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INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to Business and Professions Code §472.4 and Section Title 16, California Code of 
Regulations §3399.5(a)(5), the Arbitration Certification Program (ACP) is required to conduct 
an annual survey. The purpose of the survey is to measure the satisfaction of consumers 
who utilized state-certified arbitration programs to resolve their vehicle warranty disputes. 
The survey is not intended, nor does it include, the satisfaction of the many consumers who 
have had problems resolved through early contact with dealers, manufacturers' customer 
service representatives, or other mediation efforts. 

Methodology 

The ACP utilized two methods for polling consumers:  postal service and on-line. The polling 
was conducted in English and Spanish.  The names and contact information, of those who 
filed and had their case file closed within the 2011 calendar year, were provided by each of 
the manufacturer’s state-certified arbitration program administrators:  Better Business Bureau 
(BBB) AUTO LINE, California Dispute Settlement Program (CDSP), Consumer Arbitration 
Program for Motor Vehicles (CAP-Motors), and Consumer Arbitration Program for Recreation 
Vehicles (CAP-RV). 

Consumers were polled via a mailed questionnaire, which also included a website for on-line 
submission. This gave consumers multiple avenues for completing the questionnaire.   

The ACP also conducted a survey which was provided by the program in the hearing packet 
or disbursed by the hearing coordinator at the end of the hearing.  If an ACP representative 
was in attendance at the hearing, the representative would then present the survey.  The 
survey, consisting of four questions, was to capture the consumer’s insight on their recent 
experience with the process prior to a decision being rendered.  This pre-decision survey 
consisted of questions on how they would rate the program staff, the vehicle manufacturer’s 
representative, the arbitrator and the entire arbitration process.   

Cumulative 2011 Survey Overview 

The ACP contacted 612 consumers who participated in the arbitration process between 
January and December of 2011.  Of the 612 consumers contacted, 431 utilized the BBB 
AUTO LINE, 181 participated in arbitration through the CDSP, and six (6) consumers used 
CAP-Motors. No consumers participated in arbitration through CAP-RV. 
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The ACP reeceived ressponses froom 137 of thhe 612 connsumers conntacted for a responsee rate 
of 23%. Thhe 2011 tottal responsees includedd: 95 or 69%% from connsumers whho utilized BBBB 
AUTO LINEE and 42 or 31% from consumerss who utilizzed CDSP. The ACP ddid not receeive 
any surveyys from consumers who utilized CCAP-Motorss. 

The ACP aalso receiveed 92 pre-ddecision ressponses froom consummers who uutilized BBBB AUTO 
LINE and 339 pre-decission responnses from cconsumers who utilized CDSP. 

Responndents byy Arbitrattion Proggram 
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For all certified arbittration programs in California, consumerrs were assked to ratte their 
experiencee with the aarbitration program sttaff as exccellent, accceptable or poor in thhe post-
decision survey. Foorty-eight (448) or 35%% of the rrespondents rated theeir experieence as 
excellent aand 38 (28%%) participants indicaated the proocess was acceptablee, while 433 (31%) 
respondents rated it as poor. Eight (8) oor 6% of tthe consummers did noot respond to this 
question. 

The same question wwas asked pprior to a decision beiing rendereed.   Eightyy-nine (89) or 68% 
of the resppondents raated their eexperience as excelleent and 28 (21%) parrticipants inndicated 
the processs was acceeptable, whiile 14 (11%%) respondeents rated itt as poor. 

4 



1 

% 

The followwing charts illustrate the percenntage of rrespondentss by all ccertified arbbitration 
programs ccollectively and individdually. 
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Consumerss were alsso asked to rate thheir experieence with the vehiccle manufaacturer’s 
representaative. Twellve (12) orr 9% of thee respondeents indicatted that the ce wase experien 
excellent aand 39 (28%%) of the coonsumers inndicated thaat the expeerience wass acceptablee, while 
82 (60%) pparticipants indicated it was poor..  Four (4) oor 3% of thee consumeers did not rrespond 
to this quesstion. 

The same question wwas asked pprior to a decision being rendereed.   Twentty-two (22) or 17% 
of the resppondents raated their eexperience as excelleent and 58 (44%) parrticipants inndicated 
the process was acceeptable, whhile 48 (37%%) responddents rated it as poor..  Three (3) or 2% 
did not respond to thiss question. 

Experience witth Vehiclee Manufaacturer’s RRepresenntative, AAll Prograams 
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Exxperiencee with Vehhicle Mannufactureer’s Repreesentativve, CDSP 
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Consumerss were thenn asked to rate their eexperience wwith the arbbitrator. Foorty (40) or 29% of 
the respondents indiccated that thhe experiennce was exxcellent andd 29 (21%) of the connsumers 
indicated thhat it was aacceptable, while 61 (445%) particcipants indicated it waas poor. Seeven (7) 
or 5% of thhe consumeers did not rrespond to this questioon. 

The same question wwas asked pprior to a deecision beinng renderedd. Eighty-ttwo (82) or 63% of 
the responndents ratedd their expeerience as excellent aand 26 (20%) particippants indicaated the 
process waas acceptable, while 117 (13%) reespondentss rated it ass poor. Sixx (6) or 4% did not 
respond to this question. 
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Exxperiencee with Arbitrator, BBB AUTTO LINE 
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Finally, consumers wwere asked to rate theeir experiennce with thhe entire arbitration pprocess. 
Thirty-threee (33) or 244% of the rrespondentts indicatedd that the eexperience was excelleent and 
29 (21%) of the consumers inddicated thaat it was accceptable, while 66 ((48%) participants 
indicated itt was poor. Nine (9) oor 7% of thee consumerrs did not reespond to thhis questionn. 

The same question wwas asked pprior to a decision being rendereed. Sixty-five (65) or 50% of 
the responndents ratedd their expeerience as excellent aand 42 (32%) particippants indicaated the 
process waas acceptabble, while 222 (17%) reespondents rated it as poor. Twoo (2) or 1% did not 
respond to this question. 
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DATA BY MANUFACTURERS 

The questionnaire data in the 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Survey has been arranged by 
each manufacturer’s state-certified arbitration program.  The survey illustrations include those 
manufacturers with nine or more respondents to the questionnaire.   

Additionally, the ACP disseminated a questionnaire to eligible consumers whose case file 
was closed by the state-certified arbitration program, but the ACP did not receive a reply from 
the consumer(s). Factors such as no response or reply by consumer, obsolete consumer 
contact information, or questionnaire returned by the US Postal Service were attributed to the 
survey response rate. Consequently, there is no questionnaire data for the following 
manufacturers: 

Manufacturer Program Administrator No. of Consumers 

AM General Sales Corp. BBB AUTO LINE 0 
Aston Martin North America BBB AUTO LINE 0 
Bentley Motors, Inc. BBB AUTO LINE 0 
Ferrari North America, Inc. BBB AUTO LINE 0 
Isuzu Motors America, Inc. BBB AUTO LINE 0 
Lamborghini America, LLC BBB AUTO LINE 0 
Lotus Cars BBB AUTO LINE 0 
Maserati North America, Inc. BBB AUTO LINE 0 
Porsche Cars North America CAP-Motors 6 
Airstream, Inc. CAP-RV 0 
Thor Motor Coach, Inc. CAP-RV 0 
Winnebago Industries, Inc. CAP-RV 0 

Moreover, question number 1 in both surveys pertains to the respondents’ case file number 
and is omitted in this report for confidentiality purposes.  The statistics for questions number 9 
and 10 pertain to consumers who have received an arbitration award or did not receive an 
award. 
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BBB AUTO LINE 

AMERICAN HONDA 
MOTOR COMPANY, INC. 

(INCLUDES ACURA) 

11 



Americaan Hondaa Motor CCompanyy, Inc. 
(Hondaa and Acuura) 

In 2011, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision surrvey.  The ACP receivved 13 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of four  questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP ccontacted 556 consumeers. Of theese 56 consumers, 166 (29%) 
responded to the survvey.    Thee post-decission surveyy consisted of 11 quesstions desiggned to 
ascertain cconsumers’ awarenesss of the Lemmon Law, aas well as tthe same questions assked on 
the pre-deccision surveey. 
Each illustration repreesented beelow is chaaracterized by the survey questtions. In aaddition, 
three conssumers commpleted botth pre and post-decision surveyss. A narraative is incluuded to 
represent tthe results oof these thrree responddents. 

2. Befoore you puurchased yyour vehiccle, did youu know abbout the Caalifornia’s Lemon 
Laww? 

550% 50%% Ye 
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3. Befoore your hhearing, wwhere did yyou learn about appplying for a n underarbitration 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 
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4. If yyou particiipated in a settlement or meediation pprocess affter applyiing for 
arbiitration witth the BBBB AUTO LIINE, were yyou informmed that itt was a voluntary 
proccess? 
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5. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
BBBB AUTO LINE staff? 

Pre‐Deciision 

54% 
46% 37% 

Poor
Accceptable 

19% 

44% Accepttable 
Exccellent 

Excelleent 

Threee consumeers answered both thee pre-decisiion and posst-decision surveys. 
Connsumer A answered “eexcellent” oon the pre-ddecision survey and “aacceptable”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 
Connsumer B annswered “eexcellent” onn both survveys. 
Connsumer C aanswered “eexcellent” oon the pre-ddecision suurvey and “poor” on thhe post-
deciision surveyy. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

• DDifficult to reach my caase manager 
• GGood proceess but disaappointed aarbitrator didd not test ddrive car 
• LLinda was aalways therre for all questions andd concerns,, very profeessional 
• LLinda Fernaandez took the time too explain eaach step of the processs 
•  I think the aarbitration sstaff works ffor the interrest of the mmanufacturrer 
• BBBB staff wwere ok but would not rrate as exccellent 

6. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
vehicle Manuffacturer’s RRepresentative? 
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46% 

46% 

Pre‐Decision 
8% 

Pooor 

87% 

13% 

Poor 

Accceptable Acceptabble 

Exccellent 

Threee consumeers answered both thee pre-decisiion and posst-decision surveys. 
Connsumer A annswered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 
Connsumer B aanswered ““acceptablee” on the ppre-decision survey aand “poor” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 
Connsumer C answered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

• CComplete ddenial of isssues 
• RRepresentaative did nott tell the truuth 
• MManufacturer represenntative insinnuated I waas lying 
• HHonda faileed to answeer or return my phone ccalls 
• DDifficult to gget a hold oof the manuufacturer, toook a long time for response 

7. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arbitrator? 

PPre‐Decisioon 

Poor 

2

40% 33% 

27% 

Poor 

Accepptable Acceptabble 

Excellent Excellentt 

No Annswer 

46% 

8% 

23% 

23% 

Threee consumeers answered both thee pre-decisiion and posst-decision surveys. 
Connsumer A answered “aacceptable”” on the pree-decision ssurvey and “excellent”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 
Connsumer B answered “eexcellent” oon the pre-ddecision survey and “aacceptable”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 
Connsumer C aanswered ““acceptablee” on the ppre-decision survey aand “poor” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 
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In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

• AArbitrator did not want to see videeos 
• AArbitrator wwas neutral and clearlyy there to gaather all thee facts 
• HHe experiennced my coomplaint in tthe test drivve but didn’t think it waas life threaatening 
• AArbitrator deeals with thhe law as hee pleased. This was vvery poor aand biased. 
• BBoth arbitraators had noo experiencce dealing wwith cars 

8. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
entire arbitration processs? 

Pre‐Decisiion 

23% 

15% 

62% 

Poor 

Acce 

Exce 
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eptable 

ellent 
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36% 

28% 

Poor 

Accept 
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ent 

36% 

Threee consumeers answered both thee pre-decisiion and posst-decision surveys. 
Connsumer A annswered “aacceptable” on both suurveys. 
Connsumer B annswered “eexcellent” onn both survveys. 
Connsumer C answered “aacceptable” on the pree-decision ssurvey and “poor” on the pos-
deciision surveyy. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

• UUseless to report to BBBB, never aagain 
• DDisappointeed in outcomme after preesenting twwice 

9. Did the Manufacturer peerform thee award within the 330 days aftter you acccepted 
the award? 

50% 
19% 

31%% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

15 



 
 

 

 

 

 
 

  
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 A. If the perfoormance off the awardd was overr 30 days, ddid you aggree to the delay? 

75% 

19% 
6% Yes 

No 

N/A 

10. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 

56% 

6% 

38% Yes 

No 

N/A 

B. DDid you kknow you 
wwarranty reepair? 

could reaapply for arbitrationn by gettinng an addditional 

12%% 

50% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

38% 

11. If yoou could thhink of one major chhange to immprove thee arbitratioon processs, what    
wouuld that be?  Please sspecify. 

• I wasn’t notifieed correctlyy as to whho would bee represennting the manufacturer in the 
arbittration roomm 

• Explain the proocess more fully but thhe process wwas good. 
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• The arbitrator needs to speak clear English. This is a legal matter, not a time to be 
trying to understand their heavy accent. 

• One advice session to prepare me for arbitration. 
• The manufacturer should pay a penalty if they don’t award the amount within the 30 

day limit. 
• To have an expert in auto safety in the test drive. 
• Have an arbitrator who has experience with vehicles. 

The following comments were provided by consumers that completed the Pre-Decision 
survey: 

• Learning experience 
• Arbitrator was not technical and did not ask for a test drive 
• Meeting was held in a professional manner 
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BBB AUTO LINE 

BMW OF NORTH 
AMERICA, LLC 

(INCLUDES MINI COOPER) 
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BMW of North America 
(BMW and Mini Cooper) 

In 2011, the ACP administered both a pre-decision survey (conducted directly after the 
arbitration hearing) and a post-decision survey.  The ACP received 2 responses to the pre-
decision survey.  The pre-decision survey consisted of four questions designed to gauge 
consumer satisfaction with the arbitration program, vehicle manufacturer, arbitrator, and 
overall arbitration process, independent of the decision the consumers received.  For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP contacted 26 consumers.  Of these 26 consumers, 4 (15%) 
responded to the survey. The post-decision survey consisted of 11 questions designed to 
ascertain consumer’s awareness of the Lemon Law, as well as the same questions asked on 
the pre-decision survey. 
One consumer completed both the pre- and post-decision surveys.  A narrative is included to 
represent this result. 

2. Before you purchased your vehicle, did you know about the California’s Lemon 
Law? 

Two (50%) of the four consumers indicated they knew about the California’s Lemon 
Law, while two had no prior knowledge. 

3. Before your hearing, where did you learn about applying for arbitration under 
California’s Lemon Law? 

Of the four consumers, two (50%) learned about applying for arbitration from:  1) the 
manufacturer’s warranty manual, or 2) a friend and an attorney.  Two consumers 
received the information from either a community event or Internet. 

4. If you participated in a settlement or mediation process after applying for 
arbitration with the BBB AUTO LINE, were you informed that it was a voluntary 
process? 

Two (50%) consumers were informed by the BBB AUTO LINE that the settlement, 
mediation process was voluntary. Two consumers indicated “no” to this question.   

5. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
BBB AUTO LINE staff? 

In the pre-decision survey, one (50%) consumer rated their experience with the BBB 
AUTO LINE staff as excellent, while another gave a poor rating. 

In the post-decision survey, two (50%) consumers rated their experience as 
acceptable, one (25%) rated excellent, and one (25%) rated poor.   

One consumer responded to both the pre- and post-decision surveys, rating “poor” in 
the pre-decision and “acceptable” in the post-decision.  In the post-decision survey, 
this consumer also made the following comment: 
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• It was useless and did not help me solve problems 

6. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
vehicle Manufacturer’s Representative? 

In the pre-decision survey, both (100%) consumers rated their experience with the 
vehicle Manufacturer Representative as poor. 

In the post-decision survey, two (50%) consumers rated their experience as 
acceptable, and two consumers rated poor.   

One of the consumers who indicated a poor rating in the post-decision survey, made 
the following comment: 

• They did not follow nor compensate me anything 

7. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
Arbitrator? 

In the pre-decision survey, one (50%) consumer rated their experience with the 
Arbitrator as excellent and the other gave a rating of poor. 

In the post-decision survey, two (50%) consumers rated their experience as 
acceptable, one (25%) rated poor, and one (25%) indicated “not applicable.”   

The consumer who gave a poor rating in the post-decision survey, made the following 
comment: 

• Arbitrator doesn’t have knowledge of how factory applied paint would cost 

8. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
entire arbitration process? 

In the pre-decision survey, one (50%) consumer rated their experience with the entire 
arbitration process as excellent and one rated poor. 

In the post-decision survey, two (50%) consumers rated their experience as 
acceptable, while two rated poor.   

9. A. Did the Manufacturer perform the award within the 30 days after you accepted 
the award? 

Two (50%) of the four consumers affirmed the manufacturer did not perform the award 
within the 30-day timeframe, while one indicated “don’t recall” and another indicated “not 
applicable.” 

B. If the performance of the award was over 30 days, did you agree to the delay? 
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The same responses were gathered for this question: two (50%) consumers did not agree 
to the delay of the manufacturer’s performance, one indicated “don’t recall” and another 
indicated “not applicable.” 

10. If your claim was denied, 

A. Did you pursue legal action? 

Out of the 4 consumers, 2 (50%) did not pursue legal action.  Two consumers indicated 
“not applicable.” 

B. Did you know you could reapply for arbitration by getting an additional 
warranty repair? 

All four (100%) consumers were not aware they were able to reapply for arbitration after 
getting an additional warranty repair. 

11. If you could think of one major change to improve the arbitration process, what 
would that be?   

• Arbitrator should have more knowledge of factory paint 
• Easier, more productive and make sure it has a result 
• Hearing offices a little closer 

21 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  BBB AUTO LINE 

FORD MOTOR COMPANY 
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Ford Mootor Comppany 

In 2011, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision surrvey.  The ACP receivved 23 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of five questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey the ACP ccontacted 95 consumeers. Of theese 95 consumers, 233 (24%) 
responded to the survvey.    Thee post-decission surveyy consisted of 11 quesstions desiggned to 
ascertain cconsumers’ awarenesss of the Lemmon Law, aas well as tthe same questions assked on 
the pre-deccision surveey. 
Each illustrration repreesented below is charaacterized byy the surveey questionss. 

2. Befoore you puurchased yyour vehiccle, did youu know abbout the Caalifornia’s Lemon 
Laww? 

32% 

68% Yes 

No 

3. Befoore your hhearing, wwhere did yyou learn about appplying for a n underarbitration 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 
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Note: Conssumers weere allowed to select mmultiple waays of learnning about BBB AUTOO LINE. 
Thus, the rresults are ggreater than the numbber of respoondents. 

4. If yyou particiipated in a settlement or meediation pprocess affter applyiing for 
arbiitration witth the BBBB AUTO LIINE, were yyou informmed that itt was a voluntary 
proccess? 

4% 

32% 
64% Y 

N 

N 

Yes 

No 

No Answer 

5. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
BBBB AUTO LINE staff? 
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 Consumerss had a mmuch more favorable view (87%% excellent//acceptablee pre versuus 58% 

excellent/aacceptable post) of BBBB AUTO LINE staff prior to reeceiving theeir decisionn. The 
following ccomments wwere providded on the post-decission surveyy regarding BBB AUTO LINE 
staff: 

• MMy case maanager hadd informed me of the ddate and timme of my aarbitration. When I 
wwas called by the person at the arbitration offices where it would be held at, they 
pprovided a voice mail message wwith the wrrong date aand time. TThis causedd me to 
bbe late to wwork becausse I was givven the wroong time and the lady wwas unreacchable 

• MMy case mmanager didd not fully rread my emmails and eemailed mee a few days later 
aasking for ddocuments that had beeen sent in the original email 
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• WWaste of timme 

• BBBB, especcially case mmanager, wwas great 

• CCase manaager did an excellent joob of keepinng me inforrmed througghout the pprocess 

• SStaff showeed bias in faavor of the manufacturrer by giving them moore time in wwhich to 
ssubmit docuuments or arguments to cite a sspecific exaample.  I wwas given only four 
ddays in whhich to subbmit a writtten rebuttaal, but the manufactuurer was pprovided 
nnearly threee weeks 

• VVery satisfieed but I felt the staff ttried to twisst my arm iinto settlingg, instead oof going 
tto arbitration 

• TThe initial pperson that handled myy case wass one of thee most rudee 

• TThe BBB caase manageer was veryy helpful 

• TThe BBB sttaff were alsso very couurteous andd helpful 

Two consuumers answwered both tthe pre-deccision and ppost-decisioon surveys.. 
Consumer A answereed “excelleent” on the pre-decisioon survey and “excelllent” on thhe post-
decision suurvey. 
Consumer B answereed “acceptaable” on thee pre-decission surveyy and “exceellent” on thhe post-
decision suurvey. 

6. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
vehicle Manuffacturer’s RRepresentative? 

44% 

No Answwer 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

4%

27% 

% 14% 

55% 

No Answwer 

Pre‐DDecision 

Poor 
PoorAcceptaable 
AcceptaableExcellennt 
Excellennt 

Consumerss had a mmuch more favorable view (57%% excellent//acceptablee pre versuus 31% 
excellent/aacceptable ppost) of Maanufacturerr’s Represeentative prioor to receivving their deecision.  
The followwing commments werre providedd on the post-decision surveey regarding the 
Manufacturer’s Repreesentative: 

44% 

13% 
39% 
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• The vehicle manufacturer representative was poorly prepared. You can tell they do 
a lot of these calls and do not really research each case properly. When I was 
speaking on specifics of the vehicle, for example the flight recorder of the vehicle, 
she was not aware that my recorder did not have a button to push, in order to 
record the event of stalling.  She then accuses me of not doing what I was 
supposed to in order to record the malfunction of the vehicle.  Once I clarified the 
specifics of the flight recorder all she could say is that she was not aware of this, 
but if she would of gotten all the proper specifics from the dealer as she was 
supposed to she would have known this 

• One of the Manufacturer’s representative made factually wrong statements ( I can 
easily provide proof upon request) that seemed to confuse the arbitrator 

• Unprofessional 

• The people on the phone were nice and helpful. The people at Perry Ford were 
honestly interested in resolving the issue. 

• They tried to deny me the time allowed to me by the BBB to make my case  

• The Ford representative phoned it in, which leads me to believe that the arbitrator 
and the Ford representative were in cahoots 

• The owner’s representative was not communicating 

• I was not able to bring an attorney to the hearing.  However, Ford’s representative 
was a legal expert. I feel this made the process entirely unbalanced and favored 
the manufacturer. The Ford representative could not have cared less about my 
experience as a consumer. This was all about Ford winning this battle.  They made 
me feel unimportant in the process.  She never once issued an apology for all the 
trouble I experienced with their product. Instead she stated it wasn’t a big deal 
because my life wasn’t in danger, and probably I wasn’t using the product correctly.  
Very poor experience with Ford that made me angry for buying their product. 

Two consumers answered both the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 
Consumer A answered “excellent” on the pre-decision survey and “acceptable” on the post-
decision survey. 
Consumer B did not answer this question on the pre-decision survey and answered “poor” on 
the post-decision survey.  
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7. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arbitrator? 

233% 41% 
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61 22% 

ecision 

Poor 
AccepptableAcceptable 
Excellent Excellent 
No Annswer 

17% 

1% 

Pre‐D 

% 

Consumerss had a suubstantially more favoorable vieww (83% exccellent/acceeptable pre versus 
50% excellent/acceptable post)) of the aarbitrator  prior to recceiving their decisionn. The 
following coomments wwere provideed on the ppost-decisioon survey reegarding thhe arbitratorr: 

• DDissatisfiedd with the arrbitrator 

•  I was unsattisfied with the arbitraator becausse although I providedd sufficient amount 
oof paperwork and was well prepaared she deecided to haave me conntinue working with 
tthe dealersship. The aarbitrator said she diddn’t consideer all my trrips to get my car 
ffixed an attempt to have my car fixed just bbecause thee manufactturer didn’t want to 
pprovide servvice to the vehicle. This went onn for seven months. TThis just coontinues 
tto allow carr manufactuurers to avooid their ressponsibility to the conssumer all bbecause 
aan arbitratoor did not waant to enforrce their ressponsibilityy to a big coorporation 

• TThe arbitrator admitteed that he kknew nothiing about aautomobiless. If this wwas the 
ccase then wwhy was hee involved in the proceeeding? Hee did not haave the expperience 
tto be involvved in this tyype of hearring 

• TThe arbitrattor allowedd one of thee manufactturer’s reprresentativess to remainn in the 
rroom with hher when I was not prresent, whicch leads mme to questiion the imppartiality 
oof the arbitrration proceess(i.e. uneequal acceess to the aarbitration, in this casee to the 
aadvantage oof the manuufacturer) 

• TThe arbitrattor gave us every oppoortunity to sstate our caase 

• TThe secondd arbitratorr was concerned and conductedd the hearinng better thhan the 
ffirst arbitrator 

• TThe arbitrattor conducted the hearing in a proofessional ffashion 

• TThe arbitrator decidedd that the issues werre not that severe as to warrant a buy 
bback form the manufaccturer 
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• TThe arbitrattor was exttremely professional aand gave mme the time to speak mmy point 
oof view. Overall, disaappointed. I don’t feeel the arbitrrator was nneutral and fell the 
pprocess waas biased toowards the manufacturrer 

Two consuumers answwered both tthe pre-deccision and ppost-decisioon surveys.. 
Consumer A answereed “excellennt” on the ppre-decision survey aand “accepttable” on thhe post-
decision suurvey. 
Consumer B answereed “excelleent” on the pre-decisioon survey and “excelllent” on thhe post-
decision suurvey. 

8. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
entire arbitration processs? 

43% 
22 

35 

% 
% 

5% 
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Poor 

Acceptablee 

Poor 

23% 

18% 

4% 

Accepttable 

Excellent 

Pre‐DDecision 

55% 

Excelleent 

No Answer 

Consumerss had a suubstantially more favoorable vieww (78% exccellent/acceeptable pre versus 
41% excellent/acceptable post)) of the eentire arbitrration proccess prior to receivinng their 
decision. TThe following comments were provided on the post-ddecision surrvey regardding the 
entire arbitration proceess: 

•  I feel I shouuld have recceived somme sort of coompensatioon 

• SSure peoplee were nicee, but this ddoes not mmean that thhis process is necessaarily fair 
tto the consuumer. Thiss is why thee big corporrations get away with sso many injustices 
ttoward the consumer and there iis no one too enforce the law. I ffeel if you hhave an 
aarbitrator wwho is non-bbiased it is a program that can wwork for thee individual..  If not, 
yyou have a situation liike mine annd many Tooyota conssumers thatt lost their lives all 
bbecause theey went unheard 

• TThe BBB is supposed to protect tthe consummer. They ddidn’t in thiss case 

• AArbitration occurred inn advertiseed timeline, but some of the staaff were diffficult to 
ddeal with 
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• SStressful the first time,, because I was not prrepared 

• BBBB seemeed to favor tthe manufaacturer throughout the hearing 

• VVery unproffessional sttaff at the BBBB. Very rrude 

• OOne major complaint with the process: I reeceived a notice via mail that I had to 
ssend in all paperworkk regarding subsequennt service visits by a certain daate- that 
ddate was thhe same date I receivved the lettter. Also tthe same ddate I had my last 
sservice visitt, thus not aallowing mee time to suubmit the paaperwork oon time. The result 
oof the arbitrration deemmed that I haadn’t had eenough servvice visits, wwhen in facct I had, 
just was noot notified wwith properr advance warning byy what datee all servicce visits 
aand paperwwork had to be completed 

•  I feel the ovverall proceess was flawwed and favvored the mmanufactureer, who didn’t care 
aat all for all the troublee I had encoountered 

Two consuumers answwered both tthe pre-deccision and ppost-decisioon surveys.. 
Consumer A answereed “excellennt” on the ppre-decision survey aand “accepttable” on thhe post-
decision suurvey. 
Consumer B answereed “excelleent” on the pre-decisioon survey and “excelllent” on thhe post-
decision suurvey. 

9. Did the Manufacturer peerform thee award within the 330 days aftter you acccepted 
the award? 

41% 
23 

36% 

% 
3% 

% 

Yes 

No 

Not Appliccable 

A. If the perfoormance off the awardd was overr 30 days, ddid you aggree to the delay? 

9 

77% 

9% 
14% 

Yes 

No 

Not AApplicable 
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10. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

AA. Did youu pursue leegal action? 

45% 

9% 

46% 
Yes 

No 

Not AApplicable 

BB. Did you know yoou could rreapply forr arbitratioon by gettiing an addditional 
warrantty repair? 

41% 

23% 
36% Yes 

No 

Not Appplicable 

2 

11. If youu could thiink of onee major change to immprove thee arbitratioon processs, what 
would thatt be? Pleaase specifyy. 

• LLaw firms sshould not liie to get clieents. Krohn & Moss leet me downn 

• LLet consummer’s know tthe same eexisting probblem has too be on the same exacct part 

• MMake sure that the aarbitrators aare (sic) juudging the cases aree truly nonn-biased 
ttoward the automotivee manufactturers and abide by tthe lemon law for a ffair and 
impartial caase 

• YYour arbitraators need tto be experrienced in thhe cases thhat they deaal with 

•  Inform conssumers aboout the avaailability of mediation programs that may bbe used 
bbefore arbittration 

• TTerminate eemployees 

• SService wass good, verry professioonal 

• AA review off the processs the first time wouldd have helpped. I thinkk the manuffacturer 
sshould put aan offer on the table bbefore my decision 
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• If I have four repair receipts, I believe the arbitrator should want me to return the 
car back to the dealership 

• Better enforcement of the arbitrator’s decision, coupled with the ability to levy 
penalties against a manufacturer that fails to wholly comply with an arbitrator’s 
decision 

• Since the staff tried to bully me into settling instead of going to arbitration, I got the 
impression that this was not a neutral process.  I think if we have to go through this 
again to settle a warranty claim, then it should be a neutral process 

• Once a vehicle meets all of the criteria and qualifies for California lemon law, there 
should not be additional “hoop” that the consumer has to go through in order to 
have the vehicle bought back by the manufacturer 

The following comments were provided by consumers that completed the Pre-Decision 
survey: 

• Manufacturer agreed to repurchase 

• Manufacturer representative lied 

• I would like someone from the dealership to be present, because I feel there was a 
lot of information that was omitted to Ford 

• Fair and timely 

• Arbitrator listened to all testimony and questions.  I thought the process would be 
faster 

• It felt like a total waste of time, when I walked out of the BBB office 

• Field Service Engineer was excellent.  Manufacturer representative was poor. 
Arbitrator was even handed. I felt very comfortable.  BBB case administrator has 
been easy going and responsive 

• Went well for not having all the documents 

• Very satisfied with process, did not want to involve lawyers 

• Manufacturer was super helpful once claim was filed, but representative at hearing 
was disagreeable 

• The result will be the real measure 

• I felt like BBB staff was trying to twist my arm into settling instead of going to 
arbitration. I did not feel the process was objective and would not recommend to 
others 

• The vehicle met all criteria for the lemon law process, but the claim was denied 

• I just hope Ford acknowledges consumer complaints instead of denying them 
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Geeneral Mootors Corrporation 

In 2011, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-decision surrvey. The AACP receivved five responses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of four questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP ccontacted 779 consumeers. Of theese 79 consumers, 166 (20%) 
responded to the survvey.      Thee post-decision surveyy consistedd of 11 questions designed to 
ascertain cconsumers’ awarenesss of the Lemmon Law, aas well as tthe same questions assked on 
the pre-deccision surveey. 
Each illustrration repreesented below is charaacterized byy the surveey questions. In additiion, two 
consumerss completeed both pree and posst-decision surveys. A narrativve is incluuded to 
represent tthe results oof these twoo respondeents. 

2. Befoore you puurchased yyour vehiccle, did youu know abbout the Caalifornia’s Lemon 
Laww? 

44% 

56% 
Yes 

No 

3. Befoore your hhearing, wwhere did yyou learn about appplying for a n underarbitration 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 
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4. If yyou particiipated in a settlement or meediation pprocess affter applyiing for 
arbiitration witth the BBBB AUTO LIINE, were yyou informmed that itt was a voluntary 
proccess? 

13% 

31% 

56% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 
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5. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
BBBB AUTO LINE staff? 

PPre‐Decisioon 

40% 

60% 20% 

20% Poor 
Poorr 

60% 
Accepttable 

Exceellent Excelleent 

Twoo consumerrs answeredd both the ppre-decisionn and post--decision suurveys. 
Connsumer A annswered “eexcellent” onn both survveys 
Connsumer B annswered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

• TTook way tooo long to rreceive my settlement 
• TThey were ttimely and kept me infformed 

6. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
vehicle Manuffacturer’s RRepresentative? 
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60% 

Poor 
Pooor 119% 

Acceptable 

Exceellent 

20% 

20% 

69% 

Twoo consumerrs answeredd both the ppre-decisionn and post--decision suurveys. 
Connsumer A answered “aacceptable”” on the pree-decision ssurvey and “excellent”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 
Connsumer B annswered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

• RRepresentaative attempted to introduce doccuments thhat were faalsified, lucckily we 
wwere able too locate thee originals aand exposeed documennt fraud. 

• TThey don’t ccare about the overall safety of thhe vehicless 
• GGM misinfoormed with me with vague respoonses and failed to pprovide doccuments 

uuntil the endd of the heaaring that I was not allowed to respond to 

7. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arbitrator? 

PPre‐Decisioon 

19% 

19% 

12% 

Pooor 
Poor 

Pre‐Decision 

Accceptable 

Accepttable Excellent 

Excelleent n/aa 
2 

40% 40% 

20% 

50% 

Twoo consumerrs answeredd both the ppre-decisionn and post--decision suurveys. 
Connsumer A annswered “eexcellent” onn both survveys. 
Connsumer B annswered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

•  I see him wwith a lot of eexperience but it’s only the beneffits of the ccorporation 
• AArbitrator did not followw ground ruules for eviddence submmission 
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• SShe was knnowledgeabble about the law/codde and listeened to botth sides however I 
aam glad a pprofessionaal techniciann tested thee car 

8. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
entire arbitration processs? 

Pre‐decission 

14% 

14%Poor 

72% 

% 
Pooor 

Acceptable Accceptable 

Excelleent Excellent 
20 

40% 40% 

0% 

Twoo consumerrs answeredd both the ppre-decisionn and post--decision suurveys. 
Connsumer A annswered “eexcellent” onn both survveys. 
Connsumer B annswered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

• TToo much hhomework hhas to be done 
•  I am a licennsed attorneey and founnd it to be aa difficult annd laboriouss process 

9. Did the Manufacturer peerform thee award within the 330 days aftter you acccepted 
the award? 

63% 

37%% 

Yes 

No 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 A. If the perfoormance off the awardd was overr 30 days, ddid you aggree to the delay? 
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13%% 

56% 31% 
Yes 

No 

N/A 

10. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 

44% 

12% 

44% Yes 

No 

N/A 

B. DDid you kknow you could reaapply for arbitrationn by gettinng an addditional 
wwarranty reepair? 

6% 

56% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

38% 

11. If yoou could thhink of one major chhange to immprove thee arbitratioon processs, what    
wouuld that be?  Please sspecify. 

The following comments on improvinng the arbbitration proocess werre offered by the 
consummers: 

• Staand behind tthe warrantty of the maanufacturerr 
• I don’t think an arbitrator sshould do thhis more thhan once 
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• Verify the issue and replace the auto 
• Have an arbitrator that knew more about cars and allow the arbitrator to record the 

session 

The following comments were provided by consumers that completed the Pre-Decision 
survey: 

•  Manufacturer was non responsive 
• I felt the arbitrator was closed minded 
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HHyundai Motor Ammerica 

In 2011, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision surrvey.  The ACP receivved 12 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of four  questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP ccontacted 224 consumeers. Of theese 24 consumers, 100 (42%) 
responded to the survvey.      Thee post-decision surveyy consistedd of 11 questions designed to 
ascertain cconsumers’ awarenesss of the Lemmon Law, aas well as tthe same questions assked on 
the pre-deccision surveey. 
Each illustration repreesented beelow is chaaracterized by the survey questtions. In aaddition, 
three conssumers commpleted booth pre-deccision and post-decision surveys. A narrrative is 
included too represent the results of these thhree responndents. 

2. Befoore you puurchased yyour vehiccle, did youu know abbout the Caalifornia’s Lemon 
Laww? 

40% 

60% 

3. Befoore your hhearing, wwhere did yyou learn about appplying for a n underarbitration 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 

0 
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4. If yyou particiipated in a settlement or meediation pprocess affter applyiing for 
arbiitration witth the BBBB AUTO LIINE, were yyou informmed that itt was a voluntary 
proccess? 

10% 

20%% 

70% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

s 

A 

5. In teerms of  overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
BBBB AUTO LINE staff? 

Pre‐Deecision 

20% 

20% 
50% 

Poor 

Accepttable 

Excelleent 

8% 10% 

Poor 
N/AExcellent 

Threee consumeers answered both thee pre-decisiion and posst-decision surveys. 

Connsumer A annswered “EExcellent” on the pre-decision andd post-decission surveyys. 

Connsumer B annswered “EExcellent” on the pre-decision andd post-decission surveyys. 

Connsumer C answered “AAcceptable”” on the pree-decision aand post-deecision survveys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, three consumers mmade the folllowing commments: 

•• Fast call back with answers too all my queestions 
•• I wasn’tt informed that the BBBB servedd as the mmediator and I was coonfused 

initially wwith the oveerall processs 
•• Arbitratoor knew thee Hyundai rep and crritical informmation wass not givenn to the 

arbitratoor. 
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6. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 

17 16% 

67% 

7% 

vehicle Manuffacturer’s RRepresentative? 

Pre‐Decission 
20% 

70% 

Poor 
Poorr 

Acceptable 

100% 

Acceeptable 

ExcellentExceellent 

Threee consumeers answered both thee pre-decisiion and posst-decision surveys. 

Connsumer A annswered “EExcellent” on the pre-decision andd post-decission surveyys. 

Connsumer B answered “EExcellent” oon the pre-ddecision annd “Poor” inn the post-ddecision 
survveys. 

Connsumer C aanswered “Acceptable” on the pre-decisioon and “Poor” on the post-
deciision surveyys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, four consumers maade the folloowing commments: 

•• I am connvinced thee manufactuurer never intended too honor their 10 year wwarranty 
•• The reppresentativee made commments offf the recordd after the hearing thaat were 

not apprreciated or warranted 
•• The reppresentativee was contrracted by HHyundai annd kept brinnging up irrrelevant 

topics such as we had oil seervice donee elsewheree than a HHyundai deaalership 
and acccused us of excessive mileage which neitheer has anythhing to do wwith the 
electricaal problemss that we weere and stilll are experiiencing 

•• The reppresentativee was not eeven a Hyuundai emplloyee. Wass a “hired ggun” for 
them deetailed to haandle the mmany complaaints aboutt their cars 

7. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arbitrator? 

PPre‐Decision 

xcellent 60% 

20% 

20% 

Poor 
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Excel 
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Threee consumeers answered both thee pre-decisiion and posst-decision surveys. 
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Connsumer A annswered “EExcellent” on the pre-decision andd post-decission surveyys. 

Connsumer B aanswered “EExcellent” oon the pre--decision aand “Acceptable” in thhe post-
deciision surveyys. 

Connsumer C answered “EExcellent” on the pre-ddecision andd post-decision surveyys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, five conssumers maade the folloowing commments: 

•• Very proofessional 
•• She wass a little shoort with us during the process buut she was most intereested in 

keeping the processs fair and hhonest 
•• She wass fair 
•• We watcched her struggle withh the steerring myself from the bback seat, sshe lied 

about thhe steering feeling normmal then reelied on the e ne word of the hired gun 
•• He showwed obviouss favoritismm and avoidded the coree reason foor damages 

8. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
entire arbitration processs? 

8% 

Poor 

Acceptablee Acceptable 
20% 

50% 

20% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
   

 

10% 
Excellent 

Pree‐Decisioon 

Excellent 

N/A N/A 
75% 

17% 

Threee consumeers answered both thee pre-decisiion and posst-decision surveys. 

Connsumer A annswered “EExcellent” on the pre-decision andd post-decission surveyys. 

Connsumer B aanswered “EExcellent” oon the pre--decision aand “Acceptable” in thhe post-
deciision surveyys. 

Connsumer C aanswered “AAcceptable” on the prre-decision and “Exceellent” on thhe post-
deciision surveyys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, three consumers mmade the folllowing commments: 

•• The proccess was faast 
•• Waste oof my wife aand my timee 
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•• Only a rubber stammp for the auto indusstry. I submmitted 29 ppages of evvidence 
plus exppert opinion. Hyundaai submits one paraggraph threee days beffore the 
hearing and they wwon!!! 

9. Did the Manufacturer peerform thee award within the 330 days aftter you acccepted 
the award? 

30% 

20% 
40 

10% 

0% 
Yes 

No 

N/A 

Don't Reecall 

A. If the perfoormance off the awardd was overr 30 days, ddid you aggree to the delay? 

10% 10% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

s 

A80% 

10. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 
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50% 

10

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

   

 
 

 

 

 

 

0% 

40% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

B. DDid you kknow you could reaapply for arbitrationn by gettinng an addditional 
wwarranty reepair? 

40% 

60% 
No 

N/A 

11. If yoou could thhink of one major chhange to immprove thee arbitratioon processs, what 
wouuld that be? 

The following comments on improvving the arbitration prrocess werre offered by nine 
conssumers: 

•• Good coommunication by phonne and emaail 
•• Very nervous at thee arbitrator 
•• Very inteeresting proocess, thannk you for hhaving this sservice 
•• Very pleeased 
•• More offfice locationn nearby 
•• It would be good foor me to havve had a disinterestedd party with me to helpp me 

think to ask the righht questionss 
•• Provide a thoroughh explanatioon of BBB’ss role in thee process ass mediator 
•• Drop this program.  The only wwinner is gooing to be tthe manufaacturer anywway 
•• Demandd at least 500% of cases must be aawarded 
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BBB AUTO LINE 

JAGUAR LAND ROVER 
NORTH AMERICA, LLC 
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Jaguar Land Rover North America, LLC 

In 2011, the ACP administered both a pre-decision survey (conducted directly after the 
arbitration hearing) and a post-decision survey.  The ACP received one response to the pre-
decision survey.  The pre-decision survey consisted of five questions designed to gauge 
consumer satisfaction with the arbitration program, vehicle manufacturer, arbitrator, and 
overall arbitration process, independent of the decision the consumers received.  For the 
post-decision survey the ACP contacted ten consumers.  Of these ten consumers, three 
(30%) responded to the survey. The post-decision survey consisted of 11 questions 
designed to ascertain consumers’ awareness of the Lemon Law, as well as to answer the 
same questions asked on the pre-decision survey. 

2. Before you purchased your vehicle, did you know about the California’s Lemon 
Law? 

All three respondents indicated that they knew of California’s Lemon Law prior to their 
purchase. 

3. Before your hearing, where did you learn about applying for arbitration under 
California’s Lemon Law? 

One respondent learned about arbitration through their owner’s manual; the other 
learned through an attorney; the other did not specify. 

4. If you participated in a settlement or mediation process after applying for 
arbitration with the BBB AUTO LINE, were you informed that it was a voluntary 
process? 

Two of the respondents answered that they were informed, and one indicated that they 
were not informed. 

5. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
BBB AUTO LINE Staff? 

The respondent to the pre-decision survey rated BBB AUTO LINE staff as excellent. 

Two of the respondents to the post-decision survey indicated that the BBB AUTO LINE 
staff was excellent; one rated staff as poor. 

The following comments were provided on the post-decision survey: 

• Nice and accommodating 

• It would be nice if the BBB had the authority to penalize the manufacturer for 
non-compliance with the arbitrator’s decision 

6. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
vehicle Manufacturer’s Representative? 
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The respondent to the pre-decision survey rated the Manufacturer’s Representative as 
poor. 

All three respondents rated the Manufacturer’s Representative as poor. 

The following comments were provided on the post-decision survey: 

• Representative was indignant and arrogant 

• Blamed problems on accident 

7. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
Arbitrator? 

The respondent to the pre-decision survey rated the Arbitrator as excellent. 

One of the respondents to the post-decision survey indicated that the Arbitrator was 
excellent; one rated the arbitrator as poor; the other did not answer. 

The following comments were provided on the post-decision survey: 

• The dash should not have cracked 

• Very efficient, kept on task 

8. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
entire arbitration process? 

The respondent to the pre-decision survey rated entire arbitration process as 
excellent. 

One of the respondents to the post-decision survey indicated that the entire arbitration 
process was excellent; one rated the process as poor; the other did not answer. 

The following comments were provided on the pre-decision survey: 

9A. Did the Manufacturer perform the award within the 30 days after you accepted 
the award? 

One respondent indicated that they did not recall; the other respondents did not answer this 
question 

9B. If the performance of the award was over 30 days, did you agree to the delay? 

One respondent indicated that they did not recall; the other respondents did not answer this 
question 
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10.   If your claim was denied, 

A. Did you pursue legal action? 

One respondent indicated that they did not; the other respondents did not answer this 
question 

B. Did you know you could reapply for arbitration by getting an additional 
warranty repair? 

One respondent indicated that they did not; the other respondents did not answer this 
question 

11. If you could think of one major change to improve the arbitration process, what 
would that be?  Please specify. 

• Don’t change arbitrators at last minute.  The arbitrator was not prepared and knew 
nothing 

• Enforce the award within the 30 days after accepting award. Ability to fine 
manufacturer, large fines to assist with compliance 

The following comments were provided by consumers that completed the Pre-Decision 
survey: 

• Land Rover Representative was not prepared and did not have the basic 
knowledge of mandated safety features or their functions. 
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BBB AUTO LINE 

KIA MOTORS AMERICA 
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Kia Motors America 

In 2011, the ACP administered both a pre-decision survey (conducted directly after the 
arbitration hearing) and a post-decision survey.  The ACP received nine responses to the 
pre-decision survey. The pre-decision survey consisted of four questions designed to gauge 
consumer satisfaction with the arbitration program, vehicle manufacturer, arbitrator, and 
overall arbitration process, independent of the decision the consumers received.  For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP contacted 24 consumers.  Of these 24 consumers, 4 (2%) 
responded to the survey. The post-decision survey consisted of 11 questions designed to 
ascertain consumers’ awareness of the Lemon Law, as well as the same questions asked on 
the pre-decision survey.  In addition, three consumers completed both pre and post-decision 
surveys. A narrative is included to represent the results of these three respondents.   

2. Before you purchased your vehicle, did you know about the California’s Lemon 
Law? 

All four consumers responded yes.   

3. Before your hearing, where did you learn about applying for arbitration under 
California’s Lemon Law? 

Two consumer stated learning about applying for arbitration from their owner’s 
manual/warranty booklet, another from the dealership, and the other from the BBB.   

4. If you participated in a settlement or mediation process after applying for 
arbitration with the BBB AUTO LINE, were you informed that it was a voluntary 
process? 

Two consumers responded yes, while two responded N/A (non-applicable).   

5. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
BBB AUTO LINE staff? 

In the pre-survey, five consumers rated their experience as excellent, three as 
acceptable and one as poor.   

In the post-survey, three consumers rated their experience as excellent, while the 
other responded as acceptable. 

Three consumers answered both the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 

Consumer A answered “Excellent” on the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 

Consumer B answered “Poor” on the pre-decision and “Excellent” on the post decision 
surveys. 

Consumer C answered “Acceptable” on the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 
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In the post-decision survey, two consumers made the following comments: 

• BBB staff always helped me out 
• I was surprised that the outcome was so dependent on how well I prepared and 

arguments I made. 

6. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
vehicle Manufacturer’s Representative? 

In the pre-survey, six consumers rated their experience as acceptable, while the other 
three rated their experience as poor.   

Three consumers answered both the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 

Consumer A answered “Acceptable” on the pre-decision and “Excellent” on the post-
decision surveys. 

Consumer B answered “Poor” on the pre-decision and post decision surveys. 

Consumer C answered “Acceptable” on the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 

7. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
Arbitrator? 

In the pre-survey, five consumers rated their experience as excellent, while the other 
four consumers rated their experience as acceptable.   

In the post-survey, three consumers rated their experience as excellent, while the 
other consumer responded as acceptable.    

Three consumers answered both the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 

Consumer A answered “Excellent” on the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 

Consumer B answered “Acceptable” on the pre-decision and “Excellent” on the post 
decision surveys. 

Consumer C answered “Acceptable” on the pre-decision and “Excellent” on the post-
decision surveys. 

In the post-decision survey, two consumers made the following comments: 

• She was fair, I believe both sides were allowed ample time to speak, showed 
concern 

• Listened to details provided by myself 

52 



 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 

 

8. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
entire arbitration process? 

In the pre-survey, five consumers rated their experience as excellent, three as 
acceptable and one as poor.   

In the post-survey, two consumers rated their experience as excellent, while the other 
two responded as acceptable. 

Three consumers answered both the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 

Consumer A answered “Excellent” on the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 

Consumer B answered “Poor” on the pre-decision and “Excellent” on the post decision 
surveys. 

Consumer C answered “Acceptable” on the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. 

In the post-decision survey, one consumer made the following comment: 

• I felt I received the outcome that the situation deserved. 

9. Did the Manufacturer perform the award within the 30 days after you accepted 
the award? 

Two consumers reported the award being performed within 30 days after accepting 
the decision, while one consumer responded no and the other responded N/A.  

A. If the performance of the award was over 30 days, did you agree to the delay? 

The consumer who responded “No” to question 9, responded no. 

10. If your claim was denied, 

A. Did you pursue legal action? 

Two consumers stated they did not pursue legal action, while the other two consumers 
responded as N/A. 

B. Did you know you could reapply for arbitration by getting an additional 
warranty repair? 

All four consumers responded to this question stating they did not know they could 
reapply for arbitration by getting an additional warranty repair. 

11. If you could think of one major change to improve the arbitration process, what 
would that be?   
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The following comments on improving the arbitration process were offered by two 
consumers: 

• Process has been acceptable, the outcome may change my opinion of the 
entire event but how it has been handled has been very professional and 
acceptable (pre-decision survey) 

• Better email communication for BBB, they would send files as photo files 
instead of PDF. Use PDF to send documents (post-decision survey) 
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BBB AUTO LINE 

MAZDA NORTH 
AMERICAN OPERATIONS 
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Mazda North American Operations 

In 2011, the ACP administered both a pre-decision survey (conducted directly after the 
arbitration hearing) and a post-decision survey.  The ACP received two responses to the pre-
decision survey.  The pre-decision survey consisted of four questions designed to gauge 
consumer satisfaction with the arbitration program, vehicle manufacturer, arbitrator, and 
overall arbitration process, independent of the decision the consumers received.  For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP contacted 6 consumers. Of these 6 consumers, 1 (17%) 
responded to the survey. The post-decision survey consisted of 11 questions designed to 
ascertain consumers’ awareness of the Lemon Law, as well as the same questions asked on 
the pre-decision survey.  In addition, one consumer completed both pre and post-decision 
respondents. 

2. Before you purchased your vehicle, did you know about the California’s Lemon 
Law? 

The consumer indicated they knew of California’s Lemon Law. 

3. Before your hearing, where did you learn about applying for arbitration under 
California’s Lemon Law? 

The consumer learned about applying for arbitration through their owner’s manual. 

4. If you participated in a settlement or mediation process after applying for 
arbitration with the BBB AUTO LINE, were you informed that it was a voluntary 
process? 

The consumer responded they knew that mediation was voluntary. 

5. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
BBB AUTO LINE staff? 

The consumer rated their overall experience with the BBB AUTO LINE staff as poor. 

For the two consumers that completed a pre-decision survey, both answered 
“excellent.” 

6. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
vehicle Manufacturer’s Representative? 

The consumer rated their experience as acceptable. 

For the two consumers that completed a pre-decision survey, one answered 
“excellent” while the other answered “acceptable.” 

7. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
Arbitrator? 
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The consumer rated their experience with the Arbitrator as poor.  The consumer stated 
that the arbitrator “did not follow legal requirement of state law.” 
For the two consumers that completed a pre-decision survey, both answered 
“excellent.” 

8. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
entire arbitration process? 

The consumer rated their experience with the entire process as poor.   

For the two consumers that completed a pre-decision survey, one answered 
“excellent” while the other answered “acceptable.” 

9. Did the Manufacturer perform the award within the 30 days after you accepted 
the award? 

The consumer responded as not applicable. 

A. If the performance of the award was over 30 days, did you agree to the delay? 

The consumer responded as not applicable.   

10. If your claim was denied, 

A. Did you pursue legal action? 

The consumer responded yes. 

B. Did you know you could reapply for arbitration by getting an additional 
warranty repair? 

The consumer responded yes. 

11. If you could think of one major change to improve the arbitration process, what 
would that be?   

No responses were provided.   
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BBB AUTO LINE 

NISSAN NORTH 
AMERICA, INC. 

(INCLUDES INFINITI) 
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Niissan North Amerrica, Inc. 
(Nissann and Infiiniti) 

In 2011, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision suurvey. The ACP received 7 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of four questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbitration proccess, indeppendent of tthe decisionn the consuumers receeived. For thhe post-
decision survey, the ACP conttacted 51 consumerss. Of these 51 connsumers, 99 (18%) 
responded to the survvey.    Thee post-decission surveyy consisted of 11 quesstions desiggned to 
ascertain cconsumers’ awarenesss of the Lemmon Law, aas well as tthe same questions assked on 
the pre-deccision surveey. 
Each illustrration repreesented below is charaacterized byy the surveey questions. In additiion, two 
consumerss completedd both the pre- and ppost-decisioon surveyss. A narrattive is incluuded to 
represent tthe results oof these thrree responddents. 

2. Beefore you ppurchased your vehiccle, did yoou know abbout the Caalifornia’s Lemon 
Laaw? 

33% 

67% 

Ye 

No 

es 
o 

3. Befoore your hearing, whhere did yoou learn abbout applyiing for arbitration unnder 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 

0 

5 
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Note: For the above chart, conssumers werre allowed tto select muultiple wayss of learning about 
BBB AUTOO LINE. Thus, the results are greeater than thhe number of responddents. 

4. If yyou particiipated in a settlement or meediation pprocess affter applyiing for 
arbiitration witth the BBBB AUTO LIINE, were yyou informmed that itt was a voluntary 
proccess? 

22% 

11% 

67% 
Yes 

No 

N/A 

5. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
BBBB AUTO LINE staff? 

Pre‐Deecision 

100% Excellent 
45% 

11% 22% 

22% 

Poor 

Accept 

Excelle 

N/A 

able 

nt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prioor to the arbbitration hearing decission, all connsumers raated their exxperience wwith the 
BBBB AUTO LINE staff aas excellennt. Howevver, their view droppped to 45%% after 
receeiving a deccision. 
The following ccomment wwas provideed on the ppost-decisioon survey rregarding thhe BBB 
AUTTO LINE staaff: 

• VVery poor, BBB has noot given thee sufficient time to subbmit evidennce.  Only ggave us 
22 days 
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Twoo consumerrs responded to both pre- and ppost-decisioon surveyss. Their reesponse 
are as follows: 

Connsumer A – Rated “exxcellent” on the pre-deecision survvey 
Rated “pooor” on the post-decisiion survey 

Connsumer B - Rated “exxcellent” on both the pre- and posst-decision surveys 

6. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
vehicle Manuffacturer’s RRepresentative? 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

  

 

 
 

 
 

 

43% 

29% 

14% 

14% 

22% 

22% Poor 

Acceptablle 

Poor 

Pre‐‐Decisionn 

56% Accepptable 

ExcellentExcellent 

No Answeer 

The consumeers’ overaall view oof their eexperience with thee Manufaacturer’s 
Reppresentativee declined ttremendoussly after recceiving the arbitration ddecision.  
The following comment was provided on thhe post-deccision survvey regarding the 
Mannufacturer’ss Representtative: 

• WWaste of timme 

Twoo consumerrs responded to both pre- and ppost-decisioon surveyss. Their reesponse 
are as follows: 
Connsumer A – Rated “accceptable” oon the pre-ddecision suurvey 

Rated “pooor” on the post-decisiion survey 

Connsumer B - Rated “pooor” on the pre-decisioon survey 
Rated “accceptable” oon the postt-decision ssurvey 
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7. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arbitrator? 

PPre‐Decision 

72% 

14% 

1 

% 

4% 44% 

Pooor 
Pooor 

45

11% 

Accceptable % 
Accceptable 

% 

Exccellent Exxcellent 

Connsumers’ iniitial experieence with an arbitratorr is at the time of the aarbitration hhearing. 
As tthe illustrattion shows,, consumerrs’ assessmment of thee arbitrator is more faavorable 
prior to the arbbitrator’s deecision. Affter receipt of the arbitration deccision, conssumers’ 
ratinng of the arbitrator is leess favorabble. 
The following comments were provvided on the post-deecision survvey regardding the 
Arbitrator: 

• WWas only cooncerned aabout proteccting MFR 
• BBecause of BBB’s timee limit, I undderstand AARB’s is obliged to finissh asap 

Twoo consumerrs responded to both pre- and ppost-decisioon surveyss. Their reesponse 
are as follows: 
Connsumer A – Rated “accceptable” oon the pre-ddecision suurvey 

Rated “pooor” on the post-decisiion survey 

Connsumer B - Rated “exxcellent” on both the pre- and posst-decision surveys 

8. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
entire arbitration processs? 

Pre‐‐Decision 

71% 

29% 
Acceptab 

Excellent 

ble 

12 

3 

2% 

38% 

50% 

Poor 

Acceptable 

Excellent 
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Connsumers peerception oof the arbitration proocess priorr to receiving an arbbitration 
deciision was rrated favorably (excellent and aacceptable) at 100%. Whereas after a 
deciision was reeceived, theeir perceptiion decreassed to 50% unfavorable (poor). 

The following ccomments wwere providded on the ppre-decisioon survey reegarding the entire 
proccess: 

•• My real opinion is bbased on thhe outcomee 
•• The connsumer waas not pressent. I amm the attorrney whomm represented the 

consumer during thhe hearing. 

The following comments were provvided on the post-deecision survvey regardding the 
entirre process: 

•• Processsing time soooner 
•• Processs is worthlesss 
•• In hindsight, I shouuld have broought an attttorney withh me 
•• They aree in the stand point of the MFR 

Twoo consumerrs responded to both pre- and ppost-decisioon surveyss. Their reesponse 
are as follows: 
Connsumer A – Rated “accceptable” oon the pre-ddecision suurvey 

Rated “pooor” on the post-decisiion survey 

Connsumer B - Rated “exxcellent” on the pre-deecision survvey 
Rated “accceptable” oon the postt-decision ssurvey 

9. Did the Manufacturer peerform thee award within the 330 days aftter you acccepted 
the award? 

22% 

33% 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

45%% Yes 

No 

N/A 
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B. If the perfoormance off the awardd was overr 30 days, ddid you aggree to the delay? 

444% 

56% No 

N/A 

10. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 

22% 11% 

67% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

B. DDid you kknow you could reaapply for arbitrationn by gettinng an addditional 
wwarranty reepair? 

22% 

56% 

% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

22% 

11. If youu could thiink of onee major change to immprove thee arbitratioon processs, what 
wouldd that be? Please sppecify. 
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• My case was handled very well 
• Set the hearing as soon as consumer files the claim, in order to reduce consumer's 

damages caused by MFR's fault. 
• Would have been appropriate if a technician to be present 
• Rule on the facts and not the relationships you have built with the manufactures. 

This decision was surely supporting their interest and it was apparent. 
• Replace it with a fair process 
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BBB AUTO LINE 

VOLKSWAGEN OF 
AMERICA, INC. 

(INCLUDES AUDI) 
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Volkswagenn of Ameerica, Inc. 
(Volkswaagen and Audi) 

In 2011, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision surrvey.  The ACP receivved 18 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of four questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP ccontacted 554 consumeers. Of theese 54 consumers, 100 (18%) 
responded to the survvey.    Thee post-decission surveyy consisted of 11 quesstions desiggned to 
ascertain cconsumers’ awarenesss of the Lemmon Law, aas well as tthe same questions assked on 
the pre-deccision surveey. 
Each illustrration repreesented below is charaacterized byy the surveey questionss. In additioon, four 
consumerss completedd both pre-ddecision annd post-deccision surveeys. A narraative is included to 
represent tthe results oof these thrree responddents. 

2. Befoore you puurchased yyour vehiccle, did youu know abbout the Caalifornia’s Lemon 
Laww? 

40% 

60% 
Yes 

No 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 3. Befoore your hhearing, wwhere did yyou learn about appplying for a n underarbitration 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 
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4. If yyou particiipated in a settlement or meediation pprocess affter applyiing for 
arbiitration witth the BBBB AUTO LIINE, were yyou informmed that itt was a voluntary 
proccess? 

10% 

40% 
5 

% 

50% Yes 

No 

N/A 

       
  

 

 

 

 

       

 

  

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

5. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
BBBB AUTO LINE staff? 

Pre‐DDecisionn 
66% 11% 

Poor 40% 30% 

30% 

Poor 

Accepptable Acceptable 

ExcellentExcelleent 
83% 

Four consumerrs answered both the pre-decisioon and postt-decision ssurveys. 

Connsumer A aanswered “EExcellent” oon the pre--decision annd “Accepttable” on thhe post-
deciision surveyys. 

68 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

Connsumer B aanswered “Poor” on the pre-deecision andd “Acceptaable” on the post-
deciision surveyys. 

Connsumer C answered “EExcellent” oon the pre-ddecision andd “Poor” onn the post-ddecision 
survveys. 

Connsumer D answered “EExcellent” on the pre-ddecision andd post-decision surveyys 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, seven coonsumers mmade the foollowing comments: 

•• Person handling my case at BBBB was noot involved 
•• Service was accepptable but laacked motivvation to bee friendly orr service oriiented 
•• BBB staaff was exceellent to woork with.  Shhe really heelped me though the process 
•• BBB Auuto Line staaff stands behind thee arbitratorr who madde mistakess. The 

process is just a fiaasco to decceive the coonsumer thhat the BBBB is there foor them. 
There iss only one wway- BBB wway regardless of the consumer complaintss. They 
are guarrding themsselves behind set of rules that thhey made foor themselvves and 
collect mmoney fromm the manuffacturer 

•• BBB staaff was helppful and expplained things 
•• The BBBB Auto Linee should bee discontinuued immediaately.  It is a completee fraud 
•• The perssonnel wass OK, they wwere professsional 

6. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
vehicle Manuffacturer’s RRepresentative? 

Pre‐Decission 
6%% 

72% 

22% Poorr 
PoorAcceeptable 

AcceptaableExceellent 

20% 

80% 

Four consumerrs answered both the pre-decisioon and postt-decision ssurveys. 

Connsumer A annswered “AAcceptable” on the pree-decision aand post-deecision survveys. 

Connsumer B aanswered “Poor” on the pre-deecision and “Acceptaable” in the post-
deciision surveyys. 

Connsumer C answered “AAcceptable”” on the pree-decision aand post-deecision survveys. 

Connsumer D aanswered “Poor” on the pre-deecision andd “Acceptaable” on the post-
deciision surveyys 
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In thhe post-deccision surveey, four consumers maade the folloowing commments: 

•• Not proffessional, rude, due too BBB expeerience, theey will no loonger acceept calls 
from mee 

•• Althoughh I wish Auudi could haave fixed mmy car, I foound the representativve to be 
professional 

•• They haave experieence to play with custtomer and get what th Sleazy hey want.  
courteouus 

•• He seemmed a little aggressivee but was poolite 

7. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arbitrator? 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

10% 

30% 

60% 

Pre‐Decision 
11% 

833% 

6% 
PPoor 

AAcceptable 

EExcellent 

Poor 

Accepptable 

Excellent 

Four consumerrs answered both the pre-decisioon and postt-decision ssurveys. 

Connsumer A aanswered “EExcellent” oon the pre--decision annd “Accepttable” on thhe post-
deciision surveyys. 

Connsumer B annswered “PPoor” on thee pre-decisiion and posst-decision surveys. 

Connsumer C answered “EExcellent” oon the pre-ddecision andd “Poor” onn the post-ddecision 
survveys. 

Connsumer D answered “EExcellent” on the pre-ddecision andd post-decision surveyys 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, five conssumers maade the folloowing commments: 

•• Professiional whenn being reccorded butt then laugghed with the manuffacturer 
represenntative off rrecording about my veehicle 

•• Very proofessional aand put me at ease at the hearingg 
•• Should add anotheer bullet for unacceptable. The arbitrator wwas pretennding to 

be listenning, was not familiarr with claimm paperwoork, made mmany inexccusable 
mathemmatical incoorrect facts, overall aand unfortuunately for consumerr totally 
incompeetent 

•• He listenned to everry commentt and timeline prepareed 
•• Appealeed the decission and thhough theree was injusstice, I wass told the ddecision 

cannot bbe changedd and no neew hearing 
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8. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
entire arbitration processs? 

Pree‐Decision 

Poor 

60% 

% 

30% Poor 
Acceptabble Acceptabble 
Excellentt Excellentt 

10% 

67% 

11% 

22% 

Four consumerrs answered both the pre-decisioon and postt-decision ssurveys. 

Connsumer A annswered “AAcceptable” on the pree-decision aand post-deecision survveys. 

Connsumer B annswered “PPoor” on thee pre-decisiion and posst-decision surveys. 

Connsumer C answered “EExcellent” oon the pre-ddecision andd “Poor” onn the post-ddecision 
survveys. 

Connsumer D answered “EExcellent” on the pre-ddecision andd post-decision surveyys 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, five conssumers maade the folloowing commments: 

•• Cannot compete wwith VW 
•• BBB sided with maanufacturer,, denial letteer was opeen ended annd contradictory 
•• Nice to ssee a systeem that sidees with the consumerss. I am veryy satisfied 
•• Oh do nnot believe tthat this proogram is foor the consuumer protecction. Noboody has 

control over the aarbitrator decision or BBB ruless. They juust pretendd to be 
working for the connsumer but in reality thhey got paidd from the mmanufacturrer 

•• Decisionn was madee based on incorrect teestimony 

9. Did the Manufacturer peerform thee award within the 330 days aftter you acccepted 
the award? 
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50% 

10 

40% 

0% 

Yees 

Noo 

N//A 

A. If the perfoormance off the awardd was overr 30 days, ddid you aggree to the delay? 

10. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 

50% 

2

Yess 

No 

N/AA 

20% 

30% 

B. DDid you kknow you could reaapply for arbitrationn by gettinng an addditional 
wwarranty reepair? 
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11. If yoou could thhink of one major chhange to immprove thee arbitratioon processs, what 

wouuld that be? 

The following comments on improvving the arbitration prrocess werre offered by nine 
conssumers: 

•• Good coommunication by phonne and emaail 
•• Very nervous at thee arbitrator 
•• Very inteeresting proocess, thannk you for hhaving this sservice 
•• Very pleeased 
•• More offfice locationn nearby 
•• It would be good foor me to havve had a disinterestedd party with me to helpp me 

think to ask the righht questionss 
•• Provide a thoroughh explanatioon of BBB’ss role in thee process ass mediator 
•• Drop this program.  The only wwinner is gooing to be tthe manufaacturer anywway 
•• Demandd at least 500% of cases must be aawarded 
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California Dispute Settlement Program 
(CDSP) 

TOYOTA MOTOR SALES 
USA, INC. 

(INCLUDES SCION) 
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Toyyota Motoor Sales UUSA, Inc. 
(Toyota and Scion) 

In 2011, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision surrvey.  The ACP receivved 39 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of five questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey,, the ACP contacted 181 consumers. OOf these 1881 consumers, 42 
(23%) respponded to the surveyy.    The  post-decission surveyy consistedd of 12 quuestions 
designed tto ascertain consumeers’ awareness of thhe Lemon Law, as wwell as thee same 
questions aasked on thhe pre-decission surveyy. 
Each illustration repreesented beelow is chaaracterized by the survey questtions. In aaddition, 
eleven connsumers coompleted booth pre andd post-decission surveyys.  A narraative is included to 
represent tthe results oof these thrree responddents. 

2. Befoore you puurchased yyour vehiccle, did youu know abbout the Caalifornia’s Lemon 
Laww? 

35% 

665% 
Yes 

No 

3. Befoore your hhearing, wwhere did yyou learn about appplying for a n underarbitration 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 

0 
2 
4 
6 
8 
10 
12 
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4. If yyou particiipated in a settlement or meediation pprocess affter applyiing for 
arbiitration with the California Diispute Setttlement PProgram (CCDSP), weere you 
infoormed that it was a vooluntary prrocess? 

5%% 

28% 

67 

Yes 

No 

N/A 
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5. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
CDSSP staff? 

Pre‐DDecisionn Survey 

62% 

10% 

28% 
33% 

PooorPoor 

AAcceptable 

35% 

32% Accceptable 

Excellent 

% 

Excellent 

Fivee consumerrs from Norrthern Califoornia, and ssix consummers from SSouthern Caalifornia 
participated in both surveyys. 

Connsumer A annswered “aacceptable” on both suurveys. 

Connsumer B annswered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

Connsumer C answered “eexcellent” onn both survveys. 

Connsumer D aanswered “eexcellent” oon the pre-ddecision suurvey and “poor” on thhe post-
deciision surveyy. 

Connsumer E annswered “aacceptable” on both suurveys. 

Connsumer F answered “eexcellent” on the pre-ddecision survey and “aacceptable”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 

Connsumer G answered “eexcellent” on both survveys. 
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Connsumer H aanswered ““acceptablee” on the ppre-decision survey aand “poor” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 

Connsumer I answered “exxcellent” on both surveeys. 

Connsumer J annswered “eexcellent” on the pre-ddecision surrvey and “aacceptable”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 

Connsumer K annswered “aacceptable” on both suurveys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

• TThey shouldd use email – too manny mailings 
•  I had an exxcellent expperience witth Case Addministratorr Diane Kimmbrough regarding 

ccorrespondence exceppt that when they deniied the casse, I called Diane threee times, 
left messagge, and no aanswer. 

• OOffice staff was very eefficient andd professionnal 
• TTerrible, hoorrible not a fair processs at all 
• GGood staff vvery professsional. DCCA represenntative was excellent. 

6. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
vehicle Manuffacturer’s RRepresentative? 

Prre‐Decission 

46% 

4 

33

17% 

4% 

3% 

Poor 

5

12% 

29% 

1

59% 

Pooor 
Acceeptable 

Accceptable 
Exceellent 
N/AA Exxcellent 

Connsumer A aanswered ““poor” on ppre-decisionn survey and “not appplicable” oon post-
deciision surveyy. 

Connsumer B annswered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

Connsumer C answered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

Connsumer D answered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

Connsumer E annswered “aacceptable” on both suurveys. 
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Connsumer F answered “eexcellent” on the pre-ddecision survey and “aacceptable”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 

Connsumer G answered “eexcellent” on both survveys. 

Connsumer H answered “aacceptable” on both suurveys. 

Connsumer I annswered “pooor” on the pre-decisioon survey aand “accepttable” on thhe post-
deciision surveyy. 

Connsumer J annswered “eexcellent” on the pre-ddecision surrvey and “aacceptable”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 

Connsumer K annswered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

• MManufacturer rep was very rude, and she beehaved as sshe was thee boss 
• NNasty, rudee attitude, unprofessionnal 
• TThey were sslow in respponding, looking to blaame anyone else or thhing 
• TThe rep was very thoroough and aattentive 
• WWould not accept onliine evidencce that therre was a pproblem. Deenied anythhing we 

ssubmitted. 

7. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arbitrator? 

13% 10% 

222% 

21% 

57% 
Poor 

Poor 
Acceptaable 

Pre‐DDecision 

Acceptablee 

Excellent Excellennt 
N/A 

Connsumer A aanswered “eexcellent” oon pre-deccision surveey and “accceptable” oon post-
deciision surveyy. 

Connsumer B aanswered ““acceptablee” on the ppre-decision survey aand “poor” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 
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Connsumer C answered “ppoor” on botth surveys. 

Connsumer D aanswered “nnot applicable” on thee pre-decisiion survey and “poor”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 

Connsumer E annswered “aacceptable” on both suurveys. 

Connsumer F answered “eexcellent” on the pre-ddecision survey and “aacceptable”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 

Connsumer G answered “eexcellent” on both survveys. 

Connsumer H aanswered ““acceptablee” on the ppre-decision survey aand “poor” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 

Connsumer I answered “exxcellent” on both surveeys. 

Connsumer J annswered “eexcellent” on the pre-ddecision surrvey and “aacceptable”” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 

Connsumer K aanswered ““acceptablee” on the ppre-decision survey aand “poor” on the 
postt-decision ssurvey. 

In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

• TThe arbitrattor had deaalings with manufacturrer rep befoore. His deecision was with or 
ffavored the manufactuurer’s positioon 

• PPolite and pprofessionaal 
• TThought arbbitrator wass partial to tthe car mannufacturer 
• PPaid off – consumer haas no channce 
• WWe were treeated very professionaally 

8. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
entire arbitration processs? 

39% 

3 

24% 

34% 

3% 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

  

 
 

 

   

 

% 
Pooor 

26% 

19% 

Accceptable 

Pre‐Decission 

Poor 

Accepptable 

Excelllent 

N/A 

55% 

Exccellent 
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Consumer A answered “acceptable” on pre-decision survey and “poor” on post-
decision survey. 

Consumer B answered “poor” on both surveys.  

Consumer C answered “poor” on both surveys.   

Consumer D answered “acceptable” on the pre-decision survey and “poor” on the 
post-decision survey. 

Consumer E answered “poor” on both surveys.  

Consumer F answered “excellent” on the pre-decision survey and “acceptable” on the 
post-decision survey. 

Consumer G answered “excellent” on both surveys.   

Consumer H answered “poor” on the pre-decision survey and “acceptable” on the 
post-decision survey. 

Consumer I answered “acceptable” on the pre-decision survey and “excellent” on the 
post-decision survey. 

Consumer J answered “excellent” on both surveys. 

Consumer K answered “acceptable” on the pre-decision survey and “poor” on the 
post-decision survey. 

In the post-decision survey, consumers made the following comments: 

• Not a good result for us. Arbitrator appeared to be disinterested and did not really 
listen to what we claimed. 

• Staff at CDSP helpful 
• Very disappointed with the whole experience.  A total waste of our time, effort, and 

money 
• Everyone always kept me informed of the status of what was going on 
• I felt I was at a disadvantage right from the start.  The arbitrator and the rep had 

both been in several arbitrations together and were able to get you off topic 
ignoring the real issue. 
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9. Howw convenieent was thee location oof the hearring? 

28% 

17% 

55% 

Very Convenien 

Somewhat 
Convenient 

Not Convenient 

nt 

t 

10. A. Did the MManufacturer perforrm the awward withiin the 30 days after you 
acceepted the aaward? 

67% 

19% 

14% 
Yes 

No 

N/A 

B. If the perrformance of the awward was oover 30 days, did yyou agree to the 
delay? 

88% 

5% 7% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

11. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 
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24% 17% 

59% 

Yes 
No 

N/A 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

B. DDid you kknow you could reaapply for arbitrationn by gettinng an addditional 
wwarranty reepair? 

48% 

19% 33% 3% 
Yes 

No 

12. If yoou could thhink of one major chhange to immprove thee arbitratioon processs, what 
wouuld that be? 

• Fairness 
• Listeen to people 
• Havve impartial arbitratorss and be more familiar with the aautos and possible prroblems 

overrall 
• Perhhaps arbitraation shouldd be video and audio taped to cconfirm statements maade and 

conssidered 
• Indeependent arrbitrators. IIt seems likke they bothh gone throough together before. 
• I cann’t think of aanything – they did ann excellent jjob! Thank you! 
• Worrk with the customer ffor his/her cconveniencce. It seemmed the proocess was to save 

Toyoota a few bbucks despite Toyota innitiated thee process! 
• Afteer clicking the CAPTCCHA link beelow to havve the letters read to me, there was no 

obviious way too get back tto this pagee. When I hit the bacck button in my browseer, I got 
backk, but all myy answers wwere eraseed. I had too fill out the form all ovver a second time.d 

• Our arbitrator nneeds betteer training. 
• Havve an arbitraator that knnew more aabout cars.  Allow thee arbitrator to record ssession. 

Hadd to repeat oor go slow sso she could take notees. 
• That it be fair aand impartiaal. 
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CONCLUSION 

The responses received from consumers suggest needed improvements in many important 
areas. Although there was a decrease in percentage from 2010 to 2011 in regards to poor 
ratings (39% poor in 2010 and 31% poor in 2011), consumers still desire better satisfaction 
with program staff.  Poor rating for manufacturer representatives also decreased in 
percentage when 2010 to 2011 were compared (65% poor in 2010 and 60% in 2011). Both 
the programs and manufacturers should consider increased training of staff in order to better 
handle consumers’ questions and complaints. Additionally, manufacturers should consider 
increased efforts to disclose California’s Lemon Law and the availability of the arbitration 
programs, as well as performing awards within the required timeframe.  

The low rating of consumers’ experiences with arbitrators and the suggestions provided from 
consumers indicates a need for the programs to increase their training and education of 
arbitrators. The percentage of excellent ratings remained consistent between 2010 and 
2011, both years respectively at 29%. An increase in the training provided to arbitrators, 
especially with an emphasis on clear and complete decision writing, may help address some 
of these concerns. Ratings of the entire arbitration process also showed minimal changes 
between 2010 and 2011 (28% excellent in 2010 and 24% excellent in 2011).   

The results of the 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Survey also indicate the desire for increase 
educational and outreach activities by the Arbitration Certification Program.  The ACP must 
look for better ways to educate consumers about California’s Lemon Law. By educating 
consumers about the remedies and requirements as well as the limitations of California’s 
Lemon Law, the ACP can facilitate both the ACP’s and programs’ goal of satisfying 
consumers. 
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