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        May 19, 2014 
 
Via Overnight Delivery 
Via Hand Delivery 
 
The Honorable Rick Scott 
Governor of Florida 
The Capitol 
400 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0001 
 
RE:  Request Veto of $750,000 Budget Proviso for DHSMV 
 
 
Dear Governor Scott: 
 
The Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers is a trade association representing 12 of the world’s 
premiere passenger car and light truck manufacturers including BMW Group, Chrysler LLC, Ford 
Motor Company, General Motors Company, Jaguar Land Rover, Mazda, Mercedes-Benz USA, 
Mitsubishi Motors, Porsche, Toyota, Volkswagen, and Volvo. On behalf of the Alliance, I am writing 
to respectfully request your veto of the $750,000 proviso for the Department of Highway Safety & 
Motor Vehicles (DHSMV) on page 342 of the Conference Report on House Bill 5001: 
 
“From the funds in Specific Appropriation 2650, $750,000 of nonrecurring funds from the Highway 
Safety Operating Trust Fund shall be used by the department to directly contract with appropriate 
counsel to defend the state in litigation related to the suit filed by the Alliance of Automobile 
Manufacturers in the United States District Court for the Northern District of Florida Tallahassee 
(Case No. 4:08-cv-00555-MCR-CAS). These funds shall not be used for representation of any third 
party in such litigation.” 
 
The Alliance is gravely concerned about this unrequested allocation of dollars and the related public 
policy statement such an allocation makes.  
 
The lawsuit referenced was filed by the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers in 2008 over various 
provisions of the 2008 Motor Vehicle Franchise Act enacted earlier that year (Alliance of Automobile 
Manufacturers, Inc. v. Julie Jones, Exec. Director, Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor 
Vehicles).  In particular, the Alliance challenges the constitutionality of the law’s new motor vehicle 
warranty reimbursement process, including a cost recovery prohibition, and broad-based incentive 
limitations –  all of which, we submit, result in substantial increased costs to manufacturers, but 
more importantly, to consumers in Florida.  Rather than serving any legitimate consumer purpose, 
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internal FADA documents describe the legislation as a “turf war” between manufacturers and 
dealers which “involves dollars” flowing from manufacturers to dealers. 
 
 
 
 
Soon after the suit was filed, and as was expected, the Florida Automobile Dealers Association 
(FADA)  intervened and took over the defense of the law suit, retaining three law firms (in Florida, 
Washington, D.C. and New Jersey) to defend the law.  
 
Given FADA’s leading role, it is not surprising that neither the Attorney General’s Office nor DHSMV 
put forward legislative budget requests for additional monies to aid them in defending the lawsuit.    
What is surprising is that the FADA requested late in the 2014 Legislative Session that $750,000 be 
added to DHSMV’s budget to further defend the lawsuit.   
 
Political maneuvers such as this undermine the integrity of the three branches of government as 
they operate in relation to each other.  They should not be rewarded by becoming law.  A private 
party litigant should not be able to commandeer a constitutional challenge to a legislative 
enactment so that it becomes more a matter of civil litigation between business entities (the 
Alliance vs. the FADA), then prevail upon the Legislature to appropriate taxpayer dollars to fund the 
defense when the increased costs associated with the complicated litigation are entirely of their 
own making.  Rather, such a maneuver should be righted by the appropriate exercise of executive 
authority and vetoed in order to restore the proper balance between the executive, legislative, and 
judicial branches.   
 
For these reasons, the Alliance respectfully requests your veto of this budget proviso. Thank you for 
your consideration of our position.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 


