NHTSA Proposes Amendments
to Highway Safety Program Guidelines
PMVI Recommendations Included

WASHINGTON, D.C., June 21, 2012 – Recently, the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) published in the Federal Register amendments to the
Highway Safety Program Guidelines for states. Federal law requires the secretary of
transportation to promulgate uniform guidelines for state highway safety programs.
            The proposed NHTSA Highway Safety Program Guidelines Amendments
include recommendations for periodic motor vehicle inspection (PMVI). NHTSA’s
proposal calls for every state to have a periodic vehicle inspection program and
require vehicle owners to correct these conditions in order to reduce the number of
accidents.
            According to the proposed guidelines, an inspection program would provide,
at a minimum, that:
            • Every vehicle registered in the state is inspected at the time of initial
registration and on a periodic basis thereafter as determined by the state based on
evidence of the effectiveness of inspection programs.
            • The inspection is performed by competent personnel specifically trained
to perform their duties and certified by the state.
            • The inspection covers systems, subsystems and components having
substantial relation to safe vehicle performance.
            • Each inspection station maintains records in a form specified by the
state.
            • The state publishes summaries of records of all inspection stations at
least annually, including tabulations by make and model of vehicle.
            • The program should be periodically evaluated by the state, and NHTSA
should be provided with an evaluation summary.
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45th Annual Training
Trade Show & Membership Meeting

Friday, February 22 & 23, 2013
Sheraton Imperial Hotel & Conference Center
Durham, NC (Research Triangle Park )
New Page Road, just off of I-40

Friday: Class 9:00 AM – 4:00 PM, Trade Show, Dinner,
& Casino Night Following The Class
Lunch and Breaks will be provided.

Saturday: Membership Meeting, Trade Show & Lunch
No charge for CAR Members who pay their 2013 dues.
For those who would like to arrive on Thursday night, room rates are $99.00
single or double. Call (919) 941-5050 and mention Carolina Auto Recyclers
Association Attendee to get the discount rate.
We will go out to eat at the Angus Barn (Dutch treat) on Thursday night
at 7:15 PM. To make reservations, call Jim Edwards at 704) 456-7746.
We must have a head count to make reservations by Feb. 8. We will
leave the hotel at 7:00 PM sharp to carpool to the Angus Barn.
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President
Ricky Young
2550 NC HWY 242 SOUTH
Benson, NC 27504
800-800-2290
Ricky@youngsautocenter.com
Treasurer
Darlene Parker
Eastern Automotive, Inc.
800 949-4101
Four Oaks, NC 27524
Darlene@easternautomotive.net
Past President
Sam Cooke
P.O. Box 230
Fayetteville, NC 28302
800-682-4313
tdevorecookeau@nc.rr.com
Board Of Directors
Keith Parker
Eastern Automotive
P.O. Box 538
1551 Lees Union church Rd.
Four Oaks, NC 27524
919-934-4101
kieth@easternautomotive.com
Robbie Yopp
Bob’s Auto Salvage
2780 Richlands Hwy. US 258
Jacksonville, NC 28540
800-423-2670
Rlyopp3@yahoo.com
Dale Bevell
Wayne Auto Salvage
1911 Highway 117 South
Goldsboro, NC 27530
800-672-5887
Joey Guarglia
99-819-9986
yogi1@nc.rr.com
Gary Bevell
Wyne Auto Salvage
1911 Highway 117 South
Goldsboro, NC 27530
919-921-1196
GaryBevell@hotmail.com
Executive Director
Jim Edwards
Kat Messenger
P.O. Box 1536
Harrisburg, NC 28075
704-562-8471
jim@carolinaautorecyclers.com
kat@carolinaautorecyclers.com
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CAR Signs Management
Contract
On 12 June, the CAR President
and Board of Directors signed a
contract with the Professional Dealers
Institute’s(PDI) management arm
to provide association services
to the Carolina Auto Recycling
Association. Under the provisions
of that agreement, PDI Management
will provide the services necessary to
the maintenance and growth of CAR.
Those services include general association management, legislative
monitoring, member communications, recruitment, retention and
convention organization.
PDI and PDI Management are operated under the guidance of
Kathryn(Kat) Ann Messenger and James L. (Jim) Edwards. Both are
veterans of the association management world and prior to creating
PDI, were with a large, major regional automotive trade association.
Both have extensive association experience in non-profits, not-forprofits, trade and professional associations. Kat is a recognized
professional trainer and compliance expert and for several years,
has been a trainer and presenter at the CAR Convention. Jim’s
background includes senior management experience in both business
and associations and he has very extensive experience in the legislative
arena. Both have met the rigorous requirements to have been awarded
the Certified Association Executive (CAE) designation and both hold
several other professional designations in such fields as training and
risk management.

Carolina Auto Recyclers Association
Membership Application

Applicant Name
Company Name
Address
PO Box
City

State

Phone (

)

Zip

Fax (

Toll Free Number

)
E-mail

Web Site
Owner(s) Name(s)
Years in Business
Is the Dismantling/Recycling business the owner's chief source of income?
Membership Category: Dismantler/Recycler

Yes

No

Vendor/Supplier

Referred by
Dues - Dismantler/Recycler - $150.00 per year

Over the past 30 days, with the immense assistance of CAR Treasurer
Darlene Parker, the offices of CAR have been moved from Benson to
Harrisburg and all of the steps needed to accomplish that are nearly
complete. President Ricky Young has expressed a desire to have a
newsletter out in short order and hopefully when you read this, you’ll
know that his request was honored and met.
Jim and Kat look forward to their tenure with CAR and extend their
sincerest offers to be of assistance whenever and however possible and
we are glad to have them on our team.
They can be contacted via email at jim@carolinaautorecyclers.com or
kat@carolinaautorecyclers.com or by phone at 704-562-8471.

Vendor/Supplier Amount Due $

$150.00 per year (No charge for Trade Show Vendors)
Check Enclosed

Charge card

Credit Card Number
Expiration Date

Name on Card

Complete and Mail to: CAR, PO Box 1536, Harrisburg, NC 28075
FAX – (704)-918-4228

Call – 1-704-562-8471 or jim@carolinaautorecyclers.com

10

10
Unfair Trade Practices Act for failing to give her a refund as promised. She moved to certify the case as a class
action. The trial court granted the motion, but the Court of Appeals of Florida reversed. The appellate court
found that the buyer’s claims were not typical because the dealership estimated her trade-in value based on her
representations, which were wrong once she made an additional lease payment. The appellate court also found
that she did not establish her adequacy as a class representative because she failed to present any evidence of
her or her counsel’s ability to afford to litigate the case. Next, the appellate court found that the buyer failed to
prove the predominance requirement because there were no written obligations requiring the dealership to make
an adjustment if there was an error in the estimated value of the trade-in. Finally, the appellate court found that a
class action was not the superior method to adjudicate the controversy because every class member would have
to describe what representations were made to them and how such representations affected them in negotiating,
executing, and eventually paying off their vehicle purchases. Miami Automotive Retail, Inc. v. Baldwin, 2012 Fla.
App. LEXIS 10389 (Fla. App. June 27, 2012).
Increase in TILA Civil Liability Cap Effective on Delayed Effective Date: A car buyer sued the dealer from
whom he bought a car, asserting, among other things, that the dealer failed to give disclosures required under
the Truth in Lending Act. The buyer sought $2,000 in statutory damages. The U.S. District Court for the Western
District of Virginia granted the buyer’s motion for default judgment and, in reviewing his entitlement to statutory
damages under TILA, considered whether the applicable cap was $2,000, an increase from $1,000 under
Section 1416 of the Dodd-Frank Act. In the first case to consider the question, the court analyzed whether the
effective date of Section 1416 was July 22, 2010, the effective date of the Act except as otherwise specifically
provided in the Act. The court ultimately relied on the legislative history of Section 1400(c) to conclude that
the increase in TILA’s civil liability cap did not become effective on July 22, 2010. The court was persuaded
by the consistency with which previous iterations of Dodd-Frank provided for a delayed effective date for those
provisions that eventually became Title XIV of the Act, as well as a statement made by Senator Dodd just days
before Dodd-Frank was enacted indicating the conferees’ intent that provisions in Title XIV for which regulations
are not required should not become effective immediately upon the Act’s enactment. Accordingly, the buyer was
entitled to $1,000, rather than $2,000, in statutory damages under TILA. Hummel v. Hall, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS
84305 (W.D. Va. June 19, 2012).
So there’s this month’s roundup! Stay legal, and we’ll see you next month.
Tom (thudson@hudco.com) and Nikki (nmunro@hudco.com) are partners in the law firm of Hudson Cook, LLC. Tom is the author of
several books, available at www.counselorlibrary.com. Tom is also the publisher of Spot Delivery®, a monthly legal newsletter for auto
dealers, and the Editor in Chief of CARLAW®, a monthly report of legal developments in all states for the auto finance and leasing industry.
Nikki is a contributing author to the F&I Legal Desk Book and frequently writes for Spot Delivery. Spot Delivery, CARLAW and the
books are produced by CounselorLibrary.com LLC. For information, call 410-865-5411 or visit www.counselorlibrary.com. Copyright
CounselorLibrary.com 2011, all rights reserved. Single publication rights only, to the Association. (8/12) HC# 4842-2522-3440.
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Legislative Corner
Twas a dark and gloomy night and the wind-driven rain pelted the windows of the old farm house;
sounding much like unworldly creatures attempting to gain entrance! Oops, wrong story and likely
the beginning of a really poorly-worded novel. So let me try again. It was a hot and humid day
in June and the next-to-last week of the so-called “short session” of the North Carolina General
Assembly. Around mid-afternoon, your President Ricky Young received a phone call from our good
friend, Senator David Rouzer. Rouzer called to report to Ricky that a member of the House of
Representatives was going to attempt to amend a non-germane (totally unrelated to the salvage/
recycling business) bill with language that could almost spell doom and gloom to the auto-recycling
segment of our industry. House Bill 512 dealt solely with kitchen grease, rendering of such grease,
ownership of such grease and the like. However, this House member wanted to un-do the hard work
of many dedicated folks back in 2006 that allows recyclers to purchase vehicles over 10 years old
without a title.
How, you ask, could this possibly happen in this short session and what does kitchen grease have to
do with auto recycling? Obviously, nothing! However, one must understand the internal operations
of the General Assembly to understand how such an effort could ever take place. The short answer
is that the rules of the General Assembly are cryptic and many times, archaic in nature. The long
answer is that HB512 was a bill that both the Senate and House wanted to pass, however, the two
legislative bodies couldn’t agree on the precise language and terminology. Thus, according to the
rules, the Speaker of the House and the President Pro Tem of the Senate appointed a Conference
Committee made up of various members of both bodies. This Conference Committee (just as with
any other) is charged with hashing out the differences between the House and the Senate and once the
“hashing” is completed, they report back with an agreed-upon bill with suitable language that both
bodies shall adopt. Notice I used the word ‘shall’. The Conference Committee is empowered to act
on behalf of each legislative body from whence they come and when or if they come to terms, both
bodies agree to the outcome. They become appointed representatives of elected representatives with
loosely enumerated but incredible power and authority.
What this meant was that should the Conference Committee adopt the amendment to HB 512, it
was absolutely destined to be passed by both bodies, ratified and sent on to the Governor for her
signature. Put another way, if successful, this back-door effort to undermine the previous CAR
initiatives would have succeeded with no one being the wiser until made into law! Unfortunately
for legislative monitors and lobbyists, there are no notice requirements for meetings of the members
of these Conference Committees. Such meetings may take place in the hallway, outside under an
awning, over a cup of coffee or in somebody’s office. Unlike regular committees and subcommittees,
meetings of Conference Committees are not publicized in advance and prior notice of such meetings
is normally never provided. If a lobbyist or special interest group suspects that something is afoot,
they may literally have to trail along behind one of the Conference Committee members to be certain
that they are there when a quorum is achieved. Bottom line being that if Senator Rouzer hadn’t
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been a member of the Conference Committee and if he hadn’t gotten wind of the proposed amendment
and (here’s the really important part) hadn’t been a friend of CAR, our industry and Ricky Young, this
amendment could have easily passed, been adopted by both bodies of the legislature and now be the law
of this land!
However, once Ricky received the good Senator’s call, he contacted the staff at CAR along with folks
from other businesses impacted by such a change. The CAR staff sent out blast e-mails to all CAR
Board Members with contact information for the other Conference Committee members. Calls were
made to Senator Rouzer, the House member with mischievous intents as well as all of the other members
of the committee. Further, a conference call was scheduled to engage the services of a professional
lobbying firm and to bring larger companies with legislative presence into the fray. After two days of
intense activity, the House member who’d attempted to amend this non-germane bill with industrynegative language backed down and HB512 went forward in its original and intended form and the
recycling industry was not impacted.
Lots of folks worked hard to stop this under-handed effort and it paid off.
There is a message here however. None of this can happen without friends in the General Assembly and
the money to fund lobbyists when and if they are needed. CAR has a political action committee and we
strongly encourage you to write a personal check to that political action committee so that we’ll have a
sufficient “war chest” when such another attempt to meddle in our industry comes along. Trust us, it’ll
come and likely as soon as 2013.

Carolina Auto Recyclers Takes a
Position
on the Sale of Actual Systems/Pinnacle
to Hollander (Solera)
After a unanimous vote of the CAR Board of Directors
to oppose this acquisition, President Ricky Young issued
the following statement:
“Our Board believes this greatly reduces competition to the auto
recycling industry.
Without sufficient competition, steady improvements in software
and competitive pricing are in jeopardy.
This acquisition triggers many anti-trust issues.”
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account for approximately 94% of the market’s annual receipts.
We can hear you saying, “Credit bureaus? We don’t care about no stinkin’ credit bureaus!” Before you say
you don’t care about this one, give some thought to what the Bureau did here. It needed to identify “larger
participants,” and it did so in such a broad way that only six percent of the players in this market ended up not
being “larger.” Sort of like Snow White rating the Seven Dwarfs and deciding that all but the shortest one were
“larger participants.” Look for similar expansive definitions as the Bureau continues the process of identifying the
larger participants in other market segments, including the car space.
An “All-in” Finance Charge? On July 9, the Bureau announced a proposed rule that creates new mortgage
disclosure forms that were developed as part of the CFPB’s “Know Before You Owe” project. The CFPB is
proposing to replace the current disclosure forms mortgage loan applicants obtain under the Truth in Lending Act
and the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act with new “Loan Estimate” and “Closing Disclosure” forms in order
to present the costs and risks of the loan in clearer terms.
OK, OK, I know that this is mortgage stuff, and you’re in the car business, but this Bureau release contained a
nugget of information that probably signals a legal position that the Bureau will likely try to apply to other industries
it regulates, including car finance.
One of the issues the Bureau asked for comment on was whether the disclosure rules should be changed to
require creditors to include in the finance charge and the APR certain charges that creditors are now permitted
to exclude. Examples of these types of charges common in auto finance are charges for GAP and for credit
insurance. The Bureau’s so-called “all-in” disclosure would increase the finance charge and APR numbers that
dealers have to disclose when products like these are included in the deal.
Litigation
Borrower not Required to Arbitrate Claim Asserting Fraud in Credit Application Despite Arbitration
Agreement in Purchase Contract: A car buyer bought a car from a dealership, which allegedly fraudulently
misrepresented information in her credit application. The buyer got her financing but ultimately fell behind on
her debts, suffered damage to her credit history, and suffered stress and anxiety. The buyer sued the dealership
and others, and the defendants moved to arbitrate the claims based on the arbitration agreement in the purchase
contract. The trial court ruled against the defendants, and the Court of Appeals of Louisiana affirmed. The
appellate court found that the defendants offered no proof that the credit application and financing agreement were
part of the purchase contract that contained the arbitration provision. Lejeune v. Paramount Nissan, LLC, 2012 La.
App. LEXIS 882 (La. App. June 20, 2012).
Debt Related to Out-of-Trust Sales Deemed Nondischargeable: A dealership obtained floor plan financing,
and the owner of the dealership guaranteed the debt. After the dealership sold four of the floor-planned cars and
did not pay off the related liens as required, the owner of the dealership filed for bankruptcy protection. The floor
plan financier moved for a determination that the related debt of $108,088 was nondischargeable as the result of a
willful and malicious injury. The Bankruptcy Court granted the financier’s motion, but determined that the amount
excepted from discharge was $52,609, the value of its collateral. In re Ward, 2012 Bankr. LEXIS 2787 (Bankr.
E.D.N.C. June 19, 2012).
Car Buyer that Failed to Obtain Refund from Dealership for Alleged Overpayment not Entitled to Class
Certification of Claims: When a car buyer bought a car from a dealership, the dealership agreed to pay off the
lease on her car and treat it as a trade-in. The parties used the amount still owing on the lease and the estimated
trade-in value of the car to estimate the car’s net trade-in value. The buyer alleged that the dealership promised
her that if the actual payoff amount was less than the estimate, it would refund her the difference. After signing
the contract, the buyer made another payment to her lessor. She never told the dealership of this additional
payment, and she never sought reimbursement. Instead, she sued the dealership under the Florida Deceptive and
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The CARLAWYER©
By Thomas B. Hudson and Nicole Frush Munro
Here’s our monthly collection of selected legislative and regulatory highlights, and a recap of some of the many
auto sale and financing lawsuits we follow each month. Remember - what we report here is not even close to
being every recent development. We select those we think should be important or interesting to car dealers.
Note that this column does not offer legal advice. You should consult your dealership lawyer with any legal
questions.

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Contact: Jaimie Cook
Tel: 619‐421‐0805
Email: jcook@lambfuels.com

FOR IMM
Contact: Jaimie Cook

We include items from other states. Why? We want you to be able to see new legal developments and
trends. Also, another state’s laws might be a lot like your state’s laws – if AGs or plaintiffs’ lawyers are pursuing
particular types of claims, those laws and claims might soon appear in your state. As always, though, there is no
substitute for checking with your own lawyer before you rely on anything we report or if you have any questions.
Federal Law
The federal news this month all comes from the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau.
Service Providers. On July 18, the CFPB announced its first public enforcement action. It was a corker! The
Bureau ordered Capital One Bank (U.S.A.), N.A. to refund approximately $140 million to two million customers
and pay an additional $25 million penalty to the CFPB’s Civil Penalty Fund.
The action resulted from a supervisory exam that identified deceptive marketing tactics used by Capital One’s
call-center vendors to pressure or mislead consumers with low credit scores or low credit limits into paying for
“add-on products,” such as payment protection and credit monitoring, when they called to activate their credit
cards. The CFPB’s press release says that Capital One customers were misled about the products’ benefits,
deceived about the nature of the products, misled about eligibility, misinformed about the products’ cost, and
enrolled without their consent.
In the Consent Order, Capital One agreed, among other things, to end the deceptive marketing of these
products, repay consumers who enrolled in these products - including associated finance charges, over-the-limit
fees, and interest - and pay any payment protection claims that were denied based on ineligibility at enrollment.
The CFPB’s action was taken in coordination with the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, which is
separately ordering restitution by Capital One of an additional $10 million for consumers harmed by unfair billing
practices in violation of the Federal Trade Commission Act, plus a $35 million civil money penalty.
If you think this development involving credit card operations has no application to the car business, think again.
The Bureau in this action is holding a creditor responsible for the actions of its service providers, something the
Federal Trade Commission could do as well (for you franchise dealers out there). Think for a moment about
those you contract with to provide services to your dealership. What do you do to make sure they are carefully
selected and supervised?

LAMB FUELS SECURES CONTRACT WITH PICKNPULL SELF SERVICE AUTO
Tel: 619‐421‐0805
DISMANTLERS
Email:
Continues
to be jcook@lambfuels.com
the leader in Fuel Recovery

LAMB FUELS SECURES CONTRACT WITH PICKNPULL SE

Chula Vista, Ca., July 1, 2012 ‐ After months of contract negotiations, Lamb
Fuels has just
DISMANTLERS
announced their newest customer Pick‐N‐Pull Self Service Auto Dismantlers. Greg Lamb
Continues to be the leader in Fuel Recove
and his team of professionals will begin servicing 48 Pick‐N‐Pull locations from coast to
coast, including Canada. The addition of Pick‐N‐Pull, along with Lamb Fuels’ many other
corporate clients, makes Lamb Fuels the premier Fuel Recovery leader in North America
and now Canada.
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Larger Participants. On July 16, the Bureau adopted a rule to begin supervising larger consumer reporting
agencies pursuant to its authority under the Dodd-Frank Act to supervise nonbank “larger participants,” as
defined by rule. The new rule provides that the CFPB will supervise consumer reporting agencies that have more
than $7 million in annual receipts. The CFPB’s supervisory authority extends to an estimated 30 companies that
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Catnip

All that said, wouldn’t state legislators be well advised to recognize that life happens
across borders and consider a more uniform approach to this most common of financial
transactions?

by Michael Benoit

Sadly, options are limited.  While many finance sources would welcome a
preemptive federal solution, it’s about as likely as a Kumbaya-fest between House
Republicans and the White House.   The CFPB has no ability to change state substantive
laws, and Congress can’t name a post office, much less, consider any piece of legislation
that might be good for the country.  Even if they all could get along, there are
constitutional issues that would have to be overcome.  Don’t hold your breath.

In this complicated compliance-world we live in, auto finance sources with
multistate and national footprints crave simplicity when it comes to their compliance
management systems.  Nothing could be less simple than the patchwork of state
installment sales acts that govern the lion’s share of auto finance transactions, and the
thought of a uniform retail installment sales contract that could be used across all the
states is like catnip to a Tabby.  
The other day I gave a presentation to a group of auto finance executives about
options available for mitigating the compliance burden the current situation imposes.  
Suffice it to say there is no easy answer, and I don’t hold out much hope that we will ever
see any degree of uniformity.  These retail installment sales acts, which are the primary
drivers of disclosures in retail installment sales contracts, can be as different as night and
day and make even the most experienced compliance professional want to jump off a
bridge.
Part of the problem is that many of these laws have been around for many, many
decades and few have been updated to take into account changes in consumer behavior,
new product offerings, and the like.  Other states have regulators enforcing more recent
laws, but they read them with an eye toward the parochial (Colorado, are you listening?).  
Neither situation is good for consumers or industry, but we continue to trudge
along with the status quo.  Not that there is any ill intent, but I do think it’s ironic that
it seems the states populated by the highest number of what some politicians like to
denigrate as “the elite” (you know, those of us with college degrees) are the ones that
impose the most onerous compliance burdens.  It never occurred to me this demographic
could be so insecure about their ability to understand an auto finance transaction that
they need their government to hold their hand and protect them from the big bad dealers
and finance sources.  
I’m just sayin’.
Whatever the case, the bottom line is that in today’s world, it’s hard for me to
understand why Californians need more auto finance protections than those in Montana,
or why Tennesseans need fewer protections than New Yorkers.  Auto finance transactions
are pretty routine across the nation, and I am doubtful Californian consumers experience
any higher incidence of perceived harm per capita than those in Montana.  Auto dealers
and finance sources alike have a vested interest in the customer having a good experience,
and customers expect the same level of customer service regardless of the geography.  

Another thought is a coordinated approach, lobbying the states simultaneously
and hoping for the best.  That would take some doing given the variance in the timing of
their sessions and their differing legislative priorities.  Doesn’t mean it isn’t a good idea.  
But, many state legislatures are notoriously independent and don’t cotton to the idea of a
“one-size-fits-all” approach, even if it makes sense.  Does the phase “herding cats” come
to mind?
Finally, industry could work through the Uniform Law Commission, the folks who
brought us the Uniform Commercial Code.  These folks exist to draft model laws that will
be adopted by the states, and are a highly respected group of attorneys and academians.  
The question is whether they’d be interested and whether industry could make a
compelling enough case.  You see, the ULC drafted and approved the Uniform Consumer
Credit Code years ago and it was met with faint interest at the state level.  Only a handful
of states have anything resembling the original on their books today, and it is generally
regarded as something less than the ULC’s most shining moment.  Again, it doesn’t mean
it wasn’t a good idea.  They just couldn’t get enough buy-in from the states, and most of
the handful that did adopt it couldn’t stop themselves from tinkering with the substance
or gutting the works.
Is there any hope at all for a uniform retail installment sale contract?  I never
say never, and stranger things have happened.  It’s a good idea with a lot of potential
consumer and industry benefit, but the stars will all need to be aligned and all of the
stakeholders will need to be on the same page.  I know, right?  Makes me think of the cats
again . .  .

Michael Benoit is a partner in the Washington, D.C., office of Hudson Cook LLP.
He is a frequent speaker and writer on a variety of consumer credit topics. Michael can be
reached at 202-327-9705 or mbenoit@hudco.com. Nothing in this article is legal advice
and should not be taken as such. Please address all legal questions to your counsel.

