L S P

0Y0

: :"Eo L\"I\i"""l cL 4

Ai‘céuni=ng Dilice cvcrv~5 vt

3 §1¢ C!ﬁce LT Lorg-c.su.;J L
ROLLEM GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES

WABHIMGTC 4, D €. 0R48

B-15645506 CCT 10 775

The Hono
°ubcomnlg ce cn Rea
Ccmmlttee on Inters

l"(
D"
j )
4]
el
v
=,

G, Rrgers, Chairman

l¢k and the Environment
v

td

i

te and Foreign Commerce

Dear Mr. Chairman-’

As your office requested on April 21, 1675,
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We could not verify much of t
obtained during our review, becaus
examine the cross-licensing agreeme
and Honda since Ch-ysler congidered
{2) Chrysler did nct maintain recor
the auvtoncuiles.
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BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

hrysler Corporatlon‘a

ided bv the Honda liocor Company Ltd.,
been ¢laived that Honda providad Cheysle
Eﬂulupeﬁ with CVCC (c0ﬂocund vorte:
engines f or tedniqq,

LT B

[S IRV I € PR
~ & W

nt perween Chiyslers
1
3

o 2 IR
GO M oer 0O

WA RN B o §

»
b

A Maporal

o erraval Oqom

D NI

wa have
testing

to det ermlne

1

D
e DY
|

Do
58
‘D
w8

o<
g
i

"
i*h
I
~

(B e
(D e

oA

[#]

ot sV

o] pos

[ fo ]

we
ot

it confidential and
on staff us

M
<
~h

v

=3

w M

~

or u
oD

W
-

-

My T3
‘J
[ I
SO
et (D o
o}
o}
0

"

i

<

ot

2]

[p]
0 =

T O
o



-

e,

.

o
|
[
[KaY

[~

L 2]
[=]
o

they were undertaken. Acco:ding to Chrysler, the staff *hat
used the automobiles was limited to enginecrs who were
involved in developing emissicn control systems and who
drove the automeobiles for fzazmiliarization and evaluatic.,

a normal practice which did not interfere with ¢r hinder

the tests. We found nc evidencz that donda was
dissatisfied with the testing.

CHRYSLER-HONDA

CROSS~LILENS]

ptember 1873, under the c¢ ss~lic nsing acreement,
chased from tionda not t— but four automobiles

nd evaluating--two

with Chevrolet V-8
engines mcditxed to include C’”C Lechwology. Chrysier
officials told us that the agrecment gave Chrysler (1) full
access to the tncﬁnologv and the nonexclusive, wcrldwide
right and license to make, use, and sell Yonda's CVCC enaine
systen and (2} certain cother richts, including

--ail CVCC technology that Honds had developed up to
September 1373 and '

-—any img-ovements theat Honda developed within 3 yeacs
after September 1973,

Chrysler entered °*nto the agreement 0 obtaih assist-
ance in 1its own program for vaeloplng a - cyx;néer CvCC~
type engine. Chrysler's engine emissiens and verformance
chassis engineering manadger told uvs that Caryslier had
appiied the technology accuired pnder the zarcement b5

Sl T - welll L e STl W i

its own engine development program. Chrysler would not
allow us to examine the adgreement, because it regarded

: = £ 1 N 1A mmd A Ahar &L
the aqgreewment zg confidentizl Chrysler saigd taat the

amount it paid Honda unader the aareement was substantial.

TESTS MADE

Chrysler's ¢hief patent counsel told us, and Heonda's
legal counsel in the United States confirmed, that the
cross-licensing agreement €id not specify the kind and
numcer of tests and evaluations that were to ke made.

Chrysler records showed that it started testing the
automobiles in November 19723--shortly after they were
received-—and continued testi interm ittently to Jone
1974. Lacn autormobile wes given 2 seriec cf C*l =
tests, which took about 16 hours edch. The two H
Civics underwent 18 and 23 testg; includina § to l
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cold-start tests and 10 to 13 hot-start and steady-state
testy; each Chevrolet underwent 4 cold-start tests,
According te Chrysler, it made fewer tests on che Chevrclets
becausas zonda consicgered the Chevrolets as still in de"elop-
mer. with regard to CVCC engine technnlogy: since the Honda
Civic’s CvCC erngines were fully developed, testing them
would produce more useful data. Eacn of tihe [ouf auto-
mobiles was also given a performance funl economy test

{(which usually takes 6 days)} at the Chrysler proving
arounds.

The wanager of Chrysler's emission control systems
development unit told us that Chrysler had considered making
durability tests--~high-mileage tests to evaluate how well
emission controls hold up over extendel use-~but elected
not to do so. He said that Chrysler believed the tests

wonld not vield useful datza because the engine Chrysler
was trying to develop was a 6~cylinder engine in contrast
to the 4-cylinder Honda and 8-cylinder Chevrolet engines,
This officizal zlso told us that Chrysler recently had
started action to dispose of the four automobiles. .
explzained that iaport regulaticns recuired tonzt the zurto-
mobiles either be scrapped or be experted no later than
3 years after the import date, because they had not be=an
built to meet U.S5. safety standards and therefure could
be dr:ven on the streets only during that 3-yvezar period.
We also talked to the Chicf of the Technology Assess-
ment and Evaluation Branch, Emission Control Technology
Division at the Moter Vehicle Emission Laboratory. He
categorized Chrysler's tasting o3 being adegquate &2 meet
tbe test objectives, which were to confirm Honda's test

esults.

We also tried to determine whether Honda had been
dissatisfied witn Chrysier’s testing. A& Chrysler oifficial
told us that the test results were reviewed in 1974 by a
Honda engineering team which was in the ccuntry from Japan
and that the team had not expressed dissatisfaction with
either the nature or the extent of the completed testinc.

Honda®s legal counsel told us that Honda had never
expressed any dissatisfaction with Chrysler's activities
vnder the cross-—licensing agreement either to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency or to congressional committees

Of Subcommittees.

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE



B8-166506

USE AS STAFF AUTCMOBILES

when Chrysler received the four automobiles, it
assigned them to its engineering unit which was responsible
for developing emission control systems and which
specified the tests to be made. The autcmobiles, however,
were testcd by ~ separate testing aroup, "t +tho results
were given to the emissions control systems unit for-
evaluation. e were told that the eno'neering unit nor-
mally had on hand for assessment a variecy of autcmobiles
made by Chrysler and by its competrirors. Fhe unit's
manager told us that it wac customary anrnd ncrmal for
his staff engineers to drive these automobiles on the

NP & Tz ~ -
streets So as te evaluzste thelir characterictics. He

said that about 20 of his 40 engineers occesicnally drove
the automcbiles during the workaay and that, to evaluate
the automopiles, he and apout zeven of his engincer man=-
agers occasionally drove trem ncme after work because
they did not have tin® to arive them during the workday.
He explained that the engireers needed to familiarize
themselves with each of the automobiles the unit was
evaluating. According to the unit manager, driving was
done on days when tests were not being made and therefore
aid not interfere with or hinder the tests.

The series of aporoximately lé-hcur emission test
which were the lairgest part of the overall testing, we
made in a garage adjecent to the engirecring unit's
building. O©On days the tests were not being made, the
automobiles were kept in the unit's storu“p area and
were available to steff engineers for evaluaticn driving.
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We could not verify the information on staff use by
examining the records. Ve were told that the responsible
unit did not maintain sign-cut sheets or logs showing who
drove the autcmobiles. The automobiles were released to
individuals on che pacis of passes that were destroyed when
the automobiles were returned. Wwe were alsc told that the
engineers normally did not keep notes or make written
reports on their evaluation driving.

Sincerely vours,
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