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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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The ACP reeceived ressponses froom 124 of thhe 477 connsumers conntacted for a responsee rate 
of 26%. Thhis is an inccrease fromm 2011’s ressponse ratee of 23%. TThe 2012 tootal responnses 
included: 882 or 66% ffrom consumers who uutilized BBBB AUTO LINE, 41 or 333% from 
consumerss who utilizeed CDSP and one or 11% from coonsumer whho utilized CCAP-Motorss. 

The ACP aalso receiveed 102 pre--decision reesponses frrom consummers who uutilized BBBB AUTO 
LINE, 32 pre-decisioon responsses from cconsumers who utilizeed CDSP, two pre-ddecision 
responses from consuumers who utilized CAAP-Motors. 

Responndents byy Arbitrattion Proggram 
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Coontactedd Consummers by 
AArbitration Proggrams 
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CDSP CDSP 
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For all certified arbittration programs in California, consumerrs were assked to ratte their 
experiencee with the aarbitration program sttaff as exccellent, accceptable or poor in thhe post-
decision suurvey. Sixtyy (60) or 488% of the reespondentss rated their experiencce as excellent (an 
increase from 35% in 2011) and 25 (20%) participantss indicated the processs was acceeptable, 
while 38 (31%) respondents raated it as ppoor. Onee (1) or 1%% of the consumers did not 
respond to this question. 
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The same question wwas asked pprior to a deecision beinng rendereed.  One huundred eighht (108) 
or 79% of the respondents rateed their exxperience aas excellennt (an increease from 68% in 
2011) andd 23 (17%) participants indicatted the prrocess wass acceptabble, while 4 (3%) 
respondents rated it as poor  (aa decreasee from 11%% from 2011). One (1) or 1%% of the 
consumerss did not resspond to this question. 

Two consuumers utiliziing the CAPP-Motors prrogram commpleted a ppre-decisionn survey whhile one 
completed a post-deecision surrvey. Bothh pre-decission surveys were aanswered wwith an 
excellent rresponse inn regards to the CAAP-Motors staff whilee the consumer of thhe post 
decision suurvey answered poor. 

The followwing charts illustrate the percenntage of rrespondentss by all ccertified arbbitration 
programs ccollectively and individdually (with the exceptiion of Cap--Motors). 
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Expeerience wwith Arbittration Prrogram Staff, CDSSP 
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Consumerss were alsso asked to rate thheir experieence with the vehiccle manufaacturer’s 
representaative. Twennty (20) or 16% of the respondeents indicaated that the experiennce was 
excellent (aan increasee from 9% in 2011) aand 40 (32%%) of the cconsumers indicated tthat the 
experiencee was acceeptable, whhile 61 (49%%) participaants indicaated it was poor (a deecrease 
from 49% in 2011). TThree (3) orr 3% of the consumerss did not resspond to thhis questionn. 

The same question wwas asked pprior to a deecision beinng renderedd. Twentyy-eight (28) or 20% 
of the respondents ratted their exxperience as excellentt (an increase from 17% in 2011) and 60 
(44%) participants inddicated the process waas acceptabble, while 443 (32%) reespondents rated it 
as poor (a decrease from 37% inn 2011). Fivve (5) or 4%% did not reespond to this question. 

Two consuumers utiliziing the CAPP-Motors prrogram commpleted a ppre-decisionn survey whhile one 
completed a post-deecision surrvey. Bothh pre-decission surveys were aanswered wwith an 
acceptablee response in regards to the manufacturer’ss representative whilee the consuumer of 
the post-deecision survvey answerred poor. 

Experience witth Vehiclee Manufaacturer’s RRepresenntative, AAll Prograams 
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Experience with Vehicle MManufactturer’s Reepresentaative, BBBB AUTO LINE 
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Exxperiencee with Vehhicle Mannufactureer’s Repreesentativve, CDSP 
Pre‐DDecision 

38% 

9%% 

50% 

Poor 

Acceptable 

Excellent 

No Responsee 

22% 

27% 

51% 
Poor 

Accep 

Excel 

ptable 

lent 

3% 

Consumerss were thenn asked to rate their eexperience wwith the arbitrator. Foorty- seven (47) or 
38% of thee respondennts indicated that the eexperience was excellent (an increase from 29% in 
2011) and 17 (14%) of the coonsumers inndicated thhat it was acceptablee, while 555 (44%) 
participantss indicated it was pooor.  Five (55) or 4% of the consumers did nnot respondd to this 
question. 

The same question wwas asked pprior to a deecision beinng renderedd. Ninety-sseven (97) or 71% 
of the respondents ratted their exxperience as excellentt (an increase from 63% in 2011) and 28 
(21%) partticipants inddicated thee process wwas acceptaable, while 7 (5%) resspondents rated it 
as poor (a decrease from 13% inn 2011). Foour (4) or 3%% did not respond to tthis questioon. 

Two consuumers utiliziing the CAPP-Motors prrogram commpleted a ppre-decisionn survey whhile one 
completed a post-deecision surrvey. Thee pre-decission surveyys were aanswered wwith an 
acceptablee and excelllent responnse in regarrds to the arbitrator whhile the consumer of thhe post-
decision suurvey answered poor. 
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Experience wiith Arbitrrator, CDSSP 
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Finally, consumers wwere asked to rate theeir experiennce with thhe entire arbitration pprocess. 
Forty-two ((42) or 34%% of the respondentss indicatedd that the eexperiencee was exceellent (a 
significant increase frrom 24% inn 2011) andd 20 (16%)) of the connsumers inddicated thaat it was 
acceptablee, while 57 (46%) participants inddicated it wwas poor (a slight decrrease from 48% in 
2011). Five (5) or 4%% of the consumers didd not responnd to this question. 

The same question wwas asked pprior to a deecision beinng renderedd. Eighty-oone (81) or 59% of 
the responndents ratedd their expeerience as excellent ((an increase from 50%% in 2011) and 43 
(32%) partticipants inddicated thee process wwas acceptaable, while 9 (7%) resspondents rated it 
as poor (a significant decrease from 17% in 2011). TThree (3) oor 2% did nnot respondd to this 
question. 

Two consuumers utiliziing the CAPP-Motors prrogram commpleted a ppre-decisionn survey whhile one 
completed a post-deecision surrvey. Thee pre-decission surveyys were aanswered wwith an 
acceptablee and exceellent respoonse in reggards to thhe entire aarbitration pprocess whhile the 
consumer oof the post--decision suurvey answwered poor. 
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Experiencce with Enntire Arbiitration PProcess, BBBB AUTTO LINE 
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Expeerience wwith Entiree Arbitrattion Proccess, CDSSP 
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In addition to asking consumerss about theeir experiennce with vaarious partiees of the pprocess, 
ACP also aasked conssumers wheether they wwere informmed of certtain procedures. Connsumers 
were asked that if they participaated in a ssettlement oor mediatioon process after applyying for 
arbitration, were they informed tthat it was a voluntaryy process. Of the 1244 respondeents, 77 
(62%) indicated that were inforrmed whilee 18 (15%)) stated theey were noot informedd. The 
remaining 229 consumers (23%) aanswered nnot applicabble. 

10 



Were yo 
mediatio 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

Consumerss were asked if the manufacturer performedd the awardd within thee 30 days aafter the 
award wass accepted. Thirty-fivee (28%) connsumers staated the awward was peerformed wwithin 30 
days whilee 27 (22%)) answeredd it was noot. The reemaining 62 consumeers don’t reecall or 
answered nnot applicable. 

Didd the Manu perform th within the 
30 day u accepted rd? 
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As a followw up to thee previous question, AACP askedd consumers if they hhad agreedd to the 
delay if thee performannce of the aaward was over 30 daays. Only 12 (10%) cconsumers agreed 
while 17 (14%) did nnot agree tto the delaay. The reemaining 995 consumeers don’t reecall or 
answered nnot applicable. 
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Lastly, connsumers weere asked iff they kneww they couldd reapply foor arbitratioon by obtaining an 
additional wwarranty reepair. Of the 124 respoondents, 433% (53 respondents) indicated thhat they 
were not aaware of this while 222% (28 respondents) were awarre you coulld reapply with an 
additional wwarranty reepair. This was not appplicable too 35% (43 rrespondentts) who commpleted 
the survey.. 

DDid you knnow you coould reappply for arbiitration 
by gettiing an addditional waarranty reppair? 

22% 

43% 
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No 

N/ 

es 
o 

/A 

35% 

DATA BYY MANUFFACTUREERS 

The questiionnaire daata in the 22012 Conssumer Satissfaction Suurvey has bbeen arrannged by 
each manuufacturer’s sstate-certified arbitratioon programm. The survvey illustrattions include those 
manufacturers with nine or moree respondennts to the quuestionnairre. 

Additionallyy, the ACPP disseminaated a queestionnaire to eligible consumerss whose case file 
was closedd by the staate-certified arbitration program, bbut the ACPP did not reeceive a repply from 
the consummer(s). Faactors suchh as no ressponse or rreply by coonsumer, oobsolete consumer 
contact infoormation, oor questionnnaire returnned by the UUS Postal SService were attributed to the 
survey ressponse ratee. Consequently, tthere is noo questionnaire data for the foollowing 
manufacturers: 

Manufactuurer Program AAdministraator No. of CConsumerrs 

AM Generaal Sales Coorp. BBB AUTOO LINE 0 
Aston Marttin North Ammerica BBB AUTOO LINE 0 
Bentley Mootors, Inc. BBB AUTOO LINE 0 
Ferrari Norrth Americaa, Inc. BBB AUTOO LINE 0 
Isuzu Motoors Americaa, Inc. BBB AUTOO LINE 0 
Lamborghini America, LLC BBB AUTOO LINE 0 
Lotus Carss BBB AUTOO LINE 0 
Maserati NNorth Americca, Inc. BBB AUTOO LINE 0 
Workhorsee Custom CChassis CAP-Motoors 0 
Airstream, Inc. CAP-RV 0 
Thor Motorr Coach, Incc. CAP-RV 0 
Winnebagoo Industriess, Inc. CAP-RV 0 
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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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BBB AUTO LINE 

AMERICAN HONDA 
MOTOR COMPANY, INC. 

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

In 2012, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision surrvey.  The ACP receivved 15 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of four  questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP ccontacted 333 consummers.  Of thhese 33 consumers, 77 (21%) 
responded to the survvey. This is a decreaase from thhe 29% recceived fromm 2011. Thhe post-
decision suurvey conssisted of 11 questionss designed to ascertaain consumers’ awareness of 
the Lemon Law, as weell as the saame questiions asked on the pre--decision survey. 
Each illustrration repreesented below is charaacterized byy the surveey questionss. In additioon, four 
consumerss completeed both pree and posst-decision surveys. A narrativve is incluuded to 
represent tthe results oof these fouur respondeents. 

2. Befoore you puurchased yyour vehiccle, did youu know abbout the Caalifornia’s Lemon 
Laww? 
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3. Befoore your hhearing, wwhere did yyou learn about appplying for aarbitrationn under 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 
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2.5 
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4. If yyou particiipated in a settlement or meediation pprocess affter applyiing for 
arbiitration witth the BBBB AUTO LIINE, were yyou informmed that itt was a voluntary 
proccess? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

29%
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Yes 

No 

N/A 

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

Pre‐Decission 

93% 

Accceptable 
Exxcellent 

7% 

Pooor 

Excellent 71% 

Connsumers exxpressed veery high saatisfaction wwith BBB AAUTO LINEE staff, in bboth the 
pre and post-ddecision suurveys. Off the 22 surveys, 199 (86%) inddicated “exxcellent” 
satissfaction with BBB AUTTO LINE staaff. 
The following comments were provvided on thhe pre-deccision surveey regardinng BBB 
AUTTO LINE staaff: 

•• So glad it is in existence 
•• Very helpful 
•• Telephoone was exccellent, inteernet was exxcellent, Frresno staff was excelleent 
•• Responssive and exxcellent folloow throughh 

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

•• Extremeely helpful, received aall necessaary documeents in a ttimely mannner, all 
explanations were clear and cconcise 

•• BBB staaff were very encouragging and heelpful with mmy questionns and conccerns 
•• I think thhe arbitratioon staff worrks for the innterest of thhe manufaccturer 

6. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
vehicle Manuffacturer’s RRepresentative? 
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47%

67%

43%

14%

Pre‐Decisiion 

7 Poor 
33% PoorAcceeptable 

Exceellent Accepptable 

No AAnswer 

33% 

7% 
13% 

Connsumers shhow an increased disssatisfactionn of the Maanufacturerr’s Represeentative 
after a decisionn is rendereed. 
The following commentss were proovided on tthe pre-deecision survvey regarding the 
Mannufacturer’ss Representtative: 

•• Non-ressponsive, inaccurate 
•• Honda iss hiding behind the leggality of quaality and noot addressinng the issue 
•• The servvice has beeen good buut it has nott solved thee issues 

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

•• Only maaking excusses for theirr mistakes 
•• I was ppoorly treated by thee NorCal HHonda exeecutive. OOn more than 10 

occasionns during hhis testimony, he wass unable too explain thhe handlingg of my 
case. 

•• Did not eeven show up 

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

Pre‐Decission 

Poor 

13% 

43% 

Acceeptable Acceptable 

Exceellent Exxcellent 87% 
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Connsumers had a significantly more favorable vview of the Arbitrator pprior to receeiving a 
deciision. 
The following commentss were proovided on tthe pre-deecision survvey regarding the 
Arbitrator: 

•• Exceptioonally profeessional 
•• Very preecise 
•• 20 minutes late andd undresseed. Seemedd professional and imppartial. 

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

•• Judgmeents were noot acceptabble 
•• She was thoroughh, extremely knowledggeable, proofessional attorney wwho had 

done heer homeworrk 
•• He is faiir with his ddecision 
•• Very fairr decision oon his first aand secondd 
•• The arbitrator dealss with the law as he feeels.  This was very ppoor and bias from 

him to thhe manufaccturer.    

8. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
entire arbitration processs? 
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50%
20%

Poor 

Pre‐Decission 

Accceptable 
Exceellent 

Excellent 
80% 

Connsumers haad a significcantly moree favorablee view of the entire aarbitration pprocess 
prior to receiviing a decission.  Conssumers vieew of the pprocess afteer a decision was 
renddered were either commpletely favoorable to exxpressing ddissatisfaction. 
The following ccomments wwere providded on the ppre-decisioon survey reegarding the entire 
arbittration proccess: 

•• The proccess has beeen done inn a very proofessional wway. 
•• This proocess was nnot as we eexpected 

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

•• Took waay too longg for hearinng date and don’t maatter seriouusly until soomeone 
gets injuured or diess 
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•• I hope thhis processs is available in all areaas of our coountry 
•• All partiees were proofessional 
•• I would not recommmend nor addvise to usee it, should file the laww suit immeediately 

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

29% 28% 

43% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

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

57% 

443% 

No 

N/A 

10. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 

43% 
14% 

43% 

Yes 

No 

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

57% 

4 29%4% % 
Yes 

No 

N/A 

1 

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

• Expedite thhe process and better managemeent of consumer’s timee 
•  I can’t thinkk of one areea that needds improvemment 
• TTo have paarking spaces to attend the arbitrration heariing. Streett parking inn Culver 

CCity has timme limit. 
• TTo have both sides preesent at thee table 

Results off Respondeents Comppleting Botth Pre & Poost Surveyys 
Four respoondents commpleted booth the pre and post-decision surrveys. Connsumers A, B, and 
C did receive awards..  Consumeer D did nott receive awwards. 
The following bullet pooints indicaate consumer’s answeers on the ppre and posst-decision ssurveys 
for the satissfaction witth BBB AUTTO LINE STTAFF (Pre--decision lissted first): 

• CConsumer AA: excellent ; excellent 
• CConsumer BB: excellent ; excellent 
• CConsumer CC: excellent ; excellent 
• CConsumer DD: excellent ; excellent 

The following bullet pooints indicaate consumer’s answeers on the ppre and posst-decision ssurveys 
for the satissfaction witth the Manuufacturer Representatiive (Pre-deecision listedd first): 

• CConsumer AA: poor ; pooor 
• CConsumer BB: acceptabble ; poor 
• CConsumer CC: poor ; accceptable 
• CConsumer DD: acceptabble ; n/a 

The following bullet pooints indicaate consumer’s answeers on the ppre and posst-decision ssurveys 
for the satissfaction witth the Arbitrrator (Pre-ddecision listted first): 

• CConsumer AA: excellent ; excellent 
• CConsumer BB: excellent ; excellent 
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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%. 

21 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

BBB AUTO LINE 

BMW OF NORTH 
AMERICA, LLC 

(INCLUDES MINI COOPER) 
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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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Ford Mootor Commpany 

In 2012, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision surrvey.  The ACP receivved 28 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. For the post-deecision surrvey the ACCP contacteed 104 consumers. OOf these 
104 consumers, 31 (330%) respoonded to thhe survey. The pre--decision suurvey consisted of 
five questioons designed to gauge consumeer satisfaction with thee arbitrationn program, vehicle 
manufacturer, arbitrator, and overall arbittration proccess, indeppendent off the decission the 
consumerss received.  The posst-decision survey coonsisted off 11 questtions desiggned to 
ascertain cconsumers’ awarenesss of the Lemmon Law, aas well as tthe same questions assked on 
the pre-deccision survey. Each illustration representeed below is characterized by the survey 
questions. 

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

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

23%

77%%

Yes 

No 

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

13% 

19% 

68% 

Ye 

N 

N 

es 

o 

o Answer 

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

Pre‐Deecision 

79 

2 

9% 

1% 

Acceptable 

Excellent 

58 

1 

8% 

6% 

26% 

Poor 

Accepta 

Excellen 

able 

nt 

Consumerss expressed very highh satisfactioon with BBBB AUTO LINE staff, inn both the ppre and 
post-decision surveyss. Of the 59 surveyys, 54(92%%) indicated acceptabble” or “exxcellent” 
satisfactionn with BBB AUTO LINE staff. 
The followiing commeent was provided on thhe pre-decission surveyy regardingg BBB AUTTO LINE 
staff: 

• Exceellent for OOakland, CCalifornia OOffice. Accceptable foor Arlingtonn, CA officce. On 
August 15, I emmailed requuest to scheedule arbitrration, becaause no woord from Foord after 
12 ddays. BBB Arlington ccalls 1 hourr later and said Ford mmade mediiation offer on Aug 
13, but I was never told unntil then 
The following comments were provvided on thhe post-deccision surveey regardinng BBB 
AUTTO LINE staaff: 
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46%

• TThe BBB sttaff were alll very politee and organnized 

• VVery helpful and suppoortive 

• UUnfamiliar wwith their oown arbitraation processs. Had too cite pagees from thee BBB’s 
oown informaation booklet to explain that it waas within mmy right to pproceed dirrectly to 
aarbitration aat any time 

• TThe BBB sttaff was also very courrteous and helpful 

• GGreat resouurce. Keepp up the goood work to hhelp poor ppeople 

•  I appreciateed this oppoortunity verry much andd did not wwant to havee to resort tto such, 
bbut ultimateely was forrced to. AAs a native Californiann, this provvided me wwith the 
rresolution II felt was due. Everryone in thhe processs was veryy professionnal and 
ccourteous 

•  I would recoommend too friends 

•  Inflexible, dogmatic 

• AArbitrator sstaff was vvery professsional but should haave provideed me with more 
ddetailed andd easy to understand informationn concerning the arbitrration session 

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

Pre‐Deecision 

29 

18% 

9% 

% 

7% 

Poor 

3

Poor 

3
Acceptable 

3% 

17% 

Accepttable 
Excellent 

50% 

Excelleent 
No Answer 

Consumerss had appproximatelyy the same level off satisfactioon with thhe Manufaacturer’s 
Representaative in the pre and poost-decisionn surveys. 

The followwing commment wass providedd on the pre-decission surveey regardinng the 
Manufacturer’s Repreesentative: 
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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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7. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arbitrator? 

4% 

2 

68% 

7% 

2 

5

PoorPoor 

2% 

3%  

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1%
Acceptable 

Pre‐DDecision 

Acceptablee 

35% 

10% Excellent
Excellent 

Not Appliicable 
No Answerr 

Consumerss had a suubstantially more favoorable vieww (89% exccellent/acceeptable pre versus 
62% excelllent/acceptaable post) oof the arbitrrator prior too receiving their decission. 
The following comments were prrovided on tthe pre-deccision surveey regarding the Arbitrrator: 

• PProper – seeemingly unnbiased 
The followwing commeents were pprovided on the post-deecision survvey regarding the arbiitrator: 

• TThe arbitrattor was nicee enough, bbut had littlee educationn or experieence with ccommon 
aautomotive problems. The progrram has noo “teeth.” NNot educateed or expeerienced 
eenough to mmake an infformed judggment 

•  I think the aarbitrator lisstened well and undersstood my perspective 

•  I felt she did not listenn or care. She ordereed a follow up with a mechanic and he 
cconfirmed mmy problemm and still sided with Foord 

• TThe arbitrattor intently listened to my case annd facilitateed the heariing very weell 

• VVery fair annd professioonal. I greaatly appreciated the oppportunity too present mmy case 

• VVery professsional, nonn-partisan, hhe conductted the procceeding verry well.  Hee seems 
tto enjoy heelping people. And took enough interest too take a tesst drive withh me in 
tthe vehicle 

• TThis was aa 5 month process wwhich endedd up beingg a waste of time sinnce the 
aarbitrator aggreed that my car had a safety issue, but since the mechanic ccouldn’t 
rreplicate it during the short 10 mmile test drive and wwithout any proper diaagnostic 
eequipment to performm an adequuate test, hhe said hee had to finnd in favorr of the 
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mmanufacturer. I felt thhis was ridiculous connsidering thhe body of evidence aand the 
lack of a prrofessional inspection of the carr. At the veery least I should havve been 
aallowed to hhave the caar re-inspeccted by a quualified andd reputable mechanic 

• TThe arbitrattor was exttremely proofessional aand gave mme time to speak my point of 
vview. Overall disappointed. I ddon’t feel tthe Arbitrattor was neeutral and ffeel the 
pprocess waas biased toowards the manufacturrer 

• FFair and obbjective 

• PPresented OOK but when it camee time to rendering a ddecision hee was unheelpful to 
mme and simmply supporrted the manufacturer 

• AAfter my caase presenttation was ddisallowed, I was assuured by thee Arbitrator that the 
FFord servicce department paperwwork, that iin fact connfirmed the problem wwith my 
vvehicle’s a..m. band rradio recepption, wouldd be part oof the casee file and that he 
wwould readd it. Obvioously, baseed on howw he decideed this casse, that immportant 
ddocument wwas ignoredd 

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

61% 

7% 

% 

3% 

PoorPoor 
49% 

3% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

  
  

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

  
  

 

%

29% Acceptaable 

Pre‐DDecision 

Acceptabble 

32% 

16% Excellent 
Excellent 

Not Applicable 
No Answeer 

Consumerss had a suubstantially more favoorable vieww (90% exccellent/acceeptable pre versus 
65% excellent/acceptable post)) of the eentire arbitrration proccess prior to receivinng their 
decision. 
The followwing commment was pprovided oon the pre--decision ssurvey reggarding thee entire 
arbitration process: 

• VVery professsional 
The followwing commeents were provided oon the posst-decision survey reggarding thee entire 
arbitration process: 
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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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6%

16%

23%

9. A. DDid the Mannufacturerr perform the award wwithin the 30 days affter you acccepted 
the award? 

42% 
35% 

Yes 

No 

Not AApplicable 

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

68 

16 

%%
Yes 

No 

Not Applicable 

10. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 

55% 

166% 

29% 
Yes 

No 

Not Appplicable 
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BB. Did youu know yoou could reeapply forr arbitratioon by gettiing an addditional 
warrantty repair? 

45% 

16% 

39% 

Yes 

No 

Not Appplicable 

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

• FFord changged the Maanufacturer Response Form duriing the arbbitration heaaring to 
ssay somethhing compleetely different. We were not notified prior to the hearingg 

• ((BBB staff) was a greaat help with the arbitrattion pre-proocess 

• WWas hard foor me to unnderstand mmuch of whhat he (the manufacturrer represeentative) 
wwas saying due to the phone connnection. WWould have been betteer if Ford haad been 
aat the arbitrration 

• BBoth partiess should haave a repressentative present 

•  I feel that tthe instructtions and oobjectives wwere madee quite cleaar. I thougght (the 
aarbitrator) wwas very prrofessional..  This proccess was eexactly howw I thought iit would 
bbe 

• BBBB AUTOO LINE has done a greeat job in thhis processs. The manufacturer’s rep is 
ggood at fabbricating stoories. (He)) tried making case soound like I caused deefect on 
mmy own vehhicle. Veryy misleadingg. Very impressed (wwith the arbiitrator). (Arrbitrator 
wwas) imparttial, very prrofessional, (and) showwed legitimate concern for my caase 

• HHad the problem sincce purchasee- 12 attemmpts to gett it repairedd- dealer ddid their 
bbest but saiid it was maanufacturerr problem. Went to arrbitration annd brought vvehicle, 
ddemonstrated the probblems with the “sync” eelectronics system thaat controls nav-tel-
hheat-entertaainment sysstems. Arbbitrator agreeed the prooblems exisst (3/6/12 10AM)- I 
wwas told I wwould get (the arbitraator’s) findinngs in 3 daays. It tookk until 3/266/12-(20 
ddays) it toook to showw (the arbbitrator’s) innability to understandd a demonnstrated 
cconsumer pproblem witth a $50,0000 vehicle.  Is this the best justtice the pubblic can 
eexpect fromm a governmment agenccy? 
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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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25%

75%

Geeneral Mootors Corrporation 

In 2012, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision suurvey. The ACP received sevenn responsess to the 
pre-decisioon survey. The pre-deecision survvey consistted of four qquestions ddesigned too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP ccontacted 30 consumeers. Of thesse 30 conssumers, four (13%) 
responded to the survvey.      Thee post-decision surveyy consistedd of 11 questions designed to 
ascertain cconsumers’ awarenesss of the Lemmon Law, aas well as tthe same questions assked on 
the pre-deccision surveey. 
Each illustrration repreesented below is charaacterized byy the surveey questions. In additiion, two 
consumerss completeed both pree and posst-decision surveys. A narrativve is incluuded to 
represent tthe results oof these twoo respondeents. 

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

Yes 

No 

3. BBefore yourr hearing, where did you learnn about appplying for arbitrationn under 
CCalifornia’ss Lemon Laaw? 

2 
1.5 
1 

0.5 
0 

4. Iff you participated inn a settlemment or mmediation pprocess aafter applying for 
arbitration with the BBB AUTTO LINE, were youu informedd that it was a 
vooluntary process? 
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25% 

Yes 

N/A 

5. Inn terms of overall saatisfaction,, how wouuld you rate your expperience wwith the 
BBBB AUTO LINE stafff? 

86% 75% 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

25%

75%

14%

Pooor 

Pre‐Decission 

Accceptable 

ExxcellentExccellent 

Connsumers exxpressed veery high saatisfaction wwith BBB AAUTO LINEE staff, in bboth the 
pre and post-deecision survveys. 
The following ccomment wwas providedd on the pree-decision survey regarding BBBB AUTO 
LINEE staff: 

•• BBB perrsonnel proovided a settting that wwas not intimmidating 

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

•• The BBBB staff was very helpfuul, professioonal and nice 
•• Our inteerface with RRosa Tinocco was outsstanding. SShe as veryy professionnal. 

6. Inn terms of overall saatisfaction,, how wouuld you rate your expperience wwith the 
veehicle Mannufacturer’’s Represeentative? 
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ion

Poor

Accep

Excel

25%

25%

Pre‐Decisi 

57% 

14% 

29% 

75% 

Pooor 

ptable Acceeptable 

lent 

Connsumers exxpressed similar satisffaction withh the Manuufacturer’s Representtative in 
bothh pre and poost surveyss. 
The following comment was provvided on thhe pre-deccision survvey regarding the 
Mannufacturer’ss Representtative: 

•• GM tookk too long too respond tto our compplaints 

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

•• They inttroduced a number of representaatives with ddifferent approaches 

7. Inn terms of overall saatisfaction,, how wouuld you rate your expperience wwith the 
AArbitrator? 

Pre‐Decision 

71% 

29% 
Acceeptable 

75% 
Poorr 

Exceellent Excellent 

Connsumers exxpressed similar satissfaction witth the Arbitrator in bboth pre annd post 
survveys. 
In thhe post-deccision surveey, consumeers made thhe followingg commentts: 

•• Arbitratoor acted proofessionallyy and heardd both sidess patiently 
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14%

29%

•• Very proofessional, conductedd the heariing at a high level wwhile retainning the 
judicial ccontrol of thhe hearing 

8. Inn terms of overall saatisfaction,, how wouuld you rate your expperience wwith the 
entire arbitrration proccess? 

PPre‐Decisioon 

57% 

Poor Accepttable 

Acceptaable 
50% 

Excelleent
Excellennt 

50% 

Connsumers exxpressed similar satisffaction withh the entiree arbitration process in both 
pre and post suurveys. 

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

•• I was pleased with the personnnel at BBBB and the aarbitrator coonducted aa 2 hour 
and 15 mminute hearing 

9. DDid the Mannufacturer perform thhe award wwithin the 30 days affter you acccepted 
thhe award? 

50% 
YYes 

N/A 

50% 

A. If the perfoormance off the awardd was overr 30 days, ddid you aggree to the delay? 
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50% 
Yes 

N/A 

50% 

10. Iff your claimm was denied, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 

25% 2 

50% 

% 25% 

Yes 

No 

N/A 

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

25% 

75%% 

No 

N/A 

11. Iff you could think off one majoor change to improvve the arbbitration prrocess, 
wwhat would that be??  Please sspecify. 

• Would havve been beetter if mannufacturer representaative was ppresent insstead of 
ttelecom 

• BBoth sides ccould have been in thee room 
• BBetter commmunication of the proccess, what iit means annd why case was denied 
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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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HHyundai Motor Ammerica 

In 2012, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) and a post-ddecision suurvey. Thee ACP receeived eightt responsess to the 
pre-decisioon survey. The pre-deecision survvey consistted of four qquestions ddesigned too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey,, the ACP contacted 25 consumers. Of these 25 consumerss, eight 
(32%) respponded to the surveyy.      Thee post-decision survey consistedd of 11 quuestions 
designed tto ascertain consumeers’ awareness of thhe Lemon Law, as wwell as thee same 
questions aasked on thhe pre-decission surveyy. 
Each illustration repreesented beelow is chaaracterized by the survey questtions. In aaddition, 
three conssumers commpleted booth pre-deccision and post-decision surveys. A narrrative is 
included too represent the results of these thhree responndents. 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

50%
50%

Yes 

No 

3. Befoore your hhearing, wwhere did yyou learn about appplying for aarbitrationn under 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 

5 

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

133% 

25% 

62% 
Yes 
No 

N/A 

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

Pre‐Deecision 

75% 

122% 13% 

Poor 

Acceptable 

Excellent 

255% 

12% Poor 

Acceptable 

Excellent 

63% 

Connsumers exxpressed veery high saatisfaction BBBB AUTOO LINE staff, in both the pre 
and post-decission surveyys.  Of the 16 surveyys, 13 (81%%) indicateed “acceptaable” or 
“exccellent” satissfaction witth BBB AUTTO LINE sttaff. 

The following comments were provvided on thhe pre-deccision surveey regardinng BBB 
AUTTO LINE staaff: 

•• Arbitratoor did very ggood job too “level” the playing field 
•• Professiional, fair 

The following comments were provvided on thhe post-deccision surveey regardinng BBB 
AUTTO LINE staaff: 

•• Poor communicatioon, lacking fairness 
•• Responssive, courteeous and heelpful 
•• There wwas a little breakdownn in the setttlement, coonsumers wwere not pprovided 

an itemized detail oof how and why of the payment aamount 
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•• The judgge knew thee plaintiff 

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

PPre‐Decisioon 

38% 

25% 37% 

 

 

  

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

   

 

 
  

 

  

 

 

  
  

 12%

38% PoorPoor 50% 
Acceptable Acceptaable 
ExcellentExcellennt 

Connsumers haad approximmately the ssame level of satisfacction with the Manufaacturer’s 
Reppresentativee in the pree and post--decision ssurveys. HHowever, in the post-ddecision 
survvey the satissfaction decreased slightly with the Manufacturer’s Reepresentativve. 

The following comment was provvided on thhe pre-deccision survvey regarding the 
Mannufacturer’ss Representtative: 

•• Bad faithh 

The following comments were provvided on the post-deecision survvey regardding the 
Mannufacturer’ss Representtative: 

•• Carolyn Harvey maade lemonaade out of mmy Lemon 
•• As far aas consumer is conceerned conssumer was impressedd that he wwas not 

informedd and brokee many rulees 
•• Consummers were uunderpaid bbecause theey could noot read the ccopy clearlyy 
•• Had no sense; didnn’t take respponsibility nnor incentivve to solve problem 
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7. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arbitrator? 

Pre‐Deci 

88% 

12% 

le 

table 

Connsumers haad a substantially moree favorablee view (88%% acceptable pre versus 63% 
exceellent/accepptable post) of the arbitrator priorr to receivinng their deccision.  

The following comment was provvided on thhe pre-deccision survvey regarding the 
Arbitrator: 

•• Professiional, fair 

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

•• In spite of providinng live evideence of deffect in vehicle consummer was deenied in 
the casee 

•• Arbitratoor was laccking in aaverage inntelligence 
manufaccturer.  Did not take inn the facts 

and also sided witth auto 

•• 
••
 The car was not saafe to drive because off the steerinng 

Willing tto test drivee but wasn’t honest too the test ddrive resultss even thouugh the 
car was off aligned arbitrator ddidn’t write anything 

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

50% 
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ision

%

Poor

Accept

12%

38%%
Poor
Accepta
Excellen

5%

25%
50%

38%

25% 37% Poor
Acceptab
Excellent

Poor 
able 2 Acceptable 

nt Excellent 
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Connsumers haad a substaantially moore favorabble view (888% excelleent/acceptaable pre 
verssus 50% eexcellent/accceptable post) of thhe entire arbitration process pprior to 
receeiving their decision. 

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

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

38%

62% Yes
No
s 

BB. If the pperformancce of the aaward wass over 30 ddays, did yyou agreee to the 
delay? 

43% 

14% 

43% 
Yes 
No 

N/A 

s 

A 

10. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 

50% 

12% 

38% 

Yes 

No 

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

12% 

500% 

Yes 

No 

38% 

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

•• The proocess did nnot go as itt was explaained and outlined.  Consumerss never 
receivedd documentts that weree presentedd prior to heearing 

•• That thee BBB would be fair annd just for aall parties 
•• If they ccould havee fixed the steering I would havve kept thee car.  I shhould of 

gotten aa lawyer 
•• The proocess was scam lesss. Consummer was exxtremely immpressed wwith the 

professionalism 
•• Consummer should hhave hired a lawyer 
•• Consummer would hhave appreeciated an itemized aaccounting of how annd what 

was refuunded. Coonsumer haad to go too the dealeer to get finnal paymennt for a 
portion oof the settleement 

•• More infformation oon arbitration 
•• Way tooo much timee spent 

Results off Respondeents Comppleting Botth Pre & Poost Surveyys 

Three conssumers ansswered botth the pre-ddecision annd post-deccision surveeys. Consuumers A 
and C did nnot receive an award. Consumerr B did receeive an awaard. 

The following bullet pooints indicaate consumer’s answeers on the ppre and posst-decision ssurveys 
for the experience with the BBB AUTO LINEE staff (Pree-decision liisted first): 

•• Consummer A: excellent ; excellent 
•• Consummer B: excellent ; excellent 
•• Consummer C: poor ; poor 

The following bullet pooints indicaate consumer’s answeers on the ppre and posst-decision ssurveys 
for the satissfaction witth the Manuufacturer’s Representaative (Pre-ddecision listted first): 
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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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BBB AUTO LINE 

KIA MOTORS AMERICA 
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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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BBB AUTO LINE 

MAZDA NORTH 
AMERICAN OPERATIONS 
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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. 

67 



 
 

  

 

 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

  
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

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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Niissan North Amerrica, Inc. 
(Nissann and Infiiniti) 

In 2012, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision surrvey.  The ACP receivved 11 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of four questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP ccontacted 442 consummers.  Of thhese 42 consumers, 55 (12%) 
responded to the survvey.    Thee post-decission surveyy consisted of 11 quesstions desiggned to 
ascertain cconsumers’ awarenesss of the Lemmon Law, aas well as tthe same questions assked on 
the pre-deccision surveey. 
Each illustrration repreesented below is charaacterized byy the surveey questionss.  In addition, one 
consumer completed both the pre- and ppost-decisioon surveys.. A narrattive is incluuded to 
represent tthe result off this respoondent. 

2. Beefore you purchaseed your veehicle, didd you knoow about the Califfornia’s 
Leemon Law?? 
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40% 40% Yes
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0 0

2
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22
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3. Beefore your hearing, wwhere did yyou learn aabout applyying for arrbitration uunder 
Caalifornia’s Lemon Laww? 
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4. If you particcipated in a settlemment or mmediation pprocess affter applying for 
arbitration wwith the BBBB AUTO LLINE, weree you informmed that itt was a voluntary 
prrocess? 

60% 40% Y 

N 

Yes 

N/A 

5. In terms of overall sattisfaction, how woulld you ratee your expperience wwith the 
BBBB AUTO LLINE staff?? 

Pre‐‐ Decision 

64% 
36% Accep 

Excell 

ptable 

ent 20 

40% 

0% 

Poor 

Accep 

Excell 

ptable 

ent 

40% 

Prrior to receivving the arbbitrator’s deecision, all 11 (100%) of the resppondents inndicated 
theeir experiennce with thee BBB AUTTO LINE staaff were higghly satisfaactory. Whereas 2 
(400%) of the 5 responddents who aanswered tthe survey after receivving an arbbitration 
deecision, werre less satissfied. 
Thhere were no consummer commeents made to the pree-arbitrationn decision survey 
reggarding thee BBB AUTO LINE staaff. The following commments werre providedd by two 
coonsumers on the post-aarbitration ddecision suurvey: 

• Staff wwere very proffecional [stet] 
• I felt the processs was in faavor of the manufactuurer/dealersship from thhe start 

despitee my amplee evidence proving maanufacturerr was at fauult 

6. In terms of ooverall satiisfaction, hhow wouldd you rate yyour experrience withh the 
veehicle Manuufacturer’ss Represenntative? 

71 



P oon 

64% 
Poorr 

Acceeptable ptable 

Excellent 

Prrior to the aarbitration hhearing, 8 (73%) of thhe 11 conssumers werre overall ssatisfied 
witth their expperience with the Mannufacturer’ss Representtative. Afteer the hearring, the 
peercentage ddeclined to 440%. 

Thhe following commennts were pprovided oon the pree-arbitrationn decision survey 
reggarding thee Manufactuurer’s Repreesentative: 

• The individuals reepresentingg the manuffacturer weere cordial. 
• This process doees not work well. 

7. In terms of overall sattisfaction, how woulld you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arrbitrator? 
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27%
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82% Poor

Acceptabl
40%

20%
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Poor

Excellent Excelle

40%
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nt 

Pre‐Deecision 

Coonsumers’ initial interraction withh an arbitrrator is at the time of the arbbitration 
heearing. As the above illustrationns show, coonsumers’ assessmennt of the arrbitrator 
waas favorable before thhe hearing, whereas their overaall satisfacttion declineed after 
recceiving the hearing deecision. 
Thhe following commennts were pprovided oon the pree-arbitrationn decision survey 
reggarding thee Arbitrator: 

• He diddn’t seem tto understaand some cconcepts off technologgy, but did not ask 
questioons to clariffy them 
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Thhe followingg commennts were pprovided onn the postt-arbitrationn decision survey 
reggarding thee Arbitrator: 

• Horrible 
• She wwas friendly 

8. In terms of overall sattisfaction, how woulld you ratee your expperience wwith the 
enntire arbitraation proceess? 

Pre‐ Decision 

20% 

20% Poor 
Acceptablee Acceptaable60% 

ExcellenntExcellent 

45% %55%% 

Coonsumers pperception of the arbbitration proocess prior to receivving an arbbitration 
deecision wass rated favoorably (exceellent and aacceptablee) at 100%.  Whereass after a 
deecision wass received,, their favoorable percception deeclined to 40% (2 off the 5 
resspondents rated excelllent and accceptable). 

Thhe following commennts were pprovided oon the pree-arbitrationn decision survey 
reggarding thee entire proccess: 

• The prrocess tookk too long 
• Happyy that this process is available 
• Reallyy good respponse from BBB. I thinnk they are doing a grreat job by helping 

consummers feel mmore able too do something about business fllaws. 
• The caase manager at BBB was difficult to reach..  She did nnot respondd to my 

calls/vvoice mailss promptly at all so I had to speak to assistant to get 
information. Thee few timees she did answer, sshe was frrustrated bbecause 
speak english ass a third lannguage (I aam from Chhina). I waant to say sshe was 
inpatieent as the reesult of my english and it was rudde at times. 

Thhe followingg commennts were pprovided onn the postt-arbitrationn decision survey 
reggarding thee entire proccess: 

• Wastee of time 
• I feel as if I wassted my timme explaininng my case and submitting subbstantial 

evidennce when the case hhad more or less allready beeen in favor of the 
manuffacturer. 
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20%

25%

% 25% No

Don't Re

N/A

20%

20%

9. Did the Manufacturer pperform thhe award wwithin the 330 days affter you acccepted 
the award? 

40% 00% 
Yes 
No 

N/A 

A. If the performancee of the awward was over 30 ddays, did yyou agree to the 
delay? 

50 

ecall 
% 

10. If yyour claimm was denieed, 

A. Did you ppursue legal action? 

60% 
Yes 
No 

N/A 

B. Did you know youu could reeapply for arbitrationn by getting an addditional 
warranty repair? 
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N/A

80%

11. If yyou could think of onne major change to improve thhe arbitratioon processs, what 
woould that bbe? Pleasee specify. 

• The sidinng with thee manufactturer. Perrhaps the BB (stet) could actuually be 
impartial judges in eaach case. 

• Fix the veehicle! 
• To have the arbitraation process availablle in otherr language or at leasst have 

someone to translatee in other wwords you ccan get morre businesss if there waas more 
info. in diffferent languages. 

Results off Respondeents Comppleting Botth Pre & Poost Surveyys 
One respoondent commpleted booth the pree- and posst-decision surveys. This resppondent 
testified in person andd received aan award. 
The followiing are the responsess by the coonsumer onn the pre- aand post-deecision survveys for 
each questtion. The ppre-decisionn responsess are listed first. 

• Oveerall satisfacction with thhe BBB AUTO LINE sttaff: excellent; excelleent 
• Oveerall satisfaaction with the vehiccle Manufaacturer’s RRepresentattive: acceeptable; 

acceeptable 
• Oveerall satisfacction with thhe Arbitratoor: excellennt; acceptabble 
• Oveerall satisfacction with thhe entire arrbitration prrocess: exccellent; accceptable 

Comparisoon to 2011 Consumeer Satisfacttion Surveyy 
A comparison betweeen the results of the 2011 andd 2012 Connsumer Saatisfaction SSurveys 
revealed: 

• There is a signnificant deccrease (50%%) in the number of cconsumers respondingg to the 
20122 Consumeer Satisfacttion Surveyy. In 2011, 18% of cconsumers respondedd to the 
survvey, while 99% respondded in 2012 

• In 2011, 67% oof consumeers indicatedd they weree informed by the BBBB AUTO LINNE staff 
that settlementt or mediation is a voluuntary proccess. Whereas in 20112, the perccentage 
of coonsumers informed abbout the volluntary proccess declinned to 60% 

• The BBB AUTOO LINE staaff received a slight deecrease in ooverall remarks for consumer 
satissfaction. In 2011, 667% of reespondents indicated “acceptabble” or “exxcellent” 
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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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BBB AUTO LINE 

VOLKSWAGEN OF 
AMERICA, INC. 

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

In 2012, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision surrvey.  The ACP receivved 22 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of four questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey, the ACP ccontacted 448 consumeers. Of theese 48 consumers, 177 (35%) 
responded to the survvey.    Thee post-decission surveyy consisted of 11 quesstions desiggned to 
ascertain cconsumers’ awarenesss of the Lemmon Law, aas well as tthe same questions assked on 
the pre-deccision surveey. 
Each illustrration repreesented below is characterized bby the surveey questionns.  In addition, 11 
consumerss completedd both pre-ddecision annd post-deccision surveeys. A narraative is included to 
represent tthe results oof these 11 respondennts. 

2. Befoore you puurchased yyour vehiccle, did youu know abbout the Caalifornia’s Lemon 
Laww? 
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Yes 
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3. Befoore your hhearing, wwhere did yyou learn about appplying for aarbitrationn under 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 
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24%

29%

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

12% 
Yes 
No 

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

Pre‐DDecision 

6% 11% 

Poor 47% Poor 
Accepttable Acceptabble 
Excelleent

Excellent 
883% 

Connsumers expressed a hhigh satisfaaction with BBBB AUTOO LINE stafff, in both the pre 
and post-decision surveyss. Of the 399 surveys, 36 (92%) inndicated “acceptable” or 
“exccellent” satissfaction witth BBB AUTTO LINE sttaff. 

The following comments were provvided on thhe pre-deccision surveey regardinng BBB 
AUTTO LINE staaff: 

•• I am ammazed at thee efficiency and professsionalism 
•• Very infoormative 
•• Very atteentive 

The following comments were provvided on thhe post-deccision surveey regardinng BBB 
AUTTO LINE staaff: 

•• Did not feel the apppropriate judgment wwas made. It was as if somethinng bad, 
really baad, has to actually haappen before they willl do anything about itt, rather 
than preetend 
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•• 
•• 

•• 
••

 BBB casse staff wass very helpfful and proffessional 
Found tthe arbitration to be eextremely ffair and assked good questions to help 
clarify innformation 
Quick seervice and vvery professsional 
It took oover a weeek for themm to send thhe applicattion packagge.  By thee time it 
arrived iit only gavee one to suubmit or forrfeit.  At thee end of thhe process a letter 
from BBBB counsel clearly demmonstrated a gross off lack of understandingg of the 
issues. The BBB sstaff had a different understandinng of the leemon law than the 
arbitratoor 

•• Poor communicatioon- would nnot return calls for dayys- always rreceived vooicemail 
instead of a persson. Sideed with thhe manufaacturer or would noot allow 
consumer’s voice to be heard 

•• 

••

 The meediation proocess was a completee waste off time. 
case waas not takenn seriously 
Could noot have donne it withouut them 

Coonsumers feelt their 

•• 
••
 They weere very frieendly 
 The process has no backbonee. The manufacturer did not folloow the deccision or 

repair tthe car aafter the ffinal repairr attempt. Consummer requeested a 
reconsidderation andd the arbitrator did nott order anytthing 

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

Pre‐Decision 

72% 

6% 

22% 

4

47% 

1% 

12% 

Poor 

4
Poor Accepttable 
Accepptable Excelleent 
Excellent 

Connsumers haad approximmately the ssame level of satisfacction with the Manufaacturer’s 
Reppresentativee in the pre and post-ddecision surrveys. 

The following commentss were proovided on tthe pre-deecision survvey regarding the 
Mannufacturer RRepresentaative: 

•• Almost in-line with what I would expect 
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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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7. In teerms of overall satisfaction, hhow wouldd you ratee your expperience wwith the 
Arbitrator? 

41% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
   

 

 

 
 

 

  

 

 

  
  

 

 
 

 

  

  
  

35%

24%

Poorr 

Pre‐Decission 

83

1% 
6% 

3% 

11

Pooor 

Accceptable Acceeptable 
Exceellent Exxcellent 

Connsumers haad a substtantial morre favorablee view (900% excelleent/acceptable pre 
verssus 65% exxcellent/acceptable posst) of the arrbitrator prior to receivving their deecision. 

The following commentss were proovided on tthe pre-deecision survvey regarding the 
Arbitrator: 

•• Stayed nneutral but thorough 
•• Pendingg, so far exccellent 

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

•• Ruled foor VW as vvehicle operating as ddesigned when VW addmitted it cchanged 
design aat 36,000 mmile update 

•• Unprofeessional. AArrived late, refused tto drive thee vehicle on a hill whhere we 
could duuplicate thee problem.  Instead aarbitrator mmade consumer drivee for 40 
minutes in unfammiliar flat streets and danggerous connstruction zones. 
Consummer’s insisteence to driive where they couldd duplicate the probleem was 
rejected outright. With the saame time thhey could hhave gone to the terrain that 
caused the problemm and admiitted by thee VW shop mmanager affter his testt drive. 

•• Arbitratoor was business like in maanner, yett sided wwith manuffacturer 
represenntative 

•• One of consumer’s complainnt involved Bluetooth technologyy- arbitratoor didn’t 
even owwn a cell phone and coouldn’t undeerstand thee problem 

•• At the vvery end oof the arbittration heaaring the aarbitrator annd manufaacturer’s 
represenntative werre talking jaargon backk and forth,, at that pooint consummer had 
an inclinnation that tthe arbitratoor was alreaady siding wwith the maanufacturerr 

•• Fair persson 
•• The arbitrator did nnot understaand the prooblem 
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11%

22%

12%

%

•• The proocess is flaawed and biased towwards the manufacturer, which makes 
sense since they pay for the aarbitration 

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

Pre‐Decisioon 

67% 
Poor 

47% 41% 

% 

Poor 

Acceptable Acceptablee 

Excellent
Excellennt 

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

•• Seems ffair 
•• Waiting for decisionn 
•• Pendingg 

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

•• Second experiencee with BBB- first experience invoolved a Saaab, got an aattorney 
afterwarrds and Saaab settled for $26,000 

•• Glad thiss is a placee to help consumer 
•• The entiire process was a wasste of time ffor the conssumer. The decision in favor 

of the mmanufactureer appeareed to have been madde before the processs even 
started. The connsumer’s innterest agaainst the manufacturrer’s irrespponsible 
behavior was not pprotected 

•• Consummer would nnever recommmend thiss process tto anyone.  A total wwaste of 
time andd energy. BBetter to goo directly to court 

•• If Song--Beverly and other leemon law issues weere prescribbed by BBBB staff 
consumers would not have wasted timme with this process.  In other words, 
someone should have morre carefullyy reviewedd our application annd sent 
consumers an autoomatic replyy saying coonsumers did not havee a case 

•• Consummer still has the issue 
•• Not impressed at aall. No resppect for the customer, just an exeercise in futiility 
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1

41% 4

2%

7%

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

7 Yes 

No 

1 N/A 

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

12%% 

88% 

Yes 

No% 

10. If yoour claim wwas deniedd, 

A. DDid you puursue legal action? 

53% Yes 

No 

47% 

B. DDid you kknow you could reaapply for arbitrationn by gettinng an addditional 
wwarranty reepair? 
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47%
18%

35%

Yes 

Noo 

N//A 

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

• My ssecond expperience. First also aggainst me but settled oout of court for $35,000. This 
expeerience maanufacturerr never denied culpability- only that their chance too repair 
vehiicle which increased cost and ddecreased value was made afteer 18 montths and 
therefore not ccovered undder lemon law.  No evvidence preesented to support thhe claim 
for mmodificationn. 

• Arbitration should follow rrules of evidence andd case law.  Consumeer will pursuue legal 
actioon 

• It wwould be heelpful for thhe arbitratoor to consider the saafety of thee consumer more. 
Makke a judgmment basedd on what could likely happen..  Instead of denyingg claim 
becaause nothing too danngerous haad happened. Why wait until someone has an 
accident or is pput in a danngerous sittuation befoore anything is done aabout it? NNot very 
proaactive. 

• Easier to find aall informatioon ahead oof time to plan and preepare 

• Officce staff neeeds to be mmore helpful by copyinng consumeer’s documeents for arbbitration 
proccess 

• More communnication throoughout thhe process. Overall, the consuumer had a good 
expeerience 

• The DMV still bbelieves the vehicle iss in the connsumer’s name, even though consumer 
signned it over tto Audi. Suuggest that final paperrwork and transaction take place at BBB 
locaation 

• Hiree and retrainn competennt and impaartial peoplee 

• Connsumer doeesn’t believee much wouuld changee since commpanies payy the BBB tto show 
that they are aa good commpany to peeople. Connsumers noow realize BBBB takes care of 
commpanies andd really bothher with people and thheir needs. A total waste of time 

• Alloww the unsaatisfied conssumer the opportunityy to have a neutral third-party meechanic 
insppect the car 
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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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California Dispute Settlement Program 
(CDSP) 

TOYOTA MOTOR SALES 
USA, INC. 

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

In 2012, the ACP administeredd both a ppre-decisionn survey ((conducted directly affter the 
arbitration hearing) annd a post-ddecision surrvey.  The ACP receivved 32 respponses to tthe pre-
decision suurvey. The pre-decission surveyy consistedd of five questions designed too gauge 
consumer satisfactionn with the arbitrationn program,, vehicle mmanufactureer, arbitratoor, and 
overall arbbitration proocess, indeependent oof the decission the coonsumers rreceived. For the 
post-decision survey,, the ACP contacted 138 consumers. OOf these 1338 consumers, 41 
(30%) responded to the surveey. The ppost-decisioon survey consisted of 12 quuestions 
designed tto ascertain consumeers’ awareness of thhe Lemon Law, as wwell as thee same 
questions asked on the pre-ddecision suurvey. Eaach illustraation repreesented beelow is 
characterizzed by the ssurvey quesstions. 

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

  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

49% 51% Yes 

No 

3. Befoore your hhearing, wwhere did yyou learn about appplying for aarbitrationn under 
Caliifornia’s Leemon Law? 

0
2
4
6
8 
10 
12 
14 
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4. If yyou particiipated in a settlement or meediation pprocess affter applyiing for 
arbiitration with the California Diispute Setttlement PProgram (CCDSP), weere you 
infoormed that it was a vooluntary prrocess? 

14% 

32% 

54% Yes 
No 

N/A 

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

Pre‐Decission 

8 

13% 

84% 

3% 

Poo 

Acc 

Exce 

or 

eptable 

ellent 

35% 

20% 

% Poor 

Accept 

Excelle 

table 

ent 

45% 

Consumerss expresseed a fairly high satisfaction withh the CDSPP in both tthe pre annd post-
decision ssurveys. OOf the 73 surveys, 57 (78%) indicated “acceptabble” or “exxcellent” 
satisfactionn with the CCDSP staff. 14 of the 73 surveyss (20%) ratted their experience ass “poor” 
with the CDDSP staff. 
The following comments were prrovided on tthe pre-deccision surveey regarding the CDSPP staff: 

• My eexperience with CDSPP staff has been excellent. All off my questiions and cooncerns 
havee been adddressed in aa timely manner. 

• Hanndled professsionally 

• Veryy responsivve and quick, date camme within a good time frame of reequest 

• Veryy polite andd orderly meeeting – thaanks! 

The followwing commeents were provided oon the post-decision survey reggarding thee CDSP 
staff: 
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• I hadd little interaction w/CDDSP staff 

• Helppful and infoormative 

• On ttime, clear, helpful 

• Ressponsive proofessional 

• They were rudee, unprofesssional, drunk with powwer 

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

sion 

38% 

P 

A 

E 

N 

Poor 

Acceptable 

Excellent 

N/A 

22% 

27% 

o 

c 

or 

ceptable 

cellent 

50% 
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51%

Pre‐Decis

9%
3%

Consumerss had a staark differencce in their ooverall leveel of satisfaction with tthe Manufaacturer’s 
Representaative in the pre (88%) and post-ddecision (499%) surveyss. 
The followwing commments werre provideed on thee pre-decission surveey regarding the 
Manufacturer Represeentative: 

• The representaative was coourteous annd fair in all interactionns thus far 

• Slightly argumeentative, noot referencinng some truuth, deflectting 

The followwing commments werre providedd on the post-decision surveey regarding the 
Manufacturer Represeentative: 

• There was no offer of payyment, neggotiation or acknowleddgement byy representtative to 
recooncile or correct the prroblems in ggood faith 

• Dishhonest 

• Friendly, professsional 
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• Toyoota and thheir representative diid not caree about mmy concernn as a connsumer. 
Probblem still exxist and I amm stuck with their poor quality prooduct 

• He wwas courteoous and proofessional 

• Jokee, now Tooyota doesn’t want too fix the ppaint and it was a pproblem from the 
prodduction plannt, becausee of Toyota’s poor painnt job and tthe arbitration processs, now I 
get sstuck with aa poor paint job that thhe color doees not matcch 

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

Pre‐Deecision 

65% 

1 

3% 

12% 
20% Poor 

Acceptab 

Excellent 

N/A 

ble 

t 10 

29% 

0% 

5% 

56% 
Poor 

Acceptab 

Excellent 

N/A 

ble 

t 

Consumerss had a suubstantially more favoorable vieww (85% exccellent/acceeptable pre versus 
39% excelllent/acceptaable post) oof the arbitrrator prior too receiving their decission. 
The following comments were prrovided on tthe pre-deccision surveey regarding the Arbitrrator: 

• I think the arbittrator is tooo old for thiis job. He seems to nnot able to see clearlyy as my 
casee require soome keen eeyes 

• Exceellent job 

• Agaain, the proocess is grreat, and tthe arbitrattor was knnowledgeabble and cleear with 
direcctions 

• Because the aarbitrator ignored the fact that it took longeer for the pproblem to appear 
and they offereed a 20 minute test drivve 

• Impaartial, listenns well, clarrifies 

• Veryy fair experience. Seeemed to be accepting of both casses. Unbiassed 
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6% 

22% 

69% 
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5%

6%
15% 

24% 
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The following comments were prrovided on tthe post-deecision survvey regardinng the Arbittrator: 

• I thoought I was not going tto win my ccase right aaway from thhe beginninng 

• Buddies with reepresentativve. Historyy and docummentation mmade no diffference 

• The arbitrator ddid not conssider my arrgument 

• The arbitrator ddid not makke a rationaal conclusioon based uppon the eviddence presented 

• Firstt, he miss quoted mee in his finaal statemennt. He staated somethhing as facct that I 
neveer said 

• Shee created a fair, balancced and nonn-intimidatinng environmment 

• I believe he waas bias. I beelieve he iggnored ampple amount of evidence 

• Veryy unprofesssional and sseem to sidde the manuufacturer’s representaative at all times 

• He ddidn’t care aabout the ddefects and didn’t knoww anything about autoo body and repair 

• Unpprofessional – everyonne except aarbitrator wwore a suit and tie. SSeemed immpartial, 
tookk notes, butt his decisioon did not aacknowledgge any probblem. Increddible! 

• Ignoored evidennce; written reasoning flawed; tecchnically challenged 

• He ddidn’t repreesent my side of the sstory. He instead toldd me I wass wrong abbout the 
probblem, when Toyota alrready acknoowledged thhe issue 

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

Pre‐Decission 

3% 

 

 

 

 

 

Pooor 

Accceptable 

Excellent 

N/AA 
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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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• I feeel the outcoome is a direct result of the arbittrators lackk of focus aand undersstanding 
my mmain focus not complaaint 

• The decision hhe made waas not fair, and that iss why I reccommend tto have moore than 
one person in tthe arbitration processs 

• Seeems like its bought andd paid for bby manufaccturer. Hennce 83% “consumer adverse” 
outccomes for 22009 audit 

9. Howw convenieent was thee location oof the hearring? 
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10. A. Did the MManufacturer perforrm the awward withiin the 30 days after you 
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B. If the perrformance of the awward was oover 30 days, did yyou agree to the 
delay? 
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B. DDid you kknow you could reaapply for arbitrationn by gettinng an addditional 
wwarranty reepair? 
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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.  
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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Motor Vehicles 
(CAP-Motors) 

PORSCHE CARS 
NORTH AMERICA, INC. 
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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. 
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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. 
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