: AN ATTEMPT TO
IMPROVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION MECHANISMS

The Congress is currently working on dispute resolutions
through the pxopoqed Dispute Resolution Act (S. 423). The
legislation is based on the findings that, for the majority
of Amorlcana, mechanisms for resolution of disputes involving
consumer goods and services, as well as numerous other types
of disputes involving small amounts of money, are largely
unavailable, inaccessible, ineffective, expensive, or unfair.
Accordingly, the proposed act is intended to

--strengthen dispute resolution mechanisms, including
small claims courts, arbitration, and mediation and

conciliation efforts in the country;

--develop a dispute resolution resource genter to fa-
cilitate the systematic exchange of information con-
cerning the improvement of existing and development
of dispute resolution mechanisms;

-~gurvey existing systems to help determine what
mechanisms have been effective and ineffective
in the past; and

~-provide modest levels of financial assistance to

strengthen existing systems and to develop new dis-
pute resolution systems.
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The proposed Dispute Resolution Act was originally
introduced as the Consumer Controversies Resolution Act which
was intended to improve the resolution of consumer disputes.
The proposed act includes all minor civil disputes including
those with criminal aspects. The current version also per-
mits use of the mechanism by small businesses, corporations,
partnerships, assignees, and collection agencies. The Senate
passed the legislation on April 5, 1979. The House passed a
different version on December 12, 1979. The differences will
be resolved by a conference committee.
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MECHANIC CERTIFICATION k

Faulty auto repairs have become one of the most common
problems for consumers in recent years. As noted in
chapter 2, many groups believe that a lack of skilled me-
chanics is a direct cause of these faulty repalrs.

Mandatory and voluntary mechanic certification programs
have been developed to help alleviate the problem of mechanic
incompetence. Two States, Michigan and Hawaii, have enacted
legislation which mandates mechanic certification. One
organization, the National Institute for Automotive Service
Excellence, provides a voluntary certification program that
is supported by the entire automotive service industry. The
District of Columbia has enacted but not fully implemented
a statute which includes a mandatory mechanic licensing pro-
vision. Because some of these programs have not been opera-
tional very long, their effect in reducing auto repair prob-
lems is uncertain.

INDUSTRY-SPONSORED VOLUNTARY
MECHANIC CERTIFICATION

NIASE was established by domestic automotive manufac-
turers and the National Automobile Dealers Associlation in
June 1972 as a nonprofit corporation. Since that time, inde-
pendent garage owners, service station operators, wholesalers,
manufacturers, and other sectors of the industry have added
their encouragement and support to NIASE, making it an in-
dustrywide program. NIASE's purpose is to organize and pro-
mote the highest standards of automotive service in the
public interest. NIASE does this by promoting and operat-
ing a voluntary mechanic certification program and by en-
couraging development of training programs for mechanics.

Testing

NIASE uses a written test to determine which mechanics
have the technical ability required for certification. The
NIASE certification tests were developed with technical
input from industry experts and automotive educators and test
development input from the Educational Testing Service (ETS)
of Princeton, New Jersey. The guestions are problem-oriented,
multiple-choice guestions and are reviged annually to assure
accuracy and validity.
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Anyone can be tested at one of the semiannual testing
sessions conducted at over 250 locations throughout the
country. ETS administers tests in eight automobile service
fields, such as engine repair, automatic transmission repair,
and engine tuneup. Tests are also given in six heavy=-duty
truck and two body repair categories. The exams are written,
rather than hands-on performance tests. This may pose dif-
ficulties for some mechanics who are more comfortable in ac-
tion than at a desk. Mechanics may pay $7 for each test plus
a $10 registration fee for each testing date.

Certified mechanics are considered to be competent in
their ability to perform repairs. NIASE defines a competent
mechanic as "someone who can diagnose most problems correctly,
most of the time, and fix them right the first time." Of-
ficials said "most of the time" was 80 to 85 percent of the
time. Certified mechanics are allowed to wear NIASE patches,
as shown in the photographs on the following page. The shops
in which they work can advertise that they employ NIASE-
certified mechanics.

NIASE officials provided the following information on
their mechanic certification efforts:

--Mechanics working on consumer vehicles 514,316
(Excludes service personnel not actually
diagnosing or repairing cars, such as
service writers, carburetor rebuilders,
etc.)

--Mechanics considered "test ready" 257,171
(Those considered competent to perform
a full range of diagnostic and repair
functions in one or more vehicle systems—-
engine repair, brakes, ete.)

~--Mechanics registered to take one Or more 187,716
NIASE test (through November 1978)

~-Mechanics certified by NIASE in at least 133,292
one test area (through November 1978)

Recertification

NIASE certificates expire in July of the fifth year
after a mechanic is certified; mechanics must take the
reqular NIASE tests or the NIASE recertification tests to
remain certified. The recertification tests cost $15 and
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i
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i

EXAMPLE OF PATCH A MECHANIC CAN WEAR AFTER PASSING THE THREE
TESTS ILLUSTRATED.

A MECHANIC WHO PASSES ALL EIGHT TESTS MAY WEAR THE CERTIFIED
GENERAL MECHANIC'S PATCH AND EACH OF THE SPECIALTY BARS.
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given every May. Recertification tests contain only half
J of gquestions of the initial certification test.

no way to pull a mechanic's patch if the mechanic

g the recertification tests; however, all creden-—
rain an expiration date.

Benefits of voluntary certification

- of the industry officials responding to our
lieve that voluntary mechanic certification

y help reduce consumers' auto repair prob-
ication may improve the quality of work by allow-
to identify competent mechanics—--information to
ng a repair facility. Not only should this lead
bair jobs, according to some industry officials,
ncourage other mechanics to upgrade their

-der to become certified. They also speculate that
n may help attract many highly capable and badly
-uits to the industry by improving the status and

Limitations of voluntary certification

3 benefits, industry and consumer groups also
veral criticisms of the NIASE voluntary cer-—
One concern was a written test might not be a
mechanical ability because while it would in-
mechanic is good at reading, writing, and pass-
5, 1Lt wou not necessarily mean that the mechanic

in tually repairing cars. NIASE officials
hands~on testing would be desirable but not

use of the costs involved.

1na

believe
feasible

iticism is that NIASE has only limited ability
mechanics who perform incompetently or fraudul-
ently duri e 5 years their certification is valid. NIASE
may revoke chanic's certification if the mechanic has

been found to be incompetent. However, any voluntary certi-
flicat]

to penalize

gram, by its nature, cannot prevent the incompe-
from operating in the marketplace.

J to a NIASE official, another limitation is
sumers are not yet familiar with the program,

that ;
11t, are not fully able to enjoy its benefits.

and
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Evaluation

§
There have been no formal evaluations of the NIASE cer-
rat i program. NIASE has attempted to develop a design
i their program, but they have been limited by
repair shops to allow access to records.
NIASE doe ive feedback on their program and they inter-
pret thi indicating that their program is effective.
This feedback includes:

&)

—--Mechanics' and employers' opinions indicating that com-
petent mechanics are being certified and incompetent
mechanics are not.

ements for "mechanics wanted" are frequently

squesting that only NIASE-certified mechanics apply.
This indicates, according to NIASE officials, that
NIASE certification is a good marketing tool or that
employers have had good experience with NIASE-
certified mechanics.

GOVERNMENT-SPONSORED MANDATORY
MECHANIC CERTIFICATION

Mandatory mechanic certification is a controversial
issue. During our review, we found that support for it is
-d. Only 23 percent of the State and local government of-
als responding to our questionnaire felt that voluntary
certifi ion would have a substantial effect on auto repair

problems but 67 percent felt that mandatory certification
would. Yet, only two States and the District of Columbia

have enacted mandatory mechanic certification laws.

Officials of some consumer and industry groups and several
of the States without mandatory certification programs were
concerned that such programs could

——create bureaucratic nightmares and excessive adminis-
trative costs,

——increase labor costs consumers pay by placing restric-
tions on mechanics entering the labor market,

--result in "grandfathering"--certifying all practicing .
mechanics without testing for their competency, and

emove incentives for mechanics to continue their
ining if recertification were not included in the
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On the other hand, State officials from Michigan and Hawaii
believe that their mandatory certification programs protect
consumers by assuring a minimum competency for mechanics.

In 1974, Michigan passed a comprehensive auto repair law
which, among other things, established a Bureau of Automotive
Regulation, dispute resolution procedures, and required man-
datory mechanic certification. The catalyst for this law
was a study done by the Detroit Testing Laboratory in Novem-—
ber 1973 for the Michigan Attorney General and the Michigan
Citizens Lobby. During this study, 35 new car dealers were
asked to repair a car with a simple defect--a broken spark
plug wire. Twenty-seven of those dealers failed to detect
the defect, made improper repairs, or charged for repairs
which were not performed.

To achieve mechanic certification, Michigan established
tests to certify mechanics in 16 different categories—-8
automobile, 6 heavy-duty truck, and 2 for other on-road
vehicles. A certified mechanic is defined as one able to
correctly diagnose and repair motor vehicles.

All auto repair facilities are required to employ one
certified mechanic for every category of repair work per—
formed. All major work performed by noncertified mechanics
is required to be inspected and approved by a certified me-
chanic. By January 1981, all mechanics (except trainees) in
the State of Michigan must be certified. This includes those
mechanics who were working prior to the legislation's passage.
There are no provisions for "grandfathering” these mechanics.

Michigan officials sought to develop a test that would
be a good measure of mechanic competence. - Initially, they
looked at the test given by NIASE to certlfy mechanics.
State officials believed that the passing scores for this
test were set too high for Michigan's purpose-—-to assure
minimum competence, rather than to acknowledge excellence.,
Michigan officials also decided that the Michigan certifica-
tion test should be given more than twice a year since it
was mandatory that mechanics become certified. Michigan
‘jcials also believed it would be preferable to have their
own system which could be adjusted to meet their own needs.
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Michigan initially developed its tests with 'assistance
from mechanics and industry experts. The tests measure such
items as diagnostic ability, repair skills, tool usage, and
tool identification. Michigan officials said tests are con-
tinually revised in an attempt to assure accurate measures
of competency. In addition to the Michigan tests, mechanics
can be certified on the basis of their performance on the
NIASE test.

Michigan gives its tests several times a year. Between
December 1, 1976, and December 31, 1978, Michigan administered
164,281 tests in the various certification categories. These
tests include 162,228 written, 1,783 oral, and 270 practical
exams. Tests are given twice a week by the Bureau in Lansing;
the Bureau and the State Civil Service Commission give tests
three times a year, each at various locations around the State.
Special testing arrangements are also made for requesting
groups. Tests cost $5 each.

The results of the tests given through December 31, 1978,
are as follows:

Number
of tests Number Percent
admin- of tests of tests
Name of test istered passed passed
aAutomobile:
Engine repair 21,972 17,122 77.93
Engine tuneup 25,126 19,971 79.48
Front end and steering 18,261 14,537 79.61
Brakes 23,226 18,228 78.48
Automatic transmission 12,501 8,781 70.24
Manual transmission 13,456 10,496 78.00
FElectrical 16,142 12,654 78.39
Heating and air condi-
tioning 13,853 10,768 77.73
Heavy=-duty truck:
Engine repair--gas 2,467 1,983 80.38
Engine repair--diesel 2,755 2,289 83.09
Drive trains 2,694 2,235 82.96
Brakes 2,911 2,376 81.62
Suspension and steering 2,635 2,043 77.53
Electrical 2,169 1,713 78.98
Other on-road vehicles:
Motorcycle 2,517 2,028 80.57
Recreational trailer 1,596 1,412 88.47
164,281 128,636 78.30

Total 164,281
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Larger percentages of applicants passed the automobile test
when it was first offered (February 1977) than did as of

‘ er 1978 (83.03 percent to 75.97 percent). Michigan
officials believe the most competent took the test first and
others waited to become more competent in the area.

Recertification

Michigan has not developed any testing for recertifica-
tion. Certifications are valid for 12 months and are renewed
upon receipt of fees. Michigan officials said that they are
in the process of looking at the recertification issue. They
are adding a section to complaint forms for the mechanic's
identification number. This will be used to evaluate the
role the mechanic had in the complaint. This information
will also be analyzed to determine whether cutoff scores were
set too low and incompetent mechanics were being certified.
Officials do not expect any certification to be revoked until
their evaluation system is operational in late 1979, unless
extreme violations occur.

Bvaluation

Michigan's certification program will not be fully im-
plemented until January 1981 when all mechanics except
trainees must be certified. As a result, there has not been
any evaluation of the program. Michigan officials, however,
believe that the program is improving the quality of auto
repair and helping to decrease the number of consumer repailr
problems.

Hawaii

The Hawaii legislature enacted a bill on May 27, 1975,
requiring certification of all mechanics through written and
practical tests. The University of Hawaii's Department of
Vocational Education developed the certification program
using servic obtained from other universities around the
United Sta ;. Hawaii updates the tests periodically to as-
sure validity. Working mechanics were given the opportunity
to be exempted from certification reguirements based on
their work experience. According to Hawall officials, there
were 8,000 applicants for “"grandfathering” protection but
only 5,000 were exempted from the certification requirement.
Some of those exempted have gone on to take the tests for
promotional benefits.
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Testing, recertification, and evaluation

The Hawaii certification test is a combination of written
and practical sections. Tests cost $10 each and are offered
five times a year. Applicants need to pass the written por-
tion of the exam before they can take the practical section.
The Director of the State Department of Vocational Education
estimated that 50 percent taking the written test go on to
take the practical, and only 50 percent of these are cer-
tified. Mechanics need to have 3 years of work experience
before they can take the certification tests.

The practical portion of Hawaii's test emphasizes diag-
nostics and troubleshooting. Components are presented to
the applicant with the parts exposed so that the emphasis is
on solving the problem rather than disassembling and assembl-
ing the part. This also allows the test to be portable so
that it can be transported from island to island. Hawali
uses its Motor Vehicle Repalr Industry Board to assure uniform
administration of the tests

There is currently no recertification testing in Hawaii.
Renewal of *ertlflcatlon is automatic biannually upon receipt
of $20. However, complaints received against spe01ch me-
chanics can be used as a basis for license suspension or
revocation.

Because the Hawaii program was enacted only a few years
ago, there has been no systematic evaluation of it.

District of Columbia

The District of Columbia Consumer Goods Repair Regula-
tion was passed on March 15, 1974, and specifies conditions
that must be met for all repalr shops in Washlngton, D.C.,
including those for auto repair. The specific prov151onq
require a shop to employ at least one licensed supervisory
mechanic for each area of repair specialty. But, according
to District officials in December 1979, the District govern-
ment has not been able to enforce this part of the act be-
cause of a f shortage. They also remarked that they have
yet to develop tests to be used in certifying mechanics and
had no plans to do so for the same reason.
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AUTO REPAIR UNDER WARRANTY

Since the mid-1960s, dissatisfaction with auto repair
under warranty coverage has been a major consumer complaint.
The Federal Government and the Congress have.investigated
warranty repair, compiled complaints, determined problems,
analyzed causes, proposed solutions, and taken various steps
to deal with this major consumer problem. Despite the Federal
effort, very little has changed. According to recent congres-
sional testimony, the new car purchaser still has trouble
getting warranty problems corrected in a timely, efficient
manner. Consumers and the Federal Government still rank
auto repair under warranty as a major problem.

Recent actions by the automobile industry and a proposed
legislative change may in time reduce the auto warranty repair
problem.

WARRANTY PERFORMANCE: STILL
A MAJOR CONSUMER PROBLEM

Automobile manufacturers offer warranties to assure
consumers that the cars are guality engineered and built and
that if a problem does occur within a stated time, it will
be fixed. However, consumer complaints received by Federal
and State governments, national and local consumer groups,
and the automobile industry itself, indicate that all too
often the assurances and promises implied or made by the
warranty are not met. As a result, consumers suffer losses.

In late 1968, a Federal Trade Commission staff report
on automobile warranties concluded, among other things, that
manufacturer and dealer performance was below the levels
implied by the warranty, and an excessive amount of service
did not meet consumer acceptability.

Ten years later, in March and September 1978, FTC
testified before the Consumer Protection Subcommittees of
the House and Senate Commerce Committees that auto repair
under warranty was still one of the major car problems con-
fronting consumers. An FTC study presented at those hearings
showed that:

--Nearly 30 percent of motor vehicles were delivered
with problems covered by warranty, compared with
7 percent of warranted consumer products overall.

--aAbout 30 percent of automobile warranty problems took
over a month to resolve, compared to 14 percent for
other products.
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--About 25 percent of those who had warranty ,service on
new vehicles were dissatisfied, compared to 8 percent
for other products.

-~Nearly 40 percent of motor vehicles required more than
two trips to the dealer to get problems corrected,
compared to 8 percent for other products.

CONSUMER PROBLEMS WITH POOR

WARRANTY PERFORMANCE

At the September hearing, the Director of FTC's Bureau
of Consumer Protection synthesized the problems and losses
consumers have with poor warranty performance:

_-wx * * Consumers frequently discover to their
loss that these promises are not kept, and in
fact the system for auto warranty performance
often results in great losses for consumers."

-="These

are what we see most often as the prob-

lems that the current system creates for con-

sumer
repairs,

long delays, repeated unsatisfactory
ingsufficient temporary repairs until

the warranty expires, refusal to recognize a
problem as a covered defect, failure to pro-
vide any remedy for nonrepairable lemons, and
obstructionist tactics in handling complaints.”

——m% * * the extensive losses that consumers
suffer as a result of the existing warranty
procedures: the loss of time, loss of wages,
troublesome or expensive substitute transpor-

tation,

hotel and food bills for stranded

travelers, the cost of repairs which should
be covered by the warranty, and in the case
of a lemon, often the difference between the
purchase price and the trade-in value as
owners give up and trade in the lemon for
another new car."

Following are the various causes of consumers' problems
with auto warranties identified by officials of Federal and
State governments, consumer groups, and industry:

--Changes in automobile design and complexity over the

last
problens

decade have added to manufacturer and dealer

in diagnosing and correcting deficiencies.
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--The increasing volume of automobiles has strained
dealer service facilities to keep up with warranty
and nonwarranty repair work.

~-Even though the dealer is responsible for providing
new car service to meet the terms and conditions of
the warranty, the manufacturer controls the warranty
service system: approval of warranty repairs, dealer
reimbursement for warranty service, and parts avail-
ability.

~-Consumers do not understand warranties and expect
that problems, regardless of their complexity, will
be solved correctly on the first try.

--Consumers lack guick, inexpensive, and effective means
of dispute settlement.

MANUFACTURERS' EFFORTS TO REDUCE CONSUMER
PROBLEMS WITH AUTO WARRANTY REPAIR

The automobile manufacturers are aware of the problems
consumers have with auto warranty repair. Recently, they
have taken several steps aimed at reducing these problems.
Following are examples cited by manufacturers:

--General Motors Corporation and Ford Motor Company
have changed their dealer warranty reimbursement pro-
cedures to increase dealers' incentives to do warranty
work.

--Ford has instituted a new system to improve parts
availability for its dealers.

--American Motors Corporation has offered a "full"
warranty (see below).

--GM, Ford, and AMC have simplified their warranties to
make them easier to understand and expanded them to
offer better warranty protection.

--Ford, GM, Chrysler Corporation, and the National
Automobile Dealers Association have started or ex-—
panded efforts in experimental informal dispute
settlement mechanisms to increase consumer satisfac-
tion and reduce consumer complaints. (See app. VIII.)
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__NADA and the manufacturers have developed various
mechanic training programs tc provide better service.
(See app. 1I.)

~--Chrysler plans to use new computer technology to
speed up and simplify dealer warranty claims.

MAGNUSON-MOSS WARRANTY ACT:
AN INEFFECTIVE APPROACH

The Federal Government's main effort to remedy consumers'
auto warranty problems has been the Magnuson-Moss Warranty-
Federal Trade Commission Improvement AcCt of 1975 (15 U.S.C.
2301, et seg.).

In March 1978 testimony before the Senate Subcommittee
on Consumers, FTC's Chairman said:

"Unfortunately, in the case of autos, it now
appears that these remedies are neither solving
the problems nor lessening their severity.”

The act's provisions

The act deals with written warranties for all consumer
products. Its provisions include:

--All written warranties are required to be labeled
either "full" or "limited." A "full" warranty lets
consumers know the product's warranty provides the
maximum protection against defects or malfunctions
provided by law and meets all federally established
minimum standards. A "limited" warranty means some=
thing is missing; it is not as good as a "full"
warranty.

-—Consumers were given the right to sue warrantors for
breach of warranty and were allowed to collect at-
torneys' fees in successful suits.

--Warrantors were encouraged to establish voluntary
informal dispute settlement mechanisms.

The act also attempted to do such things as
--agtablish disclosure standards for written warranties,

-—gncourage greater competition with product warranties,
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--prevent deception by prohibiting disclaimers of im-
plied warranties,

--make warranties easier to read, and

--assure warranties were available at the point-of-
sale.

FTC, responsible for enforcing the act, promulgated rules on
what a warranty must say, how and where warranties must be
displayed, and what procedures any informal dispute settle-
ment mechanisms established under the act must contain.

FTC's Bureau of Consumer Protection Director explained
the approach taken by the act in September 1978:

"The * * * Act dealt with ways of improving war-
ranty systems in all consumer product industries.
Its main thrust was to increase warranty competi-
tion through improving the warranty information

available before the purchase decision is made
 k Kk N

The assumptions behind this approach are that if warranties
are available and easy to read and understand, then consumers
will read the warranty before purchase and be in a better
position to ensure the full value of their purchase.

Auto warranty problems:
a major basis for the act

To a large extent, the act was based on studies, prior
hearings, and complaints on consumer problems with automobile
warranty performance. Studies of the consumer product war-
ranties, such as home appliances, mobile homes, and home
entertainment equipment were also important in supporting
the need for legislation. However, no other product matches
the automobile in its importance to consumers, the volume of
complaints, the inconvenience caused by repeated or faulty
repairs, or the safety implications which arise from im-
properly repaired cars.

Despite this, neither the act nor FTC's rules directly
address automobiles or some of the specific problems and
causes of poor auto warranty performance identified before
the act's passage. Instead, automobiles are treated the
same as other consumer products.
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FTC claims that the act's provisions

1
discourage consumer initiative to_ sue

A major way the Congress attempted to improve warranty
‘mance was to make it easier for consumers to sue war-
1Lors who fdil@d to honor warranty promiseu. First, section
llU(d)( )

including attmrﬁayﬁ
Second,

fees 1f thelr SUltS were successful.
section 110(4)(3) allowed for class action suits.

However, the specific provisions of these gsections limit

ffectiveness. FTC identified these limitations before
- and Senate in 1978:

their
the Hou

--Award of attorneys'

fees is discretionary, not
mandatory.

~-Class action suits are restricted by a minimum number
of plantiffs (100).

FTC concluded that the discretionary nature of any award made
for cos and fees is a major deterrent to consumer suits.
Even »ugh a consumer may have a valid reason for bringing
suit, the costs of bringing the suit may outweigh any bene-

S ‘ In addition, a consumer may have a difficult
ilnq a lawyer to take the case. 1In a survey of at-
and consumers contemplating suit for automobile war-

ylems, FTC found this discretionary award provision

was cited as a major obstacle in deciding whether to bring
suit.

rantjjm

'"PC's Chairman also noted another possible reason why
consumers have not used the remedies available to them. For
consumers to pursue their rights, they are faced with the
legal system. In short, the Chairman said, "Most people do

- want to become involved with lawyers and courts—-they
Just want a resolution.”

Also, FTC recognized that most warranty problems are
unique to a given situation, and that getting 100 people
together with the same problem is difficult.

On January 18, 1979, a bill, H. R. 1005, the "Automobile
A 1l Repair Act" was Jnfroduced in the Congress

se was to improve warranty protection for new
v<h1v]o owners by amending the act.
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The proposed act would do several things to make it
easier for consumers to sue:

——It would make award of costs and expenses including
attorneys' fees mandatory in successful consumer
suits.

--The minimum number of consumers required for class
action suits would be removed.

FTC endorsed the above changes in an April 27, 1979, letter
to the Chairman, House Subcommittee on Consumer Protection
and Finance.

Manufacturers objected to H. R. 1005's consumer right
of action provisions. GM and Ford said more litigation and
more crowded courts could result. Ford also said manufac-
turers' legal fees would increase and would be passed on to
consumers. NADA added that "class action involved a stagger-
ing amount of time of the courts and the parties involved."
GM and Ford agreed, stating class actions were "notoriously
slow" and the legal process "too cumbersome to provide the
guick and equitable resolution required in warranty disputes.”

Only AMC offers "full" warranties

Section 104(a) sets the minimum standards a warranty
must meet to be called "full." This is significant because
even though auto warranty problems of delay, frustration,
repeated and unsatisfactory repairs, and lack of remedies
for "lemons" are not directly addressed, the standards in
section 104(a) do deal with these problems generally.
Section 104(a) states that a full warranty must provide,
among other things, the following in case of a defect
or malfunction:

--The warrantor must remedy--repair or replace—-
the product in a reasonable time without charge.

--I1f, after a reasonable number of attempts by the
warrantor to remedy the problem, the problem remains,
the warrantor must permit the consumer to elect
either a refund or replacement of the product without
charge.

However, only AMC, with about 1.4 percent of the passenger
car market, offers a "full" warranty. Therefore, these pro-
visions of section 104(a) are not enforceable for most auto
warranty problems. As a result, "lemon" owners may be left
without any real protection.
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v

The consumer with a "lemon" is not totally without help.
In 49 States plus the District of Columbia, the Uniform Com-
mercial Code contains warranty laws which provide a method
for consumers to "revoke acceptance" ¢of their cars and get
refunds. However, according to FTC, the use of the UCC
lemon provision has proven difficult for consumers because
of the conditions which must be met: criteria for complaint
timeliness; form of the complaint; varying precedents on the
seriousness of the defect; the circumstances under which the
consumer is permitted to revoke acceptance; and the fact that
the consumer must give up use of the car during the dispute.

In addition, "full" warranties offer other protection to
consumers against financial loss or inconvenience. A "full"
warranty requires that, if a remedy for a defective product
or component cannot be made within a "reasonable time," the
warrantor is responsible for "incidental expenses" incurred
by the consumer. In the case of autos, such expenses may
include costs of a rental car, telephone calls, and hotel
bills for stranded travelers. Again, since auto warranties,
except AMC's, are not "full," these expenses are borne by the
consumer .

The proposed Auto Warranty and Repair Act would reguire
all written automobile warranties to be "full" warranties.
This means "lemon" protection would be available for new car
owners and that auto manufacturers would be required to reim-
burse owners for other costs, such as rental cars and hotel
bills, if the remedy is not made within a reasonable time.
The proposed act also provides for additional "lemon" protec-
tion by allowing the consumer to keep and use the vehicle if
the consumer does bring action against a manufacturer.

In July 1979 testimony, the four domestic manufacturers
objected to H. R. 1005's "full" warranty provision for two
basic reasons. First, they contended that the original intent
of the act was not to require any manufacturer to offer a
warranty or to offer a "full" warranty. This should be left
up to the manufacturer's discretion. Mandating a "full”
warranty would be directly opposed to the earlier congres
sional intent.

Second, the manufacturers guestioned if anyone could
define "reasonable time" and "reasonable number of attemy
to repair." These definitions are crucial if the proposed
act's full warranty reguirements are to mean anything.
They noted that although the act authorized FTC to define
those terms, FTC has not done it. ‘
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Dispute resolution

Section 110 of the act encouraged warrantors to estab=-
lish informal methods of settling disputes fairly and quickly.
PPC issued a rule setting minimum standards for these in-
formal mechanisms. Chrysler is the only auto warrantor to
adopt a dispute resolution program in line with the FTC
rule. For additional information on dispute settlement,
see appendix VIII.
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FEDERAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES '

This appendix details the activities of the several
Federal agencies discussed in chapter 4, except for the
training and vocational education efforts of the Depart-
ments of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare which
are in appendix II--Mechanic Training.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC
SAFETY ADMINISTRATION

NHTSA's past and present auto repair-related activities
have, to some extent, been designed to provide consumers and
States with some direct assistance in solving auto repair
problems. However, these activities have had limited effect.
Nevertheless, NHTSA's planned coordination efforts with other

: ‘ encies, consumer groups, States, and industry should
address auto repair and maintenance problems.

NHTSA's major auto repair activities have included the
design and funding of a program of demonstration diagnostic
inspection centers, studies of the extent and nature of con-
sumers' problems and losses asssociated with unnecessary and
fraudulent repairs, and a study of equipment available to

small automotive repair facilities to diagnose and correct
auto deficiencies.

In addition, NHTSA has several other programs which
eventually could have some effect on auto repair. Its auto-
motive rating program may provide consumers with repairabil-
ity information for comparison shopping purposes. NHTSA's
attempts to develop practical and feasible alternative diag-
nostic inspection programs may assist States, local govern-
ments, and consumers to reduce unnecessary and fraudulent
repairs.

NHTSA'S basic responsibilities—-
motor vehicle safety and highway safety--
indirectly affect auto repair

In 1966, the Congress passed two acts aimed at reducing
the number and seriousness of highway accidents. The Na-
tional Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 1381,
: .} and the Highway Safety Act (23 U.5.C. 401, et seq
. enacted to address what the Congress considered to be
the primary caus of motor vehicle accidents: driver error
or misjudgment, roadway conditions, and vehicle conditions.
Each act created an agency to administer its provisions;
by 1970 these agencies had become NHTSA.
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Fven though NHTSA and its predecessor agencies had been
closely connected with automobiles, the prime emphasis was
on safety--motor vehicle safety and highway safety.

Motor vehicle safety

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards called for by the
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act deal directly
with automobiles. However, their emphasis is on the opera-
tional characteristics or structural features of vehicles.
This includes such things as improving the vehicle's crash
avoidance characteristics, protecting the occupants during
the crash, and helping them survive after the crash. The
initial standards were not designed to facilitate, nor did
they address, auto repair. According to the Director of
NITTSA's OfFice of Vehicle Safety Standards, no direct con-
sideration was given to the possible effect on auto repair
during the standards development process. However, NHTSA
officials believe there are indirect benefits to consumers
from a number of standards that upgrade system or component
performance and reduce collision damage. The director also
stated that if a proposed standards, such as crashworthiness
standards, would have hindered auto repair, the manufacturers
would have raised the issue.

NHTSA has recently stated, however, that motor vehicle
safety standards can.have secondary effects of reducing
maintenance and repair, providing warnings of impending
failure, indicating the need for maintenance, Or facilitat-
ing problem diagnosis.

NHTSA is considering several motor vehicle safety stand-
arde which will have these secondary auto repair-related
cffects. The first standard would require that brakes be
designed so that the components can be inspected without
removing the wheel. This would improve diagnosis to detect
defoctive brakes. It would also reduce unnecessary repair
or replacement of components because of owner or repair shop
ignorance of brake condition. The standard is expected to
become effective by 1983. The second standard, expected to
bocome effective in 1981, would require new vehicles to be
equipped with low tire pressure warning devices. The warn-
ing device would help ensure longer tire life and better gas
mileage and would reduce accidents from tire failures caused
by underinflated tires. A third initiative involves upgrad-
ing the reliability and performance of brake shoe and pad
acsembl ies used to replace original parts. This would in-
crease the longevity of replacement brakes and reduce the
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nt repairs. A related proposal involves
ake systems. NHTSA would require original
1s to have a significantly longer life than
ems, Again this would reduce the number of
Hmwﬁvor, both efforts are not expected to

3 until the mid 1980s.

investigation: emphasis on safety

NHTSA's more widely known activities is its auto-
1 campaign program. When a vehicle or component
by either the manufacturer or NHTSA to violate a
ard or contain a safety-related defect, the manu-
is required to correct the defect. The correction
ir or a replacement without charge to the

-efund of the purchase price with a reasonable
reciation.

Highway safety

Whu hlthdy safety standards developed under the 1966

: y Act were designed to reduce injuries, deaths,
om traffic accidents. The major emphases were
the highway, accident investigation, and

The act also required vehicle inspections

e a part of each State's highway safety program. To
nplish this, NHTSA developed Highway Safety Program

ard l--Periodic Motor Vehicle Inspection (PMVI). This
rd required each State to inspect every registered

g "he State at the time of registration and then at
r. The purpose of PMVI is to increase the

: g ery vehicle operated on the public highways
‘ : equlpped and is being maintained in reasonably
safe wrn'klrua order. 1/

H1ql

NHTSA's PMVI standard dealt primarily with the scope

and frmqum -y of vehicle safety inspections. The National

affic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act also reguired NHTSA to

rhe quality of inspection. As a result, NHTSA
andard which %pec:fled procedures and criteria
rs were to use in detecting defects and passing
~ars. This standard was called the Vehicle-In-
was issued in September 1973. Its purpose-—-
oty of vehicles in use on the Nation's highways.

ly reviewed the effectiveness of NHTSA's PMVI
Dec. 20, 1977, "Effectiveness of
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Both the PMVI standard and the Vehicle-In-Use Standard
do have an indirect role in auto repair. Motorists in a
State with a PMVI program must get their cars inspected.
I1f the vehicles fail, the owner must get the car repaired.

An additional role: auto problems
beyond safety

Most of NHTSA's activities relating to auto repair and
the problems States and consumers have in dealing with repair
problems have occurred since 1972 when the Congress passed
the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act. The act
and later amendments required NHTSA to

-~develop comparative information on ease-of-diagnosis
and repalr;

--establish diagnostic demonstration projects; and

-—evaluate diagnostic analysis and test equipment avail-
able to small repair establishments and the ability
of private industry to supply low cost equipment to
monitor compliance with Federal safety, noise, and
emissions standards.

In addition, NHTSA has

—-—-studied and reported on the problems and losses
consumers have with auto repair and maintenance and

—-undertaken several interagency coordination efforts
to address auto related problems and national goals
of economy, safety, and cleaner air.

Auto repairability ratings

Title II of the Cost Savings Act requires DOT to
compile and disseminate comparative information on motor
vehicles' damage susceptibility, crashworthiness, and ease-
of-diagnosis and repair. The intent of this comparative
information is twofold: first, to increase consumer aware-
ness of differences in safety and performance among motor
vehicles; and second, to use marketplace forces rather than
regulation to stimulate manufacturers to make safer, more
damage resistant, and easier to repair cars.

Of the three areas covered by title II, only one--ease-

of-diagnosis and repair--relates directly to auto repair.
Although crashworthiness and damageability may be important
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anﬂ may eventually affect cars through design changes, they

i “ an immediate effect on auto repair. Crash-
scribes how occupants are protected from injury
-ing a crash. The emphasis is on safety, not
yamageability involves physical damage to the car.
resulting from crashes are most often covered by some

form of liability or no-fault insurance.

-of-diagnosis and repair ratlnqs' what NHTSA did;

» doing--To date, NHTSA is still studying the
F the ratings and whether consumers will use
on if provided. As a result, very little com-
varat information has been compiled, and nothing has been
d1wmum1nated.

NHTSA fi attempted from 1973-76 to develop ease-of-
5 and pair ratings. NHTSA recognized that the
any ratings' program depended on the ability to
- costs and estimate frequency of part or component

Although developing costs for preventive mainte-
1d be done, estimating costs for repair would be
vory dif 1t. In fact, because of the lack of data to
wtimat( frequency of failure and the effect of such vari-
; \nd wear on parts failure for both past model
yunrﬂ and w%pa*]ally for preqont model years, ratings could
not be deve »d using current state-of-the-art techniques.

In addition, two mid-1970s studies for NHTSA on the
overall : »f title II information concluded, among
other things, that consumers would be influenced more by
crashworthiness data than damageability or ease-of-diagnosis
and repair information.

Following the early 1977 appointment of NHTSA's present
Admlnlmtr‘ror, interest in automotive ratings was revived.
NHTSA h s started several projects aimed at developing

ase-of-diagnosis and repair ratings. .

Similar to its prev1ou" efforts, NHTSA still believes
se-of-diac . and repair ratings depend on obtaining the
quency of component or system failure. 1In a draft report

; ¢ of the title II program, a NHTSA official
lack of a data source to develop component
w“equun01oq for all makes and models is the
sm in developing ease-of-diagnosis and repair

§ most pre
ratings.

In short, NHTSA is faced with the same problems in
oping ease-of-diagnosis and repair ratings as it was

dev
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under its previous efforts. However, it has recently com-—
pleted or is planning several projects to develop needed
data and determine consumers' need and acceptance of compar-
ability ratings:

——~NHTSA recently reviewed various flat-rate manuals
used by the repair industry to compare preventive and
corrective maintenance costs for selected repairs for
different classes of cars. NHTSA found differences
between the flat-rate manuals in estimated time and
costs to complete repairs. In November 1979, NHTSA
awarded a contract to examine how labor rates are
developed for selected repairs and makes and models
of cars. In addition to flat-rate manuals used,
such factors as the type of facility where the repair
is performed and the geographic location of the fa-
cility will be considered.

--In May 1979 a contract was awarded to review mainte-
nance records of various vehicle fleet operators to
determine whether these records could be used as an
information source to develop automotive ratings.

One part of the contract will be to determine whether
frequency of failure can be determined from the records
of various government and commercial fleets.

——In March 1979 NHTSA completed a survey of domestic
and foreign car manufacturers to determine the level
of durability and maintenance data they collect and
how they are collected. The survey concluded, in
part, that much data are available and the responses
warranted further exploring of industry test programs.
Followup meetings were held in August 1979 with in-
dustry representatives. NHTSA is currently estimating
the cost to conduct the kind of durability testing
necessary to rate new cars. Testing will be completed
in January 1980. '

--NHTSA also plans to conduct, by contract, a survey to
determine the usefulness and need of title II ratings
to the consumers. The contract, expected to be awarded
in December 1979, will also include information on the
most effective means of giving consumers the rating
information. NHTSA wants to know, in part, what type
of automobile ratings consumers will use, how important
they are, and what effect ratings will have on purchase
behavior.
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--A final activity planned is a proposed automobile rat-
ings symposium to gather information from experienced
technical experts, rating groups, representatives from
the automobile and insurance industries, and consumers
on current and proposed automobile rating systems.
NHTSA hopes the symposium will provide good technical
input about the automobile ratings program. NHTSA
plans to hold the symposium in April 1980.

NHTSA spent about $150,000 on these activities in fiscal
year 1979.

Diagnostic demonstration projects

Title III of the Cost Savings Act established a program
to conduct diagnostic inspection demonstration projects. The
act required the Secretary of Transportation to make grants
and provide technical assistance to States for diagnostic
projects. Title III authorized the establishment of 5 to
10 projects, with each project being designed, established,
and operated to conduct emission control inspections and
periodic motor vehicle safety inspections.

NHTSA was delegated the responsibility to provide the
basic support needed to establish uniform criteria and pro-
cedures for the design and development of the improved
inspection systems which included emphasis on diagnosis.

NHTSA believes that diagnostic inspections are feasible,
effective, and publicly acceptable. Based on the results of
five diagnostic demonstration projects in Alabama, Arizona,
Tennessee, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia, the
Administrator of NHTSA believes that diagnostic inspections
are also a principal means of providing consumers with in-
formation about the deficiencies of their autos. However,
the Administrator also contended that to be effective and
efficient, a State-administered, nationwide vehicle inspection
program can only succeed if it includes vehicle safety, fuel
economy, noise, emission control, and other auto repair needs
with the inspection facilities totally separated from the
repair industry. She added that separation from the repair
industry would foster greater public credibility toward the
inspection process. In October 1977, NHTSA published its
report on the results of the motor vehicle diagnostic in-
spection demonstration projects documenting improvements
in the condition of safety-related equipment, emission
levels, and fuel economy after cars were diagnostically
inspected.
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