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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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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. 
 
 
 

  



 
 

11 

 
 
 
 

BBB AUTO LINE 
AMERICAN HONDA 

MOTOR COMPANY, INC. 
 

(INCLUDES ACURA) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
In 2011, t
arbitration 
decision su
consumer 
overall arb
post-decisi
responded 
ascertain c
the pre-dec
Each illust
three cons
represent t
 

2. Befo
Law

3. Befo
Cali

 

he ACP a
hearing) an
urvey.  Th
satisfaction

bitration pro
on survey, 
to the surv

consumers’ 
cision surve
ration repre

sumers com
the results o

ore you pu
w? 

ore your h
ifornia’s Le

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

America

dministered
nd a post-d
e pre-decis
n with the
ocess, inde

the ACP c
vey.    The
awareness

ey.   
esented be

mpleted bot
of these thr

urchased y

hearing, w
emon Law

5

an Honda
(Honda

d both a p
decision sur
sion survey
 arbitration

ependent o
contacted 5
e post-decis
s of the Lem

elow is cha
th pre and 
ree respond

your vehic

where did y
? 

50%

 
 

12 

a Motor C
a and Acu

pre-decision
rvey.  The 
y consisted
n program,
of the decis
56 consume
sion survey
mon Law, a

aracterized 
post-decis

dents.   

cle, did you

you learn 

50%

Company
ura) 

n survey (
ACP receiv

d of four q
, vehicle m
sion the co
ers.  Of the
y consisted 
as well as t

by the su
ion surveys

u know ab

about app

% Ye

N

y, Inc. 

(conducted 
ved 13 resp
uestions d

manufacture
onsumers r
ese 56 con

of 11 ques
the same q

rvey quest
s.  A narra

bout the Ca

 
plying for a

es

No

directly af
ponses to t
esigned to
er, arbitrato
received.  
sumers, 16
stions desig
uestions as

tions.  In a
ative is inclu

alifornia’s 

arbitration

fter the 
the pre-

o gauge 
or, and 
For the 
6 (29%) 
gned to 
sked on 

addition, 
uded to 

Lemon 

n under 

 



4. If y
arbi
proc

 

5. In te
BBB
 

 
Thre
Con
post
Con
Con
deci
 
In th
 
• D
• G
• L
• L
• I
• B

 
 

6. In te
veh

you partici
itration wit
cess? 

erms of o
B AUTO LI

ee consume
nsumer A a
t-decision s

nsumer B an
nsumer C a
ision survey

he post-dec

Difficult to r
Good proce
Linda was a
Linda Ferna
 think the a

BBB staff w

erms of o
icle Manuf

54%

ipated in 
th the BBB

verall sati
NE staff? 

ers answer
nswered “e

survey. 
nswered “e

answered “e
y. 

cision surve

reach my ca
ess but disa
always ther
andez took 
arbitration s
were ok but 

verall sati
facturer’s R

46%

Pre‐Deci

a settlem
B AUTO LI

sfaction, h

red both the
excellent” o

excellent” on
excellent” o

ey, consume

ase manag
appointed a
re for all qu
the time to

staff works f
would not r

sfaction, h
Represent

25%

25%

ision

Acc

Exc

 
 

13 

ent or me
INE, were y

how would

e pre-decisi
on the pre-d

n both surv
on the pre-d

ers made th

er 
arbitrator did
estions and

o explain ea
for the inter
rate as exc

how would
ative? 

50%

ceptable

cellent

ediation p
you inform

d you rate

ion and pos
decision su

veys. 
decision su

he following

d not test d
d concerns,
ach step of 
rest of the m

cellent 

d you rate

%

37%

process af
med that it

 
e your exp

st-decision 
rvey and “a

urvey and “

g comment

drive car 
, very profe
the process
manufactur

e your exp

Yes

No

N/A

19%

44%

fter applyi
t was a vo

perience w

surveys. 
acceptable”

poor” on th

ts:  

essional 
s 
rer 

perience w

Poor

Accept

Excelle

ing for 
luntary 

with the 

 

” on the 

he post-

with the 

table

ent



Thre
Con
Con
post
Con
 
In th
 
• C
• R
• M
• H
• D
 

7. In te
Arb
 

Thre
Con
post
Con
post
Con
post

ee consume
nsumer A an
nsumer B a
t-decision s

nsumer C a

he post-dec

Complete d
Representa
Manufactur
Honda faile
Difficult to g

erms of o
itrator? 

ee consume
nsumer A a
t-decision s

nsumer B a
t-decision s

nsumer C a
t-decision s

46%

8%

46%

8%

P

ers answer
nswered “p
answered “
survey. 
nswered “p

cision surve

denial of iss
ative did not
rer represen
ed to answe
get a hold o

verall sati

ers answer
nswered “a

survey. 
nswered “e

survey. 
answered “
survey. 

46%

Pre‐Decis

23%

23%

Pre‐Decisio

red both the
poor” on bot
“acceptable

poor” on bot

ey, consume

sues 
t tell the tru
ntative insin
er or return 
of the manu

sfaction, h

red both the
acceptable”

excellent” o

“acceptable

ion

Poo

Acc

Exc

on

Poor

Accep

Excell

No An

 
 

14 

 

e pre-decisi
th surveys.
e” on the p

th surveys.

ers made th

uth 
nuated I wa
my phone c

ufacturer, to

how would

 
e pre-decisi
” on the pre

on the pre-d

e” on the p

or

ceptable

cellent

ptable

ent

nswer

ion and pos

pre-decisio

 

he following

as lying 
calls 

ook a long t

d you rate

ion and pos
e-decision s

decision su

pre-decisio

13%

2

40%

st-decision 

n survey a

g comment

ime for res

e your exp

st-decision 
survey and

rvey and “a

n survey a

87%

33%

27%

surveys. 

and “poor” 

ts:  

ponse 

perience w

surveys. 
 “excellent”

acceptable”

and “poor” 

Poor

Acceptab

Poor

Acceptab

Excellent

 

on the 

with the 

 

” on the 

” on the 

on the 

ble

ble

t



 
In th
 
• A
• A
• H
• A
• B
 
 

8. In te
enti
 

 
Thre
Con
Con
Con
deci
 
In th
 
• U
• D
 

 
9. Did 

the 
 

he post-dec

Arbitrator d
Arbitrator w
He experien
Arbitrator de
Both arbitra

erms of o
re arbitrat

ee consume
nsumer A an
nsumer B an
nsumer C a
ision survey

he post-dec

Useless to 
Disappointe

the Manu
award? 

23%

cision surve

id not want
was neutral 
nced my co
eals with th

ators had no

verall sati
ion proces

ers answer
nswered “a
nswered “e
nswered “a
y. 

cision surve

report to BB
ed in outcom

facturer pe

15%

62%

Pre‐Decisi

ey, consume

 to see vide
and clearly

omplaint in t
he law as he
o experienc

sfaction, h
ss?   

red both the
acceptable” 
excellent” on
acceptable”

ey, consume

BB, never a
me after pre

erform the

ion

Poor

Acce

Exce

50%

 
 

15 

ers made th

eos 
y there to ga
the test driv
e pleased. 
ce dealing w

how would

 

e pre-decisi
on both su

n both surv
 on the pre

ers made th

again 
esenting tw

e award w

r

eptable

ellent

19%

31%

he following

ather all the
ve but didn
 This was v
with cars 

d you rate

ion and pos
urveys. 
veys. 
e-decision s

he following

wice 

ithin the 3

2

36%

%

g comment

e facts 
’t think it wa
very poor a

e your exp

st-decision 

survey and 

g comment

30 days aft

 

36%

28%

Yes

No

N/A

ts:  

as life threa
and biased.

perience w

surveys. 

“poor” on t

ts:  

ter you ac

Poor

Accept

Excelle

atening  

with the 

 

he pos-

ccepted 

table

ent



 
 
A. I
 

10. If yo

A. D

 
B. D

w
 

11. If yo
wou

 
 

•  I w
arbit

• Exp

f the perfo

our claim w

Did you pu

Did you k
warranty re

ou could th
uld that be

asn’t notifie
tration room
lain the pro

ormance of

was denied

ursue legal

know you 
epair? 

hink of on
?  Please s

ed correctly
m 
ocess more

f the award

d, 

 action? 

could rea

e major ch
specify. 

y as to wh

 fully but th

75%

56%

38%

 
 

16 

d was over

 

apply for 

 
hange to im

ho would be

he process w

19%

6%

12%

50

r 30 days, d

arbitration

mprove the

e represen

was good.

6%

38%

%

%

did you ag

 

 

n by gettin

 

e arbitratio

nting the m

Yes

No

N/A

Yes

No

N/A

Yes

No

N/A

gree to the 

ng an add

on process

anufacture

delay? 

ditional 

s, what    

r in the 



 
 

17 

• 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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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:  



 
 

20 

 
• 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 
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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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• 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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• 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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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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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   
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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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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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• 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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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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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.    
 


