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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 2012 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 2012 Survey Overview 
 
The ACP contacted 477 consumers who participated in the arbitration process between 
January and December of 2012.  Of the 477 consumers contacted, 332 utilized the BBB 
AUTO LINE, 138 participated in arbitration through the CDSP, and seven (7) consumers 
used CAP-Motors.  No consumers participated in arbitration through CAP-RV. 
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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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• Consumer C: excellent ; acceptable 
• Consumer D: excellent ; poor 
 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the entire arbitration process (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer B: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer C: excellent ; n/a 
• Consumer D: excellent ; poor 

 
Comparison to 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Survey 
A comparison between the results of the 2012 and 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Surveys 
reveals some interesting information: 

• The ACP saw a decreased response rate in 2012.  In 2011 29% of consumers 
responded to the survey, while only 21% responded in 2012 
 

• The BBB AUTO LINE staff received increasingly high remarks for consumer 
satisfaction.  In 2011 37% of respondents indicated “excellent” satisfaction with 
BBB AUTO LINE staff, while, in 2012, 71% of respondents reported this level of 
satisfaction 

 
• The ACP saw an increase in consumers being aware that the settlement or 

mediation process was a voluntary process.  In 2011, 50% were aware while in 
2012, 57% were aware of this voluntary process. 

 
• The ACP saw an increase in consumers stating that their award was not performed 

within 30 days (31% in 2011 and 43% in 2012).  In addition, 43% responded that 
they did not agree to the delay while in 2011, 6% did not agree. 

 
• The ACP saw an increase in consumers stating that they were not aware they 

could reapply in arbitration with an additional warranty repair.  50% were not aware 
in 2011 while in 2012, this percentage rose to 57%.   
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BMW of North America, LLC 
(BMW and Mini Cooper) 

 
In 2012, the ACP administered both a pre-decision survey (conducted directly after the 
arbitration hearing) and a post-decision survey.  The ACP received three (3) 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 27 consumers.  Of these 27 consumers, 2 (7%) 
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.   
None of the consumers completed both the pre- and post-decision surveys.   
 

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

All (2 or 100%) 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? 

 
One (50%) consumer learned about applying for arbitration from the owner’s manual 
or warranty booklet, and the other from the dealership. 

 
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? 

 
Both (100%) consumers indicated they were not informed by the BBB AUTO LINE that 
the settlement, mediation process was voluntary.   

 
5. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 

BBB AUTO LINE staff? 
 

In the pre-decision survey, two (67%) consumers rated their experience with the BBB 
AUTO LINE staff as “excellent,” while one (33%) gave an “acceptable” rating. 
 
In the post-decision survey, both (100%) consumers rated their experience as “poor.”  
The following are their comments to this question: 
 

• I felt due to overall process, stress it caused and money I lost.  I could have 
gotten more, but my interests weren’t really taken into consideration. 

 
• The BBB is completely biased and selective in their process.  Now that I 

understand, the manufacturer pays for the service I understand why.  Both the 
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BBB and manufacturers dealership perjured themselves and I have no choice 
but to seek legal representation. 

 
6. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 

vehicle Manufacturer’s Representative? 

In the pre-decision survey, one (33%) consumer rated their experience with the vehicle 
Manufacturer Representative as “acceptable,” while two (67%) gave a rating of “poor.” 
 
In the post-decision survey, one (50%) consumer rated their experience as 
“acceptable,” and another (50%) rated “poor.”   
 
In the post-decision survey, the following comment was made by the consumer who 
rated the manufacturer’s representative as “acceptable.”   
 

• At the hearing the manufacturer’s representative was professional and 
courteous.  The actual representatives have been in contact VIA email with 
BMW North America is completely unprofessional and lacks any integrity 
whatsoever. 

 
The following comment was made by the consumer who rated the manufacturer’s 
representative as “poor.” 
 

• My intelligence was insulted and wasn’t treated fairly. 
 

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

 
In the pre-decision survey, one (33%) consumer rated their experience with the 
Arbitrator as “excellent,” while two (67%) gave a rating of “acceptable.” 
 
In the post-decision survey, one (100%) consumer rated their experience as “poor,” 
while the other consumer indicated “not applicable.”   

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

• The arbitrator was completely selective in her observations to favor the 
manufacturer.  Even though she herself used the same techniques to determine 
and rule the vehicle does have a problem. 

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

entire arbitration process? 
 

In the pre-decision survey, one (33%) consumer rated their experience with the entire 
arbitration process as “excellent,” another rated “acceptable,” and one other rated 
“poor.” 
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The following comment was made by the consumer who rated the arbitration process 
as “poor.” 
 

• I do not think it is fair for the manufacturer not to show up and for me to wait 
while all my info has to be faxed to the manufacturer who is not even going to 
respond.  I also do not think it is fair for the arbitrator to have a private talk with 
the manufacturer without my involvement after the hearing.  The manufacturer 
could have at least participated by phone, and if not, should not be given the 
privilege of the private chat. 

 
In the post-decision survey, both (100%) consumers rated their experience as “poor.” 
 
The following are comments made by both consumers who rated the arbitration 
process as “poor.” 
 

• Not fair, given the treatment I was given by the dealership. 
 

• If the process was actually fair and non-biased, I think it would work well. 
  

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

One consumer affirmed the manufacturer did not perform the award within the 30-day 
timeframe, while one indicated “don’t recall.”   
 
B. If the performance of the award was over 30 days, did you agree to the delay? 

 
The respondent who affirmed the manufacturer exceeded the 30-day performance of award 
did not agree to the delay.   
 

10. If your claim was denied, 

A. Did you pursue legal action? 

One respondent did not pursue legal action, while another respondent indicated this 
question is “not applicable.”   
 

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

 
The consumer, who indicated legal action was not pursued, was not aware of the 
eligibility to reapply for arbitration after obtaining an additional warranty repair. 

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

would that be?   

• Take more into consideration the time and mental stress that the manufacturer 
caused me, and they could have handled it differently. 
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• I asked for the BBB to again intervene after BMW did not provide a repair attempt 
as committed, regardless of the BBB ruling, the vehicle is still under warranty.  A 
BMW field engineer never showed up as committed with an appointment on two 
occasions.  The BBB told me that since BMW did an alignment to try and correct 
my complaint that falls under maintenance and is not a repair, and I have no 
recourse.  BMW performed the alignment under their cost and instructions it was 
not a “maintenance” item, it was done to attempt to correct my complaint.  The 
problem still exists. 

Comparison to 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Survey 
A comparison between the results of the 2011 and 2012 Consumer Satisfaction Surveys 
revealed:   

• There is a significant decrease in the response rate in 2012.  In 2011, 15% of 
consumers responded to the survey, while 7% responded in 2012 
 

• In 2011 and 2012, 50% of the respondents rated their overall satisfaction with the 
Manufacturer’s Representative as “acceptable.”  
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• Car has been in for service 5x, problems not resolved 
The following comments were provided on the post-decision survey regarding the 
Manufacturer’s Representative: 

• Ford leaves something to be desired.  Basically, I was told I don’t know how to 
drive a car and I am incompetent.  Not the way to keep a customer 
 

• Extreme lack of follow through and overall communication.  (I) had to contact the 
manufacturer many times even after I won the case 

 
• Also unfamiliar with automotive design and common problems 
 
• The Ford representative on the phone at the hearing was very professional and 

business like.  I give him only an “acceptable” rating because he stated that the 
vehicle did not qualify for a lemon law claim 

 
• They are looking out for Ford’s interests, which is what they are paid to do, but 

were respectful at all time(s) throughout the arbitration process.  No complaints 
 
• 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 rep 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 ever buying their product 

 
• No complaints.  I got my new car on 2/2/13 and love it 
 
• My husband & I feel that the Manufacturer’s Representative was siding with Ford & 

not being partial.  Yes, we didn’t want to make our vehicle available to them, 
because it’s unsafe to drive, meaning it loses power which could cause an 
accident, as well as the RPM needle going between 3,000 & 5,000 RPM’s.  (The 
service manager) was siding with Ford Motor 

 
• Should give all the refund for extended warranty not use $400 on my car with full 

warranty 
 
• No comment, but very poor 
 
• Totally unwilling to negotiate until I hired a lawyer 
 
• I liked that he agreed with my point, but stated that he had to follow company 

position 
 
• His voice came from a speaker located on the table.  At times it was difficult to 

clearly hear his voice and his interruptions were annoying 
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• Horrible.  I paid cash for a car that I expected to have for 10 years.  No one was no 
my side.  I sold the car and lost $10,000 to get rid of that lemon.  I feel that big 
corporate America won again! 
 

• I would never recommend going through this process.  I would tell people to avoid 
it.  It was an exceedingly long process (5 months) and it was very disappointing to 
see that after all that time and with the body of evidence that I was able to present, 
including other individuals experiencing the same problem, the outcome was 
skewed in favor of the manufacturer by the employment of an unqualified mechanic 
performing the inspection and the refusal of my request to have a qualified 
mechanic with proper equipment and experience perform the inspection.  
Especially, since the arbitrator agreed this was a serious safety issue, but ruled in 
favor of Ford based on the inspection 

 
• I feel the overall process was flawed and favored the manufacturer, who didn’t care 

at all for all the trouble I had encountered 
 
• Very impressive, fair and professional 
 
• I proved case beyond doubt – arbitrator agreed, but then failed to uphold Lemon 

Law remedy.  After wasting my time with this, still had to get a lawyer 
 
• A waste of time.  The program is simply an attempt to pacify consumers without 

really helping them 
 
• As far as I am concerned, my case was lost when during my presentation, I began 

to explain to the Arbitrator the past actions and the 2 ridiculous aftermarket repair 
offers made by Ford Motor Co.  During this part of my presentation the voice on the 
table interrupted and stated I could not use past offers by Ford Motor Co. as part of 
my presentation.  The Arbitrator did not attempt to stop my presentation until after 
the Ford Motor Co. voice spoke up at a time he was not supposed to be able to 
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• Fair 
 
• Speed up the process 

 
• Refund extended warranty on new cars.  They still have full warranty my extended 

did not even take effect yet so how could it be used! 
 

• Make sure arbitrators have common sense, not just legal qualifications 
 

• A clearer understanding of the process for returning the vehicle from the 
manufacturer 
 

• With today’s technology, social media, and internet, BBB was not equipped to 
handle any of the above pieces of evidence that I provided for my case 
 

• Fund the problem with tax dollars so that there is no conflict of interest and use 
arbitrators educated in automotive engineering, design or mechanical experience 
 

• Your process is in no need of any changes 
 

• I think the process is well optimized with excellent response time 
 

• Require the manufacturer’s representative to appear in person for face to face 
discussion 
 

• Process was excellent 
 

• Make sure everything is done in a timely fashion, don’t drag things out, etc. 
 

• The most imperative would be to hire qualified, experienced mechanics with access 
to the proper diagnostic equipment 
 

• The process (would) not move forward until all the proper notifications have been 
made.  I basically wasted my time because of a technicality, that I had not notified 
the manufacturer (Ford) in writing.  I had phoned and emailed ford and had 
numerous conversations with the Ford dealership, (but) apparently this wasn’t 
enough.  Ford didn’t care to resolve the issue for me, so I have since traded the 
vehicle in.  The Dealership was incredibly helpful but the Ford legal rep couldn’t 
have cared less 
 

• I can’t.  The process was excellent and the caliber of people I met (was) very 
impressive and professional.  Thank you again for all the assistance on my case – I 
am very pleased with the outcome 
 

• You are Alright 
 

• I felt like I did everything I could do and it meant nothing to the dealership, the 
manufacturer, or the arbitrator 
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• The entire process should be eliminated – it amounts to nothing more than a dupe 

to the public.  Since the process is purchased by the manufacturer there is a 
conflict of interest. 

 
Results of Respondents Completing Both Pre & Post Surveys 
11 respondents completed both the pre and post-decision surveys.  Consumers A, C, F, and 
J did not receive an award.  Consumer B, D, E, G, H, I, and K did receive awards. 
The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with BBB AUTO LINE STAFF (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer B: excellent ; acceptable 
• Consumer C: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer D: excellent ; acceptable 
• Consumer E: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer F: acceptable ; acceptable 
• Consumer G: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer H: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer I: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer J: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer K: excellent ; excellent 
 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the Manufacturer Representative (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: acceptable ; poor 
• Consumer B: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer C: poor ; poor 
• Consumer D: acceptable ; poor 
• Consumer E: blank ; poor 
• Consumer F: poor ; acceptable 
• Consumer G: excellent ; acceptable 
• Consumer H: poor ; poor 
• Consumer I: poor ; excellent 
• Consumer J: poor ; poor 
• Consumer K: poor ; excellent 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the Arbitrator (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: acceptable ; poor 
• Consumer B: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer C: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer D: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer E: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer F: poor ; poor 
• Consumer G: excellent ; excellent 
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• Consumer H: acceptable ; excellent 
• Consumer I: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer J: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer K: excellent ; excellent 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the entire arbitration process (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: poor ; blank 
• Consumer B: excellent ; acceptable 
• Consumer C: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer D: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer E: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer F: poor ; poor 
• Consumer G: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer H: acceptable ; excellent 
• Consumer I: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer J: acceptable ; poor 
• Consumer K: excellent ; excellent 

 
Comparison to 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Survey 
A comparison between the results of the 2012 and 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Surveys 
reveals some interesting information: 

• The ACP saw an increased response rate in 2012.  In 2011 24% of consumers 
responded to the survey, while 30% responded in 2012 
 

• The BBB AUTO LINE staff received increasingly high remarks for consumer 
satisfaction.  In 2011 71% of respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
satisfaction with BBB AUTO LINE staff, while, in 2012, 92% of respondents reported 
this level of satisfaction 
 

• It appears that satisfaction with the arbitrator increased in 2012, specifically for 
consumers surveyed post-decision.  In 2011 50% of post-decision respondents 
indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” satisfaction with the arbitrator, while, in 2012, 
62% of respondents reported this level of satisfaction 

 
It appears that overall satisfaction with the entire arbitration process increased substantially in 
2012: 
 

• In 2011 78% of pre-decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
satisfaction with the entire arbitration process, while, in 2012, 90% of respondents 
reported this level of satisfaction  
 

• In 2011 41% of post-decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
satisfaction with the entire arbitration process, while, in 2012, 65% of respondents 
reported this level of satisfaction 
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BBB AUTO LINE has seen an increase in consumer’s awareness of the voluntary nature of 
the settlement process.  In 2012, 68% of respondents indicated on Question 3 that they were 
informed that the mediation process was voluntary, compared to 64% in 2011. 
 
The following responses reflect consumers’ experience after receiving an arbitrator’s award: 

• In 2011, 23% of consumers indicated that the manufacturer performed the award 
within 30 days, compared to 35% of respondents in 2012 
 

• In 2011, only 9% of consumers reported that they agreed to extend the timeframe 
for compliance beyond 30 days, compared to 16% in 2012 

 
In 2012, respondents were less aware of their right to request an additional repair attempt 
and then reapply for arbitration through BBB AUTO LINE.  In 2012, only 16% of respondents 
indicated that they were aware of this right, compared to 36% in 2011. 
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Results of Respondents Completing Both Pre & Post Surveys 
Two respondents completed both the pre and post-decision surveys.  Both consumers did 
receive awards. 
The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with BBB AUTO LINE STAFF (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer B: excellent ; excellent 
 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the Manufacturer Representative (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: acceptable ; acceptable 
• Consumer B: acceptable ; acceptable 
 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the Arbitrator (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer B: excellent ; excellent 
 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the entire arbitration process (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer B: excellent ; excellent 

 
Comparison to 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Survey 
A comparison between the results of the 2012 and 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Surveys 
reveals some interesting information: 

• The ACP saw a decreased response rate in 2012.  In 2011 20% of consumers 
responded to the survey, while only 13% responded in 2012 
 

• The BBB AUTO LINE staff received increasingly high remarks for consumer 
satisfaction.  In 2011 20% of post-survey respondents indicated “excellent” satisfaction 
with BBB AUTO LINE staff, while, in 2012, 75% of respondents reported this level of 
satisfaction 
 

• Overall, compared to 2011’s survey, consumer satisfaction indicated higher remarks in 
2012 in respect to the Arbitrator and the entire arbitration process.   
 

• The ACP saw an increase in consumers being aware that the settlement or mediation 
process was a voluntary process.  In 2011, 56% were aware while in 2012, 75% were 
aware of this voluntary process. 
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• The ACP saw an increase in consumers stating that their award was performed within 
30 days (37% in 2011 and 50% in 2012).   
 

• The ACP saw an increase in consumers stating that they were not aware they could 
reapply in arbitration with an additional warranty repair.  56% were not aware in 2011 
while in 2012, this percentage rose to 75%.   
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• Consumer A: excellent ;  poor 
• Consumer B: acceptable : excellent 
• Consumer C: poor : poor 

 
 
The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the Arbitrator (Pre-decision listed first):  
 

• Consumer A: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer B: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer C: acceptable; poor. 

 
The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the experience with the entire arbitration process (Pre-decision listed first): 
 

• Consumer A: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer B: acceptable ; excellent 
• Consumer C: poor ; poor 

 
Comparison to 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Survey 
A comparison between the results of the 2012 and 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Surveys 
reveals some interesting information: 
 

• The ACP saw a decreased response rate in 2012.  In 2011 46% of consumers 
responded to the survey, while 32% responded in 2012 
 

• In 2011 10% of consumers participating in a settlement or mediation process after 
applying for certification with BBB AUTO LINE, were not informed that it was a 
voluntary process, compared to 13% in 2012.  Although it was an increase of 3% in 
2012, the program needs to implement steps and procedures to increase the 
consumers’ knowledge of this voluntary process since 13% of consumers were not 
informed.     
 

• In 2011 10% of consumers receiving an award stated the Manufacturer did not 
perform the award within 30 days after the consumer accepted the award, compared 
to 38% in 2012.  Since it was a significant increase of 28% in 2012, the manufacturer 
needs to strive to increase the performance of the award since 38% of consumers’ 
awards were not performed timely.     In 2011 10% of consumers whose performance 
of the award was over 30 days did not agree to the delay, compared to 14% in 2012.  
Since it was a slight increase of 4% in 2012, the manufacturer needs to strive to 
increase the performance of the award since 14% of consumers did not agree to the 
delay. 
 

• In 2011 60% of consumers whose claim was denied did not know they could reapply 
for arbitration by getting an additional warranty repair, compared to 50% in 2012.  
Although it was an improvement of 10% in 2012, the program and manufacturer need 
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to strive to educate the consumers since 50% of consumers did not know they could 
reapply for arbitration after getting an additional warranty repair. 
 

• The BBB AUTO LINE staff continued to receive high remarks for consumer 
satisfaction.  In 2011 81% of respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
satisfaction with BBB AUTO LINE staff, as in 2012, with 81% of respondents reported 
this level of satisfaction 

 
• It appears that satisfaction with the arbitrator decreased in 2012, specifically for 

consumers surveyed post-decision.  In 2011 90% of post-decision respondents 
indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” satisfaction with the arbitrator, while, in 2012, 81% 
of respondents reported this level of satisfaction 

 
It appears that overall satisfaction with the entire arbitration process decreased in 2012: 
 

• In 2011 92% of pre-decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
satisfaction with the entire arbitration process, while, in 2012, 87% of respondents 
reported this level of satisfaction  

 
• In 2011 60% of post-decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 

satisfaction with the entire arbitration process, while, in 2012, 50% of respondents 
reported this level of satisfaction  
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Jaguar Land Rover North America, LLC 
 
In 2012, the ACP administered both a pre-decision survey (conducted directly after the 
arbitration hearing) and a post-decision survey.  The ACP received three responses to the 
pre-decision survey.  For the post-decision survey the ACP contacted five consumers.  Of 
these five consumers, one (20%) responded to the 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.  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? 

The respondent 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? 
 
The respondent learned about arbitration through the 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? 

 
The responded indicated that they were informed. 

 
5.  In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 

BBB AUTO LINE Staff? 
 

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

 
6.  In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 

vehicle Manufacturer’s Representative? 

Two of the respondents to the pre-decision survey rated the Manufacturer’s 
Representative as poor; one indicated that the representative was acceptable. 
 
The respondent to the post-decision survey indicated that the Manufacturer’s 
Representative was poor. 
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7.  In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
Arbitrator? 

Two of the respondents to the pre-decision survey rated the Arbitrator as acceptable; 
one indicated that the Arbitrator was poor. 
 
The respondent to the post-decision survey indicated that the Arbitrator was poor. 
 

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

Two of the respondents to the pre-decision survey rated the entire arbitration process 
as acceptable; one indicated that the entire arbitration process was poor. 
 
The respondent to the post-decision survey indicated that the entire arbitration process 
was poor. 
 
The following comments were provided on the pre-decision survey: 
 
• Does someone have to be injured before you wake up and realize my car is 

unsafe? 9 problems/20 days, 16 months! 
 

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

The respondent did not answer this question. 
 

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

The respondent did not answer this question. 
 

10.   If your claim was denied, 

A. Did you pursue legal action? 

The respondent indicated that they did. 

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

 
The respondent indicated that they did not. 
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Kia Motors America 
 
In 2012, the ACP administered both a pre-decision survey (conducted directly after the 
arbitration hearing) and a post-decision survey.  The ACP received four 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 11 consumers.  Of these 11 consumers, 4 (36%) 
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, two consumers completed both pre and post-decision 
surveys.  A narrative is included to represent the results of these two respondents.   
  

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

Two respondents responded yes, while two responded no.   

3. Before your hearing, where did you learn about applying for arbitration under 
California’s Lemon Law? 
 
Each respondent stated learning about applying for arbitration from the dealership, a 
friend, the internet and other source.   
 

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? 
 
Three respondents responded yes, while one responded no.   
 

5. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
BBB AUTO LINE Staff? 
 
Two respondents to the pre-decision survey indicated that the BBB AUTO LINE staff 
was excellent, while the other two respondents indicated acceptable.   
 
Three respondents to the post-decision survey indicated the BBB AUTO LINE staff 
was poor, while the other responded indicated acceptable. 
 
The following comments were provided on the post-decision survey: 
 

• Failed to confirm arbitration date.  No follow-up by staff.  Had to follow-up with 
supervisor 

• Consumer was surprised that the outcome was so dependent on how well 
consumer prepared and arguments made 

• Consumer had a lot of information that backed claim and explain position.  Kia’s 
person made one statement and won.  It was very one sided. 
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6. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
Manufacturer Representative? 
 
Two respondents to the pre-decision survey rated the Manufacturer Representative as 
poor; one respondent indicated acceptable and the other respondent as excellent.   
 
Three respondents to the post-decision survey indicated the Manufacturer 
Representative was poor, while the other responded indicated excellent. 

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

Arbitrator? 
 
Three respondents to the pre-decision survey rated the Arbitrator as excellent, while 
one respondent indicated acceptable.   
 
Two respondents to the post-decision survey indicated the Arbitrator was poor, while 
the other two respondents indicated acceptable. 
 
The following comments were provided in the post-decision survey: 
 

• Arbitrator ignored all the certified letters to the dealer stating the brake and light 
problems were not written down on the repair slips 

• Very one sided, a waste of time.  Arbitrator’s mind was already made up 
 

8. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
entire arbitration process? 
 
Three respondents to the pre-decision survey rated the entire arbitration process as 
acceptable, while one respondent indicated excellent.   
 
Three respondents to the post-decision survey indicated the entire arbitration process 
was poor, while the other respondent indicated acceptable. 
 
In the post-decision survey, two consumers made the following comment: 
 

• Consumer would not recommend it to others even though the dealer 
representative was nice 

• As stated before, not worth the time and money.  Should not have this 
department, save tax payer some money 

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

the award? 

One consumer reported the award being performed within 30 days after accepting the 
decision, while the other three consumers responded N/A.   

a. If the performance of the award was over 30 days, did you agree to the delay? 
 
All consumers who responded “N/A”.   
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10. If your claim was denied, 

a. Did you pursue legal action? 

All four respondents stated they did not pursue legal action. 

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

Three respondents responded stated they did not know they could reapply for 
arbitration by getting an additional warranty repair, while the other respondent 
answered N/A. 
 

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

The following comments on improving the arbitration process were offered by two 
consumers: 

• Hire competent arbitrators who know about cars 
• Use Skype as everyone’s time is valuable.  Consumer had to take 20 hours off 

from work to fix my car plus a whole day to attend arbitration 
• Overall things went very well 
• Don't waste the consumer's time with this process.  In consumer’s case the 

arbitrator had his mind made up before the hearing.  Kia did not defend 
themselves at all and still won.  Kia admitted wrong doing on one part of the 
complaint and when consumer told the dealership what Kia said they said Kia 
does not decide.  Another waste of time   

 
Results of Respondents Completing Both Pre & Post Surveys 
 
Two consumers answered both the pre-decision and post-decision surveys. Both 
consumers did not receive an award. 
 
The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision 
surveys for the experience with the BBB AUTO LINE staff (Pre-decision listed first): 
 

• Consumer A: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer B: acceptable ; poor 

 
The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision 
surveys for the satisfaction with the Manufacturer’s Representative (Pre-decision listed 
first): 
 

• Consumer A: excellent ;  excellent 
• Consumer B: poor : poor 
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The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision 
surveys for the satisfaction with the Arbitrator (Pre-decision listed first):  
 

• Consumer A: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer B: acceptable ; acceptable 

 
The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision 
surveys for the experience with the entire arbitration process (Pre-decision listed first): 
 

• Consumer A: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer B: acceptable ; poor 
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Mazda North American Operations 
 
In 2012, 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 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 six consumers.  Of these six consumers, three 
(50%) 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? 

Two consumers responded yes, while one consumer indicated no. 
 

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

Two consumers responded learned about applying through the internet, while one 
consumer learned through an attorney. 
 

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? 

All three consumers stated they were informed that it was a voluntary process. 
 

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

Two consumers rated their experience as poor, while one consumer indicated 
excellent. 
 
For the consumer that completed a pre-decision survey, poor was indicated. 
 

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

Two consumers rated their experience as poor, while one consumer indicated 
acceptable. 
 
For the consumer that completed a pre-decision survey, poor was indicated. 
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7. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
Arbitrator? 

One consumer rated their experience as poor, one consumer indicated excellent while 
the last provided no answer. 
 
For the consumer that completed a pre-decision survey, poor was indicated. 
 

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

One consumer rated their experience as poor, one consumer indicated excellent while 
the last provided no answer. 
 
For the consumer that completed a pre-decision survey, poor was indicated. 
 

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

Two consumers answered not applicable, while one consumer provided a no response. 
 
A. If the performance of the award was over 30 days, did you agree to the delay? 

Two consumers answered not applicable, while one consumer provided a no response. 
 

10. If your claim was denied, 

A. Did you pursue legal action? 

Two consumers answered not applicable, while one consumer provided a yes response. 
 

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

Two consumers answered not applicable, while one consumer provided a yes response. 
  

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

• The arbitrator showed a bias to the car manufacturer 
• Have the truth on the website 
• The manufacturer to speed up their process once a decision is made 
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BBB AUTO LINE 
NISSAN NORTH 
AMERICA, INC. 

 
(INCLUDES INFINITI) 
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satisfaction with BBB AUTO LINE staff.  While in 2012, 60% of respondents reported 
this level of satisfaction 
 

• It appears that consumers’ satisfaction with the arbitrator increased in 2012, 
specifically for consumers surveyed after the arbitration hearing decision.  In 2011, 
55% of post-decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” satisfaction 
with the arbitrator.  While in 2012, 60% of respondents reported this level of 
satisfaction 
 

• The Manufacturer’s Representative received a slight reduction in overall consumer 
satisfaction.  In 2011, 44% of the respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
with the manufacturer’s representative.  While in 2012, the level of satisfaction 
decreased to 40% 
 

It appears that consumers’ overall satisfaction with the entire arbitration process declined in 
2012: 
 

• In 2011 and 2012, prior to receiving an arbitration decision, 100% of respondents 
indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” satisfaction with the entire arbitration process  
 

• In 2011, 50% of post-decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” with 
their satisfaction of the entire arbitration process.  While in 2012, 40% of respondents 
reported this level of satisfaction  

 
The following responses reflect consumers’ experience after receiving an arbitrator’s award: 
 

• In 2011 and 2012, after receiving an arbitration award, 67% of consumers indicated 
the manufacturer completed the performance award within the 30-day requirement 

 
• When consumers were asked in 2011 if they agreed to the delay of the 30-day 

performance of the award, 56% indicated they did not agree.  On the contrary, in 2012, 
the consumer response rate fell to 20% when compared to the previous reporting year.  
This is a positive sign by the manufacturer’s efforts to remain compliant and retain 
customer satisfaction 
 

• In 2011, 56% of consumers did not know they are able to reapply for arbitration after 
getting an additional warranty repair.  This percentage has dramatically increased to 
80% in 2012, which clearly demonstrates a need for consumers to be educated of this 
entitlement     
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• Based decision on assumptions and not specific (discreet) facts.  Only based 
on experience and observation 

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

• Never provided hard evidence to back up VW’s “EPA” mandate, admitted VW 
altered “design” by computer update 

• Rude, lack of effort, didn’t care 
• VW staff was very arrogant 
• The representative that participated in the BBB process had a stance of admit 

nothing, deny everything, blame the owner, which was totally unacceptable.  
VW has lost the consumer’s trust and as a future customer.  Consumer does its 
very best to persuade people away from VW based on consumer’s experience.  
To this date, consumer’s efforts have resulted in 5 less vehicle sales and who 
knows how many more 

• Representative came unprepared.  Representative passed out data at the 
beginning of the hearing which was to be all incorrect.  Representative also 
refused to test drive the vehicle and said he could diagnose the vehicle by 
listening, the representative was an elderly gentleman with a hearing aid and he 
made small talk through the entire drive.   

• The representative came ill prepared- unable to answer consumer’s questions 
about the corporation.  Arbitrator sided with the representative 

• VW has denied there is a serious problem with the consumer’s brand new car 
• They said the vehicle was made for transportation, even that the consumer 

bought the most expensive of the line 
• The representative had no interest in solving the consumer’s problems.  The 

representative only fought to avoid repurchase 
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• Have arbitrator and manufacturer representative not talk jargon back and forth 
because it gives the appearance that the arbitrator has sided with the representative; 
BBB should review application more carefully and send an automatic reply saying 
consumer does not have a case; prescreen better or hire a lawyer to review the claim 
and the arbitrator should not be exchanging jargon back and forth with the 
representative at the end of the hearing 

• Arbitrate closer to consumer’s living place 

• They need more information of the specific vehicle, so they can understand the 
problem 

• Allow for some penalty for the manufacturer not following the award.  Allow a process 
that favors the consumer as the law was originally intended 

 
Results of Respondents Completing Both Pre & Post Surveys 
Eleven respondents completed both the pre and post-decision surveys.  Consumers A, I, 
J and K did not receive an award.  Consumers B, C, D, E, F, G and H did receive an 
award. 
The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision 
surveys for the satisfaction with BBB AUTO LINE STAFF (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: poor ; acceptable 

• Consumer B: excellent ; acceptable 

• Consumer C: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer D: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer E: acceptable ; excellent 

• Consumer F: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer G: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer H: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer I; excellent ; acceptable 

• Consumer J: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer K: acceptable ; poor 
 
The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision 
surveys for the satisfaction with the Manufacturer Representative (Pre-decision listed 
first): 

• Consumer A: acceptable : poor 

• Consumer B: excellent ; acceptable 

• Consumer C: acceptable ; acceptable 

• Consumer D: poor ; poor 
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• Consumer E: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer F: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer G: acceptable ; poor 

• Consumer H: acceptable ; acceptable 

• Consumer I: acceptable ; acceptable 

• Consumer J: poor ; acceptable 

• Consumer K: acceptable; poor. 
 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision 
surveys for the satisfaction with the Arbitrator (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: poor ; poor 

• Consumer B: excellent ; acceptable 

• Consumer C: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer D: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer E: excellent ; acceptable 

• Consumer F: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer G: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer H: excellent ; excellent. 

• Consumer I: acceptable ; acceptable 

• Consumer J: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer K: acceptable ; poor 
 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision 
surveys for the satisfaction with the entire arbitration process (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: poor ; poor 

• Consumer B: excellent ; acceptable 

• Consumer C: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer D: acceptable ; excellent 

• Consumer E: acceptable ; excellent 

• Consumer F: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer G: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer H: excellent ; excellent 

• Consumer I: acceptable ; acceptable 

• Consumer J: excellent ; excellent 
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• Consumer K: acceptable ; poor 
 
     Comparison to 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Survey 

A comparison between the results of the 2012 and 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Surveys 
reveals some interesting information: 

 

• The ACP saw an increased response rate in 2012.  In 2011 25% of consumers 
responded to the survey, while 40% responded in 2012 

• In 2011 10% of consumers participating in a settlement or mediation process 
after applying for certification with BBB AUTO LINE, were not informed that it 
was a voluntary process, compared to 12% in 2012.  Although it was an 
increase of 2% in 2012, the program needs to implement steps and procedures 
to increase the consumers’ knowledge of this voluntary process since 12% of 
consumers were not informed.   
 

• In 2011 10% of consumers receiving an award stated the Manufacturer did not 
perform the award within 30 days after the consumer accepted the award, 
compared to 12% in 2012.  Although it was a slight increase of 2% in 2012, the 
manufacturer needs to strive to increase the performance of the award since 
12% of consumers’ awards were not performed timely.  In 2011 none of the 
10% of consumers whose awards were not performed within 30 days provided 
a response to this question.  In 2012 88% of the consumers whose awards 
were not performed within 30 days after accepting the decision did not agree to 
the delay.  Since it was a significant increase in 2012, the manufacturer needs 
to strive to increase the performance of the award since 88% of consumers did 
not agree to the delay. 

 
• In 2011 50% of consumers whose claim was denied did not know they could 

reapply for arbitration by getting an additional warranty repair, compared to 35% 
in 2012.  Although it was an improvement of 15% in 2012, the program and 
manufacturer need to strive to educate the consumers since 35% of consumers 
did not know they could reapply for arbitration after getting an additional 
warranty repair. 

• The BBB AUTO LINE staff continued to receive high remarks for consumer 
satisfaction.  In 2011 82% of respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
satisfaction with BBB AUTO LINE staff, while in 2012, with 85% of respondents 
reported this level of satisfaction 

• It appears that satisfaction with the arbitrator increased in 2012, specifically for 
consumers surveyed post-decision.  In 2011 40% of post-decision respondents 
indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” satisfaction with the arbitrator, while, in 
2012, 64% of respondents reported this level of satisfaction 

 
It appears that overall satisfaction with the entire arbitration process increased in 2012: 
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• In 2011 88% of pre-decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
satisfaction with the entire arbitration process, while, in 2012, 90% of 
respondents reported this level of satisfaction  

 
In 2011 40% of post-decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
satisfaction with the entire arbitration process, while, in 2012, 58% of respondents 
reported this level of satisfaction 
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Consumers had a substantially more favorable view (91% excellent/acceptable pre versus 
39% excellent/acceptable post) of the entire arbitration process prior to receiving their 
decision. 
The following comment was provided on the pre-decision survey regarding the entire 
arbitration process: 

• Your Department very good!  Thank you! 
 

• The process was well organized.  All of the parties were professional.  I am fortunate 
to have access to such a process 
 

• Handled professionally 
 

• I like all the process excellent job 
 

• The overall process was good, minus the difficulty with Toyota and getting the 
paperwork initiated through them 
 

• The process has been very smooth.  I feel as though I had a path to voice a grievance 
in a non-threatening and efficient manner, with the potential for a timely and actionable 
result 
 

• There should be different rules for different circumstances not only one rule 20 
minutes 
 

• Mr. Williams was professional, informative and supportive.  He seemed to be 
interested in the proceedings and how the consumer (me) was affected 
 

• Very responsive and quick response.  Date came within a good time frame of request 
 

• Met this a.m. – we await the decision.  Good process to go through 
 

The following comment was provided on the post-decision survey regarding the entire 
arbitration process: 

• I thought it was a waste of my time, thinking I had a good case, the arbitrator 
mentioned about my wanting money back , which I didn’t but only to get my truck 
repaired 
 

• It is a “pretend” offer for/to help car owners. Clearly never plan to correct matters or 
negotiate. Sudo [pseudo] process 
 

• I don’t understand why other documentation I should have brought.  There is no other 
documentation.  I brought all the repairs documentation 
 

• The result was not satisfactory and did not make the process worthwhile 
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12. If you could think of one major change to improve the arbitration process, what 
would that be?   

 
• To have an unbiased, [expletive] arbitrator 

 
• Seems like a scam clothed in a robe of propriety.  How can an 83% adverse process 

be fair? 
 

• I am disgusted and thinking about this ordeal is stressful and shameful a large 
company can get away with this 
 

• Make it more clear that arbitration WILL adhere to Lemon Law requirements.  I was 
asking for some loss of value amount knowing that I would be selling the vehicle, but it 
was quickly apparent during the hearing that vehicle buyback was the only option.  
This is a decidedly more expensive route for the manufacturer, and creates an all-or-
none situation rather than a compromise solution 
 

• Have more than one person in the arbitration.  I recommend to have a committee and 
more than one opinion.  A one person opinion might not be efficient or accurate 
 

• Make it unbiased.  There was nobody technical to examine the car.  Nobody knew 
what exactly was wrong.  The Toyota rep assured it was the rims and the arbitrator 
went with it.  Totally biased and waste of time 
 

• Make Manufacturer try to fix problem 
 

• Listen to the evidence of the consumer and be more professional.  Toyota should let 
BBB handle their claims 
 

• Random occurring problem, electronics problems, communications problems, hard to 
show proof 
 

• Get someone else who is fair who drove in the car and witnessed the problem.  I 
believe his decision was incorrect and completely unfair.   Not acceptable 
 

• Reduce the amount of paperwork – don’t allow dealerships to put in after market 
products that ruin your automobile 
 

• Help consumer be better prepared.  They / I most likely have never been through the 
process.  So if they are better prepared, they can be equally confident as the 
manufacturer is.  Since they know the process already 
 

• That the arbitrators be trained as to what conditions should lead to a conclusion in 
favor of the victim of poor quality vehicles 
 

• An unbiased arbitrator.  I would also recommend to explain in details what additional 
documentation be brought to the hearing 
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• I am very dissatisfied that my claim was denied.  After all, if this issue really wasn’t 
happening why would I have gone thru all of this? 
 

• It is a fake process – there was no intent on behalf of Toyota to ever assist us 
 

• To look at the complaints from the start when customer started complaining 
 

• In my case, I prefer for no arbitration and that having something happens to my car 
like that newly purchased shouldn’t have happened at all 
 

• If it is not right, the Manufacturer should fix it! 
 

Results of Respondents Completing Both Pre & Post Surveys 
Nine respondents completed both the pre and post-decision surveys – 6 Southern California 
and 3 Northern California consumers.  Consumers B, D, E, F, G, and H did not receive an 
award.  Consumers A, C, and I did receive awards. 
The following bullet points indicate consumers’ answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the CDSP STAFF (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer B: excellent ; acceptable 
• Consumer C: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer D: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer E: not applicable; poor 
• Consumer F: excellent; poor 
• Consumer G: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer H: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer I: excellent ; excellent 

The following bullet points indicate consumers’ answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the Manufacturer Representative (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: not applicable; excellent 
• Consumer B: excellent ; acceptable 
• Consumer C: acceptable; acceptable 
• Consumer D: acceptable ; acceptable 
• Consumer E: poor ; poor 
• Consumer F: acceptable ; acceptable 
• Consumer G: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer H: acceptable ; poor 
• Consumer I: excellent ; excellent 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the Arbitrator (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: excellent; excellent 
• Consumer B: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer C: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer D: excellent ; poor 
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• Consumer E: poor; poor 
• Consumer F: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer G: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer H: acceptable ; poor 
• Consumer I: excellent ; excellent 

The following bullet points indicate consumer’s answers on the pre and post-decision surveys 
for the satisfaction with the entire arbitration process (Pre-decision listed first): 

• Consumer A: excellent; excellent 
• Consumer B: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer C: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer D: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer E: poor; poor 
• Consumer F: excellent ; poor 
• Consumer G: excellent ; excellent 
• Consumer H: excellent; poor 
• Consumer I: excellent ; excellent 

 
Comparison to 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Survey 
A comparison between the results of the 2012 and 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Surveys 
reveals some interesting information: 

• The ACP saw an increased response rate in 2012.  In 2011 23% of consumers 
responded to the survey, while 30% responded in 2012 
 

• The CDSP staff received increasingly high remarks for consumer satisfaction.  In 2011 
62% of respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” satisfaction with the CDSP 
staff, while, in 2012, 78% of respondents reported this level of satisfaction 
 

• It appears that satisfaction with the arbitrator decreased in 2012, specifically for 
consumers surveyed post-decision.  One indicator may be the number of cases 
arbitrated significantly dropped from the previous reporting year.  Only 138 cases were 
arbitrated in 2012; while in 2011, 301 cases were arbitrated.  In 2011, 43% of post-
decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” satisfaction with the 
arbitrator, while, in 2012, 39% of respondents reported this level of satisfaction 
 

It appears that overall satisfaction with the entire arbitration process decreased slightly in 
2012.  Once again, the number of cases arbitrated significantly dropped from the previous 
reporting year.  Only 138 cases were arbitrated in 2012; while in 2011, 301 cases were 
arbitrated. 
 

• In 2011, 74% of pre-decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
satisfaction with the entire arbitration process, while, in 2012, 91% of respondents 
reported this level of satisfaction  
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• In 2011, 45% of post-decision respondents indicated “acceptable” or “excellent” 
satisfaction with the entire arbitration process, while, in 2012, 39% of respondents 
reported this level of satisfaction  
 

It appears that overall most consumers who participated in a settlement or mediation process 
after applying for arbitration with the CDSP were informed that it was a voluntary process.  As 
aforementioned, the number of cases arbitrated significantly dropped from the previous 
reporting year; however, there was a 13% point increase of consumers who were not aware 
that CDSP was a voluntary process even with fewer cases arbitrated in 2012. 
 

• In 2011, 67% of respondents indicated they knew that the CDSP was a voluntary 
process; while in 2012, 54% of respondents reported they knew about this same 
voluntary process.  
 

• In 2011, 33% of respondents indicated “no” or “not applicable” that they did not know 
the CDSP was a voluntary process, while in 2012, 46% of respondents reported “no” 
or “not applicable” that they did not know about this same voluntary process.   
 

It appears that overall most consumers could not fully address the survey question in regards 
to their individual arbitrated cases as to whether the manufacturer performed the award within 
the 30 days after they accepted the award.  Their responses could possibly be based on their 
denial of an award or no relief granted in their cases. The denial rate of arbitrated cases in 
both 2011 and 2012 was 82% and 83% respectively. 

 
• In 2011, 81% of respondents indicated “no” or “not applicable” that the manufacturer 

performed the award on time, while in 2012, 78% of respondents reported this 
information as “no” or “not applicable” 
 

• In 2011, 19% of respondents indicated “yes” the manufacturer performed the award 
within the 30 days after they accepted the award, while in 2012, 22% of respondents 
reported “yes” that the manufacturer performed the award within the 30 days after they 
accepted the award  

 
It appears that consumer responses were consistent over the past two years regarding the 
performance of the award was over 30 days, and if they did agree to the delay or not. 
 

• In 2011 and 2012, 88% of respondents indicated “no” or “not applicable” that if the 
performance of the award was over 30 days as to whether they agreed 
 

• In 2011 and 2012, 5% of respondents said” yes” they agreed to the performance of the 
award over 30 days, while 7% said “no” they did not agree to the performance of the 
award over 30 days 

 
It appears that overall a slight increase of consumers indicated they knew that they could 
reapply for arbitration by getting an additional warranty repair.   
 

• In 2011, 33% of respondents indicated “yes” they knew they could reapply for 
arbitration by getting an additional warranty repair, while in 2012, 39% of respondents 
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reported “yes” they knew they could reapply for arbitration by getting an additional 
warranty repair 
 

• In 2011, 48% of respondents indicated “no” they did not know they could reapply for 
arbitration by getting an additional warranty repair, while in 2012, 37% of respondents 
reported “no” they did not know they could reapply for arbitration by getting an 
additional warranty repair 
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Porsche Cars North America, Inc 
 
In 2012, the ACP administered both a pre-decision survey (conducted directly after the 
arbitration hearing) and a post-decision survey.  The ACP received two (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 7 consumers.  Of these 7 consumers, 1 (7%) 
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 the result of this respondent.   
 

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

The one respondent affirmed knowledge about the California’s Lemon Law. 
 

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

 
The one consumer learned about applying for arbitration from the vehicle 
manufacturer. 

 
4. If you participated in a settlement or mediation process after applying for 

arbitration with the Consumer Arbitration Program for Motor Vehicles (CAP-
Motors), were you informed that it was a voluntary process? 

 
The one consumer was informed by the CAP-Motors staff that the settlement, 
mediation process was voluntary.   

 
5. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 

CAP-Motors staff? 
 

In the pre-decision survey, one respondent rated the experience with the CAP-Motors 
staff as “excellent.” 
 
One respondent, who responded to both the pre- and post-decision surveys, replied as 
follows:   
 
Pre-decision survey - rated the experience with the CAP-Motors staff as “excellent.”   
 
Post-decision survey - rated the experience as “poor,” and included the below remark: 
 

• This program was all favorable to manufacturer.  Using a lawyer is easier. 
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6. In terms of overall satisfaction, how would you rate your experience with the 
vehicle Manufacturer’s Representative? 

In the pre-decision survey, the one consumer rated the experience with the vehicle 
Manufacturer’s Representative as “acceptable.” 
 
One respondent, who responded to both the pre- and post-decision surveys, replied as 
follows:   
 
Pre-decision survey - rated the experience with the Manufacturer’s Representative as 
“acceptable.”   
 
Post-decision survey - rated the experience as “poor,” and included the below remark: 
 

• Bad program 
 

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

 
In the pre-decision survey, the one respondent rated the experience with the Arbitrator 
as “excellent.”  
 
One respondent, who responded to both the pre- and post-decision surveys, replied as 
follows:   
 
Pre-decision survey - rated the experience with the Arbitrator as “acceptable.”   
 
Post-decision survey - rated the experience as “poor.”  

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

entire arbitration process? 
 

In the pre-decision survey, the one consumer rated their experience with the entire 
arbitration process as “excellent.”  
 
One respondent, who responded to both the pre- and post-decision surveys, replied as 
follows:   
 
Pre-decision survey - rated the experience with the entire arbitration process as 
“acceptable.”   
 
Post-decision survey - rated the experience as “poor.”  
 

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

The one respondent indicated “not applicable” to this question.   
 
B. If the performance of the award was over 30 days, did you agree to the delay? 
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The one respondent indicated “not applicable” to this question.   
 

10. If your claim was denied, 

A. Did you pursue legal action? 

The one respondent did not pursue legal action.   
 

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

 
The one respondent indicated “yes” to knowing the eligibility to reapply for arbitration 
after obtaining an additional warranty repair.  

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

would that be?   

• Because of this unfair decision from a person who doesn’t know about the 
vehicle….it’s favorable to manufacturer rather than the consumer.   

 
Comparison to 2011 Consumer Satisfaction Survey 
There is no comparison analysis available between the years 2011 and 2012.  The ACP was 
unsuccessful in receiving any responses from the six consumers who were sent the 2011 
pre- and post-decision surveys.   
 
 
   



 
 

108 

CONCLUSION 
 

This year’s responses showed a slight increase in percentage of responses received (23% in 
to 2011 compared to 26% in 2012).   
 
With a 15% negative response when asked if consumers were informed that the settlement 
or mediation process was a voluntary process, the programs should strive in notifying 
consumers of this procedure.  Changes in properly informing consumers of the voluntary 
process are recommended.   
 
When asked if the manufacturer performed the award within the 30 days required, 22% of 
consumers that responded stated that the award was not performed in the required time.  As 
a follow up, consumers were also asked if they had agreed to the delay, while 73% stated it 
did not apply to them, 14% stated they did not agree to the delay.  Manufacturers should 
strive to adhere to the timelines required.   
 
The programs should also ensure consumers are aware that they could reapply for arbitration 
by getting an additional warranty repair.  This is evident with 43% of consumers stating they 
were not aware of this.   
 
The responses received from consumers suggest needed improvements in various important 
areas.  Although there was an increase in percentage from 2011 to 2012 in regards to 
excellent ratings (35% excellent in 2011 and 48% excellent in 2012), consumers responded a 
similar poor rating (31% poor in both 2011 and 2012).  Poor rating for manufacturer 
representatives decreased in percentage when 2011 and 2012 were compared (60% poor in 
2011 and 49% in 2012).  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.  
 
An increase in excellent rating of consumers’ experiences with arbitrators suggests 
arbitrators are possibly being educated in proper procedures of arbitration.  The percentage 
of excellent ratings remained consistent between 2010 and 2011 (29% in 2011 and 38% in 
2012).   
 
In regards to the overall satisfaction of the entire arbitration process, no significant changes 
were observed between 2011 and 2012.  Arbitration programs should continue to strive to 
provide obtain positive ratings from consumers who have used their arbitration process.  
 
It is also evident that in comparing the pre-decision and post-decision surveys, consumers 
have a much positive rating prior to a decision being rendered.  It shows that the decision can 
alter a consumer’s outlook of the process, primarily with the manufacturer’s representative 
and the arbitrator, if they don’t receive an award.   
 
The results of the 2012 Consumer Satisfaction Survey continue to 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 
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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.    
 


