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PETITION FOR INVESTIGATION AND LEGAL ACTION TO CHANGE   
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 Petitioner Carol S. Houck was a plaintiff, along with Charles Houck, in a 

wrongful death action against Ent
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received the recall notice.  Far from being told that the vehicle was recalled but 

unrepaired, the Houck sisters were told that this PT Cruiser, apparently the last vehicle on 

the rental lot, was a “free upgrade.”
4
  Consistent with this, Mark Matias, the Area 

Manager of Enterprise Car Rental of San Francisco at the time of the Houck tragedy, 

executed a declaration
5
 indicating it wasn’t uncommon for vehicles with pending safety 

recalls to be rented to customers.   He did say that Enterprise had procedures for handling 
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they also say that Enterprise independently reviews all recalls as well.  The official 

statement, but not Ms. Nicholson’s, goes on to say that “recalls involving the risk of 

sudden loss of control, airb
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Enterprise’s practice of renting such vehicles makes Mr. Murphy’s claim and Enterprise’s 

message of customer service false or misleading. 

 

In short, not only is it deceptive for Enterprise to fail to disclose its practice of 

renting recalled but unrepaired vehicles, it is deceptive for Enterprise to have such a 

practice to begin with. 

 

 

The Remedy for Enterprise’s Practices is to Remove Recalled Vehicles from 

Rental Service Until They Are Repaired 

 

While the Commission’s 1990 Budget consent order is a useful reference in this 

matter, petitioners do not believe the remedy in the Budget order should be duplicated 

with Enterprise.  The Budget order was the product of an era that was much different in 

information technology, among other ways.  The Budget order gave the company the 

choice of adopting a policy of disclosing to prospective renters that a particular vehicle 

was subject to a recall but unrepaired, or adopting a policy of repairing recalled vehicles 

within a reasonable period of time (defined as 120 days after receipt of the recall notice).  

Petitioners maintain that Enterprise should not be given the option of adopting just a 

disclosure policy because disclosure alone is inadequate to address Enterprise’s 

apparently longstanding practice of renting cars with unrepaired safety defects which is 

antithetical to its claimed business model and representations.  The repair policy 

alternative in the Budget order is also inadequate because it does not address removing 

the vehicles from rental service and gives too long a period to accomplish repairs. 

 




