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To: Representative James Holm

Fax Number: (907) 465-2937 

From; Ms. Debra Mo9hor

Date: April 9, 2003

SUBJECT: Aleaka House Bill No, 99

Dear Representative Holm.

SchucK’s Auto Supply has been a proud participant in the automotive 
aftermarket for many years. Schuck’s sells the highest quality parts and 
has many satisfied customers. It is beyond our belief that the Alaska 
House Transportation Committee will debate HB 99, a crash parts bill that 
will restrict competition, hurt our industry, and hurt low and middle-income 
motorists.

Crash parts bills have been defeated In many states and are written to 
"legislate profits' to those who sell car dealer parts. Thlo is unfair 
legislation and discriminates against those of us who make our living 
working In the aftermarket.

We am also your constituents, and this bill is an insult to us. Please vote 
NO on HB 99. Thank you.

Ms. Debra Mosher 
Store Manager 
Schuck’a Auto Supply 
Fairbanks, Alaska
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To; Representative James Holm

Fax Number: (907) 465-2037 

From: Ms. Darin Dyer

Dale: April 9,2003

SUBJECT: Alaska House B ill No. 99

Ossr Representative Holm:

Sohuok’s Auto Supply has been a proud participant in the automotive 
aftermarket for many years. Schuck’s sella the highest quality parts and 
hea many satisfied customer®. It is beyond our belief that the Alaska 
House Transportation Committee will debate HB 99, a c'ash parts bill that 
will restrict competition, hurt our industry, and hurt low and middle-Income 
motorists,

Crash parts bills have bean defeated In many states and are written to 
"legislate profits" to those who sell car dealer parts, This ie unfair 
legislation and discriminates against those of us who make our living 
working In the aftermarket.

Wo are also your constituents, and this bill Is an Insult to us. Please vote 
NO on HB 99. Thank you.

Sincerely.

Me. Darin Dyer 
Store Manager 
Schuck’s Auto Supply 
North Pole, Alaska
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To; Representative James Holm 

Fax Number; (007) 405-2037

From: Me. Prlsolllf Csrelook

Date: April d, 2003

SUBJECT: Alaska Houea Bill No. 99

Dear Representative Holm;

Schuck'e Auto Supply has been a proud participant In the automotive 
aftermarket for many years. Schuck'a solle the highest quality parte and 
has many satisfied customers. It Is beyond our belief that the Alaska 
House Transportation Committee will debate HB 99, a crash parts bill that 
will restrict competition, hurt our Industry, and hurt tew and mlddle-lncome 
motorists.

Crash parts bills have been defeated In many states and are written to 
‘'legislate profits" to those who sell car dealer parts. This Is unfair 
legislation and discriminates against those of us who make our living 
working In the aftermarket.

We are aleo your constituents, and this bill Is an insult to us. Please vote 
NO on HB 90. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Me. Priscilla Carelock 
Store Manager 
Schuck s Auto Supply 
Anchorage, Alaska
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To: Representative James Molm

Fax Number: (907) 465-2937 

From: Ms. Beverly Taggert

Date: April 0. 2003

SUBJECT: Alaska House B ill No. 99

Dear Representative Holm:

Schuok's Auto Supply has been a proud participant In the automotive 
aftermarket for many years. Schuck’s sells the highest quality parts and 
has many satisfied customers. It is beyond our belief that the Alaska 
House Transportation Committee will debate HB 99, a crash parts bill that 
will restrict competition, hurt our industry, and hurt low and middte-income 
motorists.

Crash parts bills have been defeated in many states and am written to 
“legislate profits” to those who sell car dealer parts. This Is unfair 
legislation and discriminates against those of us who make our living 
working in the aftermarket.

We are also your constituents, and this b II Is an insult to us. Please vote 
NO on HB 99. Thank you.

jrely,

Ms. Beverl^Teggert 
Store Manager 
Schuok's Auto Supply 
Palmer, Alaska
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To: Representative Jam*# Holm

Fax Number. (907)465-2937 

From: Mr. Bob Deal

Det©: April 9,2003

SUBJECT: Alaeka House Bill No. 99

Dear Representative Holm:

Schuck'a Auto Supply has been a proud participant in the automotive 
aftermarket for many years. Sehuck’s sella the highest quality parts and 
has many satisfied customers. It is beyond our belief that the Alaska 
House Transportation Committee will debate HB 99, a crash parts bill that 
will restrict compaction, hurt our industry, and hurt low and middle-income 
motorists.

Crash parts bills have been defeated in many states and are written to 
legislate profits* to those who sell car dealer parts. This Is unfair 
legislation and discriminates against those of us who make our living 
working in the aftermarket.

We are also your constituents, and this bill is an insult to us. Please vote 
NO on HB 99. Thank you.

Sincerely,

1r Bob Deal 
Store Manager 
Schuck’s Auto Supply 
Eagle River. Alaska
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To: Representative James Holm

Fax Number: (907) 465-2937 

From: Mr. Cliff Paul

Date: April 9. 2003

SUBJECT: Alaska House Bill No. 99

Dear Representative Holm:

Schuck’s Auto Supply has been a proud participant in the automotive 
aftermarket for many years. Schuck's sells the highest quality parts and 
has many satisfied customers. It is beyond our belief that the Alaska 
House Transportation Committee will debate HB 99, a crash parts bill that 
wilt restrict competition, hurt our industry, and hurt low and middle-income 
motorists.

Crash parts bills have been defeated in many states and are written to 
“legislate profits" to those who sell car dealer parts This is unfair 
legislation and discriminates against those of us who make our living 
working in the aftermarket.

We are also your constituents, and this bill is an insult to us Please vote 
NO on HB 99. Thank you.

Sincerely, ^

Mr. Cliff Paul 
Store Manager 
Schuck's Auto Supply 
Anchorage, Alaska



To Representative James Holm

Fax Number: (907) 465.2937 

From: Mr. Bill Hall

Date: April 9, 2003

SUBJECT: Alaska House Bill No. 89

Dear Representative Holm:

Schuck's Auto Supply has been a proud participant in the automotive 
aftermarket for many years. Schuck’s sells the highest quality parts and 
has many satisfied customers. It is beyond our belief that the Alaska 
House Transportation Committee will debate HB 99, a crash parts bill that 
will restrict competition, hurt our industry, and hurt low and mrddle-income 
motorists.

Crash parts bills have been defeated in many states and are written to 
‘ legislate profits" to those who sell car dealer parts. This is unfair 
legislation and discriminates against those of us who make our living 
working in the aftermarket.

We are also your constituents, and this bill 1b an insult to us. Please vote 
NO on HB 99. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mr. Bill Hall 
Store Manager 
Schuck's Auto Supply 
Soldotna. Alaska
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Promt Ron Jone s [ro jonw figp i.com ]
To: R0prwentsrtivo_Jlm _Holm filoglt8tat9.ak.U i; R ep re se n ta t iv e
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Sub ject; H ou seB ill 9 9

D e a r  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e /
My r a m e  i s  R o n  J o n e s  a n d  I  are. t h e  S a l e s  M a n a g e r  f o r  G e n e r a l  P a r t s  I n c .  AKA CARQUEST A u t o  
P a r t s  f o r  A l a s k a .  CARQUEST h a s  a  t o t a l  o f  2 4  a u t o  p a r t  s t o r e s  i n  A l a s k a  w i t h  l o c a t i o n s  i n  
S i t J a ,  D u t c h  H a r b o r ,  K o d i a k ,  C o r d o v a ,  H o ro e r ,  K e n a i ,  S o l d o t n a ,  N o m a ,  H e a l : ' ,  D e l t a  J u n c t i o n ,  
V a l d e z ,  G l a n n a l l e n ,  T a l k e e t n a ,  P a l m e r ,  H a s i l l a ,  E a g l e  R i v e r ,  F a i r b a n k s  a n d  f o u r  l o c a t i o n s  
i n  A n c h o r a g e .  We t a k e  g r e a t  p r i d e  i n  b e i n g  a b l e  t o  o f f e r  a  c h o i c e  o f  q u a l i t y  a f t e r m a r k e t  
p a r t  s  t o  n e w  a n d  U 3 6 d  v e h i c l e  o w n e r s .  P e o p l e  b u y  f r o m  u s  b e c a u s e  t h e y  w a n t  t o  o u t f i t  

: r  v e h i c l e s  w i t h  m a n y  m o r e  o p t i o n s  t h e n  t h e y  c a m e  f r o m  t h e  f a c t o r i e s  w i t h ,  a n d  b e c a u s e  
< f f e r  m a n y  p a r t s  t h a t  f a r  e x c e e d  t h e  d u r a b i l i t y  a n d  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  O r i g i n a l  E q u i p m e n t

t h e  
we
M a n u f a c t u r e r .

o f  o u r  s t o r e s  a r e  d e p e n d a n t  u p o n  b e i n g  a b l e  t o  s u p p l y  p a r t s  f o r  n e w  a n d  u s e d  v e h i c l e sA l l
f r o i j i  s m a l l  p a s s e n g e r  c a r s  t o  l a r g e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  v e h i c l e s .  A t t e m p t i n g  t o  p a s s  a n y  
l e g  
p e r f c

a l a t i o n  t h a t  h a s  t o  d o  w i t h  " m o t o r  v e h i c l e s "  c o u l d  e n d a n g e r  t h e  l i v e l i h o o d  o f  e v e r y  
o n  w ork in g  i n  t h e  a u t o m o t i v e  a f t e r m a r k e t .

T h e  p r o p o s e d  H o u s e  B i l l  o n l y  t a l k s  a b o u t  a f t e r m a r k e t  c r a s h  p a r t s  a n d  a l l e g e s  t h a t  o n l y  t h f .  
o r i  f i n a l  e q u i p m e n t  m a n u f a c t u r e r  m a k e s  p a r t s  t h a t  a r e  o f  a c c e p t a b l e  q u a l i t y  a n d  t h a t  i f  y o u  
u s e  o t h e r  t h a n  a n  O . E . M .  p a r t  y o u  " m a y  i n v a l i d a t e  t h e  r e m a i n i n g  w a r r a n t y  o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  
e q u i p m e n t  m a n u f a c t u r e r  o n  t h a t  m o t o r  v e h i c l e  p a r t " .  OK, n o w  w h a t  h a p p e n s  w h e n  y o u  p u t  o n  
a n  ) . E . M .  p a r t  f r o m  a  w r e c k e d  v e h i c l e  t h a t  m a y  l o o k  g o o d  t o  t h e  n a k e d  e y e ,  b u t  w h o  k n o w s ?  
M an y  i n s u r a n c e  c o m p a n i e s  r e q u e s t  u s i n g  t h e s e  p a r t s  i f  a v a i l a b l e .  How a b o u t  h a v i n g  t h o s e  
p a r : s  s u b j e c t e d  t o  s t r e s s  f r o m  a n  a c c i d e n t ,  h e a t  f r o m  f i r e s  o r  t o r c h e s ,  i m p a c t  w r e n c h e s ,  
e t c .  M a y b e  t h e  w r e c k i n g  y a r d s  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  a l l o w e d  t o  s e l l  t h o s e  p a r t s ?  I  s e e  m a n y  
b r a i d  n e w  O .E .M ,  p a r t s  a r r i v e  w i t h  s h i p p i n g  d a m a g e  a n d  b o d y  s h o p s  g e t  c o m p e n s a t e d  t o  f i x  
I t  b e f o r e  t h e  c u s t o m e r  e v e n  s e e s  o r  k n o w s  a b o u t  i t .  M a y b e  t h e  n o n  d e a l e r  b o d y  s h o p s  
s h q J i l d  n o t  b e  a l l o w e d  t o  f i x  t h o s e  v e h i c l e s  d u e  t o  a  p o s s i b l e  i n v a l i d a t i o n  o f  t h e  O .E .M ,  
w a i f r a n t y ?

I f «>e j u s t  u s e  O .E .M .  p a r t s  f o r  EVERYTHING, w e ' l l  n e v e r  h a v e  a  w a r r a n t y  i s s u e ,  a  s a f e t y
i s s j e ,  a  q u a l i t y  I s s u e ,  o r  a  f i t  a n d  f i n i s h  I s s u e .  L e t  me s e l l  y o u  a  b r i d g e

B « » r h a v e  a n  i 3 3 U e  w l t h  a  c r a s h  p a r t  t h a t  y o u  d o n ' t  t h i n k  i s  p r o p e r ,  CHANGE INSURANCE 
COMPANIES! D o n ' t  m a k e  e v e r y  o t h e r  v e h i c l e  o w n e r  p a y  a  h i g h e r  r a t e  j u s t  b e c a u s e  y o u  h a v e  a  
p r c  s l e w  W i t h  YOUR i n s u r a n c e  p r o v i d e r .  A s  a n  A m e r i c a n  y o u  h a v e  t h e  r i g h t  t o  c h o o B e .  Y ou
S T  ^ e l t~ i !is u r a n c e  coroP * n y^ a  d i f f e r e n t  m a k e  o f  v e h i c l e ,  t h e  d e a l e r  y o u  w a n t

3 u y  i t  f r o m ,  AND THE PARTS AND ACCESSORIES y o u  w a n t  t o  U s e  o n  i t .

ROS JONES
N a t i o n a l  A c c o u n t / J V  S a l e s  M a n a g e r  
G P I /C A R Q U E S T - A n c h o r a g e  S t o r e  G r o u p  
“ n1 273 5617 r

. j o n e s e G P I . c o m
907
r o r
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Testimony of

Jack Gillis 
Executive Director 

Certified Automotive Parts Association

e q s t ?

Before the Alaska House Transportation Committee 
In Opposition to HB 99

April 10,2003

My name is Jack Gillis, I am Executive Director of CAPA, the Certified 
Automotive Parts Association. In addition, I serve as Director of Public Affairs for 
the Consumer Federation of America and I am author of The Car Book, which is 
prepared in cooperation with the Center for Auto Safety. I am here today 
representing CAPA in opposition to HB 99.

CAPA is a non-profit organization, which certifies the quality of parts used 
for auto body repairs. We are not a manufacturing, marketing or sales 
organization. We simply establish standards for competitive (non-car com pany) 
parts in order to ensure their functional equivalency to car company parts.

As a consumer advocate, I have spent over 13 years working on this 
important consumer program in order to protect American consumers from both 
poor quality and the ravages of the car company monopoly on aftermarket parts.

I am here today to ask you to give consumers true choice in the marketplace, 
protect them from one of the biggest secret monopolies in America and protect 
them from poor quality crash repair parts. About 80% of the cosmetic replacement 
parts needed to repair your cars are only available from one source, the car 
companies, who mark up their replacement parts by up to 800%.

Car companies are spending millions of dollars to discredit aftermarket 
parts, scare consumers, co-opt body shops, and coerce state legislatures atid 
regulatory agencies into protecting their monopoly with thinly veiled attempts to 
restrict aftermarket parts usage. This bill is a classic car company bill. It simply
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Jack Gillis, Certified Automotive Parts Association Page 2
Before the Alaska House Transportation Committee—April 10,2003

perpetuates that monopoly by discriminating against aftermarket parts and 
prohibiting their use for the first four years of a vehicle’s life.

Clearly there are two important issues facing the committee: Protecting 
consumers from a car company part monopoly and protecting them from 
potentially poor quality parts. Monopolies do not foster quality or fair prices. In 
fact, by increasing the car companies monopoly on crash parts, you are providing 
no incentive for them to improve the quality of their parts. On the other hand, if 
you foster competition, not only do you encourage fair prices, but also you 
stimulate quality improvements. Furthermore, if the competition is certified for 
quality, then you set a quality baseline that protects the consumer from shoddy 
parts. This legislature needs to foster a market that encourages both competition 
and protection from poor quality. Part quality certification programs encourage 
both.

The Certified Automotive Parts Association (CAPA) has such a program. 
The CAPA Board of Directors includes representatives from collision repair shops, 
consumer groups, insurance companies and part distributors. Our chair is the 
former chair of the nation’s largest collision repair association.

In o id e r for an aftermarket part to be certified by CAPA, a participating 
manufacturer must first allow a detailed review and inspection of its factory and 
manufacturing processes by our independent testing laboratory, which determines 
compliance with CAPA requirements. We evaluate the tooling, assembly, painting 
and inspection processes to ensure that the manufacturer is capable of producing 
aftermarket parts equal to, or better than, car company parts. Each part is then 
subject to a battery of material, corrosion, weld, and appearance tests. F inally, the 
part must pass a rigid vehicle test fit.

CAPA has been accredited by the American National Standards Institute 
(ANSI) as a standards developer, and joins such notable organizations as 
“Underwriters Laboratory, National Safety Council and Society of Automotive 
Engineers.

Clearly there is a problem with parts quality. Collision repairers do not want 
to be forced to use poor quality. It’s a hassle and it does not serve consumers.
What needs to be implemented is a requirement that the less expensive aftermarket 
part meet minimum quality standards. Phasing-in a quality certification program
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Page 3

of any third-party independent certifier, like I have described today, w ill address 
both the monopoly and quality issue.

I ’d like to comment on car company part quality: As part of its 
comprehensive vehicle test fit process, CAPA regularly conducts test fits of car 
company brand service parts. Between March 1999 aud March 2002, CAPA  put
1,907 car company parts through an extensive vehicle test fit and discovered that 
50% (954) parts did not meet CAPA standards for fit, finish and appearance. For 
the record, we w ill provide the committee with copies of our study and we have 
also prepared a short video showing some of the things we found.

Even collision repair leaders throughout the United States are saying, “ I ’m 
beginning to think that Jack G illis is right—car company parts have problems.”

Regarding the proposals in HB 99. The bill would require written notice or 
disclosure for aftermarket parts. Tins is nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt 
to protect car company profits and deny consumers the extraordinary benefits of 
competition, The sole purpose of written notice or disclosure is to bias consumers 
against reasonably priced aftermarket crash parts and steer them to the overpriced 
car company brand parts. Please note that the bill does not require the collision 
repairer or the insurer to disclose who made such critical parts having to do with 
steering, braking, or electrical circuitry, only the exterior cosmetic replacement 
parts.

I f  the true intention of the bill is to disclose critical information to 
consumers, then surely it would be important to disclose who makes these vital 
parts. I f  disclosure were required in all parts, I would be for it. On the other hand, 
lim iting disclosure to one type of part only serves to bias the consumer against 
those parts. 1 am 100% for disclosure if  i f  s intent is to educate and inform. On 
the other hand, i f  its intent is to protect a monopoly, then I  am against it.

F inally , I  would like to make a brief comment on the safety issue. I have 
been fighting for safer cars for nearly 25 years -  fighting for airbags, antilock 
brakes, better crash protection, and rollover protection -  and I  can tell you that 
these parts do not have serious safety ramifications. That’s why the Center for 
Auto Safety and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration do not 
consider them to be safety related parts. However, the most powerful evidence of 
their limited effect on safety is the insurance industry itself. If , in fact, they were 
foisting unsafe parts on consumers, it would be their own companies who would be
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Page 4

paying increased bodily injury claims -  and that’s simply not happening. Say what 
you w ill about insurance companies, but one thing they don’ t like doing is paying a 
lot of money in claims. Therefore it is illogical that they would be encouraging the 
use o f a type of part that would increase their liability for bodily injury.

To summarize, HB 99 only encourages the coatin' tior o f the car company 
parts monopoly and poor quality. This committee has 1 c aique opportunity to 
foster, encourage and demand competition—not contir ue to protect car company 
monopolies. We all know what happened when the car companies had to compete 
with the Japanese. Let’s force them to step up the competition.

I  encourage you to take steps to protect consumers from poor quality parts 
and the car company monopoly. I f  you truly want to protect consumers, require 
that the crash parts used to repair cars meet minimum standards for quality—don’t 
ban competition, encourage it.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this b ill.

F;\WwdDocs\CAPA\Legls!ation\Testimony'Alaaka HB 99 Testimony April 10 '03.doc
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1,907 Car Company Parts Tested—50% Fail CAPA Standards

During the period between March 1999 and March 2002, C A P A  conducted fit tests 
o f 1,907 car company service parts. One-half (50% ) o f these car company brand 
service parts failed to meet C A P A  standards for fit and appearance. The results varied 
among the major car makers: The highest failure rate was present in General Motors 
parts (65% ) and Honda parts had one o f the lowest (27% ). Th is report details those 
findings.

A key component o f C A P A ’s Quality Certification Program is the vehicle test fit 
process. For each vehicle test fit, C A P A  takes precise measurements o f the car 
company service part, orig inally installed car company part, and C A P A  part(s).1 
Detailed records are made o f these measurements, as w ell as their fit and appearance 
quality. The purpose o f the vehicle test fit effort was not to evaluate the quality o f car 
company service parts, but to ensure that parts in the C A P A  certification program are 
equivalent to or better than the car company service parts being used by collision 
repairers.

Over time, the number o f vehicle test fits performed continued to grow, as did the 
amount o f data recorded from those test fits. In analyzing this data, cumulative 
problems with car company service parts purchased in the open market began to 
emerge.

Th is report contains an overall analysis o f the quality o f 1,907 car company service 
parts in systematic fit and appearance examinations. The purpose o f this report is to 
provide the industry with a view of the quality o f car company brand service parts.
There is currently no independent quality certification for these car company parts.

V isit the C A P A  website at w w w .CAPAceitified .org for additional information on 
the test fit results of the car company parts in this study.

1 In this report, “CAPA parts” refers to aftermarket parts in the CAPA program that are either CAPA 
certified, or in the process of becoming CAPA certified.

Car C o m p a n y  Quality: A  Vehicle Test Fit S t u d y  o f  1,907 C a r  C o m p a n y  Service P a r t s  3
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B a c k g r o u n d

Reverse engineering is the scientific method o f methodically dissecting and 
measuring a product in order to duplicate or enhance it. In manufacturing, reverse 
engineering is a commonly accepted and often used practice. Car companies frequently 
use reverse engineering to obtain information on another company’s product in order to 
create a competing product. W hile reverse engineering often leads to improvement and 
innovation, it is frequently used to provide consumers with competing products at lower 
prices.

As is common across a ll aftermarket industries, the parts that C A P A  certifies are 
reverse engineered from car company service parts purchased directly from the open 
market. In itia lly , the C A P A  program mandated that the manufacturers producing 
competitive parts duplicate the car company service parts. A fter production had begun, 
the C A P A  part had to demonstrate repeatable fit on its checking fixture. In theory, the 
resulting part would be comparable in fit to the car company service version o f the part, 
which was presumed to be good.

In reality, while the C A P A  parts matched their car company service counterparts, 
at times they were not fitting the vehicles for which they were intended. The reason: 
significant inconsistencies in the car company service parts. Reverse engineering 
duplicates everything, including defects that may not appear until the part is mounted 
on a vehicle. A  defect in a car company service part that was copied in a C A P A  part is 
referred to as a “ follow-through” defect. (See Chart 5 .)

The Vehicle Test F it (V T F ) portion o f the C A P A  certification program was 
implemented over three years ago (M arch 1999) in an effort to compensate for the 
variability in the fit o f car company service parts. Since that time, a ll applicable parts 
could not become C A P A  certified until they had passed the V T F  portion o f the 
certification process. In addition, parts entering the program prior to March 1999 were 
also required to comply.

C A P A  includes car company service parts in its vehicle test fit process to help 
ensure that the parts in its program display comparable or better fit and quality than the 
car company service parts. I f  a car company service part properly fits the vehicle, then 
the C A P A  part must meet or exceed the fit o f that part. I f  a car company service part 
that properly fits the vehicle cannot be located, then the car company original part is 
used or the competitive part w ill not be considered for certification.

Car C o m p a n y  Quality: A  Vehicle Test Fit S t u d y  0/ 1,907 C a r  C o m p a n y  Service P a r t s  4



B a c k g r o u n d  ( c o n t i n u e d )

The population o f the car company service parts included in this report was 
completely dependent on the population o f C A P A  parts, i.e . a car company service part 
was test fit only i f  it was the counterpart o f a C A P A  part that was being tested. The car 
company service parts were purchased directly from car company dealerships from 
March 1999 to March 2002. The part types included fenders, hoods, tailgates, and 
bumper covers. Th is information may also be viewed at w w w .CA PA certified .org .

"Other” includes part types such “Other” car company manufacturers
as tailgates and bumper covers. include BMW, Isuzu, Mazda, Mercedes,

Mitsubishi, Suzuki, ann Volkswagen.

Fenders: 
1155 Parts 

61%

C H A R T  1 
C A R  C O M P A N Y  P A R T  T Y P E S  

I N C L U D E D  I N  S T U D Y  
( 1 , 9 0 7  P A R T S )

C H A R T  2  
C A R  C O M P A N Y  M A N U F A C T U R E R S  

I N C L U D E D  I N  S T U D Y  
( 1 , 9 0 7  P A R T S )

Ford
440
24%

Other: 
174 Parts 

9%

Hoods: 
578 Parts

30% Honda
227

General
Motors

467
25%

Chrysler
295
15%

Nissan
141
7%

Other
101
5%

Car C o m p a n y  Quality: A  Vehicle Test Fit S t u d y  0/ 1,907 C a r  C o m p a n y  Service P a r t s  5
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O v e r a l l  C a r  C o m p a n y  Q u a l i t y

C H A R T  3  
O V E R A L L  R E S U L T S  

C A R  C O M P A N Y  S E R V IC E  P A R T  Q U A L IT Y  S T U D Y
( 1 ,9 0 7  P A R T S )

O v e r a ll  S u m m a r v
# o f

P a r t s % o f  T o ta l

F ail 9 5 4 5 0 %

P a s s 9 5 3 5 0 %

T o ta l C a r  C o m p a n y  P a r ts  E v a lu a t e d 1 ,9 0 7

#  o f
F a ilu r e  T v o e s P a r t s %  o f  F a i lu r e s

T o ta l P a r t s  F a ile d * 9 5 4

F it 5 1 1 5 4 %

A p p e a r a n c e 6 7 3 7 1 %

* P a r ts  c a n  fa il  b o t h  F it a n d  A p p e a r a n c e .

Car C o m p a n y  Quality: A  Vehicle Test Fit S t u d y  o f  1,907 C a r  C o m p a n y  Service P a r t s 6



C a r  C o m p a n y  F a i l u r e  R a t e s

C H A R T  4  
C A R  C O M P A N Y  F A IL U R E  R A T E S  

B Y  M A N U F A C T U R E R  
( 1 ,9 0 7  P A R T S )

□  # C ar Com pany P a rts 

0 #  Car Com pany P a rts  Fa iled

500

400

■oo
0

300
</>r<0
CL

5  200
E
3
Z

100

47%
Failed

Chrysler

60%
Failed

Ford

65%
Failed

227
Parts

27%
Failed

General
Motors

Honda

141
Parts

41%
Fallod

O v e r a l l  F a i l u r e  
R a t e :  5 0 %

Nissan

236
Parts

39%
Fallod

Toyota

101
Parts

36%
Fallod

Other

“ O ther”  ca r com pany m anufacture rs  inc lude BMW, Isuzu, Mazda, M ercedes, 
M itsub ish i, Suzuki, and Volkswagen.
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H o w  V a r i a b i l i t y  i n  C a r  C o m p a n y  S e r v i c e  P a r t s  

C o u l d  A f f e c t  C A P A  P a r t s

CAPA P a rts  Not Having 
S im ilar P rob lem s a s  the 

Car Company Serv ice  P a rts  
40% - s i

T h e s e  p a r t s ,  t h o u g h  
m a t c h in g  c a r  c o m p a n y  
s e r v i c e  p a r t s ,  w ill  n o t  
b e c o m e  c e r t i f i e d .

When a C A P A  manufacturer develops a new part using car company service parts 
that have fit problems, it is probable that the competitive part w ill exhibit a sim ilar 
problem. Th is is why the C A P A  program mandates the Vehicle Test F it.

I f  the part presented for certification does have a fit problem, the manufacturer 
must correct it prior to certification. W hile these parts technically match the car company 
parts, because they don’t fit , they cannot become certified.

C H A R T  5  
FIT D E F E C T S  IN C A R  C O M P A N Y  S E R V IC E  P A R T S  
T H A T  A R E  O B S E R V E D  IN P A R T S  A P P L Y IN G  F O R  

C A P A  C E R T IFIC A T IO N

      lr — — —   — — —    ...........................................................
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C A P A  v s .  C a r  C o m p a n y  T e s t  R e s u l t s

O f the 49% of parts that failed on the first test, 62% were resubmitted. O f those, 81% 
passed. O verall 76% of C A P A  parts presented became certified.

C H A R T  6  
V E H IC L E  T E S T  FIT R E S U L T S  

P R E L IM IN A R Y  A N D  S U B S E Q U E N T  R E T E S T S

Part Numbers 
Can Be Certified

Of the parts presented for 
certification, 49% failed CAPA 

reouirements and must be corrected 
before being considered again.

Part Numbers 
Can Be Certified

Cannot Be Certified

When compared to car company parts in the market, 100% of C A P A  parts meet standards 
and only 50% of the car company parts meet the standards (Chart 7).

C H A R T  7  
C A P A  C E R T IF IE D  P A R T S  A R E  E Q U IV A L E N T  T O  O R  B E T T E R  T H A N  TH EIR  

C A R  C O M P A N Y  S E R V IC E  C O U N T E R P A R T S .

Percent Car Company Percent of Parts
Service Parts Meeting introduced as CAPA that

CAPA Standards meet CAPA Standards

Car C o m p a n y  Quality: A  Vehicle Test Fit S t u d y  0/ 1,907 C a r  C o m p a n y  Service Parts



C o n c l u s i o n

The data presented in this report was collected from the vehicle test fits required by 
C A P A  over a three-year period. The purpose o f the vehicle test fit is not to evaluate the 
quality o f car company service parts, but to ensure that parts in the C A P A  certification 
program were sim ilar to or better than the car company service parts being used by 
collision repairers.

Analysis o f the car company service part test fit data reveals that half the parts 
purchased from the market during the time o f this study did not meet C A P A ’s quality 
standards.

The parts in the C A P A  program are reverse engineered from the car company 
service parts available on the market. I f  the quality o f the car company service parts is 
variable and the parts display fit defects, it is probable that sim ilar defects w ill be reverse 
engineered into the C A P A  part unless a vehicle test fit is performed. Th is is why the 
C A P A  program mandates the Vehicle Test F it. I f  a part does have a fit problem, the 
manufacturer must correct it prior to certification.

Th is systematic approach to part quality ensures that a defect in a C A P A  part is 
detected prior to certification. Currently, C A P A  is the only organization regularly 
checking the quality o f both car company and independently produced parts.

During the timeframe o f this study, 49% o f the new C A P A  part numbers submitted 
for certification failed the vehicle test fit on their first attempt. F ifty  percent o f the car 
company service parts failed. The car company service parts remain available in the 
market with the noted defects. The independent parts failing w ill not be available on the 
market as C A P A  certified until they have been fixed and fu lly  comply with certification 
standards. For this reason, C A P A  certified parts are equivalent to or better than the car 
company service counterparts.

CAPA will continue in its efforts to ensure the quality of automotive parts that it 
certifies. CAPA encourages competition in the marketplace to ultimately reduce the 

cost of crash repair without compromising quality.

Car C o m p a n y  Quality: A  Vehicle Test Fit S t u d y  0/ 1,907 C a r  C o m p a n y  Service P a r t s  10



M e t h o d o l o g y

RUHBBBMBBBBSSBBBBBBH

Fit

For each test fit, the V T F  Technician mounted each part, both car company service 
and C A P A , and adjusted it on the vehicle to get the best fit possible. However, the 
technician did not modify a part to achieve an acceptable fit , which would be the 
probable course o f action i f  the part were being used in a collision repair situation. The 
technician’s goal was to determine whether or not the part had shortcomings that would 
make it undesirable in a collision repair situation.

The fit assessment included the following:

T A B L E  1: F IT  ASSESSA) ENT
VTF F it E va lu a tio n  

P o in ts
E v a lu a tio n  P o in t 

D e s c r ip tio n
A s s o c ia te d  P ro b le m s

O vera ll Fit to 
A d jacen t Parts

Part shape, contour, 
length, style lines, etc. 
com patib le  to  ad jacen t 
parts.

N on-com plim entary , 
incorrect size, shape, 
position

Gap The horizonta l 
d is tance betw een two 
m easurem ent points.

Inconsisten t
T ight
W ide

Flush The vertica l d is tance 
betw een two 
m easurem ent points.

High
Low

A ttachm ent Points A ll brackets, fasteners, 
flanges, h inges, holes, 
s triker-re la ted  
com ponents.

Incorrect position 
Incorrect s ize 
Incorrect construction

Car C o m p a n y  Quality: A  Vehicle Test Fit S t u d y  o f  1,907 C a r  C o m p a n y  Service P a r t s  11



M e t h o d o l o g y  ( c o n t i n u e d )

Appearance
In addition to being evaluated for fit , both the car company service and C A P A  

parts were evaluated for appearance quality.

T A B L E  2: A P P E A R A N C E  C R IT E R IA
C rite r ia D e s c r ip tio n
Adhesive M issing, lack o f bond, o r adhesive  causing  d isto rtion  to  the C lass 

“A ” su rface  (pull down).
Burrs S harp  tee th-like  pro trus ions a t the edge o f the part.
Chips Sm all a reas w here  the EDP coa t is m issing; usua lly  due to 

dam age, i.e. factory, w arehouse  & sh ipp ing  handling.
C orner Radius R ounded corners that do  not m atch the ca r com pany serv ice  

parts; co rners lacking m ateria l creating a hole; sharp  corners 
resulting from  excess m ate ria l o r poor g rind ing  opera tions. 
O pposite  co rners having d iffe ren tly  shaped radii.

Dents or Bum ps Depression or p ro trus ions on the C lass “A ” surface tha t can be 
seen or fe lt w ith the back o f the fingernail.

Dirt o r Foreign 
M atter

S m all partic les in the ED P coa t C lass "A” su riace  tha t can be fe lt 
w ith the back of the  fingerna il.

Excess M ateria l Extra m ateria l on the part tha t is not seen on the car com pany 
serv ice  parts w h ich m ay a ffec t the part fit to the  veh ic le . Seen as 
“flash" on p lastic  parts o r in cow l areas, fende r fo lds  a t doo r lines, 
m ounting flanges, and hood corners.

Grind M arks C uts in the C lass “A" su rface  tha t a re  presen t a fte r EDP w hich 
can be fe lt w ith the back of the fingernail.

M etal Fold Lines V is ib le  fo ld line on the C lass “A ” surface caused by crim p 
opera tion on  hoods.

Nori-U niform
C oating
Coverage

Inconsis tenc ies in the EDP coating  such as b listers, m iss ing or 
th in EDP, o r drip  m arks due to  hanging tha t can be fe lt w ith the 
back o f the fingernail.

N cn-U n ifo rm
Trim m ing

Trim m ing incons is tenc ies  on the C lass “A ” su rface  typ ica lly  seen 
on p lastic  parts due  to m anua l trim  opera tions. A lso can be seen 
on m eta l parts  at m ounting  flange areas w here  trim m ing  is 
inconsisten t.

O range Peel R ippled or w avy EDP coating  on the C lass “A" su rface  tha t can 
be fe lt w ith the back o f the fingernail.

Pits Sm all porous ho les in the  EDP coat on the  C lass “A ” surface.
R inse Residue V isua lly  de tected  s treak ing  m arks o r d isco lo ra tion  le ft a fte r the  

EDP process.

M D B B B K H D w n n B H K B n B n H B B B E B B B K a H n n n s f lB n H n n M n M n a a iB n a B a B R in n n B n n i i a B
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M e t h o d o l o g y  ( c o n t i n u e d )

T A B L E  2: A P P E A R A N C E  C R ITE R IA
C r ite r ia D e s c r ip tio n
Rolled Edges U pward bulge typ ica lly  seen along the  crim ped edge o f the part 

o r w here  m eta l is fo rm s a bodyline. O bserved a t hood edges, 
fender-to -door line, fende r cow l area, and top fender-to -hood  
edge.

Rough Surfaces Inconsistencies on the C lass “A ” su rface  tha t can be seen or fe lt 
w ith the  back o f the fingerna il; typ ica l o f poo r EDP; surface  fee ls 
gritty; can be a poorly  rew orked areas on part.

S cra tches or 
G ouges

M arks on the C lass “A " surface tha t can be fe lt w ith  the  back o f 
the fingerna il. M ost o ften caused by dam age due to handling or 
debris  in the stam ping process.

Tool M arks M arkings le ft from  the too l w hen it draw s o r shapes the  m ateria l 
in to the  part.

U nders ide  M etal 
Folds

Edges and corners not crim ped in the sam e m anner as the car 
com pany service parts. Th is app lies to  C lass "B ” and "C" surfaces 
on the part o r the unders ide  o f parts.

W av iness /
D isto rtion /
R ipples

V is ib le  varia tions on the C lass “A ” surface and fo rm ed edges 
such as bodylines, fo lds, o r bends. Inc ludes edge roughness, 
edge contour, edge consistency, and edge radius.

W eld  Burns o r 
M issing W elds

W elds tha t burn through or d is tort the C lass “A" surface. A lso 
w e lds tha t are m issing.

W e t M ar Sm eared EDP coa t due to  packaging prio r to  coa t be ing fu lly  dry 
o r cured.
Note: C lass A  surface  areas are those tha t can be seen from  an 
upright position when the part is insta lled on the veh ic le  and all 
m ating com ponents, such as hoods, doors, and trunk lids, are in 
the  c losed position.

■ B W A JR B H B W H B B aB aaaflB H n n n B S B B B B B H B aH H B B O n B n B aB W aH H B aaB B M B B B U Iin B
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G l o s s a r y
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Appearance The outward, or external aspect o f the part. In order to
assess the appearance o f a part, the Vehicle Test F it 
Technician visually inspects the part according to a 
specific set o f requirements outlined in C A P A ’s Quality 
Standards Manual.

Checking Fixture A device used to verify the dimensional integrity o f a
product, such as a fender or a hood. The checking 
fixture enables the manufacturer to ensure that the part 
has a ll the critical mounting holes, gap measurements, 
and flush measurements so that the part w ill fit the 
vehicle.

Fit The proper size, shape, and dimensions. In order to
assess the fit of a part, the Vehicle Test F it Technician 
mounts the part on an undamaged vehicle.

Car Company Original Part A  part installed at the car company assembly plant.

Car Company Service Part An aftermarket crash part produced by. or for, a car
company.

Car C o m p a n y  Quality: A  Vehicle Test Fit S t u d y  o f  1,907 C a r  C o m p a n y  Service P a r t s 1 4



W h a t  D o e s  t h e  
C A P A  Q u a l i t y  S e a l  M e a n ?

MANUFACTURER CERTIFIES COMPLIANCE 
TO CAPA SPECIFICATIONS TO 

CERTIFIED AUTOMOTIVE PARTS ASSOC., 
WASHINGTON, D.C.

www.capacertified.org
CAPA CERTIFIED PART

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

www.capacertified.org

Certified A u t o m o t i v e  Parts Association

H o w  d o e s  i t  i m p a c t  

y o u ,  y o u r  b u s i n e s s  a n d  

y o u r  I n d u s t r y ?

http://www.capacertified.org
http://www.capacertified.org
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C A P A  M i s s i o n  S t a t e m e n t

C/1 P/4 75 o non-pro f i t , inde p en d en t , 

third party  s tandard se t t ing  organization  

whose goal is to ensure tha t  the market  has 

high qual i ty , fair ly  priced al ternat ives  

to expensive car company parts.

C A P A  O b j e c t i v e s

o Deve l op  qua l i ty  s t andards  for t he  man uf ac t ure  

of  c o m p e t i t i v e  aut o  body parts .

® Ensure t h a t  parts  bear ing t he  CAPA Qual i ty Seal  

ful ly  compl y  wi th CAPA Qual i ty St andards .

Provide i n d e p e n d e n t  laboratory  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

to  ensure  i n t e g r i t y  and c o n f o r m i t y  to 

g e ne ra l l y  a c c e p t e d  g u i d e l i n e s  for third party  

c e r t i f i c a t i o n  programs.

IV' *. *V ’ . ' I f , , ' .

•  Publ i c i ze  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  program to c on s um e r s ,  

c o l l i s i o n  repairers ,  i nsurance  c o m p a n i e s ,  

g o v e r n m e n t  a g e n c i e s ,  and part d i s t r i bu t or s .



A f t e r m a r k e t  P a r t s - W h a t  A r e  T h e y ?

The mot or  v e h i c l e  a f t ermarke t  industry  m a i n t a i n s ,  

repairs ,  and a c c e s s o r i z e s  v e h i c l e s  a f t er  t h ey  l eave  the  

s h o w r o o m .  Parts used in the  a f t ermarke t  e n c o m p a s s  

e v e r y t h i n g  from b a t t e r i e s  to h e a d l i g h t s  to  body pane l s .  

Today's U.S.  mot or  v e h i c l e  a f t ermarke t  is a $ 2 5 0  bi l l ion  

i ndus try  e m p l o y i n g  mi l l i ons  o f  Americans  at  over  

5 0 0 , 0 0 0  b u s i n e s s  l o c a t i o n s .

One s e g m e n t  of  the  

af t er ma rk e t  ind us try  

i n c l u de s  t h e  parts  

t y p i ca l l y  used to  repair  

cars a f t er  an a c c i d e n t .  

These  parts ,  o f t e n  ca l l ed  

"co l l i s ion"  or "cosmvcic  

parts ," i nc l u d e  h o o d s ,  

quarter  p a n e l s ,  f e nd er s ,  

bumpers ,  h e a d l i g h t s ,  

and g r i l l e s . Lighting test

Vehicle I\st hit itt CAPA V/lid/lnr's hth



M o n o p o l y  v s .  C o m p e t i t i o n

C o m p e t i t i o n  not  on ly  r ed uc es  pr ices ,  but  a l so  improves  

qual i ty .  Consumers  b e n e f i t  g r e a t l y  from c o m p e t i t i v e  

markets .  Currently,  t here  is l i t t l e  c o m p e t i t i o n  in the  

c o l l i s i o n  parts  industry,  w hi c h  e n a b l e s  car c o m p a n i e s  

to cha r ge  very high pr ices  for  t h e i r  parts .  J u s t  th ink  

a b o u t  how c o mp l e x  t he  m a n u f a c t u r e  o f  a c o m p u t e r  or 

t e l e v i s i o n  is compared  to s t a m p i n g  a me t a l  body part!  

Yet t h e s e  car c om p a n y  c o l l i s i o n  parts  can c o s t  much 

more than many ' :g h - t e c h  i t e m s .

What Happens in a Car Pa r t s  Monopo ly?

Here's how s o m e  t y p i ca l  car c o m p a n y  parts  c ompare  in 

price to s o m e  very c o mp l e x  c o n s u m e r  product s :

A T V /V C R  c o s t s  a r o u n d  
$ 1 5 0  a n d  p lu g s  in  f o r  
i m m e d i a t e  u s e

A C h e v r o l e t  t r u c k  f e n d e r  
c o s t s  o v e r  $ 5 5 0  a n d  a n  
a d d i t i o n a l  $ 3 5 0  t o  i n s t a l l

A d e s k t o p  c o m p u t e r  
w i t h  c o l o r  p r i n t e r  a n d  
c o l o r  m o n i t o r  c o s t s  $ 6 0 0

A P o n t i a c  G r a n d  P r i x  h o o d  
c o s t s  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $ 1 4 0 0

m ___ i  M
mut ^  n



o Center for Auto S a f e t y

W h o  S u p p o r t s  C o m p e t i t i o n ?

Consumer  Federat ion  of  America

Ralph Nader's Publ ic  Ci t izen

All are on record in s upp or t  o f  CAPA, i t s  g o a l s  a n d / o r  

a f t er ma r ke t  parts .

° Repairers  and o t h e r  par t i e s  are now s t a t i n g  t h a t  

t here  is a need  for a c e r t i f i c a t i o n  program.

"* The A u t o m o t i v e  Serv i ce  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  t h e  larges t  

c o l l i s i o n  repairer a s s o c i a t i o n  in the  U.S. ,  has  

e n d o r s e d  CAPA's mod e l  bi l l  on a n a t i o n a l  l eve l ,  

which would require  the  use  of  c e r t i f i e d  parts .

V i/ j i i / t  J n iw c  \tr<ii\>btiuss test
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S t e p s  t o  C A P A  C e r t i f i c a t i o n

I .  CAPA Approves Manu fac tu re r  to be 
a CAPA Pa r t i c ip an t

° Approval  o f  manufac turer ' s  q u a l i t y  c on t r o l  manual .

® Approval  of  manufac turer ' s  f a c i l i t y  and  

m a n uf a c t ur i n g  p ro ces s .

I I .  P a r t  Approva l  and Ce r t i f i c a t i on  Process
® Manufacturer  s u bm i t s  i n d i v i d u a l  parts  for 

c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  CAPA d o e s  n o t  "grandfather" parts  

i n t o  program.

° Material  and pe r f or manc e  t e s t s  c o n d u c t e d  on part  

s a m p l e s  and compared  to  car c o m p a n y  s er v i ce  part .

0 Vehic l e  Test  Fit (VTF) per formed on a c t u a l  v e h i c l e  

to  insure  a c c u ra t e  f i t .

•  Parts t h a t  ful ly comp l y  wi th  al l  CAPA s tandards  

r e c e iv e  t he  CAPA Qual i ty Sea l .

C heck in g  g<//> th / r in g  Vehic le Test P i t



basis and  is dm ila b l
to the public. /

I I I .  Regu la r  Re- Inspect ion and Moni to r ing
» CAPA c o n d u c t s  regular random i n s p e c t i o n s  of  

c he c k i ng  f ix t ur es ,  parts ,  and factory .

• CAPA care fu l ly  rev i ews  al l  manufac turer  lot  

i n s p e c t i o n  d o c u m e n t a t i o n .

IV. Moni to r ing Marketp lace Qua l i t y
® CAPA performs random pro du ct i o n ,  ma t er ia l  and 

v e h i c l e  f i t  t e s t i n g .

•  Compl a int  Program- CAPA of fers  a c o m p l a i n t  program 

so part i es  can f i l e  a c o m p l a i n t  i f  a part  d o e s n ' t  m e e t  

CAPA s t andards .

0 Parts wi l l  be d e - c e r t i f i e d  i f  s t andards  aren' t  

be i ng  met .

Dm unicut.it ion oj VchicL Test Kit



W h o  W e  A r e

CAPA is h e adq uar t ered  in W a s h i n g t o n ,  D.C. wi th an 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s t a f f  t h a t  o v e r s e e s  t he  program.

CAPA has  an a c t i v e  Board o f  Directors  and Techni ca l  

Co mm i t t e e  c om p r i s e d  of  a c r o s s - s e c t i o n  o f  i nd us t r i e s ,  

i n c l ud i ng  manufac turers ,  d i s t r i bu t o r s ,  insurers ,  

c o l l i s i o n  repairers ,  c o n s u me r  groups ,  and c o n s u l t a n t s .

The CAPA Board of  Directors  s e t s  CAPA's p o l i c i e s  and  

o v e r s e e s  t he  program.  The CAPA Techn i ca l  Co mmi t t e e  

performs per i od i c ,  i n - d e p t h  rev i ews  of  CAPA Standards  

and r e f ine s  t h em as required to  as sure  t h e  c o n t i n u e d  

qua l i t y  of  CAPA c er t i f i e d  parts .  See  CAPA's w e b s i t e  at  

www.CAPAcert i f i ed.org  for a current  l i s t i n g  of  Board 

and Techni ca l  Co mmi t t e e  members .

CAPA is  approved  by the  American Nat i ona l  St andards  

I n s t i t u t e  as a s t andards  d e ve l op e r .

http://www.CAPAcertified.org


W h a t  C A P A  C e r t i f i e s

• Fenders

® Door shells 

® Trunk lids 

® Truck box sides

• Tailgates

® Bumper covers

° Hoods

° Quarter panels 

°  Truck beds 

° Radiator supports 

° Side moldings 

® Header panels

* Grilles

® Lamp covers 

° Taillights

• Headlight bezels 

® Headlights

® Side lights

What Tests Are Pe r fo rmed on CAPA Cer t i f ied Pa r t s?

CAPA Cert i f i ed Parts are t e s t e d  for: a d h e s i v e  i n t eg r i t y ,  

c o a t i n g  per formance ,  mat er i a l  c o m p o s i t i o n  and  

p roper t i e s ,  m e c h a n i c a l  proper t i e s ,  t h i c k n e s s ,  a p p ea r an c e ,  

corros ion  p r o t e c t i o n ,  form and f i t ,  weld i n t e g r i t y ,  

f a s t e n e r s ,  and hardware.  They are a l so  s u b j e c t  to a 

r igorous  v e h i c l e  t e s t  f i t  prior to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .

Strength nj i t / , l td / . ; /

( .h a n iu t l  co i///n i\itii,n

P a rt /m f l fw /  fo r  test

M d t i l  a ii///> ii\itin ii



C A P A  v s .  C a r C o m p a n y  P a r t s :  

A C o s t  C o m p a r i s o n

Est imated Savings Using CAPA Par ts  vs. 
Car Company Service Pa r ts
( e s t i m a t e d  b a s e d  on  a H o n d a  C i v i c  f r o n t  d r i v e r ' s  s i d e  c o l l i s i o n )

H o o d  6 3 %

R ig h t  H e a d la m p  

A s s e m b ly

F r o n t  B u m p e r  

C o v e r  6 0 %

L e f t  H e a d la m p  L e f t  F o n d e r  7 5 %  

A s s e m b ly  3 4 %

U s i n g  C A P A  c e r t i f i a b l e  p a r t s  c o u l d  r e d u c e  r e p a i r  c o s t s  b y  a t  

l e a s t  $ 4 0 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  p e r  y e a r .

Bene f i t s :
° More repairs means  f ewer  t o t a l e d  v e h i c l e s .

® Di s tr ibut ors  s e l l  more parts .

® Consumers  save  money  and g e t  be t t e r  qua l i t y  parts .

® Provides an e f f ec t ive  means of  c laims cos t  cont a i nment .

W h a t  i f  C A P A  D i d n ' t  E x i s t ?

The car c o m p a n i e s  win in two ways:

1. They can charge  w h a t e v e r  t h ey  want  for parts .

2. As repair c o s t s  e s c a l a t e  and more cars are t o t a l e d ,  

c o n s u me r s  are forced back to  the  s ho wr oo m to buy  

a n o t h e r  car.

In  a d d itio n :

°  There is no i n c e n t i v e  for i mp rove d qual i ty .

® The lack of  c h o i c e  n e g a t i v e l y  a f f e c t s  all  par t i e s .



L e t t e r  f r o m  J a c k  G i l l i s , 

E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  o f  CAPA

The Certified Automotive Parts Association (CAPA) is a non-profit, 

third party, ANSI-accredited standard setting organization whose goal 

is to ensure that the market has a high quality, fairly priced alternative 

to expensive car company parts.

CAPA began in 1988 as a coalition of consumer advocates, insurance 

companies, repairers, and distributors who wanted to encourage 

competition in the crash-parts industry in order to assure quality and 

control consumers’ costs.

Competition from non-car company manufacturers pushes down costs, 

but some consumers worry about the quality of these parts. The 

CAPA certification program identifies which non-car company parts 

are as good as or better than the car company parts they replace.

Since the CAPA program began, we’ve continually strived to 

improve and expand the standards. The result has been a dramatic 

improvement in the quality of parts bearing the CAPA seal. CAPA 

utilizes an independent, third party validator to ensure integrity and 

conformance to the CAPA standards. The validator performs all 

mandatory testing on parts and also audits manufacturing facilities 

before a manufacturer can submit parts for certification. Only those 

parts which fully comply with CAPA’s rigid standards are allowed to 

bear the CAPA Quality Seal.

The existence o f CAPA depends on the support of a variety of 

groups, including insurance companies, distributors, manufacturers, 

consumers, and collision repairers. This support can come in the 

form of funding, specifying/using CAPA parts, and promoting CAPA 

throughout your organization. If you're interested in learning more, 

please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Thank you,

Jack G illis



C A P A  N E E D S  Y O U R  S U P P O R T !

• Funding

• Using CAPA Parts

* Educating Staff  about  CAPA

LET US  HELP YOU LEA RN  MORE

® Tour of the CAPA Validator's Laboratories 

° Free Informational  Seminar

* Promotional  Materials 

« CAPA Database

C O N TACT U S  T O DAY!

Certified Automotive Parts Association

1518 K Street ,  NW 
Washington,  DC 20005  
2 0 2- 7 3 7 - 2 2 1 2  phone  
2 0 2 - 7 3 7 - 2 2 1 4  fax 
info@CAPAcertif ied.org  
www.CAPAcertified.org

mailto:info@CAPAcertified.org
http://www.CAPAcertified.org
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703/247-1500 Fax 703/247-1588 
Internet: wwv.highwaysafety.org 
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This special issue focuses on the safety of 
cosmetic repair parts from competing sup­
pliers. Recent special issues have focused 
on the following subjects:

Graduated licensing 34:10 (1999)
Vehicle compatibility in crashes 34:9 (1999) 
Child safety 34:8(1999)
Neck injuries 34:5 (1999)
Vehicle safety advancements 34:4 (1999)
Pedestrian deaths, injuries 34:3 (1999)
Truck safety 33:8(1998)
Urban crashes 33:4 (1998)
Crash compatibility 33:1 (1998)
Airbags 32:9 (1997)

Conlents may be republished ivilh attribution. 
This publication is primed on recycled paper.
1SSN001M88X

The Insurance Institute for Highway Safety Is an Independent, nonprofit, scientific and educational organization dedicated lo reducing 
the losses—deaths, Injuries, and property damage—Irom crashes on the nation's highways. The Institute is wholly supported by auto­
mobile Insurers:

Alla Insurance
Allstate Insurance Group
American Express Property and Casualty
American Family Insurance
American National Property and Casualty
Arnica .Mutual Insurance Company
Amwest Insurance Group
Auto Club South Insurance Company
Automobile Club ol Michigan Group
Baldwin & Lyons Group
Bituminous Insurance Companies
Brotherhood Mutual
California insurance Group
California Slate Automobile Association
Cameron Companies
Church Mutual
Colonial Penn
Concord Group Insurance Companies
Cotton States
Country Companies
Erie Insurance Group
Farmers Insurance Group of Companies
Farmers Mutual ol Nebraska
Fidelity & Deposit

Foundation Reserve 
Frankenmuth 
The GEICO Group
General Casualty Insurance Companies
Grange Insurance
Harleysville Insurance Companies
The Hartford
Idaho Farm Bureau
Kansas Farm Bureau
Kemper Insurance Companies
Liberty Mutual Insurance Groun
Meraslar
Mercury General Group
MetLlfe Auto fi Home
Middlesex Mutual
Montgomery Insurance Companies
Motor Club of America Insurance Company
Motorists Insurance Companies
Motois Insurance
MSI Insurance Companies
National Grange Mutual
Nationwide Insurance
North Carolina Farm Bureau
Northland Insurance Companies

Oklahoma Farm Bureau 
Old Guard Insurance Company 
Oregon Mutual Group 
OrionAuto
Palisades Safety and Insurance Association
Pekin insurance
PEMCO Insurance Companies
The Progressive Corporation
The Prudential
Response Insurance
Royal&SunAlliancc
SAFECO Insurance Companies
SECURA
Shelter Insurance Companies 
State Auto Insurance Companies 
Slate Farm Insurance Companies 
The St. Paul Companies 
Tokio Marine 
USAA
Virginia Mutual Insurance Company 
Warrior Insurance Group 
Yasuda Fire and Marine ol America 
Zurich U.S.
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Special issue: cosmetic repair parts
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If car crashworthiness isn’t influenced by whether or not 
a vehicle’s cosmetic crash parts are on the car or removed, then 
it follows that the source of the parts also is irrelevant to crash­
worthiness. This is demonstrated in a new test of a Toyota Cam- 
ry from which the front-end cosmetic parts were removed.

Before detailing the crash test, here’s a little background: A 
car's cosmetic repair parts (often called crash parts) include 
fenders, door skins, bumper covers, and the like. In the continu­
ing debate about whether such parts from aftermarket suppliers

7



are as good as cosmetic parts from original-equipment man­
ufacturers, the issue of safety keeps cropping up (see Status 
Report, Nov. 21,1987). Claims are made that using cosmetic 
crash parts from sources other than original-equipment 
manufacturers could compromise safety, But the fact is, the 
source of the parts is irrelevant to safety because the parts 
themselves, except possibly the hood, serve no safety or 
structural function. They merely cover a car like a skin.

“The safety claims are red herrings to try to frighten 
people. V/ith the possible exception of hoods, there are no 
safety implications of using cosmetic crash parts from any 
source,” Institute president Brian O’Neill says. Car hoods 
can affect occupant safety in a crash or even without a 
crash (see p. 5). But there’s no evidence that hoods from 
aftermarket suppliers fail to perform as well as original- 
equipment hoods.

To again demonstrate the irrelevance of safety in 
the cosmetic crash parts debate—such demonstra­
tions have been conducted before (see p. 4) — the 
Institute recently tested a 1997 Toyota Camry from 
which the front fenders, door skins, and front bump­
er cover were removed. The original-equipment 
hood was replaced with a certified hood from an af­
termarket supplier. The test results then were com­
pared with results involving a 1997 Camry with its 
original-equipment parts intact.

Both Camrys performed with distinction in 40 
rnph frontal offset impacts. Both earned good crash­
worthiness ratings according to the Institute’s evalu­
ation procedures. This means a Camry that doesn’t 
have any of its front-end cosmetic parts is rated bet­
ter than most competing midsize cars that still have 
such parts.

Detailed results of the performances of the Cam­
rys in the offset tests were similar. During each test, 
researchers recorded measures on the driver dum­
my to assess the likelihood that people in on-the- 
road crashes would be injured. These measures 
were similar. The dummy in the Camry without its 
cosmetic parts recorded slightly lower results for leg in­
juries, but the differences were well within the expected 
range of test-to-test variability.

After each test, researchers also measured intrusion in­
to the occupant compartment. There was slightly more in­
trusion in the footwell of the Camry without its cosmetic 
parts (again, the differences were within the range of test- 
to-test variability), while measurements of instrument pan­
el and A-pillar movement were almost identical.

Control of the crash test dummies and measured steer­
ing column movement also were similar. In each test, the 
dummy’s head hit the B-pillar during rebound. Head accel­
eration from this impact iri the Camry without its cosmetic 
parts was lower.

2 Status Report, Vol. 35, No. 2, Februat)’ 19,2000
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1992 Toyota Camry 
Fender price comparisons

Original- After-
equipment market

3253 "one
1993 264 $ 2 0 2

1994 265 209
1995 259 168
1996 143 cn

Crashworthiness Evaluations, 
1997 Toyota Camrys

with without 
cosmetic cosmetic 

parts parts

Overall
Evaluation G G

Structure G 0
Restraints'
Dummy
Movement £ 0
Injury measures: 
Head/neck A G

Chest G G

Lett leg/foot G G

Right teg/fool G G

For complete evaluations ol Ihe 
Camry and olher midsize cars, 
v isit www.hlghwaysatoty.nrg

G: good 
A: acceptable 
M: marginal 
P: poor

Both the original-equipment and af­
termarket hoods performed well, buck­
ling as they’re designed to do. Neither 
one was pushed back anywhere near 
the windshield, so front-seat occupants 
in real crashes similar to these tests 
wouldn't be endangered.

"There essentially was no differ­
ence in crashworthiness performance. 
Both Camrys were rated good. The cos­
metic parts didn't (continues on p.6)

Injury measures

with original-equipment 
cosmetic crash parts

without cosmetic 
crash parts

Head Chest

HIC

Peak gs 
from hard 

contact

Maximum
compression

(mm)

470 127 36

582 40 37

price of cosmetic pdfts supplied by the car 
companies, the Alliance points to a study 
involving Toyota Camry parts prices. This 
automaker priced a fender at $253. In com­
parison, an aftermarket fender fitting the 
same car was introduced the next year at 
$202. As the price of the aftermarket part 
came down during the following years, Toy­
ota lowered its price to $143.

“Opponents of using aftermarket cos­
metic parts would like consumers to believe 
ominous safety consequences will follow 
from using anything other than original- 
equipment parts," Hansen says. “But the 
truth is that the ominous consequences 
come from using the original-equipment 
parts, which hit both car owners and their 
insurers in the pocketbook."

http://www.hlghwaysatoty.nrg


(continued from p.2) influence the results,"
O’Neill points out. “Only three other midsize 
four-door cars we’ve tested match the Camrys' 
crashworthiness ratings. In contrast, 10 cars in 
this class are rated acceptable, 2 are marginal, 
and 11 are poor. So a Camry without cosmetic 
parts offers more protection in a serious 
frontal crash than many competing ca. s with 
all cosmetic parts supplied by the original- 
equipment manufacturers,”

6 Status Report, Vol. 35, No. 2, February’ 19,2000

These photos, taken after the 40 
mph offset crash test, show how 
well the driver space was main­
tained in both Camrys. The space 
was maintained regardless of the 
presence (top photo) or absence 
(above) of cosmetic crash parts.

R e a l  i s s u e  a b o u t  c o s m e t i c  p a r t s  i s  c o s t

o f o r ig in a l- e q u ip m e n t  parts,
n o t  s a f e t y  o f  a f t e r m a r k e t  p a r t s
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i n f o  t h e  c o n t i n u i n g  d e b a t e  

a b o u t  c o s m e t i c  c r a s h  p a r t s

Even though safety is irrelevant to the debate about original- 
equipment versus aftermarket cosmetic crash parts, numerous 
attempts have been made to inject safety into the controversy. 
For example:

In a 1999 article entitled “Shoddy Auto Parts,” Consumer Re­
ports conceded there are "little data on the safety of replacement 
parts." Without any objective evidence of safety problems, Con­
sumer Reports relied on anecdotal evidence, of which the article 
says “there is enough... to raise concern." Yet no convincing evi­
dence was offered.

During consideration of legislation on aftermarket crash 
parts, a 1999 report from the Florida House of Representatives 
cited Consumer Reports extensively as well as the views of au­
tomakers. A Ford representative, for example, is quoted as saying 
“no testing has been conducted to verify that the performance of 
imitation crash parts... in front-end crashes will be compatible 
with Ford airbag systems... Because so little is known about the 
effect of imitation parts on an airbag system and component in­
tegrity, Ford believes genuine Ford crash parts should be used."

This statement was issued despite one from Ford’s vice presi­
dent for environmental and safety engineering, Helen Petrauskas, 
in 1987. She told Institute president Brian O’Neill that "after a re­
view ol the information you provided, as well as other data avail­
able to us, we have concluded that, in general, fenders and door 
‘skins’ are components whose design or manufacture is not likely 
to have a significant effect on vehicle safety."

Still, some car company representatives continue to raise the 
safety issue. For example, a 1997 General Motors statement said 
“any deviation in the use of parts not specifically designed to 
meet the original specifications can compromise the integral bal­
ance between the safety systems."

According to a bill introduced last year (but not enacted) in 
the New York legislature, “the use of genuine crash parts (parts 
manufactured by or for the company that manufactured the vehi­
cle itself) should be required to assure quality, safe repairs. Stud­
ies have shown that some alternative parts create unnecessary 
safety risks due to improper fitting.” However, neither the studies 
nor details of their findings were specified.

Responsible studies linking aftermarket parts to safety com­
promises don’t exist. And, as Consumer Reports conceded, the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration “hasn’t been get­
ting complaints about the safety of replacement parts." In fact, 
the agency responded to a query from U.S. Congressman John 
Dingell in 1991, noting that “there are no data or analyses avail­
able at this time to suggest a safety problem with aftermarket or 
replacement components." There still aren't.

There's no merit to the safety ques­
tions that have been raised about cosmetic 
auto crash parts from aftermarket suppli­
ers. But there's a very big pocketbook is­
sue associated with using repair parts 
from original-equipment suppliers — they 
cost a lot more than the aftermarket parts.

The Alliance of American Insurers re­
cently toted up the cost of rebuilding a 
1999 Toyota Camry with parts supplied 
by the car company. The tab came to

$101,355.55, compared with the Camry’s 
sticker price of about $23,000. And the 
cost of the rebuilt car could have been 
even higher except for markdowns be­
cause of competition from aftermarket 
suppliers. The Alliance’s Kirk Hansen, direc­
tor of claims, points out that “if the after- 
market parts didn’t exist, the price of the 
Camry would be closer to $200,000."

To demonstrate just how the introduc­
tion of aftermarket parts influences the

Maximum 
tibia Index

Steering
column

movement

Measures of occupant compartment Intrusion

A-plllar
movement

Instrument panel 
rearmovemenl

Fontwell
Intrusion

Peak gs, Upward Rearward Rearward Lon Right Lelt Cenler Right
3 ms clip Lett Right (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm)

39 0.57 0.63 5 2 2 3 3 r 12 11

36 048 0.60 3 4 2 3 3 16 18 13
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T w o  c r a s h  t e s t s ,  

o n e  1 3  y e a r s  o l d ,  s h o w

i r r e l e v a n c e  o f  s a f e t y

t o  c r a s h  p a r t s  d e b a t e

The recent crash test ol a 1997 Toyota Camry into a de­
formable barrier at 40 mph (see p. 1) isn’t the first time 
the Institute has used tests to show the irrelevance of safe­
ty to the cosmetic repair parts debate. When this contro­
versy heated up in the 1980s, the safety-related claim of 
the moment was that cars repaired with cosmetic parts 
from aftermarket suppliers might not comply with federal 
motor vehicle safety standards.

The Institute entered this dialogue in 1987, saying 
“there’s no reason to believe — let alone assume — that 
cosmetic crash parts significantly influence car crashwor­
thiness." To reinforce this conclusion, Institute researchers 
demonstrated the point in a crash test.

Ford Escort test: A 1987 Ford Escort was crashed into 
a rigid barrier at 30 mph to measure compliance with the 
federal motor vehicle safety standards that specified crash 
test requirements at the time. Like the Camry, the Escort 
was crashed without its front fenders, door skins, or grille. 
The original-equipment hood was replaced with an aftermar­
ket part to measure compliance with federal requirements, 
according to which the hood must not intrude into the wind­
shield or a defined zone around it in a 30 mph crash.

.And the result? The Escort complied with all front-into- 
barrier crash test performance requirements specified in 
five separate federal standards. It met these requirements 
with room to spare. There was no appreciable movement 
of the steering column. Head injury measures for driver 
and passenger dummies were far below the threshold used 
to indicate injury likelihood. Chest and upper leg injury 
measures also were low. Windshield retention was 100 per­
cent. The hood buckled and didn't intrude into the protect­
ed zone. Fuel spillage was zero.

Vauxhall Astra test: The Institute isn’t the only re­
search group to conduct such a test. In 1995, England’s Mo­
tor Insurance Repair Research Centre tested a 1995 Vaux­
hall Astra from which the fenders and door skins had been 
removed and the hood replaced with an afiermarket part.

The result of this front-into-rigid-barrier impact at 30 
mph was similar to the Escort test. That is, the Astra com­
plied with the same U.S. safety standards. According to the 
Astra's certification report, "comparison of the test vehicle 
with a previously tested vehicle of identical type tested to 
the same standard indicated that the presence of ‘non- 
indigenous’ panels had little effect on failure mode, as did 
the absence of the front outer wing panels and doorskins."

U n l i k e  o t h e r  c o s m e t i c  c r a s h  

p a r t s  u s e d  i n  a u t o  r e p a i r s ,

t h e  h o o d s  o f  c a r s

c o u l d  i n f l u e n c e  s a f e t y

The hood is the single cosmetic part that could be a 
source of safety problems. There are two possible concerns.

In the absence of a crash: The first possible concern 
has nothing to do with performance in a crash. It has to do 
with whether a hood latch or attachment points could fail 
while driving and allow the hood to fly up suddenly, ob­
scuring the driver’s view. Consumer Reports has cited an 
unverified claim that an aftermarket hood failed in this 
manner and caused a crash.

A notable absence from the same article is acknowl­
edgement that hoods from original-equipment manufactur­
ers can, and do, have defective latches and/or attachment 
points that fail in the same manner. Auto manufacturers 
have conducted 47 safety-related recalls involving original- 
equipment hoods, mostly because of hood latches and at­
tachment hardware. A total of 6,216,946 vehicles have been 
recalled. Many cases have involved hoods that flew up, 
causing some reported crashes.

“Such a large number of safety-related recalls of original- 
equipment hoods lends perspective to the unsubstantiated 
allegation in Consumer Reports that aftermarket hoods are 
somehow inferior," Institute president Brian O’Neill notes.

The quality of many aftermarket crash parts used for 
auto repairs, including car hoods, is evaluated by the Certi­
fied Automotive Parts Association (CAPA). "All hood latch­
es and strikers are subject to additional testing," CAPA 
says, “to evaluate their dimensions, retention, and hard­
ness of core and case." Other than hoods, the parts CAPA 
certifies aren’t safety related. This group doesn't certify 
parts that are subject to the requirements of federal motor 
vehicle safety standards.

Crash performance: The second possible concern re­
lates to hood performance in crashes — whether they will 
buckle, as new-car hoods are designed to do, so a hood 
doesn’t get driven back near the windshield. CAPA certifies 
hoods by ensuring that the same buckle points present in 
hoods from car companies also are present in the after- 
market hoods it approves.

"Hoods must buckle as they're supposed to, or else 
safety could be compromised," O’Neill says. "It's obviously 
not feasible to crash test every aftermarket hood. But in 
several tests in which original-equipment hoods have been 
replaced by aftermarket ones, the replacement hoods have 
performed exactly as they should. This is to be expected 
because the buckle points are built in."
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D iffe rence in' C o s t U s ing  
A fte rm a rke t Parts vs . OESVi Parts

M ANUFACTURER’S

PR IC E $245.67 $155.09 $159.81 $304.64 $220.59

$119.64 $129.14

K EYSTO N E PR IC E $95.15 $79.80 $61.75 $185.00 $91.45

PA R T  NUM BER 8111007010 53100AC010 52159AA900 4261102140 5310035300

DIFFERENCE IN 
DOLLARS
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G R ILL
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COMPARISON OF FORD PARTS
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COMPARISON OF PARTS 2001.XLS

PA R T  N U M BER

FO R D  M A N U FA CTU RER 'S P R IC E  

K EY STO N E P R IC E

DIFFERENCE (IN DOLLARS) 

DIFFERENCE (PERCENTAGE)

F 2 5 0 / 3 5 0

MUSTANG HOOD EX PLO R E R  R EA R  PA R K  SIGNAL P IC K U P  FRO NT

W/O CO BRA  BU M PER  VAN W H E E L S  LA M PS B U M PE R

76ZZ16612BA F87Z17906AA F2UZ1007C XC3Z13201BA F85Z11757BA

$556.60 $339.07 $467.23 ' $60.00 $390.00

$360.60 $208.00 $255.00 $31.45 $188.75

$ 1 9 6 .0 0 $212.23

7/18/01



Benefits of Aftermarket 
Parts to the Consumer,.,

© Helps to keep insurance premiums down

Provides an inexpensive alternative to

high priced car companies' parts

Saves consumer’s vehicle from being to­

taled

© Provides limited lifetime warranties

Offers extensive parts distribution-helps

repair consumer's vehicle faster

n Creates competition that is always good

for the consumer

& The Center for Auto Safety, National High­

way Traffic Safety Administration, and the

Insurance Institute for Highway Safety all

agree that aftermarket crash parts are

not safety related

THE CONSUMER WINS!!!

Automc’ ve Body Parts Association 
99/0 NW 89th Court, 

Medley, FL 33178 
Pnone: 305-863-7564 

Fax: 305-863-7567 
Email: IPDES@bellsouth.net

- ‘ •-j

T h e  H i s t o r y  o f  t h e  

A f t e r m a r k e t ;

In s e a r c h  o f  c o m p e tit io n

Meet the $101,335.55 Toyota 
Camry*

This 1999 Camry retails for only 
$23,263. If repaired with only OEM 
parts, it would cost more than 4  times 
the sale price.

•Souicc: Alliance of American Insurers Study

mailto:IPDES@bellsouth.net


Since the invention of the autom obile, 

car m anufacturers assumed they would hold a 

m onopoly on the m arket fo r  replacem ent crash 

parts such as hoods and fenders. A fter all, con­

sumers had no choice but to purchase the ir parts 

from  the m anufacturers when involved in acci­

dents, and to pay outrageously high prices for 

sim ple pieces o f pressed sheet metal. It has 

been estim ated th a t m anufacturers were selling 

parts for as high as 800%  pro fit margins.

T S  )

I!—

As early as 1920, independent m anu­

facturers began producing replacem ent parts 

such as batteries, w indshie ld wipers and m ufflers 

(e.g. M idas and Diehard). However, nothing in the 

collision rep lacem ent m arket has been in itia ted 

until 1981 .

In the early 1980s, independent m anufactur­

ers started to produce replacem ent crash parts. Ironi­

cally, today som e of these m anufacturers are also con­

tracted to produce parts for car 

companies.

Competition from independent 

m anufacturers provided the con­

sum er w ith alternatives to the 

high prices o f parts. These 

'a fte rm arket parts ' sold fo r 20% - 50% less than the 

'original equipm ent m anufacture ' or OEM parts. The 

auto m anufacturing industry was livid. Their monopoly 

was gone!

AUTO MANUFACTURERS’ ACTIONS

In order to counteract th is  loss o f revenue, 

auto m anufacturers attacked replacement parts by 

calling them in ferior and unsafe. Where there was no 

com pe tition -the  arrogance of a monopoly p re va ilc ' 

and prices remained high. For example, the cost o f a 

hood was more than the cost of expensive appliances 

such as a refrigerator w ith top freezer.

THE RESULT OF COMPETITION

As a resu lt of the  increase in the ava ilab ility  of 

quality a fte rm arke t parts, usage has increased d ram ati­

cally in au to  body shops. Also, due to the birth o f healthy 

com petition, OEM parts prices have declined. OEM parts 

still cost considerably m ore than a fte rm arke t parts, but 

they have experienced a drop in prices. Why? S im ply put, 

they w ant to keep up w ith the com petition. As a con­

sumer, have you ever purchased a generic drug in place 

o f an expensive name brand drug, knowing it w ill do basi­

cally the sam e thing, and pocketed 

the savings? That's the  sam e con­

cept behind the sale o f a fterm arket 

parts com pared to OEM parts. The 

parts are functiona lly  equivalent, 

cost considerably less, while the 

OEM parts cost substantia lly  more.

For example, to rebuild a 1999  Toyota Camry w ith all 
OEM parts, it would cost $101,335.55111 And tha t is jus t 
for the parts!

Henry Ford has been reputed as having said he would 

give his cars away if he could have a monopoly on selling 

replacem ent parts! Well sorry Henry! The independent 

a fte rm arke t has created the  com petition tha t provides 

fa ir m arket pricing.



KEYSTONE AUTOMOTIVE I NDUSTRI ES ,  INC.

Issues addressed:

• Safety

• Competition

• Quality

• Magnuson-Mosu Act

• Facts vs. Fiction

There is no safety Issue

Why Auto 
Manufacturers are 

Terrified of 
Aftermarket 

Replacement Parts

Henry Ford has been 
reputed as having 
said that he would 
give cars away if only 
he could have a mo­
nopoly selling re­
placement parts.
This attests to the 
plain truth that the 
$12 b illion  market is 
serious business.
And the auto manu­
facturers already 
coi itrol over 80% of

the market. Consid­
ering their piece of 
the pie is so large, no 
wonder they attempt 
to use legislative tac­
tics to ensure their 
monopoly! Auto

M r. F o rd
manufacturers falsely 
suggest to consumers 
that all competitive 
replacement parts

are inferior; they claim 
that using replacement 
parts will void a car's

warranty; and they at­
tack the quality, fit, and 
performance of these 
parts. They are just 
plain wrong!

The Car Companies' Monopoly

Comparison of Aftermarket anti 
OEM Prices

Aftermarket Parts Testing and 
Quality

TheMagnuson-MossAct Shows 
why Aftermarket Parts do not 
Compromise a Vehicle's Warranty

The Consumer Wins

A fte rm a rk e t  p a r t s /  
C o m p e t i t iv e  r e p la c e m e n t  
p a r t s : a ll sh e e t m eta l and 
p la stic  p a rts p roduced  by 
e ith e r OEM au tho rized  o r 
independen t sou rce s . They 
rep re sen t the  m a jo rity  o f 
d am age  in au to  acc iden ts . 
A lso known a s  cosm etic  
p a rts  and  'skin ' o f  th e  vehi­
c le .
CAPA p a r t s :  p a rts  certified 
by an  independen t va lid a t­
ing lab  fo r  the Certified 
A utom otive P a rts  A ssoc ia­

tion th a t m ee t s ta n d a rd s  o f 
qua lity  p roduction .
G e n e r ic  p a r r s : g en e ra l; 
n o t hav ing  a tra d em a rk  o r 
trad e  n am e .
OEiVI parts; o rig ina l e qu ip ­
m en t m anu fa c tu re i. Those 
p a rts  a re  ac tu a lly  p roduced  
by the  c a r m an u fa c tu re r or 
an  in d ep enden t sou rc e  un ­
d e r con tra c t to  the  ca r 
m anu fa c tu re r .
G e n u in e  p a r t s :  the  te rm  
ca r m an u fa c tu re rs  like to 
give to  th e ir p a rts  even

though m any tim es they 
a re  not the sam e  a s  th ose  
u sed  in the p roduction 
line. The ca r com pan ies 
con trac t out much o f the 
production  o f their re­
p la cem en t c rash  p a rts to 
ou ts id e  sou rce s .
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Car manufacturers love to 
point at safety and claim that 
aftermarket replacement parts 
are just not safe and endanger 
the motorist. This is simply not 
true.

Aftermarket crash parts 
are the 'skin' of a car- a car's 
structural reliability is not af­
fected by these skins, just like 
our bodies’ structural depend­
ability rests not our skin but on 

our
bones.

In fact, 
over the

years crash tests performed by 
highly regarded unbiased 
safety institutes have proven 
the safety argument to be with­
out bias.

INSURANCE INSTITUTE FOR 
HIGHWAY SAFETY AND THE 

THATCHAM INSTITUTE: 
According to the IIHS (an 

independent organization), "if 
crashworthiness is not influ­
enced by whether or not a vehi­
cle’s crash parts are on the car 
or removed, then it follows that 
the source of the parts are also 
irrelevant to the crashworthi­
ness."*

“The fact remains that for 
the possible exception of 
hoods, the parts themselves 
have no safety or structural 
function. These parts act like 
one's skin: they merely cover 
the car."*

An IIHS 1987 30  mph 
"federal compliance crash 
test"* involving the Ford Escort 
reaffirmed that crash parts do 
not influence the crashworthi­

ness of a car.
In 1995, an independent 

crash test was conducted in 
England by Thatchem, the Mo­
tor Insurance Repair Research 
Center. Thatchem used federal 
safety tests to prove that a ve­
hicle's cosmetic panels make 
no significant contribution to 
the structural strength and 
safety of the vehicle. The con­
clusion was "that replacement 
parts do not affect the safety or 
structural reliability of vehi­
cles."*

Recently, the IIHS crash 
tested a 1997  Toyota Camry 
with an aftermarket hood and a 
1997 Toyota Camry with its 
original parts. The results were 
compared and the Institute re­
ports that “both earned good 
crashworthiness rating accord­
ing to the Institute's evaluation 
procedures."*

Repeatedly, the Insurance 
Institute for Highway Safety has 
stated that safety is simply not 
an issue. There is no basis on 
which to claim that safety is at 
risk.

The IIHS has been testing 
vehicles for safety and damage 
for decades - the safety allega­
tions are simply unfounded.

Think about it, why 
would insurers continue to in­
sure cars if they were deemed 
unsafe after repairs were 
made? That would be bad 
business and risk future claims 
payments!

Source: Vol 35  No. 2 February 
19, 2000; States Report Insur­
ance Institute for Highway 
Safety

“...’skins’ are 
components whose design 

or manufacture is not 
likely to have a 

significant affect on 
vehicle safety.”

Helen Pelrauskas (Ford’s vice 
president for environmental and 

safety engineering)
1987

The National Highway Traffic 

Safety Administration:

Cosmetic, non-structural auto body parts 

have no safety ramifications. Crash parts 

arc not safety related.

“There is no reason to 
believe- let alone 

assume- that cosmetic 
body parts significantly 

affect car 
crashworthiness.”

~ Insurance Institute for 
Highway Safety President

IVIassachuscrts Auto Dam­
age Appraisers Licensing Board

The Board has announced that there is 
no "scientific evidence" to "support the 
conclusion that ...aftermarket parts are 

unsafe"



The method used in 
a blind te st e lim inates 
any hidden agenda or 

preconceived notion re­
garding the quality of 

afterm arket parts. The 

participants have no 
choice but to be fair -  
and in being fair, they 
rated replacem ent parts 

sim ilar to OEMs.

Please re fe r to the  
a rtic le  fo llow ing this 
page regard ing  the test 
fits.

scored a s  high or higher 
than OEM parts.

HOW BLIND TESTS 
WORK:

A blind te st m ean s 

that tne participants do 
not know before-hand 

which part is  afterm ar­
ket rep lacem ent and 

which is  OEM. Every 
participant looks at the 

vehicle with the original 

parts. Then the parts 
are placed on the vehi­

cle.

The Ceitsumer Bejports ‘Test’

fa ilu re  of afterm arket 

rep lacem ent parts. 

With an  apparent b ia s , 

th is artic le  failed  to a c ­

curate ly  report the a f ­

term arket is su e  and 

the com plexity of our

The Collision Industry 
Conference (CIC) pro­

vides a forum for d isc u s­
sion on national is su e s  
that affect various s e g ­
m ents of the collision 
industry.

The Parts/A irbags 

Committee of the CIC is 
charged with identifying 
the is s u e s  concerning 

parts u sed  in collision 

repair, to m ake su g g e s ­
tions for improvements 
and to provide a forum to 

com municate these is ­

su e s  to involved parties.
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industry.

The artic le  reported 

that a  repaired hood on 

a 1 9 9 8  Honda frac­

tured the w indsh ie ld . 

W hat the  report failed 

to acknow ledge is  th at 

the repair to the hood 
had been made in Oc­
tober 1988 -tha t’s a 
fu ll 1 0  y rs . prior to the 
part’s alleged failure.
In that same year, Ford 
recalled 1,183,617 of 
its own hoods— 
Consumer Reports had 
only one.

It shou ld  be known 

that the  te s t  w a s not 

done by an independ­

ent lab , but one hired 

by CR. Their eng i­

neers, the ir body sh o p s 

and  the ir lab w a s  u sed  

in what can  only be d e ­

scr ibed  a s  a b ia se d  and  

un sc ien tific  te s t .

® CR did not conduct 
blind test fits of 
parts.

•  CR only tested 18 
of the millions of 
aftermarket parts.

o No one from the 
aftermarket indus­
try was present to 
ensure the investi­

gations were impar­
tial.

« CR claimed there 
was little safety 
documentation. In 
truth, they failed to 
acknowledge the 
Insurance Institute 
for Highway Safety, 
the National High­
way Traffic Safety 
Administration and 
the DOT informa­
tion available.

CIC Blind Fit Tests
In January 1 9 9 9 , 

and aga in  in October 
2 0 0 0 ,  body shop own­
ers participated in a 
blind te s t fit and rated 

replacem ent parts a s  
good a s  OEM parts! The 
parts were scored on 
their fit, fin ish , and ac ­
ceptability

So, what do these  
te s t s  prove? Simply put, 

they prove that after- 

m arket parts are  com­
parab le to OEMs. When 
b ia s is  removed, re­

p lacem ent parts have

In February of 

1 9 9 9 ,  Consum er R e­

ports fCR) pub lished  an

artic le reporting the



PAQE4

C o l l i s i o n W e e k .
A fte r m a r k e t  P a r t s  S h i n e  A g a in  a t  L a t e s t  C iC  T e s t  F it

At the most recent Collision Industry Conference (CIC) Parts Demonstration con­
ducted in Orlando, Florida, non-OEM parts again received better overall scores than 
their OEM counterparts.
The non-OEM parts received an overall acceptability rating of 74.52% while just 
57.37% of the judges felt that the OEM equivalent parts would be acceptable to sell to 
their customers, compared to the original factory parts which scored 78.07%.
In fact, with the exception of the non-OEM side lamp's rating for finish, every non- 
OEM part rated in this test scored higher than the OEM equivalent for both fit and fin­
ish.
The full results of the CIC Parts Demonstration are included below.
Test Vehicle: 2001 Ford F150 pickup

PA RT
Non-OEM LF Fender 
Non-OEM RF Fender 
Non-OEM LF Headlamp 
Non-OEM LF Side Lamp 
*CA PA  d o e s  n o t c e rt ify  la m p s

MANUFACTURER
Gordon 
Yung Shine 
TYC 
TYC

CAPA C ER T IF IED
Yes
Yes
No*
No*

PA RT R E S P O N S E S FIT FINISH A C C EPT

Original LF Fender 28 2.89 3.52 64%
Original RF Fender 27 3.41 3.5 81%
Original LF Headlamp 27 3.37 3.89 88%
Original LF Signal Lamp 27 3.67 3.91 80%

OEM LF Fender33 2.94 3.36 56%
Non-OEM LF Fender 42 3.4 3.81 61%
OEM RF Fender 44 2.89 3.22 31%
Non-OEM RF Fender 31 3.16 3.56 70%
OEM LF Headlamp 41 3.17 3.59 57%
Non-OEM LF Headlamp 30 3.37 3.64 82%
OEM LF Side Lamp 37 3.51 3.85 85%
Non-OEM LF Side Lamp 29 3.59 3.71 71%

Original Parts 27 3.33 3.71 78.07%
OEM Overall 38 3.13 3.5 57.37%
Non-OEM Overall 30 3.37 3.63 74.52%

rior to changing parts on the vehicle, the fit of the original parts were rated. Then, the 
original parts were replaced with off-the-shelf non-OEM and OEM parts. Observers 
were unaware of the type of part they were rating. They were rated 1 to 5, 5 being the 
best. Reviewers were also asked, yes or no, if the parts were acceptable to sell to 
customers.

I/9/0I
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1COMPETITION
In  S e a r ch  o f  C om p etition

F re e  m a rk e t  c om p e ti­
tion  is  e x a c t ly  w hat o u r e c on ­
om y  is b a s e d  on . Y e t, le g is ­
la t io n  h a s  b e e n  in trodu ced  
which a t t em p ts  to  re s tr ic t 
th e  ve ry  b a s is  o f  th e  th riv ing  
a f t e rm a rk e t  c o llis io n  p a rts  
indu stry . In  th e  e a r ly  1 9 9 0 s ,  
a u to  m a n u fa c tu re rs  tr ie d  to  
ge t fe d e ra l le g is la t io n  
p a s s e d  th a t  w ou ld  p re v e n t 
c om p e tito rs  from  p rod u c in g  
re p la c e m e n t p a rts . C on ­
g re s s  re je c te d  th is  p la n  fa ­
v o rin g  c om p e tit io n . M ak in g  
no  h e a dw ay  in th e  fe d e ra l 
s y s tem , a u to  m an u fa c tu re rs  
tu rn e d  to  th e  s ta te  le g is la ­

tu re s  to  p rom o te  th e ir 
a g e n d a .

Au to  m a n u fa c tu re rs  a re  
d e te rm in ed  to  re ta in  th e ir 
s t ro n g h o ld  on  th is  $ 1 2  bil- 

p  _  lion in d u s ­
try  by re ­
s tric ting  fa i r  
c om pe ti­
tion . T h e re  

h a s  b e e n  n o  c a u s e  fo r s a fe ty  
c o n c e rn s . S o  th e  on ly  r e a ­
s o n  th e s e  a u to  m an u fa c tu r­
e rs  w an t to  re s tr ic t th e  p ro ­
d u c tion  o f  re p la c em e n t p a rts  
is to  m a in ta in  th e ir own $ 9 . 6  
b illion  s h a re  o f  th e  a ft e rm a r ­

ke t c o llis io n  p a r t s  indu stry . 
The ir c ritic ism  o f  c om p e tit iv e  
re p la c em e n t p a r t s  is  d ire c t ly  
re la te d  to  th e ir  sh rin k in g  
b o ttom  lin e .

T h e  OEM R o u n d ta b le  
w as fo rm e d  by th e  c a r c o m ­
p an ie s  to  p u sh  le g is la t io n  
th a t w ou ld  re s tr ic t th e  a f t e r ­
m a rk e t 's  ab ility  to  c om p e te . 
Their a t t em p ts  to  c re a te  a n  
even  b ig g e r m o n o p o ly  y e a r  
a fte r y e a r  h a v e  b e e n  
s q u a s h e d -y e t  th e  b a tt le  
con tinues!!

“Aftermarket parts 

have a meaningful 

place in the repair of 

an automobile.”

~ The M assachusetts 

A u to  D am age 

A p p ra ise rs ’ L ic e n s in g  

Boa rd  (ADALB)

M o Manufacturers’ Markups
The  in tro d u c tion  o f  

c om pe titiv e  re p la c em e n t 
p a rts  h a s  b e n e fite d  c o n su m ­
e rs  by re d u c in g  OEM p ric es .

B e fo re  re p la c em e n t 
p a r t s  w e re  a v a i la b le , c a r  
c om p a n ie s  h a d  th e ir r e ­
p la c em e n t p a r t s  m a rk e d  up 
to  u n re a s o n a b le  le v e ls .

F rom  1 9 6 8 - 1 9 7 6  th e OEM 's w e re  fo rc e d  to  low e r
F e d e ra l T rad e  C om m iss ion p rices  by a t  le a s t  3 0 % .
c o n d u c ted  th re e  in ve s tig a ­ F o r e x am p le , w ith n o
tion s  o n  th e  c a r  com pany com pe titio n , th e  c o s t  o f  a
c ra sh  p a rts  m on op o ly . The Cam ry  OEM  fe n d e r  w as
c o n c lu s io n  w a s  th a t c o n su m ­ $ 2 5 3 .  W ith  th e  in tro d u c tion
e rs  w e re  pay ing  to o  m uch  fo r o f  a  c om p e tit iv e  fe n d e r  fo r
p a rts . $ 1 0 4 ,  T oy o ta  d ro p p e d  th e

W ith  th e  in troduc tion  o f price o f  its  OEM fe n d e r  t o
c om pe titiv e  c ra s h  p a rts , $ 1 4 4 .

FORD PARTS COM PAR ISO N

MUSTANG 
HOOD W/O CO­

BRA

EXPLORER 
REAR BUMPER

VAN
WHEELS

F250/350 
PARK SIGNAL 

LAMPS

PICKUP
FRONT

BUMPER

PART NUMBER 76ZZ16612BA F87Z17906AA F2UZ1007C XC3Z13201BA F85Z11757BA

ORIGINAL MANUFAC­
TURER’S PRICE

£556.60 $339.07 $467.23 $60.00 $390.00

KEYSTONE PRICE $360.60 $208.00 $255.00 $31.45 $188.75

DIFFERENCE
(DOLLARS)

$196.00 $131.. . $212.23 $28.55 $201.25

DIFFERENCE
(PERCENTAGE)

54% 63% 83% 91% 107%

Prices subject to change Source: Keystone July 2000 Crash Parts Digest and the Mitchell Collision Estimate Guide 2000.



40% - 50% of insurance 
premiums. Expensive 
parts make repairs more 
costly and, therefore, 
premiums go up. Often,

vehicles that should be 
repaired are instead to­
taled because of the out-

Even without paint 
and labor, a 1999 Toyota 
Camry would cost 
$101,335.55 if put back 
together with OEM parts! 
This car retails for only 
$23,263.

According to Kirk 
Hansen of the Alliance of 
American Insurers, the 
cost of replacement parts 
has a direct impact on 
the price consumers pay 
for auto insurance. This 
is so because the cost of 
repairing damaged auto­
mobiles accounts for

PAGE 6

Competition and the Consumer
In the collision re­

pair market, the car 
companies control 80%  
of the market. The non- 
OEM aftermarket makes 
up about 15%; the last 
5% is controlled by the 
salvage industry.

Increasingly, auto

manufacturers are buy­
ing up the salvage mar­
ket. Their strategy is to
control the salvage
yards. They encourage
the totaling of an acci­
dent vehicle.

The Cost of Repairs
rageous price for repair­
ing with OEM parts.

Aftermarket parts are 
used for other mechani­
cal repairs such as batter­
ies, oil filters, and tires, 
yet there is no cause for 
consumer concern, nor 
have any objections been 
made by auto manufac­
turers to the use of these 
parts. They still, however, 
continue to criticize com­
petitive replacement 
parts that have been 
proven to have nothing to 
do with safety. The only

Imposing regulations on 
competitive replacement 
parts, manufacturers and 

distributors could eliminate 
aftermarket businesses. 

The resulting monopoly by 
automakers would mean j 
higher prices charged for 
auto parts and auto re­

pairs. This would, in turn, 
lead to higher insurance 

costs that consumers will 
be forced to bear.

this is that competitive 
replacement parts are 

related to the 
auto manufacturers' 
shrinking profits!

Imagine, for the price of 
a Ford Mustang hood 
you can purchase an 18 
cu.ft. refrigerator valued 
at over $500!

Restricting the use of com­
petitive replacement parts 
destroys fair competition 
and creates a monopoly 

with cradle-to-grave control 
by auto manufacturers.



QUALITY
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Replacement parts 
are functionally equiva­
lent to OEM parts. CAPA 
has been testing and 
certifying parts since 
1987. CAPA uses the 
same labs that auto 
manufacturers use to

test their parts-ENTELA 
Labs. These labs aid in

the development of 
standards and the in­
spection of competitive 
replacement parts.

Amazingly, the 
same auto manufactur­
ers who publicly con­
demn the quality of 
competitive replace­
ment parts, turn around 
and present some of our 
replacement parts

manufacturers with 
quality awards. One 
such example is Jui Li, a 
manufacturing plant in 
Taiwan, being awarded 
the ‘Ford Preferred Qual­
ity Award'.

CAPA o v e rs e e s  a  te s t­
ing an d  inspection  p rog ram  
that c e rt ifie s  th e  qua lity o f 
a u tom o tiv e  p a rts  u sed  fo r 
c o llis ion  repa irs . CAPA e n ­
su re s  th a t p a rts  m ee t q u a l­
ity s ta n d a rd s  fo r  fit, c om p o ­
nent m a te ria ls , and  c o rro ­
s ion  re s is tan ce .

Th rough  th e  CAPA p ro ­
g ram , c on sum e rs , in su re rs ,

CAPI
and  rep a ire rs  have  an  o b ­
je c tiv e  m ethod  fo r  eva lu a t­

ing the qua lity  o f certified 
p a rts and  th e ir functiona l 
equ iva len cy  to s im ila r parts

m anu fac tu red  by a u tom o ­
tive com pan ies .

To en su re  qua lity  o f 
parts , CAPA te s ts  m eta l 
com position , w e lds, 
sc rew s, re s is ta n ce  to  ch ip ­
ping and sc ra tch ing  and  a 
5 0 0 -h o u r  s a lt  sp ra y  test.

The CAPA Seal

The Certified Automotive 
Parts Association p ro­
vides consum ers, colli­

sion repairers, and insur­
e rs with a m eans o f con­

firm ing the quality o f 
crash parts through the 

CAPA sea l.

MANUFACTURER CERTIFIES COMPLIANCE 
TO CAFA CFECIFCATDN5 TO

CERTIFIED AUTOMOTIVE PARTS ASSOC.,
I/MSHINOTOM. DC.

CAPA CERTIFIED PART
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Contrary to our com­
petitors’ statements, 
competitive replace­

ment parts do not 
diminish the value of 

a car. With correct : 
repairs, the car is re­

stored to its "pre­
accident" condition. 
Both the NADA and 

the Kelley Blue 
Book, authorities on 

cars, do not diminish 
the value of a vehi­

cle based on the use 
of certain parts.
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Aftermarket Parts Do Not Invalidate the Warranty of A Vehicle

T he M a g n u so n  M o ss  W a r ra n ty  A ct

Under the Act, af­
termarket parts do 
not void the warranty 
of a vehicle. Simply 
stated, a dealer can­

not worm his way out 
of a legal warranty 
simply because the 
consumer has in­
stalled aftermarket

parts. No properly in­
stalled part will void 
the warranty of a vehi­
cle.

What the Act 
Does Not Allow

There are several 
prohibitions under the 
Magnuson-Moss War­
ranty Act. The Act 
does not allow im­
plied, "tie-iri-sales" 
provisions, and decep­
tive or misleading 
terms.

The following is 
a sample tie-in sales  
provision that is ille­
gal:

"In order to keep 
your new Toyota 

Avalon warranty in 
effect, you must use 

ger ine Toyota 
brand parts. Failure 
to have scheduled 
maintenance per­
formed, at your ex­
pense, by the Great 

American Repair 
Company, Inc., 

voids the warranty."

F e d e ra l la w  

p ro h ib its  

c o m p a n ie s  f ro m  

in v a lid a t in g  

w a r ra n t ie s  fo r  th e  

u se  o f  g e n e r ic /  

a f te rm a rk e t  p a r ts  

M a g n u s o n -M o s s  

W a rra n ty  A c t

Conclusion
T im e a n d  t im e  aga in , 

a u to  m a n u fa c tu re rs  try to  
c o n fu s e  c o n s u m e rs  by 
te llin g  th e m  th a t th e  in­
s ta lla t io n  o f  a fte rm a rk e t  
p a rts  w ill vo id  th e ir  v e h i­
c le 's  w a rran ty .

O ne  su c h  e x am p le  is 
a  N issan  ad  th a t 'sh ow s' 
b od y  s h o p s  "H ow  to  In ­
s ta l l a  G en u in e  N issan  
B u m p e r in Y ou r C u s ­
to m e r ’s  H e a d ” .

T he  a d  u s e s  p ro p a ­
g an d a  a n d  u n tru th s  to  
c o e rc e  c u s to m e rs  into 
u s ing  a g en u in e  p a rt . F o r 
e x am p le , th e  ad  te lls  
b ody s h o p s  to  'in fo rm '

th e  c u s to m e r  th a t " le s s e r  
q u a lity  p a r t s  m ay  a c tu a lly  
d e c re a s e  a  c a r 's  r e s a le  
v a lu e " .

A fte r g e tt in g  th e  c u s ­
to m e r  fu r io u s  c o n c e rn in g  
th e  a f t e rm a rk e t  p a r t s  
th a t  a re  in s ta lle d  in h is 
c a r , th e  a d  c o n c lu d e s  by 
te llin g  th e  b od y  s h o p  to  
"s it b a c k  a n d  le t s o m e ­
o n e  e ls e  d o  th e  d irty  w o rk  
fo r  a  c h a n g e ” .

In fo llo w in g  th e ir  
u s u a l c o n t ra d ic to ry  ro u ­
t in e , a u to  m a n u fa c tu re r s  
h a v e  a ls o  is s u e d  s t a t e ­
m en ts  c o n t ra d ic t in g  th e ir

s t a te m e n ts  to  c o n s u m ­
e rs .

In s ta lla t io n  o f  a  non - 
g on u in e  F o rd  i tem ...d o e s  
n o t , in a n d  o f  its e lf , re n ­
d e r  o u r  w a rra n ty  vo id ,
- Ford Motor Company *

T h ese  a r e  e x a m p le s  o f 
s o m e  m o re  s ta te m e n ts  
m a d e  by c a r  c om p a n ie s :

C e rta in  c h a n g e s  th a t 
y o u  m igh t m a k e  to  y o u r  
t ru c k  d o  n o t , by th e m ­

s e lv e s , v o id  th e  w a rra n ­
t ie s  d e s c r ib e d  in th is

b o o k le t . E x am p le s  o f  
s o m e  c h a n g e s  a re : in ­

s ta ll in g  n on -p a rts , c o m p o ­
n e n ts , o r  e q u ip m e n t.

- Car Company

If a  p a rt fa i ls  d u e  to  a  
d e fe c t  in m a te r ia l o r  

w o rkm a n sh ip  n o t re la te d  
to  a n  a f t e rm a rk e t  p ro d u c t 

o r  th e  la b o r  to  in s ta ll it, 
(C a r C om p an y ) w ou ld  b e  
re s p o n s ib le  f o r  c o v e rin g  

th e  fa i le d  p a rt ."

-Car Company

•Source: www.icaii2000.coni,

http://www.icaii2000.coni
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THE CONSUMER WINS
T h e  C o n su m e r

WHAT THE AFTER- 
MARKET INDUSTRY DOES TO 

AID THE CONSUMER

•Lower premiums: With 
the use o f a fte rm arke t parts, 
insurance com pan ies don't 
pass on the cos t o f  using 
OEM parts to consum ers in 
the form  o f  increased premi­
ums.
• Prices: Simply put, com ­
petition keeps prices down 
fo r the consum er.

• Cycle time: The availab il­ •Totaled vehicles: Us­
ity o f a fte rm arket parts ing a fte rm arket parts can
m akes cycle time m ore effi­ prevent a  car from  being
cient a s  custom ers a re  usu­ tota led and prevent the
ally ab le  to get their cars consumer from  having to
repaired faste r. pay higher prem iums.
•Prevent a monopoly: •Better Choice means
Since the introduction o f Better Service: Many car
a fte rm arke t parts, ca r com ­ owners a re  looking fo r a
pan ies have lowered their cost effective, quality re­
exorbitant prices. A ftermar­ pair to help keep  their cars
ket parts prevent OEM re­ on the road. A ftermarket
p lacem ent parts prices from competition a llow s the
skyrocketing. consumer tha t option.

T h e  C o l l i s i o n  R e p a i r  C e n t e r s

v" Fix cars: Collision repair centers are 
able to repair a vehicle with after- 
m arket parts, rather than having it 
totaled and receiving no business.

s  Car companies: If OEM parts are 
used, car companies would steer 
repairs to their own collision repair 
centers, rather than the independ­
ent collision repair centers.

s  Designer Repair shops: Car compa­
nies would like to stop parts compe­
tition as well as repair competition. 
Recent actions by car corr oanies 
show their intent to take business 
away from independent repair 
shops.

■s Keeping business: With the avail­
ability of afterm arket parts, collision 
repair centers aren’t idle. Money and 
business flows in.

I lic consum er, if 
‘upside down in a lease 

o r purchase’, must 
reach into his pocket to 
pay off a totaled vehi­
cle, then again, must 
reach into his pocket 

for the down paym ent 
at the car dealer to 

purchase the ca r that 
will take them to work.

"In spite of increased 
public acceptance of 
competitive parts, the 
auto manufactures con­
tinue to oppose their 
use."

~ Robert Hums 
NAII

“ ...consumers have an instinctive revulsion to 
m onopoly.”  |A m onopoly ’ s! effects include 

higher prices, restricted output, limited choice, 
lower quality, and wasted valuable resources.”

-JOAN CLAY BROOK
(President-Public Citizen)
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Q u ality  C e r tif ic a t io n :  Q S-9000

Q S -9 0 0 0  is a  set o f 
Quality System  requirements 
adop ted by the automotive 
industry.

In 1 9 9 4 , Ford, Chrysler 
and Genera l M otors an ­
nounced that Q S -9 0 0 0  
would immediately rep lace 
all previous supp lie r quality 
programs.

The Q S -9 0 0 0  system  
requirem ents include th ree 
sections. Section 1 : Com ­
mon requirem ents: includes 
the exact text o f  ISO 9 0 0 1  
with the addition o f au tom o­
tive/heavy trucking require­
ments.

Section 2 : Additional re­
qu irem ents including those 
beyond ISO 9 0 0 1 .
Section 3 : Custom er Spe­
cific Sections; contains re­
qu irem ents unique to Ford, 
G enera l M otors o r Chrysler.

Independent m anufac­
turers such as Fey Automo­
tive Products Inc., TYC and 
Polywheels have achieved 
Q S -9 0 0 0  Certification

W h a t Does T h is  S y s te m  l e a n  fo r  Q u a lity ?

Registration in the QS-9000 system means tha t competitive manufac­
turers can match their activities with those on the international level.

Furthermore, the System puts competitive manufacturers on the same 
level as those of auto manufacturers. Therefore, if auto manufacturers 
choose to criticize the process o f certification or if they decide to criti­
cize quality, they are, in effect, criticizing their own methods.

The System requires manufacturers to state what they are going to do, 
and then ensuring they do what they say.

This assures reliability and adherence to the same standards as those 
set by auto manufacturers.

This international System lias been enhanced to meet the needs of the 
auto industry. It includes key product characteristics, unique testing 
requirements and validation guidelines.

The emphasis is on continuous enhancement, identification of imper­
fections and definitions of the appropriate procedures.

Competitive manufacturers have adopted the same standards as auto 
manufacturers! If auto manufacturers claim afterm arket parts are infe­
rior, then it is only logical to also brand their parts inferior!!

Q S-9000:
I f  it is good enough 

for the car 
companies, why not 
good enough the for 

aftermarket 
industry?

Highlighting o u r Qualitv 
\  ft or m arket A1 a n n fact n rer.s

A G R E A T  EX A M PLE O F 
Q U A LITY  IS JU I LI, ONE 
A FTER M A R K ET MANU­
FA CTU RER T H A T  H AS 

BEEN IN TH E BUSINESS 
FOR O V ER 30 YEARS.

IN 1995, FORD M O TO R 
COM PA N Y  AW ARDED 

J i l l - L I  TH E “ PR EFER R ED  
QUALITY AW ARD” .

ZIutcLign is a US based 
parts producer for car 
companies, Unique to 

AuiuLign is its exclusive 
uso of 0E- style tooling 
to manufacture products 
using OE quality raw 
materials. Parts are 
made in the USA.
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T h e  A u t o m o t i v e  B o d y  F a r t s  A s s o c ia t i o n

There are now more than 220 members of the Automotive Body 
Parts Association, founded nearly 20 years ago to represent the inter­
ests of the distributors, suppliers and manufacturers of alternative col­
lision replacement parts. Collectively, the members of ABPA operate 
from nearly 350 separate collision parts distribution, bumper sales 
and recycling facilities in North America. They are also responsible for 
distributing more than 75 percent of non-OEM aftermarket collision re­
placement parts sold to the collision repair trade.

The members of ABPA are dedicated to serving the collision re­
pair industry by providing quality replacement parts, dependable ser­
vice and fair prices. Each subscribes to a Code of Ethics which encom­
passes high standards of business practice on behalf of its customers 
and the motoring public.

Facts about this business which the manufacturer, distributor 
and supplier of automotive collision parts, as well as their respective 
customers, should continually keep in mind:

© ABPA’s members recognize their responsibility to provide the 
collision repair industry with Quality Products

• ABPA members warranty the products they sell with limited life­
time warranties; in many cases they are better than car compa­
nies’ warranties.

Tills Information brought to you by tiro Automotive Body Parts 
Association

Government Affairs Office 
9970 NW89th Court 
Medley, FL 33178

Phone:305-863-7564 
Fax:305-863-7567 

Email: IPDES@bellsouth.net

mailto:IPDES@bellsouth.net
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AAIA R e s p o n d s  to  U .S . G A O  R e p o r t  o n  
A fte r m a r k e t C ra sh  P a r ts

A report just issued by the U.S. General Accounting Office 
(GAO) should be welcome news to the aftermarket crash parts 
segment of the industry, according to the Automotive 
Aftermarket Industry Association. The report looked at the safety 
c aftermarket crash parts and NHTSA's role in regulating this 
industry segment.

After extensive research that included examining several 
scientific studies and conducting interviews with more than 40 
trade organizations, parts distributors and vehicle 
manufacturers, the GAO report did not lead to any 
recommendations for regulatory or legislative restrictions of 
aftermarket crash parts, said AAIA.

"Although NHTSA has the authority to regulate aftermarket 
crash parts, it has not determined that these parts pose a 
significant safety concern and therefore has not developed 
safety standards for them," the report stated.

"NHTSA has been given greater powers to investigate and recall 
products as a result of the Firestone tire issue. I'm sure that if 
NHTSA detected safety problems with aftermarket crash parts, 
or any parts for that matter, they should and would take action," 
said Alfred L. Gaspar, AAIA president & CEO. "AAIA has long 
maintained that there is no evidence supporting car company's 
allegations of safety problems relating to the use of aftermarket 
crash parts. We're extremely pleased that the GAO report 
mirrors our position."

The GAO report including the following comments from NHTSA: 
"NHTSA has not taken action to regulate aftermarket crash parts 
because studies conducted to date and other data and analysis 
do not demonstrate that there are safety-related problems with 
the parts."

.cy/j
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Finish

Non-OEM Parts Tested Manufacturer CAPA Certified
Non-OEM LF Fender Gordon Yes
Non-OEM RF Fender Yung Shine Yes
Non-OEM LF Headlamp TYC No*
Non-OEM LF Side Lamp TYC No*

'CAPA doas not certify lamps

Comparative Summary
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In fact, with the exception of the non-OEM side lamp's rating for 
finish, every non-OEM part rated in this test scored higher than 
the OEM equivalent for both fit and finish.

The full results of the CIC Parts Demonstration are included 
below.

Test Vehicle: 2001 Ford F150 pickup

http://www.collisionweek.com/cw/news/2001 •0109-cic.asp 2/16/01

Accept

6 4%Original LF Fender 
Original RF Fender 
Original LF Headlamp 
Original LF Signal Lamp

OEM LF Fender
Non-OEM LF Fender
OEM RF Fender
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A fte r m a r k e t P a r ts  S h in e  A g a in  a t  L a te s t  
CiC T e s t  Fit

At the most recent Collision Industry Conference 
(CIC) Parts Demonstration conducted in Orlando, 
Florida, non-OEM parts again received better 
overall scores than their OEM counterparts.

The non-OEM parts received an overall acceptability rating of 
74.52% while just 57.37% of the judges felt that the OEM 
equivalent parts would be acceptable to sell to their customers, 
compared to the original factory parts which scored 78.07%.
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frco download!

Get tha Adobo Acrobat
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Non-OEM RF Fender 31 3.16 3.56 70%
OEM LF Headlamp 41 3.17 3.59 57%
Non-OEM LF Headlamp 30 3.37 3.64 82%
OEM LF Side Lamp 37 3.51 3.85 85%
Non-OEM LF Side Lamp 29 3.59 3.71 71%

Original Parts 27 3.33 3.71 78.07%
OEM Overall 38 3.13 3.5 57.37%
Non-OEM Overall 30 3.37 3.63 74.52%

Prior to changing parts on the vehicle, the fit of the original 
parts were rated. Then the original parts were replaced with off- 
the-shelf non-OEM and OEM parts. Observers were unaware of 
the type of part they were rating. They were rated 1 to 5, 5 
being best. Reviewers were also asked, yes or no, if the parts 
were acceptable to sell to customers.

(SVfc
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CAPA Responds to High Test Fit Ratings
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Abbreviations
ARA Automotive Recyclers Association
CAPA Certified Automotive Parts Association
ICBC Insurance Corporation o f British Columbia
IIHS Insurance Institute for Highway Safety
NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
ODI Office o f Defects Investigation
OEM original equipment manufacturer

Page 1 G A O - O l - 2 2 5  A f t e r m a r k e t  C r a s h  P a r t s



Page 2 GAO-Ol-225 A fte rm a rk e t C ra sh  P a r ts



| G A Q
-A- r .^^^AccounlabHlly » Integrity « Reliability__________

United States General Accounting Office 
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The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), the federal 
agency responsible for reducing accidents, deaths, and injuries resulting 
from motor vehicle crashes on the nation’s highways, estimates that over 6 
million automobile accidents occurred in the United States in 1999. To 
repair crash-damaged vehicles, consumers spent over $8 billion a id  bought 
over 61 million sheet metal and plastic body parts (including exterior 
fenders, bumpers, hoods, and doors). Consumers and body shops that 
repair crash-damaged vehicles have a choice in many instances o f buying 
new replacement parts from either the original equipment, manufacturer or 
other sources, commonly called aftermarket manufacturers. These 
aftermarket manufacturers produce their parts by copying the design o f the 
original vehicle parts.
Concerns have been raised for many yeas  about the quality and safety o f 
aftermarket crash parts.1 A number o f auto manufacturers and repair shop 
owners argue that aftermarket crash parts are inferior to original p a ts  and 
pose a possible safety risk. Conversely, many aftermarket manufacturers 
and auto insurers argue that aftermarket crash parts can be equal in quality 
to original parts, are safe, and can cost up to 65 percent less than the 
original equipment manufacturer’s parts, Public awareness was heightened 
in October 1999 after judgments totaling over $1 billion were entered 
against State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company in response to a 
class action complaint concerning the use o f aftermarket crash parts. The 
trial court, concluded that Slate Farm breached its insurance policies by 
requiring the use o f aftermarket parts that did not return damaged vehicles 
to their precrash condition. The court also found that State Farm’s conduct 
violat ed the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act.

'C rash  p a rts  a rc  g en e ra lly  m ade o f  shee t m eta l o r  p la s tic  and in s ta lled  on  the e x te r io r  o f  a 
m o to r  veh ic le . These p a rts  in c lu de  bum pe r com ponen ts , h ood s , d o o rs , le n d e rs , and  tru n k  
lids. C ra s li p a rts  e xc lu d e  m echan ica l p a rts  such  as b a tte rie s , fi lte rs , sh o ck  ab so rb e rs , and 
sp a rk  p lugs.
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State Farm has appealed this decision. In light o f the decision, State Farm 
has suspended its specification o f aftermarket crash parts in repairs.

Concerns have also been raised about the safety o f replacing deployed 
airbags with nondeployed airbags taken from old o r otherwise damaged 
vehicles. Many maintain that the airbag is such an important safety item 
that only new bags produced by the original manufacturer should be used 
to replace deployed bags. Others contend that recycled airbags pose no 
safety issues when properly handled and installed and that their use can 
save the consumer hundreds o f dollars in repair costs.
Because o f potential concerns about the safely o f aftermarket crash parts 
and recycled airbags, y-ui asked us to provide information on
• studies on the safety o f aftermarket crash parts and recycled airbags,
• NHTSA’s authority over aftermarket crash parts and recycled airbags, 

and
• NIITSA’s ability to identify and remove unsafe aftermarket crash parts 

and recycled airbags from the nation’s roadways.

To respond to these questions, we identified and reviewed existing safety 
studies on aftermarket crash parts and recycled airbags; reviewed NIITSA’s 
legal authority over aftermarket crash parts and recycled airbags; reviewed 
NHTSA’s defect identification, investigation and recall processes; toured 
two crash test facilities; and interviewed representatives o f over 40 
government and industry organizations. Appendix I provides a detailed 
discussion o f our scope and methodology.

R e s u l t s  i n  B r i e f  We identified seven studies o f aftermarket crash parts or recycled airbags.
Five studies examined issues relating to the safety o f aftermarket crash 
parts, but their results do not conclusively resolve the issue o f safety. One 
o f t he studies, published by Consumer Reports, concluded that aftermarket 
crash pails are generally o f poorer quality, fit improperly, rust more quickly, 
and may compromise safety. Another study, conducted by Ford, stated that 
aftermarket crash parts are inferior to Ford genuine parts and are not o f 
"like land and quality." The three other studies, sponsored by vehicle 
insurance companies and related associations, concluded that crash parts, 
whether original or aftermarket, do not influence motor vehicle safety. Two 
studies on the safety o f recycled airbags concluded that recycled airbags 
function within their original specifications when undamaged and properly 
handled and installed. Although these studies are useful, they do not
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resolve the debate over the safety o f aftermarket crash pails and recycled 
airbags because they reach different conclusions and are limited in number 
and scope.
NIITSA has broad authority to set safety standards for aftermarket crash 
parts." The Motor Veliicle Safety Act provides NHTSA with the authority to 
prescribe safety standards fo r new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle 
equipment sold in interstate commerce—a categoiy that includes 
aftermarket crash parts. Although NHTSA has the authority to regulate 
aftermarket crash parts, it has not determined that these parts pose a 
significant safety concern and therefore has not developed safety standards 
for them. The act also provides NHTSA with more limited authority to 
prescribe safety performance standards fo r used motor veliicles in order to 
encourage and strengthen state motor vehicle inspection programs. 
Because NHTSA may set motor vehicle safety standards for vehicle 
systems (like brakes and lights) as well as fo r an entire vehicle, the agency 
could elect to develop safety standards fo r occupant restraint systems, 
which could incorporate airbags, under t he used vehicle provision. NHTSA 
has not developed such standards because it has not identified significant 
problems with occupant restraint systems that, could be addressed by state 
motor vehicle inspection programs.
NHTSA’s ability to identify and recall unsafe aftermarket parts is limited. 
The agency relies heavily on a database o f complaints from vehicle owners 
and other concerned people to identify possibly unsafe automotive 
products—whether from the original equipment manufacturer or the 
aftermarket crash parts manufacturer. However, limitations in the database 
may hamper NHTSA's ability to ident ify trends in defects. For example, the 
database may contain only a small fraction o f the complaints that 
customers make to manufacturers. In addition, aftermarket crash parts 
may not be identified as such in the database because consumers who 
complain to NHTSA may not know they have aftermarket crash parts or 
their complaints may not indicate that such parts are involved. Because 
existing studies o f aftermarket crash parts do not conclusively resolve the 
issue o f safety, NHTSA needs to have an effective oversight program that

-NIITSA was established in 1970 as a separate operating administration within the 
Department o f Transportation to administer the Department’s motor vehicle and highway 
safety programs, NHTSA carries out safely programs under the National TVaffic and Motor 
Vehicle Safety Act. o f 19(it> and the Highway Safety Act of 19G6. The Motor Vehicle Safety Act 
was subsequently recodined under title *19 o f the U.S. Code in chapter 301, Motor Vehicle 
Safety.

P a g e  5 G A O - O l - 2 2 5  A f t e r m a r k e t  C r a s h  P a r t s



B a c k g r o u n d

will detect safety-related defects, regardless o f the type or source o f the 
unsafe parts. Furthermore, even if NHTSA’s database were to identify 
unsafe aftermarket crash parts, the agency might not be able to require 
manufacturers to recall them because some o f these parts do not identify 
the product manufactiuer and documentation on their purchasers is 
limited. Recent legislation gives NHTSA an opportunity to look at ways to 
improve its systems so that it will be in a better position to identify 
defective automotive parts and require manufacturers to recall them.

This report contains recommendations to strengt hen NHTSA’s ability to 
detect and order the recall o f unsafe vehicle parts from the nation’s 
roadways. NHTSA generally agreed with these recommendations. 
However, in commenting on a draft o f this report, NHTSA clarified its 
regulatory authority over recycled airbags. We modified the report to 
reflect NHTSA’s comments.

Crash parts are generally made o f sheet metal or plastic and installed on 
the exterior o f a motor vehicle. These parts include hoods, doors, fenders, 
and trunk lids. Crash parts exclude mechanical parts such as batteries, 
filters, shock absorbers, and spark plugs. Body shops often use a mix o f 
parts in collision repairs, but we use the term “crash parts” in this report to 
refer to parts used on the exterior o f a vehicle. Aftermarket crash parts are 
the replacement automotive crash parts that are not made by the original 
equipment manufacturer (OEM). Many o f these aftermarket eras! parts 
manufacturers are located overseas. Recycled airbags are salvaged 
nondeployed airbags removed from damaged or old vehicles.

Crash parts arc big business. In 1999, drivers had an estimated 6 million 
automobile crashes in the United States costing over 40,000 lives and about 
$8 billion in damage—o f which $1.2 billion represents the costs o f 
aftermarket crash parts. Overall, about 60 cents out o f every dollar o f 
automobile insurance claims is spent, on repairing collision damage to 
vehicles. Insurance companies estimate that using aftermarket instead o f 
OEM parts saves hundreds o f millions o f dollar s each year. Until the mid- 
1980s, consumers and auto body shops could purchase new replacement 
crash parts only from the original automobile manufacturer. At that time, 
independent parts manufacturers began offering aftermarket replacement 
parts at substantially lower piices. Still, the crash parts industry remains 
highly concentrated, and OEM pru ts account fo r about 80 percent o f the 
market. Figure 1 shows the replacement crash parts market by source.
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Figure 1: Replacement Automobile Crash Parts by Source, December 2000

---------------------------------------------  Recycled

---------------------------------------------  Aftermarket

OEM

Source: Center lor Auto Safety.

Some aftermarket; crash parts are certified as to their quality. In 1987, the 
insurance industry funded the nonprofit Certified Automotive Parts 
Association (CAPA), whose objective is to ensure the quality o f aftermarket 
crash parts. To determine the quality o f these parts, the association 
examines a manufacturer’s plant, equipment, manufacturing processes, and 
resulting products. I f  the association finds the aftermarket crash parts to be 
equivalent in appearance, fit, material composition, and mechanical 
properties to new OEM parts, it certifies the pails as functionally 
equivalent to OEM parts. In addition, it periodically purchases parts in the 
open market and checks them to ensure they meet the association’s 
standards. According to the association, in 1999, about 35 percent o f ail 
aftermarket crash parts were certified. This represents about 5 percent o f 
the total aftermarket crash parts market— which would include OEM, 
aftermarket, and recycled parts combined.
More recently, in 2000, Global Validators, an automotive quality consult ant, 
started a new certification process directed at improving the quality o f 
aftermarket crash parts. The Manufacturers’ Qualification and Validation 
Program, similar to the CAPA program, is a set o f guidelines that outline 
policies and quality management practices designed to ensure that 
aftermarket crash parts are equal in form, fit, function, performance,
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durability and appearance to OEM parts. This program is based on the QS- 
9000 standard, a production quality standard developed in the automotive 
industry. Consumers can search an on-line database to determine if a 
specific part has been reviewed under the program.
At the federal level, NHTSA is responsible fo r reducing accidents, deaths, 
and injuries resulting from motor vehicle crashes. NHTSA accomplishes 
this, in part, by setting and enforcing safety performance standards that 
apply to new motor vehicles and motor vehicle equipment. Under these 
standards, manufacturers o f motor vehicles and equipment must assure 
that their products comply with all applicable safety standards and certify 
such compliance. The federal standards are written in terms o f minimum 
safety performance requirements for motor vehicles mid equipment. 
Examples o f standards include hydraulic brake system requirements to 
ensure safe braking performance, vehicle lamp requirements to provide 
adequate illumination, and hood latch requirements to ensure that hoods 
remain fastened securely.
The Motor Vehicle Safety Act requires manufacturers to inform NIITSA 
when a vehicle or equipment is defective o r when a vehicle or equipment 
does not comply with an applicable motor vehicle safety standard. These 
requirements also apply to persons who import motor vehicles and 
equipment into the United States. NHTSA does not approve vehicles or 
equipment. Instead, federal law establishes a “self-certification” process 
under which each manufacturer is responsible for certifying that its 
products meet all applicable safety standards. The law also gives NHTSA 
the authority Lo investigate possible safety-related defects, to decide 
whether a defect exists, and to order a manufacturer to notify consumers 
and to remedy any defect.
NHTSA’s process for identifying a possible defect, in motor vehicles and 
motor vehicle equipment begins with screening the complaints it receives 
in its Office o f Defects Investigation (ODI). Sources o f complaints include a 
toll-free hotline, a Web page, e-mail, telephone calls, and letters. In an 
average year, ODI receives between 40,000 and 50,000 complaints. These 
complaints are entered into a complaint database, which ODI analyzes to 
identify potential defect trends.
When the screening identifies a potential problem, ODI opens an 
investigation called a preliminary evaluation. This evaluation involves 
notifying the manufacturer and the public and gathering information on the 
potential defect. I f  this process continues to indicate that a defect trend
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may exist, the investigation moves to a second stage called an engineering 
analysis. In this stage, ODI analyzes the character and scope o f the 
potential defect in more detail. This analysis may include inspections, 
surveys, tests, and efforts to obtain additional information from the 
manufacturer. I f  ODI continues to believe that a defect trend may exist, a 
panel o f experts from the agency may be convened to review the data.
If the expert panel concurs with ODI, a recall request letter is sent to the 
manufacturer. I f  the manufacturer declines to conduct a recall in response 
to the letter, NIITSA’s Associate Administrator fo r Safety Assurance may 
issue an initial decision that a defect exists and convene a public meeting 
on the issue. After the meeting, the NHTSA Administrator may issue a final 
decision and order the manufacturer to conduct a recall. I f  necessaiy, the 
agency will then go to court to enforce such an order. In almost all cases, 
the manufacturer agrees to conduct the recall without NHTSA’s forcing it to 
do so. According to NHTSA officials, (he agency opens between 80 and 100 
defect investigations each year, o f which more than half result in recalls. In 
addition, manufacturers conduct an average o f 200 defect recalls each year 
that are not influenced by NHTSA’s investigations. In 2000, there were over 
385 recalls fo r safety-related defects affecting over IS million vehicles.
States are also involved in the regulation o f aftermarket crash parts and 
recycled airbags. According to the National Association oflndependent. 
Insurers, 40 states have enacted some form o f legislation governing the use 
o f aftermarket crash parts in vehicle repairs.3 Most o f this legislat ion is 
directed at ensuring that vehicle owners are aware that aftermarket parts 
are being used in repairs. For example, 33 states require that written repair 
estimates contain a disclosure statement notifying consumers that 
aftermarket, crash parts will be used in the repair, and 8 states require the 
consent o f the consumer to use aftermarket crash parts. Furthermore, 
according to the Automotive Occupants Restraints Council, New York was 
the only state that had enacted a law regulating the sale and installation o f 
recycled airbags as o f December 2000. Appendix II provides a summary o f 
state law provisions covering aftermarket crash parts and recycled airbags. 
In addition, in early 2000, the Massachusetts Auto Damage Appraiser 
Licensing Board conducted two hearings to discuss the safety o f OEM, 
aftermarket, and recycled parts used in collision repair. In September 2000, 
the Board voted three to two that aftermarket cosmetic parts are not exact

•'The National Association of Independent Insurers represents about G75 insurance 
companies.
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duplicates o f OEM parts and may jeopardize the safety and value o f a 
vehicle.

The Debate on Aftermarket 
Crash Parts

The Debate on Recycled 
Airbags

The debate on the quality and safety o f aftermarket crash parts is highly 
polarized, reflecting a range o f opinions or. the safety o f aftermarket crash 
parts:
• Aftermarket crash parts are unsafe. According to this position—held 

generally by many collision-repair associations and repair shop 
owners—aftermarket crash parts are inferior to OEM parts in fit and 
finish and are dangerous. The evidence for this argument is mostly 
anecdotal, although we saw aftermarket crash parts that were clearly 
different from their OEM counterparts.

• Aftermarket crash parts may be unsafe. According to this position—hold 
generally by new vehicle manufacturers—the impact o f aftermarket 
crash parts on occupants' safety is unknown. Therefore, the 
manufacturers recommend that only OEM parts be used to ensure that 
repaired vehicles perform to their original safety specifications.

• Aftermarket crash parts are safe. According to this position—held 
generally by insurance companies and aftermarket manufacturers— 
aftermarket crash parts are cosmetic only and do not affect vehicle 
safety.

The debate on the use o f recycled airbags is also divided. General opinions 
include the following:
• Recycled airbags may be unsafe. Advocates o f this position—generally 

OEMs, some insurance companies, and body shop owners—maintain 
that deployed airbags should be replaced only with new OEM airbags, 
Advocates o f this position maintain that airbags ar e a vital safety feature 
and the potential risks o f recycled airbags should preclude replacing a 
deployed airbag with anything other than a new airbag. Furthermore, 
they argue that recycled airbags do not undergo the same intensive 
quality checks as newly manufactured units. They add that many 
undetectable variables, like water damage to the airbag, could prevent a 
recycled airbag from deploying properly. Finally, they contend that the 
existence o f a recycled airbag market will further increase airbag theft.

• Recycled airbags are safe. Advocates o f this position—generally 
recycling organizations and some insurance companies—maintain that 
reusing nondeployed OEM airbags is a viable, economical, and safe
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alternative to using new, more costly OEM airbags when the recycled 
airbags are properly matched, handled, and installed. The advocates add 
that lower-income drivers may not be able to afford to replace their 
airbags with new, more expensive OEM airbags. Therefore, recyclers are 
creating a market in which drivers can purchase replacement airbags 
that are 50 percent to 70 percent cheaper than new airbags.

■ H H B ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
We identified seven studies o f aftermarket crash parts o r recycled airbags, 
but their results do not conclusively resolve the issue o f safety. Five 
studies—one by consumer advocates, one by an auto manufacturer, and 
three by the insurance industry—examined the use o f aftermarket crash 
parts. Two studies— one by the recycling industry and the other by an 
insurance company— focused on the safety o f recycled airbags. Although 
these studies are useful, they do not resolve the debate over the safety o f 
aftermarket crash parts and recycled airbags because they reach different 
conclusions and are limited in number and scope.

Consumer Reports Test 1° February 1999, Consumer Reports published the results o f its study and
fueled the debate on the quality o f aftermarket crash parts.1 Consumer 
Reports compared OEM and aftermarket bumpers and CAPA-certified 
fenders for a 1993 Honda Accord and a 1993 Ford Tamils. It tested fender 
corrosion resistance, bumper protection, and the overall quality o f the 
parts’ fit. Consumer Reports found that CAPA-certified aftermarket fenders 
rusted more quickly and did not always fit properly. The report also stated 
that aftermarket bumpers did not fit property and did not provide sufficient 
protection in low-speed collisions. The aftermarket bumpers tested, which 
were not CAPA-certified, shattered in a variety o f tests at 5 miles per hour 
o r less. One aftermarket bumper did not prevent damage to the Ford 
headlight mount ing panel, radiator support, and air conditioner condenser. 
Another bumper allowed damage to the Honda radiator, air conditioner 
condenser, radiator support, and other parts. The report concluded that (1) 
aftermarket crash parts are inferior to OEM parts, (2) consumers are ill 
served by the use o f aftermarket crash parts, and (3) aftermarket crash 
parts may influence vehicle safety. Consumer Reports’ study also noted 
that; comprehensively determining the safety o f aftermarket crash pails 
t hrough testing is very difficult, if not impossible. According to Consumer

S t u d i e s  o f  A f t e r m a r k e t  
C r a s h  P a r t s  a n d  
R e c y c l e d  A i r b a g s  D o  
N o t  C o n c l u s i v e l y  
R e s o l v e  S a f e t y  I s s u e s

'“Cheap Car Parts Can Cost You a Bundle," Consumer Reports, Feb. 199!).
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Reports, crash testing—which would ultimately resolve questions about 
the safety o f these parts—is vexy complex and expensive to conduct fo r all 
combinations o f replacement crash parts and original vehicles.

Ford Test In 1994, Ford compared its replacement crash parts to certified and 
noncertified aftermarket crash parts. Ford tested the parts fo r fit, finish, 
structural integrity, corrosion resistance, material composition, and dent 
resistance. According to the study, Ford replacement parts outperformed 
the aftermarket replacement parts fo r all quality factors. On the basis ol 
this testing, Ford concluded that aftermarket crash parts are inferior to 
Ford replacement parts and are not o f “ like kind and quality." The Ford 
testing, like the Consumer Reports testing, focused on the quality, not the 
safety, o f aftermarket crash parts.

Insurance Industry Tests The Insurance Institute fo r Highway Safety (IIHS) conducted two studies o f
aftermarket crash parts.5 IIHS sought to determine whether aftermarket 
crash paits pose a safety risk. In its 1987 study, IIHS crashed a 1987 Ford 
Escort without its front fenders, door skins, and grill and with an 
aftermarket hood installed. The Escort, complied with all front-into-barrier 
crash test performance requirements specified in federal standards. IIHS 
concluded that aftermarket crash parts do not affect occupants’ safety 
during a collision. In February 2000, IIHS released the results o f a similar 
test with a 1997 Toyota Canny and reached the same conclusion. In that 
test, IIHS compared the results o f a crash test o f two vehicles— (1) a 1997 
Toyota Canny with the front fenders, door skins, and front bumper 
removed and a CAPA-certified aftermarket hood installed and (2) a factoiy 
original 1997 Camry. The study found no significant difference in the 
performance o f the two vehicles, leading IIIIS  to conclude that crash parts 
are irrelevant to safety with the possible exception o f hoods. IIHS noted 
two possible safety-related concerns with hoods: (1 ) a hood latch could fail 
while driving, allowing the hood to fly up suddenly, obscuring the driver’s 
view, and (2) a hood may not buckle properly during a crash, allowing it to 
be driven back near or into the windshield in a collision.

T h e  In s titu te  is a  n on p ro fit  sc ien tific  and educa tio n a l o rg an iza tion  funded  by au tom ob ile  
in su re rs . Its  m iss ion  is to  reduce  the lo s s e s -d e a lh s , in ju rie s , and p ro p e rty  dam age— from  
c ra sh e s  on  the nation 's h ighways.
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Recycled Airbag Tests

In 1995, Thatcham—an insurance industry research facility located in 
England—conducted a test similar to the 1987 IIHS study.0 Thatcham crash- 
tested a 1995 Vauxhall Astra with the front fenders, door skins, and front 
bumper removed and an aftermarket hood installed. It, found that the Astra 
complied with all front-into-barrier crash test performance requirements 
specified in federal standards—consistent with IIIIS ’ findings. The 
Thatcham study concluded that aftermarket crash pails do not affect the 
crashworthiness o f a vehicle.

The Automotive Recyclers Association (ARA) funded a study in 1998 at 
Garwood Laboratories in California to test 196 recycled airbags and 5 new 
OEM airbags.7 The study showed that 195 out. o f 196 recycled airbags 
deployed within the manufacturer’s specifications. An association official 
stated that the laboratory pre-identified one flood-damaged airbag and was 
not surprised when the airbag did not deploy within the manufacturer’s 
specifications. Thus, the association concluded that recycled airbags are a 
viable, economical, and safe alternative to new, more costly OEM airbags 
when properly handled, shipped, and professionally installed.

In 2000, the Insurance Corporation o f British Columbia (ICBC) tested 136 
recycled airbags from various automobiles.8 Thio study sought to determine 
if there was any appreciable difference in deployment between factory-new 
OEM airbags and recycled airbags.9 An official with ICBC stated that the 
study showed that there is no appreciable difference between OEM and 
recycled airbags when the airbags are properly replaced and have not been 
exposed to flood damage. ICBC expects to begin specifying that repairers 
use recycled airbags in early 2001. An official from ICBC stated that it 
expects to use only certified recycled airbags in replacing deployed units.

'T ha tcham  was es tab lished  in 19C9 by I lie  B ritish  In su rance  A ssoc ia tion  and unde rtakes a  
w ide range o f  au tom o tiv e  resea rch .

"The A u tom otive  R ecy c le rs  A ssoc ia tion  rep re sen ts  ap p ro x im a te ly  2 ,00 0  au tom otive  
re c yc le rs  that p ro v id e  rep lacem en t parts .

"The In su ran ce  C o rp o ra t io n  o f  B ritish  C o lum b ia  is a  g ove rnm en t-ope ra ted  c o rp o ra t io n  and 
the s o le  au tom ob ile  in su rance p ro v id e r  in B ritish  C o lum b ia .

"As o f  D ecem ber 2000 , IC BC  had n o t issued a  p ap e r on  the  re su lts  o f  its testing.
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Recycled Airbag We identified two U.S. companies that are developing testing procedures to
f p r f i f im t i n n  P m n m n v  Tpctc certify the safety and reliability o f recycled airbags. Both organizations use

electrical engineering and other methods to detect flood damage, foreign 
matter, and electronic problems. One o f the companies said that it had 
tested 58 recycled airbags and found that the recycled airbags it tested 
deployed within the manufacturer’s specifications. These companies said 
that their approaches could ensure that a recycled airbag performs within 
the manufacturer’s specifications. Both organizations stated that the key to 
4,,e safety o f recycled airbags is the proper matching, handling and 
installation o f the recycled airbajs. One company has begun certifying 
recycled airbags, and the other plans to start certifying airbags in early 
2001.

Safety

Studies Do Not Definitively While the studies and tests conducted on aftermarket crash parts and
Answer the Question of recycled airbags provide useful information, they do not appear sufficient

to resolve the question o f whether aftermarket crash parts and recycled 
airbags are safe. The limited number and scope o f the studies make it 
difficult to draw conclusions about all parts, In the studies o f aftermarket 
crash parts, only three vehicles were crash-tested—a 1987 Ford Escort, a 
1997 Toyota Camry, and a 1995 Vauxhall Astra. These vehicle models 
represent only a small percentage o f the hundreds o f makes, models, and 
years o f vehicles on the roads today. The primary focus o f the Consumer 
Reports study was on the quality o f aftermarket crash parts, although it. 
raised questions about their safety. The study also stated that the large 
number o f vehicles and parts available may make it impossible to answer 
the safety question through testing. Although the two recycled airbag 
studies conducted by ARA and ICBC showed that undamaged and properly 
installed airbags will deploy within the manufacturer's specifications, they 
did not develop measures to ensure that recycled airbags are undamaged. 
They highlighted the need to develop testing procedures to ensure that 
recycled airbags are undamaged and not taken from flood-damaged 
vehicles.
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N H T S A ’s  A u t h o r i t y  
O v e r  A f t e r m a r k e t  
C r a s h  P a r t s  a n d  
R e c y c l e d  A i r b a g s

The Motor Vehicle Safety Act gives the Secretary o f Transportation broad 
authority to prescribe safety standards to reduce traffic accidents, deaths, 
and injuries on the nation’s roads. The act authorizes the Secretary to 
prescribe safety standards fo r new motor vehicles and motor vehicle 
equipment.10 The Motor Vehicle Safety Act prohibits, in part, the 
manufacturing, selling, and importing o f new vehicles and new vehicle 
equipment that do not comply with NHTSA’s safety standards. These 
provisions could apply to both new OEM and new aftermarket crash parts 
since new parts are classified as new motor vehicle equipment. Although 
NHTSA has the authority to regulate aftermarket crash parts, the agency 
has not determined that these parts pose a significant safety concern and 
therefore has not developed safety standards for them. According to 
agency officials, the agency has not developed safety standards for 
aftermarket crash parts because
• testing by IIHS concluded that the use o f aftermarket crash parts does 

not affect vehicle safety;
• problems with aftermarket crash parts tend to focus on the fit and finish 

o f the parts, rather than on safety;
• the agency has not identified my trends in the complaints it receives 

about the safety o f aftermarket crash parts and recycled airbags; and
• those who voiced concerns about the use o f aftermarket crash parts, 

including manufacturers o f original replacement parts, have not 
provided conclusive evidence that aftermarket crash parts pose a 
significant safety concern.

The act’s provisions that apply to aftermarket parts do not apply to 
recycled airbags because they are used rather than new equipment. For 
used vehicles, the Motor Vehicle Safety Act directs the Secretary to 
prescribe safety performance standards fo r used motor vehicles, in order 
to encourage and strengthen state motor velucle inspection programs. 
Under tins provision, the agency could elect to develop safety standards for 
occupant restraint systems, which might incorporate airbags. NHTSA has 
not developed such standards because it has not identified significant 
problems with occupant restraint systems that could be addressed by state 
motor vehicle inspection programs. The agency has, however, determined 
that water damage can undermine the performance o f airbag systems. 
Through its defect investigation process, NHTSA has identified several

'“The Secretary lias delegated the authority over these matters to NIITSA.
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