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PER CURIAM
In these four appeals, which we consolidated for disposition in a single
opinion, we consider some of the same issues we previously rejected in Financial

Services Vehicle Trust v. Panter, 458 N.J. Super. 244 (App. Div. 2019). There,

we found that the owner of a leased vehicle, which was damaged by a
defendant's negligence, is entitled to pursue a claim for the vehicle's reduction
in value caused by the stigma of having its accident history revealed in databases
like CarFax. 1d. at 249-50. Like the plaintiffs in Panter, plaintiffs here provided
expert evidence to support their claims that even though the vehicles were
restored to their pre-accident function and condition, their resale value was
reduced by their accident histories. In adhering to our prior decision, we
conclude that these damage claims were viable and that defendants' arguments
that the recovery is too speculative to be legally countenanced are without merit.

In each of these nonjury, small claim cases, the trial judge rendered
judgments in favor of the vehicle owners on this diminution theory. In

Santander Consumer USA v. Dengler, the judge found in favor of plaintiff on

this claim and entered judgment in the amount of $950. The judge made similar
rulings and entered judgments in the other three cases in favor of plaintiffs in

similar amounts.

3 A-6008-17T3



In appealing these judgments, each defendant argues that: (1) because the
vehicle was restored to its pre-accident appearance and condition, there could
be no further recovery; and (2) plaintiff's expert was erroneously permitted to
provide a net or personal opinion. As noted, we expressed our view of the legal
sufficiency of the identical diminution issue raised in Panter. For those reasons,
we reject defendants' similar arguments in these appeals.

In Panter, we also rejected arguments about the sufficiency of the expert
testimony there offered. Id. at 257-59. The similar arguments posed here are
indistinguishable and are rejected for the same reasons expressed in Panter.

All the other arguments posed by these defendants are of insufficient merit
to warrant further discussion in a written opinion. R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E).

The judgments under review in these four appeals are affirmed.
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