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General Information on the Motor Vehicle Emissions Inspection Program


You asked what other states require motor vehicle emissions testing and for general historical information on Connecticut's emissions inspection program.

SUMMARY


There are emissions programs in 34 states and the district of Columbia, but Connecticut is one of only seven jurisdictions where the program is operated statewide.  In most states, emissions programs are only required for the areas encompassing major metropolitan centers.  The legislation establishing Connecticut's initial inspection program was adopted in 1978.  A contractor to operate the program was selected in 1982 and the program began operating in 1983.  The original five-year contract was renewed in 1987 and ran until 1992.  Changes in federal clean air laws in 1990 necessitated revisions to the inspection program.  Among them were adoption of an enhanced test procedure and biennial rather than annual inspections for newer vehicles.


The state extended the expiring inspection contract for two additional years, through 1994, while it went through the process of selecting a contractor to run the new program.  The selection process proved to be controversial and resulted in Governor Weicker firing the motor vehicles commissioner and selecting the preferred contractor.  The current contract was signed in May 1994 and runs for seven and one-half years.

STATES WITH EMISSIONS INSPECTION PROGRAMS


According to the Environmental Protection Administration, there are currently motor vehicle emissions inspection programs operation in 34 states and the District of Columbia.  The federal Clean Air Act requires areas of the country that cannot meet national ambient air quality standards for motor vehicle related pollutants to have these programs, but because the requirements relate directly to the air quality in metropolitan areas, most of these states do not have statewide testing programs.  Of the 34 states, only six, Connecticut, Delaware, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Rhode Island, and Vermont, plus the District of Columbia have statewide testing programs.  Typically, the other states run testing programs in the counties encompassing and surrounding their major metropolitan areas.  For example, in Arizona, the testing program primarily covers Pima and Maricopa counties which include the cities of Phoenix and Tucson.


The states that have no testing programs are Alabama, Arkansas, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Michigan, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Carolina, South Dakota, West Virginia, and Wyoming.

BACKGROUND ON CONNECTICUT EMISSIONS INSPECTION PROGRAM

The Original Testing Program—1978-92


The Connecticut motor vehicle emissions inspection program was established by legislation enacted in 1978. The emissions inspection laws are codified at CGS Sec. 14-164b et seq.  The law required the annual inspection of most gasoline-powered automobiles and light trucks.  Initially, the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) commissioner was authorized to set up the system as a state-run, private garage-run, or independent contractor-run system.  A contractor-run system had to be awarded subject to public bidding.  The inspection system was originally intended to begin operating in 1980 with mandatory inspection and voluntary compliance with emission standards for the first year.


In 1979, the law was changed to postpone program implementation for one year and require that the system be run by an independent contractor selected through a public bidding process.  In 1980, the public bidding requirement was eliminated from the law and the DMV commissioner was directed to negotiate an agreement with one or more contractors.  The process was exempted from most state laws governing bidding, state agency property acquisition, and public agency construction contracting.  The 1980 changes to the law also required the initial negotiated agreement to be submitted for approval by a special legislative panel before it could be implemented.  


DMV awarded the first emissions inspection contract to Hamilton Test Systems, a subsidiary of the United Technologies Corporation.  Hamilton Test Systems was operating the inspection program in Arizona at the time and was the only company with operating experience to express an interest in running the Connecticut system.  The original five-year inspection contract ran from 1982 through 1987.  It was renewed for an additional five-year term in 1987.

The Enhanced Testing Program


In December 1990, United Technologies sold Hamilton Test Systems to Georgetown Partners, which renamed it Envirotest.  DMV and Envirotest agreed to a contract extension in 1992 that covered 1993 and 1994.  DMV chose to extend the contract rather than to issue a request for proposals because the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act had changed some of the requirements for emissions testing.  DMV felt that an extension was necessary to permit a fair competition for the contract for the enhanced testing program required by the federal law.


Some competing companies made presentations to the DMV during its consideration of the contract extension, but DMV decided to extend the existing contract for economic reasons, principally that Hamilton's already amortized facilities allowed the contractor's portion of the inspection fee to be reduced during the period of the extension.


The enhanced emissions testing program was to have begun on January 1, 1995.  In early 1991, DMV commissioner Louis Goldberg met with firms in the emissions testing business and stated that each would have an equal opportunity to compete for the new contract.  In 1992, DMV supported legislation that allowed for periodic rather than annual emissions testing which essentially meant that the new program could be designed so that newer vehicles would only have to undergo an inspection every two years rather than each year.  DMV issued a 100 page Request for Proposal (RFP) on January 13, 1993 to five interested companies.  To be considered, these companies had to submit a technical proposal providing detailed information on how each would run the program.  This was to be followed later by a cost proposal.  The RFP was designed to provide information permitting DMV to choose a preferred contractor with whom it would negotiate, rather than to identify a winning bidder.  Being chosen the preferred contractor did not bind the state to choose the contractor as the program administrator.

Controversy Over Contractor Selection


DMV held a bidders conference in January 1993 and set an April 1 deadline for proposals.  Two companies, Envirotest and ESP, submitted timely proposals.  A third company's proposal was submitted after the deadline and was ultimately not accepted for consideration.  Commissioner Goldberg set up an evaluation committee to assist in the selection process.  This committee was composed of several high level management personnel from DMV and the Department of Environmental Protection and was assisted by three consultants to provide financial, legal, and technical advice.  The group met from April through September 1993.  The evaluation process included oral presentations from the two competing companies.  The evaluation committee used a system that evaluated the companies in six areas:  financial capability, related experience, company facilities and network, management skill, technical capability, and cost.


The committee ranked ESP higher than Envirotest in several areas, including management skill and technical capability.  It ranked Envirotest higher in the financial area.  After considering all six areas, the committee unanimously recommended that ESP be chosen as the preferred contractor, although it considered there to be unresolved issues for each company.


Commissioner Goldberg concurred with the committee's recommendation and met with Governor Weicker and his staff in October 1993 to present his findings.  They raised several concerns regarding ESP's financial condition.  The governor directed the Office of Policy and Management to commission a financial study of both companies.  The study was conducted by the Arthur Anderson Company.  It concluded that both companies could finance the program, but observed that Envirotest was in the better financial condition of the two.  During subsequent meetings with Goldberg, the governor made it clear that he, rather than Goldberg, would select the preferred contractor.  On December 2, the governor, citing his concerns over ESP's financial status directed Goldberg to negotiate with Envirotest rather than ESP.  He could negotiate with ESP if he was unable to reach agreement with Envirotest.


Goldberg agreed to comply with the directive, but he defended the selection process at subsequent Transportation Committee oversight hearing.  In response to a direct question, he stated that the issues raised at the October meeting indicated to him that the governor's staff had collected information on the companies independently of DMV.  He also stated that the chairman of the governor's political party had made an inappropriate inquiry on the status of the selection process.  On December 16, the governor fired Goldberg citing his performance in the selection process and some of his statements at the hearing as the basis of his decision.


The selection process and its aftermath were subsequently examined by both the Office of the Auditors of Public Accounts and the attorney general.  Goldberg's replacement, Commissioner Nancy Hadley, completed the negotiations with Envirotest and signed a new seven and one-half year agreement with Envirotest on April 14, 1994. The current contract went into effect on January 1, 1995.


Further more detailed information on the contractor selection process may be found in OLR Report 94-R-0178, a copy of which has been included with this response.  Other OLR reports (96-R-0193 and 94-R-0968) discuss test standards that apply to diesel powered motor vehicles.
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