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To: Representative James Holm
Fax Number: (907) 465-2937

From; Ms. Debra MoShor

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 Bill 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 beliefthat 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-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 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

sussect:  Alaska House s 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. Itis beyond our beliefthat 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 Il Is an insult to us. Please vote
NO on HB 99. Thank you.

jrely,

Ms. Beverl*Teggert
Store Manager J
Schuok's Auto Supply \ G}

Palmer, Alaska W ]
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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. Itis 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

6 *01'
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To: Representative James Holm
Fax Number: (907) 465-2937

From: Mr. CIiff 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. Itis 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 b an insult to us. Please vote
NO on HB 99. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mr. Bill Hall

Store Manager
Schuck's Auto Supply
Soldotna. Alaska

.y d s A J IS 1
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Ron Jon«B

Promt Ron Jones [rojonwfigpi.com]

To: ROprwentsrtivo_Jim_Holmfiloglt8tat9.ak.Ui; Representative
Beveriy_Ma*ekfitegla.state,ek.uu

Cc: Repro»nteiivo_HuBh_Fatofiiefll«.«tata.»k.ui;

Reproeontativo_Vio_KohringOtejjii.state.ok.us;

Reprosontativo_Dan_Oggfilogls.stoto.tk.ue; Representative
_Mary_Kapsner@ tegls.state,0k.us; Roprosentatlvo_A*t>oft_Kookosh®loglo.state.ak.us

Subject; HouseBill 99

Dear Representative/
My rame is Ron Jones and | are. the Sales Manager for General Parts Inc. AKA CARQUEST Auto

Parts for Alaska. CARQUEST has a total of 24 auto part stores in Alaska with locations in
SitJa, Dutch Harbor, Kodiak, Cordova, Horoer, Kenai, Soldotna, Noma, Heal:", Delta Junction,
Valdez, Glannallen, Talkeetna, Palmer, Hasilla, Eagle River, Fairbanks and four locations
in Anchorage. We take great pride in being able to offer a choice of quality aftermarket
part s to new and U36d vehicle owners. People buy from us because they want to outfit
the:r vehicles with many more options then they came from the factories with, and because
we <ffer many parts that far exceed the durability and quality of the Original Equipment

M anufacturer.

All of our stores are dependant upon being able to supply parts for new and used vehicles
froiji small passenger cars to large construction vehicles. Attempting to pass any

leg alation ,that has to do with "motor vehicles" could endanger the livelihood of every
perfcon WOI'klng in the automotive aftermarket.

The proposed House Bill only talks about aftermarket crash parts and alleges that only thf.
ori final equipment manufacturer makes parts that are of acceptable quality and that if you
use other than an O.E.M. part you "may invalidate the remaining warranty of the original
equipment manufacturer on that motor vehicle part". OK, now what happens when you put on
an ).E.M. part from a wrecked vehicle that may look good to the naked eye, but who knows?
Many insurance companies request using these parts if available. How about having those
par:s subjected to stress from an accident, heat from fires or torches, impact wrenches,

etc. Maybe the wrecking yards should not be allowed to sell those parts? I see many
braid new O.E.M, parts arrive with shipping damage and body shops get compensated to fix
It before the customer even sees or knows about it. Maybe the non dealer body shops

shqlild not be allowed to fix those vehicles due to a possible invalidation of the O.E.M,

waifranty?

|f e just use O.E.M. parts for EVERYTHING, we'll never have a warranty issue, a safety
issje, a quality Issue, or a fit and finish Issue. Let me sell you a bridge

i33Ue wlth a crash part that you don't think is proper, CHANGE INSURANCE
vehicle owner pay a higher rate just because you have a
right to chooBe. You

B«»rhave an
COMPANIES! Don't make every other
prc slew With YOUR insurance provider. As an American you have the

ST . N el t~ilisurance coroP*ng" a different make of vehicle, the dealer you want
3uy it from, AND THE PARTS AND ACCESSORIES you want to Use on it.

ROS JONES
N ational Account/JV Sales Manager

GPI/CARQUEST-Anchorage Store Group
9ol 273 5617 r

ror .joneseGPl.com
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Testimony of

Jack Gillis
Executive Director
Certified Automotive Parts Association

eqst?

Before the Alaska House Transportation Committee
In Opposition to HB 99

April 10,2003

My name is Jack Gillis, 1 amExecutive Director of CAPA, the Certified
Automotive Parts Association. Inaddition, | serve as Director of Public Affairs for
the Consumer Federation of America and | amauthor of The Car Book, which is
prepared in cooperation with the Center for Auto Safety. | 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, | have spent over 13 years working on this
Inportant 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 replacenment parts by up to 800%.

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

perpetuates thet 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 inprove 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 improvenents. Furthermore, if the competition is certified for
quality, thenyou 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.

Inoider for an aftenmarket part to be certified by CAPA, aparticipating
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 thet 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. Finally, the
part must pass arigid vehicle test fit.

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

Engineers.

Clearly there is aproblemwith parts quality. Collision repairers do not want
to be forced to use poor quality. It's ahassle and it does not serve consumers.
What needs to be implemented is a requirement thet the less expensive aftermarket
part meet minimum quality standards. Phasing-in aquality certification program
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of any third-party independent certifier, like | have described today, will 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 ofcar
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 will provide the committee with copies of our study and we have
also prepared a short video showing some ofthe things we found.

Even collision repair leaders throughout the United States are saying, “I'm
beginning to think that Jack Gillis 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 ofwritten 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.

If 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. |If disclosure were required in all parts, | would be for it. On the other hand,
limiting disclosure to one type ofpart only serves to bias the consumer against
those parts. 1am 100% for disclosure if if s intent is to educate and inform. On
the other hand, if its intent is to protect a monopoly, then | am against it.

Finally, I would like to make a briefcomment on the safety issue. | have
been fighting for safer cars for nearly 25 years - fighting for airbags, antilock
brakes, better crash protection, and rollover protection - and | 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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Jack Gillis, Certified Automotive Parts Association Page 4
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paying increased bodily injury claims - and that’s simply not happening. Say what
you will 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 ofa type of part that would increase their liability for bodily injury.

To summarize, HB 99 only encourages the coatin' tior of the car company
parts monopoly and poor quality. This committee has 1 caique 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.

| encourage you to take steps to protect consumers from poor quality parts

and the car company monopoly. If 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 bill.

F\WwdDocs\CAPA\Legls!ation\Testimony'Alaaka HB 99 Testimony April 10 '03.doc
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R esults

1,907 Car Company Parts Tested—50% Fail CAPA Standards

During the period between March 1999 and March 2002, CAPA conducted fit tests
of 1,907 car company service parts. One-half (50%) of these car company brand
service parts failed to meet CAPA 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 of the lowest (27%). This report details those

findings.

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

repairers.

Over time, the number of vehicle test fits performed continued to grow, as did the
amount of 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.

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

Visit the CAPA website at www.CAPAceitified.org for additional information on
the test fit results of the car company parts in this study.

1In 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 Company Quality: A Vehicle TestFitStudy of1,907Car Company Service Parts 3
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B ackground

Reverse engineering is the scientific method of 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. While 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 all aftermarket industries, the parts that CAPA certifies are
reverse engineered from car company service parts purchased directly from the open
market. Initially, the CAPA program mandated that the manufacturers producing
competitive parts duplicate the car company service parts. After production had begun,
the CAPA 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 of the part,

which was presumed to be good.

In reality, while the CAPA 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 CAPA part is
referred to as a “follow-through” defect. (See Chart 5.)

The Vehicle Test Fit (VTF) portion of the CAPA certification program was
iImplemented over three years ago (March 1999) in an effort to compensate for the
variability in the fit of car company service parts. Since that time, all applicable parts
could not become CAPA certified until they had passed the VTF portion of the
certification process. In addition, parts entering the program prior to March 1999 were

also required to comply.

CAPA 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. If a car company service part properly fits the vehicle, then
the CAPA part must meet or exceed the fit of that part. If 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 will not be considered for certification.

4
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Background (continued)

The population of the car company service parts included in this report was
completely dependent on the population of CAPA parts, i.e. a car company service part
was test fit only if it was the counterpart of a CAPA 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. This information may also be viewed at www.CAPAcertified.org.

CHART ! CHART 2
CARCOMPANY PART TYPES CARCOMPANY MANUFACTURERS
INCLUDED IN STUDY INCLUDED IN STUDY
(1,907 PARTS) (1,907 PARTS)
oth oth General
ther: Hoods: Nissan er Motors
174 Parts 578 Parts 141 101 467
9% 30% Honda 7% 5% 25%
227
ch | Ford
Fenders: 2?)/: er 440
1155 Parts 1594 24%
61% 0
"Other” includes part types such “Other” car company manufacturers
as tailgates and bumper covers. include BMW, Isuzu, Mazda, Mercedes,

Mitsubishi, Suzuki, ann Volkswagen.

Car Company Quality: A Vehicle TestFitStudy O 1,907Ccar Company Service Parts 5
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Overall Car C om pany Q uality

CHART 3

OVERALL RESULTS
CAR COMPANY SERVICE PART QUALITY STUDY

(1,907 PARTS)

Overall Summaryv

Fail
Pass

Total Car Company Parts Evaluated

Failure Tvoes

Total Parts Failed*
Fit
Appearance

*Parts can fail both Fitand Appearance.

#of
Parts

954
953

1,907

# of
Parts

954
511
673

% of Total

50%
50%

% of Failures

54%
71%

Car Company Quality: A Vehicle TestFitStudy of1,907Car Company Service Parts



Car Company Failure R ates

CHART 4
CAR COMPANY FAILURE RATES
BY MANUFACTURER
(1,907 PARTS)

O # Car Company Parts
0# Car Company Parts Failed

500
400 _
Overall Failure
Rate: 50%
%) 65%
0 300 60% Failed
¢ Failed
EO 227 236
a Parts Parts
5 200
E 47% P141t
3 : arts
7 Failed 101
39% Parts
Fallod
27% 41%
100 Failed Fallod 36%
Fallod
Chrysler Ford General Honda Nissan Toyota Other
Motors

“Other” car company manufacturers include BMW, Isuzu, Mazda, Mercedes,
Mitsubishi, Suzuki, and Volkswagen.

Car Company Quality: A Vehicle Test FitStudy of1,907Car Company Service Parts



H ow V ariability in Car C om pany Service Parts

Could A ffect CAPA Parts

When a CAPA manufacturer develops a new part using car company service parts
that have fit problems, it is probable that the competitive part will exhibit a similar
problem. This is why the CAPA program mandates the Vehicle Test Fit.

If 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.

CHART 5
FIT DEFECTS INCAR COMPANY SERVICE PARTS
THAT ARE OBSERVED IN PARTS APPLYING FOR
CAPA CERTIFICATION

CAPA Parts Not Having
Similar Problems as the
Car Company Service Parts

40% -Si

These parts, though
matching car company
service parts, will not
become certified.

r — — — — e VUSROS PPN
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CAPA vs. Car Com pany Test R esults

O fthe 49% of parts that failed on the first test, 62% were resubmitted. O f those, 81%
passed. Overall 76% of CAPA parts presented became certified.

CHART 6
VEHICLE TEST FIT RESULTS
PRELIMINARY AND SUBSEQUENT RETESTS

Cannot Be Certified
Of the parts presented for

Part Numbers certification, 49% failed CAPA Part NumbefS_
Can Be Certified reouirements and must be corrected Can Be Certified

before being considered again.

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

CHART 7
CAPA CERTIFIED PARTS ARE EQUIVALENT TO OR BETTER THAN THEIR
CAR COMPANY SERVICE COUNTERPARTS.

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

Car Company Quality: A Vehicle TestFitStudy O 1,907 Ccar Company Service Parts



Conclusion

The data presented in this report was collected from the vehicle test fits required by
CAPA over athree-year period. The purpose of the vehicle test fit is not to evaluate the
quality of car company service parts, but to ensure that parts in the CAPA certification
program were similar to or better than the car company service parts being used by

collision repairers.

Analysis of the car company service part test fit data reveals that half the parts
purchased from the market during the time of this study did not meet CAPA’s quality

standards.

The parts in the CAPA program are reverse engineered from the car company
service parts available on the market. If the quality of the car company service parts is
variable and the parts display fit defects, it is probable that similar defects will be reverse
engineered into the CAPA part unless a vehicle test fit is performed. This is why the
CAPA program mandates the Vehicle Test Fit. If a part does have a fit problem, the
manufacturer must correct it prior to certification.

This systematic approach to part quality ensures that a defectin a CAPA part is
detected prior to certification. Currently, CAPA is the only organization regularly
checking the quality of both car company and independently produced parts.

During the timeframe of this study, 49% of the new CAPA part numbers submitted
for certification failed the vehicle test fit on their first attempt. Fifty percent of the car
company service parts failed. The car company service parts remain available in the
market with the noted defects. The independent parts failing will not be available on the
market as CAPA certified until they have been fixed and fully comply with certification
standards. For this reason, CAPA 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 Company Quality: A Vehicle TestFitStudy O 1,907 Car Company Service Parts 10



M ethodology
RUHBBBMBBBBSSBBBBBBH

Fit

For each test fit, the VTF Technician mounted each part, both car company service
and CAPA, 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 of action if 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:

TABLE 1: FIT ASSESSA) ENT

VTF Fit Evaluation Evaluation Point Associated Problems
Points Description
Overall Fit to Part shape, contour, Non-complimentary,
Adjacent Parts length, style lines, etc. incorrect size, shape,
compatible to adjacent position
parts.
Gap The horizontal Inconsistent
distance between two Tight
measurement points. Wide
Flush The vertical distance High
between two Low
measurement points.
Attachment Points All brackets, fasteners, Incorrect position
flanges, hinges, holes, Incorrect size
striker-related Incorrect construction

components.

Car Company Quality: A Vehicle TestFitStudy of1,907Car Company Service Parts 11



M ethodology (continued)

Appearance

In addition to being evaluated for fit, both the car company service and CAPA
parts were evaluated for appearance quality.

Criteria
Adhesive

Burrs
Chips

Corner Radius

Dents or Bumps

Dirt or Foreign
Matter
Excess Material

Grind Marks
Metal Fold Lines

Nori-Uniform
Coating
Coverage
Ncn-Uniform
Trimming

Orange Peel

Pits
Rinse Residue

MDBBBKHDwnnBHKBnBnHBBBEBBBKaHnNnnnsflIBnHnnMnMnaaiBnaBaBRinnnBnniiaB

TABLE 2: APPEARANCE CRITERIA
Description

Missing, lack of bond, or adhesive causing distortion to the Class
“A” surface (pull down).
Sharp teeth-like protrusions at the edge of the part.
Small areas where the EDP coat is missing; usually due to
damage, i.e. factory, warehouse & shipping handling.
Rounded corners that do not match the car company service
parts; corners lacking material creating a hole; sharp corners
resulting from excess material or poor grinding operations.
Opposite corners having differently shaped radii.
Depression or protrusions on the Class “A” surface that can be
seen or felt with the back of the fingernail.
Small particles in the EDP coat Class "A” suriace that can be felt
with the back of the fingernail.
Extra material on the part that is not seen on the car company
service parts which may affect the part fit to the vehicle. Seen as
“flash" on plastic parts or in cowl areas, fender folds at door lines,
mounting flanges, and hood corners.
Cuts in the Class “A" surface that are present after EDP which
can be felt with the back of the fingernail.
Visible fold line on the Class “A” surface caused by crimp
operation on hoods.
Inconsistencies in the EDP coating such as blisters, missing or
thin EDP, or drip marks due to hanging that can be felt with the
back of the fingernail.
Trimming inconsistencies on the Class “A” surface typically seen
on plastic parts due to manual trim operations. Also can be seen
on metal parts at mounting flange areas where trimming is
inconsistent.
Rippled or wavy EDP coating on the Class “A" surface that can
be felt with the back of the fingernail.
Small porous holes in the EDP coat on the Class “A” surface.
Visually detected streaking marks or discoloration left after the

EDP process.

Car Company Quality: A Vehicle TestFitStudy of1,907Car Company Service Parts
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Criteria
Rolled Edges

Rough Surfaces

Scratches or
Gouges

Tool Marks

Underside Metal
Folds

W aviness/
Distortion/
Ripples

Weld Burns or
Missing Welds
Wet Mar

msBWAJRBHBWHBBaBaaaflBHnnnBSBBBBBHBaHHBBOnBnBaBWaHHBaaBBMBBBUIInB

M ethodology (continued)

TABLE 2: APPEARANCE CRITERIA
Description

Upward bulge typically seen along the crimped edge of the part
or where metal is forms a bodyline. Observed at hood edges,
fender-to-door line, fender cowl area, and top fender-to-hood
edge.
Inconsistencies on the Class “A” surface that can be seen or felt
with the back of the fingernail; typical of poor EDP; surface feels
gritty; can be a poorly reworked areas on part.
Marks on the Class “A" surface that can be felt with the back of
the fingernail. Most often caused by damage due to handling or
debris in the stamping process.
Markings left from the tool when it draws or shapes the material
into the part.
Edges and corners not crimped in the same manner as the car
company service parts. This applies to Class "B” and "C" surfaces
on the part or the underside of parts.
Visible variations on the Class “A” surface and formed edges
such as bodylines, folds, or bends. Includes edge roughness,
edge contour, edge consistency, and edge radius.
Welds that burn through or distort the Class “A" surface.

welds that are missing.

Smeared EDP coat due to packaging prior to coat being fully dry
or cured.

Note: Class A surface areas are those that can be seen from an
upright position when the part is installed on the vehicle and all
mating components, such as hoods, doors, and trunk lids, are in

Also

the closed position.

Car Company Quality: A Vehicle TestFit Study of1,907 Car Company Service Parts
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G lossary
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Appearance The outward, or external aspect of the part. In order to
assess the appearance of a part, the Vehicle Test Fit
Technician visually inspects the part according to a
specific set of requirements outlined in CAPA’s Quality

Standards Manual.

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

vehicle.

Fit The proper size, shape, and dimensions. In order to
assess the fit of a part, the Vehicle Test Fit 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 Company Quality: A Vehicle Test FitStudy of1,907Car Company Service Parts 14



What Does the
CAPA Quality Seal Mean?

MANUFACTURER CERTIFIES COMPLIANCE
TO CAPA SPECIFICATIONS TO
CERTIFIED AUTOMOTIVE PARTS ASSOC.,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

\Wwww.capacertified.org
CAPA CERTIFIED PART
12345678

\www.capacertified.org

H ow d o e s it im p a ct
y o u , y our b usiness and
y our I ndustry?

Certified Automotive Parts Association


http://www.capacertified.org
http://www.capacertified.org

WJ.,_t&i,s r CAPA Mission Statement

* el lon

C/LP/4 75 o non-profit, independent,
third party standard setting organization
whose goal is to ensure that the market has
high quality, fairly priced alternatives

to expensive car company parts.

CAPA Objectives

o Develop quality standards for the manufacture

of competitive auto body parts.

® Ensure that parts bearing the CAPA Quality Seal

fully comply with CAPA Quality Standards.

Provide independent laboratory participation
to ensure integrity and conformity to
generally accepted guidelines for third party

certification programs.

[ VAR | SN

e Publicize the certification program to consumers,
collision repairers, insurance companies,

government agencies, and part distributors.



Aftermarket Parts-What Are They?

The motor vehicle aftermarket industry maintains,
repairs, and accessorizes vehicles after they leave the
showroom. Parts used in the aftermarket encompass
everything from batteries to headlights to body panels.
Today's U.S. motor vehicle aftermarket is a $250 billion
industry employing millions of Americans at over

500,000 business locations.

One segment of the
aftermarket industry
includes the parts
typically used to repair
cars after an accident.
These parts, often called
"collision™ or "cosmvcic
parts,” include hoods,
quarter panels, fenders,

bumpers, headlights,

and grilles. Lighting test

\ehicle I\st hit itt CAPA V/lid/Inr's hth



Monopoly vs. Competition

Competition not only reduces prices, but also improves
quality. Consumers benefit greatly from competitive
markets. Currently, there is little competition in the
collision parts industry, which enables car companies
to charge very high prices for their parts. Just think
about how complex the manufacture of a computer or
television is compared to stamping a metal body part!
Yet these car company collision parts can cost much

more than many ' :gh-tech items.

What Happens in a Car Parts Monopoly?

Here's how some typical car company parts compare in

price to some very complex consumer products:

A TVIVCR costs around A Chevrolet truck fender
$150 and plugs in for costs over $550 and an
immediate use additional $350 to install
A desktop computer A Pontiac Grand Prix hood
with color printer and costs approximately $1400

color monitor costs $600



Who Supports Competition?
0 Center for Auto Safety
Consumer Federation of America

Ralph Nader's Public Citizen

All are on record in support of CAPA, its goals and/or

aftermarket parts.

° Repairers and other parties are now stating that

there is a need for a certification program.

'* The Automotive Service Association, the largest
collision repairer association in the U.S., has
endorsed CAPA's model bill on a national level,

which would require the use of certified parts.

Vi/jii/lt Iniwc \tr<ii\>btiuss test
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Steps to CAPA Certification

|. CAPA Approves Manufacturer to be
a CAPA Participant

° Approval of manufacturer's quality control manual.

® Approval of manufacturer’'s facility and

manufacturing process.

Il. Part Approval and Certification Process

® Manufacturer submits individual parts for

certification. CAPA does not "grandfather™ parts

into program.

° Material and performance tests conducted on part

samples and compared to car company service part.

0 Vehicle Test Fit (VTF) performed on actual vehicle

to insure accurate fit.

e Parts that fully comply with all CAPA standards
receive the CAPA Quality Seal.

Checking <> th/ring Vehicle Test Pit



I1l. Regular Re-Inspection and Monitoring

» CAPA conducts regular random inspections of

checking fixtures, parts, and factory.

 CAPA carefully reviews all manufacturer lot

inspection documentation.

IV. Monitoring Marketplace Quality

® CAPA performs random production, material and

vehicle fit testing.

» Complaint Program- CAPA offers a complaint program
so parties can file a complaint if a part doesn't meet

CAPA standards.

0 Parts will be de-certified if standards aren't

being met.

hasis and is dmilabl

Dm unicut.ition oj VchicL Test Kit o thepublic. /



Who We Are

CAPA is headquartered in Washington, D.C. with an
administrative staff that oversees the program.

CAPA has an active Board of Directors and Technical
Committee comprised of a cross-section of industries,
including manufacturers, distributors, insurers,

collision repairers, consumer groups, and consultants.

The CAPA Board of Directors sets CAPA's policies and
oversees the program. The CAPA Technical Committee
performs periodic, in-depth reviews of CAPA Standards
and refines them as required to assure the continued
guality of CAPA certified parts. See CAPA's website at
www.CAPAcertified.org for a current listing of Board

and Technical Committee members.

CAPA is approved by the American National Standards

Institute as a standards developer.


http://www.CAPAcertified.org

What CAPA Certifies

» Fenders ° Hoods * Grilles

® Door shells ° Quarter panels ® Lamp covers

® Trunk lids ° Truck beds ° Taillights

® Truck box sides ° Radiator supports * Headlight bezels
» Tailgates ° Side moldings ® Headlights

® Bumper covers ® Header panels ® Side lights

What Tests Are Performed on CAPA Certified Parts?

CAPA Certified Parts are tested for: adhesive integrity,
coating performance, material composition and
properties, mechanical properties, thickness, appearance,
corrosion protection, form and fit, weld integrity,
fasteners, and hardware. They are also subject to a

rigorous vehicle test fit prior to certification.

Part /mflfw/ for test Strength nj it/,1td/.;/
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CAPA vs. Car Company Parts:

A Cost Comparison

Estimated Savings Using CAPA Parts vs.
Car Company Service Parts

(estimated based on a Honda Civic front driver's side collision)

Hood 63%
Right Headlamp
Assembly
Front Bumper
Cover 60%
Left Headlamp Left Fonder 75%

Assembly 34%

Using CAPA certifiable parts could reduce repair costs by at
least $400,000,000 per year.

Benefits:

° More repairs means fewer totaled vehicles.

® Distributors sell more parts.

® Consumers save money and get better quality parts.

® Provides an effective means of claims cost containment.

What if CAPA Didn't Exist?

The car companies win in two ways:

1. They can charge whatever they want for parts.

2. As repair costs escalate and more cars are totaled,

consumers are forced back to the showroom to buy

another car.

In addition:
° There is no incentive for improved quality.

® The lack of choice negatively affects all parties.



Letter from Jack Gillis,

Executive Director of 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 CAPASY rigid standards are allowed to
bear the CAPA Quality Seal.

The existence of 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 Gillis



CAPA NEEDS YOUR SUPPORT!

* Funding
* Using CAPA Parts
* Educating Staff about CAPA

LET US HELP YOU LEARN MORE

® Tour of the CAPA Validator's Laboratories
° Free Informational Seminar
* Promotional Materials

« CAPA Database

CONTACT US TODAY!
Certified Automotive Parts Association

1518 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005
202-737-2212 phone
202-737-2214 fax
info@CAPAcertified.org
www.CAPAcertified.org


mailto:info@CAPAcertified.org
http://www.CAPAcertified.org
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This special issue focuses on the safety of
cosITetic repair parts from competing sup-
pliers. Recent special issues have focused
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onthe following subjects:

Graduated licensing 10(199)

\ehide compatibility in crashes  349(1999)

Child safety 34:8(19%9)

Neckinjuries A45(19%9

Vehide safety advancerents 344 (1999

Pedestrian deaths, injuries 34:3(199)

Truck safety 33:8(19%)

Uten crashes B4 (199

Qrash compatibility RB1 (198

Arbegs 29(197)
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Special issue: cosmetic repair parts

Vol. 35, No. 2, February 19,2000

INSURANCE INSTITUTE
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If car crashmorthiness isn't influenced by whether or not
avehide's cosiTetic crash parts are on the car or renoved, then
it follows that the source of the parts dso is irelevart to crashr
worthiness. This is denonstrated in a newtest of aToyota Cam
ry from which the front-end cosmetic parts were removed.

Before detailing the crash test, heré's a little background: A
car's coshetic repair parts (often called crash parts) include
fenders, door skins, burmper covers, and the like. Inthe continu-
ing debate about whether such parts from aftermarket suppliers
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are as goad as cosiTetic parts fromoriginal-equipment men
ufadturers, the issue of safiety kegps cropping Up (see Status
Report, Nov. 21,1987). Qain's are mecke that using cosnetic
crash parts from sources other than original-equipment
menufacturers could conmprammise safety, But the fact is, the
source of the parts is irrelevant to safety because the parts
themmsalves, except possibly the hood, senve no safety or
structural function. They merely cover acar like askin,

“The safety dains are red herrings to try to frighten
pecple. Vith the possible exception of hoods, there are no
safety implications of using cosimetic crash parts fromany
source,” Institute president Brian ONelll says. Car hoods
can affect occuparnt 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.

Toagain denonstrate the imelevance of safety in
the cosmetic crash parts debate—such denonstra:
tions have been conducted before (see p. 4) —the
Institute recently tested a 1997 Toyata Cany from
which the front fenders, door ddrs, and front burmp-
er cover were removed. The original-equipment
hood wes replaced with acertified hood froman af-
termerket supplier. The test resuits then were com
pared with resuits involving a 1997 Cany with its
original-equipment parts intact.

Both Cantys performed with distinction in 40
mph frontal offset inpects. Both eamed good crashr
worthiness ratings according to the Institute’s evalu-
ation procedures. This means a Cany that doesnit
have any of its front-end cosmetic parts is rated bet-
ter than most conpeting nridsize cars that still heve
such parts.

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

After each test, researchers aso measured intrusion in-
to the occupant conpartment. There wes slightly nore in
trusion in the footwell of the Carmry without its cosmetic
parts (again, the differences were within the range of test-
totest variability), while measurements of instrument part
d and A-pillar moverment were alnost identical.

Contrd of the crash test dumries and messured Steer-
ing columm movenrent aso were similar. In each test, the
dunmy's head hit the B-pillar during rebound. Head aocdl-
eration from this inpact iri the Camry without its cosmetic
parts wes loner.

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,
visit www.hlghwaysatoty.nrg

oZP>

Both the ariginal-ecuipment and -
termarket hoods performed well, bude
ling as they're designed to do. Neither
one wes pushed back amywhere near
the windshield, so front-seat occupants
in real crashes similar to these tests
wouldn't be endangered.

"There essentially wes no differ-
ence in crashworthiness performance.
Bath Cantys were rated good. The cos-
metic parts didn't  (continues on p.6)

Injury measures

with original-equipment
cosmetic crash parts

price of cosrretic poifts supdied by the car
corpanies, the Alliance paints to a study
involving Toyota Canty parts prices. This
autareker priced afender a 3 In com
parison, an aftermerket fender fitting the
sare car wes introduced the next yeer a
AR As the price of the aftenmerket part
cae down during the fdloning years, Toy-
atalonered its price to $143

“Opponents of using aftermerket cos-
netic parts would like consurers to believe
ominous safety consequences will follow
from using anything other than original-
truth is that the ominous consequences
cone from using the original-equipment
parts, which hit bath car onners and their
insurers in the pocketbook."

m
1992 Toyota Camry
Fender price comparisons
Original-  After-
equipment  market
3253 "'one
1993 264 $202
1994 265 209
1995 259 168
1996 143 cn


http://www.hlghwaysatoty.nrg
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(continued from p.2)  influence the resuits,”
ONEill points out. “Only three other midsize
four-door cars we've tested etch the Camys
crashmorthiness ratings. In contrast, 10cars in
this dass are rated acoetable, 2 are margid,
and 1l are poor. Soa Canty without cosetic
parts offers more protection in a serious
frontal crash than meny competing ca s with
all cosmetic parts supplied by the original-
equipment manufacturers,”

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.

Realissue aboutcosmetic parts

of original-equipment parts,

not safety of afterm arket parts

There's no merit to the safety ques-
tions that have been raised about cosetic
auto crash parts from aftermerket suppli-
ers. But there's avery big pocketbook is-
sue associated with using repair parts
from ariginal-equipment suppliers —they
cost alot nmore then the aftermarket parts.

The Alliance of American Insurers re-
cently toted up the cost of rebuilding a
1920 Toyota Camry with parts supplied
by the car company. The tab cane to

$101,35655, compared with the Camry's
sticker price of about $23000. 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 dairrs, paints out that “if the after-
merket parts didn't exist, the price of the
Carmrywould be dloser to $00,000"

To denonstrate just how the introduc-
tion of aftermarket parts influences the

is cost

Peak gs,
3 ms clip

39

36

Maximum
tibia Index

Lett Right

0.57 0.63

048 0.60

Steering
column
movement
Upward Rearward
(cm) (cm)

5 2

Measures of occupant compartment Intrusion

A-plllar Instrument panel Fontwell
movement rearmovemenl| Intrusion
Rearward Lon Right Lelt Cenler Right

(cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm)
2 3 3 r 2 1
2 3 3 16 18 13
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info the continuing debate

about cosmetic crash parts

Bren though safety is irelevant to the debate about original-
equipment versus aftermarket cosmetic crash parts, numerous
attepts have been mede 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 replacerent
parts." Without any objective evidence of safety problerrs, Con-
sumer Reports relied on anecdota evidence, of which the article
says “there is enough... to raise concem.” Y&t no corvincing evi-
dence wes offered.

During consideration of legislation on aftermarket crash
parts, a 1999 report from the Horida House of Representatives
cited Consumer Reports extensively as well as the views of aur
tomekers. AFord representative, for exanple, is quated as saying
“no testing has been conducted to veify that the performance of
imitation crash parts... in front-end crashes will be competible
with Ford airbag systens... Because sollittle is knoan about the
effect of imitation parts on an airbeg system and conponent in-
tegrity, Ford believes genuine Ford crash parts should be used.”

This staterment wes issued despite one from Ford's vice presi-
dent for environmental and safety engineering, Helen Petrausies,
in 19687. Sre tald Institute president Brian ONEill that “after are-
view ol the informetion you provided, as well as other data avail-
able to us, we have conduded that, in generdl, fenders and door
‘skins’ are conponents whose design or manufacture is not likely
to have asignificant effect on vehicle safety.”

Still, some car comparny representatives continue to raise the
safety isse. For exanple, a 1997 Generd Motors statement said
“any deviation in the use of parts nat specifically designed to
meet the original spedifications can conpromise the integral bal-
ance between the safety systerrs.”

According to a hill introduced last year (but not enacted) in
the New York legidlature, “the use of genuine crash parts (parts
menufactured by or for the company that menufactured the vehi-
de itself) should ke required to assure quality, safe repairs. Stud
ies have shown that sone alternative parts cregte unnecessary
safety risks due to inproper fitting.” Honever, 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
Netional Hghway Traffic Safety Administration “hasn't been get-
ting complaints about the safety of replacerment parts.” In fact,
the agency responded to a query from US Congressmen Jom
Dingell in 1901, nating that “there are no data or ardlyses avail-
able at this time to suggest a safety problem with aftermarket or
replacement components.” There still arent.
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Two crash tests,

one 13 years old, show

irrelevance ofsafety

to crash parts debate

The recent crash test ol a 1997 Toyata Cany into ade-
formeble barrier at 40 nph (see p. 1) isn't the first time
the Institute hes used tests to show the irrelevance of safe-
ty to the cosimetic repair parts debate. When this contro-
versy heated up in the 19805, the safety-related daim of
the moment wes that cars repaired with cosnetic parts
from aftermarket suppliers might not comply with federd
motor vehicle safety standards.

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

Ford Escort test: A 1987 Ford Escort wes crashed into
arigid barrier at 30 mph to measure compliance with the
federal motor vehicle safiety standards that spedified crash
test requirements at the time. Like the Camy, the Escort
wes crashed without its front fenders, door skins, or grille.
The ariginal-ecuipment hood wes replaced with an aftemrar-
ket part to messure corpliance with federal requirenents,
acoording to which the hood must nat intrude into the wind-
shield or a defined zone around it in a 30 mph crash.

And the resit? The Escort corrplied with all front-into-
barrier crash test performance requirements specified in
five separate federd standards. It met these requirements
with room to spare. There wes no appreciable moverrent
of the steering colunm. Head injury measures for driver
and passenger dunries were far belowthe threshold used
to indicate injury likelihood. Chest and upper leg injury
messures aso were lon: Windshield retention wes 100 per-
cert. The hood budded and didn't intrude into the protect-
ed zone. el spillage wes zero.

Vauxhall Astra test: The Institute isn't the only re-
search group to conduct such atest. In 1995 England's Mo
tor Instrance Repair Research Centre tested a 196 Veux
hall Astra fromwhich the fenders and door skins hed been
renoved and the hood replaced with an afiermerket part.

The result of this front-into-rigid-barrier impact at 0
nph wes similar to the Escort test. That is, the Astra com:
plied with the sarre US safety standards. According to the
Adtras certification report, “cormparison of the test vehide
with a previously tested vehide of idertical type tested to
the sare standard indicated that the presence of ‘non-
indigenous’ panels hed little effect on failure mode, as did
the abosence of the front outer wing panels and doorskins.”
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Unlike other cosmetic crash

parts used in auto repairs,

th e hoods of cars
could influence safety

The hood is the single cosretic part that could be a
source of safety prablerrs. There are two passible concerrs.

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

A natable absence from the sane article is acknowl-
edgenrent that hoods from ariginal-equipment manufactur-
ers can, ad do, have defective latches and/or attachment
points that fail in the sae maer. Auto manufacturers
have conducted 47 safety-related recalls involving original-
equipment hoods, mostly because of hood latches and -
tachment hardware. Atotal of 6216946 vehides have been
recalled. Many cases have involved hoods that flew up,
causing sone reported crashes.

“Q.rhalarge number of safety-related recalls of ariginal-
equipment hoods lends perspective to the unsubstantiated
allegation in Consumer Reports that aftermerket hoods are
somehow inferior,” Institute president Brian ONeill nates.

The quality of mary aftermerket crash parts used for
auto repairs, including car hoads, is evaluated by the Certi-
fied Automotive Parts Association (CAPA). "All hood latchr
s ad strikers are subject to additional testing," CAPA
says, “to evaluate their dmensions, retention, and hard-
ness of core and case."" Cther than hoods, the parts CAPA
certifies aren't safety related. This group doesn't certify
parts that are subject to the requirerments of federal notor
vehicle safety standards.

Qrash performance:  The second possible concern re-
lates to hood performence in crashes —whether they will
buckle, as newcar hoods are designed to do, so a hood
doesnit get driven back near the windshield. CAPAcertifies
hoods by ensuring thet the same buckle points presert in
hoods from car companies also are present in the after-
market hoods it approves.

"Hoods must budkle as they're supposed to, or dse
safety could be conpromised,” ONElll says. "It's obviously
not feasible to crash test every aftermarket hood. But in
severd tests inwhich original-equipment hoods have been
replaced by aftermerket ones, the replacerment hoods have
performed exactly as they should. This is to be expected
because the buckle points are built in.”
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Difference in'Cost Using
Aftermarket Parts vs. OESVi Parts

m m
TOYOTA PAR
AVALON CAMRY COROLLA

AVALON CHROME REAR ALUMINUM TACOMA

HEADLAMPS GRILL BUMPER W HEELS GRILL

MANUFACTURER’S

PRICE $245.67 $155.09 $159.81 $304.64 $220.59
KEYSTONE PRICE $95.15 $79.80 $61.75 $185.00 $91.45

PART NUMBER 8111007010 53100AC010 52159AA900 4261102140 5310035300

DIFFERENCE IN
DOLLARS $119.64 $129.14

DIFFERENCE
(PERCENTAGE)



COMPARISON OF FORD PARTS
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MUSTANG HOOD EXPLORER REAR VAN WHEELS F250/350 PARK  PICKUP FRONT
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PART NUMBER

FORD MANUFACTURER'S PRICE

KEYSTONE PRICE

DIFFERENCE (IN DOLLARS)

DIFFERENCE (PERCENTAGE)

COMPARISON OF PARTS 2001.XLS

F250/350

MUSTANG HOOD EXPLORER REAR PARK SIGNAL PICKUP FRONT

W/O COBRA BUMPER VAN WHEELS LAMPS BUMPER

76Z7716612BA F87Z17906AA F2UZ1007C XC3713201BA F85Z11757BA
$556.60 $339.07 $467.23 $60.00 $390.00
$360.60 $208.00 $255.00 $31.45 $188.75
$196.00 $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
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
9970 NW 89th Court,
Medley, FL 33178
Pnone: 305-863-7564
Fax: 305-863-7567
Email: IPDES@bellsouth.net

The History o f the

A fterm arket;

In search of competition

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 automobile,
car manufacturers assumed they would hold a
monopoly on the market for replacement crash
parts such as hoods and fenders. After all, con-
sumers had no choice but to purchase their parts
from the manufacturers when involved in acci-
dents, and to pay outrageously high prices for
simple pieces of pressed sheet metal. It has
been estimated that manufacturers were selling

parts for as high as 800% profit margins.

As early as 1920, independent manu-
facturers began producing replacement parts
such as batteries, windshield wipers and mufflers
(e.g. Midas and Diehard). However, nothing in the
collision replacement market has been initiated

until 1981.

In the early 1980s, independent manufactur-
ers started to produce replacement crash parts. Ironi-
cally, today some of these manufacturers are also con-

tracted to produce parts for car

companies.

Competition from independent
manufacturers provided the con-
sumer with alternatives to the
high prices of parts. These
‘aftermarket parts' sold for 20% - 50% less than the
‘original equipment manufacture' or OEM parts. The
auto manufacturing industry was livid. Their monopoly

was gone!
AUTO MANUFACTURERS’ ACTIONS

In order to counteract this loss of revenue,
auto manufacturers attacked replacement parts by
calling them inferior and unsafe. Where there was no
competition-the arrogance of a monopoly prevailc’
and prices remained high. For example, the cost of a
hood was more than the cost of expensive appliances

such as a refrigerator with top freezer.

THE RESULT OF COMPETITION

As a result of the increase in the availability of
quality aftermarket parts, usage has increased dramati-
cally in auto body shops. Also, due to the birth of healthy
competition, OEM parts prices have declined. OEM parts
still cost considerably more than aftermarket parts, but
they have experienced a drop in prices. Why? Simply put,
they want to keep up with the competition. As a con-
sumer, have you ever purchased a generic drug in place
of an expensive name brand drug, knowing it will do basi-

cally the same thing, and pocketed
the savings? That's the same con-
cept behind the sale of aftermarket
parts compared to OEM parts. The
parts are functionally equivalent,
cost considerably less, while the
OEM parts cost substantially more.
For example, to rebuild a 1999 Toyota Camry with all

OEM parts, it would cost $101,335.55111 And that isjust
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
replacement parts! Well sorry Henry! The independent
aftermarket has created the competition that provides

fair market pricing.
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The Consurrer Wins

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 billion market is
serious business.
And the auto manu-
facturers already
coiitrol over 80% of

Aftermarket parts/
Competitive replacement
parts: all sheet metal and
plastic parts produced by
either OEM authorized or
independent sources. They
represent the majority of
damage in auto accidents.
Also known as cosmetic
plarts and 'skin' of the vehi-
cle.

CAPA parts: parts certified
by an independent validat-
ing lab for the Certified
Automotive Parts Associa-

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

Mr. Ford

manufacturers falsely
suggest to consumers
that all competitive
replacement parts

tion that meet standards of
quality production.

Generic parrs: general,
not having a trademark or
trade name.

OEiM parts; original equip-

ment manufacturei. Those
parts are actually produced
by the car manufacturer or
an independent source un-
der contract to the car
manufacturer.

Genuine parts: the term
car manufacturers like to
give to their parts even

INC.

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!

though many times they
are not the same as those
used in the production
line. The car companies
contract out much of the
production of their re-
placement crash parts to
outside sources.



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-

PACE2

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

“There is no reason to
believe- let alone
assume- that cosmetic
body parts significantly
affect car
crashworthiness.”
~ Insurance Institute for
Highway Safety President

IVlassachuscrts Auto Dam-
age Appraisers Licensing Board

Tre Bad hes amouced thet trere is

ro " dertific edcece” to "Sygoort tre

cordusion tret . afterarket parts are
uedie'’

“...’skins’ are
components whose design
or manufacture is not
likely to have a
significant affect on
vehicle safety.”
Hin Rdrades (Fards vice
presicet for eviramarnia ad
safety egireing)

1997

The National Highway Traffic

Safety Administration:

Cosmetic, non-structural auto body parts

have no safety ramifications. Crash parts

arc not safety related.



In February of
1999, Consumer Re-
ports fCR) published an
article reporting the

failure of aftermarket
replacement parts.
With an apparent bias,
this article failed to ac-
curately report the af-
termarket issue and
the complexity of our

The Collision Industry
Conference (CIC) pro-
vides a forum for discus-
sion on national issues
that affect various seg-
ments of the collision
industry.

The Parts/Airbags
Committee of the CIC is
charged with identifying
the issues concerning
parts used in collision
repair, to make sugges-
tions for improvements
and to provide a forum to
communicate these is-
sues to involved parties.

The Ceitsumer Bejports ‘Test’

industry.

The article reported
that a repaired hood on
a 1998 Honda frac-
tured the windshield.
What the report failed
to acknowledge is that
the repair to the hood
had been made in Oc-
tober 1988 -that's a
full 10 yrs. 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.

Itshould be known
that the test was not
done by an independ-
ent lab, but one hired
by CR. Their engi-
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neers, their body shops
and their lab was used

in what can only be de-
scribed as a biased and
unscientific test.

® CRdid not conduct
blind test fits of
parts.

e CRonlytested 18
of the millions of
aftermarket parts.

o No one from the
aftermarket indus-
try was presentto
ensure the investi-

CC Blind Fit Tests

In January 1999,
and again in October
2000, body shop own-
ers participated in a
blind test fit and rated
replacement parts as
good as OEM parts! The
parts were scored on
their fit, finish, and ac-
ceptability

So, what do these
tests prove? Simply put,
they prove that after-
market parts are com-
parable to OEMs. When
bias is removed, re-
placement parts have

scored as high or higher
than OEM parts.

HOW BLIND TESTS
WORK:

Ablind test means
that tne participants do
not know before-hand
which part is aftermar-
ket replacement and
which is OEM. Every
participant looks at the
vehicle with the original
parts. Then the parts
are placed on the vehi-
cle.

gations were impar-
tial.

« CRclaimed 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.

The method used in
a blind test eliminates
any hidden agenda or
preconceived notion re-
garding the quality of
aftermarket parts. The
participants have no
choice but to be fair -
and in being fair, they
rated replacement parts
similar to OEMs.

Please refer to the
article following this
page regarding the test
fits.
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CollistonWeek.

Aftermarket Parts Shine Again at Latest CiC Test Fit

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

PART 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 does not certify lamps

PART RESPONSES FIT FINISH ACCEPT
Original LF Fender 28 2.89 3.52 64%
Original RF Fender 27 341 35 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 34 381 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 37 351 3.85 85%
Non-OEM LF Side Lamp 29 3.59 371 71%
Original Parts 27 3.33 371 78.07%
OEM Overall 38 3.13 35 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 1to 5, 5 being the
best. Reviewers were also asked, yes or no, if the parts were acceptable to sell to

customers.

/901



Free market competi-

tion is exactly what our econ-

omy is based on. Yet, legis-
lation has been introduced
which attempts to restrict
the very basis of the thriving
aftermarket collision parts
industry. Inthe early 1990s,
auto manufacturers tried to
get federal legislation
passed that would prevent
competitors from producing
replacement parts. Con-
gress rejected this plan fa-
voring competition. Making
no headway in the federal
system, auto manufacturers
turned to the state legisla-

The introduction of
competitive replacement

parts has benefited consum-

ers by reducing OEM prices.

Before replacement
parts were available, car
companies had their re-
placement parts marked up
to unreasonahle levels.

PACES

COMPETITION

In Search of Competition

tures to promote their
agenda.

Auto manufacturers are
determined to retain their
stronghold on this $12 bil-

p _ lionindus-
try by re-
stricting fair
competi-
tion. There

has been no cause for safety
concerns. So the only rea-

son these auto manufactur-
ers want to restrict the pro-

duction of replacement parts
is to maintain their own $9.6
billion share of the aftermar-

From 1968-1976 the
Federal Trade Commission
conducted three investiga-
tions on the car company
crash parts monopoly. The
conclusion was that consum-
ers were paying too much for
parts.

With the introduction of
competitive crash parts,

MUSTANG
BRA

EXPLORER VAN

HOOD W/O CO-REAR BUMPER WHEELS PARK SIGNAL
LAMPS

ket collision parts industry.
Their criticism of competitive
replacement parts is directly
related to their shrinking
hottom line.

The OEM Roundtable
was formed by the car com-
panies to push legislation
that would restrict the after-
market's ability to compete.
Their attem pts to create an
even bigger monopoly year
afteryear have heen
squashed-yet the battle
continues!!

Mo Manufacturers’ Markups

OEM's were forced to lower
prices by at least 30%.

For example, with no
competition, the cost ofa
Camry OEM fender was
$253. With the introduction
of a competitive fender for
$104, Toyota dropped the
price of its OEM fender to
$144.

FORD PARTS COMPARISON

F250/350

“Aftermarket parts
have a meaningful
place in the repair of
an automobile.”
~ The Massachusetts
Auto Damage
Appraisers’ Licensing

Board (ADALB)

PICKUP
FRONT
BUMPER

PART NUMBER 76ZZ16612BA F87Z17906AA F2UZ1007C XC3Z13201BA F85Z11757BA

ORIGINAL MANUFAC-  £556.60 $339.07 $467.23 $60.00 $390.00
TURER'’S PRICE
KEYSTONE PRICE $360.60 $208.00 $255.00 $31.45 $188.75
DIFFERENCE $196.00 $131.. . $212.23 $28.55 $201.25
(DOLLARS)
DIFFERENCE 54% 63% 83% 91% 107%
(PERCENTAGE)

Pricsssugject toderge Source: Keystone July 2000 Qrash Rarts Digest and the Mtchell Gollision Estinvate Guicke 2000,
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Competition andl the Consumey

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

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

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

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-

rageous price for repair-
ing with OEM parts.

Aftermarket parts are
used for other mechani-
cal repairs such as batter-
ies, all 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

Restricting the use of com-
petitive replacement parts

destroys fair competition
and creates a monopoly

with cradle-to-grave control

by auto manufacturers.

Imposing regulations on
competitive replacement
parts, manufacturers and

distributors could eliminate

aftermarket businesses.

The resulting monopoly by

automakers would mean
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!

j



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

CAPA oversees a test-
ing and inspection program
that certifies the quality of
automotive parts used for
collision repairs. CAPA en-
sures that parts meet qual-
ity standards for fit, compo-
nent materials, and corro-
sion resistance.

Through the CAPA pro-
gram, consumers, insurers,

QUALITY

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

CAP

and repairers have an ob-
jective method for evaluat-

ing the quality of certified
parts and their functional
equivalency to similar parts

PAEY

manufacturers with
quality awards. One

such example is Jui Li, a

manufacturing plant in
Taiwan, being awarded

the ‘Ford Preferred Qual-

ity Award'.

manufactured by automo-
tive companies.

To ensure quality of
parts, CAPA tests metal
composition, welds,
screws, resistance to chip-
ping and scratching and a
500-hour salt spray test.

The CAPA Sl

The Certified Automotive
Parts Association pro-
vides consumers, colli-

sion reﬂairers, and insur-

ers with a means of con-

firming the quaIitK of

crash parts through the
CAPA seal.

MANUFACTURER CERTIFIES COMPLIANCE
TO CAFA CFECIFCATDNS TO
CERTIFIED AUTOMOTIVE PARTS ASSOC.,

|/MSHINOTOM. DC.

CAPA CERTIFIED PART
3456

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

The Magnuson Moss Warranty Act

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

Time and time again,
auto manufacturers try to
confuse consumers by
telling them that the in-
stallation of aftermarket
parts will void their vehi-
cle's warranty.

One such example is
a Nissan ad that 'shows'
body shops "How to In-
stall a Genuine Nissan
Bumper in Your Cus-
tomer's Head".

The ad uses propa-
ganda and untruths to
coerce customers into
using a genuine part. For
example, the ad tells
body shops to ‘inform’

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, atyour ex-
pense, by the Great
American Repair
Company, Inc.,
voids the warranty.

Conclusion

the customer that "lesser
quality parts may actually
decrease a car's resale
value"

After getting the cus-
tomer furious concerning
the aftermarket parts
that are installed in his
car, the ad concludes by
telling the body shop to
"sit back and letsome-
one else do the dirty work
fora change”.

In following their
usual contradictory rou-
tine, auto manufacturers
have also issued state-
ments contradicting their

statements to consum-
ers.

Installation of a non-
gonuine Ford item...does
not, in and of itself, ren-
der our warranty void,

- Ford Motor Company *

These are examples of
some more statements
made by car companies:

Certain changes that
you might make to your
truck do not, by them-
selves, void the warran-
ties described in this

Federal law
prohibits
companies from
invalidating
warranties for the
use of generic/
aftermarket parts
Magnuson-Moss

W arranty Act

hooklet. Examples of

some changes are: in-
stalling non-parts, compo-

nents, orequipment.

- Car Company

Ifa part fails due to a
defect in material or
workmanship not related
to an aftermarket product
or the labor to install it,
(Car Company) would be
responsible for covering
the failed part."

-Car Company

*Source: Wwww.icaii2000.coni,


http://www.icaii2000.coni

WHAT THE AFTER-
MARKET INDUSTRY DOES TO
AID THE CONSUMER

«Lower premiums: With
the use of aftermarket parts,
insurance companies don't
pass on the costof using
OEM parts to consumers in
the form of increased premi-
ums.

* Prices: Simply put, com-
petition keeps prices down
for the consumer.
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THE CONBUVER WINS

The Consumer

« Cycle time: The availabil-

ity of aftermarket parts
makes cycle time more effi-
cient as customers are usu-
ally able to get their cars
repaired faster.

*Prevent a monopoly:
Since the introduction of
aftermarket parts, car com-
panies have lowered their

exorbitant prices. Aftermar-

ket parts prevent OEM re-
placement parts prices from
skyrocketing.

*Totaled vehicles: Us-
ing aftermarket parts can
preventa car from being
totaled and prevent the
consumer from having to
pay higher premiums.
*Better Choice means
Better Service: Many car
owners are Iookingi fora
cost effective, quality re-
pair to help keep their cars
on the road. Aftermarket
competition allows the
consumer that option.

The Collision Repair Centers

V' Fix cars: Collision repair centers are

s Designer Repair shops: Car compa-

I lic consumer, if
‘upside down in a lease
or purchase’, must
reach into his pocket to
pay off a totaled vehi-
cle, then again, must
reach into his pocket
for the down payment
at the car dealer to
purchase the car 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

able to repair a vehicle with after-
market parts, rather than having it
totaled and receiving no business.

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.

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 aftermarket parts, collision
repair centers aren’t idle. Money and
business flows in.

*..consumers have an instinctive revulsion to
monopoly.” |A monopoly's! effects include
higher prices, restricted output, limited choice,
lower quality, and wasted valuable resources.”
-JOAN CLAYBROOK

(President-Public Citizen)



QS-9000 isa set of
%stem requirements
y the automotive

Quality S
adoptgd
industry.

In 1994, Ford, Chrysler
and General Motors an-
nounced that QS-9000
would immediately replace
all previous supplier quality
programs.

The QS-9000 system
requirements include three
sections. Section 1: Com-
mon requirements: includes
the exact text of IS0 9001
with the addition of automo-
tive/heavy trucking require-
ments.
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Quality Certification: QS-9000

Section 2 Additional re-
quirements including those
heyond 1SO 9001.

Section 3: Customer Spe-
cific Sections; contains re-
gulrements unique to Ford,

eneral Motors or Chrysler.

Independent manufac-
turers such as Fey Automo-
tive Products Inc., TYC and
Polywheels have achieved
QS-9000 Certification

W hat Does This System lean for Quality?

Registration in the QS-9000 system means that 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 of 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 aftermarket parts are infe-
rior, then it is only logical to also brand their parts inferior!!

QS-9000:

If it is good enough
for the car
companies, why not
good enough the for
aftermarket
industry?

Highlighting our Qualitv
\ ftormarket Alannfactnrer.s

A GREAT EXAMPLE OF
QUALITY ISJUI LI, ONE
AFTERMARKET MANU-
FACTURER THAT HAS
BEEN IN THE BUSINESS
FOR OVER 30 YEARS.

IN 1995, FORD MOTOR
COMPANY AWARDED
Jill-L1 THE “PREFERRED
QUALITY AWARD”.

Audignis a LS esed
parts prodoer for car
anpies, Uige to
Al is its eduse
R0 Of (& style tadling
to marnufadiure prod.ds
wsing GEquelity raw
mateiads. Pats ae
meck intre LRA
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The Automotive Body Farts Association

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
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AAIA Responds to U.S. GAO Reporton
Aftermarket Crash Parts

A reportjust 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.”

cylj

http://Amwww.coliisionweek.com/cw/news/2001-0305-aaia.asp
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Aftermarket Parts Shine Again at Latest
CiC Test 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%.

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

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

Finish  Accept

Original LF Fender 64%

Original RF Fender
Original LF Headlamp
Original LF Signal Lamp

OEM LF Fender
Non-OEM LF Fender
OEM RF Fender

http:/Amaw.collisionweek.com/cw/news/2001 «0109-cic.asp
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Non-OEM RF Fender 31
OEM LF Headlamp 41
Non-OEM LF Headlamp 30
OEM LF Side Lamp 37
Non-OEM LF Side Lamp 29
Original Parts 27
OEM Overall 38
Non-OEM Overall 30

3.16
3.17
3.37
3.51
3.59

3.33
3.13
3.37

3.56
3.59
3.64
3.85
3.71

3.71
35
3.63

70%
57%
82%
85%
71%

78.07%
57.37%
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 1to 5, 5

being best. Reviewers were also asked, yes or no, if the parts

were acceptable to sell to customers.
ok

Related Story
CollisionWeek - Jan 09 2001
CAPA Responds to High Test Fit Ratings

Send a Comment to the Editor on this story. Click Here
Web Site Problem? Questions? Click Hero
© Copyrignt 2001 Quandec Corporation All Rights Reserved
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January 31,2001

The Honorable Byron L. Dorgan
United States Senate

The Honorable John F. Tierney
House of Representatives

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), the federal
agency responsible for reducm? 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 aid 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 of buying
new replacement parts from either the original equipment, manufactureror
other sources, commonly called aftermarket manufacturers. These
aftermarket manufacturers produce their parts by copying the design ofthe
original vehicle parts.

Concerns have been raised for many Yeas about the quality and safety of
aftermarket crash parts.1A number'ot auto manufacturers and repair shop
owners argue that aftermarket crash parts are inferior to original pats and
pose a possible safety risk. Converselx, 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 eqwgment manufacturer's parts, Public awareness was heightened
In October 1999 afterjudqments totaling over $1 billion were entered
a?amst State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance ComEany In response toa
class action complaint concerning the use of aftermarket crash Pa_rts. The
trial court, concluded that Slate Farm breached its insurance policies by
re(lumng the use of aftermarket parts that did not return damaged vehicles
to their precrash condition. The court also found that State Farm'’s conduct
violated the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act.

‘Crash parts arc generally made ofsheet metal or plastic and installed on the exteriorof a
motor vehicle. These parts include bumper components, hoods, doors, lenders, and trunk
lids. Crasli parts exclude mechanical parts such as batteries, filters, shock absorbers, and

spark plugs.
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Results in Brief

State Farm has appealed this decision. In Ii%ht of the decision, State Farm
has suspended its specification of aftermarket crash parts in repairs.

Concerns have also been raised about the safetr of rePIacmg deployed
alrb,a?s with nondeployed airbags taken from old or otherwise damaged
vehicles. Many maintain that the airbag is such an important safet)g em
that only newhags produced by the original manufacturer should be used
to replace deployed bags. Others contend that recycled airbags pose no
safety issues when Rroperly handled and installed"and that their use can
save the consumer nundreds of dollars in repair costs.

Because of potential concerns about the safely of aftermarket crash parts
and recycled airbags, y-ui asked us to provide information on

» studies on the safety of aftermarket crash parts and recycled airbags,
* NHTSA' 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 e_mstmgi\‘safet

studies on aftermarket crash parts and recycled alrbaqs; reviewed NIITSA'S

Ielglal 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 of over 40

8pvernment and industry organizations. Appendix | provides a detailed
iscussion of our scope and methodology.

We identified seven studies of aftermarket crash parts or recycled airbags.
Five studies examined issues relating to the safety of aftermarket crash
parts, but their results do not conclusively resolve the issue of safety. One
of the studies, published b}( Consumer Repaorts, concluded that aftermarket
crash pails are generally otpoorer quality, fit improperly, rust more quickly,
and may compromise safety, Another study, conducted by Ford, stated that
aftermarket crash parts aré inferior to Ford genuine parts and are not of
"like land and quality.” The three other studis, sponsored by vehicle
insurance companies and related associations, concluded that crash parts,
whether ongmal or aftermarket, do not influence motor vehicle safety. Two
studies on the safety of_re_cycled a;r_bagz,s concluded that recycled airbags
function within their orl(TunaI sRecn‘ma jons when undama%ed and properly
handled and installed. Although these studies are useful, they do not
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resolve the debate over the safety of 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 for new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle
equipment sold in interstate commerce—a catelgmy 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 for 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 I|?hts) as well as for an entire vehicle, the agency
could elect to develop safety standards for occupant restraint systems
which could incorporate airbags, under the 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 of complaints from vehicle owners
and other concerned people to identify possibly unsafe automotive
products—whether from the original @quipment manufacturer or the
aftermarket crash parts manufacturer. However, limitations in the database
may hamper NHTSA's ability to identify trends in defects. For example, the
database may contain only a small fraction of 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 ma}/ not indicate that such parts are involved. Because
_emstmgi studies of aftermarket crash parts do not conclusively resolve the
issue 0T safety, NHTSA needs to have an effective oversight program that

-NIITSA was established in 1970 as a separate operating administration within the
Department of 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. of 19it>and the Highway Safety Act of 19G6. The Motor Vehicle Safety Act
was subsequently recodined under title *190f the U.S. Code in chapter 301, Motor Vehicle

Safety.
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Background

will detect safety-related defects, regardless of the type or source of the
unsafe parts. Furthermore, even if NHTSA's database were to identify
unsafe aftermarket crash parts, the agency m|?ht not be able to require,
manufacturers to recall them because some of these parts do not identify
t,he_Product manufactiyer and documentation on their purchasers is
limited. Recent legislation nges_NHT_SA an OPportumty to look at ways to
improve its systems so that it will be in a better position to identify
detective automotive parts and require manufacturers to recall thém.

This report contains recommendations to strengthen NHTSA's ability to
detectand order the recall of unsafe vehicle parts from the nation’s
roadways. NHTSA generally agreed with these recommendations.
However, in commenting on a draft of this report, NHTSA clarified its
reﬁulatory authority over recycled airbags. We modified the report to
reflect NHTSA'S comments.

Crash parts are generally made of sheet metal or plastic and installed on
the exterior of 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 shoRs often use a mix of
parts In collision repairs, but we use the term “crash parts” in this report to
refer to parts used on the exterior ofa vehicle. Aftermarket crash parts are
the replacement automotive crash parts that are not made by the original
equipment manufacturer éOEM). any of these aftermarket eras! parts
manufacturers are located overseas. Recycled airbags are salvaged
nondeployed airbags removed from daméged 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—of which $1.2 billion represents the costs of
aftermarket crashparts, Qverall, about 60 cents out of every dollar of
automobile insurance claims is spent, on repairing collision damage to
vehicles. Insurance companies estimate that using aftermarket instead of
OEM parts saves hundreds of millions of dollars 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 manufactdrers began offermghaftermarket replacement
Rarts at substantially lower Ep||ces. Still, the cras Barts industry remains
ighly concentrated, and OEM Pru ts account for about 80 percent of the
market. Figure 1shows 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 mdustrxfunded the nonprofit Certified Automotive Parts
Assciation ](CAP ), whose objective is to ensure the quality of aftermarket
crash parts. To determine the quality of these parts, the association
examines amanufacturer's plant, equipment, manufacturing processes, and
resulting products. 1 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 periodicall Rurchase_s parts in the
open market and checks them to ensure they meef the association’s
standards. According to the association, in 1999, about 35 percent of ail
aftermarket crash parts were certified. This represents about 5 percent of
the total aftermarket crash parts market—which would include OEM,

aftermarket, and recycled parts combined.

More recently, in 2000, Global Validators, an automotive quality consultant,
started a new certification process directed at |mf)r_ovmg the quality of
aftermarket crash parts. The Manufacturers’ Qualification and Validation
Program, similar to the CAPA program, is a set of 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 roqram 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 ifa
specifiC part has been reviewed under the program.

At the federal level, NHTSA is responsible for reducm% accidents, deaths,
and injuries resulting from motor vehicle crashes. NHTSA accomplishes
this, in part, by setting and enforcing safetK_perform_ance standards that
apply to new motor vehicles and motor vehicle equipment. Under these
standards, manufacturers of motor vehicles and equipment must assure,
that their products comply with all applicable safety standards and certify
such compliance. The federal standards are writtenin terms of minimum
safety performance requirements for motor vehicles mid equipment.
Examples of standards include hydraulic brake system requirements to
ensure safe braking performance, vehicle lamp re(%uwements to provide
adequate ilumination, and hood fatch requirements to ensure that hoods
remain fastened securely.

The Motor Vehicle Safety Act _reguwes_manufacturers to inform NI|TSA
when a vehicle or e_cwlpment Is defective or when a vehicle or equipment
does not comply with an applicable motor vehicle safety standard. These
requirements also a pIY to gersons who import motor vehicles and
equipmentinto the United States. NHTSA does not appr_ove_vehlcles or
equipment. Instead, federal law establishes a “self-certification” process
under which each manufacturer is responsible for certifying that its
Products meet all applicable safet){ standards. The law also gives NHTSA
he authority Lo investigate possible safety-related defects, to decide
whether a defect exists, and to order amanufacturer to notify consumers

and to remedy any defect.

NHTSAS process for identifying a possible defect, in motor vehicles and
motor vehicle equipment be?ms with screening the complaints it receives
in its Office of Defects Investigation (ODI). Sources of complaints include a
toll-free hotling, a Web page, e-mail, teIeBhone calls, and letters. In an
avera?e_ year, ODI receives between 40,000 and 50,000 complaints. These
_comP_ aints 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
notn‘qu the manufacturer and the P_ubllc and gathering information on the
potential defect. If 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 of the
potential defect in more detail, This ana_Ity3|s may include inspections,
surve¥s, tests, and efforts to obtain additional information from the
manufacturer. If ODI continues to believe that a defect trend may exist, a
panel of experts from the agency may be convened to review the data.

|f the expert panel concurs with ODI, a recall request letter is sent to the
manufacturer. |f the manufacturer declines to conduct a recall in response
to the letter, NIITSA's Associate Administrator for Safety Assurance may
issue an initial decision that a defect exists and convené a public meeting
on the issue. After the meeting, the NHTSA Administrator may issug a final
decision and order the manufacturer to conduct a recall. If necessaiy, the
agency will then go to court to enforce such an order. In almost all cases,
the manufactureragrees to conduct the recall without NHTSA's forcing it to
do so. Accordmt};_ to NHTSA officials, (he agency opens between 80 and 100
defect investigations each year, of which more than half result in recalls. In
addition, manufacturers conduct an average of 200 defect recalls each year
that are not influenced by NHTSA's investigations. In 2000, there were Over
385 recalls for safety-related defects affecting over 1S million vehicles.

States are also involved in the requlation of aftermarket crash parts and
recycled airbags. According to the National Association ofindependent.
Insurers, 40 states have enacted some form of legislation governing the use
of aftermarket crash parts in vehicle repairs.3Most of this legislation 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 of the consumer to use aftermarket crash parts. Furthermore,
according to the Automotive Qccupants Restraints Council, New York was
the only State that had enacted a law reg\ulatmél the sale and installation of
recycled airbags as of December 2000. Fpen IX Il Prowdes asummary of
stafe law provisions covering aftermarket crash parts and recycled airbags.
In addition, in early 2000, the Massachusetts Auto Damage Appraiser
Llcensmg Board conducted two hearings to discuss the Safety of OEM
aftermarket, and recycled parts used in collision repair. In September 2000,
the Board voted threg to two that aftermarket cosmetic parts are not exact

*The National Association of Independent Insurers represents about G75 insurance
companies.
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The Debate on Aftermarket
Crash Parts

The Debate on Recycled
Airbags

dutﬁ)_lilcates of OEM parts and mayjeopardize the safety and value ofa
vehicle.

The debate on the quality and safety of aftermarket crash

arts is hifthy

pol?rized, reflecting a range of opiriions or. the safety of at%ermarke 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. , L
Aftermarket crash parts may be unsafe. According to this position—hold
generally by new vehicle manufacturers—the impact of aftermarket
crash parts on occupants' safet}/ is unknown. Therefore, the
manufacturers recommend that only OEM parts be used to ensure that
reroa|red vehicles perform to their original safet%_spemf_lqanons.
Aftermarket crash parts are safe. According to this position—held
generally b}/ insurance companies and aftermarket manufacturers—
aftermarket crash parts are cosmetic only and do not affect vehicle

safety.

The debate on the use of recycled airbags is also divided. General opinions
include the following:

Recycled airbags may be unsafe. Advocates of this position—generally
OEMs, some insurance companies, and body shop owners—maintain
that deployed airbags should be replaced only with new OEM awbagls,
Advocates of this position maintain that airbags are a vital safety feature
and the potential risks of recycled airbags should preclude replacing a
deployed airbag with anything other than a new airbag. Furthermore,
they argue thatrecycled alrba?s 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 of atecycled awbag market will further increase airbag theft,
Recycled airbags are safe. Advocates of this position—generally”
recycling orgamzatmns and some insurance companies—maintain that
reusing nondeployed OEM airbags is a viable, economical, and safe
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Studies of Aftermarket
Crash Parts and
Recycled Airbags Do
Not Conclusively
Resolve Safety Issues

Consumer Reports Test

alternative to usm? 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.

We identified seven studies ofaftermarket crash parts or recrcled airhags,
but their results do not conclusively resolve the issue of safety. Five
studies—one hy consumer advocates, one bk, an auto manufacturer, and
three by the insurance industry—examined the use of aftermarket crash
parts. Two studies—one by the recychn? industry and the other b)( an
Insurance company—focused on the safety of recycled airbags. Although
these studies are useful, they do not resolve the debate over fhe safety of
aftermarket crash parts and'recycled airbags hecause they reach différent
conclusions and are limited in iumber and scope.

1° February 1999, Consumer Reports published the results of its study and
fueled the debate on the quality ofaftermarket crash parts.1Consumer
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 of the
parts’ fit. Consumer Reports found that CAPA-certified aftermarket fenders
rusted more quickly and did not always fit Properl . The report also stated
that aftermarket bumpers did not fit Rroper y and did not provide sufficient
protection in low-speed collisions. The aftermarket bumpers tested, which
were not CAPA-certified, shattered in a variety of tests at 5 miles per hour
or less. One aftermarket bumper did not prevént damage to the Ford
headlight mountmﬂ 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, & ) consumers are ill
served by the use of aftermarket crash parts, and (3) aftermarket crash
Parts may influence vehicle safety. Consumer Reports’ study also noted
hat; comprehensively determining the safety of aftermarket crash pails
through testing is very difficult, if not impossible. According to Consumer

"“Cheap Car Parts Can Cost You a Bundle," Consumer Reports, Feb. 1991).
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Ford Test

Insurance Industry Tests

Reports, crash testing—which would ultimately resolve questions about
the sa,fetY_of these parts—is vexy complex and expensive to conduct for all
combinations of replacement crash parts and original vehicles.

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

The Insurance Institute for Highway Safe(tjy (I1HS) conducted two studies of
aftermarket crash parts.5/IHS 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. 1IHS
concluded that aftermarket crash %arts do not affect occupants’ safety
during a collision. In February 2000, [1HS released the results ofa siniilar
testwith a 1997 Toyota Cann¥ and reached the same conclusion. In that
test, [IHS compared the results of a crash test of 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
orlqmal 1997 Camry. The study found no S|?n|f|cant difference in the
performance of thé two vehicles, leading I1TIS to conclude that crash parts
are irrelevant to safet* with the possible exception of 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 EZ a hood may not buckle properly during.a crash, allowing it to
be driven back near or into the windshield in a colliSion.

The Institute is a nonprofit scientific and educational organization funded by automobile
insurers. Its mission is to reduce the losses-dealhs, injuries, and property damage— from

crashes on the nation's highways.
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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 I1HS study.0Thatcham 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 Rerformanqe requirements
specified in federal standards—consistent with [111S findings. The
hatcham study concluded that aftermarket crash pails donot affect the

crashworthiness of a vehicle.

The Automotive Recyclers Association (ARAJ funded a study in 1998 at
Garwood Laboratoriés in California to test 196 recycled airbags and 5 new
OEM airbags.7The study showed that 195 out. of 196 recycled airbags. |
deployed within the manufacturer's specifications. An association official
stated that the laboratory pre-identified one flood-damaged alrba? and was
not surprised when the dirbag did not deploy within the manufacturer’s
specifications. Thus, the association concluded that recycled airbags are a
viahle, economical, and safe alternative to new, more costly OEM airbags
when properly handled, shipped, and professionally installéd.

In 2000, the Insurance Corporation of British Columbia (ICBC% tested 136
recycled airbags from various automobiles.8Thio study sought to determine
If there was any appreciable difference in deployment’between factory-new
OEM airbags and recycled airbags.9An official with ICBC stated that'the
study showed that there is no appreciable difference between OEM and
recycled airbags when the airbags are Properly,replace_d and have not been
exposed to flood damage. ICBC expec sto_be?m 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.

‘Thatcham was established in 19C9 by Ilie British Insurance Association and undertakes a
wide range of automotive research.

"The Automotive Recyclers Association represents approximately 2,000 automotive
recyclers that provide replacement parts.

"The Insurance Corporation of British Columbia is a government-operated corporation and
the sole automobile insurance provider in British Columbia.

"AsofDecember 2000, ICBC had not issued a paper on the results of its testing.
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Recycled Airbag

fprfifimtinn Pmnmnv Tpctc  certify the safety and relia

We identified two U.S, comBames thatare developing testing procedures to
ility of recycled airbags. Both organizations use
electrical en%meermg and other methods to deteCt flood damage, foreign
matter, and electronic problems. One of 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 awbagtperforms within
the manufacturer's specifications. Both organizations stated that the key to
4 safety of recycled airbags is the proper matching, handling and
installation of the recycled airbajs. One compank/_ has begun certn‘ymrq
recycled airbags, and the other plans to start certifying airbags in earfy

2001.

Studies Do Not Definitively ~ While the studies and tests conducted on aftermarket crash parts and

Answer the Question of
Safety

recycled airbags provide useful information, they do not appear sufficient
to %solve the%ugstion of w%ether aftermarket g;as% parté) gnd recycfed

airbags are safe. The limited number and scoPe of the studies make it
difficult to draw conclusions about all parts, In the studies of 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 of the hundreds of makes, models, and

ears 0f vehicles on the roads _todaY. The primary focus of the Consumer

eports study was on the quality ot aftermarket crash parts, although it
raised questions about their safety. The study also stated that the large
number of vehicles and parts available may make it impossible to answer
the safety question through testing. Although the two recycled airbag
studies conducted _b?/ 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 testmg procedures to ensure tha
re(r:]yc||e airbags are undamaged and not taken from flood-damaged
vehicles.
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NHTSA's Authority
Over Aftermarket
Crash Parts and

Recycled Airbags

The Motor Vehicle Safety Act ?IVGS the Secretary of 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 for new motor vehicles and motor vehicle
equipment.0The Motor Vehicle Safety Act prohibits, in part, the
manufacturing, sellln%, and importing of 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
a?ency officials, the a?ency has not developed safety standards for
aftermarket crash parts because

o testin b}( IHS concluded that the use of aftermarket crash parts does
not affect vehicle safety: _ o
+problems with aftermarket crash parts tend to focus on the fit and finish
of the parts, rather than on safety; _ o _

+ the a?ency has not identified my trends in the complaints it receives
about the safety of aftermarket Crash parts and recycled airbags; and

» those who voiced concerns about the use of aftermarket crash parts,
including manufacturers of original replacement parts, have no
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 _awbaqs because they are used rather than new equment. For
used vehicles, the Motor Vehicle Safety Act directs the Secretary to
Prescnbe safety (s)erformance standards for used motor vehicles, in order
0 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 a?ency has, however, determined
that water damage can undermine the performance of airbag systems.
Through its defeCt investigation process, NHTSA has identified several

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

Page r5 6A0-01-225 Afternmrkct Crash Parts



